City of THarrisonbury, Wirginia
Planning Commission Meeting

January 12,2011
7:00 p.m.

Regular Meeting
409 South Main Street

1) Call to order, roll call, determination of quorum, and review/approval of minutes from the
December 8, 2010 regular meeting and the December 8, 2010 Comprehensive Plan Worksession.

2) New Business

Preliminary Plat — The Angle (Velocity Property Group)

Consider a request from Doug Kline with representative Velocity Property Group to preliminarily plat
a lot at the comer of Foley Road and Ridgeville Lane. The application includes Subdivision
Ordinance variance requests per Sections 10-2-41, 10-2-45, 10-2-66, & 10-2-67. The property is
zoned R-3, Medium Density Residential District and is located at 746 and 752 Foley Road and can be
found on tax maps 84-B-20 & 21.

Special Use Permit — The Angle 10-3-48.4 (6) (Velocity Properly Group)

Public hearing to consider a request from Doug Kline with representative Velocity Property Group for
a special use permit per Section 10-3-48.4 (6) of the Zoning Ordinance to allow multiple family
dwellings in the R-3, Medium Density Residential District. The property is located at 746 and 752
Foley Road and can be found on tax maps 84-B-20 & 21,

Rezoning — 724 Through 740 Grant Streef (B-2 to R-2) 7
Public hearing to consider a request from Sonya Shaver, Andrew Collins, Wilson Ewing, and Nancy
Wheelbarger to rezone five lots from B-2, General Business District to R-2, Residential District. The
properties are located at 724, 728, 732, and 740 Grant Street and can be found on tax maps 39-RR-10,
11,12, 13, & 14,

3) Unfinished Business
4) Public Input

5) Report of secretary and committees
Proactive Zoning

6) Other Matters
Review of 2010 Annual Reports

7) Adjournment

Staff will be available Tuesday February 8, 2011 at 2:30 p.m. for those interested in going on a field trip
to view the sites for the February 9, 2011 agenda.



MINUTES OF HARRISONBURG PEANNING COMMISSION
December 8, 2010

The Harrisonburg Planning Commission held its regular meeting on Wednesday, December 8,
2010, at 7:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, 409 South Main Street.
g& d Bill Jones

Members present: Richard Baugh, Chatles Chenault, MuAwia Da’Mes, Deb F1t%
and JM. Snell.

Members absent: Alan Finks.

Also present: Stacy Turner, Director of Planning and Community Dey ¢
City Planner; Alison Banks, Planner and Secretary.

Mr. Chenault moved to approve the minutes from th%,e'ﬁ”' Mlar

November 10, 2010.
Mors. Fitzgerald seconded the motion,

All voted in favor of approving the mmutes }%-0)

Mr. Chenault seconded the motion.
All voted in favor. (6-0)

The folloWing land use$ are located on and adjacent to the propetty:

Site; i loped property, split zoned B-2 and R-3
North: Undeveloped property, zoned R-1 and R-3

East: Hidden Creek Apartments fronting along South Dogwood Drive, zoned R-3 and a non~
conforming dwelling fronting Erickson Avenue, zoned B-2

South: Rockingham Family Physicians, zoned B-2 and across Erickson Avenue undeveloped property,

zoned B-2
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West: May Enterprises, Inc property, zoned B-2 and undeveloped property, zoned R-1

The subject property is a 36.5-acre, split zoned, undeveloped patcel of land located in the western
part of the City with two frontages along Erickson Avenue. The western frontage includes almost
18 acres of R-1, Single Family Residential District property. The eastern frontage ig a 10,13-acre

portion that is zoned B-2, General Business District, which also abuts undevel:ﬁ%e *‘ teeet right-of-

way that was established during the property acquisitions for the Erickson Ave e/Stﬁe Spring
acre sectlon zoned R-

Road 1mp10vement plO_]E:Ct The last sectlon of the subject plopelty isan 8 g

requesting the 10.13-acre portion (the ploposed R-3 se /2 ; ) to receive a Special Use Pe, mlt (SUP)
per Section 10-3-48.4 (6) to allow Multiple Family Dwellings wit i he R-3, Medium Density
Residential District, M WY

townhouses from the permitted uses of the R-3, Medium DellSIty -§§1dent ighDistrict. The proposed
R-1 area would be unconditional and wouldz:match the appmx1mate"i ra )€ western portion of the
property, which is already zoned R-1,Ifth fing request is appr until it is determined
what areas of the property Pedcor will’ Sllb({iVldB and" e palcef)would remain split zoned with
part of the property governed by the R-3Cr [tuctlo fémaining acres would be zoned R-
1.

The plan of developmel}; a55ho
SUP per Section 10-3; }‘:4 (©), ?ﬁ

As noted above _ subject property abuts right-of-way that was acquired as part of the negotiations
for the Enckso& “Avenue/Stone Spring Road improvement project. This street right-of-way is
aligned with the entrance to Wal-Mart and creates a well-defined intersection with Erickson
Avenue, and further, establishes the desired location for a public street extending northeast in the
direction of many undeveloped acres of property recommended predominately for low-density
mixed residential use. As patt of the property acquisition agreements, the City is responsible for the
cost of construction of the public street from the intersection of Erickson Avenue to the end of the
existing right-of-way. The negotiated agreements also include to install several other improvements
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for the Rockingham Family Physician LLC property. In brief, this means if the proposal is
approved, and development occurs prior to the City reaching this phase/area of the street
improvement project, the developer would be responsible for the physical construction of the public
street and the other agreed upon improvements from Erickson Avenue to the northeastern edge of
their property. The City, however, would reimburse the developer for the portions of the work for
which the City had previously agreed to be responsible to construct. As illustrat 'v*i evelopel
would provide a temporaty turnaround at the end of the public street. If appro ed, thyﬁp&gmﬁcs and
scheduling would be hashed out during the comprehensive site plan ploce“ the City and with
the Rockingham Family Physicians, LLC group. '
It should be unde1stood that if the requests are appzoved the devefop ;

right-of-way necessary for the public street. When the street is d
area into two sepalate sections; an appmxunate 5.4-acre sec_é""”

The subject property is impacted by the floodplain and thelopd ay. Although more ofa
comprehensive site plan issue, the developer should be aware*gf the potential difficulties of building
within and near this area. At least two of the ploposed buildings'aje shown w, ! ;ylthin the floodplain

meaning those buildings shall be built at gu mmum of one foot aboy base flood elevation.

Staff appreciates the willingness of't (p ”d : .elo crdg:provide as much ail as was submitted. Tt

should be understood, however, thafithe e%a -t look of I 1ld1ng has not yet been determined and
that the provided images illustrate only the } k of u fits t 1aye d built in other locations. Despite
the detail that was provided, we believe, as Ve mentloné’a in the past, the City is overstrained
with multi-family units. Ope:of.the main 1easoi1 the Clty approved the R-3 zoning district changes

nts to apply f%ﬁla SUP is that we Wanted to ensure such

appropriate in tlll%
Comprehensive Plan %

jch was zezoned in eaxly 2008 to R-SC would allow 1,054 total units
_qbeen developed. Furthermore, there are undeveloped R-3 properties
1 {hey would need an approved SUF to be constructed, the

iése areas for Medium Density or Mediun Density Mixed

“{ more appropriate for such proposals.

iitentions of building affordable units and understands the need for this
ggion, we do not believe it is in the City’s best interest to rezone this

all ¥ splication and approval for a special use permit to authorize multi-family
style affordablelhousing in this area of the City. A more appropriate use could be single family
detached affordab slé housing units. As suggested for consideration by staff, the developer proffered
out duplexes and townhouses as permitted uses thus this R-3C zoning classification is arguably
appropriate to allow for detached single family homes, which could be built and marketed
affordably. The R-3C request would also continue to allow professional offices, which is not only
compatible with the adjacent uses, but fits more closely with the existing Commercial land use
designation. Granting the requested special use permit for multi-family housing is inconsistent with
the Comprehensive Plan, As noted, this area is designated as Commercial by the Land Use Guide
while the majority of the directly impacted surrounding properties are designated as Low-Density

3
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Mixed Residential. Neither of these designations encourages support for the SUP application made
by the developer.

The Zoning District, in Section 10-3-48.6 (¢), lists several conditions that should be met to
demonstrate why a proposed multi-family development should receive a SUP. Subsection (1)
specifically states: “Existing multiple-family development, or land planned for rg%f le-family
development according to the Land Use Guide in the Comprehensive Plan, is [0 tted:gdiacent to,
across the streel from, or in close proximity fo the proposed multiple-family, gjgsi%ﬁierlopnﬁé

o

,‘  The
o

closest multi-family development to the subject area is Hidden Creek A}gg nis, which staff does
not believe should be considered as meeting this condition. Hidden Crggk

established within a completely different neighborhood to the subfect areaLo reach t e DFOPOS
development, citizens would have to travel Erickson Avenue af tlfb%i‘;onto a new public §t
which has no connection or influence on Hidden Creek Ap@afg
neighborhood.

\

Within the same section of the Zoning Ordinance, pattofisul A (3)’s conditions state that a
development should be given consideration if “the (g)])lica\ﬁ???’._&g%gg @gzoﬂésﬁ'afed that the proposed
multiple-family development’s design is compatible with adjacegtexisting and planned single
family development.” There are no uses nearby to be compatible vith and afiy development that

i ghborhood. Staf cdnténds that allowing such a
use would only support future argumgﬁ%s d i Jio 1sing in this area of the City
thus establishing a precedent encoufat ing t R_\s}gfg Staff does not want to set this
precedent given there are about 25 acres of Undevelop R-3pigperty nearby (owned by GSW

aff, has no objegtion to the rezoning request as presented. Staff,
it the SU i application, and /Ih‘vrefore recommends denial of that request.

s multi-family development can only be constructed on the western side
treéf?

Mr. Fletcher sai mﬁ 765, the existing Land Use Guide as shown here is commercial. The R-3
Conditional recuést in this particular situation would allow for professional offices which are very
similar to the adjacent uses and arguably closer to a commercial type land use.

M. Snell asked if this area was addressed in the ongoing Land Use Guide update.

M. Fletcher said yes, although not public, Planning Commission’s recommendation was to extend
the Low Density Mixed Residential Designation within some of this area. Therefore, if the
recommended changes to the Land Use Guide were approved, the subject area would be Low
Density Mixed Residential.
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Chairman Jones said it was mentioned that staff had received a visit from one of the adjacent
property owners at the physician’s office, is there any input from that?

