
Staff will be available Monday May 12, 2014 at 4:30 p.m. for those interested in going on a field trip to 
view the sites for the May 14, 2014 agenda. 

City of Harrisonburg, Virginia 
Planning Commission Meeting 

April 9, 2014 

 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 
March 12, 2014 regular meeting. 

2) New Business 
 
Preliminary Plat – The Village at Chicago Park 
Consider a request from Theda and Merle Brunk and John Harding and Others with representative 
Scott Sellers of Engineering Solutions to preliminarily subdivide three lots totaling 2.26 +/- acres into 
19 lots (16 residential lots and three open space lots). The property owners are requesting five 
Subdivision Ordinance variances per Sections 10-2-41 (a), 10-2-42 (c), 10-2-45, 10-2-66, and 10-2-
67. These variances would allow the design of the proposed private cul-de-sac to deviate from the 
private street standards of the DCSM, allow lots to not have public street frontage, and allow the 
subdivision to occur without dedicating public street right-of-way and building required street 
improvements along tax map 48-D-25. The properties, addressed as 1041 and 1049 Chicago Avenue, 
are zoned R-7, Medium Density Mixed Residential Planned Community District and R-3, Medium 
Density Residential District and are identified as tax map parcels 48-D-26 & 41 and 48-D-25. 
 
15.2-2232 Review – New City Hall 
Consider a request to review the proposed City Hall project per City Code Section 10-1-6 to 
determine if the public facility is in substantial accord with the Comprehensive Plan as provided by 
the Code of Virginia Section 15.2-2232. 

 
3) Unfinished Business 

4) Public Input 

5) Report of secretary and committees 
Proactive Zoning 

6) Other Matters 

7) Adjournment 

 



 
 

MINUTES OF HARRISONBURG PLANNING COMMISSION 
March 12, 2014 

 
The Harrisonburg Planning Commission held its regular meeting on Wednesday, March 12, 2014 at 
7:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, 409 South Main Street. 

Members present:  Richard Baugh, Gil Colman, Judith Dilts, Deb Fitzgerald, Jefferson Heatwole, 
and Henry Way.   

Members absent:  MuAwia Da’Mes 

Also present:  Stacy Turner, Director of Planning and Community Development; Adam Fletcher, 
City Planner; Alison Banks, Senior Planner and Secretary. 

Chair Fitzgerald called the meeting to order and determined there was a quorum with six of seven 
members in attendance.  She then asked if there were any corrections, comments or a motion 
regarding the minutes from the February 12, 2014 Planning Commission meeting.   

Mr. Heatwole moved to approve the minutes as presented from the February 12, 2014 regular 
Planning Commission meeting. 

Mr. Colman seconded the motion. 

All members voted in favor of approving the February 2014 minutes (5-0) with Dr. Dilts abstaining 
because she was not in attendance at that meeting. 

New Business 

Special Use Permit-Urban Exchange Brewery Manufacturing  

Chair Fitzgerald read the request and asked staff to review.  

Mrs. Banks said the Comprehensive Plan designates this area as Mixed Use Development. This 
designation includes both existing and proposed new mixed use areas. These areas are intended to 
combine residential and non-residential uses in planned neighborhoods where the different uses are 
finely mixed instead of separated. These areas are prime candidates for “live-work” and traditional 
neighborhood developments. Live-work developments combine residential and office/service uses 
allowing people to both live and work in the same area, which could be combined in the same 
building or on the same street. The gross residential density in areas outside downtown should not 
exceed an average of 15 units per acre, though all types of residential units are permitted: single 
family detached, single family attached and apartments. Apartments are permitted only if single 
family detached and/or attached units are also provided and together cover a greater percentage of 
the project site. Residential densities in downtown may be higher than an average of 15 units per 
acre, and commercial uses would be expected to have an intensity equivalent to a Floor Area Ratio 
of at least 0.4, although the City does not measure commercial intensity in that way. 

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

Site:  Urban Exchange building, zoned B-1  

North:  Across East Market Street, professional offices, zoned B-1/B-2, and a fast food 
restaurant, zoned B-2 

 

East:  Professional offices, parking, Muhlenberg Luthren Church, zoned B-1/B-1C  

South:  Across East Water Street, professional offices, zoned B-2  
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West:  Commercial establishments, zoned B-1, and across South Mason Street, a financial 
institution, zoned B-1 

 

The applicant is requesting a special use permit per Section 10-3-85 (1) of the Zoning Ordinance, to 
allow for a manufacturing use within the B-1, Central Business District.  If approved, Three 
Notch’d Brewing Company, LLC, would operate a brewery operation and taproom within the 
Urban Exchange building at 241 East Market Street.  Per the requirements of the SUP, no more than 
15 persons can be employed on a single shift and all storage and activities must be conducted within 
a building. 

