
Agenda 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR DOCKET 
TUESDAY, February 9, 2021 at 5:30 P.M.  

Virtual Meeting 
 
I.  Commission Pre-Meeting (Agenda discussion(s))  

Beginning: 5:00 p.m.  
Location: (Electronic/Virtual) 
 

II.          Commission Regular Meeting  
Beginning: 5:30 p.m.  
Location: (Electronic/Virtual)  

 
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) 
i. Minutes – October 13, 2020 – Pre -meeting and Regular meeting 

ii. Entrance Corridor – Tigerwash – Long Street 
 

III.   JOINT MEETING OF COMMISSION/ COUNCIL  
Beginning: 6:00 p.m.  
Continuing: until all public hearings are completed  
Format: (i) Staff Report, (ii) Applicant, (iii) Hearing  

 
1. Charlottesville Capital Improvement Program FY 2022-2026:  Consideration of the proposed 

5-year  Capital Improvement Program in the areas of Affordable Housing, Education, Economic 
Development, Public Safety & Justice, Facilities Management, Transportation & Access, Parks & 
Recreation, Technology Infrastructure, Stormwater Initiatives and General Government 
Infrastructure. A copy of the proposed CIP is available for review 
at:    https://www.charlottesville.gov/171/Budget-Work-Sessions 
Report prepared by Krisy Hammill, Office of Budget and Performance Management.  

 
IV.    COMMISSION’S ACTION ITEMS   

Continuing: until all action items are concluded.  
 
1. Entrance Corridor – Comprehensive Sign Plan Request – 916 E High Street (Deferred by Applicant) 
2. C’ville Plans Together – Housing Plan Concept Review  

 
 
V.    FUTURE MEETING SCHEDULE/ADJOURN 
 

 
   
Tuesday February 23, 2021  – 5:30 PM Work 

Session 
C’ville Plans Together – Future Land Use 
Map 

Tuesday March 9, 2021  – 5:00 PM Pre- 
Meeting 

 

Tuesday March 9, 2021  – 5:30 PM Regular 
Meeting 

Minutes – November 10, 2020 – Pre -
meeting and Regular meeting 

https://www.charlottesville.gov/171/Budget-Work-Sessions


Minutes – December 8, 2020 – Pre -
meeting and Regular meeting 
Minutes – January 12, 2020 – Pre -meeting 
and Regular meeting 
Comp Plan Amendment –  Community 
Vision Plan – Starr Hill 
Work session – Belmont Apartments SUP 
proposal 

 
 

Anticipated Items on Future Agendas 
Zoning Text Amendments –Off-street parking facilities requirements along streets designated as “framework 
streets” (initiated May 8, 2018), Site Plan Requirements, Accessory Dwelling Unit, Middle Density zoning and 
Affordable Dwelling Unit  
Comp Plan Amendment –  Community Vision Plan – Starr Hill 
Site Plan – Grove Street PUD, Flint Hill PUD 
Rezoning – 240 Stribling Avenue, 1613 Grove Street 
Special Permit (amendment) – 1243 Harris 
Critical Slope Waiver – 915 6th Street SE 
 
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.  
 
Individuals with disabilities who require assistance or special arrangements to participate in the public meeting 
may call the ADA Coordinator at (434) 970-3182 or submit a request via email to ada@charlottesville.gov.  The 
City of Charlottesville requests that you provide a 48 hour notice so that proper arrangements may be made. 
 
During the local state of emergency related to the Coronavirus (COVID19), City Hall and City Council Chambers are 
closed to the public and meetings are being conducted virtually via a Zoom webinar. The webinar is broadcast on 
Comcast Channel 10 and on all the City's streaming platforms including: Facebook, Twitter, and 
www.charlottesville.gov/streaming. Public hearings and other matters from the public will be heard via the Zoom 
webinar which requires advanced registration here: www.charlottesville.gov/zoom . You may also participate via 
telephone and a number is provided with the Zoom registration or by contacting staff at 434-970-3182 to ask for the 
dial in number for each meeting. 
 

mailto:ada@charlottesville.gov
http://www.charlottesville.gov/zoom


 
 

LIST OF SITE PLANS AND SUBDIVISIONS APPROVED ADMINISTRATIVELY 
1/1/2020 TO 1/31/2020 

 
 

1. Preliminary Site Plans 
2. Final Site Plans 

a.  
3. Site Plan Amendments 

a. 1304 East Market Street – January 12, 2021 
b. 0 Carlton Ave (560044B00) Parking Lot Expansion – December 14, 2020 

4.  Subdivision 
           a.  BLA - 128 Carlton Road (TMP 56-8.1 and 56-9) – January 12, 2021 
           b. BLA – 206 Monte Vista Avenue – December 14, 2020  
 

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
 

 



 

 

October 13, 2020 Planning Commission Minutes are included as 
the last document in this packet 
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City of Charlottesville 

Department of Neighborhood Development Services 

Staff Report to the Entrance Corridor Review Board (ERB) 

 

 

 

Date of Planning Commission Meeting: February 9, 2021 

Project Name: TigerWash 

Planner: Jeff Werner, AICP 

Applicant: Aaron Revere 

 

Application Information 

Property Street Address: 0 Long Street, 1315 Long Street, and 900 Landonia Circle. 

Property Owner: Tiger Fuel Company 

Tax Map/Parcel #:  

• 49009410 (1315 Long Street) 

• 490094000 (0 Long Street) 

• 490079000 (909 Landonia Circle) 

Total Square Footage/Acreage Site:  

Comprehensive Plan (Land Use Plan) Designation:  

• Back parcel (909 Landonia Cir.): Low-density Residential. 

• Front parcels (1315 Long St. and 0 Long St.): Neighborhood Commercial. 

Current Zoning Classification: B-2 (Business/Commercial). 0 Long Street and 1315 Long Street 

are also within an Entrance Corridor Overlay District. 

Entrance Corridor Overlay Districts: Long Street (Corporate Limits to St. Clair Avenue) 

Current Usage: Car wash 

 

Background 

September 8, 2020 – ZM19-00004. City Council approved rezoning the property at 909 Landonia 

Circle from B-1 (Business/Commercial) to B-2 (Business/Commercial) Subject to a proffered 

development condition prohibiting certain uses of the property. 

 

909 Landonia is not within the Entrance Corridor; however, being incorporated into a project that 

includes two EC parcels, the entire project will be subject to ERB review.    

 

Application 

 

Request for an Entrance Corridor Certificate of Appropriateness for the new building, 

 

• Submittal: CoA application; ERB application, TIGERWASH 1315 Long Street, dated January 

15, 2021 Rev, 19 pages; and Water Street Studio Site Plan, dated October 23, 3030, sheets 

L100, L101, L103, L108, L109, L110, L111, L112, L113, and L114, .  

 

The project includes two primary structures: 

• A 25-ft x 46-ft two-bay, open, self‐wash building (similar to the existing five-bay building) 

located roughly in the middle of the site and parallel to Long Street. 

• A 125-ft x 32-ft “tunnel wash” building located along the west property line and perpendicular 

Entrance Corridor (EC) Certificate of Appropriateness 
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to Long Street.  

 

The two buildings feature painted, board-and-batten walls atop a low, foundation wall with stone 

veneer. The shed roof of the tunnel wash will have asphalt shingles. The self wash building will 

have a flat roof. Both buildings are screened from the adjacent residential area by new landscaping 

and existing elevation.  

 

In addition to the two main structures, the site will feature a payment kiosk, an area with propane 

dispensing equipment (within a small pavilion), bike racks, and a dumpster location within a 10-

foot x 10-foot painted, wood screen. 

 

The propane dispensing area will be within an open, pained wood, pavilion. The shed roof of the 

tunnel wash will be asphalt shingles. 

 

Vehicular traffic will continue to use the existing entrances off Long Street and Landonia Circle. 

Vehicles using the wash tunnel will follow a counterclockwise loop at the perimeter of the site, 

existing the wash near the Long Street entrance. The self wash and propane dispensing pavilion are 

located at the center of the site adjacent to the parking area.  

 

Landscaping will feature extensive new plantings, including 27 large- and medium-canopy trees, 13 

flowering trees, 34 screening evergreens, and 127 holly and bayberry plants. The rear of the site will 

be regraded and feature a two-tier, U-shaped, landscaped retaining wall. Along Landonia Circle and 

the top of the retaining wall, a wood, split rail fence will enhance the plantings. The existing 

sidewalk and stone wall facing Long Street will be retained, with a new sidewalk extended along 

Landonia Circle. 

 

Lighting will feature fixtures with LED lamping. All comply with the staff request to have lamping 

that is dimmable and with a Color Temperature not to exceed 3,000K. Additionally, the lamping 

specified has the best available rating relative to up-lighting (above the fixture).  

 

The submittal includes images with visible signage; however, no signage will be reviewed as part of 

this CoA request. The images are illustrative only and an approved CoA is not approval for any 

signage shown. Correspondingly, proposed commercial signage will require a separate sign permit. 

The applicant has acknowledged this and indicated they plan to apply for a Comprehensive Signage 

Plan.  

 

Public Comments Received 

No comments received to date.  

 

Staff Recommendatios 

Staff recommend approval of this CoA as a Consent Agenda item. With that, the CoA will record 

the motion for approval (below), including the two recommended conditions.  

 

Suggested Motion 

Approval: Having considered the standards set forth within the City’s Entrance Corridor Design 

Guidelines, I move to find that the proposed design for the TigerWash at 1315 Long Street is 

consistent with the Guidelines and compatible with the goals of this Entrance Corridor, and that the 
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ERB approves the Certificate of Appropriateness application as submitted with the following 

conditions:  

• Exterior light fixtures shall have lamping that is dimmable. Additionally, the owner 

will address any reasonable public complaints about light glare by either dimming the 

lamp or replacing the lamps/fixtures. 

• Landscaping Plan (L108) indicates plants subject to change. In the event of change, 

the number and location of new plantings shall not change, they must be similar to the 

approved in type (canopy and height at maturity), and consistent with the City’s 

Master Tree and Shrub lists. 

 

Alternate Motions 

Denial: Having considered the standards set forth within the City’s Entrance Corridor Design 

Guidelines, I move to find that the proposed design for the TigerWash at 1315 Long Street is not 

consistent with the Guidelines and is not compatible with the goals of this Entrance Corridor, and 

that for the following reason(s) the ERB denies the Certificate of Appropriateness application as 

submitted... 

 

Standard of Review  

The Planning Commission serves as the entrance corridor review board (ERB) responsible for 

administering the design review process in entrance corridor overlay districts. This development 

project requires a site plan, and therefore also requires a CoA from the ERB, pursuant to the 

provisions of §34-309(a)(3) of the City’s Zoning Ordinance. The ERB shall act on an application 

within 60 days of the submittal date, and shall either approve, approve with conditions, or deny the 

application. Appeal would be to City Council. 

 

Standards for considering certificates of appropriateness:  

In conducting review of an application, the ERB must consider certain features and factors in 

determining the appropriateness of proposed construction, alteration, etc. of buildings or structures 

located within an entrance corridor overlay district. Following is a list of the standards set forth 

within §34-310 of the City Code:  

 

§34-310(1): Overall architectural design, form, and style of the subject building or structure, 

including, but not limited to: the height, mass and scale; 

Staff Comment: The style and design of the self wash, tunnel wash, and propane pavilion are 

simple and unadorned. They are low, single-story and reflect their utility as service facilities 

for automobiles. In short, the design reflects their functionality.  

 

§34-310(2): Exterior architectural details and features of the subject building or structure; 

Staff Comment: The two buildings feature painted, painted, board-and-batten walls atop a 

low, foundation wall with masonry veneer. The trim is simple. The wash tunnel and propane 

pavilion feature sheds roofs with asphalt shingles. The roofing and buildings designs reflect 

the planned functionality of the structures.  

 

§34-310(3): Texture, materials and color of materials proposed for use on the subject building or 

structure; 

Building 

• Roof: (Shed roofs) Asphalt shingles. GAF Timberline. Pewter Gray. 
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• Trim: Flat trim, painted. SW 7502, Cottage Cream. 

• Siding: Board-and-batten, painted. SW7506, Loggia. 

• Foundation: Echelon split stone blocks. Autumn Tan or Cornsilk. 

• Signage: Excluded from CoA request. 

• Lighting: Hubbell Outdoor Lighting with LED lamping. 

 

Landscaping 

• Trees and shrubs: All consistent with the City’s Master Tree and Shrub List. 

• Retaining wall: Faux stone blocks. Brittany Blend 

 

Staff Comment: The finishes, color palette and lighting fixtures are appropriate.  

 

§34-310(4): Design and arrangement of buildings and structures on the subject site; 

Staff Comment: This is an auto-centric use on a heavily traveled arterial. The location of the 

building is existing and appropriate to this site. The proposed landscaping improves the site 

relative to the building’s relationship to Emmet Street and Angus Road. As designed and with 

the planned landscaping, the structures will not dominate the site.  

 

§34-310(5): The extent to which the features and characteristics described within paragraphs (1)-

(4), above, are architecturally compatible (or incompatible) with similar features and 

characteristics of other buildings and structures having frontage on the same EC street(s) as the 

subject property. 

 

Staff Comment: The goals are to make the site function well for the users of this site and the 

entrance corridor, and to have an attractive development that is compatible with its surrounding 

context. The structures are generally compatible with the EC Design Guidelines and to other 

sites/structures within this EC. The proposed landscaping is a significant improvement for this 

site and this segment of Long Street. 

 

§34-310(6): Provisions of the Entrance Corridor Design Guidelines. 

Relevant sections of the guidelines include:  

 

Section 1 (Introduction)  

The Entrance Corridor design principles are: 

• Design For a Corridor Vision 

o Staff Comment: Proposal complies.  

 

• Preserve History  

o Staff Comment: While this work will not disrupt a historic site, the existing signage 

board at the street has become a local icon. The applicant intends to preserve this sign 

and continue its use as a banner for celebrating birthdays.  

 

• Facilitate Pedestrian Access 

o Staff Comment: Proposal complies.  

 

• Maintain Human Scale in Buildings and Spaces 

o Staff Comment: Proposal complies. 
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• Preserve and Enhance Natural Character 

o Staff Comment: The trees and plantings will enhance this site.  

 

• Create a Sense of Place 

o Staff Comment: Proposal complies.  

 

• Create an Inviting Public Realm  

o Staff Comment: Proposal complies generally with this guideline. 

 

• Create Restrained Communications 

o Staff Comment: Signage is not included as part of the CoA request. Any signage shown 

in the submittal is incidental. New signage must comply with the signage regulations and 

will require approval of a separate Signage Permit.  

 

• Screen Incompatible Uses and Appurtenances  

o Staff Comment: Proposal complies.  

 

• Respect and Enhance Charlottesville’s Character:  

o Staff Comment: Proposal complies. 

 

Section 2 (Streetscape) and Section 3 (Site) 

Staff Comment: The proposed landscaping and site details are appropriate. 

 

Section 4 (Buildings) 

Staff Comment: Proposal complies. 

 

Corridor 9: Long Street from the corporate limits to St. Clair Avenue 

Overall Description  

This eastern gateway to the City begins at the attractively designed Free Bridge and extends on 

Long Street to St. Clair Avenue. After crossing the Rivanna River, the major gateway intersection is 

at Long and High streets. A planted median extends west up the slope of Long Street that is framed 

with large concrete retaining walls. Highway-oriented, recently redeveloped commercial sites line 

the north side of the corridor, and there is a school and a neighborhood to the south.  

 

• Streetscape: Landscaped edges and median, auto-oriented, concrete retaining wall topped with 

chain-link fence, steep hill, overhead utilities, cobra-head lights, narrow concrete sidewalks, 4 

lanes + turn lanes.  

• Site: Parking dominates many lots that have landscaped buffers; gas canopies and monument 

signs.  

• Buildings: New chain trademark architecture, 1-story masonry commercial.  

 

Positive Aspects  

• Strong gateway element of the bridge  

• Opportunity to enhance streetscape to strengthen gateway at High Street  

• Rivanna River and associated greenway offers public amenity  
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Vision  

There is opportunity to significantly enhance the only eastern entrance to the City. The Rivanna 

River provides a dramatic gateway that should be used to its greatest advantage. Examples would be 

maintaining an attractive green buffer area, giving prominence to the greenway trails entrance, and 

incorporating the river as an amenity in site designs. After leaving the suburban County and 

crossing the river into the City, the architecture should signal arrival at an urban place. Building to 

the street with mixed use, multi-story buildings would create the necessary scale. New and 

redeveloped sites should also include parking in the rear, and more unified, formal landscaping 

along the corridor. There are opportunities for public art. Riverdale is a historic property that 

contributes to the character of this gateway. This corridor is a potential location for public way-

finding signage.  

 

Recommended General Guidelines  

• Follow guidelines in Form Book for residential areas  

• Limit setbacks on any new construction  

• Strengthen street edge of parcels with planting areas and low walls  

• Extend banners and distinctive streetlights into corridor from bridge  

 

Guidelines Specific to the Zoning  

R-2: Consisting of quiet, low-density residential areas in which single-family attached and two-

family dwellings are encouraged.  

 

• Height regulations: Maximum height: 35 feet.  

• Setbacks: 25 feet, minimum.  

 

B-1: The B-1 business district is established to provide for service-type businesses and office uses 

of a limited size, which are open primarily during daytime hours. The intent of the B-1 regulations 

is to provide a transitional district between residential areas and other commercial areas of the city. 

The uses permitted within this district are those which will have only minimal traffic impacts and 

only minimal noise, odors, smoke, fumes, fire or explosion hazards, lighting glare, heat or vibration.  

 

• Height regulations: Maximum height: 45 feet.  

• Setbacks: 20 feet, minimum.  

 

B-2: The B-2 business district is established to provide for commercial uses of limited size, 

primarily serving neighborhood needs for convenience goods. The intent of the B-2 regulations is to 

encourage clustering of these neighborhood-serving commercial uses.  

 

• Height regulations: Maximum height: 45 feet.  

• Setbacks: 20 feet, minimum.  

 

Central City Corridor (CC): The intent of the Central City Corridor district is to facilitate the 

continued development and redevelopment of the quality medium scale commercial and mixed use 

projects currently found in those areas. The district allows single use development, but encourages 

mixed-use projects. The regulations are designed to encourage use of and emphasize proximity to 

natural features or important view sheds of natural features. Development allowed is of a scale and 

character that is appropriate given the established development that surrounds the district.  
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• Height regulations: Minimum height: 2 stories. Maximum height: 4 stories. Additional height, 

up to 7 stories, may be allowed pursuant to a special permit issued by city council, subject to 

streetwall regulations.  

• Stepbacks: The maximum height of the street wall of any building or structure shall be 3 stories. 

After 3 stories, there shall be a stepback of at least 15 feet along 70% of the length of the street 

wall. When any facade of a building or structure faces an adjacent low-density residential 

district the maximum height of such facade shall be three (3) stories. After 3 stories there shall 

be a minimum stepback of 15 feet along at least 70% of the length of such facade.  

• Setbacks: Primary street frontage: no minimum required; 15 feet, maximum. Fifty percent 

(50%) of the area within any such setback shall consist of a landscaped buffer, S-1 type. Linking 

street frontage: 5 feet, minimum; 20 feet, maximum. Fifty percent (50%) of the area within any 

such setback shall consist of a landscaped buffer, S-1 type. Side and Rear, adjacent to any low-

density residential district: 20 feet, minimum. Side and Rear, adjacent to any other zoning 

district: none required.  

• Buffer Regulations: Adjacent to any low density residential district, side and rear buffers (S-2 

type) shall be required, 10 feet, minimum. 

 

 
 

 

 

Attachments 

o EC CoA application and applicant’s submittal  
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Description: 
The All‐American Car Wash has been in operation at 1315 Long St. since mid‐1890s, 
and owned and operated by Tiger Fuel since 1995.  Generally, the project scope is to 
replace the existing 1980s‐era car wash facility with new car wash facilities, 
incorporating the latest in car wash equipment and amenities, and operate under the 
new name of Tiger Wash.  
 
Site 
The project will combine three separate parcels, and site work will include significant 
excavation at the rear of the property to provide appropriate access throughout the 
site. Since the property is located on the Rt. 250 by‐pass, there is a very limited 
amount of pedestrian traffic.  However, the project will increase pedestrian 
connectivity to the neighborhood by adding new sidewalk along the Landonia Circle 
frontage.  The sidewalk along Long St will remain, and continue to provide pedestrian 
access along the Entrance Corridor. 
Two new buildings are proposed on the site.  The new building locations are consistent 
in setback distance from the Entrance Corridor with the other properties along Long 
St.  A 25’x46’ two‐bay self‐wash building (similar to the existing 5‐bay building) will be 
located roughly in the middle of the site.  The building will be oriented parallel to the 
Entrance Corridor, with the open bays minimizing the size and scale of the building. A 
125’x32’ “tunnel wash” building will be located along the west property line and 
perpendicular to the Entrance Corridor.  The building will be largely obscured from 
east‐bound traffic by the significant change in grade and the neighboring building and 
property.  Both buildings will be screened from the Entrance Corridor by new street 
trees along Long St. and Landonia Circle, as well as landscaping internal to the site.  
Both buildings are screened from the adjacent residential area by new landscaping and 
a significant difference in elevation. 
The new vehicle vacuum area is located between the two buildings and nearly 60 ft 
from the Entrance Corridor and is screened by internal landscaping.  Given the 
proposed use, pedestrian access to the buildings is not likely to be an issue.   
New site and building lighting will be full cut‐off luminaires and will meet City lighting 
requirements. 
New site retaining walls are necessary to resolve the grades along the west and north 
sides of the property.  A segmental retaining wall system is provided in a color and 
texture that is consistent with the buildings. 
 

