
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

   
  

   
 
 

     
      

 
 
      

 
  
      
  

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
  

 
 

 
  
 

 
 

 
 

  
  

 
 

 
 

 

CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 

Department of Neighborhood Development Services 

City Hall   Post Office Box 911 
Charlottesville, Virginia 22902 

Telephone 434-970-3182 
Fax 434-970-3359 

www.charlottesville.org 

May 17, 2019 

TO:  	 Charlottesville Planning Commission, Neighborhood Associations & News 
Media 

Please Take Notice
 
A Work Session of the Charlottesville Planning Commission will be held on 
Tuesday, May 28, 2019 at 5pm in the NDS Conference Room (610 East 
Market Street) 

AGENDA 

1. Roles and Responsibilities of Planning Commissioners 
2. Zoning Discussion - Fry’s Spring 
3. Public Comment 

cc:	 City Council 
Mike Murphy 
Alexander Ikefuna 
Planners 
Jeff Werner 
Lisa Robertson 

http://www.charlottesville.org/


  

 

 
 

          
          
           
           
                                                                                                                          
           
           
           
 
  
  
  
 

   

              

  

  

 

 

   

        

  

  

  

   

 

   

   

  

   

Adopted: 5/11/93 
Revised: 9/14/99 

12/10/02 
12/13/06 

2/13/07 
8/14/07 
11/10/09 
2/14/17 

BYLAWS OF THE 
CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
CHARLOTTESVILLE, VIRGINIA 

The City Planning Commission (established pursuant to Sections 2-236 through 2-244 of the Charlottesville City 

Code and Sections 15.2-2212 through 15.2-2222 of the Code of Virginia) hereby adopts the following rules 

for the transaction of its business: 

1. Officers and Duties 

1.1 Officers.  The officers of the Planning Commission shall be a Chair, a Vice Chair and a Secretary, who 

shall have the duties set forth below. 

1.2 Duties of Officers. 

(1)  Chair.  In addition to the other duties set forth in these bylaws, it shall be the duty of the Chair 

to execute all documents on behalf of the Commission, to act as liaison between the Commission and the 

Department of Neighborhood Development Services and the Director of Neighborhood Development Services, to 

cause all resolutions, approvals and other actions of the Commission to be executed or carried out, to determine 

that all matters delegated to the Commission by state statute, city ordinance, or at the instance of the City Council 

are properly brought before the Commission, and to make appointments of members of the Commission to other 

boards, commissions or task forces on a regular or ad hoc basis as required.  Appointments by the Chair shall under 

no circumstances be considered a delegation of the authority of the Commission with respect to any member's 

service on another board, commission or task force.  Any views expressed or actions taken by a member of the 

Commission in any other forum, or as a member of another board, commission or task force shall be for all 
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purposes considered the views or action of such member as an individual, and should be identified as such by that 

member.  With respect to the Planning Commission, the purpose of the appointment of any of its members to 

another board, commission or task force shall be only to provide information to the Commission through the 

reports of such member. 

It shall also be the duty of the Chair to appoint, prior to the annual meeting, two members of the 

Commission to serve as a nominating committee for the offices of Chair and Vice Chair.  Any member with at 

least one year of service on the Commission shall be eligible for appointment to the nominating committee. 

(2)  Vice Chair.  The Vice Chair shall exercise the powers and perform the duties of the Chair 

during the absence, disability or disqualification of the Chair. 

(3) Secretary. It shall be the duty of the Secretary to keep minutes of the Commission's 

proceedings, to give notices required by law or these bylaws, to prepare, in consultation with the Chair, the agenda 

for all meetings of the Commission, to be custodian of the Commission's records, to inform the Commission of 

correspondence relating to the business of the Commission and to respond to such correspondence unless 

responsibility is otherwise assigned by the Chair, to handle any funds allocated to the Commission, to act as liaison 

with the City Manager, City departments and agencies, and to execute on behalf of the Commission any documents 

requiring the signature of the Secretary.  The Director of Neighborhood Development Services, appointed by the 

City Manager under the City Charter, shall be the Secretary of the Commission. In the event the Secretary shall be 

absent from any meeting, the officer presiding shall designate an acting Secretary.  The Secretary shall not be a 

member of the Commission and shall have no vote. 

1.3 Terms and Vacancies.  The term of office for the Chair and the Vice Chair shall be one year.  The 

Chair shall be eligible for reappointment to no more than one additional one year term.  Should any vacancy occur 

among the offices described above, the Commission shall fill such vacancy as promptly as practicable and the 

individual elected to such office shall serve for the unexpired term of the office in which such vacancy has 
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occurred. 

1.4 Required Training.  Each member shall be required to attend the Virginia Planning Commissioners 

Institute or other similar program to receive instruction to assist with performance of duties.  Attendance at this 

program should begin no later than one year into first term. 

2. Meetings 

2.1 Annual Meetings.  The annual meeting shall be the first regular meeting in the month of September 

of each year.  At such meeting the members of the Commission shall receive the report of the nominating 

committee and elect officers for the ensuing year, shall submit its annual report to City Council, and conduct such 

other business as shall be placed on the agenda in accordance with the provisions of these bylaws. 

2.2 Regular Meetings. Regular meetings shall be held in the City Council's Chamber in City Hall, or 

such other location as the Commission may from time to time designate, at 4:30 p.m. on the second Tuesday of 

each month. If the second Tuesday falls on Election Day, the Commission may choose to move the meeting to the 

next available day. The meeting format will consist of a work session from 4:30pm to 5:30pm for discussion of 

upcoming agendas. The regular meeting with actionable items will begin at 5:30pm. Public Hearings will begin at 

6:00. 

