City of Harrisonburyg, Wirginia
Planning Commission Meeting

February 9, 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
January 12, 2011 regular meeting and the January 12, 2011 Comprehensive Plan Worksession,

2} New Business

Ordinance Amendment — 10-3-48.6 (b) and (c)

Public hearing to consider amending Section 10-3-48.6 (b) and (c) of the Zoning Ordinance to modify
specifics related to parking lots/garages and also to amend how fagades of units can be positioned on
properties that have more than one principal building on a parcel.

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 corner 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 Property 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.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
Public hearing to consider an amendment to the City of Harrisonburg’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.
The amendment would describe and illustrate an additional bicycle and pedestrian trail.

3) Unfinished Business
4) Public Input

5) Report of secretary and committees
Proactive Zoning

6) Other Matters

7) Adjournment

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




MINUTES OF HARRISONBURG PLANNING COMMISSION
January 12, 2011

The Harrisonburg Planning Commission held its regular meeting on Wednesday, January 12, 2011,
at 7:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, 409 South Main Street.

Members present: Charles Chenault, MuAwia Da’Mes, Judith Dilts, Deb Fitzge_:

d>and Bill Jones.

Members absent: Alan Finks and Henry Way.

Also present: Stacy Turner, Director of Planning and Community Devels dam Fletcher,

City Planner; Alison Banks, Planner and Secretary.

Orum wit v.. of seven

the i’lamnng Com

meeting.

Mr, Chenault moved to approve the minutes from both the ¢ ming Commission meeting

and the Comprehensive Plan Review.
Mr. De’Mas seconded the motion.
All voted in favor of approving the min

New Business

Rezoning — 724Throu

Chairman Jones rea

0 and use 1g}{hghts those ne1ghb0;hoods in which ex1st1ng
i1 careful consideration of the types and densities of future residential

des1gnat10n states that th
te the nee

‘e locdted on and adjacent to the property:

Site:
North:

ily homes zoned B-2

East: ple<family homes and vacant parcels zoned R-2

South: Aufomotive sales and service business zoned B-2; across 31 Street, commercial businesses
zoned B-2 _

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

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 part 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
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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 complehenswe rezoning occurred, four of the five lots had single- faml nes on them.
In the 42 years since, they have remained single-family dwellings. The fift & remainsivacant,
Recently, one of the property owners approached the City about renovating onstructing an

and the addition would be considered an enlargement of the non
permitted. After much discussion with staff, the home ownet 4

Staff recommends appioval of the rezoning, which wou 'change he above tax map pa els’ zoning
from B-2, Genelal Busmess Dlstuct to R-2, Remdenh he Complehenswe Plan Land
51 supports the rezoning change to
ith the zoning of the properties
Dare loeé‘ ed between 3 and 4™

resident who desires to make some changes and
ars old. All the lots within this request are single-
¢é the subdivision was done. It was residential
ﬂ to 1651dent1al We feel that we are a part of a

y ouse
‘been singletfamily home:g%'
be changed b

neighborhood even thy
adjoin R-2 neighbors.

_L(\ed if therg.was anyone else wishing to speak in favor to the ploposal Hearing
"1shmg to speak i in opposmon of the pxoposal Heanng none,

appily "move to approve this rezoning request. This is a beautiful
ery familiar with it, having grown up nearby. Therefore, I move we
he request to rezone from B-2 {o R-2 residential.

Mrs, F1tzgeral iseconded the motion.
Chairman Jonesgigalled for a voice vote,

All voted in favor of the motion to recommend approval of the rezoning request from B-2, General
Business District to R-2, Residential District. (5-0)

Chairman Jones said this will move forward to City Council on February 8, 2011.
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Preliminary Plat and Special Use Permif 10-3-48.4 (6) - The Angle (Velocity Properfy Group)

Chairman Jones said we will hear the next two requests together because they deal with one
particular piece of property.

Mr. Fletcher said you have recently received the staff report amendment for these requests.
However, with recent events, and with staff giving further scrutiny to the lay: the proposed

that would permit such a layout in the R-3 zoning district,

Mr. Fletcher then said the Comprehensive Plan designates th
This designation states that these areas are near maj Al

contain a variety of housing types such as single-fami
and densities can range from 1 to 15 units per acre.

The following land uses are located on and adjacent to the prz)"‘ia
Site: Duplex dwelling, zoned R-3
North; Across Foley Road, singles

East: Single family home an
South: Across Ridgeville Lane, single ;
West: i and Ridgzville Lane, single family homes, zoned R-3

cation requesting four Subdivision Ordinance
ing’a special use permit per Section 10-3-48.4 (6)
its’on the corner ploperties at the intel section of

yld expose three stories. There would be 24 palkmg spaces, which is one
required minimum. Each unit would have a one car garage counting
parking spaces.

additional‘§pace than
toward the to ] 1e{g ir

As required in 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 preliminary 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

3
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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

necessary characteristics that warrant its approval.

Subsection (3) particularly emphasizes the importance that the developly i
with adjacent existing and planned single family, duplex, and townhou§ development Although

we appreciate the applicant’s intent to use “high quality constructig

Perhaps more importantly, the density of the ploposed/de entigy
surrounding area. Cunently, the property is 29,810 +/- e fté/“”c' the dedication of right-of-
way per the plat variance submission, the pxopexty would cont 28,244 +/- square feet. If

approved, the lot area would permit a max1mum of nine apartment“ ,mts "?j%h is what is proposed.
the developer. As

i

descnbed in the preliminary plat ap ti
apphcant to dedlcate ught-of -way af(gng bot

ant to bmlﬁy a ninth unit, maximizing, and in
1 propetty. Staff does not believe it is in this

t.all regulations of the R-3, Medium Density Residential District.

would not ¢

During the revigw:6f 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.
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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
facades would face Foley Road and the four-unit building’s front fagade would nof.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-
containing five (5) or more spaces is to be constructed within an establishe
or duplex neighborhood, such parking lots/garages shall be located to (]
and screened from the street by the building or landscaping or walls.” Th
goes on to descube app10p1 1ate smeenlng A sepalate longstandigan

ﬂ;atcated

have the rear fagade facing a

To be clear, what this regulation means is if an apartment us yproved, where the development
Would be w1thm an estabhshed single famlly home nelghb(nho the development must meet more

appropriate screening requirements aré.
within Section 10-3-48.6 (c)

the sub}ectﬂiﬂquest cannot be built in the layout as
luate the site and propose a new layout that meets
1, ifit is not desired to be this restrictive, then the
“development’s layout, or similar layouts, to

City desires to maintain th
shown. Thus, the develg ghave to re-g

all requirements of the, 6{11ng Ordinance. How%
Zoning Ordinancescan be amelf d to allow tl

proceed, and they “\e construct
‘crare any questif)'ns related to the presentation he would address them

Mr. Fletcher then said :
now, oth wise, the applicanthas some information to share with you

4f the thirty

Mr. @ enault aske Sétback along Ridgeville Lane needed the easement in order to

{0 thirty feet.

lletcher replied thatithe five foot casement does not need to be taken into consideration; the
easemetit,is just there he street improvements. The setbacks can be pulled from the property
line. <

Mr. Da’Mes
M. Fletcher asked if he was referring to the setback requirement or the fagade of the units.
Mr. Da’Mes said the fagade of the units.

Mr. Fletcher said the front fagade of the units have to face a dedicated public street or the limits of
an internal privaté parking facility. The rear facades cannot face a public street.

you say frontage from the street, are you talking about both streets.

Mr. Da’Mes asked does that mean the public sireet or the primary street for the project; because in
this case you have a primary street, which is Foley Road. Ridgeville Lane is more like a secondary
street, ‘
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Mr. Fletcher replied it is somewhat subjective as to what is the primary road. Obviously they are
both not built to City standards; but, they are both public. What it comes down to is the fact that it
is very difficult to build apartment units on this property. There is still the availability to build
single-family, duplex and townhouse dwellings.

Dr. Dilts asked if the only access to the front of the four unit complex was fronisthe parking lot;

there appears to be no access from the road.

Mr. Fletcher said that is coirect; there are no sidewalks from the four upj
street.

‘tunatelyztonight you are not é‘”"‘oing fo get
the best side of me, I am rather frustrated with City sfaffight nowzand they are aware of that. This
has been a very challenging property to deal with and I ho
Fletcher just reviewed; this is a pretty complex development.

approach the development of this pargel a8,
right alternatives for this property At T fed
am trying to do what 1 feel is the best oytcom
understand that.

/Sheen in business since 1953 in this community, Hopefully, we are
fig that I want to do is to tarnish that respect.

We are a local business. 4] S
a respected entity in his commuhity and the legﬁ"t

fhood in questign because it is pretty important. 1 want to discuss the
ighborhood. The economic life cycle of this neighborhood is an

_ assortitient of structures of any community I have seen in the City. There
are toynhomes, apartm ;1 units, single-family homes, and duplexes in the neighborhood; most of
irgxolder structu é So quite honestly you have a neighborhood that has been consumed by

pping, and more., There has been other redevelopment interest in this
neighborhood that staff has, quite honestly, scared away. It makes sense to try to consolidate this
neighborhood; out with the old and in with the new. It is an economic life cycle and it is time for
this neighborhood.

I would like to talk about what I feel is a fantastic project for this area. It is a project that embodies
the future of what is responsible and what is sustainable development and building. There is an
over-run of multi-family housing in this City, I am sure each of you has heard that. I have a waiting
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list for my units because I am not a student housing developer; I cater to a professional market that
is underserved.

I am very frustrated tonight, because I sat down on multiple occasions with staff to discuss this
project. 1 basically laid out multiple options and layouts. In my opinion, we all unanimously
agreed that the layout before you tonight, was the most responsible way to do thisfroject. This is a
triangular property, I do not know how you develop a triangular piece of prop g;th two road
frontages, and have units that do not face a public street. Somewhere infthis scen Mo common
sense has to come into play and does it really matter which is the fig sthe dwelling, Tt is
irrelevant and this is a bad ordinance. It is an ordinance that needs to be Xﬂ ed; it is poorly

written and prohibits me from doing my job responsibly.

I would like to take the oppor tunity to discuss with you som:
staff’s comments. This is out of the ordinance and s /}} ;
development’s design be compatible with adjacent existing
townhouse development. Although we appreciate int’s intent to use ﬁlgh quality
construction and to be eco-conscious, we do ndt” beligve atlblllty has been achieved.
Architecturally, the design of the units is contrary to the resi I character of the nelghbmhood ?
I would like to talk about the neighborhood for a moment. going to show you three images
that were already shown during the staff presentation. The first is cnos%,% street, a smgle—famﬂy

home constructed of CMU (conc1ete m §; ALy un1t) walls with a pﬁ ed Oof The second image is

{ of the ploposed units is out of place in this
rban setting. Is staff recommending that I “dumb

rg' aluminum clad 'wmdows mstead of small vmyl or metal windows? Is
at the units have garages? My question to staff -what is so out of

};ed for a fence, I am providing a fence. They asked for hedge rows, [ am
1 do not know what else to do except brand my business on what staff thinks

me.
Chairman Jones asked if there were any questions or comments for Mr. Harman.

Mr. Da’Mes asked staff of the different layouts that were previously presented to staff, is there a
preferred option?

Mr., Fletcher responded by saying that staff sits down with all developers prior to submissions of
projects and staff did sit down and look at several architectural renderings in this particular
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situation, . Staff then stated that from a preliminary viewing of this we preferred the broken-up look,
rather than one long, continuous building.

Mr. Fletcher continued by stating he would like to clarify one comment made by the applicant
regarding whether or not this was a single-family, duplex neighborhood and that pethaps there is
some subjectiveness to this. It clearly says in the ordinance that a single-family détached or duplex

property clearly does, or at least ﬁfty percent of the lots along both s1ck;,s
same block are single-family or duplex. This is not subjective, by def. fition int
single-family, duplex neighborhood.

Mr. Da’Mes asked what is the square footage of the units.

Mr. Harman replied they are 1,200 square foot units, seve

desirable outcomes for the neighborhood. I could apply
allow me to construct a duplex at 752 Foley Road.

as nicely or cheaply as 1 choose and
neighborhood and it is not what I want 16

apply for a bulldlng permit for 746 Foley
ﬁ”‘”-f*uﬁ@tans unit and one bedroom in the
 bediooms in each unit. That would be a

Those are my by-right

He then continued by stating that 1 }
Road, which is right now a duplex with foly,
downstairs unit; but, I could increase that d&psi
total of sixteen bedrooms.that 1 could ma
alternatives.

But be realistic, ;
5, feSponsible, and quite honestiy, probably cheaper.
thood would lose I am proposing somethlng that in

Hearing none, he asked if there was

Bﬂ\ ackwell Engineering said he just wanted to speak in general, regarding the
w1th the cuuent owne, Mr, Kllne and tued to come up WIth somethmg

blysnceds to be expanded to include unique properties like this or perhaps a way
Plannmg Comnﬁ n and City Council could give a variance to this unique shaped property. With
this triangular 161 you cannot have it front on one side with parking in the rear; yet not have the rear
on another road frontage. Therefore, 1 feel the ordinance needs to be tightened up.

He continued and stated that one issue with this particular development is that there are street
improvements that need to be done, and stormwater issues that nced to be addressed in the
neighborhood. When you have a lot of road frontage such as these lots do, it costs a lot of money to
do those street improvements and stormwater issues. You either have to have more lots to sell, or
rent, in order to generate the income to do the improvements. We are looking at $40,000 worth of

8
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stormwater improvements that need to be done. It costs money to do these fixes and one way to
generate that money is to develop a few more rentable or sellable units. The current owner has dealt
with these same economics for this property. It could be left as is; but, who does that help. I think
there are issues with this neighborhood that need to be addressed.

Chairman Jones asked if there was anyone else wishing to speak in regard to the development.