 
The existing street sign will remain and a comprehensive signage plan, including internal site 
directional signage and building signage will be submitted for review. Photos included in this 
package are illustrative of the signage intent on the Tunnel Wash building, and for internal 
customer signage 
All mechanical equipment will be located behind the buildings and the dumpster will be in a fully 
screened enclosure.  All utilities serving the buildings will be located underground. 
 
Compatibility with Entrance Corridor 
The site is located roughly in the middle of a row of commercial properties fronting Long St., west 
of River Road.  The buildings on the neighboring properties are one‐story buildings but vary in 
massing, scale and materials.  The Bank of America building (1205 Long St.) is the smallest and is of 
a traditional design with red brick and gabled and hipped roofs.  Riverview Center (1305 Long St.), 
immediately to the west, is a red brick commercial building with hipped metal roof.  Immediately 
to the east, NTB Service Center (1321 Long St.) is a larger building, with a recently renovated front 
facade with traditional elements in an exaggerated scale and bright colors. The CVS building (1341 
Long St.) is the largest building with traditional elements and exaggerated scale with a 
combination of brick and stucco materials.  As Proposed, the scale and materials selection for this 
project compliment and balance well with the corridor. 
 
Buildings 
The new tunnel wash building is similar in size to Riverview Center to the immediate west, but the 
building is oriented perpendicular to the Entrance Corridor, which minimizes massing and scale 
and allows views into the site.  Additionally, the materials and colors are similar to the NTB 
building to the immediate east. 
In general, the materials and colors are more traditional and neutral.  The long side of the building 
has a horizontal canopy element and large windows provide detail and break down the mass. The 
rear of the building and shed roof are largely concealed from view by the higher grade along the 
west side of the building. 
The new self‐wash building is much smaller than the current self‐wash building, and it is pulled 
back 120 feet from the street & sidewalk. The flat roof and large open bays reduce the scale of the 
building. The open wash bays minimize the mass of the building. Materials and colors match the 
tunnel wash building.  Although the buildings are separated by the vehicle vacuum bay, screening 
landscaping encloses the space between. 
A small canopy over the propane dispensing equipment will be located next to the self‐wash 
building to improve customer service during varying weather conditions. 
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Context with the Entrance corridor 

                       

                                                 1205 LONG ST – BANK OF AMERICA  (1961)                                                                                                   1305 LONG ST. – Riverview Center (1996) 

 

                        

                                                     1321 LONG ST – NTB SERVICE CENTER                                                                                              1341 LONG ST – CVS PHARMACY  (2000) 
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         VIEW FROM LONG ST.  EASTBOUND                              VIEW FROM LONG ST. WESTBOUND 

 

                      

            VIEW AT LONG ST. ENTRANCE                                       VIEW FROM LONG ST.  
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TUNNEL WASH ‐ FRONT ELEVATION 
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TUNNEL WASH ‐ PARTIAL SIDE ELEVATION 
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WASH BAY ‐  FRONT ELEVATION 
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                     DISPENSING CANOPY – FRONT & EAST ELEVATION                                                                                       DISPENSING CANOPY – WEST ELEVATION                                                      
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FRONT ELEVATION  
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ELEVATION FACING ENTRANCE CORRIDOR  
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                                                             ELEVATION DETAIL                                                                                                                                                                                        VACUUM STATION 

 

PAINTED BOARD AND BATTEN SIDING 
SHERWIN WILLIAMS SW7506, LOGGIA

WHITE STOREFRONT W/ CLEAR GLASS 
 

EXTERIOR TRIM, SHERWIN WILLIAMS 
#SW 7502, COTTAGE CREAM

NEW BASE TO BE SPLIT-FACE BLOCK, 
ECHELON AUTUMN TAN, TO MATCH 
SHERWIN WILLIAMS SW7052, DRY 
DOCK 
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                                                                                                    CANOPY DETAIL                                                                                                        DARK BRONZE PAINT FORMULA FOR CANOPY 
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                                                                      PAYMENT KIOSK                                                                                                                    REAR ELEVATION DETAIL – PAINTED CMU 
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                              GAF TIMBERLINE HDZ SHINGLES – PEWTER GRAY                                                                                        ANCHOR PRO SEGMENTAL RETAINING WALL SYSTEM 
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                                        SPLIT‐FACE BLOCK – ECHELON AUTUMN TAN                                                                                 GROUND‐FACE BLOCK – ECHELON CORNSILK 
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TIGER FUEL COMPANY

P.O. BOX 1607
CHARLOTTESVILLE, VA 22902

ALAN FRANKLIN, PE

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

THE PURPOSE OF THIS SITE PLAN IS FOR THE DEMOLITION OF THE EXISTING CAR WASH FACILITIES AND
CONSTRUCTION OF NEW, MODERNIZED WASH AND VACUUM FACILITES.

STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS:
1. VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (V.D.O.T.) ROAD AND BRIDGE

SPECIFICATIONS, DATED 2016.

2. VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (V.D.O.T.) ROAD AND BRIDGE STANDARDS,
DATED 2016.

3. VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND RECREATION, DIVISION OF SOIL AND
WATER CONSERVATION, VIRGINIA EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL HANDBOOK, THIRD
EDITION, 1992.

4. INSTITUTE OF TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERS (ITE MANUAL), TRIP GENERATION, 10TH EDITION.

5. VIRGINIA MANUAL FOR UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES (MUTCD) STANDARDS, DATED
2009 (REVISIONS 1 & 2, MAY 2012).

6. VIRGINIA UNIFORM STATEWIDE BUILDING CODE - CURRENT EDITION.

7. CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE CONSTRUCTION STANARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

ELECTRIC METER

FIRE HYDRANT I.S.

I.F. IRON PIN FOUND

IRON PIN SET

SPOT ELEVATION

STORM INLET

MANHOLE

479.70

S

W

WM

DI

GM

FHA

BLOW-OFF ASSEMBLY

CLEANOUT

WV

CO

BOA

WATER VALVE / METER

GAS VALVE / METER

TRANSFORMER

PED UTILITY PEDESTAL

MH

GV

G

OHE

UGE

PP

LP

POWER POLE

LIGHT POLE

OHT

UGT

GAS LINE (EX. / PROP.)

WATER LINE (EX. / PROP.)

SANITARY SEWER LINE (EX. / PROP.)

STORM LINE (EX. / PROP.)

OVERHEAD ELECTRIC (EX. / PROP.)

UNDERGROUND ELECTRIC (EX. / PROP.)

OVERHEAD COMM. (EX. / PROP.)

UNDERGROUND COMM. (EX. / PROP.)

BOUNDARY / R.O.W. LINE

SETBACK LINE

EASEMENT LIMITS

CONTOUR LINE (EX. / PROP.)

CENTERLINE

DEGREE / SLOPE DIRECTION3:1 2.50%

HP

LP

HIGH POINT

LOW POINT

DITCH / SWALE

WATER COURSE

BM

EM

GUY WIREGUY

DS

YD

DOWNSPOUT

YARD DRAIN

YARD HYDRANTYH

LEGEND:

BENCHMARK

CITY STD. HEADER CURB

CITY STD. CURB & GUTTER

CITY STD. HANDICAP RAMP

HANDICAP PARKING SYMBOL

DUCTILE IRON PIPE

REINFORCED CONCRETE PIPE

CORRUGATED METAL PIPE

POLYVINYLCHLORIDE PIPE

HIGH-DENSITY POLY. PIPE

VITRIFIED CLAY PIPE

FINISHED FLOOR ELEVATION

TO BE REMOVED

TO BE TRANSPLANTED

TO BE SAVED

CG-2

CG-6

CG-12

HC

DIP

RCP

CMP

PVC

HDPE

VC

FFE

TBR

TBT

TBS

SINGLE / DOUBLE WATER METERSWM / DWM

GATE VALVEGV

BOA BLOW OFF ASSEMBLY

PROPERTY OWNER:

TAX MAP / PARCEL:

PROPERTY ADDRESS:

PROPERTY SIZE:

CURRENT ZONING:

EXISTING USE:

PROFFERS:

WAIVERS / VARIANCE REQUEST:

SURVEY SOURCES:

DATUM:

BENCHMARK:

FLOODPLAIN:

SITE STATISTICS:

BUILDING HEIGHT:

NUMBER OF UNITS:

DENSITY:

SETBACKS:

PARKING:

FINAL SITE PLAN
THE DIRECTOR OF NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

APPROVALS:

OCTOBER 23, 2020
CHARLOTTESVILLE, VIRGINIA

TIGER
WASH

PROJECT DATA:

PROJECT NOTES:

TMP 49-94, 49-94.1, AND  49-79 TO BE COMBINED INTO 1 PARCEL

1315 LONG STREET

1.178 ACRES

B-2

CAR WASH & DAYCARE

CERTAIN USES PROFFERED OUT - SEE REZONING DOCUMENTS

NONE

BOUNDARY & TOPOGRAPHIC: ROGER W. RAY & ASSOC.,INC.; 434-293-3195

HORIZONTAL DATUM IS BASED ON NAD83. THE VERTICAL DATUM IS NAVD88

IRON CAP SET IN THE CENTER OF LANDONIA CIRCLE: ELEV. 350.69

22' PROPOSED/45' ALLOWABLE

NO RESIDENTIAL UNITS

NA

VICINITY MAP: 1" = 500'

ITE TRIP GENERATION:

LAND USE BREAKDOWN:

TIGER FUEL COMPANY
P.O. BOX 1607
CHARLOTTESVILLE, VA 22902

ACCORDING TO FEMA FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP 51003C0286D, DATED
02/04/05, THIS PROPERTY DOES NOT LIE IN ZONE A (100 YEAR FLOOD PLAIN)

AREA OF LAND DISTURBANCE = 1.40 ACRES
PRE-DEVELOPMENT IMPERVIOUS AREA =  26,619 SF
POST-DEVELOPMENT IMPERVIOUS AREA = 36,173 SF
Q1(PRE) =  6.85 CFS; VR1(PRE) =  18,484 CF
Q2(PRE) = 9.95 CFS
Q10(PRE) =  19.91 CFS
Q1(POST) =  4.33 CFS; VR1(DEV) = 20,200 CF
Q2(POST) = 8.59CFS
Q10(POST) =19.60  CFS

FRONT YARD: 20' MINIMUM
SIDE YARD: 0' UNLESS ADJACENT TO RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT THEN IT IS 1'/2' OF HEIGHT, MIN. 10'

(BLDG HEIGHT @ 22' SO SIDE SETBACK ADJACENT TO RES. DISTRICT = 22')
REAR YARD: 0' UNLESS ADJACENT TO RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT THEN IT IS 20' MINIMUM
PARKING: 3' MINIMUM

1 SPACE  PER 1.5 BAY + 1 SPACE PER EMPLOYEE, BASED ON LARGEST SHIFT

  2 WASH BAYS X 1.5 = 3 SPACES
+2 EMPLOYEES X 1 = 2 SPACES
  5 PARKING SPACES REQUIRED

20 VACUUM STALLS CAN SERVE AS PARKING SPACES
(1 VAN ACCESSIBLE SPACE PROVIDED)

N

GENERAL NOTES:
1. ALL SITE WORK AND ALL IMPROVEMENTS SHOWN ON THESE PLANS ARE REQUIRED TO BE PERFORMED AND / OR INSTALLED UNLESS SPECIFICALLY ITEMIZED AS "NOT INCLUDED IN CONTRACT" IN THE OWNER /

CONTRACTOR AGREEMENT. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR PERFORMING AND / OR INSTALLING ALL SITE WORK AND IMPROVEMENTS SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS, INCLUDING ANCILLARY EFFORTS AND
WORK NORMALLY ASSOCIATED WITH SPECIFIED IMPROVEMENTS.

2. CALL MISS UTILITY (1-800-552-7001) PRIOR TO ANY LAND DISTURBING ACTIVITY. EXPLORATORY EXCAVATIONS MAY BE NECESSARY TO CONFIRM THE EXISTENCE OR NON-EXISTENCE OF CERTAIN UNDERGROUND
FEATURES.

3. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE WITH ALL LOCAL AUTHORITIES PRIOR TO COMMENCING THE WORK AND SCHEDULE / ATTEND ALL REQUIRED PRE-CONSTRUCTION MEETINGS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL
CONFIRM THAT ALL BONDS HAVE BEEN POSTED AND PULL ALL PERMITS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN THE PERMITS AND AN APPROVED SET OF THESE WORKINGDRAWINGS AND PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS
ON-SITE AT ALL TIMES.

4. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ENSURE THAT HIS / HER WORK IS PROPERLY COORDINATED WITH THAT OF THE OTHER TRADES ON-SITE.

5. UNEXPECTED SITE CONDITIONS MAY ARISE DURING CONSTRUCTION THAT REQUIRE A DEVIATION FROM THESE PLANS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE ENGINEER IMMEDIATELY OF ANY CONDITIONS THAT
CONFLICT WITH THE PROPER EXECUTION OF THESE PLANS. THE ENGINEER SHALL DETERMINE THE NATURE AND DEGREE OF CHANGES NECESSARY, AND THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE A COST FOR SAID
CHANGES. NO CHANGES ARE TO BE MADE WITHOUT THE WRITTEN CONSENT OF THE ENGINEER.

6. CONTACT ENGINEER IF THERE ARE QUESTIONS REGARDING THE LAYOUT OF THE WORK. BECAUSE ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN MANY TIMES CONTINUES AFTER SITE PLAN APPROVAL, STRUCTURAL INFORMATION
REFLECTED ON THESE DRAWINGS MAY NOT REPRESENT FINAL ARCHITECTURAL DIMENSIONS. PRIOR TO STAKEOUT OF ANY STRUCTURES, SURVEYOR AND / OR CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAIN FINAL ARCHITECTURAL
DRAWINGS AND CONSULT WITH ENGINEER REGARDING EXACT PLACEMENT OF BUILDINGS ON SITE.

7. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS AND FEATURES REPRESENTED ON THESE PLANS TO THE BEST OF HIS / HER ABILITY.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ALSO VERIFY, BY STAKEOUT, THE
RELATIONSHIP OF ALL MAJOR SITE IMPROVEMENTS TO EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS AND FEATURES AND NOTIFY ENGINEER OF ANY DISCREPANCIES, ERRORS AND OMISSIONS BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK.

8. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE HELD SOLELY RESPONSIBLE FOR SITE CONDITIONS, THE SAFETY OF HIS / HER  WORKERS AND THOSE ASSISTING HIM / HER WITH SUPPLYING OR EXECUTING THE WORK, AND THE SECURITY OF
PROPERTY HE / SHE IS STORING ON-SITE.  THE CONTRACTOR IS NOT LIABLE FOR THE SAFETY OF THOSE WITHIN THE BUILDINGS OR WORKING ON THE BUILDINGS, NOR IS HE / SHE RESPONSIBLE FOR SECURING THE
PROPERTY OF THE BUILDING CONTRACTOR OR THEIR ASSOCIATED TRADES.  HOWEVER, CONTRACTOR IS REQUIRED TO MAINTAIN A CLEAN, ORGANIZED AND SAFE SITE, AND IS THE FINAL AUTHORITY AS TO THE
LOCATION, PLACEMENT OR STORAGE OF ANY AND ALL MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT, VEHICLES AND TEMPORARY STRUCTURES USED DURING CONSTRUCTION.  NEITHER THE OWNER NOR ENGINEER SHALL BE HELD
RESPONSIBLE FOR THEFT, DAMAGE OR INJURY ON-SITE DURING CONSTRUCTION UNLESS IT IS DUE TO TO THE SOLE NEGLIGENCE OF THE OWNER OR ENGINEER.

9. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL DETERMINE THE LIMITS OF CONSTRUCTION AND DEMARCATE THEM CLEARLY PRIOR TO COMMENCING GRADING OF THE SITE. ALSO, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL ALL SEDIMENT AND
EROSION CONTROL MEASURES THAT CAN LOGISTICALLY BE PLACED BEFORE GRADING COMMENCES.

10. DURING THE INSTALLATION OF UTILITIES TO SUPPORT THE PROJECT, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN SERVICE TO NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES.  DAMAGE TO LINES OR INTERRUPTIONS OF SERVICE SHALL BE
IMMEDIATELY REPORTED TO THE SERVICE PROVIDER AND ENGINEER. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH REPAIR AND RESTORATION OF SERVICE.

11. ALL EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS ADJACENT TO THE PROPERTY, SUCH AS ROADWAYS, SHALL BE PROTECTED FROM DAMAGE DUE TO THE EXECUTION OF THE WORK. ALL REPAIR MADE NECESSARY BY THE CONTRACTOR
OR THOSE ASSISTING HIM / HER IN THE EXECUTION OF THE WORK SHALL BE BORNE BY THE CONTRACTOR.

12. CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE TRAFFIC CONTROL MEASURES WITH CITY INSPECTORS PRIOR TO OR AS PART OF THE REQUIRED PRE-CONSTRUCTION CONFERENCE.

13. ALL UNSUITABLE SOIL MATERIAL SHALL BE STOCKPILED AND ITS DISPOSITION DETERMINED BY THE OWNER WHILE THE EARTHWORK ASPECT OF THE SITE WORK IS STILL UNDERWAY.

14. ALL SPRINGS SHALL BE CAPPED AND PIPED TO THE NEAREST DRAINAGEWAY OR DIRECTED TO A STORM SEWERAGE STRUCTURE.

15. EROSION AND SILTATION CONTROL MEASURES SHALL BE PROVIDED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE APPROVED EROSION CONTROL PLAN AND INASMUCH AS IS POSSIBLE SHALL BE INSTALLED PRIOR TO ANY CLEARING,
GRADING OR OTHER CONSTRUCTION. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOT BE RELEASED FROM RESPONSIBILITY FOR STABILIZATION OF THE PROPERTY UNTIL THE LOCAL AUTHORITY OR AGENT ISSUES FINAL APPROVAL AND
AUTHORIZES DECOMMISIONING OF EROSION CONTROL MEASURES.

16. ALL SLOPES AND DISTURBED AREAS ARE TO BE FERTILIZED, SEEDED AND MULCHED. THE MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE SLOPE IS 2:1(HORIZONTAL:VERTICAL). WHERE REASONABLY OBTAINABLE, LESSER SLOPES OF 3:1 OR
BETTER ARE TO BE ACHIEVED.  ALL SLOPES GREATER THAN 3:1 SHALL BE MATTED WITH CITY EC-2 SLOPE STABILIZATION MAT.

17. PAVED, RIP-RAP OR STABILIZATION MAT-LINED DITCHES MAY BE REQUIRED WHEN, IN THE OPINION OF THE CITY AGENT, IT IS DEEMED NECESSARY IN ORDER TO STABILIZE A DRAINAGE CHANNEL.

18. ALL PAVING AND DRAINAGE-RELATED MATERIALS AND CONSTRUCTION SHALL CONFORM TO CURRENT SPECIFICATIONS AND STANDARDS OF CITY UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. ALL MATERIALS TO BE USED IN
STABLIZATION SHALL ALSO BE APPROVED BY ENGINEER.

19. ALL PARKING SPACES MARKED "HC" ARE TO BE DESIGNATED FOR HANDICAP PARKING VIA THE USE OF SIGNS AND PAINT  SYMBOLS. THEY ARE TO BE 8' X 18' AND ADJACENT TO A 5' X 18' PAINT-OUT AISLE. ALL VAN
ACCESSIBLE SPACES SHALL BE 8' X 18' AND ADJACENT TO 8' X 18' PAINT-OUT AISLE. VAN ACCESSIBLE SPACES ARE TO BE MARKED "VAN" PER CITY CODE SECTION 34-985 (B)(4).

20. 42" SAFETY/GUARD RAILING TO BE PROVIDED FOR ALL WALLS HIGHER THAN 30".

21. LOADING AND DUMPSTER AREAS SHALL BE ACCESSIBLE AT ALL TIMES AND ARE NOT TO BE  LOCATED BEHIND ANY PARKING SPACES.

22. STANDARD PARKING STALLS SHALL BE 8.5' X 18'. COMPACT CAR PARKING STALLS  SHALL BE 8' X 16' AND DESIGNATED AS SUCH ON SITE PER CODE.

23. PARKING AREAS ARE NOT TO EXCEED 5% GRADE IN ANY DIRECTION. HC PARKING SPACES AND ACCESS AILSES ARE NOT TO EXCEED 2% IN ANY DIRECTION.

24. DUMPSTER PADS TO BE 10' X 18'.

25. SIDEWALKS TO BE A MINIMUM WIDTH OF 5', EXCLUDING CURB, WITH A 4" CONCRETE SURFACE (3000 PSI AT 28 DAYS, OR STRONGER), 4" 21-A STONE BASE, WITH UNDERDRAINS (UD-4, ETC.) PER CITY/CITY STANDARDS.

26. ALL STORM SEWERAGE SHALL BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH CITY STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS. ALL REINFORCED CONCRETE PIPE SHALL BE CLASS 3 UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. ALL HDPE PIPE SHALL BE
ADS N-12 OR EQUAL. PIPE BEDDING SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH VDOT STD. PB-1 DETAIL/SPECIFICATIONS. ALL PVC CONDUIT SHALL BE SCHEDULE 40.

27. ALL ROOF DRAINS, UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED, ARE TO BE DIRECTED TO PROPOSED PAVED SURFACES SO THAT RUN-OFF CAN BE DIRECTED TO STORMWATER QUALITY FEATURES PRIOR TO ENTRY INTO THE PROPOSED
STORM SEWERAGE SYSTEM. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR TYING ALL ROOF LEADERS INTO A MEANS OF TRANSITION INTO THE SITE STORM SEWERAGE PROGRAM.