2.3 Special Meetings.  Special meetings may be called by the Chair, the Vice Chair in the absence of 

the Chair, or by any two members, upon written request to the Secretary. 

2.4 Work Sessions.  Work sessions may be held at the request of the Chair, or the Vice Chair in the 

absence of the Chair.  Work sessions shall be held for the purpose of inquiry and discussion and no official action 

shall be taken at such meetings.  Annually, the Commission shall strive to meet with the City Council at a joint 

work session for the purpose of discussing future goals and priorities and other matters of mutual concern. 

2.5 Closed Sessions.  The Commission may hold closed  sessions in accordance with Va. Code Section 

2.2-3711. 
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2.6 Notice of Meetings.  The Secretary shall give written notice of all meetings (annual, regular, special 

and work session) to all members of the Commission at least five days prior to such meeting.  Such notice shall 

state the time and place of such meetings. With respect to regular meetings and the annual meeting, such notice 

shall be accompanied by an agenda prepared in accordance with the provisions of these bylaws and accompanied 

by such documentation as may be reasonable to permit the members of the Commission to consider the business 

which they are called upon to act.  With respect to work sessions and special meetings, the notice shall state the 

purpose of the meeting or the nature of the discussion or inquiry to be undertaken and shall be accompanied by 

such documentation as may be available and practicable to provide to enable the members of the Commission to 

thoughtfully consider the business to come before the meeting. 

3. Conduct of Meetings. 

3.1 Quorum. At any meeting of the Planning Commission a quorum shall consist of four members of 

the Commission. 

3.2 Procedure - Presiding Officer.  All meetings of the Commission shall be conducted in accordance 

with Roberts' Rules of Order. The Chair of the Commission, or in his or her absence, the Vice Chair, or in the 

absence of both, the senior member of the Commission present shall preside at meetings of the Commission. 

3.3 Voting. At all meetings of the Commission, each member present shall be entitled to cast one vote. 

No action of the Commission shall be valid unless authorized by a majority of Commissioners present and voting. 

All members of the Planning Commission are subject to the Virginia State and Local Government Conflict 

of Interests Act (Va. Code 2.2-3100 et seq.) (“COIA”).  In the event that any member shall have a “personal 

interest in a transaction”  as defined by Va. Code Section 2.2-3112 in a matter before the Commission, regardless 

of whether such matter has come before the Commission for a vote, and aside from an interest in common with any 

other taxpayer or resident of the City, such member shall disclose that interest and may disqualify himself or 
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herself, or shall disqualify himself or herself if required by law, from voting on or participating in discussion upon 

that matter.  In the event any other member of the Commission or any other person present at the meeting believes 

that a Commissioner has a personal interest  as defined by COIA which disqualifies the Commissioner from 

considering or voting on a matter, such Commissioner or other person may bring such question to the attention of 

the Commission.  After disclosure by a Commissioner of an interest in a matter before the Commission, any 

member of the Commission may request a ruling from the Commonwealth's Attorney, or in the event of his or her 

unavailability, the City Attorney or his or her representative present at the meeting with respect to whether such 

interest disqualifies such Commissioner from participating in the consideration of and voting on such matter.  The 

ruling of the Commonwealth's Attorney or the City Attorney or his or her representative shall be conclusive. 

A member of the Planning Commission is entitled to have the Commission consider and decide matters in 

which that member has a financial or personal interest.  If the matter is one, under COIA, in which the member has 

a “personal interest”, and the member is required or elects to refrain from any participation in the discussion or 

consideration of the matter by the Planning Commission, the member shall be prohibited (a) from attending any 

authorized closed meeting when the matter in which he or she has a personal interest is discussed; and (b) from 

discussing the matter with any other governmental officers or employees at any time.  The member shall not 

participate in any presentation before the Commission, nor shall questions from the Commission be directed to that 

member.  A member who has a matter before the Commission may have a co-owner, architect, engineer, attorney 

or other representative appear before the Commission on his or her behalf. 

Former members of the Planning Commission shall not represent themselves or others before the Planning 

Commission for a period of one year following the conclusion of their term of office. 

3.4 Proceedings.  At any regular or special meeting of the Planning Commission, the order of business 

to come before the meeting shall be as expressed on the agenda sent out with the notice of the meeting provided, 

however, the presiding officer, with the consent of a majority of the Commissioners, may change the order of 
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business on the agenda for any reason.  No matter not on the agenda for the meeting shall be brought before the 

Commission for consideration except with the agreement of a majority of the Commissioners present. 

3.5 Procedures for Consideration of Planning Items 

(1) The Planning Commission, at its regular scheduled meeting, will discuss major planning 

items to be considered at future meetings. 

(2) Routine Planning Items - Routine zoning, special permits, site plans,  subdivisions, 

Entrance Corridor Reviews when sitting as the Entrance Review Board, and waivers of steep slope requirements 

shall be reviewed as outlined in the City Code. 