Mr. Frank Gordon, property owner at 782 Foley Road, said a number of the

ple Wiy, live in this
neighborhood were unable to attend tonight and in the interest of time [ ha

t with them to come

t he needs, if
Yerhaps going

ucture even wﬁh Ihe pF oposed

bt

to the subsmnnally increased demand on the already taxed infro ‘g\fi
improvementis fo Foley Road. The developer has stated that bu\?dmg S
While this fact s regr we do not feel'i

0d s o7the appllcant s ambitions or

jved demand Sor dwelhng zmn‘s of

not financially viable.

is a veryalarrow street; two cars cannot even pass each other without going
eone s yard. The proposed five new apartment units will be facing Rldgevﬂle Lane and
ikelyncause more tl? fic. Currently, the school bus has difficulty making the turn in this area.
Lastly, I alsoxfeel that this looks like an out of place apartment building,

Chairman Jo
Commission foyd

iked if there was anyone else to speak. Hearing none, he asked Planning
ir thoughts or comments,

Dr. Dilts summarized that the positives to this project would be: improvements to the storm drains
and improvements to the street; the land would be improved with newer dwellings; occupancy
would attract professionals as opposed to student population. She continued that the negatives
would be: density of the dwellings; and the fact that a ninth dwelling would be located on the
property because they would be using the land set aside for the easement as part of the total square
footage; City ordinances do not allow this by right; there is a question about the architecture fitting
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into the architecture of the existing varied neighborhood; and there would be an increase of the
traffic in the area. I believe we received a note in our packet that discussed the effect of this on the
entrance to the neighborhood from Reservoir Street and the increase in traffic there.

Planning Commission agreed that this somewhat summarized what they had heard this evening.

_ hue to be as
restrictive as they are; or would you like to see an amendment in a way;th allow such

the City.
Dr. Dilts asked if the City generally does traffic studies to see;

ave, ich low
{1(113 does not

situations such as this when subdivision occur. Seo we do ca i
are necessary on such small developments without doing a traffic \
ate aware, Reservoir Street is to be widgned, some of the specifi

thing that oceurs 1o )
landscaping or walls, son
right nows

&..01" the easement area and said it gets very complicated and
aye a piece of property, you also have a buildable envelope; in other words
vith after taking all appropriate setbacks is what you can build a building
this case it 1} two front setbacks, thirty feet from both streets, this is not normal, plus
you add indthe fact thag it is a triangle. If I were to dedicate land and do street improvements for
ne, 1 W ,ufd lose not only the square footage of this lot, but the setback is five foot
greater; there% could not build garages with these units.
Mr. Chenault s

Aid 1 must have misunderstood, 1 was under the impression that you got to the edge
of the five foot easement.

Mr. Harman replied no. This is a very challenging piece of property.

Mr, Chenault said do we have any idea how many units in this neighborhood are rentals? Let’s take
Avalon Woods into consideration too.

10
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Mr, Fletcher said I cannot give you an immediate answer; but it can be figured out. T agree it is odd
to have two front setback regulations, but every corner lot in the City has that situation.

Mr. Chenault said personally T am in favor of trying to adjust the ordinance to address lots of these
types and come up with some type of alternative to what we have now.

Mrs. Fitzgerald agreed.

Chairman Jones said the shape of this parcel presents challenges that I haye not proviously seen
during my time on this Commission. In an earlier presentation this e /
Grant Street with this same triangular configuration. 1 feel the agplicant’s fiustration, and I
apologize on behalf of staff and the City. Obviously this is not something that w on a regular
basis, it presents some challenges that we have not seen in all offour delil%aanons ?i\

e £t the 01d1nance S0

certainly need to take a look at this and make an adju
accommodation can be afforded in the future. 1 pelsona] /
demographic that you are going after; I am somewhat op
think in the very near future we will be beginning to 1

Mr. Chenault said 1 am not deaf to the pleas of the othel D
but, what concerns me more than the style of architecture is the;
to face significant challenges in the future as more rental plope\f ‘Qmex%tf? to come in and use up
the vacant land there and there is a fair, "mount of vacant land 111\? ] ea. Whlle I acknowledge
that this architecture is different than giogho '

that I do not see a unifying type of é( 'hlte%t
there are a significant number of rental unigs i

this.

Lastly, I do not think anybod§iiee gizing to anyone We all work hard and if I thought
I was going to be ablé o 1 eawi hout havmg someone upset with me I would

'ghbmhood. What does bothel me is I feel
gchb ;h"?)d and 1 want to look further into

hhe feli, b lackwell’s idea of expanding the ordinance to include odd
e,,pﬁs/ t route to take

mendment can be made to the ordinance, then this project, or something
ack to a public hearing,

Mr, Fletcher S%ld if we can get a verbal commitment from the applicant than the City will re-
advertise the public hearing. We will work very diligently on getting this back to you next month.

Mr. Da’Mes said 1 do not think we are asking for an amendment that will make this project work;
we are just trying to say “let’s find some more flexibility” in a unique situation.

Mr. Harman said I like the intent of the ordinance, I really do. The intent of the ordinance is to keep
cars from being parked along public streets; I think that is a great ordinance. It is just not practical.
We live in an area that has a lot of grade and sloping property. When you try to develop one of

11



Planning Commission
January 12, 2011

these properties that has a hill, or is a triangle, and where a building just does not fit into that
situation and you cannot practically make it work,

Chairman Jones said then am T understanding that the applicant will work with staff on bringing this
back before the Planning Commission.

Mr. Blackwell replied yes.

penciled in and that

Chairman Jones then said there is one other item under new business that I h,
i mission to better

is to propose a change of date and/or time of the site visits for Plan
accommodate schedules.

Tuesday/Thmsday, 2:00pm slot. Given that we have one ne
joining us next month, 1 propose to wait until we have a full gbthplement of members to dis

matter.

Mr, Fletcher added that we could do this through emai
next month, so as of right now the tour is still set fot~ .
going about possible days and times that work for everyon
the meeting day.

Unfinished Business

None.
Public Input
None.

Report of secretary and<¢

iihunity Development Annual Report so that you can see what othel
sand other zoning matters that we as staff do throughout the year,

Council for thei]
Mr. Chenault seconded the motion,

All voted in favor of the motion. (5-0)

Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 8:25 p.m.

12
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MINUTES OF HARRISONBURG PLANNING COMMISSION

Work Session on the Comprehensive Plan Review — January 12, 2011

The Hartisonburg Planning Commission held a special work session to discuss the Comprehensive
Plan Review on Wednesday, January 12, 2011, at 8:30 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, at 409
South Main Street. :

Commissioners present: Charlie Chenault, Muawia Da’Mes; Judith Dilts; Deb "
Jones.

Commissionets absent: Alan Finks and Henry Way

Also present: Stacy Turner, Director of Planning and Commumty )
Planner; Alison Banks, Planner.

Mr. Fletcher said the focus this month was to review the Ex

Executive Summary or Chapters One and Two?

Mrs. Fltzge;ald said she had one “nit-picky” thing in the fnst pag”

) Chapte1 Two, under the Vision
ill do something, except for

Harrisonburg will be, it is defining what it loo
this great place.

It was agreed to leave t

;f e numbers th? te given for the population, is that full time
A -
nis2:lEs0 thgt makes me wonder about some of the conclusions
here is a way to tease out the racial or ethnic
S you tease out the percentage for age bracket for povelty

things T am asking. One — it is unclear to me whether it is fair to include
tonclusions that you make, because the students, [ assume, are not full time
her issue is if you are really going to discuss poverty level, then af that point

Mrs. Turner saidéhe poverty could be broken out by the racial group and perhaps the ethnicity too.

Planning Commission agreed that a breakdown of the racial and ethnic poverty levels might be helpful
to look at.

Mr. Fletcher said he would get that information together and forward it to each member. Also in front
of you are changes to Chapter 11, with some changes to the Master Transportation Table 11-1, the
difference being we have provided estimates for all the improvements. There are also language and
data changes made throughout the chapter. The maps are all updated.

1
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There were no questions or concerns regarding the changes to Chapter 11.

M. Fletcher said there is a change that has been brought forward from Whitesel Brothers, near the
intersection of Erickson Avenue and Garbers Church Road desiring to change their land use
designation from Low Density Mixed Residential to Commercial. This would more closely match
what the use of the propetty is, and because it is a split zoned parcel with the County, it would more

closely match the County use and land use designation of Commercial. Staff d1s{g:% ef les and
thought it made sense to change not just this parcel, but the entire Low DensitydMixed Risidential
designation along the southern side of Erickson Avenue to the western Cit ts — all to the

Commercial designation.

Planning Commission was in agreement with the recommended change ¢ Land Use,Guide for this

area of Frickson Avenue.

Mr, Fletcher said we need to discuss scheduling for public r
regular Plamnng Commlssmn meetmg in Maxch the consui‘t

State Code. By that time we should have what we would con’r
Comprehensive Plan that we feel would be ready for public input ]
Auditorium on Wednesday, March 23 to have an open house type ofi

between 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.
in April.
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

STA¥F REPORT
February 9, 2011

ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENT
Section 10-3-48.6 (b) and (c)

After last month’s discussion on Velocity Property Group’s the Angle project, staff has drafted
amendments for Section 10-3-48.6 to allow for flexibility in the design of multi-family
developments on sites such as that confronted at the intersection of Foley Road and Ridgeville
Lane. The Angle proposal is somewhat of a “perfect storm” scenario to describe why such
amendments may be necessaty.

With an approved special use permit, the Angle, being situated within what the Zoning
Ordinance defines as an established single family and duplex neighborhood, would be required
to locate all parking lots/garages to the rear ot side of buildings and have building facades face a
dedicated public street or the limits of a private parking unit. As was discussed last month,
although it may be achievable, designing such a project is difficult and burdensome.

Two amendments are proposed to allow R-3, special use permitted developments, with multiple
street frontages, to have less stringent controls. The proposed amendments to Section 10-3-48.6
(b) and (c) are shown below:

(b) Off-street parking regulations for all buildings and uses permitted in this district are
governed by article G. 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 loi(s)/gareges-shall-belocated-to-the-rear-or-side-of buildings
shall not be located between principal buildings and a public sireet, unless the parcel has
multiple public street fiontages, and shall be screened from the public street(s) by the
principal buildings or by landscaping or walls. When an off-sireet parking garage containing
five (5) or more spaces is fo be constructed within an established single family detached or
duplex neighborhood, such parking garage shall be located to the rear or side of principal
buildings and screened from the public street(s) by principal buildings or by landscaping or
walls. The parking garage cannot be located between principal buildings and public sireets.
Where such parking lots/garages abut single-family detached or duplex lots, they shall be
screened from such lots by landscaping, fences, or walls. An adequate screen shall be a
minimum five-foot wide buffer area containing the following: (REMAINDER OF SECTION
TO REMAIN)

(c) More than one (1) principal building may be constructed upon an unsubdivided parcel of
land as density allows. The open space between each building as measured at the closest
point between building walls shall not be less than thirty (30) feet. The minimum separation
between buildings may be superseded by building regulations, The front fagade of cach




Draft

principal building shall face a dedicated public street or the limits of a private parking unit
(as defined) and no building shall have the rear fagade facing a dedicated public street, unless
the parcel has multiple public street frontages where rear fagades may front one (1} public
streef.

It should be understood that both amendments must take place as they work collaboratively. In
brief, the amendments give developments more flexibility related to where parking lots can be
located and also to how facades of units can be positioned on properties that have more than one
principal building on a parcel. The 10-3-48.6 (b) amendment only pertains o developments
located within an established single family detached or duplex neighborhood on parcels having
multiple public street frontages. As with the current regulations, developments that are not
located in such neighborhoods do not have to meet the additional location and buffering controls.

Staff separated the controls of where parking lots and parking garages can be located, in (b), for
a couple of reasons. First, notwithstanding the intent to why the current regulations exist, using
the parcel at the intersection of Foley Road and Ridgeville Lane as an example, if someone were
to build townhomes on individual parcels on this property, a parking lot could be located
adjacent to the public street. This is because townhomes are not bound by the requirements of
(¢), where units must face a dedicated public street or the limits of a private parking unit. Thus, a
townhouse development could meet the controls as specified in (b)—parking lots to the rear or
side of buildings—and be built, by right, Understanding the reality of that situation, allowing
parcels that have multiple street frontages to locate parking lots adjacent to public streets is
arguably justifiable.

The amendments separate parking lots and parking garages because, in these situations, parking
garages would be considered accessory buildings. Accessory buildings are permitted by right;
however, as regulated in Section 10-3-114, in residential districts, accessory buildings may only
be built in rear yards and cannot be located between a principal building and a public street. Staff
believes there is merit in such regulations and they should be maintained for developments such
as this situation,

In closing, the proposed amendments should accommodate the Angle project at the intersection
of Foley Road and Ridgeville Lane. Staff believes there is value in these amendments and
supports their adoption.




Draft

ORDINANCE AMENDING AND RE-ENACTING SECTION
10-3-48.6

OF THE
CODE OF ORDINANCES
CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA

Be it ordained by the Council of the City of
Harrisonburg, Virginia:
That Section 10-3-48.6 be amended as follows:
Section 10-3-48.6. Other Regulations.
Amend subsection (b) as shown:

(b) Off-street parking regulations for all buildings and uses permitted in this district are
govemed by article G. 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 lot(s)/garagesshall-belocated-to-the rear-orside-of buildings
shall not be located between principal buildings and a public street, unless the parcel has
multiple public street frontages, and shall be screened from the public street(s) by the
principal buildings or by landscaping or walls. When an off-streef parking garage containing
five (5) or niore spaces is to be constructed within an established single family detached or
duplex neighborhood, such parking garage shall be located to the rear or side of principal
buildings and screened from the public street(s) by principal buildings or by landscaping or
walls. The parking garage cannot be located between principal buildings and public streets.
Where such parking lots/garages abut single-family detached or duplex lots, they shall be
screened from such lots by landscaping, fences, or walls. An adequate screen shall be a
minimum five-foot wide buffer area containing the following: (REMAINDER OF SECTION
TO REMAIN)

Amend subsection (c) as shown:

(¢) More than one (1) principal building may be constructed upon an unsubdivided parcel of
land as density allows. The open space between each building as measured at the closest
point between building walls shall not be less than thirty (30) feet. The minimum separation
between buildings may be superseded by building regulations. The front fagade of each
principal building shall face a dedicated public street or the limits of a private parking unit
(as defined) and no building shall have the rear fagade facing a dedicated public street, unless
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the parcel has multiple public street frontages where rear fagades may front one (1) public

street,

The remainder of Section 10-3-48.6 is reaffirmed and reenacted in its entirety,

except as hereby modified.