28. ALL WATERLINE IS TO BE CLASS 52 D.I.P UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED. ALL WATER SERVICE LATERALS TO BE TYPE' K' COPPER TUBING.

29. ALL SANITARY SEWER LATERALS TO BE OF SCHEDULE 40 PVC AS A MINIMUM.

30. ALL WATER AND SANITARY FACILITIES TO BE CONSTRUCTED TO CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

31. CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBLE TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE PEDESTRIAN BARRIERS & CIRCULATION DURING CONSTRUCTION. FOLLOW CHARLOTTESVILLE'S 'PUBLIC WAY DURING CONSTRUCTION POLICY' STANDARDS.

32. ALL SIGNING AND PAVEMENT MARKINGS SHOULD BE SHOWN ON THE PLANS AND SHALL BE CONSISTENT WITH THE MUTCD

33. A TEMPORARY STREET CLOSURE PERMIT IS REQUIRED FOR CLOSURE OF SIDEWALKS, PARKING SPACES, AND ROADWAYS AND IS SUBJECT TO APPROVAL BY THE CITY TRAFFIC ENGINEER.

34. PER THE VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH WATERWORKS REGULATIONS (PART II, ARTICLE 3, SECTION 12 VAC 5-590 THROUGH 630), ALL BUILDINGS THAT HAVE THE POSSIBILITY OF CONTAMINATING THE POTABLE
WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM (HOSPITALS, INDUSTRIAL SITES, BREWERIES, ETC.) SHALL HAVE A BACKFLOW PREVENTION DEVICE INSTALLED WITHIN THE FACILITY.  THIS DEVICE SHALL MEET SPECIFICATIONS OF THE
VIRGINIA UNIFORM STATEWIDE BUILDING CODE, SHALL BE TESTED IN REGULAR INTERVALS AS REQUIRED, AND TEST RESULTS SHALL BE SUBMITTED TO THE REGULATORY COMPLIANCE ADMINISTRATOR IN THE
DEPARTMENT OF UTILITIES.

35. ALL BUILDINGS THAT MAY PRODUCE WASTES CONTAINING MORE THAN ONE HUNDRED (100) PARTS PER MILLION OF FATS, OIL, OR GREASE SHALL INSTALL A GREASE TRAP.  THE GREASE TRAP SHALL MEET
SPECIFICATIONS OF THE VIRGINIA UNIFORM STATEWIDE BUILDING CODE, MAINTAIN RECORDS OF CLEANING AND MAINTENANCE, AND BE INSPECTED ON REGULAR INTERVALS BY THE REGULATORY COMPLIANCE
ADMINISTRATOR IN THE DEPARTMENT OF UTILITIES.

36. PLEASE CONTACT THE REGULATORY COMPLIANCE ADMINISTRATOR AT 970-3032 WITH ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING THE GREASE TRAP OR BACKFLOW PREVENTION DEVICES.

FIRE DEPARTMENT CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION NOTES:

1. VSFPC 310.3; 310.5 - SMOKING TO BE ALLOWED IN ONLY DESIGNATED SPACES WITH PROPER
RECEPTACLES. "NO SMOKING" SIGNS SHALL BE POSTED AT EACH BUILDING SITE AND WITHIN
BUILDING DURING CONSTRUCTION. SPECIFICALLY, SMOKING WILL ONLY BE ALLOWED OUTSIDE
THE CONSTRUCTION SITE'S SAFETY FENCE.

2. VSFPC 503.2.1 - OVERHEAD WIRING OR OTHER OBSTRUCTIONS SHALL BE HIGHER THAN 13 FEET
6 INCHES.

3. VSFPC 3312.1 - AN APPROVED WATER SUPPLY FOR FIRE PROTECTION SHALL BE MADE
AVAILABLE AS SOON AS COMBUSTIBLE MATERIAL ARRIVES ON SITE.

4. VSFPC 505.1 - THE BUILDING STREET NUMBER SHALL BE PLAINLY VISIBLE FROM THE STREET FOR
EMERGENCY RESPONDERS. PLEASE PROVIDE, AND POST ON-SITE, A TEMPORARY 911 ADDRESS
FOR EMERGENCY RESPONDERS ONCE CONSTRUCTION BEGINS.

5. VSFPC 506.1 - AN APPROVED KEY BOX SHALL BE MOUNTED TO THE SIDE OF THE FRONT OR
MAIN ENTRANCE. THE CHARLOTTESVILLE FIRE DEPARTMENT CARRIES THE KNOX BOX MASTER
KEY. A KNOX BOX CAN BE ORDERED BY GOING ON-LINE TO WWW.KNOXBOX.COM. THE KNOX
BOX ALLOWS ENTRY TO THE BUILDING WITHOUT DAMAGING THE LOCK AND DOOR SYSTEM.

6. VSFPC 3304.2 - WASTE DISPOSAL OF ALL COMBUSTIBLE DEBRIS SHALL BE REMOVED FROM THE
BUILDING AT THE END OF EACH WORKING DAY (IFC 1404.2).

7. IFC 1410.1 - ACCESS TO ALL BUILDINGS ON-SITE DURING DEMOLITION AND CONTRUCTION
SHALL BE MAINTAINED (IFC 1410.1).

8. VSFPC 3304.6 - CUTTING AND WELDING. OPERATIONS INVOLVING THE US OF CUTTING AND
WELDING SHALL BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH CHAPTER 35 OF THE VIRGINIA STATEWIDE
FIRE PREVENTION CODE, ADDRESSING WELDING AND HOT WORK OPERATIONS.

9. VSFPC 3310.1- REQUIRED VEHICLE ACCESS FOR FIRE FIGHTING SHALL BE PROVIDED TO ALL
CONSTRUCTION OR DEMOLITION SITES. VEHICLE ACCESS SHALL BE PROVIDED TO WITHIN ONE
HUNDRED (100) FEET OF TEMPORARY OR PERMANENT FIRE DEPARTMENT CONNECTIONS.
VEHICLE ACCESS SHALL BE PROVIDED BY EITHER TEMPORARY OR PERMANENT ROADS,
CAPABLE OF SUPPORTING VEHICLE LOADING AND MAINTAINED UNDER ALL WEATHER
CONDITIONS. VEHICLE ACCESS SHALL BE MAINTAINED UNTIL PERMANENT FIRE APPARATUS
ACCESS ARE AVAILABLE.

10. VSFPC 3315.1 - FIRE EXTINGUISHERS SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH NOT LESS THAN ONE APPROVED
PORTABLE FIRE EXTINGUISHER AT EACH STAIRWAY ON ALL FLOOR LEVELS WHERE COMBUSTIBLE
MATERIALS HAVE ACCUMULATED (IFC 1414.1).
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NOTES:

1) REFER TO NOTES UNDER 'INDIVIDUAL TREE OR SHRUB PLANTING PIT' AND 'TREE AND SHRUB PLANTING' DETAILS

   FOR GUIDELINES REGARDING PLANT QUALITY, HANDLING, INSTALLATION.

ROOTBALL

8
"
 
M

I
N

.
8

"
 
M

I
N

.

4
"

MULCH AS SPECIFIED

PLANTING SOIL AS

SPECIFIED UNDER

'SOIL PREPARATION'

INCORPORATE PLANTING

SOIL MIX INTO SUBSOIL

CULTIVATED SUBSOIL AS

SPECIFIED, NOTES

(11) & (12) UNDER 'SOIL

PREPARATION'

SEE NOTE (15) UNDER

'SOIL PREPARATION'

THOROUGHLY SCARIFY

CONTAINER GROWN

ROOTBALLS TO LOOSEN

ROOTS, ENSURE

CIRCLING ROOTS DO NOT

REMAIN

SET TOP OF ROOTBALL

SLIGHTLY ABOVE FINISH

GRADE OF SOIL

H

SUPPLEMENTAL TREE OR SHRUB PLANTING NOTES:

1) PRIOR TO PLANTING, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT IF FIELD CONDITIONS AND/OR SOIL

    CHARACTERISTICS ARE NOT COMPATIBLE WITH THESE PLANTING CRITERIA OR WHERE CONDITIONS RAISE CONCERNS

    REGARDING PLANT SURVIVABILITY OR WARRANTY.

2) THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT OF ANY PLANT DAMAGE INCURRED DURING SHIPPING

    OR THE PLANTING PROCESS.

3) WATER THOROUGHLY IMMEDIATE AFTER PLANTING SUFFICIENT TO SETTLE PLANTING PIT BACKFILL.

4) PLANTING SHALL BE SUBJECT TO INSPECTION AND APPROVAL BY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.  THE CONTRACTOR

    SHALL NOTIFY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT NOT LESS THAN 48 HOURS PRIOR TO INSTALLATION. PLANT INSTALLATIONS

    THAT DEVIATE FROM THESE CRITERIA SHALL BE REJECTED AND REPLACED AT THE CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE, UNLESS

    PRIOR APPROVAL IS GRANTED BY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

16" MIN.- TREES ROOTBALL

WIDTH

3x ROOTBALL WIDTH, MIN.

G

F

E

D

C

B

D) TAPER SIDES OF PIT.  SCARIFY THOROUGHLY TO LOOSEN SOIL.

B) TAMP SOIL FIRMLY AT THE BASE OF THE ROOTBALL TO STABILIZE.

A

ROOTBALL

8" MIN.- SHRUBS

H) ADD MULCH ON TOP OF THE ROOTBALL AND PLANTING PIT, BEGINNING AT NO MORE THAN 1" DEPTH NEARTRUNK AND

    TAPERING TO A DEPTH OF 3" AT PLANTING PIT LIMITS, THEN TAPER TO PROPOSED FINISHED GRADE.  KEEP MULCH

    CLEAR OF ROOT COLLAR.

G) ROOT COLLAR SHALL BE EXPOSED AND FREE OF SOIL.  SET TOP OF ROOTBALL SLIGHTLY ABOVE THE

    SURROUNDING GRADE.

F) CREATE A SLIGHT MOUND TO DIRECT WATER TO THE ROOTBALL.  BACKFILL PIT TO LEVEL OF FINISH GRADE.

    EXCESS BACK FILL SHALL BE REMOVED OR, WHERE APPROVED BY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, SPREAD TO

    SURROUNDING AREA.

E) AFTER FINAL PLACEMENT, CUT AWAY WIRE BASKET TO A MIN. OF 

1

2

 THE DEPTH OF THE ROOTBALL.  CUT ANY REMAINING

    WIRE GRIDS AS INIDICATED. CUT AWAY AND REMOVE BURLAP, STRING, OR OTHER PACKAGING MATERIALS TO A MIN. OF

    

1

2

 THE DEPTH OF THE ROOTBALL.  SCARIFY CONTAINER GROWN PLANTS TO LOOSEN ROOTS.

C) BACKFILL WITH ORIGINAL SOIL FROM THE PIT EXCAVATION CULTIVATED TO CLUMPS NOT EXCEEDING 3" DIA.

    COMPACT BACKFILL LIGHTLY IN 6" LIFTS TO REMOVE VOIDS LARGER THAN 1". INCORPORATE 1" EVENLY DISTRIBUTED,

    APPROVED COMPOST INTO THE TOP 6" OF BACKFILL DURING THE FINAL LIFT.

GENERAL PLANTING PIT NOTES:

A) SET ROOTBALL ON UNDISTURBED SOIL.  WHERE HARDPAN IS PRESENT, NOTIFY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT PRIOR

    TO PLANTING AND SCARIFY THE BOTTOM OF THE PLANTING PIT SUFFICIENT TO BREAK THROUGH AND LOOSEN ALL

    HARDPAN MATERIAL AS DIRECTED.  IN ANY INSTANCE WHERE TREES ARE TO BE PLANTED ON DISTURBED SOILS,

    BACKFILL WITH CULTIVATED ORIGINAL SOIL OR APPROVED  MATERIAL AS DIRECTED AND COMPACT TO A LEVEL

    SUFFICIENT TO SUPPORT THE WEIGHT OF THE ROOTBALL WHEN THE BACKFILL SOIL IS AT FIELD CAPACITY.

TOPSOIL:

1)

2)

PLANTING SOIL:

3)

4)

SITE PREPARATION:

5)

6)

SOIL PREPARATION- ALL PLANTING BEDS:

WHERE SOILS ARE SUFFICIENT TO MEET THE DEFINITION OF TOPSOIL ESTABLISHED IN NOTE (1)--

7)

8)

9)

10)

WHERE SUBSOILS ARE PRESENT OR WHERE SOILS ARE NOT  SUFFICIENT TO MEET THE DEFINITION OF TOPSOIL

ESTABLISHED IN NOTE (1)--

11)

12)

13)

14)

REMEDIATION OF COMPACTED SUBSOILS IN AREAS TO BE PLANTED:

15)

16)

TOPSOIL SHALL BE NATURALLY OCCURING, FERTILE, GRANULAR, FRIABLE LOAM, FREE OF STONES OR OTHER DEBRIS

LARGER THAN 2" IN DIAMETER AND NOXIOUS WEEDS OR WEED SEEDS.  PREFERENCE SHALL BE GIVEN TO SOILS NATIVE

TO THE SITE.  LOAM SOILS SHALL HAVE A CLAY CONTENT BETWEEN 15 AND 27% AND SHALL HAVE A TEXTURE OF LOAM,

SANDY LOAM, OR SILT LOAM, ACCORDING TO THE USDA SOIL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM.  SOIL pH SHALL RANGE BETWEEN

6 AND 7.  SUBMIT SOIL SAMPLE AND COMPLETE SOIL ANALYSIS REPORT TO THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT FOR APPROVAL

PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.

THE LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR SHALL FURNISH ALL TOPSOIL AND PLANTING SOIL MIX.  MATERIAL MUST BE APPROVED BY

THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.  (REFER TO SPECIFICATION SECTION __________ AND NOTE (1)

ABOVE PLUS NOTE (4) TO UNDER THIS HEADING FOR TOPSOIL AND AMENDMENT REQUIREMENTS).

THE TYPICAL PLANTING SOIL MIX FOR ON-GRADE PLANTINGS IN CONTIGUOUS PLANTING BED (NOT INDIVIDUAL PLANTING

HOLES) SHALL CONSIST OF THE FOLLOWING UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED ON THE DRAWINGS:

BY VOLUME:

80% TOPSOIL AS SPECIFIED IN NOTE (1)

20% FULLY COMPOSTED ORGANIC MATTER FREE OF VIABLE WEED SEED, HEAVY METALS, AND EXCESSIVE LEVELS OF

 NUTRIENTS OR SALTS

+ SLOW RELEASE COMMERCIAL FERTILIZER(S) AND MINERALS AS RECOMMENDED IN THE SOIL ANALYSIS REPORT

 1 LB. ACUTAL NITROGEN IN SLOW RELEASE FORMULATION PER 1,000 SQUARE FEET

 LIME AS RECOMMENDED IN SOIL ANALYSIS REPORT

IN AREAS SCHEDULED FOR LANDSCAPE INSTALLATION WHERE CLEARING AND GRUBBING HAS NOT BEEN COMPLETED,

OR WHERE VEGETATION HAS REESTABLISHED, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CLEAR AND GRUB ALL WEEDS, DEAD PLANT

MATERIAL, STUMPS, AND ALL OTHER MATERIAL NOT NOTED TO BE SAVED.

VERIFY MATERIAL TO BE REMOVED WITH THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT PRIOR TO ANY CLEARING AND GRUBBING.

TOPSOIL SHALL BE INSTALLED IN FRIABLE CONDITION IN ALL LANDSCAPED AREAS TO A MINIMUM DEPTH OF 6".  SOILS

SHALL NOT BE WORKED WHEN WET.  VERIFY REQUIRED TOPSOIL DEPTHS WITH THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

CREATE A V-DITCH BED EDGE TO A DEPTH OF 3" FOR ALL BEDS, UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

ROTOTILL BED AREAS TO A MINIMUM DEPTH OF 8".  REMOVE DEBRIS GREATER THAN 2" IN DIAMETER.  DO NOT ROTOTILL

WHEN SOILS ARE WET.  DO NOT ROTOTILL WITHIN THE DRIP LINE OF ANY TREE.

SPREAD 2" FULLY COMPOSTED ORGANIC MATTER (AS DEFINED NOTE (4)) THOUGHOUT THE PLANTING BED.  EVENLY APPLY

SOIL AMENDMENTS AS INDICATED IN NOTE (4).  INCORPORATE AMENDMENTS INTO TOP 6" OF SOIL BY ROTOTILLING AGAIN.

RAKE BED SMOOTH AT SPECIFIED GRADIENT(S), ASSURING POSITIVE DRAINAGE TO THE PERIMETER. AFTER PLANTING

APPLY 2-3"AGED, DOUBLE-SHREDDED HARDWOOD MULCH FREE OF DYES, UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED.

WHERE SOILS TO BE PLANTED DO NOT MEET THE DEFINITION OF TOPSOIL OR ARE DETERMINED TO BE INADEQUATE FOR

PLANT GROWTH BY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT DUE TO CONSTRUCTION COMPACTION, HIGH CLAY CONTENT, OR POOR

DRAINAGE, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL EXCAVATE AREAS TO BE PLANTED TO A MINIMUM DEPTH OF 8" BELOW FINISH

GRADE OF SOIL. AFTER EXCAVATION, ROTOTILL REMAINING SOIL TO A MINIMUM DEPTH OF 8".  RAKE SMOOTH AND SLOPE

TOWARD BED PERIMETER.

ADD 3" SOIL MIX (AS SPECIFIED IN NOTE (4)) AND INCORPORATE INTO TOP 4" OF CULTIVATED EXISTING SOIL BY

ROTOTILLING.  LIGHTLY COMPACT SOIL.  ADD ADDITIONAL SOIL MIX TO ACHIEVE FINISH GRADE.  RAKE TO ACHIEVE

SPECIFIED GRADIENT(S).

CREATE A V-DITCH BED EDGE TO A DEPTH OF 3"

RAKE BED SMOOTH AT SPECIFIED GRADIENT(S), ASSURING POSITIVE DRAINAGE TO THE PERIMETER. AFTER PLANTING

APPLY 2-3"AGED, DOUBLE-SHREDDED HARDWOOD BARK MULCH FREE OF DYES, UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED.

WHERE SUBSOILS ARE COMPACTED TO A LEVEL THAT WILL INHIBIT ROOT GROWTH OR INFILTRATION OF WATER

THROUGH THE SOIL PROFILE, AS DETERMINED BY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT AND DEFINED IN NOTE (16), THE

CONTRACTOR SHALL FRACTURE THE SOILS WITH A RIPPER OR SIMILAR DEVICE TO A MINIMUM DEPTH OF 18", @ 24" O.C.

BOTH WAYS.  ALTERNATIVELY, SOIL DECOMPACTION MAY BE ACHEIVED BY SPREADING FULLY COMPOSTED ORGANIC

MATTER (SEE NOTE 4) TO A DEPTH OF 4" UNIFORMLY ACROSS THE PORTION OF THE SITE TO BE REMEDIATED THEN

DIGGING AND TURNING SOILS IN PLACE WITH A BACKHOE TO A DEPTH OF 24".  LIGHTLY WORK AND FIRM TURNED SOIL

WITH THE BACKHOE BUCKET.  ADDITIONALLY, WHERE ACCESS IS LIMITED, SUBSOILING REMEDIATION MY BE

ACCOMPLISHED BY AUGERING 6" DIA. HOLES TO A MINIMUM DEPTH OF 18" AT 18" O.C AND BACKFILLING WITH

UNAMMENDED TOPSOIL.

LEVELS OF COMPACTION SHALL BE DETERMINED BY FIELD INSPECTION, OR WHERE REQUIRED, BY A QUALIFIED SOILS

CONSULTANT.  ROOT LIMITING COMPACTION WILL BE DETERMINED BY MEASURING SOIL BULK DENSITY AND COMPARING

TO SOIL BULK DENSITIES GENERALLY ACCEPTED TO BE ROOT LIMITING SPECIFIC TO THE SOIL'S TEXTURE AS

REFERENCED IN TREES IN THE URBAN LANDSCAPE, TROWBRIDGE AND BASSUK, 2004.

ROOTBALL

BUILD UP AND FIRM EXCAVATED

SOIL TO FORM ROOTBALL PIT

DOWNHILL OF TREE

TRENCH EDGE AROUND
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ROOTBALL

REFER TO TREE OR SHRUB

PLANTING PIT AND PLANTING

BED DETAILS

REFER TO TREE STAKING DETAIL

GENERAL TREE OR SHRUB PLANTING NOTES:

1) CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT REPRESENTATIVE PHOTOGRAPHS OF ALL WOODY PLANT MATERIALS AS REQUESTED.

2) ALL PRUNING SHALL BE RESTRICTED TO THE REMOVAL OF DEAD OR BROKEN BRANCHES AND SHALL BE PERFORMED

    ONLY UNDER THE SUPERVISION OF THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT OR PROJECT ARBORIST.

3) UPON DELIVERY TO THE SITE: ALL PLANTS SHALL BE OF SPECIMEN QUALITY AND SHALL CONFORM TO OR EXCEED

    MINIMUM STANDARDS SET FORTH IN THE MOST CURRENT ADDITION OF THE AMERICAN STANDARD FOR NURSERY STOCK,

    ANSI Z60.1 and ANSI A300.  ADDITIONALLY, PLANTS SHALL BE IN GOOD, VIGOROUS GROWING CONDITION, FREE  OF

    UNNECESSARY INJURY.  ROOT COLLARS OF PLANT MATERIALS SHALL BE VISIBLE ABOVE THE SOIL LINE OF THE ROOTBALL.