(3) Non-Routine Major Planning Items - Planning matters which will involve study or research 

over a period of time and consultation with organizations or groups of individuals outside of the Department of 

Neighborhood Development Services or the City administration and planning matters which will affect 

neighborhood or Citywide services or planning may be brought to the Commission's attention at any convenient 

time (and will be particularly encouraged during the Commission's annual retreat) by staff members or individual 

members of the Commission, by other branches of the City administration, by City Council members or local 

citizens.  Other planning items may be brought to the Planning Commission by the general public, which may be 

put on the agenda after discussion by the Planning Commission.  After preliminary consideration by the 

Commission, if such a matter is deemed by a majority of the Commission to be worthy of further consideration and 

study, the Commission may proceed with such a study utilizing resources available to it; or the Commission may 

instruct the Director of Neighborhood Development Services and the Chair of the Commission to direct a 

memorandum to City Council which shall describe the nature of the matter to be studied, the purpose of the study, 

the manner in which the study is to conducted and such further information as may be germane, and may request 

such financial and staffing assistance as may be required. 

(4) Annual Cyclical Planning Items - These items will be considered by the Planning 
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Commission based on individual program cycle.  These include, but are not limited to: Capital Improvement 

Program, Community Development Block Grant Programs, Neighborhood Studies and Improvement Programs, 

Drainage, Sidewalks, and Highways. The Secretary will coordinate these agenda items with the Chair and the 

appropriate City Departments, City Manager and appropriate boards or task forces. 

(5) Review of Public Facilities - The Planning Commission shall review and comment on all 

public facilities as specified in the state legislation and implemented by the public bodies, e.g. City Administration, 

Parks, Schools and Highways. 

(6) Comprehensive Plan - The Planning Commission will review and update the 

Comprehensive Plan every five years as required by the state law. 

4. Community Participation 

4.1 Advertising.  All meetings of the Planning Commission will be advertised as required by Section 

15.2-2204 of the Code of Virginia and with such additional advertising as the Commission may from time to time 

direct. 

4.2 Citizen Advice and Participation.  The Commission will make efforts to encourage participation of 

citizens of the community on matters affecting neighborhoods or with Citywide implications, and in pursuance 

thereof may appoint special task forces or committees to study and resolve specific issues, may order special 

notices or public hearings on particular matters and utilize similar devices to effect the purposes herein stated. 

5. Amendments. 

These bylaws may be amended by vote of a majority of the Commission at any meeting provided, however, 

notice of such proposed amendment shall be given to each member of the Commission in writing at least five days 

prior to such meeting. 
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OPERATING GUIDELINES 
City of Charlottesville Planning Commission 

Adopted May 9, 2017 

Members shall ethically serve the public interest by making decisions and taking actions 
which will enhance the public health, safety and welfare of the region and the citizens served 
by the Planning Commission and by promoting public confidence in the integrity, 
independence, ability and impartiality of the Planning Commission. 

1. Members shall remain vigilant against deviations from the Planning Commission by-laws, 
policies and mission statement 

2.  When communicating with the public individual Members shall not convey the impression 
that they are in a position to dictate or control the outcome of a matter pending before the 
Commission. When addressing a matter outside of the public meeting context, Members 
should clearly articulate whether they are expressing their own personal opinion or a position of 
the Commission as reflected by a prior formal action. 

3. Members shall discharge their duties and responsibilities i n an impartial manner, without 
favor or prejudice toward any person or group. When making a decision or recommendation 
Members shall give due consideration to the recommendations of the professional planning 
staff, but shall ultimately be guided by  good zoning and planning practices and the public 
health, safety and welfare. 

4. Members shall strive to be fully informed about all matters that come before the Commission 
for action. Requests for additional information or clarification about any agenda item shall be 
made to the appropriate City staff person, who will be responsible for obtaining and providing 
the information to the entire Commission. 

A public meeting of the Commission is the optimal setting for the receipt of input from the 
public about any matter within the Commission's jurisdiction. There are instances, however, 
where individuals or groups will request a meeting with an individual Member about a matter 
pending before the Commission. If the Member believes that such a meeting will promote a 
fuller understanding of the relevant issues, strong consideration shall be given to holding such a 
meeting (i) during normal business hours; (ii) at a public location, such as City Hall; and (iii) 
with a member of City staff present. W hen the particular agenda item comes before the 
Commission, the occurrence of any such meetings should be publicly disclosed and reflected in 
the Commission's minutes. 

Any information received by an individual Member, whether in person, by telephone, in 
writing or by electronic mail, that is relevant to a matter pending before the Commission should 
be forwarded promptly to the Planning Manager for distribution to the entire Commission. 

5. Members shall not accept or solicit any money, gift, loan, payment, favor, service, business 
or professional opportunity, meal, transportation or anything else of value, that reasonably 



              
             

 
                

                      
                    

 
 

              
              

                
            

                
            
          

 

tends to influence the Member in the performance of his official duties, or is otherwise 
prohibited by section 2.2-3103 of the State and Local Government Conflict of Interests Act. 

6. As private citizens, Members may participate in political campaigns and elections. 
Any Member exercising those rights   should be mindful that their conduct and 
actions not compromise their ability to perform their duties as a Commissioner in  a fair and 
impartial manner. 

7. All members of the Planning Commission are subject to the State and Local Government 
Conflict of Interests Act, and are required by law to familiarize themselves with the provisions of 
the Act. Members must be particularly attentive of any potential conflict of interest that may arise 
from a personal, financial, business, employment or familial relationship between the Member 
and any individual interested in a transaction before the Commission. In the event of such potential 
conflict, whether  actual or perceived, the Member  shall consult with legal counsel for the 
Planning Commission before participating in any manner in the transaction. 