This ordinance shall be effective from the day of
Adopted and approved this day of ,2011.
MAYOR
ATTESTE:

CLERK OF THE COUNCIL

, 2011,




CITY OF HARRISONBURG
Preliminary Plat Variance
The Angle (Velocity Property Group)
Section 10-2-41, 10-2-45,
10-2-66, & 10-2-67
746 & 752 Foley Road
Tax Map: 84-B-20 & 21
0.68 +/- acres
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Uity of BHarrisonburg, Wirginia

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

STAFF REPORT
February 9, 2011

PRELIMINARY PLAT - THE ANGLE PLAT VARTIANCE (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 land uses are located on and adjacent to the propetty:

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

Although related but technically a different matter from the special use permit request and the
Zoning Ordinance amendments that are in review to accommodate the proposed development,
this preliminary plat is again up for consideration for Planning Commission’s recommendation
to City Council. The staff report below remains as presented during last month’s meeting, where
staff supported the preliminary plat and the four Subdivision Ordinance variances. Please read
through the paragraphs below to recall the issues in this request.

The applicant is requesting to preliminarily subdivide two propetties located in the southeastern
portion of the City at the intersection of Foley Road and Ridgeville Lane. Both properties are zoned R-
3, Medium Density Residential District. The applicant would like to remove the dividing lot line to
establish a 0.68-acre picce 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 patt 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 area, the applicant is requesting four variances. The variances are
associated with the requirements to dedicate right-of-way and the obligations fo construct street
improvements when subdividing propetty. 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 street improvements that are required per Section 10-2-66, at their
Oown 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 vatiances. 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-fect. The streets’ widths are closer to 50-feet where
other subdivisions have occurted, 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 Miller 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,
curb, 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 intersect 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
() (3), 10-2-45, 10-2-66, and 10-2-67.




December 2, 2010
City Staff, Planning Commission, and Council
345 S. 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 sloping 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 hoth frontages the setback condition
would be further compounded making the properties’ “buildable envelope” very restrictive and
challenging.

In preliminary 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. Our firm has proposed
the following {see attached engineered preliminary site and subdivision fayout). We will dedicate a 5’
right of way and necessary improvements along Faley Rd. Improvements to include approved entrance,
curb, gutter, sidewalks, and installation 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

¢ 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




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

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

« 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 Jocated 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 C. Harman
President

Velocity Property Group.




Adam Fletcher

From: Kim Seifert [kim_seifert@hotmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, January 11, 2011 9:33 AM

To: Adam Fletcher; Alison Banks; dullesdude@aol.com; cre@littensipe.com; muawiad@aim.com;
jadiits@mac.com; Alan Finks; debstevens@comcast.net

Subject: Meeting - Jan. 12, 2011 item

To Mr. Adam Fletcher, Ms. Alison Banks, and members of the Planning Commission:

I am writing to express my concern regarding an item that will be before the Planning Commission at the
January 12, 2011 Planning Commission Meeting. That is the Preliminary Plat and Special Use Permit requested
by Mr. Doug Kline and Velocity Property Group for the corner lot of Foley Rd. & Ridgeville Lane.

My family and I reside at 769 Ridgeville Lane and do not feel that this corner lot is conducive to anything larger
than a duplex. Both Foley Rd and most of Ridgeville are cither single-family homes or duplexes and a larger
multi-unit will not fit into the neighborhood environment, The city school bus also needs plenty of space to
navigate that odd intersection of Foley and Ridgeville. Additionally, we don’t need the additional traffic using
that section of Reservoir St. Traffic on Reservoir St, all the way out to the city limits is horrendous when JMU
is in session. It is very dangerous trying to pull out from Ridgeville or Foley onto Reservoir as there is a
continuous line of vehicles that come out of the Stonewall/Copper Beach/Chestnut Ridge complexes.

I ask that you limit the development of this lot to something smaller that will fit info the residential feel of the
neighborhood.

Thank you,
Kim Seifert

769 Ridgeville Lane
Harrisonburg 22801



Date Application Recelved: Total Paid;

Application for Preliminary Subdivision Plat Approval
City of Harrisonburg, Virginia

Fee: w/o Variance Request $150.00 plus $10.00 per lot Plus fees for TIA reviews where
Variance Request $175.00 plus $10,00 per lo¢ applicable {see back for details)

I, “M 3 han » hereby apply for preliminary subdivision plat approval for the

foIlowing property located within the City of Harrisonburg;

Deseription of Property

Title of Subdivision: ___ [he  Agyak.

Location (Street Address): 742 379¢ Foler 2. Sheet: Block: Lot:

Total Acreage:  +(p ¥ Number of Lots Proposed: 2 Zoning Classification: ﬂ'i
Proposed Use of Property: O’wtkf/ ﬁ S8 i ] Shiry / aﬂ. 5‘}*7/(4 o1 o un.};

Property Owner’s Nameo: Qauﬁ k {: aC

Street Address: — SU25 Tesse  denne ) bove Email:
City: _[savie s . " State: A Zip: 2 )go]
Telephone:  Work = 433-GloY Fax Mobile S/ GloYy

Owner’s Representative (if applicable): HM{, H’&f Inen
Street Address; !c‘).;"( fa’«m} Valle, #£2 Email: ]hamﬁ-uéfdc.‘v)f/‘f-(‘dﬂ/\

" City: Yson Ly / State: _{/4 Zip: _ 222000 ¥
Telephone:  Work ¥ 437- 02 Fax Mobile _ 77 %6-g§J(,
Developer: ’% Hb(Mm QCJC}-\/M«&A BT Oﬁ/Ar \/6/ "0‘.’}7 %3/ 54‘?" Cf C‘-’}/
Telephone: LT~ ol Email: hﬁ/\j 8 L/déu'}? pj e

Surveyor/Engineer: E)Imk witll Casiacesng C E) Blackue) | )
Telephone: Y43 Fsvy Y "Bmail: | £2G A Jekadl cpg.'w‘aj ¢ (O

VARIANCES .

NOTE: If a variance is requested, please provide the following information:

I (we) hereby apply for a variance from Section J0-J- Gl ¢ of the City of Harrisonburg
Subdivision Ordinance and/or Section of the City of Harrisonburg Design and

Construction Standards Manual, which require(s):

Cood goder ant Shrech uibenin) do Rdgeuile 2. (sec ataded fc%}w)

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):
(sec arahe  ledyer)

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: I have reag-the ordinance requivements. I also certify that tHd ilformationfontained herein is
frue and accurate. ) Z}
Signature: MABHGEH. Signature: { i

/~ Property Owner ApplicantTf diffefent from owner

See Back for Additional Application Fees Regarding TIA Reviews




TIA Review Fees

(a). Would the development from this preliminary plat require a Traffic Impact
Analysis by VD
Yes No

If yes, then fees must be made payable to VDOT to cover costs associnted w:tk
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 preliminary plat 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 City 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,
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PARKING TABLE

NINE 2 AND 3 BEDROOM APARTMENTS
2% SPAGES PER DWELLING

REQUIRED PARKING: 23
/ l PARKING PROVIDED: 24

SITE_DESIGN:
BLACKWELL ENGINEERING, PLC
/ ATTN: ED BLACKWELL

566 EAST MARKET STREET
HARRISONBURG, VA 22801

540-432-09555
OWNER:
EXSTING &'+ HEDGE, JD LAND COMPANY, LC
ggpugiﬁa °SE§:M' /boUs KUNE

5425 JESSE BENNETT WAY
LINVILLE, VA 22834

DEVELOPER:
HARMAN DEVELOPMENT, INC.
/| 1l1024 PLEASANT VALLEY ROAD
Y HARRISONBURG, VA 22801

A PROPERTY INFO:
TH B4-B-20
84-8-21
0.68 TOTAL ACRES
ZONED: R=3,
USE: TOWNHOUSES
FEMA FLOOD ZONE: X

BUILDING INEQ:
NINE APARTMENTS
USE: RESIDENTIAL

MAX SINGLE FLOOR AREAS

544 SF(2BR) 654 SF(3BR)
2 STORY

HECESSARY

"SCOTT & MENDY  MILLER
\TAX MAP E: 84 B 19-B1
ZONED: R—3

R SCOIT & MENDY G MLLER
TAR/MAP-§-84-5-T0 B2

1"=800"
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EXISTING FENCE LINE
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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
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Planning and Conmmunity Development
City of Harrisonburg, Virginia



L. Preliminary Plat Variance & SUP (10-3-48.4 (6))
! The Angle - 746 & 752 Foley Road




City of Barrisonburg, Wirginia

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

STAFF REPORT
February 9, 2011

SPECIAL 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 fora ‘s'fn‘écial*—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

With the Zoning Ordinance amendments to Section 10-3-48.6 (b) and (¢) in review, the applicant
would like to proceed with the request for a special use permit to allow the nine-unit apartment
development that was discussed in January. Approval of the Zoning Ordinance amendments
would permit the development as presented. To remind you of the proposed development, the
staff report follows. Slight changes have been made to the report as it relates to the ordinance
amendment proposals.

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 info 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.

If the ordinance amendments to Section 10-3-48.6 (b) and (¢) are approved, the layout’s parking
configuration would meet the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance because the property has multiple
street frontages. As required, vegetative screening would be provided along Foley Road and adjacent
to the eastern property boundary. The subinission 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 preliminary 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 (e), 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 contrary to the
residential character of the neighborhood. Staff recognizes the objective of the applicant to build a
product that is “contemporary,” 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 development is not compatible with the
surrounding area. Currently, the property is 29,810 +/- square feet; after the dedication of right-of-way
per the plat variance submission, the property would contain 28,244 -+/- square feet. If approved, the lot
arca 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.




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

Harrisonburg, VA 22801 _
S
Dear City leaders and staff,-

['write this letter to discuss an appfitati'on for a Special Use Permit located at 752 and 746 Foley Rd in
Harrlsonburg Our firm has studied a varlety of development prototypes on th[s property over the last
several months and has settled upon a model that we feel is the most approprfate and most sustainable
use of this property for the benefit of the City of Harrisonburg as well as for the nelghbormg 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 scaie.
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 thatiama
development professional by nature and that | 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 In this 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

e Qur firm seeks specaal use under item 6 to allow for multlp!e family dweilmg 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 residentiél development
including smgle famiiy, duplex, and townhouse units and under special circumstances multiple family
buildings.

We also wish to point out and note several cther facts. According to the 2004 updateé to the 2004

~ comprehensive plan and fand 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 propoéal should
reference or address, If we are in error and such ‘do_cument exists we request the opportunity to review,
and respond to this document.} : '




10-3-486el-4

1. According to the Méy 2006 comprehensive land use guide the 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 hut is not limited to single family
dwellings, duplexes, multi-unit apartment complexes, and a 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 immediate area.

2. The propertyis located within close proximity to public transportatlon and mfrastructure to
support additional density. :

‘3. Compatlblllty- While this application for special use is considered as “a multi- -family dwelllng
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, clad siding,
aluminum clad windows, standiﬁg seem metal roofing, stained wood and or fiberglass doors.”
We have attached 3d rendermgs to show form and function of these units although final
decisions on exact composmon 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

Qur firm Velocity Property Group through its various relationships and affiliates has sucéessfully
developed over 25 projects in the Harris‘onburg/Rockingha‘m area during thell'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 ehyironmental-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. Our firm feels that there is plenty of room in the market niche for
which we seek as high quality rental property for professionals are continuing to grow in demand.
We recelve a constant string of “un-advertised” inquires ffom people seeking this type of product
and service. We feel that the Foley Rd. parcels’” location to public and professional services, IMU,
RMH, 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 and groups like
the Shenandoah Valley Partnership. ‘

We appreciate your carefu! consideration in this matter and look forward to presenting and
dialoguing with you. :

Regards,

C

Hans C. Harman
President

Velocity Property Group,







Memorandum

To:  The Harrisonburg, VA Planning Commission

From: Members of the Ridgeville neighborhood

Date: 01/12/2010

Re:  Request for Special Use Permit by JD Land Company of tax map #'s 84 B20 &
84 B 21

The undersigned property owners and residents of the Ridgeville neighborhood welcome
appropriate developtent of the parcels in question and we admire the ecological
aspirations of the Velocity Property group, however we concur with the planning staff’s
recommendation that the request for Special Use Permit be denied, We believe the large
number of dwelling units proposed would have an adverse effect on neighborhood safety
due to the substantially increased demand on the already taxed infrastructure even with
the proposed improvements {o Foley Rd. The developer has stated that building a smaller
number of units is not financially viable. While this fact is regrettable, we do not fee!
that the safety of our families and the harmony of owr neighborhood should take a back
seat to the applicant’s ambitions or economic constraints, The applicant’s goal of
meeting the perceived demand for dwelling units of contemporary design manifest as a
repetitive cuboid fagade is glaringly incompatible with the traditional architecture of the
rest of the neighborhood, and as such we consider it undesirable.

We thank the Commission for considering our concerns, and we wish the applicant all the
best luck in finding a more appropriate location for their project.
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Date Application Received:

Application for Special Use Permit

| City of Harrisonburg, Virginia o0
Fee: $325.00 '+ #2520 ?@.//;we Total Paid; § 5O “’""W
Property Owner’s Name: Ood\ k t 1<
Street Address: 442§ ()7‘{5(.0 Aenne) e Email: k'lfn»e e G fomasd, net
City: Liavilh State: A Zipt 22%73 ¢y
Telephone: Work 333 -CloY  Fax Mobile  glo-(foy

Owner’s Representaﬁve: H N9 \*\am« an

Street Address: @ (634 f lﬂ*am-" Ua)lfyﬂ ! Email: l/)a./;fa G velocYy p4. (o
City: \‘*)kJ«/h‘.SU/\C; G | State: ! VA Zip: 2 ég@ \
Telephone:  Work “y 37~ 2Y9A Fax Mobile "o 5E2,

Description of Property and Request
Location (Street Address):  “7454 > 7496 Fol € R
Tax Map Number Sheet: Block: Lot: Lot Area:

Existing Zoning Classification: @)\ 3
Special Use being requesteds __ (Lequoling Yt Condo /eprbmad e G famhel

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

5:"(_ I Hqclﬂ{c‘ .