Urban Exchange is a mixed use building, which currently has commercial uses and parking on the 
first level and apartment units on the upper levels.  The Urban Exchange property has street 
frontage along East Market Street, South Mason Street, and East Water Street.  The commercial 
uses front East Market and South Mason Streets.  Three Notch’d Brewing would occupy a 2,100+/- 
square foot unit in the northeastern portion of the building, along East Market Street.   

Three Notch’d Brewing Company, LLC currently operates in Charlottesville and is looking to 
expand their operations to the City, where they plan to manufacture beer that would be unique to 
Harrisonburg.  The beer would be sold from their taproom and in kegs to other businesses upon 
request.  The beer manufactured in Harrisonburg would not be bottled for resale; it would only be 
made and then stored in kegs.  In addition to the beer manufactured on site, they would also sell 
beer made from their Charlottesville location at the Urban Exchange site and sell merchandise such 
as hats, t-shirts, and growlers. 

With regard to deliveries, they will personally transport the raw materials from their main location 
in Charlottesville.  It was explained that raw material deliveries would be so small in amounts they 
could be transported in the back of a car if necessary.  Due to the small scale of the brewing at this 
location, there would be only one employee working in production and four to five persons 
operating the taproom/retail portion; with the largest number of employees onsite at any time being 
15.   

Overall, staff believes the brewery use should have no adverse effect on the health, safety or 
comfort of those working and living in the area and is compatible with uses generally permitted in 
the B-1 zoning district.   

Staff recommends approving the special use permit request to allow a brewery manufacturing 
operation at this location. 

Chair Fitzgerald asked if there were any questions for staff regarding the special use request.  
Hearing none, she opened the public hearing for the request and asked the applicant or their 
representative if they would like to speak.  Hearing none, she asked if there was anyone wishing to 
speak in favor or opposed to the special use request.  Hearing none, she closed the public hearing 
and asked if there was a motion. 

Mr. Way said this is another good example of the mixed use principles we want to see within the B-
1, Central Business District.  He then made a motion to recommend approval of the brewery 
manufacturing special use permit. 

Dr. Dilts seconded the motion. 

All voted in favor of the motion to recommend approval (6-0). 
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Chair Fitzgerald said this will move forward to City Council with a favorable recommendation on 
April 8, 2014. 

Street Right-Of-Way Closing – Intersection of West Bruce Street and Old South High Street 
Adjacent to 25-C-14 (164 W Bruce, LLC) 

Chair Fitzgerald read the request and asked staff to review. 

Mr. Colman recused himself from the meeting at this time. 

Mr. Fletcher said the following land uses are located on and adjacent to the property: 

Site:  Public street right-of-way currently under construction to be part of a private parking lot, 
adjacent to property zoned B-1C. 

North:  Private parking lot owned by the applicants, zoned B-1C 

East:  Private parking lot owned by the applicants, zoned B-1C 

South:  Remaining developed public street right-of-way of West Bruce Street 

West:  Remaining developed public street right-of-way of Old South High Street 

The applicant is requesting to close and purchase 1,434 square feet of variable width public street 
right-of-way (ROW) at the northeastern corner of the intersection of Old South High and West 
Bruce Streets, adjacent to tax parcel 25-C-14. The public street ROW is not used for the adjacent 
developed public streets, and therefore is considered undeveloped street ROW. The applicant owns 
tax parcel 25-C-14, which is the only private lot adjacent to the area requested for closure. If 
approved, the new ROW line would be located to the back of the recently re-constructed sidewalk. 

In November 2013, the applicant’s engineered comprehensive site plan for the private parking lot 
currently under construction on tax parcel 25-C-14 was approved. The site plan demonstrated 
utilizing this ROW in the design of the parking lot, as if the applicant already owned this area, 
serving mainly as the required 10-foot landscaping buffer along the West Bruce Street frontage with 
portions of a retaining wall also being in this area. A note on the site plan described the applicant 
was coordinating with the City to purchase the subject area. The City approved the comprehensive 
site plan noting that “work in this area [the public right-of-way] shall not proceed until developer 
acquires the necessary strip of right-of-way from the City. If this transaction does not occur, then 
modifications to this plan will be required such to meet City standards without reliance on this strip 
of property.” This area, however, has already been constructed upon and incorporated into the 
private parking lot’s design. To conform to their approved comprehensive site plan, the applicant 
must close and purchase the public street ROW or redesign and then reconstruct this corner to meet 
City regulations. 

During the summer of 2011, the same group of individuals requested to close approximately 3,600 
square feet of public street ROW, which stretched as much as 40-feet at its widest section, at this 
same corner. (The 3,600 square feet included the area that is requested to be closed in the current 
application.) At that time, City staff recommended closing the requested ROW except for a 10-foot 
wide strip from the back of the existing sidewalk as it was uncertain to how this area was going to 
redevelop and we wanted to be assured we retained enough ROW for any necessary public street 
improvements. The retained 10-foot strip is what is now being requested for closure. Since 2011, 
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much has happened with the redevelopment potential in this area and staff is now comfortable with 
stating this ROW does not need to be retained. 