Mr. Fletcher said yes, there was a concern from one of the doctors. He had questioned whether
there would be a physical barrier along the property boundary between the physician’s office
building and the proposed project. Some of you may recall several years ago theies a proposal
befme Plannmg Commlssmn called The Ledges it was a single-family home def i opii nt At that

people cutting across their property to go to Walmart. They felt that if mote p” ple were to move in
behind their offices that would increase the cut-thru walking traffic. T,_,_gmost reeent mquny was
not necessarily regarding a fence buffer; but just some type of buffer, sﬁ”h as the lZfﬁ sgaping
provided, to impede walk thru traffic. > <

Chairman Jones asked if there were any further questions f?# 3 Aff Jr“z“anng none, he open
public heaung and asked the apphcant or apphcant’s represe ﬁ;fatzve fo speak

1 ies a3 ﬁfl/able,- ""notably, the Harman property
along Stone Spung Road; but 1t is my undels angf'g that aréa’

is intended for student housing. It is
J ]%s here we are looking at 72 units. There are R-3
areas along Reservoir eet but galn there is afot offstudent housing in that area and the parcels
that are available théf
development is affo al;\e h0u31
development is an 1mp6”""'ft nt el‘“me

or this project for several reasons. For one it is not within an established
h“at is a good reason. The City changed R-3 zoning to 1equne a special use
permit for this ty “of use because you had large apattment developments moving in next door to
residential neighﬁmhoods Here, this would not happen, The sellers of the property are also the
adjoining property owner and they feel very comfortable with this development. Also, this Jocation
makes it a good transition from the commercial uses along Erickson Avenue to the low density,
single-family residential to the north,

I would like to discuss the four items that need to be taken into consideration when reviewing a
special use permit for this type of development in R-3. The first condition, is there existing multi-
family development located adjacent to, across the street from, or within close proximity to the

5
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proposed development? Hidden Creek Apartment Complex does touch with this development; note
that this condition does not specify that the adjacent apartments be in the same neighborhood. The
proposed stieet for this development would be extended at some point and would ultimately
intersect with Hidden Creek Lane. The second condition is not really an issue; it just deals with
whether or not theLe is adequate Vehlcula1 transit, pedestrian, and bicyele fac111t1es o the proposed

not even wauanted The thud eondltion deals w1th compatlbzhty and how it 'f be avhicved. I
loposed w1th1n an

need Wlthm its Consohdated Plan issued several yeatls: agoj\l\éiere&;/}'* fod there is a demand for one
and two bedloom lental units. The Complehenswe Plan ac igwledges the need for affordable

uld be ppholding the
] 6‘6u T?Iamsonbulg

County continues to remain high. He Justl thxs byg_; diﬁting ou the recent housmg choice

voucher application process in which 843 m*‘ % gj 5 applie if “housing assistance services in a

two day apphcatlon period. This resulted in 4 5 -oximatdly five year waiting list for housing
‘ong had to sayyihere is still a need for affordable housing within

own sury
he 16311/ tsof ’fhatwsuryé? are p10v1ded as part of your package. The survey
s. The one tax 01ed1t project that is within the City, Chestnut Ridge,
nessrate of 97.3% with only four vacancies. Again, this shows the
ype ofthousing is present and this project offers that opportunity.

Pedeor is willing to proffer to ¢ ngn §ituct a six foot fence along the southern plopefty boundary,

¢ i ’fﬁexes along with providing other tree screening. From what we
biections from the adjacent land owners regarding this development. As
11 provide a good transition between the B-2 uses and the R-1 uses.

manage their i poperties. They will not come in and build the project only to sell it. They have
a vested interesgdn this project. T would also like to state that the developer would consider other
proffers, if the City deems it necessaty.

Mr. Nichols then asked if there were any questions for him.

Mr. Snell said at some point tonight we are going to consider the two issues — rezoning the parcels
and the special use permit, which is really not an option until we do the rezoning. In the letter of
proffers, the second paragraph, I get the impression that the proffer for the rezoning is contingent
upon the special use permit being granted,
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Mr, Nichols said that is correct, more or less it is a package. The developer cannot buy the property
if the special use permit is not approved.

Chairman Jones said in the presentation you gave, you referred to families on numerous occasions.
Is that going to be the criteria for rental of one of these units?

M. Nichols replied no, it is not going to be a criteria. Only in very limited circyn ces could

students be in this development They would have to be manied and filing aéy

Mr. Nichols said that someone from Pedcor could address that %}9{’ <§,{PCCI'< > ‘
from a dernoglaphlc pelspectwe of what they have 1e31dmg m eir ay altments in Lynchbuit

towards Working, low income.

seen developments that
Pedcor patticipate in that sort of

Chairman Jones said you mention police officers in the list.
encourage police officers to be residents, for various reasons. D
idea?

Mr. Nichols said T am not aware of a spt
may be able to answer that better.

Mr, Fletcher said he had two quick questionsf
he referred to earlier from Patrick Bowen, date

Mr. Nichols said the Ie}mnﬁ«} S yackage was
additional 1nfo1mat10m ﬁft was adc ed to that and
some other photogii Tds of other ;

single-family staftdr %b

projects.

s well%s supply vegetative screening, They are willing to put the
richever side of the fence that the businesses would prefer

aheady a certai ihount of screening exis’ting in that area. If any of those are destroyed during the
construction process, they would replace those trees. Again, to address the concerns with May
Suppy, the owner of the property did meet with May Supply and they feel it is a good proposal.

Chairman Jones asked if there were any other questions for Mr. Nichols. Hearing none, he asked if
there was anyone wishing to speak in favor of this project.

Met. Charles Clark said he, along with his sister and aunt, are all owners in the property. One point
of order I would like to clarify is that the parent track for this is about 46 acres; the report shows it
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as 36 acres. There have been a couple of questions raised tonight regarding the neighbors; we have
owned this land for about 55 years and it is our intention to continue to be a good neighbor because
this was our home. We want projects to go in that are not only attractive, but are supply and need

for the City of Harrisonburg, 1did speak with Larry Fanella of May Supply and asked the question

bees on the property as well.

During these past weeks I have tried to meet with the adjoining plopert.vf‘- ik
this project entails. The proffers for the fence have come out of those co, ‘:YQEISBIIOI] S
adjommg doctor’s offices. As propetty owners, we feel itis a g %éaipiojec

ket for development the last
nerous offers on the propetty

61{131'%__ _ 16k~ Wi hﬂi}hls type of dex elopment I would suggest
I rc esid ts,syve find that crime rates do not

that when we locate our communitics and }) ' potential

change at all. We do a lot to make certain tg‘at the /”s% 1 it communities are there to help us

make our mortgage payments, so we do thmg"_ lL G cummalé A kground checks, sexual offender

registry checks c1ed1t checks;and for ¥d.checks. If we do get bad offenders in our
';}‘Ough? ease. There is an entire addendum about

o ‘flf they b1 eak that, we are qmck to remove

does 1of “inean th B
hjid there, Wi : fot gh of the student type housmg in this area, but not enough of

ave homes. We do not necessarily house the homeless; however, there is a
{ more affordable housing comes to town, People that may be living within
thouty may be able to afford our apartments, which then opens a unit within
the Redevelopnie }9 “Authority, ultimately, perhaps helping those referred to on the news tonight.
Also, as mentionied earlier there is a tremendous need for housing in the community as proven by
the 800 plus people trying to get on the housing list within Redevelopment Authority.

the Redevelo}é:

Mr. Chenault said he hated to interrupt, but he has a question regarding that statement. Do you
know what those applications for 843 vouchers were for? Are those simply people that do not have
housing? Or, are those people who are simply looking to apply for vouchers, and there are more
vouchers than Federal money can fund?
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Mr. Crowe said the answer is the latter. They are people who were applying for vouchers and there
are many more people looking for vouchers than the Federal Government supplies.

M. Chenault replied I believe we need to make that distinction because it is very misleading in the
material that we were provided. T think it makes it look like there is a housing shortage, when in
fact it is a voucher shmtage issue. ﬁéj;

: 5 i, The lowest rung of
the ladder, so to speak is pubhc housmg where the Government makes AP me%ﬁth r the housing
that is owned by a not for profit organization. Beyond that you have private owncrst
project based section eight housing, where the section eight actua ly resid ~snwith theapa
owner and a p01t10n of the rent is paid by the Government. Th ’t e;e is the next 1ung,'
what Pedcor is, the organization that is looking for private /gay 1nd1v1éﬁals that would be g
rent break, The rent break is given because the developr )}e‘{'t’ has Federal Tax Credits ﬁcg
which allows the leverage to stay low. Finally, you h atket rate housing, which wo
student housing here in Harrisonburg.

1d include

Our housing is considered work force housing. When large ‘ yms come to town one of the first

things they ask is if there is a work force in the area to support e business and does the area have

housmg to support the w01k force. The egonomic 1mpact of this l%f yﬁ?uld be tremendous for
fhist m ‘ffhenswe Plan calls for

& do not have that concept, The multifamily is a product that is geared to
housing affmda?;e Once you get away from that model, you add costs. We had initially
o/idea of making this an R-5 zoning, but I think staff had recommended that

5
.hi)‘

come tollhe City with th :

Mr. Crowe 1eplied over 20 years.

Mr. Da’Mes said obviously they are in a transition of business cycles of sorts and perhaps it has
become advantageous to dispose of some certain properties and venture on to new properties. How
long do you see yourself as owning a property before your business models say it is time to move
on to the next project. Do you have a projected number you could give us?
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M. Crowe replied interestingly, the Federal Tax Credits that make this project happen are earned
over a 15 year period. One of the main reasons that investors invest in our projects is because they
know we are going to be present with the project for the next 15 years. We enter into partnership
agreements that basically handeuff us from selling the property for 15 years.

M., Da’Mes asked if the VHDA Tax Credits that you are applying for are not trapsferrable.
Mr. Crowe said no, not without VHDA’s consent, and we have never done tha’eﬁ’@ 20 vears. The

case for our communities.

Mr. Da’Mes asked if the City has verified any of the occupancy numbe L
by Pedcor. : X

Mr. Fletcher replied that the City did not double check what y0 see it the report. We madggontact
with a representative of the Colonnades and were informe Kat it is about 15 percent ocq%géd. We
have also had an anonymous contact say that the numbefs'in the report are not quite acct‘iﬁ?ate and
that their occupancy is only around 40 percent. We did hghpay a lotof attention to the accuracy of
the numbers in the report. -

o,

st ask what the occupancy is, a lot
; 4id they felt the numbers

Mr. Crowe said he would like to addiess t it concethizWe have bee ??;vatching this market for five
,,Q,;%one 9 1 %‘tgq%fbﬁ‘ices. We feel pretty comfortable

that what we are representing to you is correef; en we callipeople the tendency we find is for
them to say they are at low occupancy becaus%i

w5

ey do not want a competitor. We have been
Rof years and W feel it is a strong market. We have also heard the

o] country i§that households are collapsing in this market

Aot hayve ZHouseholds are doubling up, tripling up, whatever, to

make ends meet. What\il‘ﬁi" 6iis when these type of developments and opportunities come is that
Bgin, bwould have no concern with 72 affordable housing units coming into

this 1_,@?1?& right no} and causin aét}ﬁtype of distuption to student housing, single-family rental

;{\)zgerald said are "i-';iou not making an argument based on this extraordinary demand for
housing that i§; in a sense, very business cycle driven. You are making the argument at

st recessions,

Mr. Crowe s @it isdhé same argument he would have made five years ago when he was looking at
this area. The Redevelopment Housing Authority has made the same argument here as well. In our
niche there is afWays a need for housing units, it is only exacerbated by the economic times right
now.

