
Staff will be available Tuesday March 10, 2015 at 4:30 p.m. for those interested in going on a tour of the 
sites for the March 11, 2015 agenda. 

City of Harrisonburg, Virginia 
Planning Commission Meeting 

February 11, 2015 

 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 14, 2015 regular meeting. 
 

2) New Business 

None. 
 

3) Unfinished Business 

None. 
 

4) Public Input 
 

5) Report of secretary and committees 

Proactive Zoning 
 

6) Other Matters 

Review Proposed Draft Wireless Telecommunications Ordinance 

Review Harrisonburg Planning Commission 2014 Annual Report 

Review Planning and Zoning Division 2014 Report of Annual Activity 
 

7) Adjournment 



 
 

MINUTES OF HARRISONBURG PLANNING COMMISSION 
JANUARY 14, 2015 

 
The Harrisonburg Planning Commission held its regular meeting on Wednesday, January 14, 2015 
at 7:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, 409 South Main Street. 

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

Members absent:  None. 

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

City Planner Adam Fletcher opened the regular meeting of the Planning Commission and called for 
nominations for Chair of the Planning Commission for 2015. 

Mr. Da’Mes nominated Deb Fitzgerald for Chair.  Mr. Way seconded the nomination and Dr. Dilts 
moved to close the nominations for Chair.   

All voted in favor of Deb Fitzgerald as Chair of the 2015 Planning Commission. 

Chair Fitzgerald then opened nominations for 2015 Vice Chair. 

Mr. Da’Mes nominated Henry Way for Vice Chair. 

Mr. Heatwole seconded the nomination and Dr. Dilts moved to close the nominations for Vice 
Chair. 

All voted in favor of Henry Way as Vice Chair. 

Mr. Da’Mes nominated Alison Banks for the office of secretary, which was seconded by Dr. Dilts. 

All voted in favor of Mrs. Banks as secretary. 

Chair Fitzgerald called the meeting to order and determined there was a quorum with all members 
in attendance.  She then asked if there were any corrections, comments or a motion regarding the 
minutes from the December 10, 2014 Planning Commission meeting.   

Dr. Dilts moved to approve the minutes as presented. 

Mr. Way seconded the motion.  

All members voted in favor of approving the December 2014 minutes (7-0). 

New Business 

Special Use Permit – 1854 East Market Street (Section 10-3-91(9) Reduced Side Yard Setback) 

Chair Fitzgerald read the request and asked staff to review.  

Mrs. Banks said the Comprehensive Plan designates this area as Commercial. This designation 
states that these areas include uses for retail, office, wholesale, or service functions. These areas are 
generally found along the City’s major travel corridors and in the Central Business District of the 
City. 

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

Site:  Commercial building and parking lot, zoned B-2  
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North:  Across Terri Drive, commercial buildings and shopping center, zoned B-2  

East:  Financial institution, zoned B-2  

South:  Restaurant and shopping center, zoned B-2  

West:  Across East Market Street, shopping center, zoned B-2  

The applicant is requesting a special use permit per Section 10-3-91 (9) of the Zoning Ordinance to 
allow a reduction in the required 10-foot side yard setback to zero feet along a property line 
adjoining a parcel zoned B-2.  The property, which is comprised of two parcels, is located at the 
southeast corner of the East Market Street/Terri Drive intersection.  Currently located on the 
property is a multi-tenant commercial building and a parking lot, which serves the commercial uses.  
If a special use permit is granted, the applicant intends to construct an uncovered loading dock and 
dumpster enclosure within five feet of the southeastern property line.  

The existing building was constructed prior to annexation in 1983 and is situated approximately one 
foot from the southeastern property line.  Within the B-2, General Business District a 10-foot 
building setback is required from side and rear lot lines; therefore, this structure is considered non-
conforming to setback requirements and cannot be enlarged or structurally altered in any manner 
that would compound the setback encroachment.  The property owners desire to build a loading 
dock on the rear of the building to serve a proposed tenant and to enclose their dumpsters, but 
zoning regulations require that both the dock and the enclosure meet the 10-foot setback.  After 
discussion with staff regarding how they could accomplish constructing the addition and still be in 
compliance with zoning regulations, the applicants decided to apply for a special use permit for a 
zero setback along the southeastern property line.  If approved, the proposed dock and dumpster 
enclosure and the existing building would all be in conformance with setback regulations to the 
southeastern property boundary.  

The owners must also apply for a minor subdivision because the new dock and enclosure would 
cross the existing property line between their two parcels; this can be done as a property line 
adjustment or a property line vacation.  The minor subdivision would need to be approved and 
recorded prior to the release of any building permits for construction of the addition.  This proposal 
has been discussed with the Building Official and, based upon the Virginia Construction Code, an 
unenclosed loading dock structure, constructed of the same material as the existing building, would 
be able to be built at the intended location.  

Because the parking lot and travel area are rather tight, staff had concern with delivery truck 
movement to the proposed loading dock area.  Section 10-3-30 of the Zoning Ordinance requires 
that loading and unloading of vehicles is provided on private property and shall not depend on 
public streets for the maneuvering of such vehicles.  The applicant provided an engineered 
schematic illustrating a 32-foot delivery truck movement to the dock location.  Should concerns 
arise regarding delivery vehicles using the public street for maneuvering; staff can approach it as a 
zoning violation.  

Staff does not have concerns with the requested special use permit and recommends approval of the 
reduced setback as requested. 

Chair Fitzgerald asked if there were any questions for staff. 
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Mr. Da’Mes asked why a 32-foot box truck was used; do we not usually require a tractor trailer for 
commercial building deliveries. 

Mrs. Banks said that is what the applicant supplied to us; we do not have a requirement. 

Mr. Fletcher said there is no requirement within the Zoning Ordinance or the Design and 
Construction Standards Manual that requires a site to accommodate an eighteen wheeled vehicle 
onto the site.  What is provided is the intended type of delivery vehicle.  The existing tenant, Harbor 
Freight, does utilize an eighteen wheeled vehicle to their loading dock. 

Mr. Colman asked why we allow the applicants to do a property line adjustment, instead of vacating 
the entire property line. 

Mrs. Banks explained there is not a requirement that says the line must be vacated; it just needs to 
be adjusted to rectify the encroachment.  It is the applicant’s choice how they would like to handle 
it.   

Mr. Colman asked what would be the width of the remaining lot. 

Mrs. Banks said if the applicants do an adjustment as shown, the remaining lot would be the same 
width as it currently is. 

Mr. Fletcher said I had a conversation with the applicant regarding this and we recommended that it 
be vacated in order to clean things up; however, they said that the partners were concerned about 
losing the fact that they have two lots.  Other localities treat things differently; for instance, once 
you get rid of a lot you might not be able to get it back.  In our B-2 district there are no minimum 
size or width requirements, which I did explain to the applicants.  But again, it is up to the applicant 
how they would like to handle this.  They do have a shared parking arrangement in place already for 
the two parcels. 

Chair Fitzgerald asked if there were any further questions.  Hearing none, she opened the public 
hearing and asked the applicant or the applicant’s representative if they would like to speak. 

Mr. Bob Pingry of Fishersville, VA, said he works with the owners of the property.  This has been 
an exciting project.  It was originally a Schewels Furniture Store, in rather rough condition, and it 
has been an exciting project changing this into a vibrant new building.  We need the ability to have 
deliveries to remaining vacant space at the north end of the building for a future tenant.  That led us 
to meeting with City staff; who was very helpful when discussing workable solutions.  On the 
comment regarding vacating the property line – that was the first thing the City recommended; 
however, it is the preference of the owners, who feel they have value with two separate lots, to just 
do a property line adjustment.  On the matter of the delivery truck, we did look at a larger truck for 
deliveries and there were some issues with the ingress and egress, so we went back to the smaller 
truck.  With that, I am here to answer any questions you may have. 

Dr. Dilts asked if the prospective tenant would be happy with deliveries from the smaller, box truck. 

Mr. Pingry replied yes.  We are working with existing conditions and if those conditions restrict an 
eighteen wheeled truck, then that is the way it must be for a tenant.     

Dr. Dilts asked if the prospective tenant could share a dock with Harbor Freight. 

Mr. Pingry said no.  There is a demising wall within the building, between the two tenants, and 
there are no doors for access. 
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Chair Fitzgerald asked if there were any further questions for Mr. Pingry.  Hearing none, she asked 
if there was anyone else who would like to speak either in favor or in opposition of the request.  
Hearing none, she closed the public hearing and asked for discussion or a motion on the SUP 
request. 

Dr. Dilts moved to recommend approval for the special use permit, Section 10-3-91 (9), at 1854 
East Market Street. 

Mr. Colman seconded the motion. 

Chair Fitzgerald asked if there was any further discussion.  Hearing none, she called for a voice vote 
on the motion to recommend approval. 

All voted in favor (7-0). 

Chair Fitzgerald said this item will move forward to City Council on February 10, 2015, with a 
favorable recommendation. 

Preliminary Plat – Chand Development (Sub. Ord. Variance Section 10-2-42 (c)) 

Chair Fitzgerald read the request and asked staff to review. 

