IL.

III.

Agenda

PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR DOCKET
TUESDAY, March 9, 2021 at 5:30 P.M.
Virtual Meeting

Commission Pre-Meeting (Agenda discussion(s))
Beginning: 5:00 p.m.
Location: (Electronic/Virtual)

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

COMMISSIONERS' REPORTS

UNIVERSITY REPORT

CHAIR'S REPORT

DEPARTMENT OF NDS

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

CONSENT AGENDA

(Items removed from the consent agenda will be considered at the end of the regular agenda)
i. Minutes - November 10, 2020 - Pre -meeting and Regular meeting

mTmoOowe

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

CP21-00002: Comprehensive Plan Amendment - Starr Hill Neighborhood Community
Vision Plan: The Planning Commission and City Council will jointly conduct a public hearing on a
proposed amendment to the 2013 Comprehensive Plan, to include the contents of the Starr Hill
Neighborhood Community Vision Plan as prepared by New Hill Development Corporation. The
purpose of the Starr Hill Neighborhood Community Vision Plan is to set a conceptual vision for the
Starr Hill Neighborhood and surrounding areas to be utilized as a guide for development within
the Study Area, consisting of approximately 48 acres. This Vision Plan focuses on community
vision and opportunity areas with three main areas of focus: City Yard, Starr Hill Residential
Neighborhood and Jefferson School and Adjacent Arterial Streets. Market analysis information is
included in the appendix for the Starr Hill Neighborhood and surrounding areas. The area
included within this Community Vision Plan is bounded by Preston Avenue on the north,
Ridge/MclIntire to the east, the CSX railroad tracks to the south, and Norfolk Southern railroad
tracks to the west. A map showing the general or approximate boundaries of the area can be found
on page 52 of the Starr Hill Neighborhood Vision Plan document, which may be viewed at
https://www.newhilldev.org/starr-hill

Following the joint public hearing, the Planning Commission may approve, amend and approve, or
disapprove the Vision Plan, in whole or in part; upon approval, the Planning Commission shall by
resolution, recommend the Vision Plan, or part thereof, to the City Council.

SP21-00001 - Harris Street Apartments - 1221, 1223 and 1225 Harris Street - Landowner
Cville Business Park, LLC is requesting an amendment of a previously-issued Special Use Permit
(SUP). Pursuant to City Code Sec. 34-457(b)(5) the amended SUP would authorize a specific
mixed-use development (residential apartments (“multifamily dwellings”) combined with
commercial uses) on property located at 1221, 1223, and 1225 Harris Street (together, the


https://www.newhilldev.org/starr-hill

“Subject Property”). The Subject Property has approximately 345 feet of frontage on Harris Street,
and is further identified on City Real Property Tax Map 34 as Parcels 90B, 90C and 90.1 (City Real
Estate Parcel IDs 340090B00, 340090C00, and 340090100), and has a total area of approximately
2.446 acres. The Subject Property is zoned Industrial Corridor (IC), with a Special Use Permit
previously approved to allow a mixed use building with up to 105 dwelling units and a total site
density of 43 DUA. The project proposed by the applicant is a 6-story mixed-use building,
containing ground floor commercial space (approx. 7 percent of the building SF), and up to 120
residential dwelling units above the ground floor (up to 50 DUA), and internal parking. In the IC
zoning district, mixed use buildings are allowed by-right, up to a height of 4 stories, with
residential density up to 21 dwelling units per acre (DUA). Multifamily residential dwelling units
are allowed only as part of a mixed-use building or development, and if residential density exceeds
21 DUA an SUP is required. The Comprehensive Land Use Map for this area calls for Business and
Technology, and no density range for residential use is specified by the Comprehensive

Plan. Information pertaining to this application may be viewed online

at https://www.charlottesville.gov/1077 /Agendas-Minutes or obtained from the Department of
Neighborhood Development Services, 2nd Floor of City Hall, 610 East Main Street. Persons
interested in this Comprehensive Plan Amendment request may contact NDS Planner Brian
Haluska by e-mail (haluska@charlottesville.gov) or by telephone (434-970-3186).

IV. COMMISSION’S ACTION ITEMS
Continuing: until all action items are concluded.

V. FUTURE MEETING SCHEDULE/ADJOURN

Tuesday March 30, 2021 5:00 PM Work Cville Plans Together
Session
Tuesday April 13,2021 - 5:00 PM Pre-
Meeting
Tuesday April 13,2021 - 5:30 PM Regular Minutes - December 8, 2020 - Pre -

Meeting meeting and Regular meeting

Minutes - January 12, 2021 - Pre -meeting
and Regular meeting

Minutes - February 9, 2021 - Pre-meeting
and Regular meeting

Preliminary Discussion - Belmont
Apartments SUP proposal

Entrance Corridor - Comprehensive Sign
Plan Request - 916 E High Street

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

Site Plan - Grove Street PUD, Flint Hill PUD

Rezoning - 240 Stribling Avenue, 1613 Grove Street

Critical Slope Waiver — 915 6th Street SE, Lyman Street

Special Permit - Lyndhall Apartments

SUP, Site Plan Critical Slope - 1613 Grove Street



https://www.charlottesville.gov/1077/Agendas-Minutes

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

November 10, 2020 Planning Commission Minutes are included
as the last document in this packet



City of Charlottesville
Department of Neighborhood Development Services
Staff Report

CITY COUNCIL AND PLANNING COMMISSION
JOINT PUBLIC HEARING

RE: Starr Hill Neighborhood Vision Plan

Project Planner: Yolunda Harrell, CEO, New Hill Development Corporation
Shelli Jost Brady, Project Manager/Consultant
Alex lkefuna, NDS Director

Date of Staff Report: February 24, 2021

Background

InJuly of 2017, a group of public servants, educators, artists, and entrepreneurs were convened by
Kathy Galvin and then Vice Mayor Wes Bellamy to begin discussing the ever-changing economic
landscape of Charlottesville, the on-going development thereof, and where the African American
community fits into the picture. A series of solution-oriented meetings ensued and then persevered
through one of Charlottesville’s darkest moments in history. Out of great adversity comes triumph
for those who endure and it became ever clearer that a new group, a new pathway, and arenewed
ideal must emerge. With a reverence toward the history of African American prosperity in Vinegar
Hill before its destruction and a recognition of the critical importance of African American wealth
building, New Hill Development Corporation was established to build pathways of upward mobility
in a city where wealth and prosperity abounds, yet is secluded in plain sight.

On February 1, 2019, the City executed a Donation Agreement with the New Hill Development
Corporation, a Virginia not-for-profit corporation to develop a community vision and a small area
plan for the Starr Hill Neighborhood which incorporates the former historical community of Vinegar
Hill. The boundaries of the Starr Hill Neighborhood as provided in the agreement are Preston
Avenue to the north, Ridge/Mclintire Street to the east, the CSX railroad to the south and the
Norfolk Southern railroad to the west. The total area is approximately 47.7 acres.

On November 4, 2019, Council received a proposed Starr Hill Community Vision Plan from the New
Hill Development Corporation (hereinafter “Small Area Plan”). On November 18, 2019, the City
Council passed a resolution to transmit the Starr Hill Plan to the Planning Commission for review
and consideration as to whether to incorporate it into the Comprehensive Plan. After the Council’s
Resolution adoption, the Department of Neighborhood Development Services (NDS), on December
20, 2019, completed the review of the plan and determined that it would not move forward as a
Small Area Plan based on the scoping of the work which could lead to future opportunities for
additional planning steps. NDS worked with the New Hill Development Corporation to develop the
most beneficial outcome for the City and New Hill. This consultation resulted in the parties’ mutual
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agreement to pursue the adoption of a Starr Hill Vision Plan. The Starr Hill Vision Plan differs from
the Small Area Plan because it is not as land use intensive as a Small Area Plan. It will provide a set
of principles to guide City decision making in the geographic area, but it will not provide the
detailed maximization of zoning and land use planning contained in Small Area Plans.

As staff were working towards the Planning Commission discussion in March of 2020, the COVID-19
State of Emergency came into effect. On March 16, 2020, the City Council adopt a Resolution
providing that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing on the Starr Hill Vision Plan no
later than August 31, 2020. However, document review continued between March and June 2020
and on August 11, 2020, the plan was presented to the Planning Commission for review. The draft
plan has been updated to reflect comments from the Planning Commission.

The Vision Plan focused on the following elements:

» Community engagement strategy to ensure broad-based community involvement and
outreach.

» Market analysis identifying trends, assets and opportunities.

» Community vision articulating aspirations and initiatives derived from community
engagement process

» Land use recommendations including key projects and area studies.

» Resources assessment with preliminary outline of institutional and financial resources that
can be leveraged.

Standard of Review

All amendments to the Comprehensive Plan shall be recommended, approved and adopted,
respectively, in accordance with the requirements set forth within Title 15.2, Chapter 22, Article 3
of the Code of Virginia as amended.

Proposed Action

To guide the development of the Starr Hill community and investment of public funds, the Starr Hill
Vision Plan should be endorsed by the Planning Commission with the direction to staff to prepare a
Resolution for Adoption as an amendment to the 2013 Comprehensive Plan. Adoption of this plan
does not mark the completion of the Starr Hill Plan process. Implementation, which may include
additional studies and outreach, facilitating support for cultural concepts in/outside Jefferson
School (including Public Square and amphitheater), consideration of short-term space options to
locate potential small business incubation space, City Yard redevelopment, and seeking grants and
funding for redevelopment initiatives and infrastructure improvement.

Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan

The Starr Hill Vision Plan complies with the City’s 2013 Comprehensive Plan goals in the following
areas:
Land Use
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Goal 1-Sense of Place: Enhance the sense of place through Charlottesville.

Goal 2-Mixed Use: Establish a mix of uses within walking distance of residential neighborhoods that
will enhance opportunities for small group interaction throughout Charlottesville.

Goal 3-Public Space: Enhance formal public spaces of community interaction in Charlottesville that
support the City’s role as a center of urban vitality.

Goal 5-Innovation: Explore progressive and innovative land use, design standards and zoning
regulations to accomplish the City’s vision.

Community Facilities

Goal 7-Parks & Recreation (upgrades): Upgrade existing Park & Recreation infrastructure to
modern standards and address the vale and uses of natural areas.

Goal 9-Parks & Recreation (use): Promote efficient use of all Park properties and recreation
facilities.

Goal 10-Parks & Recreation (best practices): Adopt customized Park and Recreation facility
standards that support a livable community for the City and its partnering agencies, and preform
consistent maintenance on all Parks and Recreation facilities.

Goal 11-Parks & Recreation (Trails): Connect the park system to the community through the
development of trails and through the effective and appropriate design of park and recreation
facilities.

Goal 12-Parks & Recreation (environment): Develop trails that are sensitive to the community’s
environmental system and cultural and historic resources.

Economic Sustainability

Goal 1-Innovation: Create an entrepreneurial environment that fosters the creation and success of
businesses.

Goal 2 — Sustaining Business: Generate, recruit and retain successful businesses.

Goal 3-Partnerships: Build partnerships with private sector groups in order to maximize strategic
capital investment in targeted areas in the City.

Housing

Goal 2-Maintain & improve housing stock: Maintain and improve the City’s existing housing stock
for residents of all income levels.

Goal 3-Grow the City’s Housing Stock: Grow the City’s housing stock for residents of all income
levels.

Goal 6-Importance of incentives: Establish a series of incentives to create new housing.

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

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

Goal 1-Complete Streets: Increase safe, convenient and pleasant accommodations for pedestrians,
bicyclists and people with disabilities that improve quality of life within the community and within
individual neighborhoods.

Goal 2-Land Use and Community Design: Improve transportation options and quality of life through
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land use and community design techniques.

Goal 4-Efficient Mobility: Maintain an efficient transportation system that provides the mobility
and access that supports the economic development goals of the City.

Goal 5-Parking: provide parking to adequately meet demand and support economic vitality
without sacrificing aesthetics, while minimizing environmental impacts and accommodating
pedestrians, bicycles, transit users and disable individuals.

Historic Preservation & urban Design

Goal 1-Urban Design: Continue Charlottesville’s history of architectural and design excellence by
maintaining existing traditional design features while encouraging creative, context-sensitive,
contemporary planning and design.

Goal 5-Neighorhood Conservation: Protect and enhance the existing character, stability, and scale
of the city’s older neighborhoods.

Community Vision, Guiding Principles and Opportunity Areas:

The vision, guiding principles and opportunity areas were developed through community
engagement process — particularly from residents of Starr Hill Neighborhood, adjacent
neighborhoods and from Charlottesville’s Black business community.

Neighborhood Vision

The Neighborhood Vision is of a Starr Hill Area community whose future growth is guided by a
commitment to racial, economic and social equity. We will create a neighborhood identity rooted
in African-American presence and prosperity with real opportunities for Black community to foster
ownership-of property, commerce and culture.

Document Guiding Principles
A More Equitable Community: We are committed to leveling the economic and social playing field
in the Charlottesville Community. We envision a neighborhood where those

Promote Black prosperity: We will create strong pathways for African-American in Charlottesville
to thrive and grow. We envision a neighborhood centered around Black-owned property,
commerce and culture with visible access to capital and financing.

Continuous Learning: We will be a critical spoke in Charlottesville workforce education efforts. Our
vision is a community that creates meaningful opportunities for professional and workforce
development, education and growth.

Belonging and Inclusion: We believe that Charlottesville should feel inclusive and welcoming to
every resident. We envision a culturally dinstinctive neighborhood with financially and socially
accessible community spaces and activities.

Strong Connectivity: We see opportunities for Charlottesville to continue strengthening its
physical, social and economic relationships. We envision a more connected neighborhood where
people can access adjacent residential neighborhoods and commercial areas.
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Respect Existing Residential Fabric: We share Charlottesville commitment to distinct
neighborhoods and community commercial corridors. We will advocate for modifying zoning that
fosters vibrant street level activity, and maintains the integrity of the existing Starr Hill
neighborhood as it grows.

Opportunity Areas
1. Economics and Entrepreneurship
2. Housing and Connectivity
3. Placemaking, Culture and Legacy

Public Input and Other Comments Received

The Starr Hill Vision Plan was developed with guidance from residents of Starr Hill Neighborhood,
adjacent neighborhoods and from Charlottesville’s Black business community. The following are
some key community engagement activities:

e April and May 2019: Front porch and merchant interviews
e May9-10, 2019: Six focus groups

e May 23, 2019: Neighborhood meeting

e June 5, 2019: Black Entrepreneur meeting

e Mid-June through July 2019: Online weekly questions

e August 13, 2019: Focus groups

Planning Commission Work Sessions
e August 11, 2020

Suggested Motions for Plan Approval

1. I move to approve the attached resolution as presented to amend the City’s 2013
Comprehensive Plan to include the Starr Hill Vision Plan, dated June 26, 2020.

Or,
2. I move to approve the attached resolution with amendments to amend the City’s 2013
Comprehensive Plan to include the Starr Hill Vision Plan, dated June 26, 2020.
Or,
3. I move to deny the deny amending the City’s 2013 Comprehensive Plan to include the
Starr Hill Vision Plan, dated June 26, 2020.

Project Website
https://www.newhilldev.org/starr-hill

Starr Hill Vision Plan
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ojy rRCyHLswUyxvij-lkajYT UO-UDVg/view
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Attachments
Proposed Resolution for Planning Commission Adoption
March 16, 2020 Resolution to Extend Planning Commission Timeframe Adoption Resolution
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RESOLUTION
OF THE CHARLOTTESVILLE PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDING ADOPTION OF THE STARR HILL VISION PLAN

WHEREAS, on March 9, 2021 this Planning Commission and City Council
jointly held a public hearing on the Starr Hill Vision Plan proposed as an
amendment of the City’s Comprehensive Plan, after notice given as required by
law,

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that this Planning Commission hereby
recommends to the City Council that it should approve the Starr Hill Vision Plan
dated June 26, 2020 as an amendment to the City’s Comprehensive Plan. A copy
of the Starr Hill Vision Plan recommended by the Commission is attached to this
Resolution and is hereby certified to the City Council for its consideration in
accordance with City Code Section 34-27 (b).

Adopted by the Charlottesville Planning Commission, the 9" day of March 2021.

Attest:
Secretary, Charlottesville Planning Commission

Attachment: Starr Hill Vision Plan (Link: https://www.newhilldev.org/starr-hill )
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#R-20-044

RESOLUTION TO EXTEND NEW HILL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION’S
PLANNING COMMISSION TIMEFRAME

WHEREAS, on November 18, 2019, the Charlottesville City Council approved a
Resolution directing the Charlottesville Planning Commission to conduct a public hearing within
one hundred and twenty (120) days regarding the addition of New Hill Development
Corporation’s (hereinafter “New Hill”) Starr Hill Small Area Plan to the Charlottesville
Comprehensive Plan; and

WHEREAS, New Hill worked with the City of Charlottesville’s Department of
Neighborhood Development Services (hereinafter “NDS”) in preparation for the Planning
Commission public hearing; and

WHEREAS, the collaboration between New Hill and NDS resulted in a mutual decision
to present a Starr Hill Vision Plan instead of a Starr Hill Small Area Plan to the Charlottesville
Planning Commission; and

WHEREAS, this decision to present a vision plan rather than a small area plan will
require a new time frame.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of
Charlottesville, Virginia that the Planning Commission shall conduct a public hearing on New
Hill Development Corporation’s proposed Starr Hill Vision Plan by August 31, 2020.

Approved by Council
March 16, 2020

Kyna Thomas, CMC
Clerk of Council




CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE

DEPARTMENT OF NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
STAFF REPORT

APPLICATION FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT I

PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING

DATE OF HEARING: March 8, 2021
APPLICATION NUMBER: SP21-00001

Project Planner: Brian Haluska, AICP
Date of Staff Report: February 26, 2021

Applicant: Cville Business Park, LLC
Applicants Representative: Chris Virgilio, Cville Business Park, LLC
Current Property Owner: Cville Business Park, LLC

Application Information

Property Street Address: 1221, 1223, and 1225 Harris Street (“Subject Property”)
Tax Map/Parcel #: Tax Map 34, Parcels 90B, 90C, 90.1

Total Square Footage/ Acreage Site: 2.446 acres or 106,547 square feet
Comprehensive Plan (Land Use Plan): Business and Technology

Current Zoning Classification: Industrial Corridor

Tax Status: Parcel is up to date on taxes paid.