As noted, the area in question is not used by the City for the public street, and therefore is not 
needed for that purpose. There is, however, an existing water main located just outside and to the 
west of the area requested for closure. If approved, and as shown on the submitted plat, portions of 
the ROW should be reserved as a public water easement prior to selling the ROW. 

Staff recommends closing the 1,434 square feet of undeveloped public street ROW. 

Chair Fitzgerald asked if there were any question for staff.   

Mr. Way asked if closing the right-of-way impacted the sidewalk in any way. 

Mr. Fletcher replied no, it does not.  

Chairman Fitzgerald said this is not a public hearing before Planning Commission; however, we do 
invite anyone to come forward and speak if they so desire.  Hearing no one, she asked Planning 
Commission for discussion or a motion on the closing. 

Dr. Dilts moved to recommend approval of the street right-of-way closing as presented. 

Mr. Way seconded the motion. 

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

Mr. Colman returned to the Council Chambers at this time 7:14 p.m. 

Unfinished Business 

None. 

Public Input 

None.      

Report of secretary and committees 

Mrs. Banks said for proactive zoning this month inspectors went to the Route 33 West area where 
they found thirteen violations consisting of inoperable vehicles, signs, and discarded materials.  
Next month inspectors will be in the Chicago Avenue Area of the City. 

Mr. Baugh said at City Council last night two matters from this body were approved, the special use 
permits for the jewelry manufacturing and the brewery manufacturing at the Ice House.   

Chair Fitzgerald said she just wanted to update the Commission on one of the items we have been 
keeping track of – it is associated with the process by which Planning Commission reviews public 
buildings.  I spoke with the City Attorney, Chris Brown, to find out where that item was.  He said 
he has looked at procedures used by several other jurisdictions in determining the necessity of those 
types of hearings.  What he is going to be doing is to summarize the pros and cons of the different 
options and get a summary out to City Council, staff, and Planning Commission for their input.  
Council can then make a final decision based on the input.  He hopes to have this done before our 
April meeting.   

Chair Fitzgerald then asked about the Streetscape Plan and would it return to Planning Commission 
in April? 
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Mr. Fletcher replied no, I do not have a time frame for the plan to return.  We actually had a 
meeting regarding it and there are still some tweaks that the committee is making, so I do not expect 
to see it until May or later. 

Mr. Baugh asked what the April Planning Commission Agenda looks like. 

Mr. Fletcher said actually it was starting to look quiet heavy; however, it has dwindled down to 
three preliminary plats.  One is for the Village of Chicago Park; another is a ten lot subdivision and 
public cul-de-sac off of Garbers Church Road; lastly, a plat to permanently dead-end Wyndham 
Drive in a cul-de-sac.  

Chair Fitzgerald said hopefully in April we will have this input from the City Attorney regarding 
the public building review process. 

Other Matters 

None. 

Adjournment 

Planning Commission adjourned at 7:19 p.m. 
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STAFF REPORT 
April 9, 2014 

 
PRELIMINARY PLAT – THE VILLAGE AT CHICAGO PARK 

GENERAL INFORMATION  

Applicant:  Theda and Merle Brunk and John Harding and Others (with representative 
Scott Sellers of Engineering Solutions) 

Tax Map:  48-D-26 & 41 and 48-D-25 

Acreage:  2.26+/- acres 

Location:  1041 and 1049 Chicago Avenue 

Requests:  Consider a request to preliminarily subdivide three lots totaling 2.26 +/- acres 
into 19 lots (16 residential lots and three open space lots). The property owners 
are requesting five Subdivision Ordinance variances per Sections 10-2-41 (a), 
10-2-42 (c), 10-2-45, 10-2-66, and 10-2-67. These variances would allow the 
design of the proposed private cul-de-sac to deviate from the private street 
standards of the DCSM, allow lots to not have public street frontage, and allow 
the subdivision to occur without dedicating public street right-of-way and 
building required street improvements along tax map 48-D-25.  

LAND USE, ZONING, AND SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

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

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

Site:  Detached single family uses, zoned R-7 and R-3  

North:  A non-conforming duplex, zoned R-2 and other non-conforming dwellings, zoned 
B-2 

 

East:  Across Chicago Avenue, Christian Light Publications, Inc., zoned B-2  

South:  Multi-family units, zoned R-3  

West:  Detached single family homes fronting College Avenue, zoned R-2  

 



 
 

 
EVALUATION 

The applicants are applying to preliminarily subdivide three parcels totaling 2.26+/- acres for the 
development of the Village at Chicago Park R-7 master planned community.  The property is 
located along the western side of Chicago Avenue, about 220 feet south of Chicago Avenue’s 
intersection with Mt. Clinton Pike.  The preliminary plat would create the 15 residential parcels 
and three common areas comprising the Village of Chicago Park, along with one residual, single 
family lot, zoned R-3, Medium Density Residential.  The applicants have stated they do not 
intend to phase this development; therefore, all lots would be final platted in one step.    