Mr. Fletcher said the Comprehensive Plan designates this area as Medium Density Mixed 
Residential. This designation states that these largely undeveloped areas continue the existing 
medium density character of adjacent areas, but in a different form. They are planned for small-lot 
single family detached and single family attached neighborhoods where green spaces are integral 
design features. Apartments could also be permitted under special circumstances. They should be 
planned communities that exhibit the same innovative features as described for the low density 
version of mixed residential development. The gross density of development in these areas should 
be in the range of 4 to 12 dwelling 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:  Undeveloped property, zoned R-3 (Medium Density)  

North:  Single family detached homes and undeveloped single family home lots, zoned R-3 
(Medium Density) 

 

East:  Undeveloped parcel, zoned R-3 and Copper Beech student housing complex, zoned 
R-3 (Multiple Dwelling) 

 

South:  Across Chestnut Ridge Drive, Campus View Apartments, zoned R-5C and Campus 
View Condominiums, zoned R-3 (Multiple Dwelling) 

 

West:  Townhomes, zoned R-3 (Medium Density), and across Chestnut Ridge Drive, 
townhomes, zoned R-3 (Medium Density) 

 

The applicant is requesting to preliminarily subdivide one, 8.09-acre parcel into 69 lots. The 
proposed development is intended for student housing and includes 67 townhome units/lots, each 
having four bedrooms, as well as a parcel containing a clubhouse, swimming pool, and parking lot, 
and a common area parcel at the top of the hill above the residential units. Townhouse development 
is permitted by-right within the R-3 district, but the applicant is requesting a variance to Section 10-
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2-42 (c) of the Subdivision Ordinance as many of the lots would not have public street frontage, 
thus City Council must approve of the development for it to be built. Although the property’s 
address is listed as 705 Stonewall Drive, the property’s approximate 625 feet of public street 
frontage is entirely along the northern side of Chestnut Ridge Drive. Approximately 140 feet to the 
west of the property, the public street’s name changes from Chestnut Ridge Drive to Stonewall 
Drive. The site is relatively steep and has about 136 feet of elevation change, where the bottom 
portion has a grade of about 6 to 8 percent; the middle section is around 10 to 13 percent, while the 
steepest section ranges from 26 to over 29 percent. 

Before getting into the details of the current proposal, previous development plans involving the 
subject property should be understood. In November 2006, the existing property owner requested 
preliminary plat approval for an 80-lot townhouse subdivision under the same development name. 
To allow the planned subdivision, the applicant was requesting to deviate from the same 
Subdivision Ordinance requirement. The layout of that development was relatively similar to the 
current proposal except that 13 more units were proposed, no clubhouse or pool was planned, and 
more or less the entire parcel would have been developed including the steepest portions of the 
property at the northeast section of the lot. (A copy of the 2006 proposal is included within the 
packet.) Staff recommended denial of that preliminary plat stating the lot was not topographically 
suitable for a development of that density as the entire hillside would have required significant 
grading, where most, if not all, of the trees and vegetation would have been removed to 
accommodate the development. We also stated that constructing 80 units on such steep terrain 
would have presented challenges not only for the residents but for service providers and emergency 
responders. We further believed there was insufficient open and recreational space. Planning 
Commission recommended denial of the request 6-0. One Planning Commissioner specifically 
noted a significant concern with building the units at the top of the hill. After the Planning 
Commission review, the applicant tabled the request prior to City Council and ultimately it was 
considered no longer active. 

Less than a year later, in August 2007, the City approved changes to the Zoning Ordinance by 
adding, what staff often refers to as, the “new R-3” titled R-3, Medium Density Residential District. 
The R-3, Multiple Dwelling Residential District was retained in the Code and became applicable 
only to multi-family buildings constructed by or with Comprehensive Site Plans approved before 
August 14, 2010 (three years after the amendments were approved), which is also the same date the 
R-3, Medium Density district became effective. The most significant changes in the “new R-3” 
included:  1) regulations pertaining to screening parking lots in established single family or duplex 
neighborhoods, and 2) requiring special use permits (SUPs) for multi-family development, where 
the applicant must demonstrate, among other things, how the project would have minimal impact on 
steep slopes (see Section 10-3-48.6 (e)). 

More recently, in November 2014, the applicant applied for the SUP (Section 10-3-48.4 (6)) that 
allows for multi-family dwellings within the R-3, Medium Density Residential District. That plan 
was similar to the 2006 preliminary plat proposal except 65 total units would have been built, a 
clubhouse and swimming pool were planned, and rather than each unit being individually 
subdivided, the units would have been located on one large lot and thus would have been 
categorized as apartments. The proposal was still basically to develop the entire parcel including 
excavating and building on the steepest portions of the property. The request, however, was never 
reviewed by Planning Commission because the applicant tabled the request (ultimately withdrawing 
it) after receiving staff comments. Among other comments, staff questioned whether the SUP 
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application sufficiently met all of the criteria listed in Section 10-3-48.6 (e). Staff encouraged the 
applicant to consider changing the development’s layout so the steepest section of the hillside and 
many of its trees could be preserved. 

After additional discussions with staff, the applicant and their representative submitted the current 
request. The proposed subdivision creates two common area parcels and 67 townhouse lots intended 
for student housing, where each unit would include four bedrooms. Unlike the 2006 preliminary 
plat, the development includes a clubhouse and swimming pool and more of the site will be left 
undeveloped. The applicant is requesting a variance to the Subdivision Ordinance Section 10-2-42 
(c) as most of the lots would not have public street frontage. 

Since the development would be served by private streets, the City would not provide street 
maintenance, snow removal, or trash pick-up. Public school bus service would be provided as 
necessary. If approved, the applicant understands that private streets within the development must 
meet the requirements of the Design and Construction Standards Manual. Among other things, this 
includes meeting minimum street widths, having sidewalk on both sides of private lanes, and 
meeting public street grade requirements. The applicant and their engineer believe they will be able 
to achieve all of these requirements and have not requested variances. 

As shown, the development would require 262 parking spaces; the applicant is planning to construct 
nine more than the minimum. There are planned parking areas adjacent to two single family home 
lots (tax map parcels 81-E-11 and 12) located to the north of this property, therefore these lots must 
be screened from the parking areas per the requirements of Section 10-3-48.6 (b). To meet this 
requirement, the applicant plans to install a 6-foot vinyl fence. Although not required, the plat also 
demonstrates a single row of Leyland Cypress trees planted on 15-foot centers along much of the 
northern property boundary adjacent to townhome lots already developed and along the single 
family home lots impacted by the parking areas. 

As required, all lots would be served by public water and sewer. At this time, there does not appear 
to be any conflict in providing adequate water and sewer service. However, the Preliminary 
Engineering Report, which must be submitted prior to the Comprehensive Site Plan submission, 
will determine if there are any issues. 

At this time, the Harrisonburg Department of Public Transportation (HDPT) would like the 
developer to construct a bus pull-off and bus shelter along this property’s public street frontage. To 
meet these desires, the applicant identified where this could be accommodated. HDPT further noted, 
however, that during design and/or construction of the development, circumstances with providing 
public transportation around this area may change resulting in not needing the bus pull-off or 
shelter. Because of this, staff is suggesting a condition be attached to the plat regarding this matter 
and is listed at the end of the report. 

With regard to stormwater management, at this point in the development proposal process, it is not 
necessary for the applicant to address all issues related to controlling and treating stormwater. As 
shown on the plat, they are indicating where they plan to detain much of the stormwater. In 
addressing water quality, at this time they plan to purchase nutrient credits. During this review 
process though, staff took the opportunity to convey to the applicant the City’s expectations for 
stormwater management, which must be addressed during the Comprehensive Site Plan review. 

The applicant plans for the project to be constructed in one phase and for units to be ready for 
occupancy in fall 2016. They plan for the clubhouse and swimming pool to be constructed when the 
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adjacent residential units along Chand Road 4 are built. The developer should understand that 
certificate of occupancies will not be issued for any unit until all parcels are final platted. 

Regarding student housing development, at the end of October 2014, staff completed an update to 
an inventory of student housing within the City. (This information is included within the packet.) As 
shown in this information, for the 2014-2015 school year, the listed complexes and on-campus 
dormitories could accommodate 19,446 students. Note, however, the off-campus housing list is not 
a complete list of units but rather a listing of complexes that City staff is aware of and has 
researched to determine bedroom configuration. The off-campus housing inventory does not include 
many small scale apartment buildings, individually owned townhomes, duplexes, or single family 
homes rented to students. Furthermore, complexes that did not appear to be student oriented were 
not included. Per James Madison University’s (JMU’s) Office of Institutional Research (OIR), 
JMU’s total on-site enrollment at the beginning of the Fall 2014 semester, was 19,990. (Note that 
JMU’s grand total enrollment is 20,855, which includes students that are enrolled in locations other 
than JMU’s main campus. JMU’s OIR 2014 Statistical Summary is also included within the 
packet.) Staff believes there may already be sufficient units to accommodate the student population 
and given this knowledge, it is difficult to recommend in favor of proposals requesting to construct 
more of such units. However, at this particular location, staff is supporting this request, but not 
without several suggested conditions. 

In acknowledging that the property is designated Medium Density Mixed Residential, and not 
simply Medium Density Residential, staff would liked to have seen a proposed development that 
would have increased home ownership, where an innovative design could have prompted a small-
lot single family detached and/or single family attached neighborhood development rather than 
more rental units. Yet, we recognize the existing surrounding uses are predominately student 
housing complexes, which would not be the best adjacent use for single family neighborhoods. 

For the most part, the applicant has accommodated most of staff’s concerns. One in particular was 
our concern of preserving the steepest part of the hillside. Although there will still be significant 
grading site wide to accommodate the design, it is staff’s hope that the upper hillside will be 
preserved with the current layout. When comparing the original 2006 design to the proposed plat, 
the residential units are about 125 feet further down the hill. The closest planned unit to the 
northeastern property boundary in 2006 was about 45 feet away, and now the closest planned unit to 
the same line is about 170 feet away. 

Aside from the variance that is requested to allow many of the lots to not have public street 
frontage, the development meets all other requirements of the Subdivision and Zoning Ordinances. 
As townhome development is a by-right use within the R-3 district and at this location it would be 
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood, staff is recommending in favor of the development. 
However, since the development is fronting most of its lots on private streets rather than public 
streets and is relying heavily on counting the parking areas and travel ways within the complex to 
meet the minimum lot dimensional and area requirements to achieve the proposed density, staff’s 
recommendation for approval is contingent upon the following conditions: 

 The evergreen buffer as shown along the northern property line shall be installed and 
maintained. Such trees may be of any species that may mature to form a dense screen. The 
trees shall be 6-feet in height at the time of planting and no more than 15-feet on center. 
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At the time of Comprehensive Site Plan review, if HDPT desires a bus pull-off and/or bus shelter 
along the subject property’s public street frontage, the developer shall construct both at their 
expense. If a bus shelter is required to be installed, the property owner shall be responsible for all 
cleaning, maintenance, repairs, and replacement. 

Chair Fitzgerald said for the record please note that Mr. Way had to leave the meeting (7:25 p.m.), 
but there is still a quorum present.  She then asked if there were any questions for staff regarding the 
request. 