Completeness: The application contains all of the information required by Zoning Ordinance
Secs. 34-41(d), and 34-158(a) and (b). There are two existing dwelling units on the site, and
there is a potential for a maximum of one hundred and twenty (120) residential units in a
mixed-use building proposed by this development. The applicant’s application materials are
included as Attachment 1.

The pre-application meeting required by Sec. 34-41(b)(1) was held on October 24, 2019. The
community meeting required by Sec. 34-41(c)(2) was conducted virtually on February 17, 2021.



Applicant’s Request

Chris Virgilio of Cville Business Park, LLC, (owner) has submitted an application seeking to
amend an existing Special Use Permit (SUP) for the property located at 1221, 1223 and 1225
Harris Street with approximately 343 feet of road frontage on Harris Street and approximately
55 feet of road frontage on Allied Street. City Council previously approved a special use permit
for this project on March 16, 2020. As a part of that approval, the applicant was granted
residential density of up to 43 dwelling units per acre on the site. This proposal requests
additional residential density up to 50 dwelling units per acre (DUA), pursuant to City Code
Section 34-480.

The applicant’s proposal shows a new mixed-use building on a portion of the Subject Property.
The property is further identified on City Real Property Tax Map 34 Parcels 90B, 90C, and 90.1
(“Subject Property”). The Subject Property is zoned Industrial Corridor. The site is
approximately 2.446 acres or 106,547 square feet. The site currently has a total of three
buildings on it, the Habitat Store, a commercial building, and a residential duplex. The proposed
plan would require the demolition of the residence and commercial building. The Habitat Store
structure would remain. Section 34-458(b) of the City Code permits multiple parcels to be
assembled for the purpose of a mixed-use development in the manner in which the applicant
has proposed.

The proposed site plan, dated December 16, 2019 (Attachment 2) proposes the construction of
a six story tall mixed-use building with retail space on the ground floor facing Allied Street, and
underground parking beneath the building.

The applicant has indicated that the proposed new building would have roughly 165,000 gross
square feet of internal area. 90,000 square feet would be devoted to residential use, 5,000
square feet to commercial use, 55,000 square feet for parking areas, and the remaining 4,000
square feet for amenity space.

The Comprehensive Plan designates the land use of the Subject Property as Business and
Technology.
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Application Components:
Application — Attachment 1
Applicant’s Narrative and Additional lllustrative Materials — Attachment 2

Standard of Review

City Council may grant an applicant a special use permit, giving consideration to a number of
factors set forth within Zoning Ordinance Sec. 34-157. If Council finds that a proposed use or
development will have potentially adverse impacts, and if Council identifies development
conditions that could satisfactorily mitigate such impacts, then Council may set forth
reasonable conditions within its SUP approval. The role of the Planning Commission is to make
an advisory recommendation to the City Council, as to (i) whether or not Council should
approve a proposed SUP and if so, (ii) whether there are any reasonable development
conditions that could mitigate potentially adverse impacts of the propose use or development.

Section 34-157 of the City’s Zoning Ordinance lists a number of factors that Council will
consider in making a decision on a proposed SUP. Following below is staff’s analysis of those
factors, based on the information provided by the Applicant.

Sec. 34-157(a)(1) Whether the proposed use or development will be harmonious with
existing patterns of use and development within the neighborhood.

The properties immediately surrounding the subject property are described as:

Direction Use Zoning
North Commercial and Residential IC
South Commercial IC
East Commercial IC
West Railroad B-1

The subject property is in use as a mixed-use property. The proposed new mixed-use
building would be taller and occupy more of the site.

Staff Analysis:

The Subject Property is near the northern end of Harris Street, just before it descends to
meet Mclntire Road. The frontage along Harris Street is sparsely wooded, and the
buildings on the site do not present an edge to Harris Street as they are below the
road’s height, as well as set back from the road some distance. The proposed building
would be taller than the existing buildings on Harris Street.



The Subject Property also fronts on Allied Street. Allied Street primarily has two-story
commercial buildings along this frontage with zero setbacks, but the applicant
previously constructed a pair of mixed-use buildings that are 4 stories tall at the end of
the street. The building’s height on Allied Street would be in line with the 4 story mixed-
use structures adjacent to the site.

The proposed project would be consistent with other uses in the area, and help achieve
the City’s goal of developing centers of commercial activity supported by residential
uses.

Sec. 34-157(a)(2) Whether the proposed use or development and associated public
facilities will substantially conform to the city's comprehensive plan.

The applicant includes within the project proposal narrative (Attachment 2) a section
regarding its consistency with the Comprehensive Plan on Page 2 of the document.

Staff Analysis: The 2013 Comprehensive Plan’s General Land Use Plan specifies the
Subject Property and its surrounding properties as Business and Technology.

Business and Technology areas, according to the Comprehensive Plan, “permit small
scale offices that cater to start-up businesses and technological development, as well as
commercial activity that does not generate the amount of traffic that can be found in
more consumer oriented commercial areas.”

Staff believes the use conforms to the intent of the Business and Technology land use
designation.

Staff also recognizes the overall product of the proposal conforms to other aspects of
the Comprehensive Plan listed below.

Below are specific areas of the Comprehensive Plan for which the development is in
compliance:

a. Land Use
Goal 3.2 - Public Space, “Enhance existing neighborhood commercial centers and
create opportunities for others in areas where they will enhance adjacent
residential areas. Provide opportunities for nodes of activity to develop,
particularly along mixed-use corridors.”



Staff Analysis: The special use permit amendment would increase the total number
of allowable residential units permitted on the Subject Property. The proposal is in
keeping with the goal of creating and enhancing commercial centers adjacent to
existing residential areas.

Housing

Goal 3.6 — Grow the City’s Housing Stock, “Promote housing options to
accommodate both renters and owners at all price points, including workforce
housing.”

Staff Analysis: The proposed increase in the permitted maximum residential density
on the Subject Property will give the applicant the option of providing a variety of
unit types with the proposed building.

Urban Design

Goal 1.3 — Urban Design, “Facilitate development of nodes of density and vitality in
the City’s Mixed Use Corridors, and encourage vitality, pedestrian movement, and
visual interest throughout the City.”

Staff Analysis: The Allied Street area has recently seen an increase in residential
units which should have the impact of supporting surrounding commercial
businesses. The proposed building would increase the number of housing options in
the Harris Street/Allied Street area, which would result in an increase in activity
along the corridor.

Below are specific areas of the Comprehensive Plan for which the development may not

be in compliance:

a.

Housing

Goal 3.2 Incorporate affordable units throughout the City, recognizing that
locating affordable units throughout the community benefits the whole City.

Goal 3.3 Achieve a mixture of incomes and uses in as many areas of the City as
possible.



Goal 3.4 Encourage creation of new, on-site affordable housing as part of rezoning
or residential special use permit applications.

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

Staff Analysis: The applicant committed to two conditions related to the provision of
affordable housing in the prior SUP application. The applicant committed to
providing five affordable units in the building for a period of 10 years, and that when
the residential units are offered for rent initially, five units shall be available to
renters with housing choice vouchers.

Sec. 34-157(a)(3) Whether proposed use or development of any buildings or structures will
comply with all applicable building code regulations.

Staff Analysis: The proposed development will be required to conform to all applicable
building code regulations. Building plans are not yet available for review, but the
construction of the proposed new structures cannot proceed without separate
applications/review conducted by the City’s Building Code Official.

Sec. 34-157(a)(4) Potential adverse impacts, including, but not necessarily limited to:
a) Traffic or parking congestion

Parking: The applicant shows the capacity to construct off-street parking that
complies with the minimum parking requirements for the proposed building.

Staff Analysis: Staff confirms that the applicant’s concept plan shows the ability to
provide off-street parking on the site. The amount of parking required will depend
on the final unit count of the building.

Traffic: The applicant includes a “potential impacts” section within their project
proposal narrative (Attachment 1) and notes that the existing automobile
infrastructure can accommodate an increase in traffic, and that the site is adjacent
to a robust pedestrian network that would permit occupants to walk downtown

Staff Analysis: The Subject Property is near the Mclintire/Harris intersection, which is
increasingly congested because of increases in automobile volumes in the area. The



b)

c)

d)

f)

proposed project will accelerate the need to re-evaluate the intersection and
improve its condition to better accommodate the increased traffic volume.

The SUP request will impact the traffic in the area, and it is likely the MclIntire/Harris
intersection will need to be upgraded to accommodate the building as designed. City
Council previously approved a condition on the current SUP resolution to address
this impact.

Noise, lights, dust, odor, fumes, vibration, and other factors which adversely affect
the natural environment

Staff Analysis: Staff does not anticipate there will be significant noise generated
from the proposed project beyond the level that can typically be anticipated in a
mixed-use corridor.

Displacement of existing residents or businesses

Staff Analysis: There are no existing residents or businesses on the Subject Property
that would be displaced as a direct result of the Special Use Permit, as the
redevelopment of the property is permitted as a matter of right.

Discouragement of economic development activities that may provide desirable
employment or enlarge the tax base

Staff Analysis: The development would not discourage economic development
activities.

Undue density of population or intensity of use in relation to the community
facilities existing or available

Staff Analysis: The Subject Property is located in the vicinity of a number of
community amenities that should serve the residents of the project. The site has
access to several modes of transit. The Subject Property is within walking distance of
numerous commercial businesses as well as Mclntire Park and the trail along Shenk’s
Branch.

Reduction in the availability of affordable housing in the neighborhood



Staff Analysis: The proposed development would not reduce the availability of
affordable housing in the neighborhood.
g) Impact on school population and facilities

Staff Analysis: Staff from Charlottesville Schools has noted that they have observed
increases in school enrollment when previous large multi-family buildings on West
Main Street have opened. Staff speculates that the apartments on West Main Street
attracted students from the University of Virginia that were previously renting
houses in the low-density neighborhoods near the University. When those students
opted for the newly constructed rental units on West Main Street, families with
school age children moved in the houses that the students vacated.

The large scale apartment buildings that precipitated this increase in enrollment
were all in the West Main West zoning district, and primarily feature unit
configurations that are attractive to a student population.

The applicant’s request would enable the applicant to construct more single and
two-bedroom units within the building, units that tend to be less attractive to a
student population. Additionally, the Subject Property is further removed from the
University area than the West Main Street buildings, however, staff cannot discount
the potential for new housing to start a reshuffle of housing options that could yield
an increase in school population.

h) Destruction of or encroachment upon conservation or historic districts
Staff Analysis: The Subject Property is not in an Architectural Design Control
District. The Subject Property is near the Mcintire Road Entrance Corridor and will

be somewhat visible from the corridor.

i) Conformity with federal, state and local laws, as demonstrated and certified by the
applicant

Staff Analysis: The proposed project will comply with federal, state and local laws.
This is ensured through final site plan approval.

j) Massing and scale of project
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The applicant’s application materials shows the massing and scale of the proposed
building.

Staff Analysis: The prevailing height of buildings along the Harris Street corridor is
one story above road grade, with some two-story structures. The zoning of the
corridor permits heights of 4 stories by right, but no buildings are currently this tall.

The proposed building would be 6 stories above the average road grade of Harris

Street which the applicant lists as 450 feet above sea level. City Council previously
approved an SUP on this property that limited the height of the building’s highest
point to 520 feet above sea level.

The Subject Property also fronts on Allied Street. Allied is primarily two story
buildings, but has recently had two four story mixed-use buildings constructed on a
site adjacent to the Subject Property.

Sec. 34-157(a)(5) Whether the proposed use or development will be in harmony with the
purposes of the specific zoning district in which it will be placed;

Staff Analysis: Staff believes that a mixed-use building is appropriate within the
Industrial Corridor zoning district. Adjacent properties are currently being used for
mixed-use.

Sec. 34-157(a)(6) Whether the proposed use or development will meet applicable general
and specific standards set forth within the zoning ordinance, subdivision regulations, or
other city ordinances or regulations; and

Staff Analysis: The proposed project must comply with standards set forth within the
zoning ordinance, subdivision regulations and other applicable city ordinances/regulations
prior to final site plan and building permit approvals.

Following the approval of the SUP on the property, the applicant received a variance from
the Board of Zoning Appeals that allowed a modified measurement of height on the
property to address the extreme change in grade across the site, and permit the building to
be constructed as presented to City Council.

Sec. 34-157(a)(7) When the property that is the subject of the application for a special use
permit is within a design control district, city council shall refer the application to the BAR or
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ERB, as may be applicable, for recommendations as to whether the proposed use will have
an adverse impact on the district, and for recommendations as to reasonable conditions
which, if imposed, that would mitigate any such impacts. The BAR or ERB, as applicable,
shall return a written report of its recommendations to the city council.

Staff Analysis: The Subject Property is not located in a design control district.

PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED

Per Sec. 34-41(c)(2), the applicant held a community meeting on February 17, 2021. Four
members of the public were present. Neighborhood concerns gathered from the community
meeting are listed below.

e The potential rents within the building.
e The type of businesses that would be targeted for the new commercial space.
e The logistics of constructing a building around operating businesses.

STAFF’'S RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff recommends the application be approved with the following conditions:

1. The specific development being approved by this special use permit ("Project"), as
described within the December 16, 2019 site plan exhibit submitted as part of the
Application Materials, as required by City Code §34-158(a)(1), shall have the following
minimum attributes/ characteristics:

a. Not more than one building shall be constructed on the Subject Property (the
"Building"). The Building shall be a six-story Mixed Use Building, containing up
to 120 residential dwelling units, ground floor commercial floor area, and
underground parking.

b. The highest point of the Building, as defined within City Code §34-1100(a), shall
not exceed an elevation of 520 feet above sea level. Exclusions from
measurement of building height shall be those referenced within §34-1101(a).

c¢. The commercial space on the ground floor of the Building shall be designed,
occupied and used for retail uses, facing Allied Street. The ground floor area to
be used and occupied for retail uses shall be no less than that depicted in the
December 16, 2019 site plan exhibit submitted as part of the Application
Materials.
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d. Underground parking shall be provided within a parking garage structure
constructed underneath the Building.

e. The applicant shall provide a preliminary traffic study of the immediate area
surrounding the building, as well as traffic impact on Allied Street, Harris Street
and the intersection of Harris Street and Mclintire Road. The scope of the traffic
study shall be approved by the City Traffic Engineer prior to submission, and
must be submitted to the City for review and comment prior to the approval of
the final site plan for the project.

2. The Landowner shall provide three one-bedroom and two two-bedroom dwelling units

located within the Building that shall be affordable dwelling units as defined in
Charlottesville City Code Section 34-12(c) for a period of ten years.

During the first two months for which the Building leases dwelling units, the
Landowner shall reserve five units for lease by housing choice voucher holders.

POSSIBLE MOTION(S)

1.

2.

I move to recommend approval of a special use permit allowing the specific
development proposed within the application materials for SP21-00001 subject to the
following reasonable conditions and safeguards:

e The conditions presented in the staff report

e [alternative conditions, or additional condition(s)....list here]

OR,

| move to recommend denial of the special use permit requested by SP21-00001.

ATTACHMENTS

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Special Use Permit Narrative dated January 21, 2021
Supporting Drawings dated December 11, 2019

Special Use Permit Application received January 21, 2021
City Council Resolution R-20-038

Notes from the Community Meeting held February 17, 2021
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1223-25 Harris Street Redevelopment
SUP Amendment Application -- Narrative Statement
Request for Additional Density
January 21, 2021

Site and Existing Building

C-Ville Business Park LLC is proposing a mixed-use, commercial and residential, development that combines
parcels at 1225, 1223, and 1221 Harris Street (parcel IDs numbers 340090100, 340090C00, and 340090B00
respectively). The Habitat for Humanity Store located at 1221 Harris Street is an existing commercial building
that will remain. The existing commercial structure at 1223 Harris Street and market rate residential duplex
at 1221 Harris Street will be replaced by the proposed mixed-use building. The site is in the industrial corridor
“1C” zoning district and encompasses 2.45 acres.

Approved SUP Resolution

A resolution for special use permit, SP19-00010, was signed on March 16, 2020 approving the following;

e Asix-story mixed-use building containing up to 105 residential swelling units.

e Ground floor commercial areas.

e Underground parking provided within a parking garage structure underneath the building.

e The building’s highest point not to exceed an elevation of 520 feet above sea level.

e Commercial space on the ground floor of the building facing Allied Street shall be occupied by retail
uses.

SUP Amendment Request

With this amendment to the special use permit, we are requesting an increase in density of 15 dwelling units
(6 DUA).

Harmonious with existing patterns of use and development within the neighborhood

Mclntire Plaza is home to over one hundred small businesses and has grown extensively over the years, most
recently with the addition of 36 residential units, and 32,000 SF of new and renovated commercial space.
Located just one mile from the Historic Downtown Mall and easy access to Routes 250 and 29 North,
Mclintire Plaza is already home to an eclectic mix of businesses. This project will harmoniously continue the
successful trend towards mixed-used development, and will add to the vibrant, pedestrian-friendly, urban
environment.

Conformity with Comprehensive Plan

The proposed project fulfills many of the housing goals the city has outlined in their comprehensive plan —
most directly is the goal to incorporate more mixed-use development. Additionally, through an increase in
the permitted maximum residential density, the proposed project will provide more housing options at
multiple price points for multiple income levels. This complies with the city’s goal of providing housing stock
for residents of all income levels, including more affordable options. Further, the walkability of the mixed-use
development, coupled with nearby parks, trails, and bike paths align with the City’s sustainability principals.

Further, as office space continues to grow in this area, additional residential properties will provide
conveniently located housing for workers, reducing traffic congestion, pollution, and supporting the local
economy. Finally, mixed use development also reduces the need for redundant parking as the commercial
and residential tenants can utilize the same parking facilities.
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Transportation is another critical aspect of the City’s comprehensive plan. Specifically, parking under the
building allows the location to support the economic activity and residents without sacrificing aesthetics and
allows more engagement at the street level. By combining residential and commercial uses, the parking can
be shared and thus decreased. The location is also close to main transit corridors to facilitate multimodal
travel and is not adjacent to a low-density residential development.