Chairman Jones asked if there were any further questions for Mr. Crowe. Hearing none, he asked if
there was anyone else wishing to speak in favor of the proposal. Hearing none, he asked if there
was anyone wishing to speak in opposition of the proposal.

Dr. Doug Smith a principle with Rockingham Family Physicians, one of the adjacent property
owners, said what I have heard tonight concerns the doctors at Rockingham Family. Iam not sure

10
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that the more dense housing is to our benefit as neighbors, I like having single-family homes in the
rear of the property. We have talked with the property owner and made the request that, should this
pass, we did want a six foot high fence blocking our property from the development. In all, we do
have some concerns as to whether this is the best use of the land.

At this time Dr. Smith submitted a letier from Dr. Bradshaw, another adjacent piop“él ty owner o the
south of the proposal. . -

M1 Da’Mes expialned to Dr. Smith that currently the plOpeI ty is zoned B-243 h

P

M. Snell said Planning Commission looked at this land ab%tﬁ’ur Yﬁ}ars ago;
encompass the B-2 p01t10n of the property with the smgle Mf‘ﬁg" ily ne1ghb01hood'?

efme applc\;"ving a special use pennit in this
oul_u_mCompl chensive Plan 1ev1ew we felt that the

an, but there are not any homes in the neighborhood. I do agree that
""%ely connect one day

guide, but it is dvery important guide to us and once it is ignored it is too late. As we have seen
from our Comprehensive Plan review this time, items that are in the Comprehensive Plan often
times work their way into the Zoning Ordinance.

[ also feel that the transitional argnment of this type of development, while understandable, is
maybe not completely well placed. It is my belief that this development, rather than be a
transitional use, could actually poison the use of the remainder of the land from the use as low
density.

11




Planning Commission
December 8, 2010

Much is made of the need for affordable housing in the City and we recognize in all of our plans,
and publications, that is the case; but, the issue is we have a severe shortage of affordable detached
and duplex type attached, single-family housing, We are known as the rental capital of the westetn
world and that is no one’s fault but our own. The fact of the matter is that rental rates are down
severely in our student housing and it occurs to me that unless these rates pick up gyer the next five

o

pti

i

seiprojects ignore the

atlszféi?g

1cants

Park View is a very good example of this; the amount of unoccupied famly rental
disproportionately large to that neighborhood. We have this all arou %fl towti, As som:
anecdote, and I confirmed this with the Colonnades, is that thgﬁj‘s“‘é?{ley@s not been the nu

at the income levels of the af

Finally, T will say that our new Comprehensive Plan willsjgnificaptlyidiffer from the last
Comprehensive Plan in its treatment of our policy of rental T f% in'the City, in all types of rental
situations. And for the idea of precedent, I am not willing to niak

sake of setting precedent one way or another.

re is a precedential aspect to this, One

of the things that T find interesting about th A"%pplic 1itis in effect they want us to grant

the rezoning and special use permit, which tﬁ%
now adjoining R-1; but, no; the line on%
what will happen is the,

and special use permifit

precedential valug

efyone else Who may come after this project. Then,
wner ot perhaps this owner will want a rezoning
Beefibet. To me that is what the potential

o

M. Snell said he contacted stafftoday ke a couple of clarifications within the staff report.
One of the items we dxsgﬁégéd is that you cannot use the words detached and affordable in the same
sentenceAi7the€ity of Harrisgnburg. The applicant proposes a basic three bedroom, 1,300 square

: 6 0Qa mhth. That equates to a mortgage of roughly $100,000. Tand
é;f; 4 a foot in years. What sparked that thought was that the
ydck in several years and say he cannot market the land as R-1 and

rezoning, 1 dof ink there is a need for affordable housing in the City and I for one, would

o) ably will not get any as long as the pressure is to rezone in order to build

apartments andyo@ et developers build apartments.

Mr. Snell said h’yw long do we hold out on apartments.

Mr, Baugh responded I do not think we have ever really started holding out. To me, much of this
distinction between student and non-student is a mixed bag throughout the City. There are places
that are purely student rentals and places that are not; but if you look carefully, there are places that
are in between, In fact, market forces during down turns like this have caused those lines to blur.

12
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The applicant is talking in terms of workforce, affordable housing for Harrisonburg. AsIam
listening to constituents, [ have yet to hear of a first year teacher in the City schools, or a law
enforcement officer, or a public safety person, say anything about not finding a place to live in
Harrisonburg or Rockingham County. To me, a rezoning is brought about because the applicant
has demonstrated a need to move in that direction; what is there, is not adequate.

Mi. Snell said I believe there is a need and the real issue for me is if this is the /Alﬁ“at L}f"’%
It could set the plecedent and sabotage the rest of the 1dea we are plannmg {91%etache ‘fow density

already zoned to allow a development such as this by right.

Mr. Baugh said when something new develops the units arg? hat they are; student housin (g 10n-
ard to_this phase and they afc/decidedly

student housing. We have certainly seen projects comg{f 1

student housing; but as the market and other forces dgy { they efided up being something else.
The City does not have a lot of this type of new devefopm it spegil zcxlly targeted at non-student
rentals because we have work force housing that was student% fng at one tlme but converted
when new student housing came on line. We have this happen in the

Mis. Fitzgerald said then one of the argymgnis {s,you can make for this s that it makes more sense to
plan for work force housing rather thas %ﬁ;‘%i&d‘eg.elqpment devolve if

Mr. Baugh said the problem is you fﬁeed foy

you develop new.
Mrs. Fitzgerald said you m bt do you need it right there.

Mr. Da’Mes said he v.
interest in the pr opg1
spemal use permit,

_gle property owner, continues to have a vested
how the ploposal meets the cuteua for the

, ve need any more apartment fype units in general. We are a little
mord gertain that this loéf tion was not where we said we wanted apartments, If you allow this, you
celtaiﬁly ate going to be'greating pressures to hold the line from this point forward, There are two
) id'we have tended to do the easy one; which is we plan for stuff that is

1} sok at our maps, we update our ordinances and make certain we have
flexibility for i tive ideas -~ this is all fine. But if you are not going to say no to the stuff that
you did not plafr-for, it is hard to get people looking in the direction of the easy stuff. The saying
“no” is the incentive to get people over to the easy stuff and we need to start doing this.

Mr, Da’Mes said should that outweigh the opportunity for the City of Harrisonburg to gain
affordable housing, These are not tax credits that transition with localities, they transition with
property owners,

Mr. Baugh said there is conflicting evidence on that issue. There is certainly the applicant’s
position and there is the idea that there is a mix on that point. If there is a mix on that point, then
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the applicant has not carried their burden to prove why we should do the rezoning. If we ate in
doubt, then we should say no. If the applicant can establish the need then fine, but I do not feel the
applicant has done that,

Hearing no further discussion, Chairman Jones asked for a motion,

Mr. Chenault said he makes a motion to not approve the rezoning from B-2 to g53 1

R-1 for the subject Clark property.

_ﬁom R-3to

Mr. Snell seconded the motion.

City Council.

Chairman Jones said there is a motion and a second for
called for a roll call vote.

Commissioner Chenault — yes
Vice Mayor Baugh — yes
Commissioner Da’Mes — yes
Commissioner Snell — yes
Commissioner Fitzgerald — yes
Chairman Jones — yes

Chairman Jones said th

Chairman Jones

Chairman Joneg “said the motion to deny the special use permit passes (6-0). This will go before
City Council on January 11, 2011.

Unfinished Business

None.

Public Input
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None.

Report of secretary and committees

M., Fletcher said City Zoning Inspectors visited the Stone Spring Village/JMU section of the City,
where they found no violations, Next, they will be in the Sunset Heights area of the City.

i

Mr. Baugh said there is nothing to report from City Council. Next week we wi be taking up the

Health Center requests on Port Republic Road.
Other Matters

Mr. Fletcher said we have the election of officers for 2011 on the agenﬁl‘

Mr. Baugh nominated Mr. Jones to continue to serve as the Chajrx
Mrs. Fitzgerald seconded the motion. '

All voted in favor of the motion for Mr. Jones to contin

Mr, Da’Mes nominated Mrs. Fitzgerald for the position of Vie

Chairman Jones seconded the nomination,

Chairman Jones asked for nominatigi
Mr. Baugh nominated Mrs. Banks.
Mr. Chenault seconded the

mination,

2y
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MINUTES OF HARRISONBURG PLANNING COMMISSION

Work Session on the Comprehensive Plan Review — December 8, 2010

The Harrisonburg Planning Commission held a special work session to discuss the Comprehensive
Plan Review on Wednesday, December 8, 2010, at 9:15 p.m. in the City Council Ch :nbels at 409
South Main Street. (8

Jones; and J.M. Snell,

Commissioners absent: Alan Finks

Planner; Alison Banks, Planne1

ome of the changes made wére those

Mr, Fletcher said first let’s review the Plan Framework M
elgh‘oo h;_ﬂod Conselvatlon Aﬁ as as

we all agreed upon last month., Also, staff looked into t

Mr. Fletcher continued saying the nexf part t_“;g;f,wew is ?he v
some of the old strategies and we pickedup a fe é%nes

now up to 13,
Mrs. Fitzgerald asked fi

Mr. Fletcher said 3,
localities already do?
code issues.

this is not ihtgnded to be a zonmg oriented type of inspection, it is more fo1 building

2

elfare O\fﬂ

Mrs, Turne
ﬁ

and Chapter

Planmng Commission asked that the entire draft Comprehensive Plan be emailed to them in January
for review immedi: tely following their regular Planning Commission meeting on January 12, 2011,

With no further comments the meeting adjourned at 9:30 p.m.
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0.68 +/- acres
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Gily of Harrisonbury, Wirginia

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

STAFF REPORT
January 12, 2011

PRELIMINARY PLAT - THE ANGLE PLAT VARIANCE (VELOCITY PROPERTY GROUP)
GENERAL INFORMATION

Applicant: Doug Kline, with representative Velocity Property Group
Tax Map: 84-B-20 & 21

Acreage: 0.68 +/- acres
Location: 746 and 752 Foley Road
Request: Consider a request to preliminarily plat a lot at the corner of Foley Road and Ridgeville

Lane with Subdivision Ordinance variance requests per Sections 10-2-41, 10-2-45, 10-2-
66, and 10-2-67.

LAND USE, ZONING, AND SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The Comprehensive Plan designates this area as Medium-Density Residential. This designation states -
that these areas are near major thoroughfares or commercial areas. They contain a variety of housing
types such as single-family, duplex, and two or three story apartments and densities can range from 1

to 15 units per acre.