    TREES SHALL NOT EXHIBIT CODOMINANT LEADERS, WITH THE EXCEPTION OF MULTI-STEM SPECIMENS AND CERTAIN

    DECURRENT SPECIES-- SUBJECT TO APPROVAL OF THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.  CONTAINER GROWN PLANTS SHALL NOT

    BE ROOT-BOUND OR EXHIBIT EXCESSIVE QUANTITY OF CIRCLING ROOTS. SUB-STANDARD PLANTS SHALL BE REJECTED.

4) WRAP TREES ONLY AS DIRECTED BY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

5) FOR SMOOTH BARK SPECIES, MARK THE NORTH SIDE IN THE NURSERY AND ALIGN THAT SIDE TO NORTH IN THE FIELD.

6) ROOTBALLS WRAPPED IN SYNTHETIC BURLAP OR OTHER NON-BIODEGRADABLE MATERIAL SHALL BE REJECTED.

7) WHERE B&B PLANTS ARE SPECIFIED, CONTAINER GROWN PLANTS SHALL NOT BE SUBSTITUTED WITHOUT APPROVAL OF

    THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

SET PLANTS PLUMB UNLESS

OTHERWISE NOTED

SINGLE LEADER FOR TREES

UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED

ROOTBALL

OPTION B: GUY STAKING

OPTION A: VERTICAL STAKING
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GENERAL STAKING  NOTES:

1) TREES SHALL BE STAKED ONLY WHEN INDICATED BY SITE CONDITIONS AND/OR PLANT CHARACTERISTICS.  THE

    THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT OF CONDITIONS THAT NECESSITATE STAKING OR

    THAT COMPROMISE PLANT STABILITY, SURVIVABILITY, AND/OR CONTRACTOR'S WARRANTY.  UPON APPROVAL OF

    THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, NECESSARY STAKING SHALL BE INSTALLED BY THE CONTRACTOR AT NO ADDITIONAL

    COST TO THE CLIENT.
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TREE STAKING OPTIONS:

UPON APPROVAL OF THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, STAKING SHALL BE INSTALLED AS FOLLOWS:

OPTION A: VERTICAL STAKING-- VERTICAL OAK STAKES TO BE DRIVEN IN OUTSIDE THE LIMITS OF THE TREE PIT.  (2) STAKES

                   AND GUYS PER TREE.  SET STAKES AT 180° AROUND TREE PIT. GUY WITH 'ARBORTIE' OR EQUIVALENT WOVEN

                   STRAPPING DESIGN FOR TREE STAKING.  ATTACH GUY MATERIAL IN A SLACK LOOP AT THE TRUNK AND PULL

                   SLIGHTLY TAUT TO THE STAKE TO SECURE.

OPTION B: GUY STAKING-- (3) 18" OAK STAKES AND GUYS PER TREE. SET STAKES AT AN ANGLE IN UNDISTURBED SOIL AT

                   120° AROUND THE TREE PIT. ATTACH ARBORTIE OR EQUIVALENT GUY MATERIAL IN A SLACK LOOP AT THE TRUNK

                   AND PULL SLIGHTLY TAUT TO THE STAKE TO SECURE.

TREE PROTECTION:

CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY WITH THE

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT NECESSARY

MEASURES FOR PROTECTING NEWLY PLANTED

TREES AGAINST DAMAGE FROM ANIMALS OR

OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL HAZARDS.

SCALE :
TREE OR SHRUB PLANTING - SECTION, TYP.

NOT TO SCALE SCALE :
INDIVIDUAL TREE OR SHRUB PLANTING PIT - SECTION, TYP.

NOT TO SCALE

SCALE :
TREE OR SHRUB PLANTING IN BEDS - SECTION

NOT TO SCALESCALE :
TREE STAKING - SECTION

NOT TO SCALE

SCALE :
SOIL PREPARATION

NOT TO SCALE

SCALE :
PLANTING ON SLOPE - SECTION

NOT TO SCALE L109
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City of Charlottesville  
City Manager’s Office     
MEMO 
 
 
 
TO:  Planning Commission 
FROM: Krisy Hammill, Senior Budget and Management Analyst 

Ryan Davidson, Senior Budget and Management Analyst 
CC:  John Blair, Acting City Manager  
  Chip Boyles 

Alex Ikefuna, Director, Neighborhood Development Services 
  City Council 
DATE: February 1, 2021 
SUBJECT: FY 2022 – 2026 Capital Improvement Program Draft Budget 

 
 
 

Presented for the Planning Commission’s consideration is a draft of FY 2022-2026 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP).    

 
The current draft CIP budget contains revenues and expenses totaling $35,396,913 in FY 
2022, an increase of 37.0% from the Adopted FY 2021 amount. The five-year total CIP 
budget for FY 2022 - 2026 is currently shown as $160,473,911, an increase of 29.3% 
from the five-year total projected in the FY 2021 - 2025 Adopted CIP   

 
The General Fund contribution to the CIP in FY 2022 is proposed to be $7,665,841 and is 
a $6.7 million dollar increase from FY 2021.  This large increase is the result of deferring 
cash funded FY 2021 projects in response to the financial uncertainty related to COVID-
19. The amount of revenue proposed to come from bond sales for FY 2022 is projected to 
increase by $2.9 million from the FY 2021 amount, and the five-year total amount of 
revenue from bond sales in the FY 2022 – 2026 CIP is projected to increase by $31.9 
million from what was projected in the FY 2021 – 2025 Adopted CIP.   

 
This draft budget, as presented, attempts to balance the need to address many of the 
City’s growing capital needs while also attempting to reflect what staff believes Council 
has expressed as its priorities over the last few months during budget development 
discussions. 
 
Some highlights in this draft five-year CIP plan include:   
 

1. No additional funding has been added for the West Main Street Project.  Funds 
approved in previous CIPs are still available and would allow for completion of 
Phase I of the project. 
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2. $50M has been added to FY25 as a placeholder for the Schools Reconfiguration 
Project 

3. Funding for Schools, Affordable Housing, and Transportation and Access still 
remain the top three priorities as reflected by the total dollars allocated over the 
five-year plan 
 
This draft budget being presented to the Planning Commission reflects what is 

known at this time regarding the City’s total revenue and expenditure needs for FY 2022.  
As work continues on the FY 2022 budget development, operational needs as well as 
capital needs will continue to be balanced with projected revenues and the five- year CIP 
will remain a work in progress until it is formally presented to City Council in March as 
part as the Proposed Budget.  

 
Staff looks forward to the upcoming discussion with the Planning Commission on 

this draft five-plan.  If you have questions or need more information before the Planning 
Commission meeting, please don’t hesitate to contact Krisy Hammill, Senior Budget and 
Management Analyst (hammillk@charlottesville.gov).   

 
 

Materials for February 9th P.C. Public Hearing 
 
 In preparation for the February 9th Planning Commission Public Hearing the 
material below are being provided.  Staff will give a short Power Point presentation 
followed by a question/answer session.   
 
 

Attachment I – FY 2022-2026 Draft Five-Year CIP Plan 
Attachment II – FY 2022 CIP Revenue and Expenditure Description 

Summary 
Attachment III – FY 2022-2026 Unfunded CIP Projects List 
 
Materials located: 
https://www.charlottesville.gov/DocumentCenter/View/4941/January-26-
2021---Planning-Commission-Public-Notice-Materials-PDF 
 
 

mailto:hammillk@charlottesville.gov
https://www.charlottesville.gov/DocumentCenter/View/4941/January-26-2021---Planning-Commission-Public-Notice-Materials-PDF
https://www.charlottesville.gov/DocumentCenter/View/4941/January-26-2021---Planning-Commission-Public-Notice-Materials-PDF
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Materials  

• Revised Affordable Housing Plan, located here.  
• Agenda (see next page). 

Background 
From November 3 to December 2, 2020, Cville Plans Together shared a draft Affordable Housing Plan 
with the community to gather feedback. We also shared some initial draft revisions to the 
Comprehensive Plan. During that time, we also met with Planning Commission and Council in a joint 
session (November 10).  
 
You can view a summary of all community engagement activities and input here. At the back of the 
revised Affordable Housing Plan, we have also appended letters received from groups/organizations. 
 
Since December, we have made several revisions to the Affordable Housing Plan. Changes were based 
on community, Steering Committee, Council, Planning Commission, and staff feedback. 
 
The most significant revisions to the Affordable Housing Plan since November include: 

• The addition of an overview of the recommended timeframe of implementation for tool 
recommendations (starting on page 18). 

• Clarifications and messaging adjustments on the $10M annual budget for affordable housing, 
to recognize current financial commitments in the coming years as well as the need for 
potential additional revenue sources (starting on page 49).  

o Page 51 demonstrates the scale of Charlottesville’s current commitment relative to 
other cities. 

• Additional recommendations and details related to affordable homeownership strategies (in 
summary on page 17 and in more detail starting on page 134). 

• More detail about opportunities for regional collaboration & strategies to directly address 
racial equity in the introduction (starting page 24). 

• Additional context related to the housing challenges section (starting page 36). 
• Inclusion of energy efficiency, aging in place, and support for those with disabilities as part of 

subsidies for owner-occupied rehabilitation (page 147).  
• Additional support for energy efficiency for multifamily projects through the acquisition fund 

(page 120). 
• Additional focus on the potential for a regional housing body (page 164), as well as a joint 

regional funding agreement (page 67). 
• Clarifications around the potential for increased tenants’ rights for cases in which the City is 

contributing funds (page 100). 
 

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1DWhanWZ2687efadnNQNL4zrU_SgCo0F0?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1JCQMTpIEn06NhNLtoHtVJSuUo6XxZGJk/view
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1DWhanWZ2687efadnNQNL4zrU_SgCo0F0?usp=sharing
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Agenda for February 9 Discussion 
Please note that this agenda will not include a full walk-through of the revised Affordable Housing Plan, 
which can be found here. 
 

1. Brief overview of revisions since November (summarized on the previous page) 
2. Overview of next steps  

A. Meetings with Council on February 16 (staff report portion of the meeting) and March 1 
(during the main Council meeting). 

B. Work session with Planning Commission on February 23 (5:30-7:30pm) to discuss the 
Future Land Use Map.  

C. Incorporation of Affordable Housing Plan recommendations into Comprehensive Plan 
(where appropriate). 

D. Anticipated community engagement around the draft land use map and Comp. Plan 
end of March/early April. 

3. Planning Commission comments/questions about Affordable Housing Plan 
A. General discussion/questions about the revised Affordable Housing Plan 
B. Are there specific pieces of the land use recommendations (or other 

recommendations) in the Affordable Housing Plan that you would like to be sure we 
discuss on February 23, during the work session related to the Comprehensive Plan 
Future Land Use map? 

4. Confirm Planning Commission feedback to share with City Council on Feb. 16th  
 

 

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1DWhanWZ2687efadnNQNL4zrU_SgCo0F0?usp=sharing
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Minutes  

PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING 
October 13, 2020 – 5:30 P.M. 

Virtual Meeting 
 
 
 

I. COMMISSION PRE-MEETING (Agenda discussion(s)) 
Beginning: 5:00 PM 
Location: Virtual/Electronic 
Members Present: Commissioner Solla-Yates, Chairman Mitchell, Commissioner Stolzenberg, 
Commissioner Russell, Commissioner Heaton, Commissioner Lahendro, Commissioner Dowell, 
Commissioner Palmer 
Staff Present: Patrick Cory, Missy Creasy, Joe Rice, Alex Ikefuna, Lisa Robertson, Matt Alfele, 
Letitia Shelton, Paul Oberdorfer 
 

Chair Mitchell called the meeting to order at 5:00pm and began review of the agenda. Ms. Creasy 
clarified there are no consent agenda items and outlined the status of the minutes.  Chair Mitchell asked 
staff for feedback on the best information to provide in reference to the Grove Street work session.  It was 
asked if Valley Road would go under the railroad.  Mr. Alfele noted that is potential for the long term but 
there is no funding at this time.  It is outlined in the Bike Ped plan so no clarity as to if it would include 
vehicles.   Commissioner Stolzenberg asked if the tunnel is in the Brandon plan and might UVA fund.  
Mr. Alfele noted that there had been discussion. Commissioner Russell noted that the applicant cited the 
Cherry Avenue plan in the materials and this site is not near that plan. Commissioner Dowell noted 
concern about the narrowness of Grove Avenue.    

Ms. Creasy provided an overview of the family day home application.  

Commissioner Stolzenberg raised concerns about the website.  He wanted to make sure that links to the 
comp plan are transferred to the City. He also noted that the PDF’s are not indexed on the city website by 
Google so items are hard to find.  

 
II. COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING – Meeting called to order at 5:30 PM by the Chairman 

 Beginning: 5:30 PM 
 Location: Virtual/Electronic 
 
A. COMMISSIONER’S REPORT  

 
Commissioner Russell – I am currently the Assistant Director of Facilities and Planning at 
Monticello. I am from the eastern shore of Maryland. I lived in New Orleans for several years, lived in 
this area for ten years, and have lived in Charlottesville for eight years. I recently completed a 
renovation of a 101 year old house in Belmont. My educational background is in historic preservation 
from Mary Washington. In 2013, I graduated from the Urban Environmental Planning Program at 
UVA. I serve on several boards that are dedicated to housing. For two years, I have been a big sister 
an amazing 12 year old girl, who is in the county school system. I am really looking forward to 
shaping a more equitable community that offers opportunities for all residents. As a planner, we have 
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a duty to recognize that land use, historic preservation, and building practices have had negative 
impacts, especially on people of color. I do strongly believe in the power of community engagement 
and the duty of elected and appointed officials to act in the best interests of the community. I come 
from a preservationist background. I believe in the power of place, stories, and the value of the built 
environment. We don’t have to think in Jeffersonian being the only historic architecture that has merit. 
Older housing stock is part of the affordability and sustainability conversation. I am looking forward 
to having those conversations in regards to the Comprehensive Plan update. I am excited to work with 
my fellow commissioners, council, staff, developers, and this community to see Charlottesville live up 
to its full potential.  
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – I had a few meetings in the past month. One was my first meeting with 
the TJPDC where we discussed a few things. The big one is the COVID rental relief program. They 
received another round of funding from the state. More people can get rental relief. If you need rental 
relief, go to their website. We got some interesting stats on applications coming in. Applications 
coming in from the city are also getting funds from other programs. It has been a fairly successful 
program so far. PLACE is also continuing to meet to agonize over its future. We had a meeting last 
Thursday to see what the future of PLACE is after some resignations of the chair and vice-chair. 
Everyone came to the realization that with the end of several major projects, it has been a little bit 
visionless recently. We are trying to come up with some ways the committee can be helpful as a brain 
trust of talented individuals, who work in the architecture industry to help the city achieve its goals.  
 
Commissioner Solla-Yates – The Cville Plans Together discussed land use ideas and housing ideas 
including some that you will see later tonight.   
 
Commissioner Lahendro – The Board of Architectural Review met on September 15th. We had four 
Certificate of Appropriateness applications granted. Two were deferred after we requested more 
information. We had two preliminary discussions on future projects. We had a follow up to a very 
unusual house on Hartmans Mill Road to inspect an out building being proposed for demolition. The 
house has a long and checkered history. The Tree Commission met September 23rd. We spent most of 
the time reviewing metrics for the past three fiscal years. Those metrics were telling us that we have 
missed our annual goal of planting 200 trees a year. We have only planted about 110 on average. At 
the same time, the city has removed a little over 100 trees. We are going nowhere fast. Over the ten 
year period ending in 2014, we have lost 5% canopy from 50% to 45% tree canopy. That 5% equates 
to about 420 acres of trees. Looking at neighborhoods, we identified Starr Hill and 10th and Page as 
neighborhoods that have less than 20% tree canopy, which is a critical high stress level of lack of tree 
canopy. 40% is healthy. It has repercussions, not only on health, but also economic repercussions. The 
health deficits are severe. 
 
Commissioner Dowell – On October 1st, the CDBG application process opened up. If anybody is 
interested in applying for those funds, please go to the city website. The application is available. On 
October 22nd, we have our annual CIP Committee meeting from 1 PM to 3 PM that I will be attending. 
That is for the school board. I will be attending the Ridge Street Task Force meeting on October 28th 
from 4 PM to 5 PM.  
 
Commissioner Heaton – I attended the citizens transportation advisory committee for the Thomas 
Jefferson Transportation District. They reviewed smart scale funding applications that they are 
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collaborating regionally with VDOT and hoping the city becomes a recipient of some of those funds. 
There a lot of discussion over how COVID has affected streetscapes with restaurants encroaching on 
previously non-pedestrian areas. There were no actions taken. It doesn’t look like that is going to end 
anytime soon. There were no actions taken that effect the city directly.  

 
 
B. UNIVERSITY REPORT 

 
Commissioner Palmer – There was a pretty good collaboration between facilities management with 
the University and the city facilities management to provide some additional COVID-19 social 
distancing signage on The Corner. I wanted to thank the city for the help with getting that done. We 
have been on hold with our update to The Grounds Plan. It was last done in 2008. We are starting to 
get that moving again. We have continued the comment-interaction with the Emmet Street Smart 
Scale team and the Fontaine Avenue Smart Scale team. The next Board of Visitors meeting is in 
December.    

 
 

C. CHAIR’S REPORT 
 
Chairman Mitchell – The Parks and Recreation hasn’t met in months. Last week at the Virginia 
Recreation and Parks Conference, we got a major award. The award was for the best new facility. It 
was for the skate park. I want to thank the entire parks and recreation team for the work that they did 
to get this award. On September 15th, the budget staff hosted a meeting. That meeting was attended by 
councilors Snook and Magill. We learned that there is about $129 million that we are looking to spend 
on capital improvements during 2022 to 2027. We are looking at allocating about $50 million of that 
$120 million to the school system. The rest of the money will be used to work down the backflow of 
existing things that have already been approved by Council. The thinking is that we will not have any 
new projects until we get a chance to work down our backlog. There was a second meeting with other 
members of Council. At that meeting, the thinking is working down the existing backlog of projects. 
In the COVID-19 environment, we want to be very cautious about adding new things until we get our 
hands on what is going on with that. We have $80 million of road projects in the backlog that we need 
to work down.  

 
  
D. DEPARTMENT OF NDS  

 
Ms. Creasy – The CIP is going to be a bit different this year. We have a shortened scoping. The main       
idea is to focus on the items that were approved in last year’s CIP and only make small adjustments as 
needed to that. Given that it took a little bit longer to get to this point, the hearing for the CIP this year 
will be in December. Budget staff provide the CIP overview athte hearing rather than a work session. 
We will have a brief session with Commission Russell to bring her up to speed on the basics of the 
CIP. The budget staff will give the presentation in December. It appears that things are going to look 
very similar to what they looked like last year from a CIP standpoint. It will be trying to get a handle 
on the things that we have now. On November 10th, we are going to have a joint work session with 
City Council on our regular day. We have one public hearing for that meeting. We anticipate the rest 
of the meeting to be dedicated to a joint public hearing with our consultants on the Housing Plan. The 
Housing Plan of the C’ville Plans Together Project has a good draft. That should be out for public 
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consumption in the next week or so. At that point in time, they are going to be reaching out to 
different groups and taking them through the draft and receiving comments. One of those 
opportunities will be on November 10th with the Planning Commission and City Council to get some 
feedback with the goal of taking the Housing Plan to Council later this year for endorsement. The next 
steps are making sure the chapters, goals, and objectives that come through that will speak to that next 
document. There will be some timeframes provided on how that is going to work. The consultants will 
talk about that a little bit tonight. We do have a lot of behind the scenes things going on. Chairman 
Mitchell and I met with representatives from the county. We are talking through some potential for 
conversations from a joint standpoint. We will let you know how that is coming together. We have 
site plan conferences virtually. A number of those have been scheduled. There are a lot of mailings 
and virtual opportunities to participate in that process that are going on. We are back up to speed on 
different applications. Everything in the office is moving forward. We anticipate that at the first of the 
year, we will start to have more robust agendas.  

 
 
E. MATTERS TO BE PRESENTED BY THE PUBLIC NOT ON THE FORMAL AGENDA 
 
No Comments from the Public 
 
The meeting was recessed by the Chairman until 6:00 PM for the one public hearing.  

 
III. JOINT MEETING OF COMMISSION AND COUNCIL 

 
The Planning Commission was called back to order at 6:00 PM with a quorum from City Council.  
 
Councilor Hill called the City Council to order for the one public hearing.  
  