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

North:
South:
East:
West:

Certification: @\r;jw fh@the information contained herein is ty1

C. — (Ct'uj’!'tﬁi’(( Q\j'f/\}’)
Property Owner

‘and accurate.

' Y e

Signature:

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 SPEGIAL USE PERMIT

ZONING OWNER OWNER ADDRESS ACRES
Current
84820 R-3 JD LAND COMPANY LC 5425 JESSE BENNETT WAY LINVILLE, VA 22834 0.31 AC.
54 B 21 R-3 JB LAND COMPANY 1.C 5425 JESSE BENNETT WAY [LINVILLE, VA 22834 0.36 AC.
ADJACENT PROPERTIES
84 B 19-A R-3 R SCOTT & MENDY G MILLER 2695 OSCEOLA SPRINGS RD {HARRISOQNBURG, VA 22801 0.22 AC.
84B 18-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 L ANE 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 HARRISONBURG, VA 22801 1.47 AC.
84C 14 R-3 AVIS LEE & EVELYN L WYANT 778 FOLEY ROAD HARRISONBURG, VA 22801 0.83 AC.
84 A 11-A R-3 ROY L GRANDLE 7772 MOUNTAIN VALLEY ROAKEEZLETOWN, VA 22832 0.09 AC.
84 A11-B R-3 SARA RWILLIAMS 2910 JERMANTOWN ROAD  |OAKTON, VA 22124 0.09 AC.
84 A 10 R-3 J&K ENTERPRISES 389 KENTSHIRE DRIVE HARRISONBURG, VA 22801 0.52 AC.
84A8Q 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 MILLLLC 1735 GLENSIDE DRIVE HARRISONBURG, VA 22801 0.26 AC.
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PARKING TABLE e e
NINE 2 AND 3 BEDROGM APARTMENTS
2% SPACES PER DWELLING ——E/ T EXISTING ELECTRIC/TELEPHONE
REGUIRED PARKING: 23 5 EXISTING UTILITY POLE
P :
PARKONG PROVIDED: 24 “ NG LIGHT POLES
{w PROPOSED LIGHTING
o || ------ EXISTING WATER LINES
BLACKWELL ENGINEERING, PLC|| ——————  PROPOSED WATER LINES
ATTM: ED BLACKWELL ) — @ DXSTING SANITARY LINES
566 EAST MARKET STREE
HARRISONBURG, VA 22801 —@®-———  PROPOSED SANIARY LINES
540-432-9555 ——0——  SANTTARY SEWER CLEANOUT
! o i o EXISTING STORM SYSTEM
OWNER: ey PROPOSED STORM SYSTEM
: JD LAND COMPANY, LC g GAS LINES
‘ /DOUG KLINE o
5425 JESSE BENNETT WAY v PROPOSED PROPERTY LINE
{  NECESSARY LINVILLE, VA '22834 wes s eniam  FXISTING PROPERTY LINE
\ SETBACK LINE
/ HARMANEDE\'!-;.%EL%%‘;‘ e, || T BsmEm LRE
< /| ||1024 PLEASANT VALLEY ROAD PROPOSED ROAD/EOP
% HARRISONBURG, YA 22801 EXASTING ROAD
, EXISTING PARKING
P % OPERTY : CURBING: CO-6
TM§ 84-8-20
~ B4-B-21 BUMPSTER
e 0.68 TOTAL ACRES HANW;P PARKING
ZONED: R-3, CG—12/ASPHALT RAMP
/ > Erdigarifidis USE: TOWNHOUSES FROPOSED FIRE HYDRANT
- ZONED: R-3 - FEMA FLOOD ZONE: X EXSTING FIRE FYDRANT
BUILDING INFQ: PROPOSED FENCE
NINE APARTHENTS EXISTING FENCE LINE
X N o e s
LIGHT PAVEMENT SECTION
Vo~ LARDSCAPED HEDGES, 3 GALLON 544 SF(2BR) 654 SF(38R)
SMALL ORMAMENTAL TREES, 6 MIN. / A MILER 2 STORY PROPOSED SIDEWALKS
™~ STREET TREES AT 504 O.C.. 2° MM o . ‘ ./ Zok0: R-3 UNIT_HEIGHT = 40° GRASS AREA
™ CALIPER DECIDUOUS SHADE TREES. N~ - _ - GRAPHIC SCALE— ; 180, USE GROUP = P2
i A O 20° 40 S~ o
%, oy N / . p— ~ 3 ISO_2005 NFF= 750 GPM
i \ ~ ™~ . s >
~ AN \ _ / t 1 20

: KW ID‘“": 12/06/10 ‘ Deslaned byi | |Sedter PRELIMINARY PLAT Drawing No.
: : BLAC ELL Revislen Date Drawn by: 1 ”=2O’ ;&é%l\%ﬁ THE ANGLE
ENGINEERING, /5 TBF HARMAN DEVELOPMENT, INC. 1

1024 PLEASANT VALLEY ROAD
HARRISONBURG, VA, 22801 of 1 Shests

566 Fost Market Street
Harrisonburg, Yirginio 22801 PLC

Phone: (540) 432-9555 BEOBlockwelEnginesring.com Fox: {(540) 4347604

Job Ne. 2175
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Gity of Barrisonburg, MWirginia

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

STAEFF REPORT
February 9, 2011

Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Amendment

The New Community Project (NCP), a faith-based non-profit organization that focuses on
environmental sustainability and global justice, is requesting to amend the City’s Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plan to include the concept for an additional shared use path. The shared use path,
referred to as the North End Greenway, would generally extend from the northern section of the
City’s downtown to the Eastern Mennonite University/Eastern Mennonite School area, mostly
following the path of Blacks Run.

The amendments would occur in three places. NCP has proposed to include the North End
Greenway within the “Goals to Complete Within 5 Years™ table that begins on page 23 of the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. The text would appear as shown below:

Approximate

Distance (Miles) Estimate Cost

Facility Type

North End Greenway — construct
a shared use path approximately
following Blacks Run from i

North Main Street near Johnson Shared Use Path 1.6 $1,023,277
Street to Mt. Clinton Pike toward
Park Road.

The general layout of the path would also be appropriately illustrated on the Bicycle Facilities
Map and the Pedestrian Facilities Map. (The existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan has been
provided within the packet for your reference.)

As described in the table above, the path is planned to follow the course of Blacks Run, but more
specifically it could extend—south to north—from North Main Street at its intersection with
Johnson Street and northward crossing West Washington Street and Madison Street. It would
continue westerly along the undeveloped right-of-way of Monroe Street, where it would utilize
the Brookside Park recreation area within an easement that has already been dedicated to the
City. It would then cross North Liberty Street and continue northward on the largest private
property owner’s property (Harman Development Ine.) to Mt. Clinton Pike. Once the path
reaches Mt. Clinton Pike it would cross the intersection of Virginia Avenue onto property owned
by Eastern Mennonite High School. From this point it could extend in one of several different
directions to ultimately reach Park Road. (Within the packet of information, the requestors have
provided aerial photographs illustrating this potential layout.)



It should be understood that the Commission is not considering the specifics of the layout or any
of the related construction details that you will view in the packet, but rather just the concept as
described in the above table and as shown on the maps,

The Commission shall note that the existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan includes numerous
recommended projects. Approving the amendment essentially adds the North End Greenway to
the list. However, unlike other projects in the Plan, this concept is being actively pursued by
NCP. NCP is leading the charge to make this path a reality. They have already partnered with
Johann Zimmerman, a local engineer, to design the trail, and they have initiated a process to
begin receiving funds.

1t is NCP’s hope that once the path is constructed, the City will take ownership and provide long-
term maintenance. Amending the Plan to include this concept acknowledges the City’s support to
have such a trail in the lasting components of an efficient transportation network including
modes of transportation other than traditional roads and vehicles. It does not mean the City has a
financial obligation to build the trail or to maintain it. Nevertheless, amending the Plan allows
the City to embrace its concept, provide funds—if it chooses, and to include it within the overall
transportation network.

The North End Greenway has been extensively discussed within the Bicycle and Pedestrian
Committee, that Committee’s Advisory Committee (which includes planning staff), and with the
Transportation Safety and Advisory Committee (TSAC). In fact, members of the TSAC will
most likely be present at the public hearing to also publicly endorse their support to City Council
for this concept.

Staff supports the proposed amendment.




Request: New Community Project requests that City Council endorse the North End Greenway concept
and amend the City Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan to include this project. With the North End Greenway
added to the Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan, the City will be asked to contribute staff time to review plans, be

the easement holder, and assume long-term maintenance for the trail.

Proposed Amendment to Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan:

In the table titled “Goals to complete within 5 years” (on pages 24-25) add:

Facility Type Approximate | Estimate cost
distance
{miles)
North End Greenway — construct a shared use path Shared use 1.6 $1,023,277
approximately following Biacks Run from North Main | path

Street near Johnson to Mt. Clinton Pike and on Mt.
Clinton Pike towards Park Road.

Amend Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan Maps as shown in attachment to include the North End Greenway.




Project Background and Proposal:

New Community Project (NCP} is a 501{c)3 non-profit that focuses on environmental sustainability and
global justice. NCP works to promote sustainable food systems, transportation, and green building,
especially for underserved populations.

NCP staff and volunteers have initiated pfanning for the North End Greenway, which is a proposed
shared use path that follows Blacks Run from North Main Street near Johnson Street to Mt. Clinton Pike,
and then west along Mt. Clinton Pike towards Park Road. The proposed path is about 1.6-miles long. As
the section from Johnson Street to Madison Street involves overcoming significant hurdles, it is
suggested as a separate phase for later completion though still remaining part of the North End
Greenway plan. See attached conceptual maps (Appendix A).

The North End Greenway has the potential to serve a diverse population, including the Park View
neighborhood and lower income neighborhoods, with an inexpensive form of transportation and
recreation. It is an off road facility that would be safe far families and children to use. By providing a
beautiful space, the greenway would encourage people of all incomes, ages and fitness levels to enjoy
bicycling, walking or jogging as alternatives to motorized travel.

NCP began looking at this concept about one year ago and the group has initiated discussions with
property owners that the path would impact, including Eastern Mennonite University and Eastern
Mennonite School. The path is proposed to be paved with a width of 10 feet, although there may be
short sections of the path that will be reduced to 8-ft wide due to physical constraints.

The path is being designed by Johann Zimmerman, PE and is currently estimated to cost $1,023,277 to
construct. See attached cost estimate summary {Appendix B). This estimate incorporates ali costs
including the purchase of a small vehicle for future trail maintenance by the City. Necessary surveys,
permitting and construction will be done through hired consultants except where desirable for city or
NCP staff to do so.

NCP requests that the City

¢ Provide city staff time for looking over and making revisions to greenway plans.
* Be the easement holder and assume all long-term maintenance for the path including mowing,
signage, snow removal, repairs, etc.

Upon endorsement by City Council of this concept, NCP will create and implement a strategy that
procures the necessary funds to complete the project. NCP, along with city staff, will also develop the
final alignment, engineering design, and easement language templates, followed by acquisition of
easements and right-of-way needed for the path, and project construction. Construction may occur in
phases starting as soon as funds are available.
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Appendix B: Cost estimate

I ltem Unit CGuantity Unit Price Cost
CONSTRUCTION
stakeout TOTAL 1 5,000 5,000
clearning TOTAL 1 5,000 5,000
excavation TOTAL 1 60,000 60,000
hauling TOTAL 1 5,000 5,000
curb cuts EA 13 2,000 26,000
fill, rock & dirt combination (RDC) TON 4,211 12.65 53,269
aggregate, 21A TON 4,211 12.65 53,269
asphaltic concrete, SM 12.5A SY 0547.78 12.00 114,573
silt fence LF 2,000 2.50 5,000
grass seed SF 171,860 0.0144 2,475
fencing LF 1,700 1.00 1,700
Subtotal 331,286
SIGNS
stop (for path) EA 6 250 1,500
stop ahead {for path} EA 6 250 1,500
yield (for path) EA 4 250 1,000
yield ahead {for path} EA 4 250 1,000
stoplight ahead (for path) EA 2 250 500
bridge ahead (for path) EA 6 250 1,500
cross street names (for path) EA 11 250 2,750
no motor vehicles (on path, visible from road) EA 11 250 2,750
path Xing ahead (for road) EA 10 250 2,500
path Xing {for road) EA 10 250 2,500
railroad Xing {for path) EA 2 250 500
curve EA 8 250 2,000
path narrows EA 4 250 1,000
North End Greenway logo/awareness (for road) EA 12 500 6,000
map & points of interest EA 3 800 2,400
path rufes EA 2 800 1,600
graphic designer labor TOTAL 1 100 100
emergency locator / mile marker signs EA 17 300.00 5,100
Subtotal 36,200
BRIDGES & CULVERTS
north bridge on Harmon property TOTAL 1 25,000 25,000
south bridge on Harmon property TOTAL 1 25,000 25,000
bridge near Washington St. TOTAL 1 50,000 50,000




low-water bridge TOTAL 1 8,500 8,500

culverts TOTAL 1 ___8,000 8,000
“iSubtotal 116,500
CONCRETE
trash can pads cY 1
bike rack pads cy 11
bench pads CyY 6 o _
“Subtotal "~ 79,200

MISCELLANEQOUS

bollards to prevent motor vehicle access EA 11 1,100 12,100
centerline paint {for path) LF 275 0.80 220
equipment and mobilization for painting TOTAL 1 1,000 1,000
thermoplastic crosswalks EA 4 450 1,800
thermoplastic stop bars on path EA 11
safety railings LF 300 130 39,000
segmental retaining wall (75' long, 3" high) TOTAL 1 3,500 3,500
construction of railroad Xing for path TOTAL 1 20,000 20,000
benches EA 5 600 3,000
trash cans EA 5 550 2,750
pet waste stations EA 4 400 1,600
solar powered crossing ahead sign with flashing
beacon EA 2 9,200 18,400
pedestrian crosswalk sighals TOTAL 1 15,000 15,000
bike racks EA 4 600 2,400
city maintenance vehicle TOTAL 1 10,000 10,000
Subtotal 130,770
LEGAL
right-of-way & property acquisition TOTAL 1 200,000 200,000
right-of-way negotiator TOTAL 1 0
filing of deeds EA 15 300 4,500
permits TOTAL i _ 0
“Subtotal 204,500

CIVIL & ENVIRONMENTAL SURVEYING {(10%
of construction} 45,699

PROJECT MANAGEMENT (6%) 49,707
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT (2%) 16,569




CONTINGENCY (10%]) 82,846

Ethan Gingerich, 01/10/2011, North End
Greenway Preliminary Cost Estimate
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L. Purpose

The purpose of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan is to provide a framework for developing and
implementing bicycle and pedestrian transportation in the City of Harrisonburg (“The City”). All new
developments and redevelopments are encouraged to follow the recommendations of the Plan, in
addition to requirements set forth by other federal, state, and local regulations. This is an update of the
2005 Bicycle and Pedestrian Pians in an effort to maintain plans which are meaningful to the City.