The following fand uses are located on and adjacent to the property:

Site: Duplex dwelling, zoned R-3

North: Across Foley Road, single family homes, a duplex, and apartments, zoned R-3

East: Single family home and a duplex, zoned R-3

South: Across Ridgeville Lane, single family home, zoned R-3

West: Across the intersection of Foley Road and Ridgeville Lane, single family homes, zoned R-3
EVALUATION

The applicant is requesting to preliminarily subdivide two properties located in the southeastern
pottion of the City at the intersection of Foley Road and Ridgeville Lane. Both propetties are zoned R-
3, Medium Density Residential District, The applicant would like to remove the dividing ot line to
establish a 0.68-acre piece of property to potentially allow for the construction of nine apartment units.
(A special use permit requesting the allowance for multi-family units will immediately follow this
request.) The subdivision is a preliminary plat because the applicant is requesting variances from the
Subdivision Ordinance.

Although the proposed request is only vacating a property line, the Subdivision Ordinance defines such
action as a “subdivision,” thus the applicant must fulfill all obligations as specified in that part of the
City Code. Due to the shape of the lot caused by the intersection of Foley Road and Ridgeville lane,




and because of the topography of the arca, the applicant is requesting four variances. The variances are
associated with the requirements to dedicate right-of-way and the obligations to construct street
improvements when subdividing property. The first variance request is from Section 10-2-41, which
specifies design standards for streets and alleys. Specifically, sub-section (i) (3) of that section denotes
that minor streets, such as Foley Road and Ridgeville Lane, shall have a right-of-way width of 50-feet.
The second request is to deviate from Section 10-2-45, which requires the applicant to dedicate all land
designated for future street widening. The third request is from Section 10-2-66 that states street
improvements shall be provided with each new subdivision in accordance with standards and
specifications of the City. These improvements could include pavement, curb, gutter, sidewalk, storm
sewer, and/or other enhancements, The final variance is to deviate from Section 10-2-67, which
requires the subdivider to finance all sireet improvements that are required per Section 10-2-66, at their
own expense.

The above mentioned sections of the Subdivision Ordinance work collaboratively to require developers
to dedicate right-of-way and build the required street improvements to ensure City streets are
constructed and improved for the benefit of all citizens. This is not the first application that has
requested the same four variances. Some Commissioners may recall the application from Scott
Kettelkamp during the spring of 2009, where he proposed to develop three townhomes along Norwood
Street. Ultimately, City Council approved his variance requests; one can see this development being
constructed today.

Neither Foley Road nor Ridgeville Lane has the required amount of right-of-way for minor streets; as a
result, almost all subdivisions along these streets must dedicate right-of-way on their side of the street
to help establish the required 50-feet of right-of-way. The right-of-way is variable along both streets—
measuring from as little as 35-feet to as wide as 47-feet. The streets” widths are closer to 50-feet where
other subdivisions have occurred, where the subdividers dedicated the right-of-way during their
subdivision processes. Examples include Wishing Well Estates Subdivision and Tamarack
Townhomes, both along Ridgeville Lane, and Foley Road Townhomes located on Foley Road. Those
developments also built street improvements per the City’s requirements at their time of construction.
Not every development dedicated the required amount of right-of-way, however. Immediately adjacent
to the east of the subject property, Scott and Mendy Miiler built a duplex along Ridgeville Lane. '
Instead of dedicating right-of-way, in 2005 the City allowed the Miller’s to dedicate a five-foot
easement to the City, where the easement grants the City the permission to use that property’s frontage
to construct street improvements, when necessary.

For this subdivision, the applicant is dedicating the required five-feet of right-of-way along Foley Road
and is also building the required street improvements. In this case, they will provide street widening,
cutb, gutter, and sidewalk, They would also cost-share with the City to install the appropriate
infrastructure to help control stormwater. The variance requests come into play for the Ridgeville Road
frontage. As noted above, due to the property’s shape caused by the intersection of the two streets, the
applicant is requesting to not dedicate the required right-of-way. The developer is also requesting to
not build the street improvements. Similar to the Miller’s development, the applicant has proposed to
dedicate a five-foot easement to the City for future improvements. Because of the unusual and difficult
layout of the intersection of the streets, and due to the topography of the area and the uncertainty of the
most appropriate design of this stretch of the street and how it should interseet with Foley Road, staff
believes the variance requests are justifiable. Staff believes street improvements to this section of
Ridgeville Lane and to the intersection should be comprehensively evaluated and constructed.




Staff recommends supporting the variance requests, as presented and described, from Sections 10-2-41
(i) (3), 10-2-45, 10-2-66, and 10-2-67.




December 2, 2010
City Staff, Planning Commission, and Council
345 5. Main St.

Harrisonburg, VA 22801

Dear City leaders and staff,

| write this letter to discuss a potential future subdivision located at 752 and 746 Foley Rd. Our firm has
pursued several different concepts and layouts in working with these two parcels and has had multiple
conversations with staff planners, engineers, and city leaders over the last few months. This site and
location has certainly presented a multitude of challenges due to its unique shape, (triangular parcel of
land) as well as that it fronts on 2 city streets, Foley Rd. and Ridgeville LN. Additional challenges include
relatively small unique parcels with 2 front setbacks as well as city requirements for street dedication
and improvements on 2 streets have made viability a challenge. The nature of this particular property is
truly challenging and unigue. The triangular shape with stoping topography compounded with 2 street
fronts/front setbacks certainly limits the available building envelope and corresponding architectural
creativity. If our firm was to dedicate land for improvements on both frontages the setback condition
would be further compounded making the properties’ “buildable envelope” very restrictive and
challenging.

In prefiminary meetings with staff we have discussed and have reached general consensus in principal to
the following areas required by the City of Harrisonburg subdivision ordinance. Qur firm has proposed
the following (see attached engineered preliminary site and subdivision layout). We will dedicate a 5’
right of way and necessary improvements along Foley Rd. Improvements to include approved entrance,
curb, gutter, sidewalks, and instailation of new storm water drainage system. Along Ridgeville Ln. our
firm plans to dedicate a 5’ easement to allow the City to make future improvements as they see needed.
Additionally, new storm water drainage inlets on Ridgeville Lane will be sized to meet future needs of
properties above and beside proposed development.

Our firm is asking for relief from the following sections of the subdivision ordinance. Compliance with all
of these matters would create unnecessary hardship and make the project not possible.

10-2-41 Streets and alleys

e Qur firm does not intend to construct improvements (widening, curb, gutter, and sidewalk)
along Ridgeville Ln. Doing so would further compound set back requirements and “buildable
envelope” of the property making viability impossible.

10-2-45 Land dedication




e Qur firm intends to provide the city with an easement for future infrastructure improvements
but cannot dedicate the land compounding setback and buildable envelope impacting viabiiity.

10-2-66 Compliance with city standards and 10-2-67 Responsibility for cost

s Our firm has agreed to absorb cost for dedication of right away, curb, gutter, and sidewalks
along Foley Rd. as well as for all storm water drainage measures which our located on our site.
City public works has agreed in principal to share cost of storm water drainage measures which
are not located on our site.

Other elements of consideration including information about our firm, intent of use, market
strategy etc. will be included in a corresponding application for a special use permit which is also
necessary to facilitate this project.

Regards,

Hans €. Harman
President

Velocity Property Group.




Date Application Received: Total Paid:

Application for Preliminary Subdivision Plat Approval
City of Harrisonburg, Virginia

Tee: wio Variance Request $150.00 plus $10.00 per lot Plus fecs for TIA reviews where
Variance Request $175.00 plus $10.00 per lot applieable (sce back for details)

i \AG\,{] ) ATAY » hereby apply for preliminary subdivision plat approval for the

following property located within the City of Harrisonburg:

Bescription of Property

Title of Subdivision: TL‘C ATH ’(’,

Location (Street Address):  -7<2 374¢, Fler 22, Sheet: Block: Lot:

Total Acreage: (¢ Number of Lots Proposed: ) Zoning Classification: _ R3
Proposed Use of Property: th!o{’/ ABsld 9 | VA /a’”- 6'7{-//(, {Tads Un-‘)—s

Property Owner’s Name: @G01 k[:’!f_
Street Address: _ U Tesse. fenne) bt Email;
City: Linvlle & " State: A Zip: ) Jeof

Telephone:  Work _ 333-G/9Y Fax Mobile g/~ Gloy
Owner’s Representative (if applicable): HM& H&f‘ non '
Street Address: /O Plesian} Valie, £o Email: _ |ons@uelocds fy.com

" City: vsenfonrn / State: /A Zipr  oadh Y
Telephone:  Work ¥ 477-06Ys2 Fax Mobile 7 ¥6-g52X,
Developer: % H‘af/‘mo\, chc‘l."imf(u§ M., O!ﬁA' Ve/ “C;—}?’ /@/ ‘-’@(Y (/ O*Jf
Telephone: H37- o495l Email: hans 6 Vdéu'lr:; A o

vy
Surveyor/Engineer: Gféokwq’( Em?/\wfing C E)‘ Gf%kwc’i/j

Telephone: Y32 9551 v TEmail: _ gl ) fackwcdl coy {M-t/“fd; ¢ Lom
VARIANCES .
NOTE: If a variance is requested, please provide the following information:
I (we) hereby apply for a variance from Section  J0-2- Gl ¢ of the City of Harrisonburg
Subdivision Ordinance and/or Section of the City of Harrisonburg Design and
Construction Standards Marual, which require(s):

(ohd audder anl Shrecd m},me:} b Racille RS ( see athbad [Cqu,rf/)

1 (we) believe a variance should be granted based on the following “unnecessary hardship” which is peculiar to
the property in question {See Section 10-2-2 of the Subdivision Ordinance);
(ee aMeehe  leda)

The City of Harrisonburg’s preliminary plat and subdivision requirements are in the code of the City of
Harrisonburg, Subdivision Ordinance, Sections 10-2-1 through 10-2-86. Please read these requirements
carefully,

Certification: [ have reag/the ordinance requirements. I also certify that thl itformatior
frue and accurafe. '

A
/

See Back for Additional Application Fees Regarding TIA Reviews

ntained herein is

HBHGH Signature:

Signature: ]
Property Owner Applicant, if diffetent from ovner




(a).

(®).

TIA Review Fees

Would the development from this preliminary plat require a Traffic Impact
Analysis by VDQT?
Yes No

If yes, then fees must be made payable to VDOT to cover costs associated with
the TIA review. ' :

PLEASE NOTE — If a TIA is required, this application shall not be considered
accepted until the TIA has been reviewed.