 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 


 


 

 

From:	 Rory Stolzenberg 
To:	 Creasy, Missy 
Cc:	 Green, Lisa 
Subject:	 Fry"s Spring Assessment & Use Analysis 
Date:	 Tuesday, May 14, 2019 1:42:57 AM 
Attachments:	 Fry’s Spring Assessment & Zoning Map Analysis.docx 

Fry’s Spring Assessment & Zoning Map Analysis.pdf 

Missy, 


Please see the pdf/docx version of my Fry's Spring analysis attached below. I plan to have the 

interactive web version ready by the end of the week — I hope the tool makes this sort of 

visualization much more accessible to anyone who's curious to see the data, in any 

neighborhood or citywide. (Lisa: I'll get the slopes overlay on the web version, wasn't able to 

figure out how to export it in time to submit the report tonight.) 


Let me know if this works for you and if you have any questions or suggested improvements.
 

Thanks,
 
Rory Stolzenberg
 

mailto:rory.stolzenberg+planning@gmail.com
mailto:CREASYM@CHARLOTTESVILLE.ORG
mailto:lgreencville@gmail.com
https://protect-us.mimecast.com/s/t4XGCjRvA5U8RVwuWNr2d?domain=observablehq.com

Fry’s Spring

Assessment & Zoning Map Analysis

May 2019

 

Summary

Recent infill development in Fry’s Spring has produced 140 new homes since 2010. There is significant variance in the nature of these homes, ranging from exorbitantly expensive detached houses built by-right in R-1S zones, to more mixed results in form & price within the various Planned Unit Developments. With impending development likely to fill the remaining greenfield land within the next few years, Planning Commission and City Council must determine — explicitly or through inaction — whether the existing 1991 zoning and assorted PUDs are producing adequate outcomes that serve the interest of the neighborhood and city, or whether a change in zoning may produce a more appropriate result. 



The data make a compelling case that high prices of new homes are determined primarily by their larger size rather than a ‘new-build premium’, suggesting a change to R-2 zoning, allowing two families to live within the same built form, is likely to create less expensive new housing. Furthermore, a mix of housing types aligns more closely to the existing home typology of Fry’s Spring, which has single-family attached, duplexes, and some even denser forms distributed throughout the established neighborhood.



Background

Fry’s Spring is undergoing a wave of development on its remaining tracts of vacant land. Since 2012, single family detached homes on Christa Ct., Porter Ave., and the first parcels of Naylor St. (unaccepted) have been constructed by-right within the R-1S zone. The Huntley PUD on the northwest corner of the neighborhood, approved in 2004, has been filling its 23-acre tract with detached houses. On the southeast corner, townhomes have been constructed in the Longwood PUD.



Three large vacant tracts remain undeveloped, but each shows signs of imminent development. The platted Keene Ct. was purchased by a developer in February 2019, soon after their acquisition of the adjacent 306 Camellia Dr.; that developer is now seeking the PUD known as Flint Hill. The owners of Belleview Ave. are presently seeking a special use permit for a sewage pump station in connection with a planned development of detached homes. The former Carrsgrove estate at 240 Stribling Ave. is currently on the market. The future character and land use patterns of these last additions to the Fry’s Spring neighborhood are likely to be inscribed within a matter of years, not decades.



This report aims to analyze the nature and effects of these new homes, with the goal of informing policy choices to produce outcomes aligned with the Comprehensive Plan’s vision of “land use patterns [that] create, preserve, and enhance neighborhood character, improve environmental quality, integrate a diversity of uses, encourage various modes of transportation, promote infill development, and increase commercial vitality and density in appropriate areas.”



Analysis

The data show evident contrasts between homes built prior to 2005 and most new construction in nearly every metric, including price, size, and use.





Price

This plot shows the relationship between assessed home value, year built, and type of home for all residences in Fry’s Spring.



[image: ]



Every detached house built since 2009 is assessed higher than the mean value of neighborhood homes; many are now among the very most expensive homes. 124 Oak Lawn Ct., for example, is the eighth-most expensive home in Fry’s Spring at $742,800 assessed value, below only historic homes built in the first half of the 20th century.



Present-era single-family attached homes, conversely, do not demonstrate this same pattern. There is a clear “new build premium,” but the newest attached homes hover at about the neighborhood average, then exhibit steady downward filtering. Attached homes built on Old Fifth Circle in 2005-2006 are priced around the mid-$200k mark, 15% less than the overall median.


Price Map

These maps show the same assessment data mapped spatially as well as across time. Recent development is clearly visible as vacant parcels fill in with high-value houses adjacent to older, more moderately priced homes. Across-the-board assessment increases are visible, particularly in the latest years, as the median home price has risen from $227,300 in 2012 to $297,900 in 2019.





[image: ]
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Square Footage

What explains the outsized prices for recent detached homes? Plotting interior square footage against year built reveals a possible cause: new homes are remarkably larger than those of decades past. Structures of comparable size built between 1960 and 1985 are more commonly used as duplexes, providing two homes within the same built form.

[image: ][image: ]


Price per Square Foot

To control for the growth in home size over time, this plot shows price per interior square foot. Surprisingly, the trend across time disappears in this view, suggesting that interior square footage is the primary driver of increased cost. Attached homes and duplexes exhibit lower prices per square foot, suggesting that their natural affordability extends beyond their smaller size. (Indeed, the previous plot shows that newly built attached homes are larger than mid-century detached homes!)