Dr. Dilts said I have several question.  There appears to be a “non-treed” area on that parcel and 
then, towards the north of the parcel it runs into a tree line.  How far up the tree line will the project 
go? 

Mr. Fletcher showed a picture of the site and described, as best possible, where development would 
end on the parcel.   

Dr. Dilts asked what does this do to stormwater management on this parcel, even though you may 
not be removing all the trees.  Trees are very important in maintaining the soil and preventing 
stormwater runoff.  I notice in the staff report you mentioned that you are not really worried about it 
at this time; but it is a concern of mine.  When you begin to deforest it does need to be a concern. 

Mr. Fletcher said there are new stormwater management regulations that went into effect July 1, 
2014 and the developers have to comply with those measures.  When I commented that they were 
not planning to make any onsite BMP’s (Best Management Practices), they can do so as long as 
they buy nutrient credits, which is what they are planning to do right now.  They are buying into a 
credit bank where someone has planted more trees and is maintaining them in perpetuity, hopefully; 
therefore banking the nutrients that they are losing here.   

Dr. Dilts said what is the cost to us, the City, for them doing this trade-off?  In other words, what is 
the cost of losing the trees? 

Mr. Baugh said in theory it is netted out. 

Dr. Dilts said my third question is – are we putting a bunch of people into cars in an area that 
already has a lot of people in cars?  What is the impact on traffic?  I know we are preparing to 
upgrade Reservoir Street; but how does all this extra traffic affect the traffic on Reservoir? 

Mr. Fletcher said the Department of Public Works did not have any concerns about the effect on 
traffic in the area.  Actually, this development did not even meet the threshold for even requiring a 
traffic impact analysis; they are well under the threshold.  When Reservoir Street was designed for 
improvements, they knew what the zoning of this property was, and my guess is that they took that 
into consideration when they were doing the connections and planning out the improvements.   

Dr. Dilts asked if there would be a light at the intersection of Reservoir Street and Chestnut Ridge 
Drive. 

Mr. Fletcher replied I think there is. 

Chair Fitzgerald said I was confused by the paragraph which reads “at this time there does not 
appear to be any conflict in providing adequate water and sewer service.”  What might that conflict 
be that does not appear to exist? 

Mr. Fletcher said likely none.  This is at a preliminary platting stage, so what they are showing is 
where they believe they will be able to accommodate water and sewer.  Prior to going through the 
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comprehensive site plan they will have to do a PER (preliminary engineering report), where they 
have to verify fire flow, make certain they meet all elevations for sanitary sewer, water pressure, 
and so forth; this is the time they could encounter an issue.  Public Utilities looked at this and they 
did not have any concerns; they stated they would deal with water/sewer issues during the PER.   

Chair Fitzgerald said I understand that during the 2006 review there was some concern about 
emergency vehicles making it all the way to the top of the development.  Is there not that concern 
now with this plan? 

Mr. Fletcher replied they have to meet the public street grade requirements; therefore, it is not as 
much of a concern with this development.  

Dr. Dilts said regarding the on campus housing list, I just wanted to remind you there is a new 
housing development going in on Grace Street. 

Mr. Fletcher said that is correct; but, there are two dormitories that will be removed when the new 
one opens. 

Chair Fitzgerald said we are not required to hold a public hearing on this; however, we do offer the 
applicant or their representative the opportunity to speak and answer any questions. 

Mr. Ed Blackwell, Blackwell Engineering, said he represents the owners of Chand Development 
and is here to answer any questions you may have.  We have worked a lot with staff with regard to 
pulling the units downhill away from the top steep, forested part.  This will help not only with grade 
issues, but it provides a tree buffer between the development and the single family homes behind.  
My client would like to develop this with a density of about eight units an acre; so it is right in the 
middle of the range for Medium Density Mixed Residential.  We will address all stormwater during 
the comprehensive site plan phase.  They do intend to buy some stormwater credits on the market.  
Typically we take an acre of crop land, which can have over a ton of phosphorus put on it per year, 
which will get .8 pounds of credit for this project.  It is a huge change – we are able to plant over 
500 trees per acre, so we are planting a whole lot more than we will lose here.  The State does have 
a nice program and it is how we are going to meet the water quality.  On the site we will have to do 
stormwater detention and release the water at the rate the downstream pipe system can handle.  The 
upper two-thirds of this property, goes into the detention pond that Copper Beach has; this was 
designed under the old stormwater guides for water quantity only.  We will need to provide some 
extra on-site detention and volume reduction.  We will probably do this with an underground 
system, perhaps under the parking lot.  This will have to be provided during the comprehensive site 
plan phase.  All of the water quantity and volume reduction on-site will be addressed and the water 
quality will be done through the credits we purchase through the State system.  

Dr. Dilts asked if the intent was to keep the upper portion of the parcel treed as much as possible. 

Mr. Blackwell replied that everything behind the rear property lines of the upper most units we will 
try to keep treed.  When we begin clearing for this development I am going to ask the surveyor to 
pin those rear property lines and then that is as far back as we want to go.  Until I get into the detail 
grading I do not know where the top of my slope will be.  We hope to have a good 100 – 130 feet of 
undisturbed tree area in the rear of this development. 

Chair Fitzgerald said are you free to say what level of the student housing market is your client 
aiming at with this development? 
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Mr. Blackwell said my client has other student housing in the area and the four bedroom/four 
bathroom units stay full; there is a waiting list.  I do not know how you rate the student housing 
market; it is not the 865 East type of development where you have card access, but it is like all the 
adjoining ones in this area.   

Mr. Colman asked if the adjacent single family homes were at grade higher or lower than the 
proposed development. 

Mr. Blackwell said it is about the same level along the upper units, it does start to drop as you go 
lower.  The fence and the trees will buffer much of this out.  The new regulations require the 
buffering and one reason we agree with this requirement is that the students will migrate from 
development to development.  My clients hope to prevent students from walking through this 
development into the single family neighborhood.  Therefore, we are in favor of the evergreen 
buffer recommendation, as well as the bus shelter recommendation placed on this preliminary plat.   

Chair Fitzgerald asked if there were any further questions for Mr. Blackwell.  Hearing none, she 
asked for further discussion or a motion on the request. 

Mr. Da’Mes said in contemporary planning techniques how do we curtail vehicular use in these 
developments?  Is that something we are looking at doing in the future?  Can it be done through 
planning means?  There just seems to be a lot of vehicular use on our campus.  I know a road in 
JMU is gated and we did review their master plan several years ago where they discussed 
alternative transportation to the center of campus; so is there a planning objective to reduce that 
vehicular use? 

Mrs. Turner said I do not know if I really understand what your question is.  You have a concern 
about increasing traffic, but I do not know what the question is. 

Mr. Da’Mes said is there a means in which we as a City, or this body, or as a developer, we can 
encourage non-vehicular use.  The bus stop is great, as well as bike lanes and bike racks on site; but 
what more can we do? 

Mrs. Turner replied the things that you just named – we are providing bike lanes, sidewalks, bus 
service, we require the bike racks within the development.  Other than these things, I do not know 
that we have got any other idea.  Those are all initiatives we are using to try to reduce traffic.   

Mr. Baugh said everything that I recall within the Comprehensive Plan is along the lines of 
affirmative statements encouraging alternative transportation uses.  The things that JMU has done 
on campus has worked, in the sense that bus ridership is up.  We are hopeful that part will continue.  
While there has been no official decision on this, I believe it is in the early stages of study that JMU 
is probably going to be encouraging more on campus housing.  They are going to be looking in the 
future at the direction of pulling some of these people back onto campus; which will contribute to 
the City’s issue of an over abundance of dense housing stock.   

Chair Fitzgerald said that is an entirely different issue we have to look at.  When a new student 
housing development gets built and all the students move there leaving the older developments.  
Now these older units fill up with young families and we have to consider the fact that we have 
these families living in areas where they were not planned for.   

Mr. Baugh said that leads back to the conversation we had with the school board a few years ago, 
when the first day of school brought about more students than even the public school system had 
planned for.  Along with that was the need for more school buses to serve the Port Republic Road 
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corridor area.  Families had moved into the older housing units.  I guess this all comes down to do 
we need Comprehensive Plan amendments along these lines.   

Before us tonight we have a use allowed by right that needs a minor variance that we approve on a 
routine basis and is consistent with the development around it.  Do we need to take a more 
aggressive stance towards some of this?  There may be ways for us to articulate how to say “no” to 
things like this if that is what we want to do.  We probably have not done enough of that. 

Dr. Dilts said the thing that worries me about the traffic is that the area on Reservoir Street between 
Neff Avenue and Evelyn Byrd Avenue is just awful.  Are we dumping more traffic into that area?  
Unless something happens in that area it will only get worse.  We are worried about housing, but I 
feel we need to be concerned with the traffic situation in that area as well. 

Mr. Baugh said as long as you are allowing development of dense residential you will have traffic 
issues.    

Dr. Dilts agreed and said there are issues in there that you could address.  If you are going to 
continue to put a lot of people in that area then there need to be some studies done to make sure that 
those areas do not continue to be as congested as they are. When you have to sit through the same 
traffic light several times it means there is something wrong. 

Mr. Baugh said the traffic piece is an incredibly long piece to look at.  We know the Reservoir 
Street project is in line right now, it is going to happen.  Chicago Avenue is in line after that.  
Frankly, there might be an opportunity for “what is the next big thing for us to tackle after these 
projects.”  But again you are talking about something where you are breaking ground six, seven, 
even eight years down the road.  I agree we need to think about it. 

Mr. Colman said the issue here is not just student housing, it is density.  These are townhouses and 
could be occupied by anybody.  Maybe the Comprehensive Plan should look at that. 

Mr. Fletcher said when Reservoir Street was in the design phase, it was known what the zoning was 
for this property, and they also knew what the Comprehensive Plan called for.  Four to twelve 
dwelling units per acre is what this property is designated for land use wise and they are only at 
eight.  The Public Works Department did not have any concerns about the traffic impact of this 
development on Reservoir Street.   