As described during the rezoning process, the subdivision would be accessed by a private street, 
Saturday Drive.  The applicant is requesting variances to Sections 10-2-41(a) and 10-2-42(c) of 
the Subdivision Ordinance to permit the proposed private cul-de-sac to deviate from the private 
street standards of the DCSM and to allow lots to not have public street frontage.  The applicants 
are also requesting a variance to subdivision Sections 10-2-45, 10-2-66, and 10-2-67 to allow for 
the subdivision without dedicating public street right-of-way and building required street 
improvements along the residual R-3 parcel located at 1041 Chicago Avenue. 

Only two parcels in the proposed subdivision, a common area and the remnant R-3 lot, would 
have frontage along Chicago Avenue, the remaining lots would front along the private cul-de-
sac.  Saturday Drive would not be maintained by the City and would not receive public services 
such as trash collection and snow removal; school bus service would be provided as determined 
necessary.  Staff supported this concept during the rezoning/master plan; therefore we continue 
to support the variance to Section 10-2-42(c) to allow 17 parcels to not have public street 
frontage.   

Section 10-2-41(a) states that all proposed streets shall conform to the standards and 
specifications outline in the Design and Construction Standards Manual (DCSM), except that 
variances to the standards may be approved on a case-by case basis by the City Council when: 

(1) the proposed alternative would better achieve the walkable, pedestrian and bicycle-
oriented environment the City desires; 

(2) the particular conditions of the site and surrounding street network would allow the 
proposed alternative without causing undue inefficiencies for service vehicles, nor an 
excessive reduction in pedestrian safety due to pedestrian-vehicle movement conflicts; 
and  

(3) the proposed alternative would better balance the needs of pedestrians and vehicles, and 
better achieve the goals of the comprehensive plan. 

Included within the packet is a letter submitted by the applicants addressing why it is believed 
the proposed development meets the three measures for variance approval as outlined above.  
Again, staff supports the requested variance for the private street. 

The remaining three subdivision variances requested pertain to right–of-way dedication:   
 Section 10-2-45, which requires the applicant, when subdividing, to dedicate all land 

designated for future street widening to public use; 

 Section 10-2-66, which states street improvements shall be provided with each new 
subdivision in accordance with standards and specifications of the City; and 



 
 

 Section 10-2-67, which states the street improvements shall be installed by the applicant, 
at their expense. 

As indicated on the preliminary plat and discussed during the R-7 rezoning/master plan process, 
right-of-way and street improvements will be provided along the existing tax map parcel 48-D-
26 (addressed as 1049 Chicago Avenue) but the same required dedication and improvements are 
not shown along tax map parcel 48-D-25 (addressed as 1041 Chicago Avenue), even though this 
property will be subdivided with the rest of the development.  If the needed right-of-way is 
dedicated along this parcel, the existing house would have to be relocated or demolished, 
because the right-of-way would proceed through the house. The applicants do not wish to 
dedicate or build the street improvements along this parcel and are requesting variances to the 
Subdivision Ordinance Sections 10-2-45, 66, and 67.  At this time, given the circumstances of 
the structure’s location, staff is supportive of the requested variances.  If and when the remaining 
portions of Chicago Avenue are ready for widening improvements the City can negotiate with 
the property owner, and decide at that time the best approach for improvements.   

As previously discussed with this project, staff is concerned with how stormwater management 
would be handled.  The applicant’s engineer has provided stormwater easements and BMP’s 
throughout the development, incorporating the private cul-de-sac and driveways into those 
practices with plans to construct them with pervious material.  The area of the development is 
relatively flat and does not have an adequate channel downstream.  Therefore, a note has been 
added to the preliminary plat indicating that the site grade would be raised slightly to allow the 
BMP areas to drain to the proposed outfall and that the applicant would either acquire easements 
from downstream property owners or design the site as if it was a “pristine forest.”  As noted on 
the plat, all these stormwater management possibilities will be designed per code and the site 
engineer will coordinate design with the City of Harrisonburg review staff during the 
comprehensive site plan process. 

Provided on the preliminary plat are required water, sanitary sewer, and storm sewer easements.  
Although general utility easement are provided on the preliminary plat, the approval of the 
variance to Section 10-2-41(a) will allow the development to accommodate easement locations 
for general utilities, typically located along specified lot lines, to be determined when more 
specifics are understood during the engineered comprehensive site plan review process. 

Lastly, per section 10-2-41(e) of the Subdivision Ordinance, since the street will permanently 
end in a cul-de-sac, Planning Commission must approve of such a design.  (This detail does not 
need City Council approval.)  As this design was vetted during the rezoning process and 
approved, staff recommends this element of the development be accepted.   