[image: ]




Housing Typology Map

“The quality and diversity of the City of Charlottesville’s housing stock creates the basis for viable neighborhoods and a thriving community. In order to be a truly world class city, Charlottesville must provide sufficient housing options to ensure safe, appealing, environmentally sustainable and affordable housing for all population segments and income levels, including middle income. Consequently, City neighborhoods will feature a variety of housing types, housing sizes, and incomes all within convenient walking, biking or transit distances of enhanced community amenities that include mixed use, barrier free, higher density, pedestrian and transit-oriented housing at employment and cultural centers connected to facilities, parks, trails and services.” – Comprehensive Plan Housing Vision



Perhaps no neighborhood embodies the “variety of housing types, housing sizes, and incomes” envisioned by the Comprehensive Plan better than the existing conditions of Fry’s Spring. This map of the existing housing typology shows single-family attached, duplexes, and ADUs distributed throughout the neighborhood, with a handful of denser homes visible as well. As is visible in the assessment map above, this directly translates into a broad mix of home sizes and values.

[image: ]



Housing Typology by Street

On a street-by-street view, this mixture of housing types is even starker. Of the seven streets with only single-family-detached dwellings, five — Christa Ct., Morgan Ct., Oak Lawn Ct., Oak Lawn Dr., and Porter Ave. — have been constructed as part of recent by-right and PUD development. Nearly every street in Fry’s Spring has housing forms permitted only in R-2 or greater.



[image: ]











Conclusion

While a thorough rewrite of the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance is expected to resume in the coming months, Fry’s Spring will likely see the land use patterns of its remaining greenfield land determined before those efforts are complete. On its present trajectory, determined by the 1991 zoning, the coming development is likely to produce similar dramatically uncharacteristic, unaffordable homes to those that have been produced over recent years. 



Without action, policymakers implicitly endorse this future. If there is to be a change to produce an alternate outcome, new options must be recommended by the Planning Commission and pursued by City Council in the near term, before outcomes are enshrined for decades to come.
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Fry’s Spring 
Assessment & Zoning Map Analysis 


May 2019 
  
Summary 
Recent infill development in Fry’s Spring has produced 140 new homes since 2010. 
There is significant variance in the nature of these homes, ranging from exorbitantly 
expensive detached houses built by-right in R-1S zones, to more mixed results in form 
& price within the various Planned Unit Developments. With impending development 
likely to fill the remaining greenfield land within the next few years, Planning 
Commission and City Council must determine — explicitly or through inaction — 
whether the existing 1991 zoning and assorted PUDs are producing adequate 
outcomes that serve the interest of the neighborhood and city, or whether a change in 
zoning may produce a more appropriate result.  
 
The data make a compelling case that high prices of new homes are determined 
primarily by their larger ​size​ rather than a ‘new-build premium’, suggesting a change to 
R-2 zoning, allowing two families to live within the same built form, is likely to create 
less expensive new housing. Furthermore, a mix of housing types aligns more closely to 
the existing home typology of Fry’s Spring, which has single-family attached, duplexes, 
and some even denser forms distributed throughout the established neighborhood. 
 
Background 
Fry’s Spring is undergoing a wave of development on its remaining tracts of vacant 
land. Since 2012, single family detached homes on Christa Ct., Porter Ave., and the first 
parcels of Naylor St. (unaccepted) have been constructed by-right within the R-1S zone. 
The Huntley PUD on the northwest corner of the neighborhood, approved in 2004, has 
been filling its 23-acre tract with detached houses. On the southeast corner, townhomes 
have been constructed in the Longwood PUD. 
 
Three large vacant tracts remain undeveloped, but each shows signs of imminent 
development. The platted Keene Ct. was purchased by a developer in February 2019, 
soon after their acquisition of the adjacent 306 Camellia Dr.; that developer is ​now 
seeking​ the PUD known as Flint Hill. The owners of Belleview Ave. are presently 
seeking a special use permit for a ​sewage pump station​ in connection with a planned 
development of detached homes. The former Carrsgrove estate at 240 Stribling Ave. is 
currently on the market​. The future character and land use patterns of these last 
additions to the Fry’s Spring neighborhood are likely to be inscribed within a matter of 
years, not decades. 
 
This report aims to analyze the nature and effects of these new homes, with the goal of 
informing policy choices to produce outcomes aligned with the Comprehensive Plan’s 
vision of “​land use patterns [that] create, preserve, and enhance neighborhood 
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character, improve environmental quality, integrate a diversity of uses, encourage 
various modes of transportation, promote infill development, and increase commercial 
vitality and density in appropriate areas​.” 
 
Analysis 
The data show evident contrasts between homes built prior to 2005 and most new 
construction in nearly every metric, including price, size, and use. 
 
 


Price 
This plot shows the relationship between assessed home value, year built, and type of 
home for all residences in Fry’s Spring. 
 


 
 
Every ​detached ​house built since 2009 is assessed higher than the mean value of 
neighborhood homes; many are now among the very most expensive homes. 124 Oak 
Lawn Ct., for example, is the eighth-most expensive home in Fry’s Spring at $742,800 
assessed value, below only historic homes built in the first half of the 20th century. 
 
Present-era ​single-family ​attached​ ​homes, conversely, do not demonstrate this same 
pattern. There is a clear “new build premium,” but the newest attached homes hover at 
about the neighborhood average, then exhibit steady downward filtering. Attached 
homes built on Old Fifth Circle in 2005-2006 are priced around the mid-$200k mark, 
15% less than the overall median.  







Price Map 


These maps show the same assessment data mapped spatially as well as across time. 
Recent development is clearly visible as vacant parcels fill in with high-value houses 
adjacent to older, more moderately priced homes. Across-the-board assessment 
increases are visible, particularly in the latest years, as the median home price has risen 
from $227,300 in 2012 to $297,900 in 2019. 
 