Compliance with USBC Provisions

The project will be constructed in complete compliance with all building code requirements.

Existing Affordable Housing

The development is not displacing or reducing the amount of “affordable dwelling units”. The project will
comply with affordable housing requirements in ordinance section 34-12 required by an approval of the
special use permit.

Density, Height, & Massing Considerations

It is expected that the additional density will have minimal impact on the city. The proximity of the project to
retail and employment centers, public transit, and walkable paths will help mitigate any potential impacts.
While increased density can cause issues with parking, this will not be an issue in the proposed project
because there will be sufficient off-street parking on the lower levels of the building for all residential and
commercial units. Additionally, we do not anticipate there will be significant noise generated from the
proposed project beyond the level that can typically be anticipated in a mixed-use building. No existing
residents or businesses will be displaced as a result of the SUP amendment, as the re-development of this
project is by-right.

The height of a building in relation to its overall configuration or massing is one of the more significant factors
in determining the impact a building will have on its surrounding environment. Even though this building is
not in an architectural control district it will be a prominent structure, so care will be taken to ensure the
height and mass of the building are proportional and well designed. Using transitional volumes and creating
variation along the facade will create visual rhythm and interest and divide the overall mass. Additionally,
the only buildings directly adjacent to the proposed mixed use building are owned by the developer so the
building height would not impose any adverse shading impacts to adjacent building owners.

Environmental, Public Facilities, & Infrastructure Considerations

The proposed mixed-use building will demonstrate conformance with City zoning requirements, as well as
meet City engineering standards for proposed infrastructure.

The project proposes two entrances into the parking facilities from Harris Street, and three entrances located
at the rear of the proposed building from an existing access drive. The entrances and parking facility levels
utilize existing grades minimizing the impact to the site topography. During the site plan process we will
work with the City traffic engineer to ensure parking and entrances are safe and in compliance with City
standards.

The impact of additional car trips generated by the development should not negatively impact City traffic.
Direct access to main thoroughfares such as 250-bypass and Old Preston Avenue prevent traffic, to and from
the building, from passing through residential neighborhoods. The project location is close enough to major
employment and retail centers that we expect residents and commercial business customers will utilize
alternate forms of transportation, i.e., bikes, electric scooters, bus, and walking that reduce car trips
generated by this development.
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Improvements to the existing City sanitary sewer system will be made. The existing City sanitary system that
runs through the site will be consolidated and rerouted to provide a more efficient design. Materials of the
rerouted sanitary system will be upgraded to meet current City Utility Department and Engineering
standards.

Bicycle parking and storage facilities will be provided per City standards. Bicycle facility placement will be
coordinated with the City Bicycle and Pedestrian coordinator to ensure that they are conveniently located in
relation to existing and proposed City bicycle infrastructure.

Pedestrian access will be coordinated with the City of Charlottesville to incorporate the proposed Harris
Street sidewalk improvements. Pedestrian access will be designed in a thoughtful manor to ensure ADA
compliant access to Harris Street and to encourage pedestrian activity.

Existing overhead telecommunication facilities are being evaluated for relocation underground along Harris
Street adjacent to the development. The removal of these utility poles, added sidewalks, and improved
lighting will help to enhance the Harris Street streetscape.

This development is in close proximity to public transit stops, bicycle facilities, and multimodal paths which
will help to promote alternatives to vehicular transportation. This project is situated within walking distance
to parks, super markets, retail, and walking trails. The included Context Plan demonstrates the site’s
walkability to various nearby points of interest. A higher density residential use would allow more people to
utilize these.

It is this project’s goal that, after development, there will be an overall increase in the pedestrian activity on
and around Harris Street. The project and landscape improvements along Harris Street will complement the
City’s proposed sidewalk and street improvements and will facilitate pedestrian and bicycle activity.

All vehicular parking requirements will be met through the use of structured parking facilities located under
the proposed building.

All applicable regulations under the Virginia Stormwater Management Program will be met, to ensure that
adjacent waterways are protected during and after site construction. Increased runoff and pollution as a
result of increased impervious area has been mitigated by providing parking within the building footprint,
decreasing the overall area of proposed impervious surfaces.

Stormwater will be managed onsite. Stormwater will be detained onsite and released to the existing City
stormwater infrastructure in such a way that does not cause an increase to the existing flow in the facilities.

Conclusion

The proposed request for a SUP Amendment to increase the density of a mixed-use building is in alighment
with the City’s comprehensive plan for creating more mixed-use, urban development, and presents limited
potential adverse effects. The increased density will provide housing options to a wider range of income
levels. The building and location support sustainability goals — such as walkability and bikeability. We expect
that the proximity of commercial and residential spaces will help to reduce transportation costs and support
the use of nearby trails and parks. The project will also bolster the already successful Mclintire Plaza with
additional residents and commercial spaces.
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SITE DATA:

TAX MAP PARCEL AND OWNER INFO: PARCEL(S) 340090B00, 340090C00 & 340090100
CVILLE BUSINESS PARK LLC
224 14TH STREET NW
CHARLOTTESVILLE, VA 22903
TOTAL SITE AREA: 2.446 ACRES (PARCELS 90.B, 90.C, AND 90.1 COMBINED)
PROPOSED IMPERVIOUS AREA: 0.708 ACRES
LIMITS OF DISTURBANCE: 0.929 ACRES
SOURCE OF SURVEY, BOUNDARY, AND TOPOGRAPHY: ~ ROGER W. RAY & ASSOCIATES, INC.
663 BERKMAR COURT
CHARLOTTESVILLE, VA 22901
(434) 293-3195
VERTICAL DATUM REFERENCE: NAVD 88
CURRENT USE:  COMMERCIAL, RESIDENTIAL, PARKING LOT
PROPOSED USE: MIXED USE RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL
MAXIMUM DENSITY ALLOWED WITH SPECIAL USE PERMIT: 64 DUA
PAVED PARKING AND VEHICULAR CIRCULATION AREA IS LOCATED UNDER THE BUILDING AND
ACCESSED ON HARRIS STREET AND THE ACCESS ROAD TO THE NORTH OF THE PROPOSED
BUILDING.
RECREATION AREA: PROPOSED COURTYARD AND ROOF TOP AMENITY SPACE
ZONED:  IC (INDUSTRIAL CORRIDOR)

SETBACKS: PRIMARY STREET FRONTAGE (HARRIS ST): NO MINIMUM, 20' MAXIMUM
SIDE AND REAR (NOT ADJACENT TO LOW DENSITY RES.): NONE

ADJACENT AREAS: NORTH - INDUSTRIAL CORRIDOR
EAST - HARRIS STREET
SOUTH - INDUSTRIAL CORRIDOR
WEST - RAILROAD

MAXIMUM HEIGHT ALLOWED WITH SPECIAL USE PERMIT: 70'

UTILITIES: CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE PUBLIC WATER, SEWER

WATER QUALITY ANALYSIS (PRELIMINARY):

SITE DATA
PRE DEVELOPED AREA
IMPERVIOUS = 0.495 AC

PRE DEVELOPMENT LOAD (TP) (LB/YR) = 1.20 LB/YR

POST DEVELOPED AREA
IMPERVIOUS = 0.708 AC

POST DEVELOPMENT LOAD (TP) (LB/YR) = 1.66 LB/YR
MAXIMUM PERCENT REDUCTION REQUIRED FOR REDEVELOPMENT = 10%
TOTAL LOAD REDUCTION REQUIRED (LB/YR) = 0.49 LB/YR

VIRGINIA STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS FOR WATER QUALITY WILL BE MET.

WATER QUANTITY ANALYSIS (PRELIMINARY):

DRAINAGE AREA ANALYSIS

PRE DEVELOPED POST DEVELOPED
AREA = 0.929 AC AREA = 0.929 AC
0.495 AC (IMPERVIOUS) 0.708 AC (IMPERVIOUS)
TC =5 MIN TC =5 MIN
Q (CFS) V (AC-FT) Q (CFS) V (AC-FT)
1 YEAR 3.13 0.156 1 YEAR 4.42 0.184
10 YEAR 6.56 0.341 10 YEAR 6.92 0.376

CHANNEL PROTECTION (ENERGY BALANCE):

x x
QDEVELOPED < 0.90 (QPRE-DEVELOPED RVPRE-DEVELOPED)/RVDEVELOPED

OK 2.00 CFS =< 0.90*(3.13 CFS*6795 CF)/(8015 CF) CF = 2.39 CFS

FLOOD PROTECTION:

POST-DEVELOPED Q;, < PRE-DEVELOPED Qy,

OK  6.30 CFS (POST-DEVELOPED Q) < 6.56 CFS (PRE-DEVELOPED Q)
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City of Charlottesville

Application for Special Use Permit

Project Name: Harris Street Apartments

Address of Property: _1223-25 Harris Street

Tax Map and Parcel Number(s): 340090100, 340090C00, 340090B00
Current Zoning District Classification: _|C

Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designation:_Business & |QQhDQ|Qg¥

Is this an amendment to an existing SUP? YES
If “yes”, provide the SUP #: SP-19-00010

Applicant: _Chris Virgilio
Address: _224 14th St. NW, Charlottesville, VA 22903

Phone: _434-989-0372 Email: _cvirgilio@woodardpropertiescom

Applicant’s Role in the Development (check one):

Owner Qwner’s AgenP Designer Contract Purchaser

Owner of Record: CvVille Business Park LLC

Address: _224 14th Street, Charlottesville, VA 22903

Phone: _434-971-8860 Email: _cvirgilio@woodardproperties.com
Reason for Special Use Permit:
Additional height: feet *SP19-00010 resolution was

[1| Additional residential density: 15 units, or 6 _ units per acre approved for 105 units or
43 units per acre

Authorize specific land use (identify)

Other purpose(s) (specify City Code section):

(1) Applicant’s and (2) Owner’s Signatures
(1) Signature Print _ Chris Virgilio pate 1/21/2021

Applicant’s (Circle One): LLC Member LLC Manager Corporate Officer (specify)

Director of Development
(2) Signature print Anthony Woodard Date /2112021

Owner’s (Circle One): LLC Memb Corporate Officer (specify)

Other (specify):
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City of Charlottesville

Pre-Application Meeting Verification

Project Name: _Harris Street Apartments

Pre-Application Meeting Date: _Qctober 24, 2019

Applicant’s Representative: _Chris Virgilio & Keith Woodard

Planner: Brian Haluska

Other City Officials in Attendance:

None

The following items will be required supplemental information for this application and
must be submitted with the completed application package:

1.

Planner Signature:
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City of Charlottesville
Application Checklist

Project Name: Harris Street Apartments

| certify that the following documentation is ATTACHED to this application:

H 34-158(a)(1): a site plan (ref. City Code 34-802(generally); 34-1083(communications facilities)
34-158(a)(3): Low-impact development (LID) methods worksheet (required for developments that
include non-residential uses, and developments proposing 3 or more SFDs or TFDs)

(] 34-158(a)(4): a building massing diagram, and building elevations (required for applications
proposing alteration of a building height or footprint, or construction of any new building(s))

] 34-158(a)(5) and 34-12: affordable housing data. (i) how many (if any) existing dwelling units on
the property are an “affordable dwelling unit” by the city's definitions? (ii) Will existing affordable
units, or equivalent affordable units, remain following the development? (iii) What is the GFA of
the project? GFA of residential uses? GFA of non-residential uses?

L] 34-157(a)(1) Graphic materials that illustrate the context of the project, and a narrative statement
as to compatibility with existing patterns of use and development

] 34-157(a)(2) Narrative statement: applicant's analysis of conformity with the Comprehensive Plan

0] 34-157(a)(3) Narrative statement: compliance with applicable USBC provisions

(] 34-157(a)(4) Narrative statement identifying and discussing any potential adverse impacts, as well
as any measures included within the development plan, to mitigate those impacts

] 34-158(a)(6): other pertinent information (narrative, illustrative, etc.)

] All items noted on the Pre-Application Meeting Verification.

Applicant
Signature Print _Chris Virgilio Date _1/21/2021
By Its:

(For entities, specify: Officer, Member, Manager, Trustee, etc.)
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City of Charlottesville

Community Meeting

Project Name: Harris Street Apartments

Section 34-41(c)(2) of the Code of the City of Charlottesville (adopted October 19, 2015) requires appli-
cants seeking rezonings and special use permits to hold a community meeting. The purpose of a communi-
ty meeting is to provide citizens an opportunity to receive information about a proposed development,
about applicable zoning procedures, about applicable provisions of the comprehensive plan, and to give
citizens an opportunity to ask questions. No application for a rezoning shall be placed on any agenda for
a public hearing, until the required community meeting has been held and the director of neighborhood
development services determines that the application is ready for final review through the formal
public hearing process.

By signing this document, the applicant acknowledges that it is responsible for the following, in
connection to the community meeting required for this project:

1. Following consultation with the city, the applicant will establish a date, time and location for the community
meeting. The applicant is responsible for reserving the location, and for all related costs.

2. The applicant will mail, by U.S. mail, first-class, postage pre-paid, a notice of the community meeting to a list of
addresses provided by the City. The notice will be mailed at least 14 calendar days prior to the date of the
community meeting. The applicant is responsible for the cost of the mailing. At least 7 calendar days prior to
the meeting, the applicant will provide the city with an affidavit confirming that the mailing was timely
completed.

3. The applicant will attend the community meeting and present the details of the proposed application. If the
applicant is a business or other legal entity (as opposed to an individual) then the meeting shall be attended by
a corporate officer, an LLC member or manager, or another individual who can speak for the entity that is the
applicant. Additionally, the meeting shall be attended by any design professional or consultant who has
prepared plans or drawings submitted with the application. The applicant shall be prepared to explain all of the
details of the proposed development, and to answer questions from citizens.

4. Depending on the nature and complexity of the application, the City may designate a planner to attend the
community meeting. Regardless of whether a planner attends, the City will provide the applicant with
guidelines, procedures, materials and recommended topics for the applicant’s use in conducting the community
meeting.

5. On the date of the meeting, the applicant shall make records of attendance and shall also document that the
meeting occurred through photographs, video, or other evidence satisfactory to the City. Records of attendance
may include using the mailing list referred to in #1 as a sign-in sheet (requesting attendees to check off their
name(s)) and may include a supplemental attendance sheet. The City will provide a format acceptable for use
as the supplemental attendance sheet.

Applicant: _Chris Virgilio

By:

Signature Print _Chris Virgilio Date _1/21/2021

Its: (Officer, Member, Trustee, etc.)
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City of Charlottesville

Owner’s Authorizations

(Not Required)

Right of Entry- Property Owner Permission

I, the undersigned, hereby grant the City of Charlottesville, its employees and officials, the right to enter
the property that is the subject of this application, for the purpose of gathering information for the review
of this Special Use Permit application.

owner:_Cville Business Park | | C Date _1/21/2021
By (sign name): Print Name: _Anthony Woodard
Owner’s: LLC Member Corporate Officer (specify):

Other (specific):

Owner’s Agent

|, the undersigned, hereby certify that | have authorized the following named individual or entity to serve
as my lawful agent, for the purpose of making application for this special use permit, and for all related
purposes, including, without limitation: to make decisions and representations that will be binding upon
my property and upon me, my successors and assigns.

Name of Individual Agent: _Chris Virgilio

Name of Corporate or other legal entity authorized to serve as agent:

Oowner: Cville Business Park [L.C Date: _1/21/2021
By (sign name): Print Name: _Anthony Woodard
Circle one:

Owner’s: LLC Member LC Manager Corporate Officer (specify):

Other (specific):
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City of Charlottesville

Disclosure of Equitable Ownership

Section 34-8 of the Code of the City of Charlottesville requires that an applicant for a special use permit
make complete disclosure of the equitable ownership “real parties in interest”) of the real estate to be
affected. Following below | have provided the names and addresses of each of the real parties in interest,
including, without limitation: each stockholder or a corporation; each of the individual officers and direc-
tors of a corporation; each of the individual members of an LLC (limited liability companies, professional
limited liability companies): the trustees and beneficiaries of a trust, etc. Where multiple corporations,
companies or trusts are involved, identify real parties in interest for each entity listed.

Name Keith O. Woodard Address 224 14th Street NW, Charlottesville, VA 22903

Name Address
Name Address
Name Address

Attach additional sheets as needed.

Note: The requirement of listing names of stockholders does not apply to a corporation whose stock is
traded on a national or local stock exchange and which corporation has more than five hundred (500)
shareholders.