H

Would the development from this preliminary plat require a Traffic Impact
Analysis review by the City?
Yes No 7{

If yes, then an additional $1,000.00 must be made payable to the City fo cover
costs associated with the TIA review. )

PLEASE NOTE - If a TIA is vequired, this application shall not be considered
accepted until the TIA has been reviewed,
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CITY OF HARRISONBURG
Special Use Permit
| The Angle (Velocity Property Group)
| Section 10-3-48.4 (6) - Multi-family Units
746 & 752 Foley Road
Tax Map: 84-B-20 & 21
0.68 +/- acres
LOCATION MAP

Planning and Community Development  f
City of Harrisonburg, Virginia :




L. Preliminary Plat Variance & SUP (10-3-438.4 (6))
: The Angle - 746 & 752 Foley Road




City of Harrigsonburg, Hirginia

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

STAFF REPORT
January 12,2011

SPECTAL USE PERMIT - THE ANGLE (VELOCITY PROPERTY GROUP)
GENERAL INFORMATION

Applicant: Doug Kline, with representative Velocity Property Group
Tax Map: 84-B-20 & 21

Acreage: 0.68 +/- acres
Location: 746 and 752 Foley Road
Request: Public hearing to consider a request for a special use permit per Section 10-3-48.4 (6) to

allow multi-family units within the R-3, Medium Density Residential District.
LAND USE, ZONING, AND SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The Comprehensive Plan designates this area as Medium-Density Residential. This designation states
that these areas are near major thoroughfares or commercial areas. They contain a variety of housing
types such as single-family, duplex, and two or three story apartments and densities can range from 1
to 15 units per acre.

The following land uses are located on and adjacent to the property:

Site: Duplex dwelling, zoned R-3

North: Across Foley Road, single family homes, a duplex, and apartments, zoned R-3

East; Single family home and a duplex, zoned R-3

South: Across Ridgeville Lane, single family home, zoned R-3

West: Across the intersection of Foley Road and Ridgeville Lane, single family homes, zoned R-3
EVALUATION

Concurrently with a separate preliminary plat application requesting four Subdivision Ordinance
variances, the Velocity Property Group is requesting a special use permit per Section 10-3-48.4 (6) to
allow for the construction of multi-family units on the corner properties at the intersection of Foley
Road and Ridgeville Lane. The developer plans to construct nine townhouse-like apartment units on
little more than half of an acre.

The submitted layout illustrates two buildings; one, five-unit structure fronting Ridgeville Lane and
one, four-unit structure, where the front of the units face the adjoining properties to the east. One
ingress/egress would be provided from Foley Road. Due to the topography of the site, the units would
be built into the hillside—meaning the front of the units would reveal two stories while the back of the
buildings would expose three stories. There would be 24 parking spaces, which is one additional space




than the required minimum. Each unit would have a one car garage counting toward the total required
parking spaces.

As required in the R-3, Medium Density Residential District, the off-street parking lot is located to the
rear and side of the buildings with vegetative screening being provided along Foley Road and adjacent
to the eastern property boundary, The submission also contains landscaping details including
deciduous street trees planted at two inch caliper every 50 feet, and small, ornamental trees, at six-foot
minimum height during planting as shown on the submitted layout. Additional hedges and shrubbery
would also be provided as illustrated.

As described in the preliminaty plat staff report, the developer would dedicate five-feet of right-of-way
and construct improvements along Foley Road including street widening, curb, gutter, and sidewalk.
They would also cost-share with the City to install the appropriate infrastructure to help control
stormwater. No street improvements would occur along Ridgeville Lane.

As part of the requirements for obtaining a special use permit to build multi-family units in the R-3
district, an applicant must substantiate that they have met several conditions to justify the development.
Although this development satisfies some of the conditions as described in the Zoning Ordinance
Section 10-3-48.6 (¢), staff does not believe the proposal demonstrates all of the necessary
characteristics that warrant its approval.

Subsection (3) particularly emphasizes the importance that the development’s design be compatible
with adjacent existing and planned single family, duplex, and townhouse development. Although we
appreciate the applicant’s intent to use “high quality construction” and to be “eco-conscious,” we do
not believe compatibility has been achieved. Architecturally, the design of the units is conirary to the
residential character of the neighborhood. Staff recognizes the objective of the applicant to build a
product that is “contemporaty,” but the character of these units is out of place in this neighborhood and
would be befitting of a more urban setting.

Perhaps more importantly, the density of the proposed develepment is not compatible with the
surrounding area. Currently, the property is 29,810 -+/- square feet; after the dedication of right-of-way
pet the plat variance submission, the property would contain 28,244 +/- square feet. If approved, the lot
area would permit a maximum of nine apartment units, which is what is proposed. Staff, however,
views the final composition of the lot area differently than the developer. As described in the
preliminary plat application staff report, the subdivision of the property requires the applicant to
dedicate right-of-way along both street frontages, but the applicant is not dedicating property along
Ridgeville Lane, which staff supports, but not to allow for an increase in density. By allowing the
applicant to dedicate an easement instead of dedicating the property for street right-of-way, the
retained square footage allows the applicant to build a ninth unit, maximizing, and in staff’s opinion,
compounding the density on this small property. Staff does not believe it is in this neighborhood’s best
interest to grant the special use permit.

Staff recognizes that allowing this development would provide this neighborhood with a few street
enhancements and potentially improve some of the existing stormwater issues. However, staff does not
want to give up the City’s planning initiatives and ideals to gain those improvements nor do we want to
set a precedent of maximizing density and permitting architectural incongruity to this or any
neighborhood in the City. Although staff supported the preliminary plat variances request, staff does
not support this special use permit and recommends denial of this application.




Report Amendment

After further scrutiny of the above described request, and specifically the layout of the proposed
development, staff has recognized that the arrangement of the proposed buildings and parking lot
would not meet all regulations of the R-3, Medium Density Residential District.

During the review of this request, staff paid particular attention to the new regulations that require such
developments in this zoning district to ensure that parking lots are located to the rear or side of
buildings and screened where necessary. Meeting this requirement proved to be difficult due to the
unusual shape of the lot and the fact that the parcel has two street frontages. Nonetheless, the engineer
and developer managed to arrange the development in a fashion that would meet the new requirement.
Staff acknowledged in the report that the four-unit building’s front fagade would be oriented,
atypically for such a development, to the side property line, to meet this regulation.

Unfortunately, after the reports were released, staff discovered that although the development would
meet the new regulation, it would not satisfy the requirement that the front fagades of each principal
building shall face a dedicated public street or the limits of a private parking unit and that no rear
facade shall face a dedicated public street. As illustrated in the proposed layout, both buildings’ rear
fagades would face Foley Road and the four-unit building’s front facade would not face a public street
or the limits of a private parking unit.

The new directive within Section 10-3-48.6 (b) requires that “when an off-street parking lot/garage
containing five (5) or more spaces is to be constructed within an established single family detached or
duplex neighborhood, such parking lots/garages shall be located to the rear or side of buildings and
screened from the street by the building or landscaping or walls.” The rest of that section then goes on
to describe appropriate screening. A separate, longstanding regulation of the Zoning Ordinance, which
also is a part of this newly implemented zoning district; Section 10-3-48.6 (c), requires “the front
fagade of each principle building shall face a dedicated public street or the limits of a private parking
unit (as defined) and no building shall have the rear facade facing a dedicated public street.”

To be clear, what this regulation means is if an apartment use is approved, where the development
would be within an established single family home neighborhood, the development must meet more
specific requirements pertaining to the location of the parking lot/garage. If the development is not
located within an established single family home neighborhood, the parking lot/garage locations and
appropriate screening requirements are not applicable, however, they must abide by requirements
within Section 10-3-48.6 (c).

Given this new information, a couple of things shall be acknowledged and discussed. First, if the City
desires to maintain these regulations, then the subject request cannot be built in the layout as shown.
Thus, the developer would have to re-evaluate the site and propose a new layout that meets all
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. However, if it is not desired to be this restrictive, then the
Zoning Ordinance can be amended to allow this development’s layout, or similar layouts, to proceed,
and then to be constructed.



December 2, 2010
City Staff, Planning Commission, and Council
345 S. Main St

Harrisonburg, VA 22801 .
v/
Dear City leaders and s'taff,'

| write this letter to discuss an applicati'on for a Special Use Permit focated at 752 and 746 Foley Rd in
Harnsonburg Our firm has studied a variety of development prototypes on this property over the last
several months and has settled upon a model that we feei is the most approprlate and most sustainable
use of this property for the benefit of the City of Harrisonburg as well as for the nelghborlng property
owners. The particular parcels for which we seek special use have presented a multitude of challenges
because of some unique characteristics as well as its relatively small nature in development scale.
Discussing this entire process in a letter seems unfitting to all of the complexities involved and we will
have the opportunity for public forum at a later date, | want to convey however thatlam a .
development professional by nature and that I take that role very seriously. Those of you in government
and business know that as a professional | can only achieve success by creating win/win situations for
not only our firm, but for city, neighbors etc. We hope to achieve that m.thts process.

Our firm seeks special use to R3 Zoning regulations in which both parcels at 752 and 746 currently are
deeded under,

10-3-48.4

¢  Qur firm seeks spec:al use under item 6 to allow for multlple family- dwelhng units in the R3
district,

Logic and Considerations

Under 10-3 48.2 the intent for the R3 district is to allow for mid-density _residgntiél development
including single family, duplex, and townhouse units and under special circumstances multiple family
buildings. '

We also wish to point out and note several other facts. According to the 2004 update to the 2004

_ comptehensive plan and land use guide these two parcels lie within a “neighborhood conservation
district” defined and explained on page 4-6. [Correspondingly our firm has not been made aware that a
“community based neighborhood plan™ has been organized-or implemented that our proposal should
reference or address, If we are in error and such ‘dqcument exists we request the opportunity to review,

and respond to this document.]




10-3-48.6 e 1-4

1. According to the Méy 2006 comprehensive land use guide t'he surrounding areas and entire
“district” for which this property rest lie within an absolute R3 zoned neighborhood. The fabric
and composition of the neighborhood is diverse and includes but is not limited to single family
dwellings, duplexes, multi-unit apartment complexes, anda large share of townhomes or
townhome like structures. All of these property types are within either site distance or very.
close proximity to the parcels for which we seek special use. See attached figure ground study
for development density within the immedlate area.

2. The property is located within close proximity to public transportation and infrastructure to
support additional density. - '

3. Compatibility- While this application for special use is considered as “a rinulti-family dwelling”
the design and development intent is to construct units that we are defining as '
“townhome/condo” units. Each unit will have its own dedicated parking as well as complete fire
separation from the unit(s) beside them. The units will be of similar size and scale to other
townhome type units.in the neighborhood and will be of high quality construction and
appearance. Our firm intends to utilize poured concrete foundations that will largely be below
grade, Other possible exterior materials include fiber cement siding and panels, ciad siding,
aluminum clad windows, standiﬁg seem metal roofing, stained wood and or fiberglass doors.”
We have attached 3d renderings to show form and function of these units although final
decisions on exact compoéition have not yet been made. ;

4, - Site- Please reference attached preliminary engineered site plan detailing layouts, street

. improvements and storm water management plan, landscaping etc... '

About/Market/Approach

Our firm Velocity Property Group through its various relationships and affiliates has sucéessfully
developed over 25 projects in the Harris'onburg/Rockingha-m area during the 'I'ast 30 years. Our firm
is committed and is vested to the successes of these municipalities and the markets whom which we -
serve. One of Velocity Property Group’s core values is to provide high-quality, efficient properties,
that demonstrate eﬁyironmenta[-stewardship»in design and function, Velocity Property Group

* maintains a management interest in each of their properties ensuring that owner-direct
involvement is in place for the long term care and maintenance of the properties.