Mr. Baugh said no, this does not help the actual traffic problem; but it was planned for.  Where you 
really do traffic damage is when you take a property that has not even been planned for dense 
development and then you rezone to it.  At that point you really have added numbers to something 
that no one has planned for. 

Chair Fitzgerald asked if there were other comments or a motion on the request. 

Dr. Dilts moved to recommend approval of the preliminary plat of Chand Development 2015 with 
the plat variance and the suggested stipulations from staff. 

Mr. Colman seconded the motion. 

Mr. Da’Mes said for the record he is planning to abstain from this vote, not because he has any 
conflicts of interest, he just chooses to. 

Chair Fitzgerald called for a voice vote. 

All voted in favor (5-0) of the motion to recommend approval. 
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Chair Fitzgerald said this will move forward to City Council on February 10th. 

Unfinished Business 

None. 

Public Input 

None.      

Report of secretary and committees 

Mrs. Banks said proactive enforcement again targeted two sectors of the City – Court Square and 
500-600 South Main Street areas.  Violations consisted of inoperable vehicles, discarded materials, 
and indoor furniture placed outside.  We hope to double up again next month on the proactive 
zoning inspections. 

Mr. Baugh said at City Council last night the only thing we had was the special use permit for 57 
Paul Street, You Made It Art Studio; which was approved unanimously.  I will also report that I 
attended the County’s Planning Commission meeting and they had a light agenda of several 
ordinance amendments where they were just correcting some housekeeping pieces in their 
ordinance. 

Dr. Dilts said along the lines of this traffic issue, would it be possible to have a report from traffic 
planning about how it all comes together.  I am just really interested in how they get the numbers 
and what is out there. 

Mr. Fletcher said I can give you a name and phone number and I know that he would be happy to 
have the conversation with you (referring to Brad Reed, Transportation Planner with the 
Department of Public Works). 

Dr. Dilts said I was just thinking as a Planning Commission it might be beneficial for us. 

Mr. Colman said perhaps asking what the volume capacity of the main arterials are and then 
perhaps it would be something we could use in decision making when these questions come up.  

Dr. Dilts asked if the Reservoir Street redevelopment was stopping at Neff Avenue. 

Mr. Baugh said it is essentially east of the Interstate 81 bridge to the City limits out towards the 
hospital.   

Dr. Dilts said so as that is done, these issues we are talking about tonight will get better. 

Mr. Baugh said it will definitely help the flow of traffic on Reservoir Street once completed.  Your 
point is well taken, this entire area of Copper Beach, Campus View – it was not long ago that it was 
just woods.  This area is the poster child for changing the R-3, by right apartment use; it was like 
pulling teeth to get it done.  I remember going out to the area in 2006 – 07 and it was nothing but 
woods.  Now it is a connector street between Reservoir Street and Route 33.   

Mr. Fletcher said to give a response to the transportation/traffic concern – one of the things that is in 
the Comprehensive Plan is a strategy about requiring traffic impact analysis during the time 
development, even if it is outside of our threshold.  It is the developer’s responsibility to give us the 
numbers.  Our threshold is 100 vehicles in the peak hour and this development did not even come 
close to it.  
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Other Matters 

Mr. Fletcher asked if there was any desire of changing the tour time.  I know some folks said last 
month that they cannot make the Monday afternoon time.  The only two options for staff are really 
Monday or Tuesday, anytime.   

There was a consensus among the Commissioners that Tuesday afternoon at 4:30 p.m. would work 
for all. 

Mr. Fletcher said we do not have any new agenda items for next month.  We are striving to get you 
a draft for telecommunications.  We are also still waiting on additional information from 
Harrisonburg City Public Schools before the CIP can be finalized and then reviewed by Planning 
Commission.    

Adjournment 

Planning Commission adjourned at 8:20 p.m. 
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Memorandum 
 
To: Harrisonburg Planning Commission 

From: Adam Fletcher, City Planner 

RE: Proposed Wireless Telecommunications Facilities Regulations 

Date: Wednesday, February 4, 2015 

The attached 17-page document includes all of the Zoning Ordinance amendments that would be 
needed to implement the new regulations associated with “wireless telecommunications 
facilities.” (As you will soon read, “wireless telecommunications facility” is a new term that is 
defined.) The document is organized chronologically by code section, where the first eight pages 
include the changes necessary in the existing code, beginning with those needed in the 
Definitions section and then proceeding through the code sections of most of the zoning districts 
and specifying the different types of wireless telecommunications facilities that will be permitted 
and whether they would be allowed by-right or by special use permit. 

Beginning on page 9 are the nuts and bolts of the wireless telecommunications facilities 
regulations, which are proposed within a new article titled Article CC. Wireless 
Telecommunications Facilities. The new article includes the specifics of how wireless 
telecommunications facilities would be permitted within all residential districts and the MX-U 
district, the B-1 and B-2 districts, and the M-1 district. There are submittal and application 
requirements, rules for submitting annual reports for each facility, maintenance and enforcement 
regulations, stipulations regarding the removal of defective and abandoned facilities, and finally 
specifics regarding how property owners can take advantage of Section 6409 Wireless Facilities 
Deployment of the Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012. 

Staff envisions that once Planning Commission is satisfied with the proposed amendments, we 
will have other City departments review the proposed text and have the ordinance reviewed by 
our contacts within the wireless telecommunications industry. Once we receive feedback from 
those groups, we can report back to Planning Commission with any suggested changes prior to 
moving forward with official public hearings and recommendations for adoption. 

 

City of Harrisonburg 
Department of Planning and Community Development 

409 South Main Street 
Harrisonburg, Virginia 22801 

540-432-7700 
www.harrisonburgva.gov/community-development 
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Proposed Wireless Telecommunications Facilities Regulations and Related 
Ordinance Amendments 

 
Amendments and additions to each section are described under the section heading. 
 
Section 10-3-24. Definitions. 
Add and remove the following definitions as shown: 
 

Alternative support structure:  With regard to wireless telecommunications, any structure 
currently used primarily for something other than supporting a wireless 
telecommunications facility. 
 
Antenna:  a whip, panel, disc, rod, dish, or similar device used for transmission or 
reception of telecommunications. 

 
Base station:  A wireless telecommunications facility; such facility may consist of radio 
transceivers; antennas; coaxial, fiber optic, or other cables; a regular and back-up power 
supply; and other associated electronics and technology. Such facilities are sometimes 
referred to as base transceiver stations. Base stations may also be structures that currently 
support or house any of the technology listed in this definition or other associated 
equipment that constitutes part of a base station in any technological configuration, 
including distributed antenna systems and industrial microcells. 
 
Camouflage:  With regard to wireless telecommunications facilities, a way of painting, 
mounting, or locating related equipment so it is not readily apparent to the casual 
observer. Such practice shall not increase the height of any support structure in order to 
accommodate the facility. Camouflaged wireless telecommunications facilities are often 
collocated, utilize flush mounted antennas and related equipment, are painted to match 
the color of the support structure, or hidden from view by things like parapet walls. 
Camouflaging equipment is not equivalent to concealing equipment. 

 
Collocate:  With regard to wireless telecommunications facilities, the act of locating 
wireless telecommunications facilities on any existing support structure. Support 
structures that must be added to existing buildings or structures to accommodate the 
facility and which increases the height of the building or structure shall not meet the 
intent of this definition. 

 
Communications tower:  A structure that is intended to send and/or receive radio, 
television and other telecommunications signals. 
 
Concealed wireless telecommunications facility:  Any wireless telecommunications 
facility that is integrated as an architectural feature of an existing structure or any new 
support structure designed so that the purpose of the facility or support structure for 
providing wireless telecommunications services is not readily apparent to a casual 
observer. Examples include but are not limited to:  bell towers, clock towers, faux trees, 
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flag poles, minarets, monuments, parapets, religious symbols, smoke stacks, steeples, or 
structures intended as art. 

 
Consumer microcell:  With regard to wireless telecommunications, a signal booster that 
is marketed and sold to the general public for use without modification. These types of 
devices do not require professional installation and are used for personal use by 
individuals to improve coverage in a home, car, boat, recreational vehicle and other 
related areas. 
 
Distributed antenna systems (DAS):  A wireless telecommunications facility; a system or 
network of spatially separated antennas connected to a common transport medium (i.e. 
coaxial, fiber optic, or other cable) to a signal source, such as a base station or an external 
antenna capable of connecting to a base station wirelessly. Such systems/networks 
commonly have three primary components:  remote communications nodes, each having 
at least one antenna for transmission and/or reception; a high capacity signal transport 
medium, which is either underground or aerial; and a central communications hub to 
propagate and/or convert, process or control signals transmitted and received through the 
nodes. DAS may also include additional equipment such as amplifiers, remote radio 
heads, signal converters, power supplies, and other related equipment. 

 
Equipment cabinet:  With regard to wireless telecommunications, a cabinet, shed, shelter, 
or other structure, where equipment is housed to support wireless telecommunications 
services. 
 
Flush Mounted Antennas:  Antennas that project no more than twelve (12) inches from a 
support structure. The measurement shall be taken from the outside of the support 
structure to the outside edge of the antenna. 
 
Industrial microcell:  A wireless telecommunications facility; a stand alone, short range 
radio transceiver located in specific locations, either indoors or outdoors, where there is 
often low signal quality and high demand for a wireless telecommunications signal. 
Examples include but are not limited to industrial signal boosters, repeaters, bi-
directional amplifiers, and devices specifically identified as microcells. Consumer 
microcells, such as femtocells, for residential or household use or mobile use (i.e. 
vehicular, boat, etc.) are excluded from this definition. 
 
Macrocell:  Any wireless telecommunications facility not considered a concealed 
wireless telecommunications facility, a consumer microcell, an industrial microcell, or a 
distributed antenna system. 

 
Telecommunications:  Any transmission, emission or reception of signs, signals, sounds, 
voice, text, images, video, data, information or intelligence of any nature by wire, radio, 
optical or other electromagnetic systems. 
 