 


 


 







Square Footage 


What explains the outsized prices for recent ​detached ​homes? Plotting interior square 
footage against year built reveals a possible cause: new homes are remarkably larger 
than those of decades past. Structures of comparable size built between 1960 and 1985 
are more commonly used as ​duplexes​, providing two homes within the same built form. 


 







Price per Square Foot 


To control for the growth in home size over time, this plot shows price ​per interior 
square foot​. Surprisingly, the trend across time disappears in this view, suggesting that 
interior square footage is the primary driver of increased cost. ​Attached ​homes and 
duplexes ​exhibit lower prices per square foot, suggesting that their natural affordability 
extends beyond their smaller size. (Indeed, the previous plot shows that newly built 
attached ​homes are ​larger​ than mid-century ​detached ​homes!) 
 
 


 
  







Housing Typology Map 


“The quality and diversity of the City of Charlottesville’s housing stock creates the basis for viable 
neighborhoods and a thriving community. In order to be a truly world class city, Charlottesville must 


provide sufficient housing options to ensure safe, appealing, environmentally sustainable and affordable 
housing for all population segments and income levels, including middle income. Consequently, City 


neighborhoods will feature a variety of housing types, housing sizes, and incomes all within convenient 
walking, biking or transit distances of enhanced community amenities that include mixed use, barrier free, 
higher density, pedestrian and transit-oriented housing at employment and cultural centers connected to 


facilities, parks, trails and services.” ​– Comprehensive Plan Housing Vision 
 


Perhaps no neighborhood embodies the “variety of housing types, housing sizes, and 
incomes” envisioned by the Comprehensive Plan better than the existing conditions of 
Fry’s Spring. This map of the existing housing typology shows ​single-family attached​, 
duplexes​, and ​ADUs​ ​distributed throughout the neighborhood, with a handful of denser 
homes visible as well. As is visible in the assessment map above, this directly translates 
into a broad mix of home sizes and values. 


 
 







Housing Typology by Street 
On a street-by-street view, this mixture of housing types is even starker. Of the seven 
streets with only single-family-detached dwellings, five — Christa Ct., Morgan Ct., Oak 
Lawn Ct., Oak Lawn Dr., and Porter Ave. — have been constructed as part of recent 
by-right and PUD development. Nearly every street in Fry’s Spring has housing forms 
permitted only in R-2 or greater. 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
Conclusion 
While a thorough rewrite of the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance is expected 
to resume in the coming months, Fry’s Spring will likely see the land use patterns of its 
remaining greenfield land determined before those efforts are complete. On its present 
trajectory, determined by the 1991 zoning, the coming development is likely to produce 
similar dramatically uncharacteristic, unaffordable homes to those that have been 
produced over recent years.  
 
Without action, policymakers implicitly endorse this future. If there is to be a change to 
produce an alternate outcome, new options must be recommended by the Planning 
Commission and pursued by City Council in the near term, before outcomes are 
enshrined for decades to come. 







 
  

 
  

 
 

  
  

  
 

   
 

 
  

 
  

  
 

 
   

  
 

 
   

  
  

    
   

 
 

  
  

    
    

  
    

   
 

 
 

   
 

 

Fry’s Spring
 
Assessment & Zoning Map Analysis
 

May 2019 

Summary
 
Recent infill development in Fry’s Spring has produced 140 new homes since 2010. 
There is significant variance in the nature of these homes, ranging from exorbitantly 
expensive detached houses built by-right in R-1S zones, to more mixed results in form 
& price within the various Planned Unit Developments. With impending development 
likely to fill the remaining greenfield land within the next few years, Planning 
Commission and City Council must determine — explicitly or through inaction — 
whether the existing 1991 zoning and assorted PUDs are producing adequate 
outcomes that serve the interest of the neighborhood and city, or whether a change in 
zoning may produce a more appropriate result. 

The data make a compelling case that high prices of new homes are determined 
primarily by their larger size rather than a ‘new-build premium’, suggesting a change to 
R-2 zoning, allowing two families to live within the same built form, is likely to create 
less expensive new housing. Furthermore, a mix of housing types aligns more closely to 
the existing home typology of Fry’s Spring, which has single-family attached, duplexes, 
and some even denser forms distributed throughout the established neighborhood. 

Background 
Fry’s Spring is undergoing a wave of development on its remaining tracts of vacant 
land. Since 2012, single family detached homes on Christa Ct., Porter Ave., and the first 
parcels of Naylor St. (unaccepted) have been constructed by-right within the R-1S zone. 
The Huntley PUD on the northwest corner of the neighborhood, approved in 2004, has 
been filling its 23-acre tract with detached houses. On the southeast corner, townhomes 
have been constructed in the Longwood PUD. 

Three large vacant tracts remain undeveloped, but each shows signs of imminent 
development. The platted Keene Ct. was purchased by a developer in February 2019, 
soon after their acquisition of the adjacent 306 Camellia Dr.; that developer is now 
seeking the PUD known as Flint Hill. The owners of Belleview Ave. are presently 
seeking a special use permit for a sewage pump station in connection with a planned 
development of detached homes. The former Carrsgrove estate at 240 Stribling Ave. is 
currently on the market. The future character and land use patterns of these last 
additions to the Fry’s Spring neighborhood are likely to be inscribed within a matter of 
years, not decades. 