“The Angle” development will feature 9 luxury units which are intended to cater to a market that is
generally-overlooked and or neglected in our local multi-family options. These “sleek, elegant, and
contemporary” units intend to attract the eco-conscious professional who seek a superior product.
7 of the units will feature 2 bedrooms 2 bathrooms on the 3" level with living spaces below. 2 of the
units will be 3 bedrooms 2.5 bath. Qur firm feels that there is plenty of room in the market niche for
which we seek as high quality rental property for profeésionais are continuing to grow in demand.
We receive a constant string of “un-advertised” inquires frbm people seeking this type of product
and service. We feel that the Foley Rd. parcels’ location to public and professional services, IMU,
RMVIH, etc.. is a great fit for our interided audience. Furthermore we feel that this development type




is very symbiotic and aids the continued economic development efforts of the City énd groups like
the Shenandoah Valley Partnership. '

We appreciate your careful consideration in this matter and look forward to presenting and
dialoguing with you. -

Regards,

&

Hans C. Harman
President

-Velocity Property Group.
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Date Application Received:

Application for Special Use Permit

City of Harrisonburg, Virginia
Fee: $325.00 t #2520 %/Mw Towl Paid: § 350 W
Property Owner’s Name: Ooa‘1 k t A
Street Address: S5 Y25 \’)?‘qjc_u Aernte} e Email: k'lln—e meannk O fomcas ), ned
City: L iavitle State: A . Zipp 2 2%73 <
Telephone: Work  333-G10Y  Fax Mobile glo-Gfo Y

Owner’s Representative: H on9 *\a//}«ar\

Street Address: @ e (-; f) fmaw\} \/aﬂfyﬂé Email: I/w\ﬂg,( veloc Yy 7. Lom
City: \i.m Sonl uvE & State: (/,A, Zip: ;) 51? o\
Telephone: Work {’f 37~ °Y¢A Fax Mobile 74@’" 2PN

Description of Property and Request
Location (Street Address): 751 o 746 Fol N R
Tax Map Number Sheet: Block: Lot: Lot Area:

Existing Zoning Classification: @\ 3
Special Use being requested: élfé‘ s ,“) ‘H/ralr Condo / ofyrt m al s 51 f(//"v?* ]

Please provide a detailed description of the proposed (use additional pages may be attached):

St’c a J’r}d‘:c‘n{cf .

Names and Addresses of Adjacent Property Owners (Use separate sheet for additional names)

North:
South:
East:
West;
Certification: @Cjﬁ’ Ih@\ the information contained herein is tyug/amd accurate,
Signature: — / autbized W\J’:) Y L e
Property Owner
ITEMS REQUIRED FOR SUBMISSION
Completed Application Fees Paid
Site Plan Property Located on Tax Map

Description of Proposed Use
Adjacent Property Owners




PROPERTY PROPOSED FOR SPECIAL USE PERMIT

ZONING OWNER OWNER ADDRESS ACRES
Current
84820 R-3 JD LAND COMPANY LLC 5425 JESSE BENNETT WAY |LINVILLE, VA 22834 0.31 AC.
54821 R-3 JD LAND COMPANY LC 5425 JESSE BENNETT WAY  |LINVILLE, VA 22834 0.36 AC.
ADJACENT PROPERTIES
84 B 16-A R-3 R SCOTT & MENDY G MILLER 2695 OSCEOLA SPRINGS RD {HARRISONBURG, VA 22801 0.22 AC.
84B18-B2| R-3 R SCOTT & MENDY G MILLER 2695 OSCEOLA SPRINGS RD [HARRISONBURG, VA 22801 0.09 AC.
84 C 17 R-3 DENNIS W GROGG 716 RIDGEVILLE EANE HARRISONBURG, VA 22801 0.57 AC.
84 C 11 R-3 LARRY F & SHARON W GROGG 770 RIDGEVILLE LANE HARRISONBURG, VA 22801 0.65 AC.
84V 13 R-3 SUNSHINE HOLDINGS LLC 1409 KENTSHIRE DRIVE HARRISCONBURG, VA 22801 1.47 AC.
84C 14 R-3 AVIS LEE & EVELYN L WYANT 778 FOLEY ROAD HARRISONBURG, VA 22801 0.83 AC.
84 Ait-A R-3 ROY L GRANDLE 7772 MOUNTAIN VALLEY ROAKEEZLETOWN, VA 22832 0.09 AC.
84 A 11-B R-3 SARA R WILLIAMS 2910 JERMANTOWN ROAD  [QAKTON, VA 22124 0.08 AC.
84 A0 R-3 J&K ENTERPRISES 1388 KENTSHIRE DRIVE HARRISONBURG, VA 22801 0.52 AC.
84A90 R-3 ROBERT L HOTTINGER JR 155 PRIVACY ROAD BUMPASS, VA 23024 0.52 AC.
84A8 R-3 FORREST L AND MARY ANN RUCKER JR|747 FOLEY ROAD HARRISONBURG, VA 22801 0.52 AC.
84 A7-B R-3 KYLES MILL LLC 1735 GLENSIDE DRIVE HARRISONBURG, VA 22801 0.26 AC.




CITY OF HARRISONBURG

Rezoning
724 through 740 Grant Street

B-2 to R-2

724,728, 732, & 740 Grant Street

Tax Maps: 39-RR-10, 11,12, 13, & 14
30,947 +/- sq. ft.
LOCATION MAP

Planning and Community Developiment
City of Harrisonburg, Virginia '
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Rezoning - B-2 to R-2
s 724-740 Grant Street




City of Harrisonburg, Virginia
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

STAFF REPORT
January 12,2011

REZONING - 724 through 740 GRANT STREET

GENERAL INFORMATION

Applicant: Nancy Wheelbarger, Wilson Ewing, Andrew Collins, and Sonya Shaver
Tax Map: 33-RR-10, 11,12, 13, & 14

Acreage: 30,947 square feet +/-

Location: 724,728, 732, & 740 Grant Street

Request: Public Hearing to consider a request to rezone 5 lots totaling 30,947 square feet +/-, from

B-2, General Business District to R-2, Residential District,

LAND USE, ZONING, AND SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The Comprehensive Plan designates this area as Neighborhood Residential. This designation states
that this type of land use highlights those neighborhoods in which existing conditions dictate the need
for careful consideration of the types and densities of future residential development, These are older
neighborhoods, which can be characterized by large housing units on small lots.

The following land uses are located on and adjacent to the property:

Site: Single-family homes zoned B-2

North: Across 4™ Street, single-family homes zoned R-1

East: Single-family homes and vacant parcels zoned R-2

South: Automotive sales and service business zoned B-2; across 3" Street, commercial businesses
zoned B-2

West: Across Grant Street, commercial businesses and vacant parcels zoned B-2

EVALUATION

In July 1969, after several months of public input and public hearings, the Harrisonburg City Council
adopted changes to the Zoning Ordinance and a new Zoning Map as patt of a Comprehensive Plan
review. One area of the City that was comprehensively rezoned from a residential district to B-2,
General Business district was the Chicago Avenue corridor (known at that time as the Mt. Clinton
Turnpike) from 2" Street to just beyond 4" Street. Included in the rezoning were seven parcels, two of
which fronted directly onto Chicago Avenue and five parcels that fronted along Grant Street, one block
removed from Chicago Avenue. The owners of those five Grant Street parcels are now requesting to
be rezoned from B-2, General Business District to R-2, Residential District.

When the comprehensive rezoning occurred, four of the five lots had single-family homes on them. In
the 42 years since, they have remained single-family dwellings. The fifth lot remains vacant.
Recently, one of the property owners approached the City about renovating and constructing an




addition to their home. However, because it is zoned B-2 and is non-conforming to use, staff informed
the owners that renovations would be limited to 50% of the fair market value of the home and the
addition would be considered an enlargement of the non-conforming use; thus, not permitted. After
much discussion with staff, the home owner approached the adjoining neighbors about rezoning their
lots.

Staff recommends approval of the rezoning, which would change the above tax map parcels’ zoning
from B-2, General Business District to R-2, Residential District. The Comprehensive Plan Land Use
Guide designates this area as Neighborhood Residential, which supports the rezoning change to R-2.
If approved, the subject parcels’ zoning would be consistent with the zoning of the properties on the
opposite side of this block, which front Stuart Street and are located between 3™ and 4% Streets - all
zoned R-2. Note within the packet that the adjoining property owners, along Stuart Street, submitted a
letter of support for this rezoning request,




December 6, 2010

Planning Commission and City Council
Harrisonburg, VA

Dear Planning Commission and City Council Members:

My name is Sonya Shavet, and I am writing to you on behalf of my neighbots and myself,
propesty owners on Grant Street in the city of Hartisonburg, In 1969, our residential lots
wete changed to a business zoned disttict. At that time, all of these lots consisted of
residential, single-family homes. In the 45 years since that change, all of these lots have
remained residential, single-family homes.

All of the homes connected to our lots through our backyards, are all zoned residential and
are all single family homes. We are part of a neighborhood, which also includes an
elementary school and a local city park only one block away.

After meeting with the staff at the Department of Planning and Community Development,
we learned that the city’s comprchensive plan indicates that this area should be
Neighbothood Residential.  We respectfully request your approval of our application to
change the zoning district back to a residential zoning, in accordance with the city’s plan and
to presetve this neighbothood in the heart of our city. We thank you for your time and your
sincere consideration of our application.

Sincerely,

Sonya Shaver
740 Grant Street

Andrew Collins
732 Grant Street MV

Wilson Ewing

. :
728 Grant Street ,/5’544%7’L édfwfﬁ

Nancy Wheelbarger “#7 pre o, Vb ol
724 Grant Street f/z A,’} e A




December 6, 2010

Planning Commission and City Council
Harrisonburg, VA

Dear Planning Commission and City Council Members:

We atre property ownets on Stuart Street in the city of Hartisonburg, in the block between
Thitd and Fourth Steeets. Our property is in the same block and attaches to the lots on
Grant Street for which the owners are applying to be rezoned as residential. The tax map
numbers that are being proposed to return to residential zoning are:

740 Grant Street, 39 RR 14
732 Grant Street, 39 RR 13
728 Grant Street, 39 RR 12
724 Grant Street, 39, RR 10 & 11

In 1969, those residential lots were changed to a business zoned district. At that time, all of
the lots in this block, on both Grant and Stuart Streets, consisted of residential, single-family
homes. In the 45 years since that change, all of these lots have remained residential, single-
family homes. We are part of a residential neighborhood.

We are in support of this change back to residential zoning on Grant Street. Please feel free

to contact us if you have further questions. We thank you in advance for your time and
consideration of this matter.