Telecommunications Tower:  Any structure designed, constructed, erected, repurposed or 
re-used for the sole or primary purpose of providing and supporting wireless 



DRAFT as of 01-30-15 
 

3 
 

telecommunications services. Such structures include but are not limited to guyed 
structures, monopole structures, lattice-type structures, and other freestanding self-
supporting structures as well as decommissioned water towers and tanks, feed mills, 
utility towers, public safety towers, and other decommissioned structures that were 
erected primarily for something other than providing and supporting wireless 
telecommunications services. 
 
Support Structure:  With regard to wireless telecommunications, any structure that may 
support a wireless telecommunications facility including but not limited to 
telecommunications towers, alternative support structures, and structures that may be 
attached to or on top of buildings and other structures. 
 
Wireless telecommunications facility:  Any unmanned facility established for the purpose 
of providing wireless telecommunications services. Such facilities can consist of one or 
more antennas and accessory equipment, equipment cabinets, towers, concealed wireless 
telecommunications facilities, distributed antenna systems, industrial microcells, base 
stations, or any combinations thereof. This definition does not apply to equipment for 
radio or television studios, facilities designed for amateur radio use, or for residential or 
household uses (i.e. consumer microcells, etc.). 

 
Section 10-3-34. Uses Permitted Only By Special Use Permit within the R-1, Single Family 
Residential District 
Add subsection (12) as shown: 
 

(12) Concealed wireless telecommunications facilities and the following, which 
 among other things shall be collocated and camouflaged:  industrial microcells, 
 distributed antenna systems, and macrocells. Telecommunications towers are 
 not permitted. Wireless telecommunications facilities are further regulated by 
 Article CC. 

 
Section 10-3-35. Area and dimensional regulations. 
Amend as shown: 
 
Except as provided in Article T, and as required in Article CC for wireless telecommunications 
facilities, the following area and dimensional regulations shall apply: 
 
Section 10-3-40. Uses Permitted Only By Special Use Permit within the R-2, Residential 
District. 
Add subsection (13) as shown: 
 

(13) Concealed wireless telecommunications facilities and the following, which 
 among other things shall be collocated and camouflaged:  industrial microcells, 
 distributed antenna systems, and macrocells. Telecommunications towers are 
 not permitted. Wireless telecommunications facilities are further regulated by 
 Article CC. 
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Section 10-3-41. Area and dimensional regulations. 
Amend as shown: 
 
Except as provided in Article T, and as required in Article CC for wireless telecommunications 
facilities, the following area and dimensional regulations shall apply: 
 
Section 10-3-46. Uses Permitted Only By Special Use Permit within the R-3, Multiple 
Dwelling Residential District. 
Add subsection (9) as shown: 
 

(9) Concealed wireless telecommunications facilities and the following, which 
 among other things shall be collocated and camouflaged:  industrial microcells, 
 distributed antenna systems, and macrocells. Telecommunications towers are 
 not permitted. Wireless telecommunications facilities are further regulated by 
 Article CC. 
 

Section 10-3-47. Area and dimensional regulations. 
Amend as shown: 
 
Except as provided in Article T, and as required in Article CC for wireless telecommunications 
facilities, the following area and dimensional regulations shall apply: 
 
Section 10-3-48.4. Uses Permitted Only By Special Use Permit within the R-3, Medium 
Density Residential District. 
Add subsection (10) as shown: 
 

(10) Concealed wireless telecommunications facilities and the following, which 
 among other things shall be collocated and camouflaged:  industrial microcells, 
 distributed antenna systems, and macrocells. Telecommunications towers are 
 not permitted. Wireless telecommunications facilities are further regulated by 
 Article CC. 
 

Section 10-3-48.5. Area and dimensional regulations. 
Amend as shown: 
 
Except as provided in Article T, and as required in Article CC for wireless telecommunications 
facilities, the following area and dimensional regulations shall apply: 
 
Section 10-3-52. Uses Permitted Only By Special Use Permit within the R-4, Planned Unit 
Residential District. 
Add subsection (8) as shown: 
 

(8) Concealed wireless telecommunications facilities and the following, which 
 among other things shall be collocated and camouflaged:  industrial microcells, 
 distributed antenna systems, and macrocells. Telecommunications towers are 
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 not permitted. Wireless telecommunications facilities are further regulated 
 by Article CC. 

 
Section 10-3-53. Area and dimensional regulations. 
Add as shown: 
 
Except as provide in Article T, and as required in Article CC for wireless telecommunications 
facilities, the following area and dimensional regulations shall apply: 
 
Section 10-3-55.4. Uses Permitted Only By Special Use Permit within the R-5, High Density 
Residential District. 
Add subsection (8) as shown: 
 

(8) Concealed wireless telecommunications facilities and the following, which 
 among other things shall be collocated and camouflaged:  industrial microcells, 
 distributed antenna systems, and macrocells. Telecommunications towers are 
 not permitted. Wireless telecommunications facilities are further regulated by 
 Article CC. 

 
Section 10-3-55.5. Area and dimensional regulations. 
Add as shown: 
 
Except as provide in Article T, and as required in Article CC for wireless telecommunications 
facilities, the following area and dimensional regulations shall apply: 
 
Section 10-3-56.4. Uses Permitted Only By Special Use Permit within the R-6, Low Density 
Mixed Residential Planned Community District. 
Add subsection (i) as shown: 
 

(i) Concealed wireless telecommunications facilities and the following, which 
 among other things shall be collocated and camouflaged:  industrial microcells, 
 distributed antenna systems, and macrocells. Telecommunications towers are 
 not permitted. Wireless telecommunications facilities are further regulated by 
 Article CC. 
 

Section 10-3-56.5. Area, density and dimensional regulations. 
Amend subsection (f) as shown: 
 

(f) Unless otherwise specified within the master development plan, the provisions of   
 Article T, and the regulations in Article CC for wireless telecommunications  
 facilities, shall apply to the R-6 zoning district. 

 
Section 10-3-57.4. Uses Permitted Only By Special Use Permit within the R-7, Medium 
Density Mixed Residential Planned Community District. 
Add subsection (i) as shown: 
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(i) Concealed wireless telecommunications facilities and the following, which 
 among other things shall be collocated and camouflaged:  industrial microcells, 
 distributed antenna systems, and macrocells. Telecommunications towers are 
 not permitted. Wireless telecommunications facilities are further regulated by 
 Article CC. 
 

Section 10-3-57.5. Area, density and dimensional regulations. 
Amend subsection (f) as shown: 
 

(f) Unless otherwise specified within the master development plan, the provisions of 
 Article T, and the regulations in Article CC for wireless telecommunications 
 facilities, shall apply to the R-7 zoning district. 

 
Section 10-3-58.4. Uses Permitted Only By Special Use Permit within the MX-U, Mixed Use 
Planned Community District. 
Add subsection (8) as shown: 
 

(8) Concealed wireless telecommunications facilities and the following, which 
 among other things shall be collocated and camouflaged:  industrial microcells, 
 distributed antenna systems, and macrocells. Telecommunications towers are 
 not permitted. Wireless telecommunications facilities are further regulated by 
 Article CC. 

 
Section 10-3-58.5. Area, density and dimensional regulations. 
Amend subsection (5) as shown: 
 

(5) Unless otherwise specified within the master development plan, the provisions of 
 Article T, and the regulations in Article CC for wireless telecommunications 
 facilities, shall apply to the MX-U zoning district. 

 
Section 10-3-84. Uses Permitted By Right within the B-1, Central Business District. 
Amend subsection (8) and add subsection (13) as shown: 
 

(8) Telecommunications equipment and facilities, provided such equipment and 
facilities are located in an enclosed structure. Concealed wireless 
telecommunications facilities and the following, which among other things shall 
be collocated and camouflaged:  industrial microcells, distributed antenna 
systems, and macrocells. Telecommunications towers are permitted only by 
special use permit. Wireless telecommunications facilities are further regulated by 
Article CC. 

 
(13)  Radio and television stations and studios or recording studios. All antennas and 

satellites and associated equipment shall be screened. 
 
 



DRAFT as of 01-30-15 
 

7 
 

Section 10-3-85. Uses Permitted Only By Special Use Permit within the B-1, Central 
Business District. 
Amend subsection (2) and (5) as shown: 
 

(2) Telecommunications equipment and facilities not located in an enclosed structure. 
Wireless telecommunications facilities not permitted by Section 10-3-84 (8) or 
those not meeting the requirements of Section 10-3-197 (1). Wireless 
telecommunications facilities are further regulated by Article CC. 

 
(5) Structures, except wireless telecommunications facilities, in excess of seventy  

  five (75) feet in height.  
 

Section 10-3-86. Area and dimensional regulations. 
Amend as shown: 
 
Except as provided in Article T, and as required in Article CC for wireless telecommunications 
facilities, the following area and dimensional regulations shall apply: 
 
Section 10-3-90. Uses Permitted By Right within the B-2, General Business District. 
Add subsection (20) as shown: 
 

(20) Concealed wireless telecommunications facilities and the following, which among 
other things shall be collocated and camouflaged:  industrial microcells, 
distributed antenna systems, and macrocells. Telecommunications towers are 
permitted only by special use permit. Wireless telecommunications facilities are 
further regulated by Article CC. 

 
Section 10-3-91. Uses Permitted Only By Special Use Permit within the B-2, General 
Business District. 
Amend subsection (4) and (12) as shown: 
 

(4) Communications tower no more than one hundred twenty-five (125) feet in 
height. Wireless telecommunications facilities not permitted by Section 10-3-90 
(20) or those not meeting the requirements of Section 10-3-197 (1). Wireless 
telecommunications facilities are further regulated by Article CC. 

 
(12) Structures, except wireless telecommunications facilities, in excess of seventy-

five (75) feet in height. 
 
Section 10-3-92. Area and dimensional regulations. 
Amend as shown: 

Except as provided in Article T, and as required in Article CC for wireless telecommunications 
facilities, the following area and dimensional regulations shall apply:  
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Section 10-3-96. Uses Permitted By Right within the M-1, General Industrial District. 
Amend subsection (15) as shown: 
 

(15) Communications towers no more than one hundred twenty-five (125) feet in 
height. Wireless telecommunications facilities no more than one hundred twenty-
five (125) feet in height. Wireless telecommunications facilities are further 
regulated by Article CC. 