This report aims to analyze the nature and effects of these new homes, with the goal of 
informing policy choices to produce outcomes aligned with the Comprehensive Plan’s 
vision of “land use patterns [that] create, preserve, and enhance neighborhood 
character, improve environmental quality, integrate a diversity of uses, encourage 
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various modes of transportation, promote infill development, and increase commercial 
vitality and density in appropriate areas.” 

Analysis 
The data show evident contrasts between homes built prior to 2005 and most new 
construction in nearly every metric, including price, size, and use. 

Price 
This plot shows the relationship between assessed home value, year built, and type of 
home for all residences in Fry’s Spring. 

Every detached house built since 2009 is assessed higher than the mean value of 
neighborhood homes; many are now among the very most expensive homes. 124 Oak 
Lawn Ct., for example, is the eighth-most expensive home in Fry’s Spring at $742,800 
assessed value, below only historic homes built in the first half of the 20th century. 

Present-era single-family attached homes, conversely, do not demonstrate this same 
pattern. There is a clear “new build premium,” but the newest attached homes hover at 
about the neighborhood average, then exhibit steady downward filtering. Attached 
homes built on Old Fifth Circle in 2005-2006 are priced around the mid-$200k mark, 
15% less than the overall median. 



 

  
    

   
   

  
 
 

 

  

Price Map 
These maps show the same assessment data mapped spatially as well as across time. 
Recent development is clearly visible as vacant parcels fill in with high-value houses 
adjacent to older, more moderately priced homes. Across-the-board assessment 
increases are visible, particularly in the latest years, as the median home price has risen 
from $227,300 in 2012 to $297,900 in 2019. 



 

  
   

   
    

  

Square Footage 
What explains the outsized prices for recent detached homes? Plotting interior square 
footage against year built reveals a possible cause: new homes are remarkably larger 
than those of decades past. Structures of comparable size built between 1960 and 1985 
are more commonly used as duplexes, providing two homes within the same built form. 



 

  
  

  
  

  
      

 
 

 
  

Price per Square Foot 
To control for the growth in home size over time, this plot shows price per interior 
square foot. Surprisingly, the trend across time disappears in this view, suggesting that 
interior square footage is the primary driver of increased cost. Attached homes and 
duplexes exhibit lower prices per square foot, suggesting that their natural affordability 
extends beyond their smaller size. (Indeed, the previous plot shows that newly built 
attached homes are larger than mid-century detached homes!) 



 

 
 

  
      

       
    

   
 

 
  

  
  

  

 
 

 

Housing Typology Map 
“The quality and diversity of the City of Charlottesville’s housing stock creates the basis for viable 

neighborhoods and a thriving community. In order to be a truly world class city, Charlottesville must 
provide sufficient housing options to ensure safe, appealing, environmentally sustainable and affordable 

housing for all population segments and income levels, including middle income. Consequently, City 
neighborhoods will feature a variety of housing types, housing sizes, and incomes all within convenient 

walking, biking or transit distances of enhanced community amenities that include mixed use, barrier free, 
higher density, pedestrian and transit-oriented housing at employment and cultural centers connected to 

facilities, parks, trails and services.” – Comprehensive Plan Housing Vision 

Perhaps no neighborhood embodies the “variety of housing types, housing sizes, and 
incomes” envisioned by the Comprehensive Plan better than the existing conditions of 
Fry’s Spring. This map of the existing housing typology shows single-family attached, 
duplexes, and ADUs distributed throughout the neighborhood, with a handful of denser 
homes visible as well. As is visible in the assessment map above, this directly translates 
into a broad mix of home sizes and values. 

Housing Typology by Street 



 
  

    
  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
   

 
  

 
   

    

  

On a street-by-street view, this mixture of housing types is even starker. Of the seven 
streets with only single-family-detached dwellings, five — Christa Ct., Morgan Ct., Oak 
Lawn Ct., Oak Lawn Dr., and Porter Ave. — have been constructed as part of recent by-
right and PUD development. Nearly every street in Fry’s Spring has housing forms 
permitted only in R-2 or greater. 

Conclusion 
While a thorough rewrite of the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance is expected 
to resume in the coming months, Fry’s Spring will likely see the land use patterns of its 
remaining greenfield land determined before those efforts are complete. On its present 
trajectory, determined by the 1991 zoning, the coming development is likely to produce 
similar dramatically uncharacteristic, unaffordable homes to those that have been 
produced over recent years. 

Without action, policymakers implicitly endorse this future. If there is to be a change to 
produce an alternate outcome, new options must be recommended by the Planning 
Commission and pursued by City Council in the near term, before outcomes are 
enshrined for decades to come. 
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Fry’s Spring
	
Assessment & Zoning Map Analysis
	

May 2019 

Summary
	
Recent infill development in Fry’s Spring has produced 140 new homes since 2010. 
There is significant variance in the nature of these homes, ranging from exorbitantly 
expensive detached houses built by-right in R-1S zones, to more mixed results in form 
& price within the various Planned Unit Developments. With impending development 
likely to fill the remaining greenfield land within the next few years, Planning 
Commission and City Council must determine — explicitly or through inaction — 
whether the existing 1991 zoning and assorted PUDs are producing adequate 
outcomes that serve the interest of the neighborhood and city, or whether a change in 
zoning may produce a more appropriate result. 

The data make a compelling case that high prices of new homes are determined 
primarily by their larger size rather than a ‘new-build premium’, suggesting a change to 
R-2 zoning, allowing two families to live within the same built form, is likely to create 
less expensive new housing. Furthermore, a mix of housing types aligns more closely to 
the existing home typology of Fry’s Spring, which has single-family attached, duplexes, 
and some even denser forms distributed throughout the established neighborhood. 