Staff supports the preliminary plat with all the requested variances. 
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15.2-2232 REVIEW – NEW CITY HALL 

GENERAL INFORMATION  

Applicant:  City of Harrisonburg 

Tax Map:  25-J-10 

Acreage:  4.2 +/- acres 

Location:  345 & 409 South Main Street 

Requests:  Consider a request to review the proposed City Hall project per City Code 
Section 10-1-6 to determine if the public facility is in substantial accord with 
the Comprehensive Plan as provided by the Code of Virginia Section 15.2-
2232. 

LAND USE, ZONING, AND SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
The Comprehensive Plan designates this area as Public/Semi-Public. This designation states that 
these lands are designated for public and semi-public use. They include lands owned or leased by 
the Commonwealth of Virginia, the federal government, the City of Harrisonburg, and other 
governmental organizations. Examples of uses included in this category are public schools, 
libraries, City Hall and City administrative and support facilities. 

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

Site:  Municipal Building, Planning and Community Development Department building, 
Turner Pavilion, and municipal parking lot, zoned B-1 

 

North:  HEC office building and parking lot, zoned B-1; and across a public alley the 
former Harrisonburg School Board Building (owned by the City), zoned B-1 

 

East:  Across South Main Street, BB&T Shomo & Lineweaver office building, zoned B-2; 
Hoover Penrod office building, zoned B-1C; other office uses and the United 
Church of Christ, zoned B-2; and the Joshua Wilton House, zoned B-2C 

 

South:  Across Warren Street, parking areas for Lindsey Funeral Home, zoned R-3  

West:  Undeveloped parcels owned by the City, zoned B-1; and across South Liberty 
Street, the Daily News Record property, zoned M-1; and the Ice House project 
(under construction), zoned B-1 

 

EVALUATION 
At the request of Planning Commission, the proposed City Hall project, which includes the 
construction of a new City Hall and the demolition of the existing Planning and Community 
Development building, is under review per City Code Section 10-1-6. This section stipulates that 



 
 

“if a public facility subject to Section 15.2-2232 of the Code of Virginia is not already shown on 
the comprehensive plan, the planning commission shall determine whether the location, 
character and extent of such public facility is in substantial accord with the comprehensive plan 
as provided by Section 15.2-2232 of the Code of Virginia and the terms and conditions set forth 
therein, as may be amended from time to time.” 

With regard to Section 15.2-2232, among other things, it states that when a locality has adopted a 
comprehensive plan, “it shall control the general or approximate location, character and extent of 
each feature shown on the plan.” The code section then lists items, citing among others, public 
buildings and public structures, and stating that unless features are already shown on the plan, 
they “shall not be constructed, established, or authorized, unless and until the general location or 
approximate location, character, and extent thereof has been submitted to and approved by the 
commission as being substantially in accord with the adopted comprehensive plan or part 
thereof.” Under Section 15.2-2232, a public hearing is not required unless directed by City 
Council. Planning Commission was not directed by City Council to hold a public hearing 
regarding this issue. 

Staff believes the proposed use by the City to construct a new City Hall on the subject property is 
substantially in accord with the Comprehensive Plan. First, the subject site is designated by the 
Comprehensive Plan’s Land Use Guide as Public/Semi-Public. The Plan specifically states these 
lands are “owned or leased by the Commonwealth of Virginia, the federal government, the City 
of Harrisonburg, and other governmental organizations.” It goes on to state that “examples of 
uses included in this category are public schools, libraries, City Hall and City administrative and 
support facilities.” The subject site has been designated as Public/Semi-Public since the Plan’s 
2004 update. Prior to that, it was designated as Commercial. 

Secondly, the subject site has been used continuously as City Administrative offices since 1960; 
the new building would be built to the south of the existing Municipal Building, connected by an 
atrium. The Planning and Community Development building, which has housed that Department 
since about 1990 and the existing City Council chambers since 2007, will be demolished, with 
those services moving into the new building. At the current time, the project is undergoing 
comprehensive site plan review by City staff to ensure City development standards are met. 

Thirdly, from a zoning perspective, the property is zoned B-1, where public uses is listed as a by-
right use. 

Lastly, from a transportation point of a view, the subject property is located along South Main 
Street and South Liberty Street, two highly traveled and well known arterial streets, and is well 
connected to the City’s overall transportation network. Transit bus stops are located across South 
Main Street from the proposed building and near the property’s South Liberty Street frontage. As 
the property is located downtown, the environment is very walkable to many different services. 
Furthermore, bicyclists use both South Main Street and South Liberty Street regularly and the 
streets are marked with bicycle “sharrows,” which are intended to guide bicyclists to the best 
place to ride on the road, avoid car doors, and remind drivers to share the road with bicyclists. 

Staff recommends the Commission communicate the same findings to City Council that the new 
City Hall project conforms to the Comprehensive Plan. 
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Extract from City Council’s September 24, 2013 Regular Meeting 
 
Item #7: Mather Architects will make a presentation at the request of Council regarding the 

potential location of the new municipal building on the lot north of the current 
municipal building. 