 
Section 10-3-97. Uses Permitted Only By Special Use Permit within the M-1, General 
Industrial District. 
Amend (6) as shown: 
 

(6)  Communications towers more than one hundred twenty-five (125) feet in height. 
Wireless telecommunications facilities not permitted by Section 10-3-96 (15) or 
those not meeting the requirements of Section 10-3-198 (1). Wireless 
telecommunications facilities are further regulated by Article CC. 

 
Section 10-3-98. Area and dimensional regulations. 
Amend as shown: 
 
Except as provided in Article T, and as required in Article CC for wireless telecommunications 
facilities, the following area and dimensional regulations shall apply: 
 
Section 10-3-129. Expansion or enlargement of a special use. 
Amend as shown: 
 
 A special use may not be enlarged or expanded unless approved by city council through 
 the approval procedure outlined in this article, or unless the expansion or enlargement 
 was specifically authorized in the original approval., or as otherwise permitted. 
 
Section 10-3-180. Uses Permitted Only By Special Use Permit within the U-R, Urban 
Residential District. 
Add subsection (10) as shown: 
 

(10) Concealed wireless telecommunications facilities and the following, which 
 among other things shall be collocated and camouflaged:  industrial microcells, 
 distributed antenna systems, and macrocells. Telecommunications towers are 
 not permitted. Wireless telecommunications facilities are further regulated by 
 Article CC. 

  
Section 10-3-181. Area and dimensional regulations. 
Amend as shown: 
 
Except as provided in Article T, and as regulated in Article CC for wireless telecommunications 
facilities, the following area and dimensional regulations shall apply: 
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Add the following new Article: 
 
Article CC. Wireless Telecommunications Facilities 
 
Section 10-3-195. Purpose. 
 
The regulations set forth in this article are to regulate wireless telecommunications facilities as 
defined in Section 10-3-24 Definitions. They are to provide opportunities to supply wireless 
telecommunications services in the City with minimal negative impact to the community while 
respecting both residential and commercial neighborhoods. 
 
Section 10-3-196. Wireless telecommunications facilities within residential districts and the 
MX-U, Mixed Use Planned Community District. 
 
The requirements within this section apply to all wireless telecommunications facilities as 
identified in all residential districts and to the MX-U district. 
 

(1) Uses permitted by-right. 
 

a. There are no wireless telecommunications facilities allowed by-right within any 
residential district or the MX-U district. 

 
(2) Uses permitted only by special use permit. 

 
a. Concealed wireless telecommunications facilities. 

i. The height of such facilities may exceed the maximum height regulation 
of the district in which it is located but shall be limited to the height 
specified in the special use permit application or as may be more strictly 
conditioned and approved by City Council. 

ii. Minimum setback regulations shall be controlled by the district in which it 
is located or as may be more strictly conditioned and approved by City 
Council. 

iii. Equipment cabinets and related structures or equipment shall be screened 
and if not collocated shall meet the requirements for accessory buildings 
per Section 10-3-114 or as may be more strictly conditioned and approved 
by City Council. 

iv. Unless otherwise required, or as part of the intent of the facility, artificial 
lighting is prohibited. 

v. No advertising of any type may be placed on the facility. 
 

b. Industrial microcells. 
i. Other than associated equipment cabinets and other equipment that may be 

located on the ground, such facilities shall be collocated. 
ii. The height of such equipment shall not increase the height of the utilized 

support structure. 
iii. All collocated equipment shall be camouflaged. 
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iv. Equipment cabinets and related structures or equipment shall be screened 
and if not collocated shall meet the requirements for accessory buildings 
per Section 10-3-114 or as may be more strictly conditioned and approved 
by City Council. 

v. Unless otherwise required, artificial lighting is prohibited. 
vi. No advertising of any type may be placed on the facility. 

 
c. Distributed Antenna Systems (DAS) 

i. Other than associated equipment cabinets and other equipment that may be 
located on the ground, remote communication nodes shall be collocated. 

ii. The height of such equipment shall not increase the height of the utilized 
support structure. 

iii. All collocated equipment shall be camouflaged. 
iv. Equipment cabinets and related structures or equipment not located within 

central communications hubs shall be screened and shall meet the 
requirements for accessory buildings per Section 10-3-114 or as may be 
more strictly conditioned and approved by City Council. Central 
communications hubs shall be considered principal buildings and shall 
meet the minimum setback regulations and maximum height restrictions 
of the district in which they are located or as may be more strictly 
conditioned and approved by City Council. 

v. Unless otherwise required, artificial lighting is prohibited. 
vi. No advertising of any time may be placed on the facility. 

 
d. Macrocells 

i. Other than associated equipment cabinets and other equipment that may be 
located on the ground, such facilities shall be collocated. 

ii. All such facilities shall utilize flush mounted antennas. 
iii. The height of such facilities shall not increase the height of the utilized 

support structure. 
iv. All collocated equipment shall be camouflaged. 
v. Equipment cabinets and related structures or equipment shall be screened 

and if not collocated shall meet the requirements for accessory buildings 
per Section 10-3-114. 

vi. Unless otherwise required, artificial lighting is prohibited. 
vii. No advertising of any type may be placed on the facility. 

 
Section 10-3-197. Wireless telecommunications facilities within the B-1, Central Business 
District and the B-2, General Business District. 
 
The requirements within this section apply to all wireless telecommunications facilities as 
identified in the B-1 and B-2 districts. 
 

(1) Uses permitted by-right. 
 

a. Concealed wireless telecommunications facilities. 
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i. The height of such facilities shall be controlled by the maximum height 
regulation of the district in which they are located. 

ii. Minimum setback regulations shall be controlled by the district in which 
they are located. 

iii. Equipment cabinets and related structures or equipment shall be screened 
and if not collocated shall meet the requirements for accessory buildings 
per Section 10-3-114. 

iv. Unless otherwise required, or as part of the intent of facilities, artificial 
lighting is prohibited. 

v. No advertising of any type may be placed on the facility. 
 

b. Industrial microcells. 
i. Other than associated equipment cabinets and other structures or 

equipment that may be located on the ground, such facilities shall be 
collocated. 

ii. The height of such facilities shall not increase the height of the utilized 
support structure. 

iii. All collocated equipment shall be camouflaged. 
iv. Equipment cabinets and related structures or equipment shall be screened 

and if not collocated shall meet the requirements for accessory buildings 
per Section 10-3-114.  

v. Unless otherwise required, artificial lighting is prohibited. 
vi. No advertising of any type may be placed on the facility. 

 
c. Distributed Antenna Systems (DAS). 

i. Other than associated equipment cabinets and other structures or 
equipment that may be located on the ground, remote communication 
nodes shall be collocated. 

ii. The height of such facilities shall not increase the height of the utilized 
support structure. 

iii. All collocated equipment shall be camouflaged. 
iv. Equipment cabinets and related structures or equipment not located within 

central communications hubs shall be screened and shall meet the 
requirements for accessory buildings per Section 10-3-114. Central 
communications hubs shall meet the minimum setback regulations and 
maximum height restrictions of the district in which they are located. 

v. Unless otherwise required, artificial lighting is prohibited. 
vi. No advertising of any type may be placed on the facility. 

 
d. Macrocells. 

i. Other than associated equipment cabinets and other structures or 
equipment that may be located on the ground, such facilities shall be 
collocated. 

ii. All such facilities shall utilize flush mounted antennas. 
iii. The height of such facilities shall not increase the height of the utilized 

support structure. 
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iv. All collocated equipment shall be camouflaged. 
v. Equipment cabinets and related structures or equipment shall be screened 

and if not collocated shall meet the requirements for accessory buildings 
per Section 10-3-114. 

vi. Unless otherwise required, artificial lighting is prohibited. 
vii. No advertising of any type may be placed on the facility. 

 
(2) Uses permitted only by special use permit. 

 
a. Wireless telecommunications facilities not permitted by, or not meeting the 

requirements within, Section 10-3-197 (1), including minimum setback 
regulations and maximum height restrictions. (Wireless telecommunications 
facilities exceeding seventy-five (75) feet in height do not need a separate special 
use permit as allowed within Section 10-3-85 (5) of the B-1 district or Section 10-
3-91 (12) of the B-2 district.) 

i. All regulating details of the facility (i.e. type, height, setbacks, etc.) shall 
be as specified in the special use permit application or as may be more 
strictly conditioned and approved by City Council. 

ii. If installing a telecommunications tower, it shall be designed for more 
than one (1) accommodation. 

iii. Support structures shall be designed to collapse upon themselves or to 
collapse within the smallest possible area should structural failure occur. 
The applicant shall submit written certification and supporting 
documentation from a structural engineer to this effect. 

 
Section 10-3-198. Wireless telecommunications facilities within the M-1, General Industrial 
District. 
 

(1) Uses permitted by right. 
 
a. Any defined wireless telecommunications facility. 

i. Facilities shall not exceed one hundred twenty-five (125) feet in height. 
ii. Support structures shall meet the minimum setback regulations of the M-1 

district. 
iii. Telecommunications towers shall be designed for more than one (1) 

accommodation. 
iv. Support structures shall be designed to collapse upon themselves or to 

collapse within the smallest possible area should structural failure occur. 
The applicant shall submit written certification and supporting 
documentation from a structural engineer to this effect. 

v. Equipment cabinets and related structures or equipment shall be screened 
and shall meet the requirements for accessory buildings per Section 10-3-
114. 

vi. Unless otherwise required, or as part of the intent of a concealed wireless 
telecommunications facility, artificial lighting is prohibited. 

vii. No advertising of any type may be placed on the facility. 
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(2) Uses permitted only by special use permit. 

 
a. Wireless telecommunications facilities not permitted by, or not meeting the 

requirements within, Section 10-3-198 (1), including minimum setback 
regulations and maximum height restrictions. (Wireless telecommunications 
facilities exceeding seventy-five (75) feet in height do not need a separate special 
use permit as allowed within Section 10-3-97 (11) of the M-1 district.) 

i. All regulating details of the facility (i.e. type, height, setbacks, etc.) shall 
be as specified in the special use permit application or as may be more 
strictly conditioned and approved by City Council. 

ii. Support structures shall be designed to collapse upon themselves or to 
collapse within the smallest possible area should structural failure occur. 
The applicant shall submit written certification and supporting 
documentation from a structural engineer to this effect. 