Applicant: _Chris Virgilio

By:
Signature Print _Chris Virgilio Date _1/21/2021

Its: (Officer, Member, Trustee, etc.)
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City of Charlottesville

Fee Schedule

Project Name: _Harris Street Apartments

Application Type Quantity |Fee Subtotal
Special Use Permit 1 $1800 $1 800
Special Use Permit (Family Day Home for 6-12 $500
Children)
Mailing Costs per letter S1 per letter
Newspaper Notice Payment Due
Upon Invoice
TOTAL $1,800
Office Use Only
Amount Received: Date Paid Received By:
Amount Received: Date Paid Received By:
Amount Received: Date Paid Received By:
Amount Received: Date Paid Received By:
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#R-20-038

RESOLUTION
APPROVING A SPECIAL USE PERMIT
FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT
1221, 1223 and 1225 HARRIS STREET

WHEREAS, landowner Cville Business Park, LLC is the current owner (“Landowner”)
of certain land identified on 2019 City Tax Map 34 as Parcels 90B, 90C, and 90.1 (City Parcel
Identification Nos. 340090B00, 340090C00, and 340090100, and current street addresses of
1221, 1223 and 1225, respectively) and having, collectively, an area of approximately 2.446
acres (106,547 square feet) (the “Subject Property”), and

WHEREAS, Landowner proposes to redevelop the Subject Property by constructing a
mixed use building at a height of up to six (6) stories, containing: retail space on the ground floor
facing Allied Street, up to 105 residential dwelling units, and underground parking (the
“Project”); and

WHEREAS, the Subject Property is located within the Industrial Corridor zoning
district;

WHEREAS, the Project is described in more detail within the Applicant’s application
materials dated submitted in connection with SP19-00010 and a site plan exhibit dated
December 16, 2019, as required by City Code §34-158 (collectively, the “Application
Materials™); and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission and City Council conducted a joint public
hearing, after notice and advertisement as required by law, on February 11, 2020; and

WHEREAS, upon consideration of the comments received during the joint public
hearing, the information provided by the Landowner within its Application Materials, and the
information provided within the Staff Report, the Planning Commission voted to recommend
approval of the proposed Special Use Permit for the Project; and

WHEREAS, upon consideration of the Planning Commission’s recommendation, the
Staff Report, public comments received at the public hearing, as well as the factors set forth
within Sec. 34-157 of the City’s Zoning Ordinance, this Council finds and determines that
granting the proposed Special Use subject to suitable conditions would serve the public
necessity, convenience, general welfare or good zoning practice; and

WHEREAS, the Applicant voluntarily offered a condition at the City Council’s March 2,
2020 meeting regarding affordable dwelling units as well as units reserved for housing choice
voucher holders and that condition is incorporated into the Special Use Permit; now, therefore

BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Charlottesville, Virginia that, pursuant
to City Code §§ 34-457(b)(5)(a.), 34-458(b), and 34-480, a special use permit is hereby approved
and granted to authorize one mixed use building, with a height of up to six (6) stories and
containing up to 105 residential dwelling units, within the Subject Property, subject to the
following conditions:

1. The specific development being approved by this special use permit (“Project™), as
described within the December 16, 2019 site plan exhibit submitted as part of the



Application Materials, as required by City Code §34-158(a)(1), shall have the following
minimum attributes/ characteristics:

a. Not more than one building shall be constructed on the Subject Property (the
“Building”). The Building shall be a six-story Mixed Use Building, containing up
to 105 residential dwelling units, ground floor commercial floor area, and
underground parking.

b. The highest point of the Building, as defined within City Code §34-1100(a), shall
not exceed an elevation of 520 feet above sea level. Exclusions from
measurement of building height shall be those referenced within §34-1101(a).

c. The commercial space on the ground floor of the Building shall be designed,
occupied and used for retail uses, facing Allied Street. The ground floor area to be
used and occupied for retail uses shall be no less than that depicted in the
December 16, 2019 site plan exhibit submitted as part of the Application
Materials.

d. Underground parking shall be provided within a parking garage structure
constructed underneath the Building.

e. The applicant shall provide a preliminary traffic study of the immediate area
surrounding the building, as well as traffic impact on Allied Street, Harris Street
and the intersection of Harris Street and McIntire Road. The scope of the traffic
study shall be approved by the City Traffic Engineer prior to submission, and
must be submitted to the City for review and comment prior to the approval of the
final site plan for the project.

2. The Landowner shall provide three one-bedroom and two two-bedroom dwelling units
located within the Building shall be affordable dwelling units as defined in
Charlottesville City Code Section 34-12(c) for a period of ten years.

3. During the first two months for which the Building leases dwelling units, the
Landowner shall reserve five units for lease by housing choice voucher holders.

Approved by Council
March 16, 2020

Kyna Thomas, CMC
Clerk of Council




Apartments on Harris Street
1223-1225 Harris Street
Notes from Community Meeting for SUP Amendment

2/17/2021

Vicki Metcalf questions:

e What is the cost and affordability of the units?

o not luxury, in line with Mclntire Circle, $1200-1500

o 5 affordable housing units in the building, though only 1 affordable required
e What kind of businesses are we trying to attract? Wants small grocery store

o open to grocery store idea
e  What about traffic?

o will be doing a traffic study as part of site plan process, we think it will be

walkable/bussable/bikeable which would help with traffic issue

o email Garland Williams if you want to show support for bus line in the area
e What is your tree plan?

o Will replace as required by city

Kim from The Hive questions:

e Will there be a sidewalk down private drive?
o Yes
e When are you breaking ground?
o Sometime in the fall at earliest
e Will there be access to plaza during construction?
o vyes, will work with contractor on those logistics to keep access open to businesses

End



Minutes

PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING
November 10, 2020 — 5:30 P.M.
Virtual Meeting

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

Chair Mitchell called the meeting to order at 5:00pm and began review of the agenda. He provided
Commissioner Stolzenberg the opportunity to provide an overview of the parking garage RFP. Chair
Mitchell then provided the following: 1. There is a commitment to Albemarle County for parking 2, This
is an action that would need to occur from City Council, 3. Planning Commission recommended less
parking as part of the CIP last year and 4. PC recommended spending less on the parking garage.

Commissioner Lahendro asked if staff has reviewed this and it was noted that this information only came
up an hour before the meeting. Commissioner Stolzenberg noted that any zoning change to allow by right
should be done before the RFP goes out.

Commissioner Solla-Yates noted that he had a question for the Nassau applicant. Commissioner
Stolzenberg moved back to the parking garage and brought Commissioner Dowell up to speed when she
entered the meeting.

Chair Mitchell noted the process for this evening’s meeting.

II. COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING — Meeting called to order at 5:30 PM by the
Chairman at 5:30 PM
Beginning: 5:30 PM
Location: Virtual/Electronic

A. COMMISSIONER’S REPORT

Commissioner Russell — I have a report from the Fontaine Avenue Smart Scale Streetscape Steering
Committee. We met on October 20™. The last time the Planning Commission saw this proposal for bike
and pedestrian improvements on Fontaine was in December, 2019. The Planning Commission voted to
recommend approval of this project and noted its compliance with the Comprehensive Plan. In January,
Council accepted recommendations. In these past months, they were at 30% development of the plans. It’s
now at 60% design development. One thing I noted and it was discussed is that the project is scaled back
to within the city limits only. It stopped at the county. There is about 40 feet of no bike lane. We all noted
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that. Helen Wilson from UVA also voiced her concerns. I would propose to the group if we have any way
to resolve or mitigate this or set aside funds in the future. Working with the county is what we may need
to do. In December, there is a design public hearing planned so that might happen before the City-County
meeting. Some other design elements were discussed. We talked about the aesthetics of a retaining wall at
Mimosa. We talked about some parking being impacted. The impact to parking is not of concern. The
plan does call for increasing overall tree canopy. The project engineers are planning to purchase
stormwater credits offsetting stormwater requirements. I wish that was not the case. That seems to be the
restriction in the site. They were originally considering bio-retention. That’s not possible given the site
constraints. That’s why stormwater credits are being pursued. There is a December design public hearing.
It is scheduled to go to City Council for design approval early next year.

Commissioner Stolzenberg — I have had only one meeting in the last month. We had a TIPDC meeting
last Thursday evening. The big interesting things are the regional housing partnership rolling out an
affordable housing search tool where rent restricted affordable housing will be listed. That will be rolling
out in the coming months. They will be doing a bunch of outreach to affordable housing developers to list
their apartments on it to potential tenants and users. The rent relief program got some more funding for
that. Anyone, who needs rent relief, should go tjdpc.org and try to sign up there. There was a mention of a
proposal from the Executive Director about a potential rename for TIPDC. Both the TJ part and the PDC
part are up for change. No action was taken last Thursday. Councilor Payne is following up on that. The
City is going to ask staff pursue new name options. We would have had a PLACE meeting on Thursday. I
believe that it was not noticed. It is now a staff designated committee and not a Council committee. It
technically doesn’t need to meet. Admirably, the City is planning on noticing those. That has been
delayed until it can properly be noticed.

Commissioner Heaton — No Report

Commissioner Dowell — I will be giving a report from the Ridge Street Task Force. One of the biggest
issues that arose during the meeting was the ease of access to downtown from the Ridge Street
neighborhood. It was noted that a large percentage of the Ridge Street neighborhood residents are
considered frontline workers. It would be nice to have programs and education for residents in the area.
Trying to see if jobs are approaching the actual residents here to help them create economic sustainability
and to see if we could use some funds from this task force to provide scholarships to residents to get skills
or trade certifications. LEAP let us know that they have some resources for people, who live in this
neighborhood and want to get certifications or may need childcare to help cover watching their children.
We also talked about increasing the number of Speed Limit signs as a visual more often to calm the
traffic. We talked about putting benches at the bus stops. A couple of the bus stops have been moved in
this area, but they do not have benches. A couple of things that we wanted to take into place before we
move forward. Staff is going to be reporting back to us about how the Elliott Streetscape Plan, the SIA,
the Old Ridge Street Plan, and the Fifth Street Plan will be tied into the recommendations of the task
force. From the public comment, we had issues about the crosswalks on Elliott Street and the importance
of continuing the engagement process. One thing that I took from the Planning Commission with the
Cherry Avenue Corridor was that I recommended that the task force walk the neighborhood. Everyone
can see exactly what angles we were talking about and how the cars are moving through the
neighborhood. I believe that we might have that coming up on Friday.
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Commissioner Solla-Yates — The Housing Advisory Committee met on October 21%. It was a roundtable
format. What struck me was a report that some landlords are potentially discriminating against rental
applicants on the basis of income asking for proof of income and that they have three times the income to
afford their rent, which is troubling. The City is investigating it as of October 21, On the 28" of October,
there was a meeting of the Barracks Streetscape Steering Committee talking about the aesthetics of the
retaining walls. There are lots of good options. A lot of people had strong opinions. Brick ended up being
the favorite of the group, much to the dismay based on the feedback I got from the Commission. There
were some changes that I wasn’t expecting. There will be less space bicycle and pedestrians than
standard. They had to get a special request from VDOT to squeeze that tighter. To get that special
allowance, they had to eliminate the street lights that we saw on vertical poles. Those are gone. There will
be recessed lighting built into the retaining wall that will be lighting the walk and into the street. They are
still working on the canopy. There are going to be some issues moving utilities, which will wipe out a lot
of canopy. I asked if they had looked at burying utilities. They said it was too expensive. It is probably not
going to be possible with the budget.

Commissioner Lahendro — Over the last month, I attended a Board of Architectural Review meeting on
October 20", We had three Certificates of Appropriateness approved. One was withdrawn prior to the
meeting. We did a preliminary discussion of one project on Oakhurst Circle. We also had a preliminary
presentation by the designers of the City/County Courthouse project, reviewing the kind of features and
phasing and the anticipated BAR reviews that are going to be needed. In support of the business activity
in the city during the pandemic and the upcoming cold weather, the BAR unanimously passed a motion
approving outdoor tents in architecture design districts for as long as the governor’s state of emergency is
in effect. We don’t have to go through that individually for every tent. I also attended a Tree Commission
meeting on October 28™. The real action and highlight of that meeting was a presentation by Crystal
Rittlegood, who is the city’s environmental sustainability facilities development manager. She presented
on the recently completed city green print 1.0 — Charlottesville Green Infrastructure Guide. It is a guide
on the city website that was put out two months ago. It was worked on for many years. It has links to the
green asset maps that provide searchable data. Green infrastructure encompasses the natural elements,
such as trees, rivers, and good soils, the building blocks of healthy communities and the natural assets
they support. As the city develops in the future, constructing buildings, roads, and utilities, the value of
Green Print 1.0 and the data it provides on the city’s existing natural systems. They can be preserved,
integrated, and enhanced with the new development. All developers and designers should be familiar with
this document and go to the website. The city did a fantastic job in getting it together.

B. UNIVERSITY REPORT
Commissioner Palmer — No Report

C. CHAIR’S REPORT

Chairman Mitchell — I had the honoring of representing the Commission in the process of picking the
new NDS Director. The people on my team included three developers, one past Planning Commission
chair, and one councilor. We all came to a unanimous consensus that Mr. Parag Agrawal was the right
person for Charlottesville. The slate was a great slate. We were picking from a great group of people. He
will be onboard soon.



D. DEPARTMENT OF NDS

Ms. Creasy — You received a notification from the Clerk of Council concerning the updates to the FOIA
and some other public records documents. We are going to plan to have some at a future meeting to go
through those with you. As part of your role, it is important that you do take a look at those materials.
When you went through your orientation, we gave you some very basic background on that. It will be
helpful to provide some overview. We will be doing that. We do have a couple of items this evening. We
have a full agenda for December. We will continue to have full meetings. We are working with County on
the joint work session with their planning commission. We have that on the calendar for January 26™. The
topic will be housing. We have a lot of housing activities going on in both communities. We want to
frame that in a way that will allow both groups to have a good discussion about those activities and find
ways to work together. We are still continuing to function as the department. We have the new director
coming. We are in the process of working towards a new building official. Our building official retired in
August. We are also recruiting for an ADA Coordinator. We have no guidance on where we will be over
the next few months. We’re continuing on this path. We have an avenue for every application to make it
through our system. Any process we were doing before the pandemic, we are doing in a different way.
We are getting those things done. As you can see from the anticipated agendas, we are having a good
number of items come forward. In speaking with consultants, the Commission will want to determine
whether they want to have comments from the public following the affordable housing discussion.

E. MATTERS TO BE PRESENTED BY THE PUBLIC NOT ON THE FORMAL AGENDA
No Public Comments

F. CONSENT AGENDA
1. Minutes — August 11, 2020 — Pre-Meeting and Regular Meeting

Commissioner Stolzenberg moved to approve the Consent Agenda (Second by Commissioner
Lahendro). Motion passed 7-0.

Meeting was recessed for two minutes.
(Items removed from the consent agenda will be considered at the end of the regular agenda)
III. JOINT MEETING OF COMMISSION AND COUNCIL
Vice Mayor Magill called Council to order.

Beginning: 6:00 PM
Continuing: Until all public hearings are complete
Format: (1) Staff Report, (i1) Applicant, (iii) Hearing, (iv) Discussion and Motion

1. ZM20-00004 - 817 Nassau Street —Hulett Management Services Inc., landowner, has submitted a
Rezoning Application for 817 Nassau Street, identified within the City’s Real Estate Tax records by
Parcel Identification No. 610084000 (Subject Property). Pursuant to City Code Sec. 34-41, the



purpose of the application is to change the zoning district classification of the Subject Property from
R-1S (Residential Small Lot) to R-2 (Residential Two-Family). The Subject Property contains
approximately 0.19 acre with frontage on Nassau Street. In 2019 a single family residence was
demolished on this site, and the Subject Property is currently vacant. The Comprehensive Land Use
Map for this area calls for Low Density Residential. Information pertaining to this application may be
viewed online at www.charlottesville.gov/agenda. Persons interested in this Rezoning may contact
NDS Planner Matt Alfele by e-mail (alfele@charlottesville.gov).

i.

ii.

Staff Report

Matt Alfele, City Planner — You are holding a public hearing for a rezoning at 817 Naasau
Street from R-1s to R-2. Justin Shimp is representing the owner, Hulett Management Services,
which owns the property. There are no proffers or development plan. They are basically
requesting rezoning to build a duplex. In the staff report, there is a comparison of R-1S zoning
district to R-2. One of the interesting things out of this is you can get a single family attached
or a two family dwelling. The number of units you would get out of this rezoning is going to
be similar to what you would get in R-1S because of accessory dwelling units. We have not
had any public outreach, except one citizen did reach out in support. There has not been any
emails of phone calls outside of that I have received. The applicant did hold their community
engagement meeting. Nobody showed up for that.

Applicant

Vice-Mayor Magill — I wanted to know what kind of community engagement process was
enacted.

Mr. Alfele — We do have a process for that. It involves mailing the explanation of what you
are doing, when you’re holding the meeting, a self-addressed envelope to mail comments back
if you can’t attend the meeting within all residents within 500 feet. The applicant did do that.
The Zoom meeting was held September 23™ by the applicant at 6:30 PM. That meeting stayed
open until yesterday, which was a 30 day window to receive any comments that would have
been mailed back from the packets.

Vice-Mayor Magill — Do we know how many citizens live within 500 feet of the property?

Kelsey Schlein, Applicant — I recall it being several hundred. All of the ones that we mailed
out with city COVID process were several hundred. It is typically quite a few people.

Commissioner Solla-Yates — What is the reason for this? I don’t see a reason.
Mr. Shimp — You could do the little accessory unit trick on this. There are restrictions to size
of the unit based on the primary dwelling unit. R-2 is two full family units on the property

instead of one. That’s just better in our opinion. That’s the only justification that we need.

Commissioner Stolzenberg — Is the intent to subdivide them into two single family attached?
Or is it to build a combined duplex on one parcel?



iii.

iv.

IV.

Mr. Shimp — I think it will mostly likely be a combined family dwelling.

Commissioner Stolzenberg — I do have a question for staff in relation to the community
meeting. For the site plan review community meetings, they are now all posted on the city
website so that the videos can be reviewed. I really like that. I am wondering why this one is
only available through the developer.

Mr. Alfele — When you do a community meeting with how it was set up with the rezoning and
special use, it put the onus on the applicant. Prior to the pandemic, they would hold a meeting
so that the community was there at the beginning. Before they started to going through the
process, they would have this community engagement meeting. The site plan conference
meetings are the city’s responsibility. When you submit a site plan, you are in the process and
the city is hosting that meeting.

Public Hearing
No Public Comments

Discussion and Motion

Motion: Commissioner Solla-Yates - I move to recommend approval of this application
to rezone the Subject Property from R-18S, to R-2, on the basis that the proposal would
service the interests of the general public and good zoning practice. (Second by
Commissioner Lahendro). Motion passes 7-0.

Joint Council — Planning Commission Work Session — Cville Plans Together

Jennifer Koch, RHI — We will provide a brief overview of the materials that are available right
now. We are in a community engagement period. We will proceed into the bulk of the
conversation, which is focused on the draft affordable housing plan. With the draft affordable
housing plan, we will be going through that. We will stop at certain points to open up for
discussion.