Beginning: 6:00 PM 
Continuing: Until all public hearings are complete 
Format: (i) Staff Report, (ii) Applicant, (iii) Hearing, (iv) Discussion and Motion 

 
  

1. ZT20-10-02– (Family Day Home) A proposed amendment to the text of Chapter 34 (Zoning 
Ordinance) of the City of Charlottesville, 1990, as amended, to provide updates to family day home 
uses to include Section 34-420, 34-480, and 34-796 Use Matrixes to allow family day home (1-4 
children) as a by-right use in all zoning districts which allow residential use, to allow family day home 
(5-12 children) as a provisional use in all districts which allow for residential use, to update Section 
34-1200: Definitions under “Family day home” to confirm a lawfully established residential use prior 
to implementing a family day home and under “Occupancy, residential” to clarify that the family day 
home (1-4 children) use is considered residential occupancy, and to add a Section to Article IX. 
Generally Applicable Regulations, Division 9. Standards for Provisional Use to provide regulations for 
family day home (5-12 children) by provisional use. The purpose of the amendments is to provide 
updates to family day home use which comply with current State code requirements and provide 
allowances for provisional use permit requirements for Family day home (5-12 children). A copy of 
the proposed zoning text amendment is available for public inspection on line at 
https://www.charlottesville.gov/268/Zoning. Persons interested in this application may contact 
Assistant Director Missy Creasy by email creasym@charlottesville.org  
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i. Staff Report 

 
Missy. Creasy, Assistant Director of NDS – This is a proposed zoning text amendment to 
provide updates to the use matrices, definitions and add a new section to the zoning ordinance 
to provide revisions for the Family day home use. The Commission brought this forward as an 
item for us to work through and review. We brought a draft to the Planning Commission in 
August. We have made some revisions based on some of the comments and discussion that 
was held at that point in time. I do want to give an overview of the changes that are being 
proposed for this code. In addition, I am a resource for this. Our Zoning Administrator, Read 
Brodhead is on the call and will be able to assist with questions. He and the Assistant Zoning 
Administrator spent a lot of time putting together information on this. They spend their time 
enforcing these things. There are a number of updates to the matrices that would take place. 
Updates to the Use Matrixes to allow family day home (1-4 children) as a by-right use in all 
zoning districts which allow residential occupancy and to allow family day home (5-12 
children) as a provisional use in all other districts which allow for residential occupancy. 
These numbers are based on the state legislation changes that occurred. It will allow for some 
clarity for moving forward. Update Section 34-1200: Definitions under “family day home” to 
confirm that the residential use must be lawfully established prior to an allowance for the 
family day home use. That makes it clear that you have to be a resident. Update Section 34-
1200: Definitions under “Occupancy, residential” to clarify that the family day home (1-4 
children) use is considered residential occupancy. We added a section that is specific to the 
Provisional Use Section that relates directly to Family Day Home. It has a number of 
provisions that one would have to adhere to in order to do that. A Provisional Use Permit 
means that if you can adhere to all of the code regulations that are laid out, you fill out an 
application, you turn it in, it is analyzed and you can move forward with your use. Right now 
in order to do this for the 5 to 12 range, you have to go through a Special Use Permit process. 
It is costly and requires a lot of time. There was a thought of something that is a little more 
straightforward that notes what the rules are and if you can adhere to the rules, then you can 
move forward. There are also state licensure requirements for family day homes that are 5 to 
12. There are a number of things that someone is already having to do in order to become a 
provider. There are a number of public input opportunities as part of this process also. There is 
still a public process that is involved to allow the neighbors to know what is being requested to 
happen. One of the big things that was a discussion point for you in August was working out 
hours of operation. This is an additional item in a neighborhood and trying to be conscious of 
allowing it as well as having some parameters for the community were pretty important. We 
started the meeting in August with the boundaries that we have for our home occupation for 
some of our other items. Through discussion with the Commission, item 3 was updated (No 
clients or employees shall be allowed to visit the property on which a family day home is 
conducted earlier than 6 AM or later than 11 PM. The family day home may operate up to 12 
hours within each 24 hour period.) It allows for a flexible timeframe. This is a use that is in 
addition to your standard residential use.  
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Commissioner Stolzenberg – Some places had 5 to 12 child day home as by right before. 
Under this change, they will change to provisional use permits. I get that provisional use is not 
a very high burden. What was the driver behind adding that additional step in the districts?  
 
Ms. Creasy – It was for consistency. Since the numbers change from our current codes. Our 
current codes has 1 to 5 and then 6 to 12. It is not in line with where the state is. In the process 
of aligning those numbers, it made sense to do that. It wouldn’t be an onerous burden on 
someone. They are having to do many more things in order to get their state licensure. It will 
just be one more opportunity, mainly for tracking and understanding where these locations 
may be. We had a conversation about how to handle that. That was the consistency part. It’s a 
lot less confusing.  
 
Councilor Snook – When I had childcare, one of the big problems was how someone, who 
needed extended hours would cope. The discussion often dealt with people, who worked night 
shifts and needed someplace to keep their kids all night. Under this scheme, it is not going to 
be permitted in either 1 to 4 or 5 to 12. Is that still a significant need in the community? Are 
we meeting it successfully?  Should we be doing something to make it easier for people with 
that need to get useful childcare?  
 
Ms. Creasy – We spent quite a bit of time talking about that as well. That was part of the 
discussion with the commissioners in August concerning multiple shifts that individuals might 
have and trying to accommodate that as well as trying to account that this is an additional use 
in a residential area, and trying to buffer between the two of those things. The 1 to 4 is 
allowable by right. Anybody can do that. There is no time restrictions on that. If you have 
something that is very small and you have the need for an overnight opportunity, that wouldn’t 
be something we would be regulating at all. Once you start getting into having 5 to 12 
children, you have additional impacts that are coming into the neighborhoods. Having a 
consistent timeframe when those things may be occurring would be important.  
 
Councilor Snook – What are the rules that would apply to a child center? Are they subject to 
hourly requirements and limitations like this?  
 
Ms. Creasy – Some of the daycare centers in the city are by Special Use Permit. They have 
time limitations that are built into the Special Use Permits. Some are older and have been there 
a long time and may not have those same limitations. It would be a completely different 
category than the family day home use, which is focused on being compatible with residential 
use.  
 
Councilor Snook – I am curious how that need is being met and by whom is it being met? 
 
Ms. Creasy – Antidotally, UVA has a program that does work with people, who are on that 
night shift from a daycare standpoint. There are smaller opportunities within the community. 
We haven’t been made aware of a contingency of people concerning that need. It is something 
that could be revisited at another time if we find that there is a significant need for that.   
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Commissioner Dowell – That was one of the questions and concerns that I had when we 
talked about this last time: the hours of operation for those people, who are essential workers, 
who don’t get off until 11:00 or are working the overnight shift. Since it is a Special Use 
Permit, if a care provider was finding they needed to be able to provide those hours to their 
clients, is that not something that they could come back to the city and request?  
 
Ms. Creasy – If this moves forward by provisional use permit, they would be within the 
parameters of what the code gives. The code provides for 5 to 12 children. It would provide for 
any 12 hours that they chose between 6 AM and 11 PM timeframes. They would have some 
flexibility. The person, who is doing the family day home, would provide us with what their 
plan for how they would work through that. If they decide that isn’t what is working, they can 
give us a new plan. This is mainly just trying to understand where these locations are. They are 
also going to be regulated by the state. The 5 to 12 children day home is regulated by the state. 
They are going to have to go through all of the state requirements at that point in time. We 
spent a lot of time trying to troubleshoot all of these different types of scenarios. This is one 
we spent a lot of time on. We know we have a lot of people in the community that do have 
shifts that are different. We thought that leaving it completely open ended was not a good way 
to do it to start. If someone was to have daycare overnight, it would more likely be the 1 to 4 
child range, which is by right. If we found that there was something significant occurring in 
the community where we needed to revisit that at some other point in time, we could look at it 
through that lens. We haven’t had discussion or concerns from people specific to that. We 
wanted to put in a large parameter, which allowed a lot of flexibility for the providers and yet 
have some parameters so that they would be moving forward with a plan.   
 
Councilor Snook – The definition of ‘family day home’ talks about serving 1 to 12 children 
exclusive of the providers’ own children and any children, who reside in the home. Is there a 
similar definitional phrase that would apply to 5 to 12?  
 
Ms. Creasy – That’s correct. That is an added flexibility that is built into the definition.  
 

ii. Public Hearing 
 
No Public Comments 

   
iii. Discussion and Motion  

 
Commissioner Solla-Yates – What really opened my eyes on this was a New York Times 
article describing the issue. We already had significant childcare provision problems when 
things were normal and fine. Things are now harder. My hope in initiating this was to find a 
useful way to solve this problem. From what I see, this solves that problem.  
 
Motion – Commissioner Solla-Yates - I move to recommend approval of this zoning text 
amendment to the text of Chapter 34 (Zoning Ordinance) of the City of Charlottesville, 
1990, as amended, to provide updates to family day home uses to include Section 34-420, 
34-480, and 34-796 Use Matrixes to allow family day home (1-4 children) as a by-right 
use in all zoning districts which allow residential use, to allow family day home (5-12 
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children) as a provisional use in all districts which allow for residential use, to update 
Section 34-1200: Definitions under “Family day home” to confirm a lawfully established 
residential use prior to implementing a family day home and under “Occupancy, 
residential” to clarify that the family day home (1-4 children) use is considered 
residential occupancy, and to add a Section to Article IX. Generally Applicable 
Regulations, Division 9. Standards for Provisional Use to provide regulations for family 
day home (5-12 children) by provisional use on the basis that the changes would serve the 
interests of public necessity, convenience, general public welfare and good zoning 
practice. 
 
Motion was seconded by Commissioner Dowell. Motion passed 7-0.  

   
IV. COMMISSION’S ACTION ITEMS   

 
1. Work Session – 1613 Grove Street (60 minutes) 

 
Matt Alfele, City Planner –  Justin Shimp, P.E. (Shimp Engineering P.C.), representing 
Lorven Investments, LLC (owner) is proposing to develop the properties at 1613 Grove St. 
Ext. (TMP 230135000), 1611 Grove St. Ext. (TMP 230133000), and 0 Grove St. Ext. (TMP 
230133000) (Subject Property) outside the current by-right land use designation. The Subject 
Property is approximately 0.65 acres with road frontage on Valley Road Ext. and Grove Street 
Ext. (Grove Street Ext is a platted but unimproved right-of-way). The proposal calls for a 
twenty (20) unit residential development within four (4) individual buildings. The 
development would have eight (8) four (4) bedroom units, and twelve (12) two (2) bedroom 
units for a total of fifty-six (56) bedrooms. Twenty-eight (28) parking spaces would be 
required by code for a development at this count and the max height would not exceed forty-
five (45) feet. To achieve the type of development proposed within the application materials, 
the applicant will need to: 

• Rezone the Subject Property from R-2 family to R-3 multi-family. The city cannot 
impose any conditions on rezoning requests. The applicant may offer proffer 
conditions that they desire. At this time, no proffers have been put forward by the 
applicant. The applicant has put forward a development plan related to the rezoning, 
which is tied to the development.  

• Receive a Special Use Permit to increase the density from a by right 21 DUA to 30 
DUA and adjust setbacks. The city can impose restrictions on granting a SUP. These 
conditions should mitigate the impact for the increased density.  

• Receive a Critical Slope Waiver to impact critical slopes on site. If you look on page 5 
of the staff memo, you see the red shaded areas that indicate critical slopes as defined 
by the zoning ordinance 

  
       The applicant is currently working with the city engineering department to ensure this  
       information on that map is correct. The applicant will give a presentation and provide you with 
       more background information. This is very early in the process and the applicant has yet to  
       hold the required community engagement meeting.  
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Justin Shimp, Shimp Engineering – The zoning will be R2. Across the railroad tracks are 
higher density zoning districts. This is one of the few undeveloped parcels left in that 
neighborhood. This is our site plan. The colored buildings represent the footprint that overlap 
the parking. We are trying to get additional green space and usable recreational space for our 
tenants by occupying some of that impervious area. We are proposing four “fiveplexes” 
missing middle housing type which is hard to find a home for. We end up with zoning districts 
with mixed use types. Those are 4 or 5 story apartment buildings. There is a need for this sort 
of housing product. We viewed this site as one we could give a try. There are some setback 
modifications. The main modification is that there is a 50 foot building setback from any 
structure in R3 to a low density residential. We are talking about heights just above the R2 by 
right. We are asking for a reduction of that down to 14 feet on one side. On the side towards 
the railroad tracks is a city right of way. It would normally have a 25 foot setback. We are 
looking for a 5 foot setback. That’s part of our Special Use Permit. The housing type is not 
different from the more traditional things that you have seen. I looked at the Stribling Avenue 
plan that you have already seen. There is a series of townhomes. A three unit townhome is 60 
by 40 with 2400 square feet. Our building is 2200 square feet. A duplex might be 1500 square 
feet. We are in between those, but we house five units in place of three in a pretty similar 
structure size. These are some rough perspectives on these. The treatment along the stream on 
the front of the property - Our vision for that would be to build a retaining wall on the building 
side and restore the other side with some new plantings that would improve and stabilize the 
stream bank. The stream has a variety of old concrete boulders and other things. There is a fair 
amount of width on the street side to work with. These structures are trying to fit in that 
missing, middle frame. There is parking underneath. They are three stories. It’s a little taller 
than your normal Park Street large house. It’s not dissimilar in form from a large single family 
house. We just happen to fit in five families or individuals into the structure. Between the two 
buildings, we have a covered community space. There are other recreational spaces around. 
This gives you a perspective of the buildings behind in the cul de sac. The cross sections are 
the most helpful to illustrate how this fits in this location. Section A is looking from Valley 
Road Extended. There is such a grade drop that we cut the units into the hillside and we will 
lose a whole story in the retaining wall in the back. Compared to the units behind, we sit 20 
feet lower in grade. We don’t have any overshadowing effects, which could be the case of a 
different plot. We’re talking about 40 feet versus a 35 foot normal maximum height. It’s not a 
big difference but they are larger. We recognize that’s a potential impact. We think that this 
site lends itself very well. There is a traditional duplex to the right. It’s a decent distance away. 
It also sits up on the hill. That gives you some idea of the scale of that structure. We would 
imagine building a wall on one side at the edge of the stream bank. We would widen out the 
stream bank and stabilize the other side. If you look at the staff report, staff had a few 
questions. One of the questions was about the density and the form. I have grown to really 
dislike density. It has been a tool used for a lot of ‘evil’ purposes at times over the history of 
zoning. We have never really changed the buildable footprint of a site based on density. The 
lower the density, the more money people have to live there. When I look at something like 
this, it is above the comprehensive plan number. That’s a number. Does the form and purpose 
fit with what the comprehensive plan is trying to get at? That is housing for a broad range of 
people in the community. I think this does that. Another question was the environmental 
impacts. As illustrated from the pictures, the stream will come out as a far better development 
than what is there now. I am interested in your opinions as we move forward with this. 
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Chairman Mitchell – Is the way they organize the entrances going to work and meet the 
requirements?  
 
Mr. Alfele – In what regards? As far as width or number of entrances? 
 
Chairman Mitchell – All of the above. The way they have managed the entrances and exits. 
 
Mr. Alfele – That would fall within the code.  
 
Commissioner Dowell – You know that my main concern is where is the affordability of this 
project? Who are you marketing this to for this project? 
 
Mr. Shimp – We haven’t gone through what price point each unit is at. The idea is to provide 
some variety. I think this would be a one or two bedroom. It is designed for people working. 
There are four bedrooms that are more student oriented. I do think that there will be mix in this 
building. There is certainly opportunity for other people to be housed in the area. We haven’t 
pinned down a proffer or an affordability component yet. We understand that will be a 
discussion moving forward. We have not gotten to a set committed level on that at this 
moment.  
 
Commissioner Dowell – I do have concern knowing that we have a housing crisis and you are 
about to ask for a Special Use Permit for student housing. That causes me a little pain. UVA 
has the structure for their residents. As a city, we should be focusing on housing the people of 
the city and not necessarily providing new housing for students that is off grounds.   
 
Commissioner Russell – One thing that stuck out to me was that you referenced the Cherry 
Avenue Small Area Plan. That was a document developed reflecting the plan requesting the 
vision of those in the Cherry Avenue vicinity. That study focused on the Cherry Avenue 
Corridor. There were some items that you pulled from that report around affordability, 
elements of the comprehensive plan that are not really relevant to that area of the Cherry 
Avenue Master Plan. That was tertiary to that report. If we were to look into the Cherry 
Avenue Area Plan, you will see the residents commenting on their desire that new 
development be in keeping with the existing development patterns. Building heights should be 
limited. Setbacks should be respected. Density should be maintained. It doesn’t talk about a 
desire for UVA student housing.  
 
Mr. Shimp – We don’t have an objection to really limiting four bedrooms and increasing our 
density. It will be a higher number and the exact same number of bedrooms. That’s not at all 
objectionable to us. Because there is still inadequate infrastructure for students, they do trickle 
out to a lot of the neighborhoods. It takes away housing from others. The University will 
hopefully provide adequate housing for all of the students. Until that happens, it is always 
going to be an issue. If our design focus should be more towards families and non-students, 
that’s not an objection to us. I understand the small area plan didn’t really address this area. 
There really is a desire for people to form a development within their neighborhood. What we 
are trying to do here is push that boundary to get some more density and more housing supply 
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in areas where it works without building up an 8 story building where it overshadows a 
neighborhood. If the takeaway is pushing away from student housing design, that’s something 
that we can take to heart.  
 
Commissioner Russell – In that site plan, I was curious if it was unusual design. I have not 
seen that overhang parking strategy. Is there any local precedence for that? I am curious about 
aesthetic implication of that.  
 
Mr. Shimp – I think there probably are a fair number of structures where that happened. You 
don’t see it as much. I have done a cut section showing that. I do think a few small, more 
student oriented places that have parking underneath it. It is becoming more normal. When you 
get into the densities, you want to go that way if you want to preserve some green space 
around the lot.  
 
Commissioner Heaton – Did you call it ‘tuck under’ parking?  
 
Mr. Shimp – Yeah. That is what I refer to it as since you pull under the edge of the building in 
your car.  
 
Commissioner Heaton – You see lot of that in the tidewater and beachy areas where the 
houses are elevated. I was also curious about that. I don’t see a lot of that in this area.   
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – Lambeth Lane is a great example of that over at Kappa Kappa 
Gamma redevelopment that we looked at a couple of months ago.  
 
Mr. Shimp – To be clear, there are units on the first floor. This whole building is not parking 
underneath. There are first floor units with a small piece where you park.  
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – To be honest, I am surprised that you are even thinking about 
this as student housing. Geographically, it’s not that far. Unless there is that pedestrian 
connection underneath the railroad, it is extremely far. When you say student housing, do you 
mean undergrad? Do you mean grad students? Are you banking on that pedestrian tunnel 
happening?  
 
Mr. Shimp – That will be great to see. I don’t know if that is going to happen immediately. 
You will probably see more grad students. We are always encouraged to do four bedroom 
units in the way that the code is written. We’re happy to provide more kitchens to people and 
get away from that ‘shared space.’ The zoning code works against you. I am not opposed to 
making that shift if people feel that’s more appropriate.  
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – There is a fixed amount of students. We know how many 
students there are going to be. If there are enough beds near UVA, they will gravitate towards 
those and they won’t spill out. An apartment will become a regular housing apartment. If we 
don’t let there be enough beds near UVA, they will spill out and take up more space. They will 
either take up existing homes or they will take up new ones. I don’t view a 4 bedroom as being 
student housing. Almost every young renter is going to find roommates and find a 3 or 4 
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bedroom and split the cost of it. I see that as appealing to people in their 20s as it does to a 
student. This seems relatively far in terms of travel. If there is a tunnel, it becomes a prime 
spot.  
 
I notice that there are some new duplexes across the street that appear to be 3 stories. Do we 
know what the dimensions of those are? Massing wise, I am not too concerned about this.  
 
Commissioner Lahendro – One of the first things that I started to pay attention to was the 
massing and the site development and its context to the neighborhood. Mr. Shimp has done a 
very good job in breaking up the building into four pieces that have a cohesiveness to them. 
Because they sit in this depression, the height isn’t as noticeable as it would be if it was on the 
top of a hill. It responds well to the site and the context and the size of the buildings. I am 
pleased with that part. This doesn’t have anything to do with parking and 4 bedroom units. 
There are lots of other cars on that street. The duplexes seem to have way more than 2 cars 
associated with them. It looks like a very busy street. I am just reacting to the visuals of the 
building itself.  
 
Commissioner Solla-Yates – This is such a strange site. It’s either the edge of Fifeville or it is 
the connection between UVA and Fifeville. Those tell very different stories on transportation, 
cars, traffic, and how many units are appropriate. Without that tunnel, I can see an argument 
for it. It’s strange because it’s at the end of the street. With that tunnel, it may even be too 
small. I am interested to hear your thoughts on connections between UVA and Fifeville.  
 
Mr. Shimp – One of the things that we have looked at is that there is no right of way for 
Groves Street going back towards Fifeville. It goes past our property. I believe it was 
terminated at some point between us and the next street. You can walk down Ninth Street and 
then up to the hospital. We originally looked at that route. That could be a trail that we could 
contribute to our build to get people in that direction. I am not sure that is going to be possible 
with right of ways taken out. We would have to investigate that a little more. It’s going to be 
people biking or going out to the bus if they want to use an alternate route of transportation. I 
think that the bus stop is at the end of the street. There are some alternate modes of 
transportation. We don’t have a tunnel. We don’t have the direct pedestrian connections that 
we would like. We are still exploring that idea of connection along the edge of the railroad 
tracks down to Groves. That would get you a pretty decent connection to Fifeville.  
 
Commissioner Heaton – I agree with the whole approximation to transportation and the 
presumption that students are going to be the primary target for this.  
 
Commissioner Palmer – It’s good to see the opening up of that rock creek drainage way. We 
have done a lot upstream from there to provide storage and quality improvements to the water 
that we put into that watershed through our work. It’s great to see that continued improvement. 
There is a lot you can do with the stream channel meander versus punch bowls. There is a lot 
of engineering within the waterway that is beneficial. The density is fine. I don’t know what to 
say with regards to student versus non-student use of this eventual development. I don’t know 
if a lot of students currently live in that neighborhood. They are probably looking for lower 
cost of housing that they can get elsewhere. I think it’s more realistic to think of it as 
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something for young professionals, grad students, or a small family that might be working at 
UVA. The thing that did come up that I need to mention is the tunnel, which is on the bike and 
pedestrian plan. When we took over control of Branden Avenue and redeveloped that, one of 
the city requests was that we look at and do study of the feasibility of the location for a tunnel 
like that. There is a lot of topography differences along that stretch. We did that in 
coordination with the city. Through our work with that, we came up with a recommendation 
that the best place for that tunnel would be connecting Monroe to the north with Patton Street. 
It’s a little to the east of where we are looking at here. The reason for that was that the type of 
tunnel that you build could be a lot cheaper than what you would have to do at the Valley 
Road Extended location. It would be a lot shorter potentially. It connects better with the health 
system to do it a little to the east. Density wise, I think that it’s good.  
 