 
John Mather, of Mather Architects, made a presentation at the request of Council regarding the 
potential location of the new Municipal Building on the lot north of the current municipal 
building. The first major issue with locating the new building on the north side lot is the GIS 
map shows this building would be partially sitting in a 100 year floodplain, and completely 
encompassed by the 500 year floodplain. Building on the north side of the current Municipal 
Building would also not allow for space for an atrium between the two buildings, and would not 
preserve the original historic face of the older building. The third concern with building on the 
north side is that the parking currently located there would be lost and have to be made up in 
another area. One variation of the plan to build on the north side would include preserving the 
old school board building, however the through-street would be lost and the new Municipal 
Building would have to face towards Liberty Street, as it would not be seen from Main Street. 
Facing the building in this direction would mean traffic would be circuitous to get to the building 
because the driver would have to pass the building traveling on South Main Street, and turn left 
on Water Street, and then left again on Liberty Street, and left into the parking lot of the new 
Municipal Building. Because of the more than 200 parking spaces that are needed for City 
employees, visitors, and Farmers Market guests, parking would have to be to the south side of 
the building and therefore severely limit the amount of green space. Another variation of the new 
Municipal Building on the north side lot would include demolishing the old school board 
building. This would give some frontage to the new building on Main Street; however a driver 
would still not be able to identify the building until they were right up on it or past it. A small 
parking lot with about a dozen spaces could be placed in front of this design, and therefore would 
move the building location back off Main Street. This again would mean that visitors to the 
Municipal Building would still need prior knowledge of where the building is located. The 
second problem with the variation that would demolish the old school board building is that 
downtown would lose a historic building on Main Street. Another variation of the new Municipal 
Building on the north side lot would include spacing the new building 27 feet away from the old 
building. This would create enough space for an atrium between the two buildings and allow for 
historic preservation of the old building; however it would create a long and narrow space for 
offices which could be problematic for functionality. 
 
Council Member Baugh asked Mr. Mather to work on two more considerations for footprints. 
Both explorations would include tearing down the current Community Development Building 
and using that space. This would mean staff would need to be relocated during construction. 
Council Member Baugh asked Mr. Mather to first look into a building that would front Main 
Street, and potentially close Warren Street with Council Member Baugh asked Mr. Mather to 
work on two more considerations for footprints. Both explorations would include tearing down 
the current Community Development Building and using that space. This would mean staff 
would need to be relocated during construction. Council Member Baugh asked Mr. Mather to 
first look into a building that would front Main Street, and potentially close Warren Street with 
potential to maintain a south face and a Main Street orientation. This one would have to include 



parking behind the building. Second, he asked Mr. Mather to look at how far back the building 
could be moved off of Main Street in order to have parking in front of the building and also 
would not obscure the existing structure. This would have less emphasis on the south façade.  
 
Mr. Mather stated that with parking in front of the building and the building set back from the 
road, the same issue of not being able to see the building as you drive up Main Street would 
exist. He stated that there is also a difference in elevation between the two sides that he will have 
to look into. Mr. Mather will look into the two new locations that Council requested and report 
back at the next Council meeting.  
 
Council Member Baugh offered a motion to approve Mr. Mather to work on the footprints for 
the two new locations as presented. The motion was seconded by Council Member Shearer and 
approved with a recorded roll call vote taken as follows: 
 

Yes – Council Member Baugh, Mayor Byrd, Council Member Degner, Vice-Mayor 
Chenault and Council Member Shearer 

 
No – None. 

 
Council Member Baugh added that City Manager Hodgen should look at the real costs to 
relocate staff for these two new footprints. He requested Mr. Hodgen look at the cost of doing 
two moves, as well as the cost of the space needed for use by the Community Development 
Department and Council during the construction time. Council Member Baugh requested City 
Manager Hodgen report back at the next Council meeting on his findings.  
 
Council Member Baugh stated that Council is still interested in setting up a public process to get 
input on the new Municipal Building project after they review the two footprints at the next 
Council meeting. Council Member Baugh offered a motion to have staff report back at the next 
Council meeting on a public input process for the new Municipal Building. The motion was 
seconded by Vice-Mayor Chenault and approved with a unanimous voice vote. 
 

Yes – Council Member Baugh, Mayor Byrd, Vice-Mayor Chenault, Council Member 
Degner and Council Member Shearer. 

 
No – None. 

 



Extract from City Council’s October 8, 2013 Regular Meeting 
 
Item #8: Mather Architects will make a presentation at the request of Council regarding the 

potential location of the new municipal building on the lot south of the current 
municipal building. 