Background 
Fry’s Spring is undergoing a wave of development on its remaining tracts of vacant 
land. Since 2012, single family detached homes on Christa Ct., Porter Ave., and the first 
parcels of Naylor St. (unaccepted) have been constructed by-right within the R-1S zone. 
The Huntley PUD on the northwest corner of the neighborhood, approved in 2004, has 
been filling its 23-acre tract with detached houses. On the southeast corner, townhomes 
have been constructed in the Longwood PUD. 

Three large vacant tracts remain undeveloped, but each shows signs of imminent 
development. The platted Keene Ct. was purchased by a developer in February 2019, 
soon after their acquisition of the adjacent 306 Camellia Dr.; that developer is now 
seeking the PUD known as Flint Hill. The owners of Belleview Ave. are presently 
seeking a special use permit for a sewage pump station in connection with a planned 
development of detached homes. The former Carrsgrove estate at 240 Stribling Ave. is 
currently on the market. The future character and land use patterns of these last 
additions to the Fry’s Spring neighborhood are likely to be inscribed within a matter of 
years, not decades. 

This report aims to analyze the nature and effects of these new homes, with the goal of 
informing policy choices to produce outcomes aligned with the Comprehensive Plan’s 
vision of “land use patterns [that] create, preserve, and enhance neighborhood 
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character, improve environmental quality, integrate a diversity of uses, encourage 
various modes of transportation, promote infill development, and increase commercial 
vitality and density in appropriate areas.” 

Analysis 
The data show evident contrasts between homes built prior to 2005 and most new 
construction in nearly every metric, including price, size, and use. 

Price 
This plot shows the relationship between assessed home value, year built, and type of 
home for all residences in Fry’s Spring. 

Every detached house built since 2009 is assessed higher than the mean value of 
neighborhood homes; many are now among the very most expensive homes. 124 Oak 
Lawn Ct., for example, is the eighth-most expensive home in Fry’s Spring at $742,800 
assessed value, below only historic homes built in the first half of the 20th century. 

Present-era single-family attached homes, conversely, do not demonstrate this same 
pattern. There is a clear “new build premium,” but the newest attached homes hover at 
about the neighborhood average, then exhibit steady downward filtering. Attached 
homes built on Old Fifth Circle in 2005-2006 are priced around the mid-$200k mark, 
15% less than the overall median. 



  

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 

Price Map 
These maps show the same assessment data mapped spatially as well as across time. 
Recent development is clearly visible as vacant parcels fill in with high-value houses 
adjacent to older, more moderately priced homes. Across-the-board assessment 
increases are visible, particularly in the latest years, as the median home price has risen 
from $227,300 in 2012 to $297,900 in 2019. 
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Square Footage 
What explains the outsized prices for recent detached homes? Plotting interior square 
footage against year built reveals a possible cause: new homes are remarkably larger 
than those of decades past. Structures of comparable size built between 1960 and 1985 
are more commonly used as duplexes, providing two homes within the same built form. 
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Price per Square Foot 
To control for the growth in home size over time, this plot shows price per interior 
square foot. Surprisingly, the trend across time disappears in this view, suggesting that 
interior square footage is the primary driver of increased cost. Attached homes and 
duplexes exhibit lower prices per square foot, suggesting that their natural affordability 
extends beyond their smaller size. (Indeed, the previous plot shows that newly built 
attached homes are larger than mid-century detached homes!) 
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Housing Typology Map
	

“The quality and diversity of the City of Charlottesville’s housing stock creates the basis for viable 
neighborhoods and a thriving community. In order to be a truly world class city, Charlottesville must 

provide sufficient housing options to ensure safe, appealing, environmentally sustainable and affordable 
housing for all population segments and income levels, including middle income. Consequently, City 

neighborhoods will feature a variety of housing types, housing sizes, and incomes all within convenient 
walking, biking or transit distances of enhanced community amenities that include mixed use, barrier free, 
higher density, pedestrian and transit-oriented housing at employment and cultural centers connected to 

facilities, parks, trails and services.” – Comprehensive Plan Housing Vision 

Perhaps no neighborhood embodies the “variety of housing types, housing sizes, and 
incomes” envisioned by the Comprehensive Plan better than the existing conditions of 
Fry’s Spring. This map of the existing housing typology shows single-family attached, 
duplexes, and ADUs distributed throughout the neighborhood, with a handful of denser 
homes visible as well. As is visible in the assessment map above, this directly translates 
into a broad mix of home sizes and values. 



    

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 

Housing Typology by Street
	
On a street-by-street view, this mixture of housing types is even starker. Of the seven 
streets with only single-family-detached dwellings, five — Christa Ct., Morgan Ct., Oak 
Lawn Ct., Oak Lawn Dr., and Porter Ave. — have been constructed as part of recent 
by-right and PUD development. Nearly every street in Fry’s Spring has housing forms 
permitted only in R-2 or greater. 

Conclusion 
While a thorough rewrite of the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance is expected 
to resume in the coming months, Fry’s Spring will likely see the land use patterns of its 
remaining greenfield land determined before those efforts are complete. On its present 
trajectory, determined by the 1991 zoning, the coming development is likely to produce 
similar dramatically uncharacteristic, unaffordable homes to those that have been 
produced over recent years. 

Without action, policymakers implicitly endorse this future. If there is to be a change to 
produce an alternate outcome, new options must be recommended by the Planning 
Commission and pursued by City Council in the near term, before outcomes are 
enshrined for decades to come. 
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