Cville Plans Together is the name of a process for working to update the city’s comprehensive
plan. As part of that update, we have drafted the affordable housing plan. It will feed into the
comprehensive plan. Once the comprehensive plan revision is complete, we will be rewriting the
zoning ordinance to ensure that reflects these goals and strategies that we are putting into the
comprehensive plan. We want everyone in the community to understand what is going on. We
have the draft affordable housing plan that is out for comments. That will be the focus of our
discussion. We have also put up draft comprehensive plan revisions that includes guiding
principles, our overarching priorities of the entire comprehensive plan, as well as some vision
statements, which are priorities for each of those topics and specific chapters. Those are all
available for review. For the comprehensive plan, this is the first starting point for revisions. We
are about to get some community input on these statements before we move forward into the
goals beneath these statements and the strategies to reach those goals. We want to make sure we



have some conversation about that. We have all of this information on the website:
CvillePlansTogether.com/virtual-meeting/. You can also see what the website looks like. Those
three important sections of engagement summary, which leads you to a summary of what we
heard in May and June from all of the community input. That input went into the draft affordable
housing plan and the draft comprehensive plan revisions. It is important that we go through that
so that everyone knows what we heard. At the bottom of this page, there is a list of all of the
events and opportunities including this event and everything that is going on between now and
early December. We’re asking for comments back by December 29, There are several
opportunities between now and then for people to tune in and learn more. We have a series of
events coming up to share information and gather input. We have four webinars, two for the
draft affordable housing plan and two for the draft comprehensive plan revisions. The first
webinar for the housing plan is tomorrow evening. We also added in this phase some drop in
office hours, which will be a time for people to stop by in the virtual environment or on the
phone. That’s building on a concept we originally envisioned in a non-COVID environment. We
are suggesting this as an alternative. There is a toll free number people can call. We look
forward to discussions there. There is also a survey. It’s not the only way people can give their
input. People can send comments by the comment form or directly to the email address:
engage(@cvilleplanstogether.com. You can also use the toll free phone line. You can call in and
listen to a brief message in English and Spanish and leave your comments. We have been
distributing fliers with all of this information. We will continue to do so. It has things like the
phone number to call in for these events. We have also been looking for opportunities for some
COVID safe popup events. We do want to be out in the community. We know that not everyone
1s going to go to the website and look at this. I and Latoya were around Charlottesville this
weekend. We had a couple of different events and stopped and interacted with people. We’re
going to continue to look for opportunities there. We do have a couple of peer engagers on
board. We are working with them. These are people from the community, who are really
passionate about community engagement and making sure that people can be involved. We
started to work with them. We look forward to that partnership. We have also scheduled a
steering committee meeting on November 23" from 4 PM to 5:30 PM. We have posted a link to
register.

Phillip Kash, HR&A — We are talking through our draft housing plan with you today. This is
the first time we are talking about the draft plan in a public setting. We’re pretty excited about
this. A lot of working went into putting this draft together. It reflects feedback from countless
parties within Charlottesville. We think we have done a good job reconciling those different
viewpoints. This is a draft. As you put things in writing, you get more feedback and have more
conversations. We’re already getting some of that feedback. We’re going to try to address some
of it that has come in the past few days during the presentation. We expect to get a lot more. We
are looking forward to the conversation here to refine and improve. We also acknowledge that
it’s a relatively long document. We’re going to try to break it into pieces. A lot of additional
time for conversations and we are going to be available for 1-on-1 conversations as appropriate.

Sarah Kirk, Project Manager — We have put out a draft earlier this month. It has been an

ongoing effort these past eleven months under Cville Plans Together. Some of the work that we
have already done included building on the past housing needs assessment to really understand
the work that has already been done in Charlottesville, engaging with the steering committee as
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well as other local groups to understand priority issues around housing, participating in the
public engagement for Cville Plans Together, and really evaluating the tools that are a part of the
recommendations for their feasibility and their potential impacts in Charlottesville. We are in the
midst of a one month public review and comment period. We are welcoming comments. We
have already gotten some input in writing from groups in Charlottesville. Through the
engagement and the comments provided by email or through the website, we are incorporating
feedback. Based on that feedback, we are revising the plan and submitting it for endorsement in
early 2021.

Mayor Walker — How are you tracking the recommendations that come in and whether you
implement them in the plan? Will we know that?

Mr. Kash — How we are planning to approach this has been similar to us. This is not a HUD
regulated plan. We are intent with following general HUD rules. We will take all of the
comments and the comments will be attached as an appendix to the document so that it is
transparent with we have responded to. This isn’t federally regulated. We have a great deal of
flexibility in how we approach it. We want to make sure that the comments are reflected.
Otherwise, it undermines people’s willingness to give us comments.

Mayor Walker — I think we should just know where the comments came from and how they are
being incorporated.

Ms. Kirk — Our goal for today is to provide an overview of the plan as well as the key initiatives
and ideas that are within the plan. We’re going to go through that and hold discussions. We
would like to talk through the recommendations. At that we point, we are going to go through
section by section of the recommendations and allow for discussion as needed. Then talk a little
about the next steps.

A lot of people have seen this before. We have shown this to a lot of people. This has been how
we have been talking about the core ideas of the plan since this summer. The recommendations
in the plan are informed by three guiding principles. These aren’t really goals. They are lenses
and types of consideration that are brought into each of the recommendations. We have thought
about how each recommendation aligns with these guiding principles. Those are Racial Equity
— We want to make sure that we are making recommendations about how these tools or
recommendations can be implemented, but how they can be implemented in a way that is
intentional and overcoming historic inequities — Regional Collaboration — Identifying areas
where we’re making recommendations for the city but the city has an opportunity to partner
within the region to advance its goals more broadly — Comprehensive Approach — Making sure
that we’re thinking a broad variety types of tools and types of housing options that the city
should be supporting.

There are five chapters of the plan. The first two are about implementation needs. The other
three are about tools. That is backwards from how we would do it. What we have found is that
Charlottesville has already considered that it has in place a lot of the tools that we were talking
about. We have made recommendations about how Charlottesville could approach, tweak,
design, and approach to implement those various tools. Where we have found the real need for
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focus was how those tools get implemented. That’s specifically around funding and governance.
We have put those two up front. There are twenty-two separate tools recommended within the
plan. We have captured a lot of the different ideas that people have been talking about in
Charlottesville and thought about how to move them forward in alignment with those guiding
principles. The core ideas of the plan are these three initiatives. Those three initiatives form a
really strong commitment to equitable affordable housing in Charlottesville. Those are funding:
dedicating $10 million annually to affordable housing. Governance: building inclusive
governments throughout Charlottesville’s affordable housing infrastructure. That’s the city,
public organizations that advise on the use of public funds, and that’s the leadership of nonprofit
partners. Governance that is inclusive across all of those different groups is really crucial to
insure that Charlottesville’s affordable housing work is meeting that racial equity goal and
including diverse voices. The third one is Adopting Progressive and Inclusionary Zoning
Reforms: We know that is something the city has spent a lot of time talking about. It’s going to
be done in part through the rest of this Cville Plans Together effort. Those three things together
would be a major commitment above and beyond what a lot of cities across the country are
doing to advance affordable housing.

Chairman Mitchell - How typical is it that we actually articulate a number relating to funding
in the Comprehensive Plan?

Mr. Kash — For a comprehensive plan, it is pretty unusual. For an affordable housing plan, it is
much more common. Even with an affordable housing plan, you don’t always do it. For an
affordable housing plan, you might talk about a particular bond issuance. Y ou might talk about
how you are going to spend the bond issuance. We are really talking more about a plan that goes
with your housing trust fund. It’s not uncommon for a housing plan to do this. About 50% of
housing plans do this. With comprehensive plans, it is unusual the approach that Charlottesville
is taking with the comprehensive plan having a housing plan component to it.

Chairman Mitchell — As we move forward, you may want to coach us as to how we blend this
into the comprehensive plan. The Planning Commission is focused on getting the comprehensive
plan out. We will need some guidance as to how we “marry” these things.

Mr. Kash — If we can’t implement them, we didn’t succeed. That seems like a fair request.

Ms. Kirk — There are a lot of recommendations and a lot of details in the full draft plan. It is
now available. We encourage everybody to take some time to look through it and provide us
comments. For each housing tool, we talk about how the tool is currently used or how it relates
to the needs that have been previously identified in Charlottesville. We provide greater detail
about recommended changes or approaches to implementing the recommendation. We talk about
the potential impacts of implementing the recommended changes. For each tool, we provide
some considerations to ensure that they align with the guiding principles. We talk about the
implementation needs, including potential timeframes for implementation and the lead and
partners that will be able to help advance that. The final program design and annual budget
priorities will be set by the city in coordination with both the HAC and a new committee we are
recommending be formed to govern the CAHF funds. Those particular implementation needs
may change based on the priorities that those bodies set. We have tried to provide a robust
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understanding of where the priorities might be and how the city should go about making those
changes.

Mr. Kash — That’s an overview of really what we are going through here. We’re going to go
through each of these five chapters. We are going to talk about the higher level before we start to
get into the first ones. The first one that we are going to get into is about funding. Is there high
level questions or comments? I heard the comment about how this connects to the comp plan. |
heard the comment about making sure we are showing all of the comments for full transparency.

Mr. Lahendro — Can you explain how that funding level was arrived at?

Mr. Kash — At the highest level, we are proposing dedicating $10 million over the next ten
years. When we look at the programs and the level of impact, we think that gets you to around
4,000 households benefited. We made this commitment for a couple of reasons. There is
significant need in Charlottesville for affordable housing. We had the previous study on the level
of need. I think that makes a pretty compelling case. Everything in our analysis supports that
case. There is a need for consistent funding. We are addressing this as a challenge that it with us
for the long term. You need funding so that you can build out the capacity in your partners and
capacity in the local government to execute it. We did not recommend a bond approach where
you go once with a large amount of capital, but actually recommended an ongoing funding
approach. We made recommendations about the level of funding. We have tried to reflect these
both on the priorities that we heard from the community and where we heard the housing gap is
at. We made a recommendation that 40% of the funding go to extreme low income households
under 30% of Area Median Income, 40% of the funding go to households at 60% Area Median
Income, and 20% be able to serve households up to 80% of AMI. We have made real
recommendations on the targeting. We made some recommendations about transparency:
Publishing the metrics that are going to be used to measure impacts, the level of costs, and what
is being produced with this funding and making sure that is transparent and clear. Can we
disaggregate it based on neighborhood and characteristics of who benefits, race, and income
levels?

Chairman Mitchell — You’re going to go into exactly where this money is going to go? What
portion of this is going to go into helping with a down payments, rental support, mortgage
offsets? Are you going to go into that?

Mr. Kash — We did not recommend a detailed budget by program. We recommended an
allocation by funding level. We recommended a set of programs. We recommended a
governance structure that makes recommendations about the allocations of that. The allocations
of funding are done on an annual basis.

Mayor Walker — Is there any assessment done on the available land within the city limits and
how many of these 4,000 households could be created within the city without looking at those
partnership opportunities?

Mr. Kash — The 4,000 households is not necessarily for 4,000 new units of housing. We looked
at the programs. What is the ability of programs to implement into them? We are talking about
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public housing. The redevelopment of public housing units would potentially be included in this
4,000 units. Those are existing sites where there are already land. When we looked at that
program, we look at that. We looked low income housing tax credit. We looked at some of the
development you have, some of the parcels that are available in the community, and the potential
to absorb it. This is where we talk about regionality. What is the ability to do some of this
development in the urban ring? We don’t make that a requirement. We make that a
recommendation. Yes, we have looked at the ability of the different programs to absorb and be
feasible to execute it. It would be a stretch for me to say that we have identified sites for all of
this development. We have not gone to that level of granularity.

Commissioner Solla-Yates — [ have a question on the bucket sizes. Just looking at the bucket
sizes and rental homes, they are different partly because they are looking at different AMI slices.
I am worried about what the blanket is covering and who isn’t being covered. Does this still
cover everyone under 30% AMI?

Mr. Kash — Covers everyone under 30% AMI? Would this cover every household under 30%
AMI? It would not.

Ms. Kirk — That 40% of funding that is available for households at 30% and below.
Mr. Kash — Even dedicating 100% of this funding would not cover everyone under 30% AMI.

Commissioner Stolzenberg — Where did you guys come up with this 40%, 40%, 20%
framework? Looking at the rental affordability challenges on page 31 of the draft, the extremely
cost burden households, the majority of them are certainly below 50% AMI. By the time you get
into the 60-80, we have no or very few households that are extremely cost burden. Why not
specifically target families with the most need?

Mr. Kash — We are targeting the families with the most need. There is need at every percent of
AMI and below. It’s not just rental housing that we are trying to address. We are also trying to
address access to home ownership. It is really consideration of both home ownership and rental
that led us to this distribution. We will get feedback that pushes us to a different distribution. A
different distribution can be done. We think that you want to have mix of incomes. There is
housing need up to 80% AMI. We particularly think your home ownerships should go up to 80%
and below. 50% AMI could still be a part of your home ownership program. We really mean the
below comment. We are trying to address the home ownership and access to wealth building
issues and affordability challenges in Charlottesville as well. Dedicating funding only to
extremely low income rental doesn’t give you room to address that public policy goal as well.
There might be a decision that it is not a public policy goal Charlottesville wants to address.
That is something we will talk more about in the governance section. We got a lot of feedback
and pushback to make sure that was something that was included. We think it is a good policy to
include it.

Commissioner Solla-Yates — In thinking about the different bucket sizes, it might be helpful to
understand the racial equity implications of the income bucket. That might help us understand.
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Mr. Kash — The racial mix for the different income bands.

Commissioner Stolzenberg — I have one more question. Ten million dollars as a number could
mean a lot of different things in terms of how that figures out into the budget. It seems that there
are very different constraints on cash funded expenditures versus bondable expenditures. Is there
a prediction or designation of how much would go to which either in the context of city funding
constraints or in the context of needs? Or is the idea that however you come up with it, whatever
government structure is in place, we will figure out what that mix is?

Mr. Kash — The recommendation here is that funding is flexible enough that it can move across
regardless of recommended programs. Whether it goes into a physical asset or actually goes into
rental assistance, a non-physical asset, what we are recommending is the flexibility. Which pot
the city draws from, we’re not saying it should be from one particular pot versus another. It
should have the flexibility to serve regardless.

Commissioner Stolzenberg — Is it $10 million in cash that the city is allocating per year? In the
next fiscal year, the city drops $10 million on some project that was bondable, we are really
spending $500,000 over 20 years plus some interest, does that count as meeting the $10 million
for this year?

Mr. Kash — Yes.

When we came with the recommendation of $10 million, we really put a focus on consistency
and looking at what Charlottesville has been doing on a scale of needs. We are trying to balance
two sides here. The first side is what we can see in Charlottesville’s budget and what appears to
be sustainable. The other side is the ability is to absorb the capital, the capacity, and what money
is being deployed in the market and the scale of need and the level of challenge that we have
here. What we came out with was a recommendation of $10 million. In the last three years,
Charlottesville has been putting more money towards affordable housing. We are recommending
a slight increase in that level commitment to sustaining it going forward. We are recommending
$9 million that would go out directly into programs and $1 million to be set aside for
administrative expenses. I think there is a very fair comment to be raised on whether the
administrative costs should sit inside the $10 million or outside. We do think it is really
important to invest in the administrative side of this. Charlottesville is really taking on a lot of
affordable housing programs much closer to a larger city and has to scale up both the capacity of
its local government apparatus as well as investing in the capacity in training the nonprofit
partners who are delivering. This administrative money is intended primarily for local
government capacity to execute efficiently, but also for some capacity building to the recipients
of the funding.

Chairman Mitchell — The $9 million is a capital commitment and the $1 million is an
operational commitment?

Mr. Kash — The $9 million would necessarily qualify for capital. Some of it won’t go into
physical improvements. Some of it might be rental assistance.
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Ms. Kirk — It also include tax relief

Chairman Mitchell — I am wondering practically of how it works from a budgeting perspective,
since Council cannot commit another Council to expenditures.

Mr. Kash — The plan is a commitment but it means it cannot be changed in the future. A future
Council could decide not to follow this.

Chairman Mitchell — This is more of an aspirational approach?

Mr. Kash — It is a specific commitment made to doing something. Somebody could run on a
platform to not do this. It is a democratic society. People can change what the government is
doing. As long as community support remains for it, these things usually stay. It is a challenge
all housing trust funds work on. We have seen housing trust funds be hollowed out over time.

Commissioner Stolzenberg — If the administrative funding is paying for staff capacity plus
trainings for nonprofits, is there additional administrative overhead within the $9 million?

Mr. Kash — Usually with these programs, you are covering a set delivery fee with it. Let’s say
you are doing the down payment assistance program. You would have a cost you to administer
the down payment program to every grant. You would build in some administrative costs. That
would be part of it. That is intended to be in there.

Councilor Payne — In terms of dedicating it across Councils, I know one of the difficulties is
that Councils can’t legally bind future Councils to expenditures. One of the challenges there is
how you create mechanisms to ensure that any funding level is maintained. We have some legal
restrictions at the state level.

Mayor Walker — If we build this culture within the community who is voting for Councils,
understand this commitment. No matter who they vote for, this should remain a commitment.
We just have to figure out how to make sure this is a community level conversation and not
simply based on the individuals who are in positions right now.

Mr. Kash — We can hopefully speak to that on the governance side. Sustaining the commitment
is one of the keys to success. It can lead to increases in these. It can go the other way.

We have talked about this income targeting. I heard the feedback. One is whether we are missing
the point about serving extremely low income rental households. Two is whether this lines up
with our racial priorities by income band. Those were the main pieces of feedback. The other
piece of the income band is the community representation piece. We are looking for community
representation in anyone who receives funding for this program. Let’s say it is a program
administrator. What is their representation on their or amongst their staff? When we say
community representation, do we mean both racial representation? How are the households that
are beneficiaries participating in the programs involved in the decision making process for how
these program are designed and operated and implemented? That has not been the approach
historically in affordable housing. As we look at best practices around the country, they are
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trying to reconcile with their goals, priorities, and how this has been done historically. That is a
really important recommendation. I don’t want inflate race and beneficiary. We are making two
separate and related recommendations there. One is about racial diversity and reflecting
Charlottesville’s role and the other about beneficiaries and participants in the housing programs
being included in the decision making process. It doesn’t make a recommendation about pushing
for maximum levels of affordability. On the rental side, that’s a clear point. We’re talking 99
years. On home ownership, we’re talking about repayment of funds as opposed turning
everything into grants. That’s always the right balance on home ownership. It is a sticky
conversation.