 
John Mather, Mather Architects, provided a presentation regarding the potential location for the 
new municipal building on the lot south of the current Municipal Building and in the vicinity of 
the existing Community Development Building. Mr. Mather reviewed the existing site of the 
Municipal Building with the 80 parking spaces on south side. Mr. Mather reviewed two versions 
of the site with one placing the new building with parking located on both the side and back of 
the building and the other moving the building back creating parking on the front and back of the 
building. Mr. Mather stated if Council would decide to go with the parking on the front and back, 
two main entrances would be created. Also, on both options the eastern part of Warren Street 
would be removed, so it might cause more traffic to move between the buildings. Mr. Mather 
reviewed the pros of the building which he felt the status quo is maintained and the Municipal 
Building is unaffected. Mr. Mather reviewed the cons which were as follows: city buildings will 
be permanently separated by roads and parking; confusion, perhaps, in terms of which building is 
“City Hall”; still difficult to identify building from Main Street approach; much of parking is not 
adjacent to main entry and/or Council Chambers; front and back of building are at different 
levels, so lobby or main hall will need to extend thru building; limited opportunity to improve 
site circulation and alignment of Campbell Street; lost some “green space” next to Farmers 
Market; lost opportunity for community atrium space; Farmers Market remains largely hidden 
from Main Street view; and Community Development would need to be relocated for 1 to 1½ 
years. No further action on this matter was taken. 
  
City Manager Hodgen presented estimated expenses for temporary relocation of the Community 
Development Offices based on need of 15,500 square foot for fifteen months. City Manager 
Hodgen stated if rental space was found and the space was finished it could cost $266,000 to 
$325,000. City Manager Hodgen stated if rental space was found and the space was unfinished, it 
could cost $556,400 to $963,900. City Manager Hodgen stated possible parking costs for staff 
and the general public was not included in the estimates and didn’t include the temporary 
relocation of Council Chambers or possible associated costs. City Manager Hodgen stated staff is 
not aware of any single building with 15,500 square feet of “ready to occupy” office space, but 
Council could possibly relocate their meetings to either the School Board meeting room or the 
Board of Supervisors meeting room. Staff believes the new municipal building could serve 
possibly 50 years or more as the current one has.  
 
City Manager Hodgen stated during the September 24 Council Meeting, staff was asked to report 
back to Council on the process recommended for a public input meeting relative to the Municipal 
Building project. City Manager Hodgen stated staff’s recommendation was as follows: an input 
session to be held in an open house format with displays with staff and the architect’s team 
present to collect information and comments. A handout and comment form would be provided 
to each member of the public when they sign in. Proposed date and time is October 16, 2013 
from 4:30 through 7:30 p.m. City Manager Hodgen stated staff also plans to utilize the City’s 
website to also collect input from citizens. Council would like to show citizens all options for the 



Municipal Building. Vice-Mayor Chenault offered a motion for a public input session to be held 
on Wednesday, October 16, 2013 from 4:30 through 7:30 p.m. As well as, content available on 
the website on Wednesday or sooner if possible for comments to be received until 8:00 a.m. on 
Monday, October 21, 2013. The motion was seconded by Council Member Degner and approved 
with a unanimous voice vote. It was also noted that citizens could continue to submit e-mails 
and/or letters to staff and Council. Staff is planning to present a report at the October 22, 2013 
Council Meeting about the information gathered during the input period. 



Extract from City Council’s October 22, 2013 Regular Meeting 
 
Item #9: Staff will update Council on information received relative to the Municipal 

Building project from the October 16 public input meeting and online comment 
process, which concludes on 8:00 AM on Monday, October 21, 2013.Following 
the update, staff will request direction on how to move forward with the project 
through either: 1) Council selection of a preferred building site option; or 2) 
Council establishing a date at which time a selection will be made. 

 
City Manager Hodgen provided an update on the Municipal Building Project and Public Input 
Process. City Manager Hodgen stated a public input meeting was held last Wednesday and 
comments were received through 8:00 a.m. Monday, October 21, 2013. City Manager Hodgen 
stated 70 citizens attended the meeting and a total of 81 comments were received. City Manager 
Hodgen stated all comments that were received on the survey were posted on the City’s website. 
City Manager Hodgen asked Council for direction and reminded them that the City has an 
architect under contract. 
 
Vice-Mayor Chenault stated that section 10-1-6 of the Harrisonburg City Code provides that in 
certain situations public facilities, including public buildings, be referred to the Planning 
Commission to ensure that the general location, character and extent thereof conform to the 
comprehensive plan. Section 10-1-6 also provides that such a referral to Planning Commission 
may be waived by Council in any instance in when Council deems it advisable to do so. The 
location of the proposed new municipal building is designated in the current comprehensive plan 
for use for public facilities, so Vice-Mayor Chenault believed that Planning Commission 
approval is not necessary. The new municipal building will replace an existing municipal 
building next door to the proposed building, and Planning Commission approved the new 
municipal building as part of current Capital Improvement Program (CIP), which is based on the 
comprehensive plan. For those reasons, Vice-Mayor Chenault offered a motion that pursuant to 
Harrisonburg Code Section 10-1-6, referral of the new municipal building to Planning 
Commission be waived. The motion was seconded by Council Member Shearer. Discussion on 
the following occurred: approved as part of the CIP; would have liked more people involved 
earlier on in the process; option 6 provides a bigger green footprint, allows view of Turner 
Pavilion, aligns with Campbell Street, puts all city offices in one building; and all of Council 
didn’t agree this motion was necessary and some felt better by having this section noted. The 
motion was approved with a recorded roll call vote taken as follows: 
 

Yes – Mayor Byrd, Vice-Mayor Chenault and Council Member Shearer. 
 