11. Introduction
Bicycling and walking are integral componenis of an efficient transportation network. Appropriate
bicycle and pedestrian accommodations provide the public, including the disabled community, with
access to the transportation network, connectivity with other modes of transportation and independent
mobility regardless of age, physical constraint, or income. Building effective “complete streets” with
bicycle and pedestrian accommodations enhances quality of life and health, strengthens communities,
increases safety for all modes of transportation, reduces congestion, offers recreational opportunities,
and benefits the environment.

As automobile use has increased over the last half
century, other modes of transportation (walking,
bicycling, and mass transit) have often taken a hackseat
to the needs of motorists. Like many other communities,
Harrisonburg shares this history.

As most commercial and residential growth occurs along

heavily traveled streets, it is increasingly important to
provide bicycle and pedestrian facilities to minimize car
trips. Traffic volumes have steadily increased as a result of growth in the Harrisonburg area, but many
motorists could easily become bicyclists and pedestrians for nearby trips if the infrastructure was

Figure 1. International Walk to School bay
celebrated at Waterman Elementary Schooi, 2009,

developed to support them.

The City adopted its first Bicycle Plan in 1994, followed by updates in 1999 and 2005. The first
Pedestrian Plan was adopted in 2005. However, it was not until Fiscal Year 2005-2006 that the City
Council began appropriating public funding, annually, to support bicycle and pedestrian capital
improvement projects. Often times, significant project costs require multiple budget years to finance.

In 2007, the Department of Public Works began facilitating quarterly meetings between City staff and
citizens, who together make up the City’s Bicycle & Pedestrian Committee. The committee has been a
valuable vehicle for bringing pedestrian and bicycle needs and concerns to the attention of City staff. in
May 2009, an ad hoc committee, called the Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan Advisory Committee {“Advisory
Commitiee”) was formed. The Advisory Committee is made up of staff and citizen representatives and
was tasked to update the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan.
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In June 2010, in response to citizen requests to establish a Council appointed body to advise City Council
and staff on bicycle and pedestrian matters, City Council amended Chapter 4 of Title 13 of the City Code
(Traffic Safety Commission), renaming the Commission “Harrisonburg Transportation Safety and
Advisory Commission” and adding hicycle and pedestrian matters as additional areas of responsibility.

In September 2008, a Public Input Meeting was held at Thomas Harrison Middle School to solicit public
comments on the first draft of the Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan. The comment period remained open
through mid-October. A second draft of the plan was made available and a comment period was opened
again in January through March 2010. This comment period was extended to receive additional
comments resulting from a trip a group of Harrisonburg citizens, the City’s Mayor, a City Planning
Commissioner, and a City staff member took In early March to Davis, California to learn more about
bicycle infrastructure.

III. Facilities
The City strives to design and operate “complete streets” to enable safe access for all users, Pedestrians,
bicyclists, motorists, and transit riders of all ages and abilities must be able to safely move along and
across a complete street. Each complete street is unique, but some common facilities in addition to the
roadway may include:

s sidewalks,

e  bike lanes,

s shared lane markings,

e wide paved shoulders,

s special bus lanes,

¢ comfortable and accessible transit stops,
+ frequent crossing opportunities,

+ median islands,

¢ accessible pedestrian signals, and

s curh extensions.

A complete street must also balance safety and convenience for everyone using the road.' Complete
streets provide a variety of transportation opportunities for citizens to travel between many locations
such as their home, neighborhoods, city parks, city schools, work places, and shopping destinations.

Facilities must also be designed and constructed to meet different physical and site characteristics and
must consider multiple user types and comfort levels. Much information and guidefines on the design
specifications for bicycle and pedestrian facilities to components of a complete street system are
available. Specific bicycle and pedestrian facility design is determined by federal, state and local
standards, most of which are based on design and construction standards set by the American

! National Complete Streets Coalition, hitp://www.completestreets.org/complete-streets-fundamentals/complete-

strests-fag/.
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Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTQ) and the Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices (MUTCD). A list of references can be found in Section XI. References of this plan.

This Plan recommends considering bicyclists and pedestrians as a factor in planning, design,
construction, and maintenance of all roadway projects and when reconstructing or reconfiguring a
roadway or right-of-way, to strive to maintain or improve existing bicycle and pedestrian non-motorized
facilities.

A, Bicycle Facilities
By generating awareness of bicycling issues, the City's 2005 Bicycle Plan has prompted the City to
include bicycle facllities in the design and construction of new streets, including Neff Avenue, Port
Republic Road, Linda Lane, and the forthcoming Erickson Avenue-Stone Spring Road Project.

As described in the AAHSTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities {“AASHTO Bicycle Guide”),
selection of bicycle facility type is dependent on many factors, including the ability of users, specific
corridor conditions, and facility cost. Bicycles are legally classified as vehicles and can be ridden on all
roads in the City except Interstate 81. Currently, in the City, there are an estimated 4-miles of bicycle
lanes, 3-lane miles of “Share the Road/Bicycle Route” signed routes, and 2-miles of shared use paths.

Bicycle facility designs in the City follow guidelines as described in the AASHTO Bicycle Guide and
MUTCD. Additionally, bicycle parking facilities {i.e. bike racks) required by City ordinance, plans or design
standards, or racks installed on any City owned properties follow the “Bicycle Parking Guidelines: A set
of recommendations from the Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals.” *

Following are descriptions of different types of bicycle facilities:

e Shared Roadways (No Bikeway Designation). These are streets in which no bicycle facility
markings or signs will be installed. In some instances, an existing street may be fully adequate
for efficient bicycle travel; signing and striping may be unnecessary (e.g. local residential streets
and some collectors that have low volumes and speeds). In other cases, some streets and
highways may be unsuitable for bicycle travel at present, and it would be inappropriate to
encourage bicycle travel by designating the routes as bikeways. Finally, some routes may not be
considered high bicycle demand corridors, and it would be inappropriate to designate them as
bikeways, regardless of roadway conditions.?

e Bike Lanes. Bike lanes are intended to delineate the right-of-way assigned to bicyclists and
motorists and to provide for more predictable movements by each. Bike lanes in the City are

% association of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals, “Bicycle Parking Guidelines: A set of recommendations from
the assoclation of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals”, 2002,
http://www.bicyclinginfo.org/library/details.cfm?id=6.

* American Association of State Highways and Transportation Officials, “Guide for the Development of Bicycle
Facilities”, 1999,
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established following the AASHTO Bicycle Guide’s recommendation of minimum 5-ft, wide lanes
including the gutter pan, if one exists. Bike lanes also have appropriate pavement markings and
signage along streets. Bike lanes help to increase the total capacities of highways carrying mixed
bicycle and motor vehicle traffic.* Where there is adequate street width, bike lanes greater than
5-ft wide is encouraged.

As shown Appendix XILA Bicycle Plan Map, bike lanes are to be
planned for all principal arterial and minor arterial streets in the
City, with the exception of East Market Street between Country
Club Road and Vine Street. Use of hike lanes on collector and local
streets must be designated in this Plan or approved by the Director
of Public Works or their designee.

When a street is scheduled for repaving (every 10 to 15 years)
opportunities to widen the shoulders or to modify line painting to
reduce vehicular lane width to accommodate bicycle lanes may be Bicyclist Symbol as shown
possible. Although these opportunities exist for some roadways, other in the MUTCD.

roadways will have significant challenges with drainage swales along

the roadway that may prevent relatively low cost shoulder widening. Some streets may also face
challenges at intersections as pavement width must be utilized for left and/or right vehicular
turn {anes thus resulting in abrupt discontinuation of bike lanes forcing bicyclists and motorists
to share the same space.

Bike lanes in the City shall be marked with the Helmeted Bicyclist Symbcl as shown in the
MUTCD, Figure 2.

e Shared Lane Markings (“Sharrows”}. In 2009, shared lane markings
were approved for national use by the MUTCD. As with bike fanes,
marking a street with shared lane markings indicates to bicyclists
that particular advantages exist to using these routes compared
with alternative routes. This means these routes are suitable hike
routes and will be maintained in 2 manner consistent with the needs
of hicyclists.

Although shared lane markings may be used on any classificatlon of

street, their preferred use is on collector streets that have lower Figure 3. Example Shared Lane
hicl I U f shared | i local street Marking used in another

motor vehicle volumes. Use of shared lane markings on local streets ;.1 caiiy.

is prohibited except for those streets specifically designated in this

Plan.

* American Association of State Highways and Transportation Officials, “Guide for the Develapment of Bicycle
Facilities”, 1999.
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Locations for shared lane markings are shown listed in Section VII. Recommended Priorities and
shown in Appendix XI1L.A Bicycle Plan Map. Unlike bike lanes, shared lane markings do not impact
on-street parking.

In some cases where traffic volumes and speeds are low, shared lane markings may be used as a
temporary measure on a street designated on the Plan for bike lanes until bike ianes can be
constructed and/or marked on that street in the future.

Bicycle Route Signage. The 2005 Bicycle Plan adopted signage for specific routes between
multiple destinations, including a proposed bicycle by-way. The Advisory Committee re-
evaluated the placement of existing signs and determined it would be best to follow AASHTO's
Bicycle Guide for route signage, which does not suggest numbered routes, but encourages the
use of directional signage with a description of frequented destinations. The AASHTO Bicycle
Guide signs offer more flexibility as multiple routes may converge on one street and provide
more helpful information to bicyclists while riding.

Figure 4. AASHTO Bicycle Guide 8lke Route Signage

Bicycle destination signage should be coordinated with the City's Wayfinding signage to avoid
duplication and street sign clutter, Key destinations in Harrisonburg suggested by the Advisory
Committee are listed in Table 1. Suggested Destinations.

Table 1. Suggested Destinations

* & & & » & & o ©o

Hilandale Park s Spotswood Elementary School
Kiwanis Park e Smithland Elementary/Skyline Middle
Westover Park Schools

Purcell Park e Waterman Elementary School
Morrison Park +  Stone Spring Elementary School
Ralph Sampson Park ¢ Thomas Harrison Middle School
Liberty Park ¢ Harrisonburg High School

Smithland Park + James Madison University
Downtown ¢ Eastern Mennonite University

Keister Elementary School
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e Share the Road Signage. The 2005 Bicycle Plan adopted Share the Road signage to be utilized
with Bicycle Route signage for routes identified in the Plan. With the adoption of this plan, share
the road signage will be replaced by either bike lanes or shared lane markings.

1. Guidelines for Bicycles on Sidewalks

Although bicycles are allowed to ride on sidewalks unless otherwise posted, bicyclists should use
additional caution when riding on a sidewalk. Generally, designing sidewalks for bicycle travel is not

recommended, even if the sidewalks are wider, for the following reasons:

¢ Motorists do not expect to see bicyclists traveling on sidewalks and may pull out of intersections

or driveways and collide with a bicycle unexpectedly.

¢ The potential for conflicts between bicyclists and pedestrians greatly increases with shared use.

¢ Pedestrian movements are often unpredictable for an approaching bicyclist from behind, and
pedestrians cannot always predict the direction an oncoming bicyclist will take.

e Sidewalks are usually two-way facilities and bicyclists are encouraged 1o travel one way, with

the flow of traffic.
e Sight distances are more limited at driveway crossings.

¢ There may be limited sight distance and clearances due to signs, utilities, landscaping, fencing,

or other obstacles beside or protruding into the sidewalk.

2, Railroad Crossings
Harrisonburg has many railrgad/street crossings. In 2009, the City and
Norfolk Southern Railroad worked together to improve two of the most
dangerous railroad crossings in the City. These sites are located on South
Main Street (near Rocco Drive) and Country Club Road {under I-81). These
improvements have drastically improved safety for bicyclists crossing
these railroad tracks.

Improvements such as the ones made at South Main Street and Country
Ciub Road are not necessary or appropriate for all railroad crossings within
the City. It is recommended that the City provide literature and education
to citizens about how to safely cross railroad tracks on a bicycle. Bicyclists
should:

1. Cross with caution.
2. Cross as close to a right angle (90 degrees) with the tracks as
possible.

Figure 5. Country Club Road
Railroad crossing improvements
made in 2009, provide safer
crossing opportunities for
Bicyclist .

® “pedestrian Facilities Guidebook: Incorporating Pedestrians into Washington’s Transportation System”, 1997,

ftn://fip.wsdot.wa.gov/doishare/LocalPrograms/Walk/PedFacilityGB.pdf
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3, If a bicyclist cannot cross safely, the bicyclist should dismount and walk the bike across the
railroad tracks.

3 Bicycle Parking Facilities {(“Bike

Racks"}
In 2009, the City began requiring bike racks to be installed at new
developments with 15 or greater car parking spaces at a rate of
one bicycle space per 25 car parking spaces, with a minimum of 4
bicycle spaces. This requirement can be found in the City’s Design
& Construction Standards Manual (DCSM). Rack design and
layout shall be as recommended in the “Bicycle Parking
Guidelines: A set of recommendations from the Association of

Ped . d Bicvele Professi s Existing d | Figure 6. Good hicycle rack design example
edestrian and Bicycle Professionals.” Existing aevelopments are .. count Square In Downtown

encouraged to provide bicycle parking and under cover when Harrisonburg.

possible.

B. Pedestrian Facilities
Though the Department of Public Works presently maintains approximately 61 miles of sidewalk,
opportunities for pedestrian traffic throughout the City still remains limited. Construction of new
sidewalks enhances the pedestrian environment and makes walking a viable form of transportation.
Additionally, a completed pedestrian network promotes use of public transportation as bus stops are
connected and as accessibility to bus stops is improved from residential to commercial areas.