Commissioner Solla-Yates — [ had a question on the 99 years. We haven’t done that because
it’s been cost prohibitive up to now. Is it cost effective? Can we do it?

Mr. Kash — I don’t want to undermine or challenge anything that has been done previously. I
haven’t done the analysis on the deals. Usually, it’s extremely cost effective. When we are not
doing work for local governments, we do work for developers. The cost of affordability 30 years
from now is very, very low as a developer. That’s not how my financial model works. Usually,
it’s the best possible investment a local government can make. There are exceptions to that.
Sometimes it is little more complicated. There are reasons you don’t want to mess up financing.
There are plenty of places in the country that do 50 years and others that do 99 years and no
negative impact on their pricing. We say that pretty consistently. Developers should be willing
to give you longer affordability in exchange for other support pretty easily. It is pretty good deal
for everybody financially.

Mayor Walker — We pushed that with the PHA to expand there and we will see how it works.
It’s the Friendship Court Development.

Mr. Kash — That is one of the core challenges of public housing redevelopment. The country
has gone in a direction of bringing private financing into public housing. On one side, it is great
in that brings additional funding. On the other side is the privatizing public housing and could be
the worst thing ever. It could be a Trojan horse. Making sure you have permanent affordability
and really understanding the development agreement that you are entering into and the
government structure of that development agreement is really important. I don’t believe anyone
you are working with is to be this type. There are a number of affordable housing groups out
there, who structure these transactions so that they are intentionally going to bankruptcy so they
can break the affordability restrictions. That is a real thing.

Commissioner Stolzenberg — Friendship Court is not under the Housing Authority. Mayor
Walker, how did that end up with PHA or are those discussions still on going?

Mayor Walker — I am here and learning through this process. When we were working with
Keith Woodard and the development downtown, that is the terms that they put on the parking
garage. Let me explore this a little bit more and ask for them to include it there. That’s where I
learned that is what is common. I have been asking for it since then.
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Mr. Kash — We are moving into governance. I hear the comments on funding. We going to get
into governance. On the governance side, we’re trying to give you the best plan possible and
hear all the different needs and try to give you recommendations on it. The needs and priorities
are dynamic. You have asked very good questions about how this gets implemented. The
questions about the administrative costs are really important. We wanted to make sure that we
are putting just as much effort into the governance structures. We also recognize that working in
Charlottesville where you have a preponderance of government structures compared to some of
the other communities that we work in. We want to make sure that those are working. As we
saw our work, we saw real differences in what the priorities were for housing and we want to
make sure the government structures are set up to have those conversations. Home ownership
was the clearest difference that happened to line up along racial lines. There are other cleavage
points. When you talk to black respondents, home ownership ranked as a very high priority.
When we spoke with white respondents, it was closer to 50-50. I can speculate why that is. That
has to do with different lived experiences. We wanted to take ourselves out of the role of trying
to arbitrate that and more build the government structure. The key actions on the governance at
the highest level are making there is an onboarding process and significant training. Affordable
housing is a complicated topic that we pepper with technical speak and acronyms to make it
more opaque and complicated. There is training on that front. We think it is really important. We
also think there is cost to administer this. We want to make sure that is supporting the
governance. We want to make sure that this is all set up to model success. When we say that, it’s
really making sure that we can see the progress in diverse participation. Is there actual
participation in the governance and decision making process? Telling you that 100 units were
built. Telling you where those 100 units were built and who benefited from them is just as an
important part of the conversation and the housing industry tends to stop there. That’s now what
you asked for in the plan.

Ms. Kirk — There are four key areas of recommendations that we are making around
governance. The first two are external bodies to the city: the HAC and (what we are
recommending) the Affordable Housing Fund Committee. The second two are more related to
the city’s own capacity and its processes. The key recommendations that we are making for the
HAC are to refocus the HAC around providing City Council with recommendations around
housing policy priorities and to separate the budget piece from the work that they are doing. It
might be making recommendations about a potential zoning change. We know that there is new
state legislation enabling the city to adopt inclusionary zoning. It might be about the city needs
to do more about home ownership or investigating land bank or other tools that come up in
conversation. That’s a key piece of the refocused HAC. That is pretty much in line with what
they are already doing. In addition, making sure they can champion and advance the
implementation of the affordable housing plan. Understanding where those priorities are and
making recommendations about when and how to adopt some of the recommended tools that are
outlined in the plan.

Commissioner Solla-Yates — It is hard for the HAC and the Planning Commission to stay in
line. I spend a lot of time trying to do that. How will that work in this plan?

Mr. Kash — I believe that we have made things more complicated. We have made a
recommendation that we never normally make, which is another governing body. We have made
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this with great hesitance. Part of that is about not addressing that well on the membership side. I
take it as a point of feedback. Maybe there needs to be cross-seating between the Planning
Commission and the HAC. There is just more of a direct connection. That may happen
informally, It is a good thing to call out. There is some overlap and interest there. Part of that is
through conversation. I don’t have a perfect answer to that. Mainly some cross-seating and
conversation. We’re open to feedback, pushback, and better thoughts than what we have on that.

Ms. Kirk — We have spent a lot of time thinking about how to bring the city staff into alignment
with housing advocates on budget priorities. That was an area we had seen and heard about
tension. That’s something we might need to talk about on the HAC side as well. One of the key
reasons we are advocating for a second body is to avoid and reduce opportunities for conflicts of
interest between the HAC. By separating that funding recommendation piece, we hope that we
can continue engage affordable housing providers, real estate professionals, etc. on housing
priorities but separating that conflict of interest piece.

Mr. Kash — This is as much about perception. The HAC has been pretty clear and avoiding
conflicts of interests. That is something we consistently heard. If nothing else, there is a
perception there. The budget piece can swallow the entire HAC. We don’t think the budgeting
process should swallow that. We think that is an important policy. Part of our goal on the
comprehensive is for you to be working on housing goals, issues, and solutions. HAC still gets
connected to the programmatic side and funding side by pushing priorities like home ownership
and tools. The budgeting conversation gets handled in a different conversation. It is not that
different from what the HAC had moved towards with a subcommittee on this topic. We think
full separation is actually useful here. We are recommending another body which is something
we don’t normally do.

Ms. Kirk — The recommended CAHF Committee as we are calling it would be charged with
providing City Council with recommendations about the budgeting and the use of CAHF funds
as well as making recommendations on scoring and selection criteria for recipients of those
funds. We’re recommending a structure that provides equal weight to providers and applicants
for affordable housing, affordable housing residents or beneficiaries, and city staff. The goal is
to bring into alignment people who are benefitting from the city funds, people who are using city
funds, and the city staff, who are administering city funds.

Councilor Hill — With the size of the city and the number of providers, it could be a challenge to
have that without people having a conflict. There may not be a conflict one year but to not have
a conflict over multiple years would be difficult to retain continuity on this committee.

Mr. Kash — Do you think that’s a challenge? We wrote a draft conflict of interest policy because
we thought it was such a challenge. It’s included in the plan that makes for two tiers of conflict.
One is allocating funding across the different programs. It lets you vote on the allocation of
funding across the programs, just not the program you are participating in. You can participate.
If you worked at a nonprofit that provides down payment assistance, you wouldn’t be able to
vote on any allocation to that program. You wouldn’t be able to participate in the conversation
on scoring criteria or selection for anybody in that space. You could participate in the rest of the
conversation. We definitely acknowledge this challenge of having experts and having the people
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invested in this involved without having conflict or perception of conflict. The policy draft is
based on some work we have done in Pittsburgh. We laid it out because we want to get feedback
on it. It has worked pretty well there. It is a real challenge. You need continuity and expertise.
Councilor Hill — For all intents and purposes, the subcommittee of the HAC has tried to achieve
that separation. I do think there is value in having a separate group that’s not intertwined with
the groups that has the people that are going to be the beneficiaries that are doing the policy
making. I see the logic. I also appreciate smaller committees both in terms of what you proposed
for the HAC. This would be much more effective at times.

Commissioner Stolzenberg — You said that we already have a lot of government structures.
You specifically would never recommend making a new government structure. Why do you
recommend a new government structure?

Mr. Kash — We think you have to separate the budgeting conversation from the policy side of
this.

Commissioner Stolzenberg — In what other contexts, what do you do? Do just not have the
policy committee?

Mr. Kash — In other places, the HAC or the equivalent is more informal. I think that we see it
two ways. Usually there is not a formal group like the HAC. You have a housing trust fund
created. Then you have housing trust fund board. The housing trust fund board encroaching into
policy issues that they shouldn’t encroach or maybe they should. We see encroachment in the
other direction. It is relatively unusual for it to go the other way. That is our thinking here. We
are certainly open to conversations about more elegant solutions and not creating additional
bodies. The comment made that this is not that dissimilar. It is already happening; just a little
more formalized. Hopefully it turns out to be a positive thing. This is what we are
recommending. I think it is a good recommendation. It doesn’t feel as perfect and clean we
wanted it to come up with. The other we feature that we thought in particular was a forum for
city staff and the housing providers to be talking directly to each other on their recommendations
before they get to elected officials. The decision ultimately rests with the elected officials.
Elected officials make all of the calls. A forum for that conversation to happen seemed really
important. We heard some concerns and some distrust on both sides. There is always going to be
some tension between the administrator of a program and the person, who operates it. That’s
somewhat healthy. It seemed like there was room for improvement for those relationships. This
could be a forum to help make that happen.

Ms. Kirk — The next recommendation is about empowering and increasing the capacity of city
staff. This recommendation is really about staffing the city’s housing staff at a level that is
equivalent that recognizes the scale of housing programming that is existing in Charlottesville.
Making sure that there are enough staff adequately resourced to administer all of the different
programs that we are talking about. We provide some information in the plan about the level of
staff Charlottesville has relative to its funding and the level of staff at some other comparable
cities. We provide some other recommendations, which are outlined here that would help to
further increase staff capacity to the collaborators and supporters of affordable housing. That
includes assigning a staff member to be a liaison for affordable housing development. The city
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already does this for historic preservation. Making sure there is somebody on city staff who can
be the point person to shepherd development through. We also talk about including city staff on
the CAHF committee in order to encourage collaboration on funding priorities and providing
clear communication about staff rules and city processes as well as opportunities and pathways
for community feedback to the city. There a lot of things there that are mostly around making
sure that the city staff is adequately resourced to implement the various tools and
recommendations of the plan. As part of that work increasing the capacity and support of the
staff, we talked about establishing clear, transparent, and competitive processes to award funds.
This relates both to city staff and to the CAHF committee. It is really about establishing a
transparent RFP process for funds and competitively scoring projects using a standard
underwriting process. We have provided some examples of types of scoring criteria that could be
used. It’s really about making sure that public funds are used efficiently and effectively and
targeted to the areas of need in the city.

Mr. Kash — It puts you in a place to evaluate on whether you are funding and supporting the
goals. We need to be primarily funding 30% AMI. If we end up at 40% without this kind of
analysis reporting, it very hard to be sure of that. It is about process. It is less exciting than some
of the other ones. We think that it’s really important if there’s a long term commitment to
affordability to have these in place because they make the programs more effective and
sustaining public trust, transparency, and making this is an ongoing commitment. The public
understands what they are getting for their investment. It is much easier and clear to
communicate the public benefits that are being generated here. Annual reports are dull but
incredibly useful if they are well organized.

Chairman Mitchell — What are we talking about? Are we talking about local funds? Are we
talking about local and federal funds?

Mr. Kash — We are primarily talking about local funds. That’s a fair point. If you are doing this
report, you might as well pull the same numbers and information for federal funds. We were
thinking about local funds. You have made a good point.

Councilor Hill — One of the challenges that we have had is how the city allocates all of its
dollars to outside resources. There has been inconsistency in just the process by which we
evaluate those things. Within the housing funding that might come locally or non-locally as well
as some of the nonprofit funding requests, which comes from our vibrant community funds. I
have always been interested in going through this process and that we come out of this. This is
way beyond housing. We have a measurements and solutions group that is working on basically
putting targets in place. If we are going to be allocating city funds, we have consistent criteria so
that there is full transparency and fairness across the levers that are being pulled for those funds
come from.

Chairman Mitchell — The other thing that I did not quite understand was the underwriting.
What do you mean by that?

Mr. Kash — This applies more to the development projects. Are these financially feasible with
what they propose to do? You are underwriting for two sides. One is to make sure that the deal is



19

financially viable. The other is whether they leveraged all of the private money that is reasonable
to leverage. Public sector underwriting is much harder because you have to figure out if the deal
works and did I get the most for public money? Underwriting for this is challenging. You want
the deals to be safe. If there is a bump in the economy, they still work. You want to stretch the
public dollar and get as many as you can.

Chairman Mitchell — What is the threshold? Where is the threshold?
Mr. Kash — You have to measure on both sides.

Mayor Walker — I think the annual plan is a great idea. The last development we voted on, |
asked a question during that about whether the previous units on Main Street that were supposed
to be affordable units. They didn’t have people in them. We voted on something. The market
rate units were built. The affordable units were not. An annual plan will help us keep track. I
have been asking since I have been here where are all of the affordable units? I still don’t have a
clear understanding. I know what has been voted on. I don’t know what has been maintained or
even ever filled with some affordable to begin with. There’s no accountability even when we
have been giving SUPs to developers. That accountability piece isn’t there.

Mr. Kash — We have only talked about implementation. We haven’t talked about the tools,
which is usually we spend most of our conversation. We’re going to get into land use to start
with. Given the composition of this group, we will spend a fair amount of time talking about
this.

Ms. Kirk — Land use is particularly where there is opportunity and a real direct connection
between the housing plan and the comprehensive plan. What we have done is provide
recommendations and guidance about ways to think about land use reform. It is one of those
major initiatives. The specifics of how, where, and how much will be decided through the comp
plan update and the zoning rewrite. When we talk about land use, we are talking about using
land use reform to increase access to opportunity or increase housing in areas that are served by
transit or near employment centers, to redress or reduce racial segregation, in particular
recognizing historic role that land use and zoning have played in creating and sustaining racial
segregation. It’s about increasing the housing supply and limiting the increase of home prices
that can result from limited supply, and supporting affordability without subsidy. Without
subsidy, you’re not going to decrease rent or meet the needs of the extremely low income
households. There is also the potential to create unintended development pressures in areas
susceptible to gentrification displacement. We have made recommendations to try to curb that.
We have provided detail about each of these recommendations. Are there tools in particular that
the group wants to spend more time on?

Commissioner Solla-Yates — We have gotten some pushback about whether by right makes
sense or should it all be affordable only. Can you help us understand what each tool is and why
it makes sense?

Mr. Kash — Multi-family by right, the way we have written it, is housing development. You are
asking: Why housing development vs the by right should be affordable only? I think it is a “yes
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and” answer. Yes, definitely for affordable housing. We tried to lay this out on the front slide
that we just went through. We do believe supply is part of the conversation when talking about
affordability. Not building enough housing will lead to market pressure and that will make
affordability worse. A supply solution has major limitations. Building more housing can slow
the increase in rent. There is plenty of evidence of that happening. It’s not going to create
affordability. We are making this recommendation because Charlottesville is a nice place to live.
I don’t expect that to change anytime soon. I don’t think you will want that to change anytime
soon. For it change, it will have to stop being a nice place to live. How does that desire get
accommodated? If it doesn’t get accommodated, it gets accommodated by bidding up the price
to be in Charlottesville, which is happening in desirable and amenity rich neighborhoods across
the country. Part of that is allowing for an increase in the supply of housing. There is a real
tension for public bodies like yourself to help manage that tension between building enough
housing to accommodate that growth and destroying the character of a neighborhood and
creating a gentrification pressure. We are trying to be direct and sincere of the tensions between
those two things and recognize the limitations of housing supply. The other thing that may not
come across as well as it should in the shortened condensed version is that Charlottesville has a
really important role to play. This is the point more than any other where regionality and the
urban ring are critical. Charlottesville is an important part of the housing market. It is not big
enough by itself to shift the housing market with supply chains on its own. That is clear in the
report. It is not as clear as it needs to be. We have done analysis in other cities on how much
housing is needed to shift the curve. It is not small numbers. It almost never shifts the curve
down. It just means that it levels it out. On the multi-family side, allowing more multi-family
development has to pair with inclusionary zoning. You can have exclusionary zoning without
allowing more multi-family development. We think it will be much less effective. On the multi-
family side, we are talking about removing some of the barriers. These are the actions we are
talking about. We are recognizing that there is a significant nuance to what is actually going to
happen. We are talking about restructuring your existing multi-family zoning so that actual
feasible development is by right. With setback requirements and actual lot usage restrictions and
other issues, you can’t do it. You still have toc come in to get permission. We have started to
talk about and look at the areas where the commercial areas and some of the single family areas
are and are suitable to allow more. Making it easier to do and where it is already permitted and
identifying some different areas but doing it in such a way that it doesn’t displace low income
residents. Drawing a map and saying that this is an area that has lower price points and lower
income and we are not going to up-zone that area because the market pressure will lead to
demolition, redevelopment, and displacement. That’s not what we are looking for.
Fundamentally, we are recommending less discretion and setting some criteria on the front end
and less discretion on a project by project basis. That is a hard change to make and practiced to
work well. That is the recommendation we are making. It has to be with the urban ring and we
can get bigger than that. The urban ring is going to be a bigger driver of this than you are.

Chairman Mitchell — I totally agree that the urban ring is where we are going to most
effectively address this problem. We cannot do it just inside Charlottesville. Collaboration is
going to be very important. I am hoping that you can “beef up” the chapters as it relates to what
is happening in the urban ring and we can do to collaborate with the county just outside of the
city. The question is related to this feedback we got back from the HAC on your report. The
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objective to by right soft density and they wanted us to talk about by right affordable soft
density. What does by right affordable soft density mean?

Mr. Kash — We received that and we read through it. We have not had the conversation with the
HAC. This is my interpretation. What I believe it is allowing some of that soft density but only
in places where it is exchanged for affordability. There are examples where you could allow a
triplex, up to three in soft density, where one of them has to be affordable. It’s an inclusionary
zoning policy that would apply in your single family areas. I might be wrong about what they
intend to do. Unless you have significant subsidy nested with the zoning, the economics on that
usually don’t work. The affordable units don’t make enough money to pay for construction
costs. If you have two other market rate units, they are not enough to cross subsidize. You
usually have to get to around higher than four in a fourplex. I don’t think that recommendation
will work. I might be misunderstanding what they are saying and want to have a conversation.
Maybe it’s about nesting with a subsidy. If we have enough money, it could be a great strategy.