Chairman Mitchell – The only thing that I would add is that I would let the tunnel factor in 
my thinking. It’s in our vision, not in our budget. Getting the right of way easement for the 
railroad is going to be a nightmare. There are a number of things that I like about this. I like 
what you are doing to protect Rock Creek. Getting rid of the invasive vegetation would be a 
big boon for that neighborhood. No problem with the height. I think the way landscape sits and 
the massing is not a problem. I like that you are adding the city’s housing supply. This does 
that. Hopefully, by adding to the housing supply, we begin to bring down the prices elsewhere 
in the city. The one thing that does concern me is the very narrow street and adding more 
traffic in that area is going to be problematic. That’s something you will need to think about as 
you move forward with this.   
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – You talked about punching from Groves Street Extended to 
regular Groves Street. Did you say that there was a right of way?  
 
Mr. Shimp – There was a right of way. Our property fronts on the residue of it. As I chased it 
down to the east, it looks like the city abandoned a piece of it. I have to go on the railroad 
parcel. We would like to make that and I will keep chasing it down. My hunch is we are going 
to run into a wall with someone’s private property. They may not want a trail back there.  
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – Is the only option to go through the railroad or potentially 
talking to the 2 or 3 homeowners to see if they will let the back of their yards be a trail?  
 
Mr. Shimp – There’s a number of homeowners. There is still an option to do that. One house 
is pretty close to the back. Depending on who is in there, they might not want a trail twenty 
feet off the back of their house. It’s a possibility, but we are relying on people to cooperate. It 
doesn’t mean that it can’t be attempted.  
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – Is there an informal pedestrian way to get across the railroad 
tracks?   
 
Mr. Shimp – I used to walk along the tracks to Shamrock. I would take a little shortcut.   
 
Councilor Snook – I was talking with some people, who own a lot of apartments that cater 
specifically to students. They’re very concerned that the University’s expressed desire to house 
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more students on Grounds is going to put a real damper on their business to the extent that 
they are likening it to Longwood. Longwood said that they would housing students on campus 
and those that own apartments in Farmville went ‘belly up.’ Their business model was so 
oriented towards students. Without knowing what the future is going to hold, you may not 
want to get too locked into a particular design that is going to have to cause you a lot of 
problems if you decided you wanted to make it more hospitable towards non-students. With 
regards to the tunnel, I have talked to a number of people, who live over in that area. Their big 
problem right now is that the people doing all of the construction work at the University, park 
in their neighborhood. They go over the railroad tracks. If you are going to put a tunnel 
through there, it’s not going to be universally welcomed. There are going to be a lot of people, 
who are going to decide that they can park in that area where there is no permitted parking and 
park all day. The people, who live there, can’t park there. There are some challenges there that 
Council and the Planning Commission are going to have to address no matter how we go. I say 
it to the councilors and Planning Commission. That’s a neighborhood that is really having a lot 
of pressure from people, who work at UVA, and find that’s the only place they can park for 
free. It’s causing a lot of problems in that neighborhood.   
 
Councilor Payne – The idea, in concept, of preserving that creek is a very positive thing. I am 
curious to see a lot more details. From what I have seen, I am not too worried about the height 
or massing. This missing middle is good and is an interesting way to get there. I do understand 
the concerns, who will be occupying this development and a question of whether it is meeting 
the biggest needs. Our zoning code certainly encourages development that’s not meeting those 
needs. I attended some of the Cherry Avenue Small Area Plan meetings. Some of the 
conversations were whether these would be occupied by students versus young professionals. 
In some of those conversations, it’s not just UVA students, but young professionals moving 
into neighborhoods, who are displacing residents, who have lived in the neighborhood for 
years, and not being able to live there anymore. In thinking about housing needs, there is still 
that tension that exists with young professionals and not UVA students thinking about income 
level, the type of housing they are going to live in, and the type of housing that families need 
and occupy versus someone in their 20s getting ready to make $50,000/$60,000 a year. I also 
know that was part of the conversation in some of those meetings.  
 
Commissioner Russell – Mr. Shimp, you are someone, who thinks creatively. I appreciate 
that. I appreciate the thought that you gave to this site and the restoration of Rock Creek. I am 
a little perplexed as to why we aren’t talking about affordability in every single development 
that comes before us. I don’t think this is what we feel. It sounds like we are saying “Let’s 
have the development happen and let the market forces figure out, who is going to live there.” 
What we are saying is that there is a housing problem and an affordability problem. How do 
we incentivize developers to help us with that? We have to think creatively too. I would think 
that since Mr. Shimp is asking for a Special Use Permit as it relates to the density. We should 
really be thinking about how we can meet the charge of adding affordability.  
 
In regards to the street, I think it’s important to know that while there are sidewalks proposed 
on the development proposal there are no sidewalks on the rest of that street. It would be a 
sidewalk to nowhere. We could maybe find out a little more about what, if any long term, 
street improvements are planned in that area.  
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Mr. Shimp – Your description of how the housing market works is quite accurate for around 
here. Housing is built. Depending on the flow of UVA students, new jobs, or what else may be 
occurring, people come and go into those as the market decides. In all of my discussions 
around other projects that I have done, affordability is definitely part of it. I would be happy to 
see the University house everyone. It would mean a lot of investor developer class people 
would lose some money in the immediate future. It would provide a much better housing for 
the community if that dynamic was changed. To have affordable housing, you have to have 
help with a land trust or a Virginia housing type group that can subsidize that difference. The 
banks are looking for you to maximize profit on your project. When going that route, it’s hard 
to get something built and approved that doesn’t. It’s a fault of the system. There are ways 
around it. We do try to think about those things. That’s an important consideration here. We 
will definitely think about how we address that moving forward.  
 
Commissioner Palmer – The Groves Street Extended right of way is apparently there. It’s cut 
off on one end. I am wondering if there has been thought about how that right of way might 
pair up with this project in a way that the city could get something like more affordability. Mr. 
Shimp could get something that he would like such as more units.  
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – That’s a really good point, especially if there is no way to 
connect it to anywhere. Let me push back a little bit on the Virginia housing loans. As I 
understand them, those tend to be for 80% AMI projects. We are looking for affordability at 
deeper income levels. We all think about implicitly. We all expect you, Mr. Shimp, to come in 
with a concrete proposal with affordability.   
 
Councilor Payne – I think it highlights the fact that at these deeper affordability levels, the 
market is not going to provide it. The free market is not capable of providing it and it won’t 
provide it. The only way we will get there is with partnerships with nonprofits in public 
subsidy and land trust model as well. That permeates everything. It is a challenge that we have 
to rise to and go far beyond thinking about just what the market dynamics are. The market is 
going to be part of the solution as well with greater density. It’s not going to get us that deeper 
affordability level.   
 
Commissioner Dowell – I am not saying that we have to always dive deep into the 0% to 
30%. I am saying that as someone, who is serious about affordable housing, I want to see 
housing available to the people, who serve the community. Our teachers need to be in the 
neighborhoods. Our firefighters and police officers need to be in the city and not in the 
outlying counties. Sometimes, it is not about 10%, 20%, or 30 % AMI. If you are building at 
80% AMI, I do not feel comfortable approving that Special Use Permit.   
 
Mr. Shimp – Virginia housing does have 50% AMI programs. It is out there and it is a good 
program. It is very difficult to get into those lower incomes. I would love to see affordable 
housing projects built that way. It can’t get built if they don’t have some component 
marketability and profit. That’s the world we live in. We will certainly try to do what we can 
in terms of affordability. I did not hear any strong objection to scale or density. It sounds like I 
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need to focus on what this is geared towards and how we make that the most successful it can 
be.  
 
Chairman Mitchell – The only thing that you may be missing is working with the 
neighborhood density and what the traffic patterns are going to look like. There are no 
sidewalks in that neighborhood beyond what your development is going to look like. I am 
certain that you are going to get some feedback from the neighborhood regarding what it is 
going to do with traffic and safety issues.  
 
Commissioner Lahendro – If those four bedroom units are set up as the normal prototype 
with each bedroom having its own bathroom, that’s going to be students or professionals. 
That’s not going to be a family. Doing more two bedrooms provides the opportunity of 
families getting those units. The four bedrooms are going to be students, and maybe young 
professionals. I would guarantee all four bedrooms will have somebody that has to have a car. 
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – I do have to question that. I would think that most families 
would want more than two bedrooms if they have kids.  
 
Chairman Mitchell – The bathroom configuration will influence that quite a bit too. You 
don’t want a master bedroom in every room if you want to encourage a family.  
 
Commissioner Lahendro – It depends on how it is designed. From what I have seen, the 
individual bedrooms will have their own bathrooms.  
 
The Chairman recessed the meeting for 5 minutes.  
 

2. Cville Plans Together – (90 minutes) 
 
Ms. Creasy – We have another opportunity to talk with our consultants from the 
Charlottesville Plans Together project. There a lot of exciting things going on. We have had 
lots of discussions working with the consultant on our end. We have a number of steps that are 
coming up. You will see how the schedule is moving along as part of this discussion. We are 
getting into ‘high speed’ on this. We definitely want people to be as engaged as you can be. 
There will be some opportunity for gaining feedback. All of this is going to continue to be 
building over the next couple of months.   
 
Jennifer Koch, Cville Plans Together – On the agenda, we included links to meeting 
materials and engagement summaries that we might reference throughout our discussion 
today. They are there for people to look through. We also include throughout the presentation 
references where people can find the slides for tonight. They are on our website.  
The key items that we wanted to discuss with you are going through some project 
updates/draft schedule updates. We are going to go on to some proposed guiding 
principles/themes for the comprehensive plan and some proposed initial revisions to the vision 
statements that lead off each of the chapters of the plan. We know that many of you were 
really involved in those discussions in 2017 and 2018. We started with those drafts where they 
are available. I wanted to make sure that we are walking through those updates with you so 
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you can plan anything for us. We want to make sure that we didn’t cut out anything. That’s a 
big focus of the discussion.  
 
When we met in August, we walked through some draft findings from our May and June 
engagement activities. Since then, we have finalized the engagement summary and sent out a 
notice to our email list and others about that. The summary form and the survey data are 
posted on the website. We have been working on refining the draft housing recommendations 
and potential comprehensive plan revisions in anticipation of the next community engagement 
checkpoint. We will be discussing all of that in more detail. We held two steering committee 
discussions on August 24th. Our meeting focused on initial discussions about potential 
comprehensive plan revisions. On September 10th, we had a work session where we used 
Zoom breakout rooms and broke down the draft housing recommendations in small groups 
with the steering committee. Their input from that meeting has been taken forward and 
incorporated into the draft housing plan. We are just undergoing some staff review of that right 
now. That will be ready to go out for public comment in the coming weeks.  
 
The other thing that we wanted to mention was some proposed updates to the schedule. During 
the first community input stage, it was meant to kick off earlier than it did. We had to delay it 
due to COVID. We also ended up extending that original community point from that delayed 
point because we were finding it more difficult to reach people during that timeframe. All of 
that has pushed things back. The amount of data that we received at the first input point meant 
that it was great. We wanted to take time to look at all of that. All of that led to a bit of a delay 
analyzing those early stages. What we have done is this schedule that you are looking at 
reflects a one month shift in the final draft of the comprehensive plan. There are some small 
tweaks within each of those bars. We are looking at the endpoint. Among the adjustments we 
made was in those key community input points at the bottom. This proposed schedule 
combines what we were showing as the 2nd and 3rd community checkpoint and pushes back 
this combined 2nd period a month. That second bubble is showing what we are going to be 
talking about in the next month. We want to get your input on this overall schedule. This is a 
very ambitious schedule. There is a lot to be done. Things do take a bit longer in our current 
situation. This schedule assumes that review of the draft housing plan in October and 
November leads to clear community input, community based conclusions with all of the 
direction for some of the significant land use changes. We will get to the land use piece in 
early 2021 if those land use discussions go fairly smoothly. We are proposing that we move 
forward with this or we tweak it with some of it with your input tonight. After the next 
community input checkpoint, we have a check-in. We will revisit the schedule at the end of the 
year.  
 
Chairman Mitchell – The zoning update will be done by the beginning of March? 
 
Ms. Koch – Once we have received some final input on the housing piece, the zoning team 
will start their diagnostic report of what is in the housing plan. This is what will need to be 
changed in the zoning. We are laying out what their processes will be and what they will be 
looking at as far as zoning. They will not dig into the draft text and map until we have the 
comprehensive plan finalized.  
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Chairman Mitchell – What is the actual deliverable that we are going to get in the middle to 
end of February? What deliverable are we getting?  
 
Lee Einsweiler, Code Studio – The thing that we promised contractually is that we would 
prepare guidance by looking at what is proposed and determining whether your existing code 
can produce that. If it can’t, then what needs to change in the existing code in order to be able 
to produce it and what are those steps that we would take to get there? It is a diagnostic of not 
just best practices but looking directly at what you wanted. In order to get to that, you need 
these kinds of changes in the code. We would begin drafting those changes. It is a way to 
check in one more time. By the time it gets into the zoning, you better really mean it. 
 
Chairman Mitchell – By the end of February we will have gotten through the diagnostic 
phase. In March, you start the actual work to fix the zoning problems.  
 
Commissioner Solla-Yates – This is not a zoning update. We don’t like our zoning. We want 
to replace the zoning entirely based on the RFP.  
 
Mr. Einsweiler – It is anticipated to be a replacement. The extent of the replacement will be 
determined in that diagnostic process. It will recommend the path forward. It could be that 
there are certain districts today that actually remain functional. The development standards 
may be inappropriate in those districts and we change those. There may be some fundamentals, 
which continue to be acceptable moving forward. We will be looking at every line of text and 
trying to figure out whether it is worth keeping in the new system or not.  
 
Alex Ikefuna, Director of NDS – The appropriate wording is rewrite.  
 
Ms. Koch – I wanted to give some brief updates on the affordable housing plan. We have a 
draft plan that is incorporating information from the steering committee, review of the 
recommendations from the work session, and is now going through staff review. We are not 
planning to discuss the plan or the recommendations in detail today. It will be coming out for 
full review in the coming weeks. We will be meeting with you and Council to discuss that plan 
in mid-November. We wanted to let you know that. I also wanted make sure that it is clear that 
the affordable housing plan is going to be connected to the comprehensive plan. That also 
includes the future land use map and the next steps for the zoning rewrite. While the affordable 
housing plan does not cover the full breadth of the topics covered in the housing chapter, it 
covers a lot of it. We wanted to note how those goals and recommendations in that plan are 
going to be incorporated into the comprehensive plan. There is a vision for affordable housing. 
That is stated in the plan. We have used and revised that vision statement for the housing 
chapter in the comprehensive plan. There are also several recommendations in the affordable 
housing plan that will be incorporated into the housing chapter of the comprehensive plan as 
goals and strategies. Four of those recommendations in the affordable housing plan have a 
timeline and action steps for those actions. Those will be utilized in the implementation 
chapter of the comprehensive plan. That also includes steps for our team as we move forward 
for the comprehensive plan and for the zoning rewrite. You will see in the affordable housing 
plan some explicit notes on how we will be incorporating the housing plan into the 
comprehensive plan. When it comes to the future land use map, the affordable housing 
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recommendations related to land use with some specific guidelines around how different 
strategies or tools related to land use and zoning how those might be geographically focused 
and targeted around the city based on certain criteria and guidelines. The affordable housing 
plan does not contain specific maps that show those areas. After we have had a discussion with 
the community about the housing plan, these guidelines, and these priorities in the plan, we 
want to take that input and translate that into the future land use map. We want to talk more 
about high level thinking about how we should prioritize those changes.  
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – When I read the draft recommendations, it looked like there 
were some maps in there. Are those going to be struck? Are those for discussion? 
 
Ms. Koch – If you look through the steering committee materials, there were some maps in 
there. We added a note that they were just for discussion. We wanted to illustrate what it 
means if you are trying to focus on the transit corridors. The affordable housing plan and final 
draft does not include those maps.  
 
With the comprehensive plan revisions, we are going to walk you through some of our initial 
ideas related to updating the comprehensive plan. We know that people are eager to look at the 
affordable housing plan and the future land use map. It’s important that we establish the 
organizing principles before we start to get into that completely. That was reflected when we 
spoke with community members. They wanted to see a specific vision in place before we 
looked at the land use. I assume that most of you are familiar with the structure of the 
comprehensive plan. This is basic structure for the 2013 comprehensive plan. We will be 
narrowing it down to two topics tonight. All of these pieces will be thought about as we move 
forward in this whole process. What we are talking about tonight is the Community Values 
section and the Topic Specific Chapters, which is what we are calling those different chapters 
of the comprehensive plan as the titles you see. We are starting with Community Values. In 
the current 2013 plan, there are community values that come at the beginning of the document. 
It sets the stage for the rest of the document. On the right are the brief statements. There are 
more details after those statements in the plan. For the purpose of the 2013 plan, these values 
were in the City Council 2025 vision statements. There have been different ways that guiding 
principles have come out for the comprehensive plan sometimes in partnership with the 
Council and sometimes separately from Council. One thing we wanted to think about, as we 
are thinking about potential revisions to the comprehensive plan is that we think there is a way 
you can use these initial statements at the beginning of the plan to tie together some 
connections between goals and strategies for the rest of the document. Clear connections can 
be made if you dig into the plan between different strategies. One of the things we heard in the 
community engagement process was that people recognize the connections between many of 
the topics in the comprehensive plan. They want to see that reflected directly in the document. 
We are proposing creating a set of guiding principles that are specific to the comprehensive 
plan. They would be a set of overarching priority areas for the plan. They can clarify different 
connections between topics and goals. There was interest from the steering committee with 
this thought having a table up front that lists the community guiding principles for the 
comprehensive plan. It says which strategies check the box for each of them. We have done 
some initial thinking on what the themes might be for these guiding principles. We tried to 
make sure that they were all overarching. We didn’t focus on any one topic. They didn’t 
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connect to just one specific chapter topic area. They were all crosscutting. In a final document, 
the structure laid out for the community values was useful. It had a short phrase and a slightly 
longer explanation. They are streamlined for our discussion.  
 
Chairman Mitchell – I do want to be certain that we haven’t lost the environmental concerns. 
I guess they are in the Resilience or Balance & Sustainability.  
 
Ms. Koch – It comes out in both of those. It could even come out in connections in the 
different green areas or open spaces. The way we are thinking about it is that Resilience would 
focus on the capacity to change and innovate in the face of issues that come up. Balance & 
Sustainability would be the traditional balancing the pieces that you need to keep things 
running. Balancing environments, economy, equity, social equity, and all of those pieces are 
making sure that those are considered as you move forward.  
 
Chairman Mitchell – The way I am reading this is that it seems to me that we are actually 
looking at tradeoffs. There could be environmental tradeoffs or economic development. We 
are willing to make those tradeoffs to get the greater economic development. 
 
Ms. Koch – When talking about balances and  making sure those are being weighed,you’re 
taking a look at how we might be impacting these other areas in the plan as you move forward. 
It’s considered in the process.  
 
Chairman Mitchell – I don’t think the old school focus on the green city is the right way to 
word that. I still think that there is value in having some emphasis on the environment that’s 
more clearly articulated. It looks like it has taken a back seat based on what I see in these 
guiding principles.  
 
Ms. Koch – That is certainly not our intention. We could work to make that more clear.  
 
Commissioner Solla-Yates – That was immediately clear to me from what I am seeing. I am 
thinking about health and how that connects to people. I think that talking about health, 
healthy opportunities, and healthy lifestyles.   
 
Chairman Mitchell – I am not just thinking about health. I am thinking about health 
tomorrow and what we do today impacts the environment that my grandkids are going to 
inherit. 
 
Commissioner Heaton – Is the idea that each one of these bullets that you proposed will have 
bullets underneath them with more specific best practices? 
 
Ms. Koch – Yes. They would have at least a few sentences. We don’t want a huge page for 
each of them. Having a few sentences to clarify what we mean would certainly be the intention 
there. 
 
Chairman Mitchell – I do like that you have reduced the number of bullets. I just don’t want 
the focus on our water, streams, and reduced carbon footprint lost.  
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Commissioner Dowell – It has definitely been streamlined. I feel that looking at the proposed 
themes for guiding principles that I get anything from that. I completely understand the themes 
on the left. It’s very distinct on the left and it’s very wide open for interpretation on the right. I 
just don’t want the “meat and potatoes” to get lost in the visual.    
 
Commissioner Russell – I absolutely agree. It’s saying everything and then losing something 
in that. The idea is that each of the topics tie into these guiding principles. I understand that a 
little better.  
 
Commissioner Heaton – A comprehensive plan is a planner’s document. The words that you 
are using are more like a promotional brochure about Charlottesville. If we are looking at it as 
a planning document, it can be more specific. If we are also realizing that the public is going to 
read this, they may not recognize the city we’re describing.   
 
Commissioner Dowell – I feel like we are in it. We have been in it for a while. I am having a 
hard time visualizing. Think about somebody, who knows nothing about planning, it would be 
a turnoff. I feel that if I have put too much effort into something with many bullet points, I am 
not going to be intrigued to want to know more for it be effective. I am already at a roadblock.  
 
Commissioner Heaton – As planning commissioners, are we really trying to create a 
document that guides the policy and the zoning of the staff and professional planners more 
than we’re trying to create a PR piece.   
 