No – Council Member Baugh and Council Member Degner. 
 
Vice-Mayor Chenault moved that option 6 be adopted as the design location for the new 
Municipal Building and that the building process include retrofitting the old municipal building 
lower rear level with bathrooms, an office, and storage space for the farmer’s market as well as 
having the architect review the parking space layout for the option to reduce its impact on the 
green space in the rear and perhaps reducing parking spaces. The motion was seconded by 
Council Member Shearer. Discussion on the following occurred: staff doesn’t have to move for 



additional cost; option 4 has been out less time for review and it maintains the view from Main 
Street; spending more money maybe worthwhile; preserve and relocate; create a policy for 
historic City owned buildings; expansion options; and disagreement of building less than 100 ft 
difference in location. The motion was approved with a recorded roll call vote taken as follows: 
 

Yes – Mayor Byrd, Vice-Mayor Chenault and Council Member Shearer. 
 

No – Council Member Baugh and Council Member Degner. 
 



For additional information, please see the pages and documents at the webpages listed below: 
 
New City Hall ITB (Invitation to Bid) webpage: 

 This page provides information and bid documents, attachments, and addenda documents 
for the new City Hall. 

 http://www.harrisonburgva.gov/new-city-hall-itb-2014 
 
Selected Site Option for the New City Hall webpage: 

 This page contains the information for the chosen site option for the new City Hall. This 
option was one of six options made available for public input. 

 http://www.harrisonburgva.gov/city-hall-site-6 
 
Public Information and Input Session Summary document page: 

 This page contains the document that summarizes the comments associated with the six 
options made available for public input. 

 http://www.harrisonburgva.gov/sites/default/files/CMO/files/Comment%20Sheet%20-
%20Final.pdf  

 

 



March 2014 Proactive-Zoning Report 
 
For the month of March 2014 the proactive-zoning program inspected the Chicago 

Avenue section of the city.  During the proactive inspections four violations were found. The 
violations consisted of inoperable vehicles.    

 

MONTH SECTOR 
4th CYCLE 

VIOLATIONS 
CORRECTED 1st CYCLE 2nd CYCLE 3rd CYCLE 

December 2011 Wyndham Woods 2 2 2 0 4 
January 2012 Northfield 13 13 21 6 19 

February 2012 Purcell Park 8 8 7 6 5 
March 2012 Parkview 5 5 19 7 16 
April 2012 Ind./Tech Park 0 0 0 1 0 
May 2012 Northeast 29 29 80 45 63 
June 2012 Exit 243 1 1 10 0 1 
July 2012 Fairway Hills 2 2 1 0 0 

August 2012 Smithland Rd. 2 2 0 4 0 
September 2012 N. Main St. 10 10 13 4 4 

October 2012 Liberty St. 11 11 6 4 18 
November 2012 Westover 13 13 18 8 17 
December 2012 Garbers Church  9 9 1 2 1 
January 2013 Spotswood Acres 8 8 6 4 1 

February 2013 Jefferson St. 21 21 26 22 35 
March 2013 Forest Hills/JMU 1 1 6 1 1 
April 2013 S. Main St. 5 5 1 0 2 
May 2013 Hillandale 11 11 7 5 17 
June 2013 Maplehurst/JMU 0 0 6 5 2 
July 2013 Long Ave/Norwood 11 11 12 28 17 

August 2013 Greystone 9 9 13 10 13 
September 2013 Greendale/SE 1 1 3 2 5 

October 2013 Ramblewood 11 11 4 8 1 

November 2013 
Stone Spring 
Village/JMU 

2 2 2 10 0 

December 2013 Sunset Heights 2 2 7 29 10 
January 2014 Reherd Acres 10 10 10 12 9 

February 2014 RT 33 West 13 10 0 16 6 
March 2014 Chicago Ave 4 n/a 16 22 29 
April 2014 Pleasant Hill   4 13 17 
May 2014 Avalon Woods   7 26 11 
June 2014 Waterman Elementary   6 61 18 
July 2014 Keister Elem   6 5 8 

August 2014 500-600 S. Main   7 30 16 
September 2014 Court Square   0 3 2 

October 2014 
Bluestone Hills & 

Valley Mall 
  3 33 31 

November 2014 Preston Heights   8 3 1 
 

The proactive-zoning program for April 2014 will be directed towards the enforcement of the 
Zoning Ordinance in the Pleasant Hill section of the City.  

 