Components of good pedestrian facilities include:

o Sidewalks and Walkways. Sidewalks and walkways serve as the skeleton by which all other
pedestrian components are accessed. Sidewalks are the actual space that pedestrians use to
move from one location to another. Sidewalks should be constructed according to widths
designated in of this Plan, and City DCSM, AASHTO guides, and ADA guidelines. These guidelines
and standards should also be followed when constructing all sidewalk elements, including curb
ramps and street crossings. Beginning in 2009, the City’s DCSM requires that sidewalks be
constructed on both sides of all new public streets and along the street frontage of all
developing and redeveloped properties.
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Table 2. Dimensions for Sidewalks and Walkways

Varles

Both sides Both sides Both sides

A Right-of-way and roadway widths are as shown in “Typical Street Cross Sections” from City of Harrlsonburg Design
& Construction Standards Manual {DCSM). Final pavement widths, bike lane provistons, stdewalk location, and right-
of-way for new streets and street improvements are determined during project development or site plan review,
Some older city streets may also have varying right-of-way.

* Minimum sidewalk widths outside of urban centers and business districts are 5-feet, However, the City encourages
developers to consider wider sidewalks In areas when high volumes pedestrian traffic is expected in the future.

+ Buffers and Utility Strips between the sidewalk and roadway provides separation between the pedestrian and
vehicular traffic making walking more comfortable. Also, in situations where mailboxes or other obstructions are
present along the roadway, a buffer strip provides a space outside of the sidewalk. Exceptions to this requirement may
he made in cases where existing utllitles or topography challenges exist and must bhe approved by the Director of
Public Works or their designee.

Ideally, all streets should have sidewalks on both sides. However, Section VILD. Pedestrian
Priorities List illustrates the priority of constructing sidewalks on one side of all existing city
streets in developed areas to expand the network of sidewalks to serve more people and
destinations. Construction of sidewalks in already developed neighborhoods and streets have
greater challenges, including right-of-way, utilities, and structures that may limit the possibility
of maintaining the desired/recommended sidewalk widths and designs described above.
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o Pedestrian Crossings. At both signalized and unsignalized intersections, there is an implied and
legal crosswalk for pedestrians at each leg of the intersection from one corner to the other,
regardless to whether the crosswalk is painted. The only time thisis 7 o
not true is when there is a clear sign prohibiting pedestrians from
crossing one corner to another.

Crosswalk markings in the City shall be the “continental-style”
crosswalk, shown in Figure 7.

Painted mid-block crosswalks are discouraged from use in the City.
The traditional consensus among traffic engineers is that at-grade
mid-block crosswalks are undesirable.® Providing markings at mid- -
block crossing locations gives pedestrians a false sense of security.  Figure 7. A rzcommenta;:'
There is no guarantee that drivers are aware of the potential style” crosswalkat Port

. . . . . \ . Republic Road and Neff
pedestrian crossing or if they will exercise any caution regarding the 5 ...
potential crossing. However, conditions such as traffic volumes,
speed, pedestrian volume, location, distance to nearest crosswalk, on-street parking, street

lighting, and others may justify the use of mid-block crossings.

e Pedestrian Signals. Electronic signals are primarily utilized for the purpose of warning or
permitting safe crossing for pedestrians. These electronic devices, controlled through a number
of manual or timed formats, are employed primarily at ionger crossing distances or higher
volume roads. At multiple lane crossings, pedestrian signals can also be combined with
pedestrian refuge islands or right-turn slip-lanes.

1. Actuated Pedestrian Signals. Pedestrian signals in the City are all actuated, meaning that
a pedestrian must press a push button to activate a pedestrian signal sequence.
Pedestrian signals in the City are typically concurrent, meaning motorists may turn left
or right across pedestrians’ paths after vielding to pedestrians. In this scenario,
pedestrians usually have more crossing opportunities and have less time to wait for a
signal.” In high pedestrian volume locations, such as downtown, fixed-time pedestrian
signals, that do not require pedestrians to push a button, may be more appropriate.

2. leading Pedestrian Intervals. Pedestrian signals that have leading pedestrian intervals
are started a few seconds before the adjacent vehicular through movement phase, This
allows pedestrians to establish presence in the crosswalk before vehicles are given the
green light; making pedestrians more visible to motorists, thereby reducing conflicts
hetween pedestrians and turning vehicles. At the time of this writing, leading pedestrian

® Transportation Research Board, Research Needs Statements: Effectiveness of Various Mid-block Crossing
Treatments, http;//rns.trb.org/doroject.asp?n=13454.

7 pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center, Signals and Signs, htto://www.walkinginfo.org/engineering/crossings-
signals.cfm
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signals have not been utilized in the City due to limitations in traffic signal hardware and
software. However, City staff are exploring opportunities with equipment vendors to
utilize this technology.

Exclusive Pedestrian Phases. Exclusive pedestrian phases are discouraged from use in
the City. However, use of exclusive pedestrian phasing may be appropriate at locations
with high pedestrian volumes (especially if pedestrian volumes are higher than motor
vehicle volumes), high turning movement conflicts, or high speed locations. Exclusive
pedestrian phases may cause longer, undesirable travel times for both motorists and
pedestrians. Pedestrians will often have to wait a long time for an exclusive signal. This
is not pedestrian-friendly, and results in many pedestrians choosing to ignore the signal
and cross, if and when, there is a gap in traffic, negating the potential safety benefits of
the exclusive signal.?

e Right-Turn-On-Red Restrictions. While the law requires motorists to come to a full stop and yield
to cross-street traffic and pedestrians prior to turning right on red, many motorists do not fully
comply with the regulations, especially at intersections with wide turning radii. Motorists are
often so intent on looking for traffic approaching on their left that they may not be ajert to
pedestrians approaching on their right. Additionally, motorists usually pult up into the crosswalk
to wait for a gap in traffic, blocking pedestrian crossing movements. Prohibiting turning right on
red may be considered when there are high pedestrian volumes or when there is a proven
problem with motorists conflicting with pedestrians. At some intersections, restrictions may
only be needed during certain times of the day. A sign indicating these times may be used.’

e Curb Extensions. Curb extensions are physical extensions of a
sidewalk or island that increase visibility of pedestrians for motorists
and it shortens the pedestrian crossing distance. Curb extensions,
through their visual nature, also serve to slow motorist speeds thus
presenting an additional safety feature for pedestrians. Curb
extensions are appropriate at crossing locations along areas with
on-street parking. They can also include visual and physical
amenities such as trees or small plants.

e Pedestrian Refuge Islands. Also known as crossing islands, center
islands, or pedestrian islands are raised islands placed in the center
of the street at intersections or midblock to help protect crossing
pedestrians from motor vehicles. Pedestrian refuge islands allow

Figure 8, Pedestrian Refuge
Istand on East Market Street.

® pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center, Signals and Signs, http://www.walkinginfo.org/engineering/crossings-

signals.cfm.

? pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center, Signals and Signs, http://www.walkinginfo.org/engineering/crossings-

signals.cfm.
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pedestrians an opportunity to deal with only one direction of traffic at a time. They also enable
pedestrians to stop partway across the street and to wait for an adequate gap in traffic before
crossing the second half of the street.””

¢ Right-Turn Slip-Lane. At many arterial street intersections, pedestrians have difficulty crossing
due to right-turn vehicular movements and wide crossing distances. Well-designed right-turn
slip lanes provide pedestrian crossing islands
within the intersection and a right-turn lane that
is designed to optimize the right-turning
motorist’s view of the pedestrian and vehicles to
his or her left. The triangular corner island
should have a "tail” pointing to approaching
traffic. Pedestrians are ahle to cross the right-
turn lane and wait on the crossing island for

their walk signal. An additional advantage to the Figure 9. Right-Turn Slip Lane at South Main Street &
right-turn slip-lane is the crosswalk is located in  Port Republic Road.
an area where the driver is still looking ahead.™

1. On-Street Parking
On-street parking near pedestrian crossing points can interfere with visibility. When cars are parked too
close to crossing points, they may block the line of sight between the driver and the pedestrian stepping
off the curb to cross. City Code prohibits parking within 20 feet of any corner and 30 feet of a stop sign,
regardless of whether the corner is signed or the curb is painted.

C. Shared Use Path Facilities
Shared use paths, generally, are off-road corridors separated
fram the road system by an open space or harrier. Some exist
an utility easements or former railread right-of-ways, allowing
such facilities to be constructed away from the influence of
parallel streets. Shared use paths should offer opportunities
not provided by the road system. They can provide a
recreational opportunity, or in some instances, can serve as

direct commute routes if cross flow by motor vehicles and

pedestrians is minimized,l2 Figure 10. Rockingham Drive Shared Use Path
provides a connection hetween Chicago
Avenue and North Dogwood Drive,

Ypedestrian and Bicycle Information Center, Crossing Enhancements,
hitp://www.walkinginfo.org/engineering/crossings-enhancements.cimiicrossing-istands.
" pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center, Improved Right-Turn Slip-Lane Design,
htto://www.walkinginfo.org/engineering/crossings-design.cfm.
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The City’s DCSM states that “where a shared use path bisects a property as indicated in any City-
adopted plans, the applicant-owner shall create a public access easement maintaining connectivity with
adjoining properties in order to facilitate planning for and construction of shared use path facifities.”

Shared use path designs should follow guidelines provided in Table 3 and the AASHTO Bicycle Facilities
Guide.

Table 3. Dimensions for Shared Use Paths™

Minfmum  separation for  parallel,
adjacent path; a physical barrier should

be installed where minfmum separation |
_cannot be met,* h |
hou!ders prowde puEE off/resting and |

'--:grassed i :
Necessary for good VlSlblht\/ and
_clearance for bikes on paths.
= Only. suggested as an inter;m solution
= and not approprlate for. hlgh use shared
- use paths, best In rural or semi pr:mltivef

~:areas,
Paths in urban areas or those that
receive heavy use should be wide
enaugh to accommodate several people
walking side-by-side or groups of people
walking in opposite directions.

There are challenges with providing off road facilities adjacent to streets that serve adjacent land uses
hecause they can create confusion for motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrlans alike. The City has
determined that, on a limited access roadway — one which restricts or prohibits private drive entrance
connections — a shared use path is ideal. This creates a safe environment for bicyclists where motorized
traffic is generally traveling at higher speeds. Where adjacent land use access conditions are prevalent,
the on-street bicycle lane is preferred.

The key components to successful off-street paths are illustrated in Table 4.

2 American Association of State Highways and Transportation Officials, “Guide for the Development of Bicycle
Facilities”, 1999. _

¥ padestrian Facilities Guidebook: Incorporating Pedestrians into Washington’s Transportation System”, 1997,
fto://ftp.wsdot wa.gov/dotshare/LocalPrograms/Walk/PedFacilityGB.pdf.

" American Association of State Highways and Transportation Officials, “Guide for the Development of Bicycle
Facilities”, 1999.
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Yahle 4, Key Components of successful shared use paths

Shared use paths should be connected to
residential areas, shopping, schools, and other
destinatio

Proximity to housmg and busmesses increases
visibility; illumination helps provide a sense of

De5|gn shouid p'rowde adeduate width and grades,':
and avoid problems such as poor drainage, blind

or median refuge fslands |

Shared use paths should be swept as needed and
repair made so that they not fall into disrepair.
Paths that fall into disrepair are not used to their
full potential and can be a liability.

1. Restricting Motor Vehicles
Bollards, or other restrictive devices, should be used at entry ways onto a shared use path to restrict
motor vehicles. Bollards placed in the shared use path should have reflective material on them and also
be surrounded by a 6-inch solid yellow line to gain the attention of approaching bicyclists, as described
in the MUTCD. Bollards should also be removable, with a locking mechanism in the event that
maintenarice or emergency access is required.

D. Public Transit Facilities
Public Transit routes and facilities must also be integrated with the bicycle and pedestrian network. The
Harrisonburg Department of Public Transportation (HDPT) operates all public transportation operations
that the City offers to its residents and visitors. Transportation services provided by HDPT include fixed-
route mass transit buses, school buses, and paratransit operations to serve persons with disabilities. It is
an integral service to James Madison University’s students and staff.
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In 2001, HDPT began installing bicycle racks on the front of
transit buses so that riders may take their bicycles with them to
their next destination. All transit buses are now equipped with
hicycle racks. HDPT and the Department of Public Works have
coordinated the installation of bus shelters, benches and other
amenities with new road and sidewalk improvement projects.

HDPT has been working to identify suitable locations in or
around the downtown Harrisonburg area on which to construct
a dedicated transfer location that can accommodate a sufficient
numhber of buses to provide service to the area. This transfer
location could contain bicycle and pedestrian accommodations,
a taxi cab stand, and a location for the launching of intercity bus

Figure 11. Bicycle racks on city huses provide
opportunities for bicyclists to take their bikes
on the bus.,

operations that may locate in Harrisonburg at a future date. In effect, it could serve as a hub for multi-

madal transportation operations,

E. Signage

Signs are a key component to a well designed and safe alternative transportation system. In general,
signage within the bicycling and pedestrian transportation network is used to alert motorists of bicycling
or pedestrian activity or to direct bicyclist and pedestrian movement towards designated areas, such as
crosswalks or marked on-road corridors. While signage is vital to ensuring safety to bicyclists,
pedestrians, and motorists, it is important not to overuse signage to a point that it is ighored by

motorists so that it provides a false sense of safety or awareness.

Harrisonburg Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan - 2010
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IV. Project Accomplishments since 2005
New facilities canstructed since the adoption of the 2005 Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans are shown in
Table 5.