Commissioner Dowell – I don’t think we should be creating a PR piece. It should definitely 
be something where citizens know exactly what is going on. That’s where some of the 
questions and discrepancies are coming now. The public can’t understand the jargon. I 
appreciate them to trying to make it more public accessible. If you’re looking at the left 
column and comparing to the right column, you’re able to understand. I am not able to easily 
equivocally put those bullet points to the new ones.   
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – I completely agree. Whether it is for the implementers or for 
the public, you benefit from having clarity and accurate summaries of the things. Otherwise, 
you are diving into whatever the details are anyway. Anytime you have guiding principles, 
you’re balancing between them. It seems a little odd to specifically hedge with that one, the 
environment. I don’t know or understand why that would be, particularly leading with it. With 
Resilience, I have no idea what that means. On the left, we have Smart, Citizen-Focused 
Government, which is something that I think we are quite bad at right now. I don’t know if 
that needs to be a theme or if it should be in the Strategic Plan instead.    
 
Commissioner Dowell – That hits the nail on the head on my point of needing smart citizen-
focused government. I do feel that we are not perfect. We are moving the needle to try to that. 
There is no way I would pick that up in these proposed draft guiding principles.  
 
Ms. Koch – I understand what you all are saying. I think we need to have some context with 
these. We just don’t want to give statements. We just need to give some more consideration to 
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the phrasing and making sure that we don’t want to lose these points of emphasis. We didn’t 
want to have some of these be a focus because they come out in the topics for the vision 
statements. We will try to adjust these comments.  
 
Chairman Mitchell – I wouldn’t throw out the work that you have done. I think verbiage 
around that would be of great value.  
 
Commissioner Lahendro – I am curious about the genesis of the guiding principles. Do these 
come from just a consultant’s experience with all cities? Or are they tailored towards what the 
consultants have found out about Charlottesville?  
 
Ms. Koch – I think a little bit of both. All of these came out as things that are important in the 
conversations that we had earlier this year. We started with what we had heard and went from 
there. When we give more context to it, we can try to be more specific or make sure there is 
more of a direct focus to them.  
 
Commissioner Lahendro – This is not a stock document that can be applied to any city. It is 
tailored towards the needs of Charlottesville and what the consultants have found out about 
Charlottesville and those needs.  
 
Ms. Koch – I haven’t heard any sort of pushback against this idea of having some kind of 
guiding principles that we can tie to certain sections of the document. I will assume that we 
should continue with that idea.  
 
Commissioner Dowell – I like the guiding principles. I just want to make sure that everyone 
can understand those principles.  
 
Ms. Koch – We will switch to talking about those topic specific chapters. Looking at the 
bubbles on the right, this is what we are referring to as the topic specific chapters, the ‘meat’ of 
the comprehensive plan. We have highlighted two in green to note that those were not updated. 
They were not drafts from 2018 that we have reviewed in terms of having gone through the 
whole review process with you. The Community Engagement chapters will be a new chapter 
as well. We wanted to point those out before we get into the discussion.  
 
Our charge was to start from the 2018 drafts and really give some focus on equity, 
affordability, and have discussions with the community and see how we can make sure that is 
incorporated into these documents. We didn’t change the intent of statements where they had 
gone through a really rigorous process or removed key elements that came out of the 2017-
2018 process. These vision statements for each of these topics really set the stage for each of 
the chapters. The vision leads to specific goals related to that vision. Within each goal under 
that vision are strategies for achieving that goal. This is a layered structure within each of the 
chapters. Within this, there are three different updates we are going to be looking at throughout 
this process. One type of revision that we are looking at are the chapter names. Make sure 
those boxes in the previous bubble are clear about what is in the plan or there are ways that we 
can tweak those for clarity. Looking at the vision statements themselves is the most significant 
edit we are going to talk about today. We have reviewed them for content related to equity, 
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affordability, and things that have come out in the discussions we have been having with the 
community and with our steering committee. We are also trying to review them for focus and 
clarity. There is a lot of good information in those statements and within the chapters. We tried 
to center in and focus in certain areas. It will be good to hear your thoughts on those. The third 
piece, which will be a future discussion, is the goals and strategies that come after the vision. 
Those will be updated in the next phase along with the land use map.  
 
I want to point out one specific change we want to talk with you about. That would be looking 
at the Land Use chapter and the Historic Preservation & Urban Design chapter and potentially 
taking the Urban Design out of Historic Preservation chapter and putting it with the Land Use 
chapter. The reason we are suggesting that is because it will help to streamline some of the 
recommendations that we will be using for the zoning rewrite. Land Use and Urban Design 
can be tied more closely together if they are in the same chapter. There is a lot of overlap that 
will come out in those future phases. We have talked with staff about this. We certainly 
understand why there was some connections between staffing in these areas. That’s the reason 
why they are connected. Any thoughts on this idea of restructuring the Land Use and Historic 
Preservation/Urban Design chapters?  
 
Commissioner Lahendro – Will the title change to Land Use and Urban Design? You would 
be able to find the Urban Design. I am a little bothered by the implication that historic 
preservation doesn’t have anything to do with urban design or separating it and losing that 
connection. I feel that historic preservation is more than the preservation of individual 
buildings. There is an essential, critical component that has to do with the context of historic 
districts and their urban characteristics. I would like to think about this more and look back at 
that chapter and see what the specific impacts would be in separating those two.  
 
Commissioner Russell – I echo those statements. I have specific comments on the historic 
preservation side. I think we are losing something in what historic preservation can do in 
regards to urban design and in regards to land use and if it becomes too small of a chapter. It’s 
losing some of its importance.  
 
Ms. Koch – When we went through it that there are elements of the historic preservation 
chapter that could still include design. Our concern was having urban design split out from 
land use, you might look at the land use chapter and wonder why there is not more about form 
in there or some elements of urban design. Maybe it’s more difficult to find that connection if 
you are looking in the historic preservation/urban design chapter. There might be a way to 
include some land use and urban form and have some elements of that in that chapter and keep 
some of the design pieces in historic preservation.   
 
I want to give some context where the revisions came from. They incorporated input from the 
August 24th steering committee meeting. We went through and showed the current vision 
statements. We had a ‘brainstorm’ on what people thought they would like to see included in 
the vision statements. It also incorporates the input we got in the May and June engagement 
processes. We would love to get your feedback on content, meaning, and potentially unclear 
words.  
 



 
24 

Commissioner Dowell – Is there a reason why we are using ‘Urban’ instead of ‘environmental 
sustainability?’   
 
Ms. Koch – That was the title of the draft chapter. I don’t know if someone wants to speak to 
that from the last process. We are actually proposing a change to that title.  
 
There was not a new draft of the text. We started with the 2013 statement, which is shown on 
the left. On the right, you can see our initial thoughts about revisions in bold. All of these are 
some key statements we wanted to pull out. We are happy to have your view of all of this.  
 
Commissioner Russell – I am glad that the human activities went away. I don’t really 
understand that sentence.  
 
Ms. Koch – That was part of what we were looking at in these revisions. We have all gone 
through this. We think about the wording a lot. We adjusted it. There were reasons why certain 
words or phrases were used. Our intent was to try to clarify that. We may not have done so. 
That will be good for you to point out to us in the revised statements as well.  
 
Commissioner Solla-Yates – Move to strike “and density in appropriate areas.” With 
“neighborhood characteristics are to be celebrated,” I would like something specifically about 
diversity. We have neighborhood diversity and that is worth celebrating.  
 
Ms. Koch – Is there a specific diversity in design within neighborhoods or with people in 
neighborhoods? 
 
Commissioner Solla-Yates – Yes.  
 
Commissioner Heaton – I am going to state the obvious in the racial and economic inequities. 
I am assuming that is what we are referring to as the community values from the previous 
2013. We are just spelling out what those community values are. 
 
Ms. Koch – That was not a direct replacement of that sentence from 2013. We were trying to 
annunciate what we heard from the community. We are trying to say what we thought the 
community was saying to us about what they wanted to see in that future land use vision. Our 
time was not necessarily to replace community values from the 2013 statement with that 
sentence.  
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – I like it as a whole. I would like to hone in on the support 
provision and use of expanded transportation clause. Expanded transportation options seems 
vague. Maybe we should say “sustainable and efficient transportation options.” Or as explicit 
as non-automobile.  
 
Commissioner Solla-Yates – I think we want mode shift. We don’t want people to have 
choices. We want to see better results.  
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Ms. Koch – I think some of that comes out in this idea of mode shift and in transportation 
options, it comes out in the transportation chapter. There are obvious connections with land 
use. We talked about that in those overarching values. That should come in the statement as 
well.  
 
Commissioner Lahendro – On the right, the bold last sentence, the word ‘considered’ seems 
to have very ‘little teeth’ to it. I would love to see that replaced with ‘preserved.’ 
“Neighborhood characteristics are to be celebrated and preserved as communities integrate 
new buildings, development, and uses.” 
 
Commissioner Russell – Or “retained” is another word.  
 
Commissioner Heaton – How do you preserve something when you’re developing new 
things? 
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – I might even go with “enhanced.”  
 
Commissioner Lahendro – I don’t want it to be considered and then disregarded.  
 
Commissioner Russell – There isn’t just development and then just preservation. We are 
seeing them as two different things. This sentence says that we should respect and be sensitive 
to the historic characteristics of certain neighborhoods.  
 
Chairman Mitchell – The only caution that I would offer is how the word “preservation” and 
“not in my backyard” relate to one other. 
 
Commissioner Lahendro – I don’t mean preservation in terms of historic preservation. I am 
meaning it in terms of preserving the character and the unique neighborhood characteristics.  
 
Chairman Mitchell – The preservation of characteristics lends to the resistance to increased 
density. 
 
Commissioner Heaton – You’re talking about aesthetics, not necessarily the past values or 
inequities.  
 
Commissioner Lahendro – Explain to me what unique neighborhood characteristics are. 
 
Commissioner Dowell – If in our comprehensive plan, we always talk about preserving 
Charlottesville’s character and those things that make us special to Charlottesville. The prime 
example is that we have developments that we approve that do not preserve the character of 
the neighborhood. It is constantly changing. Do we need to redefine what the character of 
Charlottesville is? I do not feel a lot of the decisions that we have made lately have preserved 
the character of what I perceive Charlottesville to be. A part of that could be that we need to 
get away from some of that character. It seems that if we hold onto all of it, we are definitely 
moving forward when we are talking about racial and economic inequalities and segregation. I 
think this is a hard wording because, as a planning commissioner, we had someone come in 
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front of us where his proposal looks like nothing that is already in the neighborhood. When we 
say that we are preserving character and we want to preserve certain neighborhoods, it can’t 
only be in the historic districts. It has to be throughout the whole city.  
 
Commissioner Lahendro – I disagree. He did break the site into four buildings and had a lot 
of similarity to the large duplexes across the street and up the street, instead of coming in with 
an 8 story brick high rise.  
 
Commissioner Dowell – It’s similar, but it does not preserve the character. Do we want to 
preserve the character because most of our houses that are of the older stock in Charlottesville 
will not hold the capacity of what we need for our housing market? This is a double edged 
sword.  
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – The connotation is North Downtown is from Market on up. The 
specific design and buildings is 9 story apartment building. That phrasing has historically been 
used to say nothing should be allowed here. I like the word “respect” that Commissioner 
Russell said. I like the word “enhanced” in terms of making them a more positive, forward 
looking statement.  
 
Commissioner Lahendro – I am fine with either one. I just want something more impactful 
than “considered.”  
 
Commissioner Russell – I am also thinking of protecting neighborhoods that are subject to 
forces of gentrification. Those more modest and historic housing residents have lived for 
generations should not be threatened by being forced out by these larger, newer developments. 
Using that “preserve” character actually counteracts the market forces that might change the 
nature of that neighborhood in a way we wouldn’t want to see.  
 
Ms. Koch – We have some clear ways we can look at that.  
 
I propose we go onto the next one. This one is housing. We have called out some of the points 
of emphasis here. We have used some of the statements that are found in the affordable 
housing plan.   
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – I like these a lot. One thing I might consider as missing here is 
something I really learned and didn’t know going into this gig. Across the city, we already 
have these very diverse housing forms in every single neighborhood. I am wondering if there’s 
an opportunity to call out that diversity in housing form or housing types. It already exists and 
should be enhanced.  
 
Commissioner Dowell – I was wondering if you had talked to City Council about the 
strategies for Charlottesville making clear steps addressing affordability and displacement of 
people from their neighborhoods.  
 
Ms. Koch – Some of that comes out in the affordable housing plan. That will be in whatever 
follows after this vision statement. It will come out in the rest of the chapter in that affordable 
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housing plan or strategies for that. We have a couple of Council members on the steering 
committee. We have spoken with different members of Council about this in various ways. We 
will be talking with Council and you more on November 10th.  
 
Commissioner Dowell – When we talk about affordability and displacement of people from 
their neighborhoods, something I would appreciate you bringing to Council is when you have 
new development in an older neighborhood, your property assessment goes up. If I go to the 
bank and I get a loan based on my income for my property, why is it when new development 
comes in my neighborhood, my assessment goes up and I can no longer afford it? I am being 
assessed at the income level of the person who moved down the street. When I want to go 
apply for a loan for the house down the street, the bank would say I couldn’t afford it. That is 
something that we have to keep in mind if we are going to make clear steps to address 
displacement of people from their neighborhoods. I don’t think that is on you to decide that. I 
would appreciate you bringing that up to them as a high importance and topic of conversation.   
 
Ms. Koch – The housing affordability plan document will be a lot more detailed and has some 
of that background information. It’s likely incorporated in there. We definitely heard that.  
 
Commissioner Solla-Yates – With number 2, it might be helpful to include sexual identity 
and expression.  
 
Ms. Koch – I would suggest we move onto the next one. I will be talking more about these as 
we move forward with this process. This is the historic preservation/historic design. We 
propose to separate historic preservation/urban design. We have renamed it here Preservation 
of Community History & Legacy. We can talk more about what you think.  
 
Commissioner Russell – That language is a bit jarring for me. It seems that could go a way 
we don’t want it to go in Charlottesville.  
 
Ms. Koch – I think our intent was to pull out what that should mean in terms of community 
history and legacy and expanding that to all people in Charlottesville. Recognize that 
neighborhoods have different histories. People have different histories and that should be 
considered. We want to make sure that intent would come out in the title. We will look at ways 
to adjust that.  
 
Commissioner Russell – It’s an important conversation to have. It’s something that the 
preservation community is grappling with at large. It’s traditionally been a movement that is 
honored only and offered incentives because of the honoring for a narrative that historically 
has left out a lot of people. Historic preservation needs to do better in that. I believe that the 
values that older houses offer are worthy of talking about. In regards to what older housing 
stock does for the affordable housing fixture. For the sustainable not contributing to new 
building construction but preserving what we have. I don’t think everyone thinks of 
preservation through that lens. I don’t think we make that connection. You talked earlier about 
making those connections between the different chapters.   
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Commissioner Heaton – In trying to compare what we are envisioning for Charlottesville to 
other cities that have historic significance, I don’t think we’re shooting for Williamsburg. We 
do have a historic district. These words would be for the whole city. This is not just describing 
a historic district. That is maybe a big picture issue that this comprehensive plan can truly help 
Charlottesville decide if we are trying to be a Williamsburg. Or do we see ourselves as a 
vibrant city that acknowledges the wonderful history? Is it trying to be history? I would love to 
read something like that. Where are we going Charlottesville?  
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – I wonder if we should take more of a direct focus on 
architecture and the built form itself rather than history as a general concept. It seems that in 
terms of historic preservation, you seem to offer two different things. In the context that we are 
talking about it, we’re talking about old buildings and the built form of downtown. Most 
architects think is far superior than most of the built forms that we now build. To lose some of 
that baggage would be better to take that explicit focus on what we are looking to preserve in 
this chapter. We have the Historic Resources Commission, who is trying to look at actual 
history or history of people in the community. I think it is important. I don’t know to what 
extent that really is reflected in the text of the plan. It’s a much more difficult and nuanced 
discussion where you can fall into these dangerous traps of celebrating the wrong things.  
 
Commissioner Heaton – We can’t forget that this is a planning document. To aim it at 
tangible structures, I think is important for a document to use the way this document is going 
to be used. It doesn’t mean we can’t reference intangibles. It’s really not helpful to a planner, 
who is trying to interpret it 7 years from now. We need to help this document do what it is 
designed to do.  
 
Commissioner Lahendro – I would like to propose a counter argument that the architecture 
of any period is tied to the culture that created it. What you are proposing is to separate the 
visual aesthetics from the culture that created it. Unless you understand the culture that created 
it, you don’t really understand the piece of architecture you are trying to preserve and respect 
in new development.   
 
Commissioner Heaton – Say more about how it relates more to an established historic 
district. Is the historic district the place where that is defined, described, and understood? Or is 
it the comprehensive plan?  
 
Commissioner Lahendro – Both.   
 
Commissioner Dowell – If we are going to dig deep to say that the architecture defines the 
history of the people, their thoughts, and who is making it, I don’t know if I can feel 
comfortable with moving forward saying that I want to preserve  that history. A lot of the 
historical buildings that are in place do not reflect my existence or my existence being 
important. I am not saying that is where you were going.  
 
Commissioner Lahendro – There is a wonderful, rich African American history that is here. 
History doesn’t just mean white privileged men.  
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Commissioner Dowell – If we are going to use that statement, then we need to be careful 
about the statement. Some of the historical buildings of Charlottesville do not reflect everyone, 
who is now here. If we are trying to move forward, then we need to be cognizant of that. I 
never said that we don’t have good, rich black history. I only said that if we are going to use 
the statement, that the building reflects the architecture thought during that time period, we 
don’t have a great history of us being reflected in those time periods. Hence, as to why when 
we were just in the other chapters, we had to mention we want equity. We want racial equity. 
We can’t have it in some chapters and then make these blanket statements and think that it’s 
not going to be an issue.  
 
Commissioner Lahendro – It’s not a statement of intent, it’s a statement of fact.  
 
Commissioner Dowell – A statement of fact would also be I cannot support an architecture or 
history that does not include me or all people in this city.  
 
Commissioner Lahendro – I don’t know why you think that it does not include you.  
 
Commissioner Dowell – It’s not representative of who I think we want to be if we are moving 
forward. That’s a clear representative of our past that we clearly should not keep wanting to 
move forward with.  
 
Commissioner Solla-Yates – We have had decades of urban renewal. Everything that John 
West “breathed on” is gone. Everything that Jefferson “breathed on” is there. We have told 
one story. It is a little late to start preserving the other story because we tore it all down.   
 
Commissioner Russell – It’s not too late because we haven’t chosen to protect certain areas. 
We have not chosen to put local design controls on areas like 10th and Page, Fifeville, 
historically African American communities that are recognized at the national level as being 
historic. At the local level, we do not impose design regulations in the same way that we do 
with North Downtown. Those areas are safe from demolition. They maybe stay single family 
zoning, while other areas are necessarily burdened with developmental pressure. That is 
inequity that if preservation applied correctly could help remedy. It can help preserve what 
stories and physical architectural history that we do have reflects a different story and a 
broader view of the history of our community.  
 
Commissioner Dowell – I just want to make sure that we are careful with our words. I can 
interpret it one way and you can interpret in another way with anything. It could be that we 
come from two different perspectives. We definitely need to be very cognizant of the words 
that we use and what we are trying to portray with those words.  
 
Commissioner Russell – I absolutely agree. If we backed up a little and start with: What does 
sensitive design offer? It offers all of the things that when we walk through a well-designed 
historic neighborhood, we feel a certain way because it has these things that everyone in new 
development is trying to do: Human scale, a relationship to the street, front porches that offer 
conversations. I think this is all important conversation. I am so glad that we are having it. If 
we backed up, what is the role of respecting the qualities that the older neighborhoods offer to 
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residents and how do we make efforts to keep those? That’s what I think the role of the 
preservation chapter should reflect.  
 
Ms. Koch – We are going to rework this. I appreciate all of these comments. We did get too 
far away with this, especially in the first statement from the design intent with this. That 
reflects the conversations we were having with the community. We wanted to see all sorts of 
narratives reflected in the city. We want to think about ways to keep that. We are looking to 
address this.  
 
We talked earlier about splitting historic preservation and urban design. Are there thoughts 
after looking at this about whether we’re open to bringing urban design into the land use 
chapter? Whether we bring all of this into the land use chapter and expand that? Whether we 
have some elements of design in both chapters?  
 
Commissioner Russell – I think I need to see more of the proposed goals and strategies. It 
will maybe then become clearer. I don’t if I am pushing it down the road.  
 
Commissioner Lahendro – I agree. This is just the very top. The devils is in the details. I 
would like to see what the details are farther down the strategies and the supporting 
information.  
 
Commissioner Solla-Yates – I was against the idea when I first heard about it. I am “falling 
in love” with it. History, design, and land use are all dealing with the same issues. Maybe we 
should treat them all together.   
 
Commissioner Heaton – I am thinking the same thing. These are old terms. Words that I have 
seen in comprehensive plans of other places. I like the idea. Go ahead and own the ghosts that 
they all carry. With the details and the bullets points that follow, we really need to be specific 
about what we mean when historic districts and preservation of character.  
 
Commissioner Lahendro – I am coming to the viewpoint that this conversation shows that 
preservation is interpreted to be one specific thing when actually it is far more than that. It 
effects the entire city and it effects urban design. It’s not just historic buildings or landmarks.  
 
Commissioner Heaton – Ms. Koch, are you aware of another municipality that has tried to 
“broad stroke” these three ideas? 
 
Ms. Koch – I don’t have a specific example right now. I will see what I can find.   
 