Sincerely,




¢ ‘"- o T - [
Date Application Received: // Q% / 72;/// ( > Total Paid: 30&”_? Pd ﬂﬁ

Application for Change of Zoning District
City of Harrisonburg, Virginia
Section 1: Property Owner’s Information
Name: _Pydreds and Sonyoo Q”!a\f’(ﬁr‘
steet Address: T[40 Arant Sheel”  mmai: Sbahave réo amol] . com
City/State/Zip: i"%CU{’H SEY) b Lk \//p( 9(%) QOQ ~
Telephone (work): "49\ ? . Qfa 06{:( = (home or cellular): Z‘}lg g~ X 5*)5} (Si/ (fax):

Section 2: Owner’s Representative Information

Name; %tw a s (;?;/i?’é?}f,/

Street Address: Email:

City/State/Zip: '

Telephone (work): (home or cellular): (fax):

Section 3: Description of Property

Location (street address): ‘74 O Cﬁ }/CU/HL g 7[7’”{’} é?L

Tax Map Number: Sheet: > Block: R K Lot: |4~ Total Land Area (acres o square feet): 20,4 Li | o=q. 4.
Existing Zoning District: fb «Q Proposed Zoning District * : 7 { e |

CLCHCS

Existing Comprehensive Plan Designation: f\ 6’/[ C% f/} bf}‘}f }’)5’1}’6{, }%{’ < idg {1 i? CL{ ( il ()f%)

*If applying for conditional rezoning, provide a Ietter stating proffers on separate sheet of paper

Section 4: Application Fee
$325.00 plus $25.00 per acre, and if applicable, Fees for a Traffic Impact Analysis (TTA) Review (see below)

(a). Would the devel(‘::yﬁent from this rezoning require a Traffic Impact Analysis by VDOT?
Yes No
If yes, then fees must be made payable to VDOT ta cover costs associated with the TIA review,
. PLEASE NOTE - If a TIA is required, this appltcation shall not be considered accepted until the TIA Itas been

reviewed.

(b). Would the developpient from this rezoning require a Traffic Impact Analysis review by the City?
Yes No
If yes, then an additional $1,000.00 must be made payable fo the City o cover cosis associated with the TI4
review.
PLEASE NOTE — If a TIA is required, this application shall not be considered accepted untit the TIA has been
reviewed,

Section 5: Names and Addresses of Adjacent Property Owners (Use separate sheet for additional names)

North:

East;

South:

West:

Section 6: Certification g E /@:@ﬁ

I certify that the inforination contained herein is true and accurate, Signature: 55(% A

Property Owner

See Back for Items Required for Submission




Date Application Received: /07// 7/,//0 rotal Paid: SSZ}(ff et /5‘

Application for Change of Zoning District
City of Harrisonburg, Virginia

Section 1: Property Owner’s Information

Name: ?\I&Lﬁ O(/i Wh ee, \ b{,u%%’”

Street Address: 7é Lt 6%?@ T Sﬁfd“ Email:
City/State/Zip: HFGU\/ 1 E{Uﬂ bUJ ., VA 2803

(home or cellular): (fax):

Telephone (work):

Section 2: Owner’s Representative Information
Name: ST L& C{,b?}‘u’ﬁx

Street Address: Email:
City/State/Zip:
Telephone (work): {home or cellular): (fax):

Section 3: Description of Property

Location (street address): 7 9; ‘f““t' 6 mf S}.{Y(ﬁ@ %

Tax Map Number: Sheet: ’ ﬂ Block: R& Lot: i O [ i Total Land Area (acres or square feet): 5@, quf %{)‘L
Existing Zoning District; P) !::3\ Proposed Zoning Dlstrlct #1 [2’\ Q ( @
Existing Comprehensive Plan Designation: w(«/{[ O{ N oy hﬁ\?’i Qﬁ ®ic \ C’J""l h 2t

*If applying for conditional rezoning, provide a Ietter stating proffers on separate sheet of paper

Section 4: Application Fee
$325.00 plus $25.00 per acre, and if applicable, Fees for a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Review (see below)

(a). Would the develep/lt from this rezoning require a Traffic Impact Analysis by VDOT?
Yes_

If yes, then fees must be made payable fo VDOT to cover costs associated with the TIA review.

. PLEASE NOTE - If a TIA is required, this application shall not be considered accepted until the TIA has been
reviewed,

(b). Would the development from this rezoning require a Traffic Impact Analysis review by the City?
Yes No_ ¢~

If yes, then an additional 31,000.00 must be made payable to the City to cover costs associated with the TI4
review,

PLEASE NOTE - If a TIA Is required, this application shall not be considered accepfed until the TIA has been
reviewed,

Section 5: Names and Addresses of Adjacent Property Owners (Use separate sheet for additional names)
North:
Hast:

South:
West:

Section 6: Certification
I certify that the information contained herein is true and accurate. Signature: i”“'77// Gatoes ‘u}«ﬁmw@_ S oo
Property Owner”

See Back for ltems Required for Submission




Date Application Received: /{3?// ?f/ // (} Total Paid: 353&0 Pﬂl @

Application for Change of Zoning District
City of Harrisonburg, Virginia

Section 1: Propel ty Owner’ S Informatlon

Name: /W,M/%ﬁ Z. ;,C/z‘wtwﬁ—“z‘ i
Street Address: | &0 ?{ (’J!’C’m‘f‘ S’ﬁ’@ £ {._ Email:
ciysweeizip: ol (riserip] VA ARC0Z

Telephone (work): (home or cellular): B dres LB L) ~jy e (fax):

Section 2: Owner’s Representative Information
Name: ___SAML N Okooves

Street Address: Email:

City/State/Zip: '

Telephone (work): (home or cellular): (fax):

Section 3: Description of Property :

Location {strect address): - 9\ % él Faky \ S i re fﬁ%

Tax Map Number: Sheet; ;))_q Block: R K. Lot 1 2 Total Land Area (acres or square feet): 20 ,57 (’f 7 éqg (\?
Existing Zoning District: B éi Proposed Zoning District # : R ( a L( Lo’fg)

Existing Comprehensive Plan Designation: V\)&mh W?M @Qiﬁdﬁﬂ H}”“‘”f

*If applying for conditional rezoning, provide a let})r stating proffers on separate sheet of paper

Section 4; Application Fee
$325.00 plus $25.00 per acre, and if applicable, Fees for a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Review (see below)

(a). Would the develoa/nt from this rezoning require a Traffic fmpact Analysis by VDOT?

If yes, then fees must be made payable to VDOT to cover costs associated with the T14 review.

. PLEASE NOTE - If a TIA is required, this application shall not be considered accepted until the TIA has been
reviewed,

(b). Would the developmerit from this rezoning require a Traffic Impact Analysis review by the City?
Yes No \}

If yes, then an additional $1,000.00 must be made payable to the Cliy to cover costs associated with the TIA
review,

PLEASE NOTE — If a TIA is required, this application shall ot be considered accepted until the TIA has been
reviewed,

Section 5: Names and Addresses of Adjacent Property Owners (Use separate sheet for additional names)
North:
East:

South:
West:

Section 6: Certification
I certify that the information contained herein is true and accurate. Signature;

Property Owne1 .

See Back for Items Required for Submission




Date Application Received: /x;?[/ 7{/ / / } Total Paid: 25D pel 2.

Application for Change of Zoning District
City of Harrisonburg, Virginia

Section 1: Pr Kerty Owner’s Information

Name: /Udf‘(’t,\) F (3/,}-4 b)
Street Address: 75 - 6}' ¥ (}iﬂ B g’/'ff?(i"{w Email: apC() / } IAS j @ VoD, com
City/State/Zip: LU § ) b{/tifcff VA A3803 !
Telephone (work): [5"? 0\ $E3-388 ‘f (home or cellular): (fax):

Section 2: Owner’s Representative Information

Name:

Street Address: . Email;

City/State/Zip: L ‘

Telephone (work): ' (home or cellular): (fax):

Section 3: Description of Property

Lacation (street address): 152 G\K’CL { T}Y S'h/{')fb-tm
Tax Map Number; Sheet: 5 % Block: éQ £ Lot ‘ % Total Land Area (acres or square feet): 50 (”7 L}“( SQ 1(\ {“

Existing Zoning District: P A Proposed Zoning District * RQ Cé (L & )

Existing Comprehensive Plan Designation: N C"/E, i{} h b v }’\ f:s‘“?}'z?f Q,Q%TCJ&”T’T CJL,Q

*If applying for conditional rezoning, provide a letter stating proffers on separate sheet of paper

Section 4;: Application Fee
$325.00 plus $25.00 per acre, and if applicable, Fees for a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Review (see below)

(a). Would the develo\p/ent from this rezoning require a Traffic Impact Analysis by VDOT?
Yes

If yes, then fees must be made payable to VDOT to cover cosis assoctated with the TIA review,

. PLEASE NOTE - If a TIA is required, this appkcatlon shall not be considered accepted until the TIA has been
reviewed,

(b). Would the deve\]/))ment from this rezoning require a Traffic Impact Analysis review by the City?
Yes

If yes, then an additional $1,000.00 must be made payable to the City to cover costs associated with the TIA
Feview,

PLEASE NOTE — If a TIA is required, this application shall nnot be considered accepted until the TIA lias been
reviewed,

Section 5: Names and Addresses of Adjacent Property Owners (Use separate sheet for additional names)
North:

East:

South:

West:

Section 6: Certification A‘é/‘
I certify that the information contained herein is true and accurate. Signature;

Property Owner

See Back for Items Required for Submission




December 2010 Proactive-Zoning Report

For the month of December 2010 the proactive-zoning program targeted the Sunset
Heights section of the city. During the proactive inspections a total of ten violations were
found. This was an increase in the number of violations from the first 3-year cycle and a
decrease from the second 3-year cycles as noted in the chart below. The violations consisted
of inoperable vehicles and discarded materials.

MONTH SECTOR VIOLATIONS | CORRECTED
December 2008 Wyndham Woods 4 4
January 2009 Northfield 19 19
February 2009 Purcell Park 5 5
March 2009 Parkview 16 16
April 2009 Northeast 63 63
May 2009 Ind./Tech Park 0 0
June 2009 Exit 243 1 1
July 2009 Fairway Hills 0 0
August 2009 Smithland Rd. 0 0
September 2009 N. Main St. 4 4
October 2009 Liberty St. 18 18
November 2009 Westover 17 17
December 2009 Garber's Church ] 1
January 2010 Spotswood Acres 1 1
February 2010 Jefferson St, 35 35
March 2010 Forest Hills/IMU 1 1
April 2010 S. Main St. 2
May 2010 Hillandale 17 16
June 2010 Maplehurst/JMU 2 2
July 2010 Long Ave/Norwood 17 17
August 2010 Greystone 13 13
September 2010 Greendale/SE
October 2010 Ramblewood i 1
November 2010 \S/ti(]);;egz;;ﬁlg 0 0
December 2010 Sunset Heights 10 nfa
January 2011 Reherd Acres
February 2011 RT 33 West
March 2011 Chicago Ave
April 2011 Pleasant Hill
May 2011 Avalon Woods
June 2011 Waterman Elementary
Bluestone Hills &
July 2011 Valley Mall
August 2011 Keister Elementary
September 2011 500-600 S. Main
October 2011 Court Square
November 2011 Preston Heights

The proactive-zoning program for January 2011 will be directed towards the enforcement of
the Zoning Ordinance in the Reherd Acres section of the City.