Commissioner Stolzenberg — In a few places you talk about identifying single family
neighborhoods that might be suitable for soft density or for denser multi-family. It is not an
accurate claim to say any of our neighborhoods in the city are single family. If you look at the
built environment, every neighborhood has some level of attached homes or duplexes. I wonder
if the framing on soft density, in particular, should be more about identifying neighborhoods
where it is not suitable because we don’t want to create built in pressures. If it defaults, more
would be allowed.

Mr. Kash — That makes a lot of sense.

Councilor Payne — It’s really an important point that it begins in the land use section with the
acknowledgement that this will not bring rents down. It won’t meet need at even 80% AMI and
certainly not at 60% or below. Up-zoning could potentially will bring in more outside
investment and that varies street by street the impact on displacement that could have important
grounded realities. I am particularly interested in multi-family. What areas both in the city and
the urban ring as well as what specific changes can be made? One of our big problems is our
zoning incentivizing by right office space and in some cases hotels. It is not producing any
housing and having the biggest effect in terms of creating demand for people to live in the city.
What specific areas and changes can flip that so that we are not just seeing all of this by right
office space that is popping up by right? If anybody wants multi-family housing, they have to go
this through long process. It seems like inclusionary zoning might square that circle of
conversation around affordable density. When we are developing that policy, we think that will
address that concern as well as developing that policy will get us to the point where we are doing
that market analysis of what is feasible in addition? When are we going to need additional
subsidy in order to bring down the AMI levels? That inclusionary zoning is an important piece
for us to discuss if we are thinking about that.

Mr. Kash — Yes. Connecting inclusionary zoning and multi-family is essential. You can’t make
that same connection on the single family. I think it has to be framed a different way. The
framing that was recommended to us was a good way to change that conversation. The fact that
you are incentivizing something because multi-family is difficult that you don’t really don’t
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want to be incentivizing is a great conversation to be having. We started with Code Studio really
looking at neighborhoods and areas and having some conversations about it. The housing plan
that we are writing won’t specify neighborhoods but the portion of the comp plan will start to
have those conversations. We are getting into it. Our piece of work doesn’t get into it as much
because Code Studio is “much smarter” about this than we are. Code Studio has been in all of
our conversations. We have been talking with them and will stay involved and around for any
conversations that they have so that these things are not too disjointed. We have worked really
hard and RHI has done a good job of talking with us. I don’t have any answers about location,
but we are talking with each other.

Ms. Kirk — We do provide recommendations on tenant’s rights. Tenant’s rights are really about
helping existing tenants increase their housing stability and to find a better balance between the
power and rights of landlords and their tenants. They won’t create any new affordable units.
They do help households to stay in housing. They also really have limited potential in
Charlottesville due to restrictive state laws. We have made some recommendations around ways
that Charlottesville can meaningful advance tenant’s rights either through avenues that are
currently available legally to the city or through advocacy at the state level. The two key ones
that are really available to the city currently are related to any time that the city is putting funds
into a development or into a deal or into a program. We have already talked about the scoring
criteria that the city should use to award funds. The city can put in requirements for enhanced
tenant’s rights any time it is providing funding for affordable housing development. If the city is
able to provide funding for legal services for tenants facing eviction, it can establish citywide
right to counsel to help tenants facing eviction to stay in their homes.

We have a number of recommendations about the public subsidy. We have recommendations
about rental affordability, home ownership, and helping tenants to meet a gap to make their
rental payments.

Mr. Kash — The purpose of limitations are straight forward. You are creating direct housing and
providing direct assistance. This is really the only way you’re getting to those at the lowest
levels of income. When I say lowest levels of income, households at $35 to $40 thousand a year
in many cases like households that certainly have significant income. The housing market is not
serving them. There are limitations to this. The limitations on subsidy are related to the fact that
it is extensive. There is a limit on public funding to pay for it. It takes careful design and
program execution to design it. Those are straight forward.

I do want to talk about the tools here. There are a lot of tools here and we’re probably not going
to do them justice. We group the tools based on the issue they are trying to address. These are
the tools most directly related to rental affordability or either creating or preserving affordable
housing. Land bank can be used for home ownership as well. It has more flexibility. That is an
imperfect grouping. You are funding low income tax credit. The low income tax credit is how
most affordable housing in America is produced. When I say most, I mean 90% plus. It is the
biggest tool. Due to development in Charlottesville, there is still a need for additional gap
funding to help the close the deal. It is not true everywhere. It is true that Charlottesville is a
more expensive place to build. This is about making sure there is gap funding so that
Charlottesville is going after and getting a regular pipeline of tax credit deals. Charlottesville
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should be going after deals on an annual basis. There should be a regular pipeline of production
here. That is possible the way the state is currently allocating funding. It had to be competitive.
It is not easy to do, but it is possible to have significant higher level of production. We talked
about public housing redevelopment. Redeveloping and modernizing the public housing in
Charlottesville and making sure that it remains an asset available to current and future
generations is essential. Public housing, while extremely expensive and at times frustrating for
everyone, is the best way to make sure there is housing for households with extremely low
incomes. It is less expensive than any of the alternatives. The alternative is to allow
homelessness and squalor. There are certainly local governments that have tried to push and
tried to avoid public housing and have tried to use public housing development process to get rid
of their public housing. Charlottesville has decided not to do that. It has decided to invest in it.
This is about make sure that there is enough funding to make sure that public housing can be
redeveloped. This is one of the hardest parts in the whole plan because the housing
redevelopment authority is still in the process of digging through what the strategy is. We can’t
give exact numbers on the cost. We can only look at projects and efforts in other places and
deals that are currently moving forward and put forth recommendations there.

Mayor Walker — With regards to your comment earlier about making sure that the financing for
housing is structured in a way where it isn’t potentially bankrupt and lost. Do you have
examples where that financing has been structured differently than ours is being structured?

Mr. Kash — I don’t know how yours is being structured. I currently don’t have examples in the
plan. I can certainly give examples of public housing redevelopment that has been structured in a
way to protect the interests of the residents and affordable housing into perpetuity. A lot of it
comes down to who owns the land and who owns the building. Those are the two most
fundamental questions. If you own the land but not the building, how is your ground lease
structured?

Mayor Walker — That’s my other concern in the new development that is happening. That
struck a chord when you made the statement.

Mr. Kash — We will provide some examples and I am happy to talk about this more specifically.
It shouldn’t be a “buyer beware” situation. It should be a clear and safe harbor. That is not the
way HUD has structured. It is easy. I think a lot of these program were designed with good
intent with people trying to save affordable housing. If you end up with a developer who is not a
great partner, there is real risk. It is something we struggle with in other places.

The preservation fund is one of the few tools we are recommending that is not currently in
existence. This is really about acquiring existing single family or multi-family housing and
taking it out of the market. If you’re buying an apartment building, you get a mortgage. If you’re
a nonprofit developer, you put in some money. If you’re a for profit developer, you’re generally
putting in equity. That equity has a really high return requirement. That’s where most of the
profit motive is going on. The debt payment is fixed. The preservation fund is basically designed
to replace that equity with public money that doesn’t have that profit motive. Rents might go up
because that is what it takes to maintain and sustain the property, not on a profit motives. The
concept is to take the property out of the market. Preservation funds are becoming very popular
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in a lot of places. They are the best thing you can do efficiency-wise if you can’t do rent
regulation. In Virginia, you won’t be doing rent regulation. It is definitely worth looking at. You
have a lot of programs that are very effective. We put this in as another tool. It should not
necessarily jump in front of anything.

I won’t speak that much about the land bank. This is about creating a new legal entity or vesting
the legal authority in an existing entity to hold land and assemble properties and not have to pay
property taxes on them. This is something Charlottesville has looked at carefully before and got
derailed based on concerns about end runs around the housing redevelopment authority.

Chairman Mitchell - Why would we use a land bank assets for rental properties when the land
bank assets are dedicated to allowing our low wealth community to get in these land banks and
begin generating wealth?

Mr. Kash — I think the land bank can be just a legal entity to take the property and not pay
taxes. You have a lot of flexibility and that is why it is a little out of place. You don’t have to
just use it for rental. You can use this on a home ownership play. You can do a simple property
and then sell it. You can even try a land trust approach. The land trust owns the land and doesn’t
have to pay the taxes. There is still an opportunity for ownership and wealth building. This is
more about reaching an agreement on who should have this legal authority and how it should be
controlled. It is a legal authority the state has given you and Charlottesville should use. We just
need trust and an agreement on where that authority is going to rest.

Mayor Walker — You’re not talking about creating a new entity that is going to need funding
from the city?

Mr. Kash — We are not recommending a new entity unless that we can’t see that it is necessary.
You don’t need a new entity to have the legal authority to do this.

Mayor Walker — We don’t want to be creating new entities that are going to be additional
organizations competing for a limited set of funds.

Mr. Kash — I don’t think we say that as clearly as we should in the report. That is certainly our
intent and we will say that more clearly.

Councilor Payne — I want to emphasize the importance of the preservation fund. In your report,
it mentions that there is 644 low income housing tax properties in Charlottesville at risk of
becoming market rate. I think it is so important. If we are investing in interventions and 644
units are going away and becoming market rate, we may just be “treading water.” I think that is
why going forward structuring our low income tax credit investments with 99 year lease and
shared equity is so important that we are not making substantial investment in 30 years’ time. It
is all market rate again. We have made very superficial impacts. I want to emphasize of this as a
policy for us.

Mr. Kash — [ want to spend on home ownership. This is the area we have received the most
comments on. We tried to lay out in our plan how important we think home ownership is. The



25

feedback is telling us that we have to be even clearer on that. There is certainly a perception that
the plan is underselling that. We are going to try to listen to that feedback and get more and get
clearer and tighter on this and making sure that we’re reflecting everything. In our analysis with
the advisory committee, we have laid out how home ownership has been a real challenge in
Charlottesville. Home ownerships rates have dropped for lower incomes and how home
ownership rates have dropped for black households and the importance of home ownership.
Home ownership is so critical particularly if you have a racial equity lens on things. If you have
an economic equity lens on things, home ownership is the number one asset for most families. It
is the driver of economic mobility. You don’t have to like that that is the model for our country.
That is the current asset building model. We do think that it is immensely important. We lay out
several programs in here. These are all existing programs. We are just talking about making
modifications and adjustments. We are talking about down payment assistance program that we
are increasing the level of funding in the amount of money going into the program. We are
recommending a higher level and that more funding go in per household. One of the biggest
obstacles in down payment assistance programs right now is that the market is so expensive.
There is not enough money in the down payment assistance programs that let households
actually compete in Charlottesville. If you actually want this to be a meaningful program, there
has to be more funding and the ability to layer with other funding sources. This is really about
identifying opportunities for additional single family development and making sure they are
affordable. It could be paired with your ADU and some of the zoning recommendations we have
made. Owner occupied rehabilitation is a program that you already have. We’re recommending
additional funding for it so that it can be ramped up at higher levels of repair. If you are trying to
support low income home ownership, owner occupied rehabilitation is about two things. One is
making sure that existing owners can stay in their place. Two is making sure that their homes are
repaired and maintained over time. When it comes time to sell it, they are able to get the equity
and the value from that home. You can be in a neighborhood that is experiencing a lot of
appreciation. If you can’t access the financing, you can’t maintain the home. You end up selling
to a cash seller, which means you get much less value and there is much less wealth building for
you. This is intended to address both of those. To do that, we need more money and we need to
be comfortable spending more money per house. The last is an endorsement and
recommendation to maintain and extend your property tax relief program. It has a real cost and
there may need to be some targeted revisions over time. It also has a real benefit. It is reaching
households that are at risk of facing displacement pressure and have a real constrained budget.
When you look at the data on owners that are cost burden, you can see that.

Mayor Walker — With the rehabilitation assistance, are there clear recommendations or is this
the extent of the recommendation?

Mr. Kash — There are clear recommendations. There are recommended actions. The
recommendations are fundamentally about increasing the level of rental assistance, making the
assistance when you are doing a larger intervention, making it a no payment loan and not a
grant. The idea there being that the money will recycle back so that you can do more households.
By making it a loan, when that house does come up for sale, another affordable homeowner gets
the “first bite at the apple.” It doesn’t require the homeowner to give up any of the value of the
existing house. They should leave in a better financial place. We didn’t move it and make it a
recommendation less of a grant. We usually make that kind of recommendation and get feedback
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on it. There are legitimate public policy reasons to go both directions. We think it is important to
recycle and make sure there is access for future homeowners. There is a real balancing to that.
Councilor Payne — [ would add with the property tax relief. I believe there are hard limits set by
the state about the amount of relief as well as the assessed value or the property that can qualify
that are real limits on the programs. That might be something we add to just cause eviction and
rent control for efficacy for the General Assembly to allow us to better target that program to
reach a deeper need.

Mr. Kash — We are going to follow up and ask more questions about that. I think we can add
that as an anti-displacement property tax policy at the state level. That is the goal of the
approach you are taking. It is an anti-displacement conversation.

The tenant based voucher and emergency assistance is for the lowest income residents on a
household basis. Those are at risk of eviction or homelessness. You have tenant based voucher
program. We make a couple of recommendations about adjustments and really about increasing
level of funding. In the emergency rental assistance, Charlottesville like most of the country has
been involved in standing up programs in response to COVID-19. We’re recommending that
you look at how to make these funds in this support an ongoing and permanent effort. The
country, as a whole, had an eviction crisis because of COVID-19. Whole households experience
eviction crises all of the time. Their crises, while not the community crises, aren’t any less real
or any less need of assistance. You stood up and created some of the infrastructure and to run
one of these programs. It should be easier to help make that a permanent thing.

I know that I went through this things quickly on the subsidy side. For each of these tools we lay
a couple of different slides explaining the context, explaining the specific recommended actions,
and talking about how each tool links back to those three guiding principles: regionality, racial
equity, and comprehensiveness.

Ms. Kirk — We are accepting public comments through December 2", Based on those
comments received, we are going to revise the plan and submit it for endorsement in early 2021.
The affordable housing plan is going to be incorporated into the comprehensive plan.

Ms. Koch — In general, we have outlined how we are envisioning that. The visions statement
that is in the affordable housing plan has been used in the comprehensive plan vision statement
for the housing chapter. The housing chapter in the comprehensive plan goes beyond what is in
the affordable housing plan. The policy recommendations in the affordable housing plan will be
incorporated into the comprehensive plan as goals and strategies to reflect or address that overall
housing vision statement that is in the comprehensive plan. In addition, these strategic actions
that are outlined in the affordable housing plan will be a piece of the implementation chapter of
the comprehensive plan. Those major recommendations and action steps of the affordable
housing plan will be placed directly into the comprehensive plan. The full document is not going
to be the housing chapter of the comprehensive plan. It will be an important document that will
be explicitly a piece of the comprehensive plan.

If you go to the website CvillePlansTogether.com/virtual-meeting/, you can see the engagement
summary from May and June. That is important because what we heard then from the Planning
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Commission, Council, and the steering committee fed into the affordable housing plan and the
comprehensive plan pieces that we have drafted. Please visit the website, we would love to hear
your comments. We will be following up with the Planning Commission and City Council by
email. We would love to have any other comments from you as well. There are many upcoming
events and webinars. You can find them on the virtual meeting page of the website.

We did have delays earlier in the project due to the slow start with COVID. There was some
other brief delays as well over the summer. We want to make sure that was all shown on the
schedule. There are a few important things shown on the schedule. We will be revising the
affordable housing plan as we get closer to the end of the year. The plan is to take that to City
Council for endorsement in January. We will be incorporating that into the comprehensive plan.
With the comprehensive plan, we are moving forward once we have done input on the vision
statements for the different chapters. We are going to be moving forward to make those
revisions and revise the goals and strategies that are in the plan to speak to those vision
statements. We will have a check in at the Planning Commission meeting on December 8. At
that point, I would like to speak with you all about a few things. One of them will be checking
back in on the schedule, letting you know what we heard, what changes we think might be
needed with what we are sharing now, and if we need to make any adjustments to the schedule.
We would also like to talk to you about the future land use map. As we mentioned, that is a
really important piece of all of this. It feeds into the affordable housing plan recommendations.
We want to talk about your process in the past. We want to speak with you how we move
forward from that and how we want you to incorporate that into the future land use maps. That is
something we will be working on throughout December. We want to have a discussion with you.
This is an ambitious schedule and we are not trying to hide that. We think it is doable. It depends
on what comes out in the next month in terms of potential revisions or changes that might be
needed to our current path forward.

Commissioner Russell — I just keep coming back to the concern about the land use strategies of
ADUs, by right multi-family, and soft density. Unless there is an affordability requirement, they
won’t have that affordability effect unless they are paired with a requirement. How would we
make that criteria? That seems complicated and challenged.

Mr. Kash — I think that it is complicated and challenging. I think that you’re accurate. New
development and even Accessory Dwelling Units will not be affordable because the rents don’t
support it and people are going to tend to take the highest revenue they can. We do talk about
taking subsidy put it into Accessory Dwelling Units. There is some direct affordability. A lot of
the land use pieces are going to be, with the exception of the inclusionary zoning and multi-
family, the other land use pieces are primarily going to be about reducing the pressure on the
market. We tried to not overstate and make like that is a magical solution because it is not. The
data is really clear. It can work and make a difference. It is also really clear for Charlottesville
that you have to have development. Most of that is development is going to have to sit in the
urban ring for it to get to a scale that is going to move the needle or keep the needle from
moving up too quickly.
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Ms. Kirk — As we discussed before, a healthy multi-family development environment is going
to be a necessary precondition to having that inclusionary zoning, which is a tool that will
actually increase the production of affordable housing.

Commissioner Dowell — Did you see it feasible to come up with any recommendations to
incentivize property owners to rent or to continue renting to our lower income residents? Is there
any incentive or type of program to keep the units affordable for the actual landlords, who are
providing this housing?