Mr. Einsweiler – As a point to keep in mind as you work through this particular issue, when 
we have zoning and a toolkit to implement this plan, it will have a spectrum of tools. It will 
have dials that are turned up and down that do different things. Total preservation is at one end 
of the spectrum and transformation is at the other end of the spectrum. We will be coding for 
every point in between. One of the important things to think about is trying not to box these 
things too much into being a different conversation when they are, in many ways, part of that 
same conversation. Historic preservation could be about the preservation of a use of land, not 
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even a structure. They all end up on this same spectrum. What we need help with is how we 
are going to be turning those dials as we move forward and how many we give you. How 
incremental do you want them to be? That will be part of that conversation coming out of the 
diagnostic before drafting can begin. This is a project in which the drafting has to happen 
principally once. We definitely need the strength of these vision statements working down into 
the lower levels so that the plan can provide us that clear guidance about how to build that 
toolkit.  
 
Commissioner Solla-Yates – We have done the most recent work on West Main and 
Downtown. It’s not perfect, but it’s the strongest that we have. If you are going to consider 
keeping anything, please consider that.  
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – I can’t get away from that dichotomy between what we are 
looking for with historic preservation. I am looking at a map of our historic districts. There are 
certainly some that are preserved because of their form. They have good land use patterns. I 
am looking at Park Street and they have garbage urban forms. Some rich, white people once 
lived there. They built some cool houses. Maybe we want to keep those for the architectural 
qualities. There is a really big difference between whether we are preserving things for their 
old urban form that can’t be built anymore because we have a bunch of regulations that require 
accommodating automobiles and whether we want to preserve a building because Jefferson ate 
there. I don’t how you square that circle. To me, we applied the exact same zoning tool 
towards both of them.    
 
Ms. Koch – What I am hearing is that we should look at combining the land use chapter with 
this historic preservation/urban design chapter.  
 
Commissioner Heaton – I am really interested in a new tool or using a tool in a different way. 
We are in a different time. When it comes out, you can’t throw it back. You have to let that 
first draft stand with roots all of the way into the documents. I don’t have the answer for that. I 
do like the idea of bringing urban design and preservation together and breaking it out later.  
 
Ms. Koch – There is room for that in the structure of the plan. There are often subsets within 
many of these chapters under different headings.  
 
Commissioner Lahendro – I am open to the idea of exploring it. I am not wanting to make a 
decision right now.  
 
Ms. Koch – Moving forward to the next phase of community engagement, we need a path to 
follow for that to propose for people to weigh in on so that we can have some review of these 
initial statements in the coming weeks. We will need to take one direction on it for now. It 
doesn’t need to be the final in the end.  
 
This next one is really important to look at because there is not an existing community 
engagement chapter. That was part of our charge going into this to create one.  
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Commissioner Stolzenberg – In that third paragraph, I would put this. A big part of 
community engagement needs not to be just about soliciting feedback input, but about 
broadcasting what is happening. What I find walking around the city and talking to people is 
that they have no clue what is happening here. They barely know that this stuff exists. They 
don’t know what zoning is. They certainly don’t know that we had a work session tonight on a 
proposal in Fifeville. Having a really robust system to communicate that information out there 
goes hand in hand with transparency, openness, and clarity. Really being clear about what is 
happening and having things available and easily accessible so that people can go see for 
themselves.  
 
Commissioner Solla-Yates – One concern that we got out of the 2018 comprehensive plan in 
trying to change the way we did engagement is that we found that it is much harder to talk to 
some people than other people. With some people, you do a public meeting and they will come 
and tell you. Some people won’t come. You have to go to them. Clarifying that we are willing 
to do that work would be helpful.  
 
Commissioner Dowell – One thing the city is going have a change with is trying to figure out 
how we captivate that audience, who doesn’t know and in their mind doesn’t care. They don’t 
think that it is important. I think that is a lot with our younger people where you have that 
disconnect. In their mind, it doesn’t matter. It’s not important. It directly doesn’t affect me. 
That’s why we have you here. We already attempted to try to connect to those people. We 
weren’t able to. It’s a matter of having to be creative. What ways and means can we come up 
with to try to engage people not so much because we want to tell you that your opinion 
matters, but to start from step one in saying that this is important. I know for a lot of young 
people that public policy was not important. That’s a challenge that we are all facing. No 
matter how much you put it out there, if you can’t get a person to understand why the meeting 
is important or why they need to be involved, we’re still going to be spinning wheels.    
 
Commissioner Heaton – I would also put in there that it seems to be easier to get reactive 
input. With people, who are disenfranchised or dissatisfied, you are going to be able to get data 
from. With people, who are content, we are going to have to come up with a mechanism to 
engage or create some re-activity. That’s what I believe about the silent people. They don’t 
want to engage in the discomfort of talking about things they’re not comfortable talking about. 
It’s exciting to think we are in a time where we really want to do that. We don’t want the 
satisfied people to remain silent. We want to invite them into the conversation.   
 
Commissioner Russell – I disagree with you, Mr. Heaton. Advocacy and involvement is a 
privilege when you have time to do that. It’s the job of planners and government staff to work 
and engage with those that have historically not had a voice. That voice has been overlooked. 
It’s a real challenge. I don’t know how to solve that. What is encouraging about having it as a 
vision statement in your comprehensive plan is that someone can point to that and say this is 
why we need to hire this position. Our comprehensive plan says we value this in our 
community. What the comprehensive plan can offer is a start.  
 
Commissioner Heaton – One of the things that I am thinking about is when we were doing 
the entryway to the University and how we tried to get input from students. We tried several, 
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creative ways. I don’t we were ever that successful. We acknowledged that this is a real 
challenge to get input from everybody, especially those that have their distractions. I don’t 
think we did well at all with getting input from students. We have to come up with some way 
to jostle people.   
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – They got zero students and they never took the suggestion of 
going to the dining hall that was right there. Something I am thinking about in terms of this is 
the recent Tenth and Grady Smart Scale proposal. It seemed to blindside a lot of people that it 
was even happening. They had no idea it was happening. As soon as they found out, a lot of 
people mobilized, talked to each other, and engaged. In some ways, reactivity is something of 
a good thing that we can play off. If you’re getting the information out there sufficiently, 
someone will hear eventually and will react to it.  
 
Ms. Koch – I think all of those are good points. I don’t think necessarily of wanting people to 
weigh in, even if they are satisfied. They can be satisfied and still support the changes. From 
my perspective, we want to hear from everyone, whether you like what we are proposing or 
don’t like what we are proposing. We need to know either way. We need to be able to reach 
people so they know what is going on and understand what is going on so they can tell us what 
they think. We will work to make that more clear in this.   
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – I would also add that we need to reduce the barrier to 
engagement. If it is going to Council, that is a privilege for people with time on their hands. If 
it is responding to a text that got blasted out or an online survey, it’s a lower barrier to entry. 
Any time that you were looking for input from people, who aren’t angry. If you have a barrier 
to entry, you need people to both react strongly enough that they care and get over that barrier 
and have the privilege of having the expendable time and effort to do that. If you lower the 
barrier, you will get people who are more OK with it or ambivalent.  
 
Commissioner Dowell – I think having the time is a privilege. If you make people feel that 
their voices are actually going to be heard and there is going to be a reaction from the work 
that they have put in, they will find the time. They will make the time. If it is important, you’re 
going to make the time for it. We have to find a way to present this information to make 
people understand that it’s important to them. Whether it’s our regular citizens or UVA 
students, I think we are in a time where the circumstances are it doesn’t seem that prevalent. 
Why am I going to make the time if it’s not prevalent to me? That’s where we are. How do we 
make this information important? How do we get that message out to our public?  
 
LaToya Thomas – There is also that issue of accessibility combined with the expectation of 
coming out and investing the time. There is also the question of talking into a “silent 
microphone.” Am I only showing up because somebody wants my face there? We certainly 
heard a lot of the criticism, critique, and skepticism from people around whether it is worth 
their time to engage in the public process. Whether that is for something for short term, like 
going to a meeting and feeling like they are going to leave the meeting frustrated. Or if it is 
something more long term where they are invested in the planning process and being jaded by 
the last several decades and not really sure if this process is going to really result in an 
outcome once this document is in final form. It’s especially things that we heard on the ground 
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in the first part of the year. It really is a very comprehensive approach we need to take and 
thinking about how we are talking about engagement in the comp plan. It goes on both sides. It 
goes on the sides of getting the people to the table. It also goes on the side of what might need 
to shift on the public process side to make it a more welcoming, inviting, and accessible space 
for people to actually enter into. Whether they are coming to the table themselves or you are 
bringing the table to them.  
 
Commissioner Russell – Do you think it is worth in this section acknowledging or capturing 
that understanding that this hasn’t always been achieved in the past? It seems that we have 
talked about a whole lot of things here. They aren’t all captured in this text about righting 
some past wrongs. I am speaking generally. I understand that community engagement is 
difficult. This is our vision statement. 
 
Ms. Koch – There is room to do that. We want to focus on the future. With that we can reflect 
on the past and say what we are looking to address as we move to the future.  
 
Commissioner Russell – All of this is achieved by building trust. It is a process of 
continuously of building trust in our relationship with the community.   
 
Commissioner Lahendro – Maybe it is enough to say: In recognition of the fact that past 
engagement by the city has been limited and ineffectual or something like that, we are wanting 
to find new ways. The devil is going to be in the strategies associated with these statements. 
What does that mean? Advocating for creative ways, methods and who does it. Which of these 
boards and commissions does it? How does it filter down? Who is going to be charged with 
coming up with these creative ways of getting citizen engagement?  
 
Ms. Koch – I think that can come out in some of those specific strategies. How do we 
implement this vision?  
  
This is the community facilities chapter, which was one of the first that we adjusted the title 
on. It was a simple title change. It seemed necessary because community facilities was not 
necessarily really clear to people about what was in the chapter. We have proposed some 
changes here in bold. One thing I want to point out is part of what is included in the 
community facilities chapter is community safety, including police, fire, and EMS. We were 
getting feedback in May and June of this year. We were having a lot of discussions around the 
relationship of the police department with communities. We got a lot of input related to that in 
the survey. We have reflected that here in terms of talking about community oriented public 
safety standing on existing statements that were in the chapter about having one of the best 
community response systems but clarifying what that could mean based on what we had heard. 
I would like to hear your thoughts on: Is this the purview of the comprehensive plan? Are there 
ways that we can better define that in this plan?   
 
Commissioner Solla-Yates – I think it would be irresponsible to not address the issues of the 
moment.    
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Ms. Koch – If you read through the engagement summary, it was one of the things we heard 
the most from people. We do want to make sure it is reflected in some way when we are 
thinking about the future of the city. In terms of this chapter or other chapters, we just want to 
make sure we are including it in the right way for the comprehensive plan. That continues to 
be our goal.    
 
Commissioner Russell – I think this was discussed in one of the steering committee sessions. 
A question about where recycling. Is that in the solid waste stream? Where is any sort of 
reduction of waste?  
 
Ms. Koch – It did come out in some of those conclusions. We included it in solid waste in the 
last section. I think that needs to be clearer with what we mean with that.  
 
Commissioner Russell – I had one thought. It had to do with the very last sentence, which 
talks about areas in the city. It would probably be important to recognize environmental and 
water effort that goes downstream. We are thinking about these things in terms of the city, but 
being good stewards of the Earth.    
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – Water, waste water, and solid waste are all run by the RWSA 
and RSWA. It would make sense to call out the region. In the environmental and sustainability 
chapter, climate is really important. It seemed a little out of scope for this particular thing.  
 
Ms. Koch – Calling out the regional makes sense. I certainly take your views about the 
downstream effects and being good stewards when we are thinking about this.  
 
For this chapter of Economic Sustainability, we propose a title change. Right now it’s 
Economic Prosperity and Opportunity. A lot of the revisions we proposed here are really 
emphasizing shared prosperity as there is economic growth in the city. That was something we 
really heard. People wanted to see more opportunities tied directly to resident opportunity with 
some of this economic growth. 
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – One thing I might add is talking about green businesses and the 
green economy. That’s probably our strongest growing sector right now. I think a specific call 
out to promoting that would be good.  
 
Commissioner Solla-Yates – Something that I have heard a lot of is a ladder of opportunity in 
making sure that there are ways to learn those things.  
 
Ms. Koch – We talked about that with the steering committee. We tried to pull that out and 
reword it in the last sentence that is bold and pairing local economic growth with creation of 
employment training and other opportunities for residents and saying what that ladder of 
opportunity really is. We are certainly open to keeping that language in there.  
 
Councilor Payne – Something to think about is the idea of community wealth building as part 
of the vision for this. I know there was the conversation briefly around assessments going up 
in a neighborhood and not having access to a loan and thinking about that kind of thing in 
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terms of a strategy, big picture vision of community wealth building in terms of financial 
institutions, land trust co-operationss, community gardens, and how those inter-connect as part 
of a local economic ecosystem that is giving everyone benefits of the economic growth that we 
are seeing. It connects to the ladder of opportunity. I know there are a lot of cities across the 
country and organizations that are explicitly thinking about community wealth building and all 
of the institutions associated with it.  
 
Ms. Koch – The next one was titled urban environmental sustainability. We have proposed a 
new title of Environment, Health, and Energy for that, recognizing that content already in that 
draft chapter from 2018, but also what we have been hearing from the community will be 
added to this chapter.  
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – Local carbon footprints is not going far enough. We need to be 
working towards carbon neutrality. Council has made pledges to do that for a 45% carbon 
footprint by 2030 and carbon neutrality by the city in 2050, which is towards the end of where 
this plan is thinking. A bolder statement there would be appropriate.  
 
Commissioner Russell – I am not crazy about the phrase “green city.”  
 
Ms. Koch – We pulled that from the previous version. We are open to change that.  
 
Commissioner Russell – I have strong feelings when we throw around words like that. 
Everything after that is great.  
 
Commissioner Solla-Yates – I had the same thought. It feels like 2018.   
 
Ms. Koch – We can change that wording a bit. What comes after that explains what we mean 
by green city. I will look at changing that. 
 
Commissioner Heaton – Climate resilience is a wonderful new phrase.  
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – Something like environmental leader to show that we intend to 
be better at the generic city, which is pretty bad. Resiliency is important. There is going to be 
climate impacts on Charlottesville directly. Ultimately, we are not coastal. We’re not in a 
particularly natural disaster prone place. We are going to have some impacts directly and we 
need to be resilient to that. Another huge part of adapting to this future climate change is 
accommodating changing climates in other places, climate refugees, and adapting as a city in 
terms of our population and in terms of our land use patterns to deal with that. The tidewater is 
going to be underwater by the end of the plan vision period. 
 
Commissioner Heaton – If we are going to be as specific as to talk about green tree canopies, 
maybe we should be as specific about carbon neutral or carbon reductive. That seems every bit 
as specific as tree canopy.  
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Ms. Koch – I am fine with making some of those statements. I am thinking about climate 
refugees and accommodating climate change in other places, while addressing that there will 
be changes in Charlottesville. That can certainly be a piece of this.  
 
We have kept the transportation title the same. We have pulled out some specific statements in 
bold as with the others, mostly focusing on connectivity and integration with land uses. We 
have also pulled in some statements about parking towards the end.  
 
Commissioner Heaton – It should probably say something about integrating with the regional 
transportation plan. That is because I am on the transportation citizens advisory board.  
 
Mr. Koch – That is something that came out in the discussions. 
 
Commissioner Heaton – It could go in that second bullet.   
 
Commissioner Solla-Yates – Is that last phrase “where necessary to support” necessary here? 
That seems like a supportive idea.  
 
Ms. Koch – I think you’re right. That could come out in some of the strategies. I would be 
open to removing that section from here.   
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – I am a little confused what we are saying there. We are saying 
that the parking that remains should contribute to the quality of the public rail by being in back 
alleys or underground. Is that what it is? I agree that seems secondary.  
 
Commissioner Heaton – Wouldn’t you prefer that there is some kind of tipping of the hat to 
the idea that we won’t always be using cars?  
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – I like the first part of the sentence. The things that we have seen 
in the Form Based Code about hiding the parking that does exist. That stuff is good. We 
should hide parking. The centrality of service parking everywhere really does impact form that 
makes the other goals impossible.  
 
Commissioner Solla-Yates – Does this say that?  
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – Maybe we could say that more directly.  
 
Commissioner Solla-Yates – I agree.  
 
Commissioner Heaton – I think you could be a little more blunt.  
 
Ms. Koch – The mention of how parking can impact the urban form in ways that might 
prohibit or inhibit achieving other goals.  
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – Flip that over. Follow “minimized” with “in order to achieve 
urban form.”  
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Ms. Thomas – Going to quickly highlight some of the activities that we are thinking about 
doing over the next few weeks. I am going to start with the goals and objectives that we are 
trying to get to between the end of October through the end of November into early December. 
We have been doing a lot of work behind the scenes to try to get to the point where we can go 
back out into the community. This next iteration going out is going to be a combination of 
reiterating or sharing what we learned and what we heard in our earlier engagement efforts. 
That includes the survey results, the many different conversations that we have had virtually, 
and really trying to make sure that people understand what the different voices and ideas were 
that came out of that earlier engagement process. We want to make sure that people get a good 
primer on what the comprehensive plan is, not just the content and the document, but as a tool, 
what it can do, what the purpose of the revisions and updates are and how that plays into 
Charlottesville life going forward. This will be a time for us to talk about the draft of the 
affordable housing strategy and to talk through the guiding principles and vision statements. 
The one common thread I want to mention here before we talk about the different tools that we 
will be using. In our team conversation, as we started looking at some of the draft affordable 
housing recommendations and strategies. The biggest thing for us is making sure that people 
understand how everything is tied together and how everything is tied to a lot of the feedback 
that people have been giving, not just to us in this process. Whether it is feedback that pertains 
to housing or economic development or transportation. With housing, we want to make sure 
we are not losing people in the jargon of the different housing tools that might get 
recommended. The big thing is to make sure that people understand. If you have a concern 
about housing affordability, this is how the proposed recommendations actually address that 
concern. We really want to make that link between what the feedback is, what the concerns are 
the people in the community have, and how that is being addressed with the housing strategy 
and the overall comprehensive plan. In terms of outreach, you see a couple of tools that we 
have used in our first round of engagement. Some of these will be re-purposed or re-designed 
accordingly. We’re going to be using a variety of outreach methods. A lot of the tools that you 
are familiar with include the project website, a clearing house for people to get information, 
and for us to be able to share data. We will still be doing virtual engagement for the most part. 
We will be integrating some in person opportunities, which I will discuss. In terms of our 
virtual engagement, webinars and discussions will be focused on the comprehensive plan and 
the housing plan. We will have virtual meetings set up, which is just a page on the website that 
will give people information to walk through the process of the comprehensive plan. They will 
be able to provide feedback questions. We will also have some additional small group 
discussions, probably not as many the first time around with this effort. We still do want to 
have very targeted small group discussions with people who make up that hard to reach 
population. We will set up virtual office hours. Those will be opportunities when Ms. Koch 
and I can be on Zoom and be available to chat. Other members of our team can be available to 
people. They can call in on a hotline via a Zoom camera or phone and ask questions. We will 
probably have these office hours structured around particular topics.  
 
Commissioner Solla-Yates – I don’t know if this can done safely. The people who are hard to 
reach aren’t going to get on Zoom. Is it possible to safely engage with those people in real 
space where they are? 
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Ms. Thomas – Aside from the virtual activities, we are going to do some very targeted in 
person pop up events starting later in October. These will be designed in such a way that they 
will be COVID safe events. We will be decked out in PPE. We will make sure people know 
that they are required to wear masks when they come to us. These will be very simple setups. 
We want to make sure that we are giving people some space, particularly people who may not 
have been involved previously to get information, to learn about this process, to be able to get 
an idea of what is being talked about, the vision statements in the comprehensive plan, what is 
being proposed as part of the affordable housing strategy, but to also be able to do so safely 
and quickly and to be able to leave knowing how they can continue to stay involved in the 
process. I have pop up events for another client. The pop up events are safe and sanitary that 
allow people to give really valuable input to the process. We are definitely going to be 
finalizing the location of where those pop up events are going to be in the next few weeks. We 
are planning to kick those off towards the last week of October going into November.   
 
Commissioner Solla-Yates – How do you pull information back from that?  
 
Ms. Thomas – Depending on the format we use. One format I have recently used actually 
involved having people respond to questions on butcher paper that we took back. If you 
imagine a long table, we had tables covered in butcher paper with questions. People had their 
own unique markers they received. They were actually able to write responses to questions on 
butcher paper and they moved through stations. That’s a more intensive pop up style event 
than what we will do in Charlottesville. We will probably have some on a smaller scale that 
would involve written comments with materials and utensils that can be sanitized or people 
can take it away. Or having things where people can mark with stickers. There will be some 
level of verbal conversation as well to the extant we can also capture feedback in writing 
whether that’s someone dictating something to us we can write on a shared board that people 
can see or they are receiving their own set of utensils they safely mark something down that 
we can take that information back and add it to our collective batch of information that we are 
getting.  
 
Commissioner Dowell – One small recommendation that could help is that most of the people 
you are not getting feedback from all have to go to the grocery store. It may be advantageous 
to set up a table outside of a grocery store.   
 
Ms. Thomas – Some locations we are considering include grocery store, barbershops, beauty 
salons, churches, and church parking lots. I would love to target the Latino families so that we 
can get more feedback from that group. We are trying to be very creative. Most of the people, 
who are not part of this process, are using these places on a day to day basis.   
 
Commissioner Stolzenberg – That’s a great idea. There is a whole bunch of Latino and 
oriental grocery stores that could be good too. If you are having events where you are handing 
out materials and hoping they come to give input. Try to grab their contact information.  
 
Ms. Thomas – For most events, there is some kind of contact card that stays with us so that 
we can capture that information.  
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Ms. Koch – Thank you for staying with us. 
 
Chairman Mitchell – This was very helpful.  
 
Adjournment 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:39 PM.  
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