 
Section 10-3-199. Submittal requirements and other application requirements. 
 

(1) All applicants desiring to install wireless telecommunications facilities allowed by-right 
shall supply information as required by Section 10-3-10 of this chapter as well as the 
following. Note that building permits and sub-trade permits may be required. 
 

a. Name, address, telephone numbers, and email addresses of the property owner, 
the applicant, and the ultimate owner of the facility. 
 

b. Documentation from the property owner consenting to both the installation of the 
facility and the terms of Sections 10-3-200, 10-3-201, and 10-3-202. 
 

c. If erecting a new telecommunications tower or concealed wireless 
telecommunications facility, a physical survey of the property must be submitted. 
 

d. Location map and elevation drawings of the proposed facility prepared and 
certified by a professional engineer indicating: 

i. location, type, and height of all structures associated with the facility, 
ii. facility’s planned capacity (i.e. collocation potential/number of 

accommodations) 
iii. on-site and abutting land uses, 
iv. means of access, 
v. support structure’s setbacks from property lines, and 

vi. all applicable American National Standards Institute (ANSI) technical and 
structural codes. 
 

e. Screening plan (i.e. fence type and/or vegetation to be planted). See definition of 
“screening” within Section 10-3-24. 
 

f. Photo simulations of the proposed facility. 
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g. If camouflaging, an explanation of how the facility will be camouflaged. 

 
h. Evidence that the applicant has contacted the Emergency Communications Center 

(ECC) and verified the installation of the proposed equipment will not interfere 
with the ECC’s operations. 

 
(2) Applicants desiring to install wireless telecommunications facilities allowed only by 

special use permit shall reference the requirements for special use permits per Article V 
of this Title. Applicants shall submit as part of their special use permit application all 
information as described in 10-3-199 (1) as well as the following: 
 

a. A listing of all property owners within one thousand (1,000) feet from the subject 
property. These property owners shall be notified along with the property owners 
notified as required by Section 15.2-2204 of the Code of Virginia. (Staff may 
assist in supplying this list.) 
 

b. A description of how the proposed facility fits into the applicant’s 
telecommunications network. 
 

c. An explanation as to why the particularly proposed wireless telecommunications 
facility is needed to meet the desired results as opposed to installing a facility 
allowed by right that may provide the same results. 
 

d. An explanation or evidence demonstrating that no existing support structure or 
building can accommodate the applicant’s proposed facility or evidence that the 
applicant has made diligent good faith efforts to negotiate collocation on an 
existing support structure. 
 

e. If requesting to install a new telecommunications tower, concealed wireless 
telecommunications facility, or to increase the allowable height of a facility above 
that permitted by-right, a balloon test shall be performed. The special use permit 
application shall not be considered complete until the test is performed and staff 
has visually witnessed the test. The applicant shall contact the Department of 
Planning and Community Development to schedule a date and time when the 
balloon test will be conducted. If inclement weather prevents the scheduled test, a 
new schedule shall be established. The test shall consist of raising at least one (1) 
balloon from the site to a height equal to the proposed facility. 

 
Section 10-3-200. Reporting of wireless telecommunications facilities. 
 
For each wireless telecommunications facility, the property owner on which a facility is located 
shall be responsible for ensuring a report is submitted to the Zoning Administrator once a year, 
no later than June 30, stating, at minimum, the following: 
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(1) The support structure’s (including alternative support structures) location (latitude and 
longitude), street address, height, and structure type. 
 

(2) The owner of any facility and the property owner on which any facility is located shall be 
identified and contact information provided. 
 

(3) The current user status of the facility to include the name and contact information of each 
active tenant/wireless service provider leasing space from the site. If vacant/collocation 
space is available, the report shall indicate such information and explain the facility’s 
available accommodations. 
 

(4) An explanation or listing of each tenant’s/wireless service provider’s equipment 
identifying at least the type and number of all antennae, equipment cabinets, and any 
other supporting equipment. The location of such equipment shall also be described or 
illustrated. 

 
Section 10-3-201. Maintenance of wireless telecommunication facility sites; enforcement. 
 

(1) All required screening, landscaping, and other features shall be maintained, repaired, or 
replaced. 
 

(2) Enforcement and penalties due to violations of any section of this Article shall be as 
otherwise stated in this Title. 

 
Section 10-3-202. Removal of defective or abandoned wireless telecommunications 
facilities. 
 

(1) Any component of a wireless telecommunications facility that is found to be defective or 
unsafe shall be repaired immediately by the owner or operator to comply with federal, 
state, and local safety standards or removed within thirty (30) days upon receipt of 
written notice. 

 
(2) A wireless telecommunications facility that is not operated for a continuous period of 

twenty-four (24) months shall be considered abandoned. The owner of the property on 
which the facility is located shall be notified in writing and given ninety (90) days from 
the receipt of the written notice to remove the facility and all associated components and 
equipment and return the site to its condition prior to construction of the facility or to a 
seeded or sodded condition. 
 
Upon receipt of the notice, the first thirty (30) days of the ninety (90) day rectification 
period shall be the amount of time the property owner has to demonstrate the facility has 
not been abandoned. If the property owner fails to prove the facility is actively operating, 
the owner shall have the remaining sixty (60) days to remove the facility. If the facility is 
not removed within the allotted time, the City may cause the facility to be removed at the 
property owner’s expense. 
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Section 10-3-203. Utilization of Section 6409 Wireless Facilities Deployment of the Middle 
Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012. 
 
The permissions granted by the Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012 Section 
6409 Wireless Facilities Deployment (Section 6409) shall be applicable only to wireless 
telecommunications facilities deemed to be an eligible facility in existence prior to the original 
enactment of this Article. Modifications shall not substantially change eligible facilities. 
 
To make modifications to a wireless telecommunications facility per the permissions of Section 
6409, the property owner shall submit the following information: 
 

(1) Name, address, telephone numbers, and email addresses of the property owner, the 
applicant, and the owner of the facility proposed for modification. 
 

(2) Evidence that the wireless telecommunications facility is an eligible facility that existed 
prior to the original enactment of this Article. 
 

(3) Location map and elevation drawings of the existing facility and the proposed 
modifications prepared and certified by a professional engineer. The information shall 
include all existing equipment from all providers and, if applicable, all equipment owned 
and operated by railroad companies. (The information provided for the existing eligible 
facility may be used as the baseline of facts regarding the site’s characteristics if it is the 
facility’s first utilization of Section 6409 and shall be used to prevent abuse of the 
legislation.) 
 

(4) Submit a letter describing the request. The letter, and additional application submissions 
as required above, must clearly demonstrate the proposed modification would not 
substantially change the existing eligible facility. Substantial changes are made if any one 
of the following occurs: 
 

(a) The mounting of the proposed antenna on the tower would increase the existing 
height of the tower by more than 10%, or by the height of one additional antenna 
array with separation from the nearest existing antenna not to exceed twenty feet, 
whichever is greater, except that the mounting of the proposed antenna may 
exceed the size limits set forth in this paragraph if necessary to avoid interference 
with existing antennas. 
 

(b) The mounting of the proposed antenna would involve the installation of more than 
the standard number of new equipment cabinets for the technology involved, not 
to exceed four, or more than one new equipment shelter. 
 

(c) The mounting of the proposed antenna would involve adding an appurtenance to 
the body of the tower that would protrude from the edge of the tower more than 
twenty feet, or more than the width of the tower structure at the level of the 
appurtenance, whichever is greater, except that the mounting of the proposed 
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antenna may exceed the size limits set forth in this paragraph if necessary to 
shelter the antenna from inclement weather or to connect the antenna to the tower 
via cable. 
 

(d) The mounting of the proposed antenna would involve excavation outside the 
current tower site, defined as the current boundaries of the leased or owned 
property surrounding the tower and any access or utility easements currently 
related to the site. 
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Rezonings 

Request 
Planning Commission 

Action 
Date 

City Council 
Action 

1049 Chicago Avenue  (The 
Village at Chicago Park)    
048 00D 025 001 014 

Recommended for approval 
(6-0) 

01-08-14 Approved 

130 Mount Clinton Pike   
M-1 to B-2C                       
044 00C 001 001 014             

Withdrawn by applicant 
prior to PC meeting 

——— ——— 

Acorn, LC - 2.989 Acres        
M-1 to B-2C                          
044 00C 002 001 014 

Withdrawn by applicant 
prior to PC meeting 

——— ——— 

West of N Main St and 
South of Mt Clinton Pike     
R-2 to B-2C                      
042 00B 008 001 014 

Recommend for approval 
(7-0) 

06-11-14 

Approved by CC 
but tabled by 

applicant prior to 
2nd reading 

907 N Main St (Portion of 
41-C-44) R-2 to B-2C       
041 00C 044 002 014 

Recommended for approval 
(6-0) 

08-13-14 Approved 

Rezoning - EMU Master 
Plan Change 2014 

Recommended for approval 
(6-0) 

09-10-14 Approved 

Freeman Station Proffer 
Amendment 2014 

Recommended for approval 11-12-14 Approved 

 

Special Use Permits 

Request 
Planning Commission 

Action 
Date 

City Council 
Action 

Woodland Montessori 
School Child Daycare 
Center  10-3-34 (1)         
093 00B 004 001 014  

Recommended for approval 
(3-2) 

01-08-14 Approved 

Ice House Brewery 
Manufacturing  10-3-85 (1)  
025 00F 009 001 014 

Recommended for approval 
(6-0) 

02-12-14 Approved 
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Ice House Jewelry 
Manufacturing  10-3-85 (1)  
025 00F 009 002 014 

Recommended for approval 
(5-0) 

02-12-14 Approved 

Urban Exchange Brewery 
Manufacturing   10-3-85 (1)  
026 00A 001 001 014 

Recommended for approval 
(6-0) 

03-12-14 Approved 

1214 Windsor Road – 
MFDH  10-3-34 (6)        
084 00E 004 001 014 

Recommended for approval 
(7-0) 