Table 5. New Bicycle and Pedestrian Facllities, 2005-2010,

Sout.h.iVIain Street. (R't. 11) to Milier Wide curb' Iahe 05 Ens[eé Staftéd in
Circle (14-ft) and “Share 2006
the Road” signage

Port Republic Road from Devon Lane  Bicycle Lane 0.25 miles 2005 City
to Neff Avenue

Varlouslocations =~ . - Drainage Grates . NA Co2010 o City
From Neff Avenue to JIVIU Shared Use Path 0.1 miles 2007 City
Arboretum {*Arboretum Trail”) (0.5 mile

connection)

::"DI‘IVE (“Rockingham D
Elmwood Drlve to Westover Park

T0.25miles 2008 City
e

Port Repubhc Road from Devon Lane Sidewalk 0.5 miles 2005 City

to Neff Avenue
‘Devonlane = oot iSidewalks i S0 5 miles 2008 CDBG o
East Washlngton Street Vme Street Sidewalk 0.75 miles 2009 CDBG

East Wolfe Street
East Market Street between Burgess Sidewalk i
Road and University: Boulevard
Port Republlc Road from Neff

Avenue to east cnty III’I’IItS

0.5 miles 2009 VDOTTE

: 04m”es i CDBG

Rocktown Trails at Hlllandale Park* Recreational | 3.5 miles 2008 City,
mountain Volunteers
bike/walk/run trail

CDBG = Community Development Block Grant, VDOT HSIP = Virginia Department of Transportation’s Highway Safety
Improvement Pragram, VDOT TE = Virginia Department of Transpartation’s Transportation Enhancement Program
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Lengths of sidewalks, shared use paths, and bicycle lunes given are length of street centerline. Sidewalks vary, some were
constructed on one or both sides of the street.

* Rocktown Trails was constructed with funding and volunteers from the City of Harrisonburg, Shenandoah Valley Bicycle
Coalition, International Mountain Bike Assaciation and Is maintained by the City Parks & Recreation Department.

V.

Common Challenges

Some common challenges of constructing new infrastructure include;

VL

Many older streets lack sufficient right-of-way to construct new bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
Crossing [nterstate 81 poses safety threats and greatly restricts access from one side of the City
to the other. Minimal crossing opportunities at Interstate 81 limit accessibility from east to west.
Interstate 81 separates most JMU off-campus housing from the Main Campus.

Right-of-way costs and utility relocation hinders the feasibility of bicycle and pedestrian facility
construction.

At-grade railroad crossings can be difficult for bicyclists and pedestrians to negotiate.
Topography in the City is characterized as rolling with varying slopes, which can present use and
construction challenges for connectivity of transportation facilities.

Like road projects, cost of bicycle and pedestrian facility projects are high and projects must be
prioritized based on safety, history, motor vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian traffic volumes,
location, etc.

City and Regional Plans

City of Harrisonburg Comprehensive Plan — This plan presents a vision of what kind of
community the City would like to be in the future and identifies the steps required to move
toward that vision. It addresses a wide range of issues, including land use, housing,
transportation, infrastructure, the preservation of historic and natural resources, and economic
development. It also references the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan. The Comprehensive Plan is
assessed every five years. http://www.harrisonburgva.gov/compplan

City of Harrisonburg Master Transportation Plan — A part of the Comprehensive Plan, the Master
Comprehensive Plan establishes the City’s long-range plan for transportation improvements.
This plan states that bicycle and pedestrian accommodations should be considered with all new
road improvement projects. http://www.harrisonburgva.gov/compplan
Harrisonburg-Rockingham Metropolitan Planning Organization’s Constrained Long Range Plan
{CLRP)] — Developed every three to five years, this Plan defines the long-range {at least 20 years)
transportation needs and outlines a fiscally-constrained list of projects that will be eligible for
inclusion in the Transportation Improvement Program (TiP), which identifies transportation
projects to be funded in the Harrisonburg and Rockingham areas within the next six years.
http://www.hrvampo.org
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e Ceniral Shenandoah Regional Bicycle Plan — Provides a coordinated and strategic appreach to
the development of a regional transportation system that accommodates and encourages
bicycling. http://www.cspdc.org

Vll. Recommended Priorities

This section provides the list of priority bicycle and pedestrian projects with estimated costs. Bicycle
Facility and Pedestrian Maps showing existing and proposed facilities are also included in the
Appendices.

A. Estimate Baseline Costs
Cost information s provided for reference only. Although these values include estimated materials,
equipment and labor costs, these values do not include right-of-way, environmental clearances, utility
relocation or unusual topographical conditions, all of which could change estimated project costs,
Estimated baseline costs for new facilities are found in Table 6.

Table 6. £stimate Baseline Costs for New Facilities.

Bike Lanes” $3.00 Base cost per hnear ft, for 6-inch white paint on
both sides of street plus bike symbols and
signage.

S'hared Lane Markings * $300.00 o Marklngs placed apprommate!y avery 250 ft on

both sides of street.
‘Bicycle Route Signage '~ 830000 ‘Sign with post. e
Shared Use Path” $687,500.00 Base cost per mile of 10 ft shared use path
Sidewalks: o 580000 . - Costperlinearft.
Pedestrian Slgna[s $30,000.00 Assumes full s;gnal upgrade.

+ Bike lanes, shared use path, and bicycle route signage cost estimates are based on VDQOT's “Example Planning-leve! cost
Estimates for Bicycle Accommeodations,” 2008, and costs incurred by the City of Harrisonburg Department of Public Works for
past projects. Field conditions, such as required road widening, repaving of road surface or stormwater drainage, etc. will vary
the costs.

*Shared fane marking estimated hase on actual material costs and consultation with other localities on labor costs. Field
conditions, such as location of Intersections, sight distance, etc. wifl vary the costs. Signage is not required for shared lane
markings.

# Estimates for sidewalks include averages for number of American with Disabilities Act {ADA) ramps needed on a project and
mobilization. Estimates developed fram actual bided costs for East Washington Street, East Gay Street sidewalks, and for
engineering cost estimates for Virginia Avenue and Third Street sidewalks.

M Estimates from “Cost of Typical Traffic and Pedestrian Signal Upgrades”
{http://safety.transportation.org/htmiguides/peds/assets/App08.pdf) and staff estimates.
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B. Bicycle & Pedestrian Facility Goals for the next 2 and 5 years

» North Main Street from Wolfe Street to Noli Drive/Kratzer Avenue — paint bicycle sze Lanes 0.20 $5,280
lanes on exlstmg pavement

e Noll Drive from Kratzer Avenue to Rock Street — to paint bicycle lanes, removal of Bike Lanes 0.25 $6,600
two on street parking spaces required on west side. Coordination with
Downtown Parklng Ser\nces requ:red

s Vine Street from North Main Street to Country Club Road — paint bicycle lanes on  Bike Lanes 1.50 $39,600

emstmg pavement

. South Avenue from rallroad tracks west of South Mam Street to South H:gh Bike Lanes 0.50 $13,.2.'0.0 )
Street — remove on street parking from one side of street and paint bicycle lanes.

I.ocated W|thm % - mlle of Keuster Elementary School

. Cantrell Avenue from South Main Street to Reservoir Street pamt blcvcle Ianes Bike Lanes 1.00 $26,400
on exrstmg pavement
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.. parking has been received.

e South Dogwood Drive from H:dden Creek Lane to West Market Street Shared Lane 1'.7'5 o 511,'0'90'
Marklngs

e South Avenue between South Main Street to South Dogwood Drive — construct 1.00 $422,400
sidewalks on both sides of South Avenue between South Main Street and South
High Street, and on one side between South High Street to South Dogwood Drive,
ThIS pro;ect will be funded by VDOT’s Safe Routes to School Grant

. Marvland Avenue from South ngh Street to Chestnut Dnve - construct 5|dewalks Sldewalks 0.20 $84,480
on one side of Maryland Avenue, This project will be funded by VDOT’s Safe
Routes to School Grant

Replace City wide drainage grates identified as Priority 2 and 1o be replaced within the next two years:

e South Main Street & East Market Street (SE corner)

* North Liberty Street and West Elizabeth Street {(NE corner)
e South Liberty Street and West Water Street {SW corner)

+ Newman Avenue and South Main Street (SE and NE Corner)
¢ South Main Street and Water Street {NW and SE corner}

¢ 28 South Main Street

» South Main Street and Gay Street (SW corner)

e Ashtree Lane and Federal Street (two grates)
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. South Mam Street from Pteasant H|II Road to Mosby Road modlfy vehlcular Bike Lanes 0.50 $13 200
lane widths by line painting and paint bicycle lanes, Schedule is dependent upon
street pawng program

Shared La'ne |
Markings

° Eve[yn Byrd Avenue from Reservo:r Street to East Market Street - consrder Bike lL.anes 1.30 $34,320
restriping vehicular travel lanes from four 11-ft. lanes and changing to two 11-ft,
Ianes, one 11-ft center turn Iane, and twe 5 5 ft b:cycle lanes

. Devon Lane to Stone Spring Road - construct a shared use path connectlon Shared Use Unknown Unknown
between nelghborhoods Path

. Ctrcie Drlve to Hlllandale Park construct a shared use path connection between Shared Use Unknown Unknown
the nerghborhoods to Hillandale Park Path
- e ~widen  Bikelanes
efundedby =

.50 593,760

_pavemen i _where _needed and pamt b:cycle Ianes;fTh'l's' prolect wﬂ |
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"VDOT’s Safe Routes to School Grant.:

of Virginia Avenue. This project will be funded by VDOT’s Safe Routes to School
Grant

¢ Virginia Avenue from 2™ Street to 5" Street construct srdewalks on both sndes

| Si.dewallk.s

. North Dogwood Drlve from West Market Street to Rockmgham Drwe Trall -
replace ”share the road” s:gnage W|th shared Iane markmgs

Shared Lane
Markmgs

Shared Lane

Markings

Shared Lane

Markings

. Virgihta Avenue and Third Street —
prolect wrll be funded by VDOT’s Safe Routes to School Grant

install pedestrian signal and crosswalks. This Pedestrian

$30,000

Harrisonburg Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan - 2010
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s East Market Street & University Boulevard Intersection Pedestrian NA $32,500
Signal &
Crosswalk

C. Bicycle Priorities List
The following are bicycle facilities, which are not listed as a 2 or 5 year goal, but rather should be considered during any street improvement
project, or if significant development or redevelopment occurs. Some of these projects are also included on the Street Improvement Plan of the
Master Transportation Plan.

. Mount Clmton Plke from Virglma Avenue to North Maln Street - Blke Lanes 1.30 5568,000 High
either reconstruct and widen Mount Clinton Pike or reduce number {reconstruction)
of vehicular travel lanes to accommodate bicycle lanes.

. North Mam Street from Kratzer Avenue to north cuty Iim:ts - Bike Lanes 1.20 $524,545 High
shoulder widening and/or road reconstruction would be required
to pa:nt b:cycle Ianes

Ianes

i col Avenue to accommodate bicycle lanes : : o e
. West Washmgton Street from North Main Street to North leerty Bike Lanes/ 0.25 $109,280/ Medium
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Street — bicycle lanes would be preferred and would require Shared Lane $1,585
significant widening and reconstruction of West Washington Street.  Markings
As an alternatwe solutlon, shared lane markmgs are recommended

- Bike Lanes

. Park Road from Dogwood Drlve to I-Earmony Drwe —remove on [ 0.5 $10,560 Medium
street parking and paint bicycle lanes. Support of adjacent
neighhors would ke required. Shared lane markings may be an
approprlate alternatwe

° SW|tchboard Road from West Market Street to north cnty limits Bike lLanes 0.20 $87,425 Low

‘and include bicycle lanes, = L - o
* East Market Street from Main Street to Vlne Street — reconstruct East  Bike Lanes 1.00 $437,120 Low
Market Street to add btcvcfe lanes
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. temporary-measure. : : T e e T
e South High Street from West Market Street to south crty [lmrts—road Bike Lanes 2.35 §1,027,235 Medium

WIdenlng would be requrred

° Pear Street from Pleasant HllE Road to Enckson Avenue— to prowde a Bike Lanes 0.25 $109,280 Low
connection to Pleasant Hill Road and Erickson Avenue.

e Erickson Avenue ~ Stone Spring Road from west city limits to South Bike Lanes 1.65 $721,250 High
Main Street

. Reservow Street from East Market Street to University Boulevard/ Bike Lanes 145 $633,825 Medium
Neff Avenue - requrres srgniflcant road wrdenmg and reconstructlon

§152,995

e University Boulevard from East Market Street to Forest Hills Road, and Bike Lanes 2.10 $917,955 Low
Forest Hills Road from University Boulevard to Port Republic Road -
requires significant road widening and reconstruction. Part of the
roadway is owned and mamtamed by HVIU and VDOT

clud_e blcycle
reconstructed or.;lmprove e ings i
¢ Greendale Road extended and Greendale Road between Early Road Btke Lanes 0.65 $284,130 Low
and east city limits — construct bicycle lanes as Greendale Road is
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Citywide drainage grates that have been identified for replacement with regular maintenance activities:

e South Main Street in front of 34 South Main Street

e Mason Street adjacent to 1905 East Market Street property
* Mason Street and East Market Street (NE corner)

¢ Water Street and South Main Street (NE corner)

e South Mason Street and Ashtree Lane (SW and NW corners)
¢ FEast Elizabeth Street and Broad Street (SE and NE corners).

D. Pedestrian Priorities List
The following are pedestrian facilities, which are not listed as a 2 or 5 year goal, but rather should be considered during any street improvement

project, or if significant development or redevelopment occurs. Some of these projects are also included on the Street Improvement Plan of the
Master Transportation Plan,

Citizens would prefer that sidewalks are made available on both sides of the street, which is now required for all new street construction.
However, for sidewalk retrofits along existing streets, the priority is to construct new sidewalks on at least one side of all streets, unless
otherwise indicated below.

¢ Chicago Avenue, Park Road, and Mount Clinton Pike Intersection Intersection NA Unknown High
Improvement
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¢ North Main Street from Holly Hill Drive to north city limits — include Sidewa]k 035 $147,840 Medium
Public Transit stop in front of Community Services Board at 1241

North Main Street
- . Sidewalk - 045 - . $63360  low -

. West Gay Street from North Dogwood Drlve to North Wiliow Street Sidewalk 0.25 $105,600 Low

terling Street from East Market Street to Effinger S High

s East Gay Street from Myrtle Street to Summit Street construct Sidewalk 0.60 $253,440 High

sidlewalks on both sides
 Country Club Road from Spotswood Trailer ParktoLindalane Sidewalk

584480 High

$253,440  High

¢ Country Club Road from Country Club Court to Linda Lane Sidewalk
' e Myrtle Street from East Washington Street to Kelly Street - Sidewalk

584480  Medium.

“»  Vine Street from East Market Street to Oid Furnace Road Sidewalk $316,800 Medium
_ Kelly Street from Simms Avenue to Hill Street: oot sidewalk e 002 S84480 i low

e Dtt Street from East Market Street to Franklin Street T Sidewalk 0.60 $253,440 Low

 Biue Ridge Drive from Country Club'Road to Old Furhace Road . Sidewalk . 5316800 - low

. Port Repubhc Road & South Mam Street lntersectlon construct slip Intersection NA Unknown High

iane at northeast corner to |mprove pedestrlan safety Improvement

. Pear Street from new sndewalk constructlon to north end of Pear Sidewalk 0.20 584,480 Medium
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Street, Would provide sidewalks to transit bus stops for visitors of the
Summit House.