Mr. Kash — You have a fair number of landlords that rent properties that are affordable. There is
market pressure in there. They have to make an economic choice about whether they raise the
rents or sell the property to redevelopment and what can we offer them to help to encourage to
keep them affordable? The most direct and honest answer to this question is no. We don’t have
policies along those lines. The preservation fund is probably the closest. It really isn’t set up for
them to stay the owner. It is more set up for them to sell it to somebody else with them knowing
that it would stay affordable. They would get to sell it at a market rate. That is the short, direct
answer. We could look at tax abatement policy and loan programs. That is something you could
do. It could be done. We can adjust the preservation program to be set up as more of a financing
tool for existing owners or we could look at tax abatement policies or how the land bank might
fit into that. We haven’t yet.

Commissioner Dowell — If you have the time, I think that would be a positive road to go down.
With new development coming in, there goes the pressure with the taxes going up. If we are
really trying to make sure we increase or maintain our housing stock, we have to be able to
provide vouchers for residents to use with private landlords, but we need to figure out some type
of way to incentivize these landlords to keep their rents affordable in the private sector.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Lakeisha Washington — I would like to speak about affordable home ownership for the people
in Charlottesville. My mom worked three jobs to pay bills and take care of us. I am now a mom
and that has been a dream for myself and daughter. I will not work more than 2 jobs to have a
home. Families shouldn’t have to make those kind of choices. I have worked with Habitat to
help reach my goal of home ownership. The affordable housing plan does have a lot of great
aspects. I feel that it doesn’t go far enough. I hope that you will consider this moving forward.

Emily Dreyfus — [ was so glad to hear what you have recommended. This was a very inspiring
presentation. I liked the idea of hiring outreach peer workers. I wanted to emphasize a couple of
thoughts on tax relief and rent relief program. Those two programs need to go deeper to reduce
displacement. Spending more money per household is where we need to go to make those tools
more impactful.

Neil Williamson — I am very impressed by the consultant team that you have brought together. I
will hope that you will use empirical evidence to judges these various policies that are being
propagated. We have grave concerns about what is enabled in rent control. We have also
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concerns about inclusionary zoning. We are very encouraged by the focus of increasing home
ownership and increasing positive rental units. I am hopeful that the Planning Commission and
City Council can evaluate these tools and how they can address the objectives in the plan.

COMMISSION’S ACTION ITEMS
Continuing: until all action items are concluded.
No additional items

PARKING GARAGE ON MARKET STREET

Commissioner Stolzenberg — A few years ago, we bought the Guadalajara and Lucky Seven
property for about $2.85 million. A year later, we came to an agreement with the County to
redevelop courts. Part of that agreement was to use that Guadalajara and Lucky Seven parcel
plus the next door service parking lot and to buy the County share of that to build structured
parking, at least 90 spaces, to give to the County to support the courts. Kimbley Horton did a
concept study on what could go there. Council directed staff to pursue a plan that used both
parcels to build a parking structure of at least three stories and several hundred spaces with a
little retail on the bottom floor. Staff added one more parameter that it be by right only so they
would have to come and ask us for a Special Use Permit. At this point, staff is working on
putting together a request for quotation to find some teams that will be capable of building this.
Following finding those teams, they will put out a request for proposals. It will be a very broad
task to allow those teams to create a creative proposal that satisfies the minimum requirements
and do it how they would like. My initial proposal that I was going to introduce tonight. We
have talked a little bit more about why the initial plan was to put the three story parking garage.
The big constraint is that it is a very wide lot but a very thin lot. In downtown zoning, above the
third story, there is a very large setback required to the point you basically can’t put any more
stories on it cost effectively. My proposal is to change the zone of the parcels to Downtown
Extended, which will let you do everything you can do on the downtown parcel and frees staff
hands on the RFP proposal and to do a more creative proposal on that site. It would be a simple
rezoning. When I brought that to the Parking and Economic Development Department, they
were Ok with it. It doesn’t any additional constraints to them. They can do it the exact same way
as they thought it would probably have to go down if possible. Maybe they will get a good
proposal from RFP respondents. The way I was going to go about it was initiating a zoning map
amendment tonight. Legal counsel has said that there are some issues, given that it is not a broad
map change. It is just a rezoning of a few parcels. The City, as the owner, is going to have to
initiate that. There were some concerns about whether anything would change on just allowing
more to happen there, given that a taller building might cost more money even if it might bring
in revenue through renting office space or creating housing and other social ends. That is beyond
the scope of what I was thinking, which is a simple rezoning that would be done prior to the RFP
going out in three months. There would be more options available to the respondents of that.

Chairman Mitchell — The logic behind what Commissioner Stolzenberg is recommending is
solid. It actually reflects the vote that we took a year ago when we voted on the Capital
Improvement Program. We actually voted to not fund the garage to the extent that staff wanted
us to. We didn’t think we needed as much parking space as had been budgeted. I think we
reduced the funding of that by about 50%. We voted to reduce the parking, but honor the parking
commitment to Albemarle County. We have made a commitment there. We also voted to
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include more mixed use and possibly include more housing in the project. What we are
attempting to do today is to start a conversation with Council regarding what we actually do with
that property. It allows us to reduce the cost, increase more affordable housing, make it a mixed
use property, and possibly put us in a position to raise more revenues.

Commissioner Stolzenberg — That is spot on. We have a $5.5 million piece of land. We have
$10 million to build some stuff on it. We know that we need to build a bunch of parking for the
County and the City. The problem is that is all you can do under the current zoning. Maybe there
is a potential for more. The land is already paid for. All of that space above it is free.

Chairman Mitchell — Our real intention today is get this in your mind and tee up some
conversations. The problem is that the RFP will be issued in February to do this.

Commissioner Stolzenberg — It will take about three months. That is the timeline, but it sounds
like it might slip.

Chairman Mitchell — We need to provide staff with a clear articulation for the parameters of
the RFP in three months.

Lisa Robertson, City Attorney — This is not just a simple RFP. This is a design build
construction process. We are giving them the minimum parameters. If we want there to be
residential units within this garage, we have to say that. The cost to the city up front to build a
building that would either include that at the outset or that would include a foundation that could
be used to add that on at a later date. I want everyone to understand that it is not as simple as a
straightforward RFP saying “Come build this for us.” Tell us what you think of the best thing to
do. Aside from that, they have correctly summarized what we talked about earlier this evening to
the extent. If there is going to be a rezoning, City Council would need to do it as the owner of
the property. That would also be the quickest way to move through a rezoning process. I think
that City Council should also directly touch base with the Economic Development Director
about timelines. It’s something that certainly can be considered. I certainly understand what is
motivating it. That is to give you the flexibility to expand the range of options on this difficult
site. I know that staff is very close to developing a final draft of the design build solicitation that
can go out. We are butting up against some timelines and deadlines that relate to establishing the
parking for the new general district court system. A lot of things have to come together pretty
quickly.

Councilor Hill — I don’t want the public that these were not very similar approaches and
questions that at that time, every councilor challenged staff on. A lot of it came down to
feasibility and budgeting. I want to be clear like we didn’t try to look at whatever way we could
do this to get the most we could out of these spaces and this land. I remember very clearly even
to build the foundation so that in the future, it could be built up high and other sources of
revenue was pretty cost prohibitive. At the same time, I am all about allowing for flexibility
because things can change. We have certainly pressed on this during many of this process.

Councilor Snook — I wasn’t on Council when the earlier decisions were made. One of the first
questions that I asked after being elected was whether it was possible to look at that site with
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more in mind than simply parking conscious of a couple of things. One is that ten years from
now, we are going to be thinking “Boy what a waste of parking on that spot.” The second thing
that I thought is that when you’re in the shadow of a very large building already, that’s not a bad
place to build a taller building. It might be out of line just a couple of blocks away. It would be
right next to a very large building. You can easily go 5 or 6 stories without confronting problems
with the overall skyline. It would still be a difficult problem perhaps at street level. It is not
going to look grossly out of place. If there is a way we could do that, I understand that there are
differences in cost and the foundations. If there is a way we can do it and elicit meaningful
proposals. I would like to try to do it.

Commissioner Lahendro — I saw this about a half hour before the meeting started tonight.
What immediately came to mind is that this is in an architecturally designed control district. It is
there for a reason. I wanted to make sure that we have the opportunity to evaluate it and evaluate
what it means to go much higher in this control district and make sure we get the appropriate
people and other boards, who have jurisdiction over things being built in this area the
opportunity to review it appropriately.

Mayor Walker — We were not all in these meetings together. During my meeting, I definitely
asked about housing because housing has always been a big deal. I also asked about the two
businesses that are being displaced because of the building and if there was a way to ensure that
they could come into the new building. If they wanted to stay in that location and build
everything from retail. It is harder to create for restaurants and retail structures. We did have
these conversations. I was not aware of what is being presented tonight. Anything that we can
explore that would make better uses is something definitely worth exploring. Just being in the
room with the County and how frustrating that relationship with the Board and the Council at the
time was the primary driver in attempting to get something resolved. If we can do this better, I
think we would all and the community would benefit from that.

Commissioner Stolzenberg — When the feasibility of alternatives was explored, all of those
concepts were still within this idea of staying within the existing downtown zone and not asking
for a rezoning. My primary initiative would be for Council to initiate a rezoning to downtown
extended, which simply adds more permission and doesn’t remove it from the architectural
review district. It sounds like there may be room for some discussions with the Economic
Development Department and Parking Director of exactly what might be allowed or feasible or
suggested in the design build RFP in order to accomplish some of those goals once those
constraints are loosened. Do those some reasonable?

Ms. Robertson — I think that those are reasonable things to consider. I think that Council will
have some opportunity to look at this in the context of the workshop on Thursday. As |
understand it, the primary issue for City Council is going to be whether there is enough money
to fund that flexibility and build in that flexibility up front. It’s going to be a financial decision. I
have not talked to staff about whether it is possible.

Chairman Mitchell — Where is the initial financial burden coming from?
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Ms. Robertson — Even if you didn’t add the residential units up front, building a foundation that
can support adding additional floors to the building at a later date.

Chairman Mitchell — We voted on this last year. Our objective was to reduce the cost.
Ms. Creasy — The Commission provided a recommendation to City Council.

Chairman Mitchell — Our recommendation was to reduce the cost of the infrastructure to
support the parking lots.

Ms. Robertson — It is reasonable to request the City Council to consider what you are asking
for. It sounds like there is good consensus that people would like to see more done with this
property. You made Council aware of your strong feelings. It sounds like a number of councilors
have similar feelings. Is there a reasonable expectation within the city’s budgetary constraints
that even if you rezone the property, are you going to get what you are hoping for?

Commissioner Stolzenberg — That’s a really good point. At the very minimum, you won’t get
anything worse. When we were talking last December, the thing that we had envisioned to
reduce the cost and recommended in the memo was a public-private partnership. We make sure
we get the parking and we hand some of the parking over to the County, keep some parking, and
we make sure it is done on time. Whatever happens on the site is a bonus to everybody. My
understanding of the current RFP process is that it is open ended enough that a proposal could
come in with those other things with the caveat that under downtown zoning, it’s effectively
impossible. There is really no room for anything else.

Ms. Robertson — The site is a difficult site. What a design build solicitation seeks is you tell
them what you want. They tell you how they will build it. You are telling the design builder
what you want. You’re giving up some authority over how that gets done. I don’t want the
general public thinking that this is a design competition.

Councilor Snook — Could we be doing it as specifically as the request for people to jump in and
say that they want to be a partner in a public-private partnership that has the following
parameters. One of the parameters is that we are going to have a couple extra stories there that
we get to do with them what we will. Put together a deal that gives them something, gives us
something, and may hold the cost down. We would have to see what kind of proposals came in.
I think it would be possible to do something like that.

Ms. Robertson — It seems that there is a legal procedure for everything. There is a separate legal
procedure for public-private partnerships and how you receive those proposals. I think it would
be a really good idea for Council to check in with Chris Engle and discuss these issues and to
hear from Mr. Engle and the team of people that have been working on the design build process,
including going to the BAR at some point just like any other developer. I think it is important to
check in with Mr. Engle and see if any of these things are feasible and whether it can be
structured in a way that doesn’t delay the design build process.

Chairman Mitchell - What do you recommend that we do next?
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Ms. Robertson — Someone should make a motion to formally request Council to consider
changing the zoning on this site to a category that would allow more flexibility.

Commissioner Solla-Yates — Another way to think about this would be to look at it as a
boundary adjustment to extend the downtown extended zoning to this site so that it is a more
coherent “gateway” zone instead of just one blob. Would that make more sense?

Ms. Creasy — We may have more properties involved with that. That would be additional
owners. I am not involved in the process for this. I don’t have the background on this. We also
noted that it wouldn’t be the most straightforward zoning. There is an alley in there. There
would be some work to get through that. It wouldn’t be a straightforward, quick opportunity. We
can work through logistics. It wouldn’t be something that would be able to happen immediately.
We have to work through the legality.

Chairman Mitchell — We should think on this more. I think this is a great idea. We can make
this happen. I would love to have a chat with staff on how we structure this and we bring to the
table a motion that is going to work and pass in time for it to be rolled into the proposal.

Vice Mayor Magill — Any rezoning change that we would also be sending out notices for public
comment. How long of a timeframe is the minimum that we would be looking at to get the
rezoning done?

Ms. Creasy — We would have to work through any processes. Staff was looking at the aerial
map and found the alley. We started thinking through potential processes for how you deal with
that and what happens to that property once it is zoned. We would have to spend more time in
trying to figure out what the procedural steps would be to understand what limitations there are
on the property and what steps would have to happen to reach the goal that we have been given.
It’s a one for one rezoning. We have some more logistics that would have to come into play. I
also would not want to move forward with anything without any sort of direction from the staff
who are working on this day to day for multiple years. I am not familiar with the details. They
probably have some insights that we would have to “double do” that they already make and can
already provide.

Vice Mayor Magill — Even if it was the absolute cleanest process, is that a minimum of three
months?

Ms. Robertson — The quickest path forward is for City Council to initiate a change. That
requires the Planning Commission to report back to City Council within 100 days. Within that
time period, all of the public engagement and the community meetings have to be done within
100 days. That’s more than three months. That is going to impact the timeline that staff is
currently working under. They will have to tell City Council whether or not there is any leeway
in their schedule. My understanding is that the schedule is tight because it took so long to get an
agreement established to start with and to get into the process of getting this thing to the point
where it can be designed and constructed.
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Mayor Walker — It is important for us to reach out to the County and make sure they
understand if we are contemplating this change so they don’t think we’re not going through.
There was so much tension last time. If we’re going to explore something like this, I want to
make sure that we talked to Mr. Blair and make sure he reached out to Jeff Richardson to have
that conversation.

Commissioner Stolzenberg — [ want to be very clear that my intention with this is definitely not
to impact the 90 spaces that we are giving to the courts or to impact the timeline at all. We’re
two years into this agreement being signed. We’re still another three years away from the garage
opening. | feel that there is still some flexibility to make this happen within the timeline. My
understanding is that those 100 days is the maximum amount of time before the Planning
Commission needs to make a decision.

Ms. Robertson — There is a new law that says if you want to reduce that time, you have to have
a public hearing on whether you should reduce the time. I would recommend that you make a
motion asking City Council to consider a different zoning, not necessarily specific to a particular
zoning district. Make a motion ask Council to quickly explore whether there is different zoning
that could be applied on this project.

Chairman Mitchell — I like your recommendation. Could you please walk us through the
implications of such a recommendation — like speed and viability?

Ms. Robertson — If you made that motion tonight, City Council can consult with Mr. Engle.
They can get updated information about timelines, cost, and implications for the project. They
can work directly with me and Mr. Blair. We can work with both zoning staff and the project
staff to see if not downtown extended, if there is some other way to resolve the zoning issues
that are providing the constraints.

Commissioner Russell — I want to understand something Commissioner Lahendro said about it
being an architectural design control district and allowing opportunity for the BAR to provide
comments. | have heard about all of these entities. Is their interest as part of this?

Commissioner Lahendro — That is a question for Ms. Robertson. As part of the evaluation by
staff, they would be in touch with Mr. Werner to determine if there are any ADC issues that
need to go to the BAR.

Ms. Robertson — Normally, that is built into the project. On the current project timeline, once
there is a proposed plan ready to review, that BAR review is part of that timeline. They are not
there yet because it is a design build process. While they are talking in general about what is to
be built, that is within the current zoning parameters. The BAR gets to review it. There is not an
issue of height in access of what is normal such as there might be with a Special Use Permit
process.

Commissioner Lahendro — With the change in zoning and the allowed additional extra street
wall height, how is that evaluated within an ADC?
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Ms. Robertson — If you change the underlying zoning, that doesn’t change the overlay district.
The overlay applies to whatever the underlying zoning district is. I suppose City Council could
also consider exempting itself from the regulations, which would make things a lot quicker and
achieve maximum flexibility. It doesn’t mean that the BAR couldn’t be asked to weigh in on
things that are important. There are some other possibilities here that are available to the City. It
is the sovereign entity that makes the rules as opposed to a private landowner. All of these things
have implications. If you want maximum flexibility, that’s it. On the other hand, wrapping
around another zoning district brings in private properties that adds a whole different dimension
to a proposal. Just adding downtown extended zoning to this particular site is certainly an
option. It would not change the BAR review. It would just change underlying zoning. There are
basically three possibilities which can be evaluated within the parameters of the motion that
Commissioner Stolzenberg just made.

Commissioner Lahendro — It will still be within the control district and whatever project comes
forward will still be part of that district.

Ms. Robertson — Unless City Council determines that it would like to exempt itself.

Commissioner Solla-Yates — If City Council wishes to exempt itself from those regulations,
recognizing that the City is a good faith partner in development, how long would that take?

Ms. Robertson — That could be done fairly quickly. I would need to look at that. That’s not
something we have ever looked at in depth. It’s something that is legally a possibility.

Motion — Commissioner Stolzenberg — For Council to consider an alternative zoning for
this site in order to facilitate a process with staff creating a more productive end product.
(Second by Commissioner Solla-Y ates)

Motion passed 7-0

Meeting was adjourned at 8:55 PM
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