Proactive Zoning Map
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Vice Chairman
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Board of Zoning Appeals Member

Alan Finks
Deb Fitzgerald
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Rezonings
Planning Commission City Council
Request Action Date Action

Corner of S. High St. and
South Ave. (CVS Recommended for approval .
Pharmacy) M-1 to B-2C (7-0) 01-13-10 | Approved (5-0)
020 00A 010001 010
116 Reservoir Street (Blue
Ridge Insurance Services) Recommended for approval . i
R-2 to R-3C (7-0) 02-10-10 | Approved (5-0)
027 00G 007 001 010
715 North Main Street Recommended for approval
R-2 to M-1C (6-0) PP 02-10-10 | Approved (5-0)
040 00T 010 001 010
1351 North Main Street
(HRCSB) Recomimended for approval 10 ) i
B-2C Proffer Amendment (5-0) 03-10-10 | Approved (3-0)
042 00B 004 001 010
139 & 147 W. Water Street | Recommended for approval
R-3C to B-1 04-14-10 | Approved (5-0)
025 00C 008 002 010 (7-0)

Continued by applicant 410 |0 e
Southbury Station R-5 before PCyheI;.I;ing 04-14-10
Proffer Amendment 2010 R ded £ |
002 00C 001 001 010 ccomimnendaed Ior approva

(6-0) 05-12-10 | Approved (4-1)

Proffer Amendment 1043, Recommended for approval
45, & 47 Virginia Avenue (5:0) PP 10-13-10 | Approved (4-1)
039 00K 006 002 010
Harrisonburg Comm. Recommended for approval
Health Center R-3C to B-2C (5.0) PP 11-10-10 | Approved (5-0)
088 00G 007 001 010
Pedcor Inv. (Clark Property) ) . Withdrawn by
B-2 to R-3 and R-3 to R-1 Recommerzgiaél)fm Denial 12-08-10 | applicant before
115 00B 001 001 010 CC meeting
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Special Use Permits

Request

Planning Commission
Action

Date

City Council
Action

715 North Main Street
R & B House 10-3-97 (13)
040 00T 010 002 010

Recommended for
approval (6-0)

02-10-10

Approved (5-0)

715 North Main Street
R & B House 10-3-97 (8)
040 00T 010 003 010

Recommended for
approval (6-0)

02-10-10

Approved (5-0)

715 North Main Street
R & B House 10-3-97 (9)
040 00T 010 004 010

Recommended for
approval (6-0)

02-10-10

Approved (5-0)

627 S Mason Street
MFDH 10-3-180 (5)
025 00N 015 001 010

Recommended for
approval (7-0)

04-14-10

Approved (5-0)

Southbury Station 2010 10-
3-55.4(1) +12 units /bldg
002 00C 001 002 010

Recommended for
approval (6-0)

05-12-10

Approved (4-1)

ICONA Condominiums —
Apts. in R-3 10-3-48.4 (6)
084 00B 015 001 010

Tabled by applicant before
PC hearing

Tabled by applicant before
PC hearing

Withdrawn by applicant

10-13-10

11-10-10

11-29-10

1560 N Liberty St —M-1
Religious Use 10-3-97(9)
045 00D 008 001 010

Recommended for
approval (5-0)

10-13-10

Approved (5-0)

Harrisonburg Commn.
Heaith Center — 10-3-91 (8)
088 00G 007 001 010

Recommended for
approval (5-0)

11-10-10

Approved (5-0}

Pedcor Inv. (Clark Prop.)
Apts. in R-3 10-3-48.4 (6)
115 00B 001 001 010

Recommended for Denial
(6-0)

12-08-10

Withdrawn by
applicant prior to
CC meeting
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Street and Alley Closings
Planning Commission City Council
Request Action Date Action
Alley Closing (Hostetter) Recommended for ) ) i
Adiacent to 39-K-6,12,&13 approval (5-0) 10-13-10 | Approved (4-1)
Master Plan Amendments
Planning Commission City Council
Request Action Date Action
EMU Master Plan Recommended to approve
Amendment 2010 (5.0) PP 03-10-10 | Approved (5-0)
051 00A 001 001 010
Tabled by PC at meeting | g7.14-10 |  -—--
Forest Hills Manor
Amendment 2010 Withdrawn by applicant at 08.11-10

meeting

Ordinance/Comprehensive Plan Amendments

Planning Commission City Council
Request Action Date Action
Various Zoning Ordinance
Amends. 10-3-5, 16, 25, Recommended for i
483, 120, 122, 123, and approval (5-0) 03-10-10 | Approved (5-0)
139
10-3-21 Continued by Staff | 05-12-10 |  --------
: . 10-3-84 and 109
Zoning Ordinance Recommended for
Amendments 10-3-21, 84, 05-12-10 | Approved (5-0)
approval (6-0)
109
10-3-21 Withdrawn by
Staff 06-09-10 |  -—eeeen
Zoning Ordinance Recommended for 06-09-10 | Approved (5-0)

Amendment 10-3-136

approval (6-0)
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Other

Request

Planning Commission
Action

Date

City Council
Action

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan

Recommended for
approval (6-0)

06-09-10

Continued by
CC at meeting
(5-0)

Preliminary Plats

Request

Planning Commission
Action

Date

City Council
Action

Potters House Worship
Center 2010
123 00A 004 001 010

Recommended for approval
(7-0)

04-14-10

Approved (5-0)

Traber Plat Variance
{Garbers Church Road)
123 000 001 002 010

Tabled by applicant before
PC hearing

Tabled by applicant before
PC hearing

10-13-10

11-10-10

MEETINGS AND WORKSESSIONS
Total Number of Regular Meetings: 12

Meeting Dates:
January 13, 2010
February 11, 2010
March 10, 2010
April 14, 2010
May 12, 2010
June 9, 2010
July 14, 2010
August 11, 2010
September 8, 2010
October 13, 2010
November 10, 2010
December 8, 2010
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(D Planning Commission Work Sessions & Other Meetings

Meeting Dates:
January 13, 2010 Comp Plan Pre-review of Chapters 13 and 14
April 29, 2010 Comp Plan Public Input for Chapters 5, 6, & 11
May 5, 2010 Comp Plan Public Input for Chapters 9, 10, 12, & 13
May 13, 2010 Comp Plan Public Input for Chapters 7, 8, 13, & 14
May 19, 2010 Comp Plan Public Input for Chapters 6, 12, & 15
July 14, 2010 Comp Plan Worksession Chapteis 5, 6, & 11
August 11, 2010 Comp Plan Worksession Chapters 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, & 15
September 8, 2010 Comp Plan Worksession Land Use Guide
November 4, 2010 Comp Plan Worksession Chapter 4
December 8, 2010 Comp Plan Worksession Chapter 16
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ZONING ACTIVITIES

Inspection of Zoning Requirements 258
Proactive Zoning Violations 104
Home Occupations Permits Issued 118
Comprehensive Site Plans Reviewed 52
Sign Permits Issued 87
Building Permits Reviewed 534

SUMMARY OF THE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS (BZA) AcTiviTY

The Board of Zoning Appeals heard nine cases in 2010. Seven were setback variance
requests, four were approved, two were denied, and one was approved and denied in
part. One case was a variance request to lot depth and was withdrawn. One case was
an appeal to the Zoning Administrators determination and this case was withdrawn.

PROACTIVE ZONING ENFORCEMENT

Sector Date Violations Cited
Spotswood Acres January 1
Jefferson Strest February 35
Forest Hills/dMU March 1
South Main Street April 2
Hillandale May 17
Maplehurst/JMU June 2
Long Avenue/Norwood July 17
Greystone August 13
Greendale/SE September 5
Ramblewood October 1
Stone Spring Village/JMU November 0
Sunset Heights December 10




MINOR SUBDIVISIONS

Request Case Number Staff Date Deed
Action Book/Page

gggt':gﬁg” gh"a‘;;“ci‘n';gt 200 | 40800c 003001010 | Approved | 06-14-10 | 3718/758
et Park Supavision | 10100C 009001007 | Approved | 02-19-10 | 3671/718
Egrg'gje"n‘;"daw Line 027 00R 001 001008 | Approved | 06-18-10 | 3719/592
F{;Egggng:fg’cﬂg o 023 00W 002 001008 | Approved | 03-01-10 | 3672/324
R e e o5, sag | 0700083001000 | Approved | 01-05-10 | 3646/367
g&Htﬁo\éﬁcé‘ggt”é’;f;t';gzt“ 033 00K 002001009 | Approved | 02-22-10 | 3667/465
:‘&Hgo\éﬁcé ;i;n(; %32@{" 033004 010002009 | Approved | 02-22-10 | 3667/462
HRHA Vacation of ot ihes =1 o33 001002003000 | Approved | 02:22-10 | 3667/474
?&Hﬁo\@"ﬁgﬁ;"ésﬁ;ﬁ”e = | 03300G008004009 | Approved | 02-22-10 | 3667/468
?&Hlﬁo\éicﬁggfgoégﬁne ~ | 033000020005000 | Approved | 02-22-10 | 3667/471
?&Hlﬁo\é‘:‘c;i?ﬁngf'sﬁ Ine = | osacomot1 00000 | Approved | 02-22-10 | 3667/477
gg?om) Coop. Farm Bureau 024 00S 013001010 | Approved | 10-26-10 | 3784/676
Victor & Dina Moroz Property | 097 00A 008 001 010 | Approved | 05-25-10 3714/37
lli’ﬂr_%pghirae Vac. Between 25- | ) yom 009 003010 | Approved | 04-28-10 | 3695/316
Valley Spay/Neuter Clinic 040 008 004005010 | Approved | 05-24-10 3711/420

Vacation of lot lines




Lot Line Vac Lots 3 & 4

Spottswood Park Add., 042 00B 003 002 010 | Approved | 07-13-10 | 3735/373

Sub. Between HEC & Falling '

Creek Prop. (Smithland Rd.) 030 00A 007 001 010 | Approved | 08-25-10 | 3814/393

S. High St./South Ave. Lot

Line Vag, (CVS) 020 00A 010 001 010 | Approved | 10-13-10 | 3778/5682

Prop. Line Vac. Lambert (34- 7

MA12, 13, & 14) 034 00M 012001010 | Approved | 10-07-10 | 3780/122

Charleston Townes Common _

Area BLA 080 00A 000 001010 | Approved | 11-30-10 | 3804/624

Kelley Prop. Line Vac. ’ry

(Hillerest Dr.) 051 00L 005002010 | Approved | 11-18-10 3798177

Sggrleston Townes LotLine | 445004 005 002010 | Approved | 11-30-10 | 3804/530
FINAL PLATS

Request Case Number Staff Date Deed

Action Book/Page

Variance Req. — Lots 49 & 50

Norwood St. (Kettelkamp) 027 005 049 002010 | Approved | 08-09-10 3743/75

Blakely Park, Section Two 042 00D 020 003 010 | Approved | 12-29-10 | 3818/756