- Central Avenue from Pleasant Hill Road to Southampton Avenue . Sidewalk =~ 0,60
Pieasant H|II Road from South Mam Street to Pear Street Sldewaik .

$739.200  Low
o $42200 0 low

“Sidewalk 175
Sidewalk 0200

° Reservour Street from Neff Avenue to east city IEmItS Project mcluded Sidewalks 1.6 (includes $675,840 High
in new Reservoir Street corridor road improvement project. both srdes)
_ e University Boulevard from Reservolr Street to East Market Street - Sidewalks - 070 oo High
¢ Reservoir Street & Neff Avenue Intersection Pedestrian NA 530,000 High
Signal &
Crosswalks
s Neff Avenue from Reservoir Street to Evelyn Byrd Avenue =~~~ Sidewalk ~ 050 8211200 - Medium
e Evelyn Byrd Avenue from University Boulevard to East Market Street Sidewalk 0.60 $253,440 Low
_ s EastMarket Street from Carlton Street to sidewalk tothenorth  Sidewalk 025 = . $105600 low
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E Shared Use Path Priorities List

®» From South Dogwood Drive to southeast corner of Westover Park — provide

$68,750

shared use path connectlon to exrstlng shareci use path in Westover Park

) From Hﬂlandale Park to Garbers Church Road to provide connection between

0.90

$618,750

nerghborhood park and Harrlsonburg ngh School

5343,

750

. B!uestone Trail (Phase 1) from Stone Spring Road to south (at or near Pleasant

1.60

$1100,00

Harrisonburg Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan - 2010

Medium
Valley Road)
" From Bluestone. Trail o South'Main Street via Boxwood Court 03500 0 8240625 ¢ Medium
0.05 $34,375 Medium
. s From Westmoreland .Drive to A Dream Come True Playground - o020 0 8137500 low
*  Connections between neighborhoods on east side of Interstate 81 Lmda Lane 1.85 $1,271,875 Low
and Keezletown Road — construct shared use path(s) to connect neighborhoods
with Smithland Elementary and Skyline Middle Schools and Linda Lane shared
use path. Concept includes a bicycle and pedestrian overpass over Interstate 81.
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VIII. Funding

In addition to Council appropriated funding to support bicycle and pedestrian capital improvement
projects, funding scurces can alse come from City Council appropriation of funds towards a specific
capital improvement project, and a variety of state, federal, and foundation grants. Citizens and
community organizations are encouraged to partner with the City to apply for grants for new bicycle and
pedestrian infrastructure.

One example of a successful partnership is the application for sidewalk and bhicycle improvements
around Keister and Waterman Elementary Schools through VDOT’s Safe Routes to Schools program.
School staff, parents, students, RMH Community Health, the Shenandoah Valley Bicycle Coalition and
the City were the primary SRTS grant partners for both grant applications.

Implementation and construction of new bicycle and pedestrian facilities is both a public and private
responsibility. In cases where insufficient right-of-way exists for sidewalk construction, the City’s
Subdivision Ordinance requires that the property owner dedicate the appropriate right-of-way for
sidewalk construction and the City’s DCSM requires sidewalks to be constructed on both sides of all new
public streets, and for sidewalks to be constructed along the street frontage of all developing and
redeveloping properties. Additionally, any property being developed, which fronts on a public street and
abuts a designated bicycle route as designed by this Plan, is required to dedicate additiocnal right-of-way
to satisfy the appropriate width for bicycle lanes and the developer may be responsible for bicycle
facility construction.

Public funding can also be better utilized for the actual construction of facilities if property owners along
the frontage of a corridor with planned sidewalks, donate the right-of-way or temporary construction
easements necessary to construct the sidewalks,

As new facilities are constructed and added to the City’s transportation system, the need for repair and
replacement of facilities, snow removal, litter pickup, vegetation maintenance, and additional
maintenance activities are required. It is recognized that additional funding is needed for the long-term
maintenance of bicycle and pedestrian facilities within the City.
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IX. Education & Outreach .

The Harrisonburg community has many organizations and programs who contribute and collaborate on
education, advocacy and outreach for bicyclists and pedestrian needs. There are opportunities for
citizens to become members and participate with each of these organizations. Below is a sampling of
groups and organizations in our community:

¢ City Bicycle & Padestrian Information,
www.harrisonburgva.gov/bikeped

e City Transportation Safety & Advisory Commission,
www.harrisonburgva.gov/tsc

e Harrisonburg Fire Department,
www.harrisonburgva.gov/fire

o Harrisonburg Police Department, _
www.harrisonburgva.gov/police ]’!

¢ Harrisonburg Public Works Department, Figure. City staff, citizens and local
www.harrisonburgva.gov/publicworks ;;f::’tizgmznssnigiab;f;z :;’af:iss‘ﬂiz’::’;am

o Harrisonburg-Rockingham Metropolitan Planning international Festival, 2008,
Organization (HRMPO)'s Bicycle & Pedestrian
Subcommittee, www.hrvampo.org

¢ Central Shenandoah Planning District Commission (CSPDC)’s Bicycle & Pedestrian Committee,
www.cspdc.org, www.bikethevalley.org

¢ Safe Kids of the Central Shenandoah Valley, www.uwhr.org/safekids/index.htm!

¢ Shenandoah Valley Bicycle Coalition {SVBC}, www.svbcoalition.org

s New Community Project, www.newcommunityproject.org
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X. Goals, Objectives & Strategies
Goal 1. To develop and maintain “complete streets” which includes a safe and convenient pedestrian
and bicycle network that operates safely within the overall transportation system:.

Objective 1.1  Develop and improve the City's bicycle and pedestrian transportation system.

Strategy 1.1.1. Adopt, implement, and maintain the City’s Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan for
bicycle and pedestrian improvements.

Strategy 1.1.2. Complete the 2 and 5 year infrastructure project goals identified in the
bicycle and pedestrian priorities list within the next 2 and 5 years, respectively.

Strategy 1.1.3. Coordinate bicycle and pedestrian facility improvements with the City’s
Comprehensive Plan, Master Transportation Plan, Design & Construction Standards
Manual (DCSM), and other City planning and design guidelines.

Strategy 1.1.4. Secure sidewalk and shared use path improvements, easements, and
on-site bicycle parking and storage consistent with the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan
through the development review process.

Strategy 1.1.5. Coordinate bicycle and pedestrian facility improvements with
Rockingham County, the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT), the
Harrisonburg-Rockingham Metropolitan Planning Organization (HRMPOQ), IMU, EMU,
and others appropriate organizations.

Strategy 1.1.6. Collaborate with City departments, agencies, and citizen organizations
1o identify grant opportunities and submit applications to fund improvement projects.

Objective 1.2. Develop a bicycle and pedestrian network that is convenient and comfortable to
encourage citizens to bike and walk more frequently.

Strategy 1.2.1, Develop bicycle and pedestrian linkages between neighborhoods,
shopping centers, recreation facilities, and education centers.

Strategy 1.2.2. Appropriate public funding annually to support bicycle and pedestrian
capital improvement projects and long-term maintenance activities,

Strategy 1.2.3. Install way-finding and route signs and provide maps and internet-based
information to guide users through the City's pedestrian and bicycle systems.

Strategy 1.2.4. Provide sufficient arterial street right-of-way width to permit
landscaping, and to accommodate pedestrian and bicycle facilities while considering
neighborhood character and context.
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Strategy 1.2.5, Ensure that sidewalks, walkways, and shared use paths are furnished,
where needed and appropriate, with lighting, seating, landscaping, street trees, trash
receptacles, hike racks, handicap access, efc.

Objective 1.3. Implement operational safety measures for all modes of travel.

Strategy 1.3.1 Minimize the number of driveways on arterial streets to reduce the
potential for bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicle collisions,

Strategy 1.3.2. Promote the City's Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program and traffic
calming measures to reduce speeds on City streets.

Strategy 1.3.3. Enforce traffic l[aws, for all modes of travel, such as speeding, failing to
make a full stop at red lights and stop signs, failing to yield to pedestrians in crosswalks,
failing to use bike lights at night, etc.

Goal 2. To provide education and encouragement to citizens to promote safe walking and bicycling as a
regular or primary form of transportation.

Objective 2.1. Promote and encourage bicycling and walking as a healthy, safe and sustainable
forms of transportation,

Strategy 2.1.2. Collaborate with local organizations and agencies to promote
International Walk to School Week/Day, Cyclist & Pedestrian Awareness Week, and
National Bike to Work Month/Week/Day.

Objective 2.2. Educate citizens on bicycle and pedestrian laws, etiquette, and safe practices.

Strategy 2.2.1. Continue promeoting transportation safety campaigns created by
federal, state, and/or local agencies.

Strategy 2.2.2. Provide literature and education to citizens about how to safely cross
railroad tracks on a bicycle.

Strategy 2.2.3. Encourage bicyclists and pedestrians to follow safety guidelines as
recommended by transportation and enforcement agencies, and biking and walking
advocacy groups.

Objective 2.3. To recognize the efforts of the City, local businesses and local organizations for
their efforts to promote bicycling and walking in the City,

Strategy 2.3.1. The City should apply for and receive at least a Bicycle Friendly
Community Bronze designation from the League of American Bicyclists by 2012,

Strategy 2.3.2. Encourage local businesses and universities to also apply for a Bicycle
Friendly Community award from the League of American Bicyclists.
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XI. References

A. Design Guidelines

e  City of Harrisonburg’s “Design & Construction Standards Manual {DCSM),”
http://www.harrisonburgva.gov/dcsm

e American Association of State Highways and Transportation Officials, “Guide for the
Development of Bicycle Facilities”, http://www.aashto.org

e US DOT Federal Highway Administration, “Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD)
for Streets and Highways,” most recent edition, http://mutcd.fhwa.dot.gov/.

e Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals, “Bicycle Parking Guidelines: A set of
recommendations from the association of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals,”
http://www.bicyclinginfo.org/library/details.cfm?id=6

B. Recommended Facility & Design References

¢ Harrisonburg Bicycle & Pedestrian Facilities Resources (includes this Plan, maps, meeting
minutes, etc), http://www.harrisonburgva.gov/hikeped

e VDOT's Policy for Integrating Bicycle & Pedestrian Accommodations,
http://www.virginiadot.org/programs/resources/bike ped policy.pdf

¢ VDOT Bicycle Facility Design Guidelines from the VDOT Road Design Manual,
http://www.extranet.vdot.state.va.us/locdes/Electronic%20Pubs/2005%20RDM/appenda.pdf
(See Section A-5)

s FHWA Design Guidance, Accommodating Bicycle and Pedestrian Travel: A Recommended
Approach. A US DOT Policy Statement Integrating Bicycling and Walking into Transportation
Infrastructure, hitp://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bikeped/design.htm

s VDOT - Bicycle & Walking in Virginia {webpage of resources)
http://www.virginiadot.org/programs/bk-default.asp

s US DOT, Federal Highway Administration, Pedestrian & Bicycle Information Center,
http://www.pedbikeinfo.org/, http://www.bicyclinginfo.org/, http://www.walkinginfo.org/

¢ US DOT, Federal Highway Administration, BIKESAFE: Bicycle Countermeasure Section Sysiem,
http://www.bicyclinginfo.org/bikesafe

e US DOT, Federal Highway Administration, PEDSAFE: Pedestrian Safety Guide and
Countermeasure Selection System. http://www.walkinginfo.org/pedsafe/

s Pedestrian Facilities Guidebook: Incorporating Pedestrians into Washington’s Transportaticn
System”, ftp://ftp. wsdot.wa.gov/dotshare/LocalPrograms/Walk/PedFacilityGB.pdf

¢ Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center & City of Chicago, “Bike Lane Design Guide”,
http://www.cityofchicago.org/webportal/COCWebPortal/COC_EDITORIAL/bike lane.pdf

C. Other References
¢ Harrisonburg City Code on Bicycles, {see City Code 13-2),
http://www.municode.com/Resources/gateway.asp?pid=108938&sid=46
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e Harrisenburg Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program,
http://www.harrisonburgva.gov/trafficcalming

s VDOT Bicycle Laws & Safety Tips, http://www.vdot.virginia.gov/programs/bk-laws.asp (lists,
pictures, and references to state code}

e  Walk Bike Virginia, http://www.bikewalkvirginia.org/

s Sharing the Road in Virginia, hitp://www.sharingtheroadinvirginia.org/

¢ League of American Bicyclists’ Resources, htto://www.bikeleague. org/resources/index.php

XII. Appendices
A, Bicycle Plan Map

B. Pedestrian Plan Map
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January 2011 Proactive-Zoning Report

For the month of January 2011 the proactive-zoning program targeted the Reherd Acres
section of the city. During the proactive inspections a total of nine violations were found.
This was a decrease in the number of violations from both the first and 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 Parcelt 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 1
January 2010 Spotswood Acres I 1
Febroary 2010 Jefferson St. 35 35
March 2010 Forest Hills/JIMU l 1
April 2010 S. Main St. 2 2
May 2010 Hillandale 17 17
June 2010 Maplehurst/JMU 2 2
July 2010 Long Ave/Norwood i7 17
August 2010 Greystone 13 13
September 2010 Greendale/SE
October 2010 Ramblewood 1 i
November 2010 gfg;;;g% 0 0
December 2010 Sunset Heights 10 8
January 2011 Reherd Acres 5 n/a
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 February 2011 will be directed towards the enforcement of
the Zoning Ordinance in the RT 33 West section of the City.
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