06-11-14 

Tabled         
07-08-14        

Approved     
07-22-14 

2477 Reservoir Street – 
Campus View Apartments 
10-3-48.4 (6) 

Tabled by staff prior to     
PC meeting 

Recommended for approval 
(6-0) 

——— 

 
07-09-14 

——— 

 
Approved 

206 Charles St – Religious 
Use in M-1 10-3-97 (9)    
041 00B 002 001 014 

Recommended for approval 
(6-0) 

07-09-14 Approved 

130 Mt Clinton Pike – M-1 
Financial Use 10-3-97 (4)   
044 00C 001 003 014 

Recommended for approval 
(5-0) 

07-09-14 Approved 

120 W Wolfe St – Brewery 
Manufacturing 10-3-85 (1)   
035 00O 004 001 014 

Recommended for approval 
(7-0) 

10-08-14 

Tabled by CC 
11-11-14 

Approved 
11-25-14 

1430 Red Oak St – M-1 
Rec. Use w/ Non Trans 
Housing 
046 00C 008 001 014 

Tabled by applicant prior to   
PC meeting 

——— ——— 

Chand Development 
Apartments 10-3-48.4 (6)    
081 00A 018 002 014 

Withdrawn by applicant ——— ——— 

57 Paul Street – Art Studio 
in U-R  10-3-187 (1)            
025 00M 010 003 014 

Recommended for approval 
(7-0) 

12-10-14 Approved 
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Street and Alley Closings 

Request 
Planning Commission 

Action 
Date 

City Council 
Action 

Intersection of West Bruce 
Street and Old South High 
Street (adjacent to 25-C-14) 

Recommended for closing 
(5-0) 

03-12-14 Approved 

Wilson Avenue and 
Boulevard Avenue 

Recommended for closing 
(6-0) 

05-14-14 Approved 

Alley Closing (LFSVA) 
Adjacent to 40-N-6 – 14  

Tabled by applicant 

Tabled by PC 

Recommended for approval 
(5-1) 

07-09-14  

08-13-14 

09-10-14

——— 
 

——— 
 

Withdrawn by 
applicant 

JMU Street Closings – East 
Grace St, portions of S 
Mason St, and Chesapeake 
Ave; and alley between S 
Main and S Mason Streets 

Recommended for approval 
(6-0) 

07-09-14 Approved 

Undeveloped 6th Street – 
Adjacent to 39-K-9 and     
39-L-16 

Recommended for denial 10-08-14
Withdrawn by 

applicant prior to 
CC meeting 

 

Ordinance/Comprehensive Plan Amendments 

Request 
Planning Commission 

Action 
Date 

City Council 
Action 

Article Y – Floodplain 
Zoning District (2014 
Amendment) 

Recommend for approval 
(6-0) 

05-14-14 Approved 

Junk Yards by SUP in M-1 
(10-3-24, 25, 96, 97, & 99) 

Recommended for approval 
(7-0) 

Amended Motion 
Recommend for approval 

(6-0) 

06-11-14 
 

07-09-14 

Postponed by 
staff            

07-08-14 

Approved        
08-12-14 
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To Allow Public Uses to 
Deviate from Zoning Regs 
By Special Use Permit 

Recommended for approval 
(6-0) 

08-13-14 Approved 

10-3-97 (10) To Allow 
Non-Transient Dwellings 
Associated with Leisure 
Time and Rec. Activities 

Tabled by applicant prior to 
PC meeting 

——— ——— 

10-3-84 (4) Add Rec. and 
Leisure Time Activities 
Uses in B-1 

Recommended for approval 
(5-0) 

11-12-14 Approved 

 
Preliminary Plats 

Request 
Planning Commission 

Action 
Date 

City Council 
Action 

Village at Chicago Park   
048 00D 025 002 014 

Recommended for approval 
(6-0) 

04-09-14 Approved 

Northside Heights           
042 00B 006A 002 014 

Recommended for approval 
(7-0) 

06-11-14 ——— 

 
Other 

Request 
Planning Commission 

Action 
Date 

City Council 
Action 

Off-street parking proposed 
Woodland Montessori 
School     10-3-25 (12) 

Recommended for approval 
(3-2) 

01-08-14 ——— 

Downtown Streetscape 
Plan 

Tabled by PC 

Recommended for approval 
(7-0) 

01-08-14 
 

06-11-14 

——— 

Approved 

15.2-2232 Review for New 
City Hall Project 

Found to be substantially in 
accord with the 

Comprehensive Plan 
04-09-14 ——— 

15.2-2232 Review for Park 
View Water Tank 

Found to be substantially in 
accord with the 

Comprehensive Plan 
08-13-14 ——— 
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MEETINGS AND WORKSESSIONS 

Total Number of Regular Meetings:  12 

Meeting Dates: 

January 8, 2014 

February 12, 2014 

March 12, 2014 

April 9, 2014 

May 14, 2014 

June 11, 2014 

July 9, 2014 

August 13, 2014 

September 10, 2014 

October 8, 2014 

November 12, 2014 

December 10, 2014 

Planning Commission held no worksessions in 2014. 
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CITY OF HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA



ZONING ACTIVITIES      

Inspection of Zoning Requirements 234 

Proactive Zoning Violations 94 

Home Occupations Permits Issued 114 

Comprehensive Site Plans Reviewed 48 

Sign Permits Issued 65 

Building Permits Reviewed 496 

 
SUMMARY OF THE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS (BZA) ACTIVITY 

Address Case 
Number

Appeal 
or 

Variance

Tax Map Date BZA 
Action 

2174 Ramblewood Road 1401 Variance 3-C-14 01-06-14 Approved 

315 East Grattan Street 1402 Variance 16-A-9 02-03-14 Approved 

328 Bluestone Hills Drive 1403a Variance 80-H-21 07-07-14 Denied 

328 Bluestone Hills Drive 1403b Variance 80-H-21 07-04-14 Approved 

195 South Willow Street 1404 Variance 36-R-1 09-08-14 Approved 

314 Franklin Street 1405a Variance 26-J-1 09-08-14 Approved 

314 Franklin Street 1405b Variance 26-J-1 09-08-14 Approved 

 
PROACTIVE CODE ENFORCEMENT * 

Sector Date Violations Cited 

Reherd Acres January 2014 10 

Route 33 West February 2014 13 

Chicago Avenue March 2014 4 

Pleasant Hills April 2014 9 

Avalon Woods May 2014 36 
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Waterman Elementary December 2014 15 

Keister Elementary December 2014 7 

*Proactive enforcement was not performed June – November due to staff vacancy. 
 
MINOR SUBDIVISIONS 

Request Case Number Staff 
Action 

Date Deed 
Book/Page 

Red Oak South Business 
Park Section 2 

056 00C 002 001 013 Approved 03-19-14 4402/208 

Property line vacation and 
easement conveyance for 
JMU Property 

025 00K 001 004 013 Approved 08-05-14 4449/57 

Lot Consolidation of the 
Lands of 164 W. Bruce, LLC 

025 00C 014 003 014 Approved 01-21-14 4367/683 

Lot Consolidation Conrad-
Reherd Add. (Lots 26, 27, & 
28) 

023 00Q 026 001 014 Approved  01-15-14 4364/776 

PLA Between 9A & 9C 
Pleasant Valley Rd. Ind. Pk. 

101 00C 00(A 001 014 Approved 01-27-14 4370/212 

Municipal Building Prop. Line 
Vacation 

025 00J 010 001 014 Approved 03-25-14 4390/129 

Heritage Estates PLA Lots C, 
27A and 27C 

116 00C 036 001 013 Approved 01-27-14 4368/400 

PLV Between Lots 1 & 2, Blk 
15 Airhart Add. 

036 00K 002 001 014 Approved 02-26-14 4379/727 

Rediv Lot 41, Blk G, Park 
Lawn  Subdivision 

123 00G 041 002 014 Approved 02-18-14 4382/271 

PLV Lots 4—8, Blk 11 Sunset 
Heights 

023 00J 004 001 014 Approved 02-26-14 4387/494 

Park View Hgts., Blk. 4, Lots 
14 & 15 

051 00I 014 001 014 Approved 03-13-14 4390/426 

Norman Kreider Properties 
(Garbers Church Rd.) 

123 00H 001 004 014 Approved 04-30-14 4409/336 
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Rediv. of 3.29 acres (Triangle 
Investments) 

112 00A 001 001 014 Approved 06-25-14 4444/644 

PLA Between Lots 181A & 
181B Harmony Hts. Sec. 11 

053 00L 014 001 014 Withdrawn ——— ——— 

Conrad Reherd Add. Block 2, 
Lots 5 & 6 

023 00A 005 003 014 Approved 05-19-14 4414/186 

Minor Sub of Lot 20 Acorn 
Enterprises, LLC 

056 00E 020 001 014 Approved 08-20-14 4462/169 

Rediv. of Harding and Brunk 
Property on Chicago Avenue 

048 00D 025 003 014 Approved  05-21-14 4507/707 

3210 Main Street Subdivision, 
Section 1 

103 00A 010 002 014 Approved 06-12-14 4426/113 

Airhart Add. Block 12, Lots 17 
& 18 

036 00F 018 001 014 Approved 05-29-14 4418/605 

Brookland Add. Resubdivision 
Block 5, Lots 1,2,& 3 

036 00R 0001 003 014 Approved 06-19-14 4426/237 

GSW Investors Land 
(Greystone St.) 

038 00B 004 001 014 Approved 07-02-14 4435/15 

Sunset Heights Add, Lots 1-3, 
Block 11, Lot Line Vacation 

023 00J 001 004 014 Approved 07-09-14 4436/178 

Asbury United Methodist Lot 
Line Vac. 

025 00J 013 002 014 Approved  07-30-14 4447/260 

Kellam Sub Tax Parcels     
93-C-3 & 7 

093 00C 003 002 014 Approved 08-18-14 4461/779 

Lot 2, CFW Comm. Services 
Sub., Sec. 1 

039 00F 001 001 014 Approved 08-28-14 4485/163 

Acorn Mini Storage Minor 
Subdivision 

056 00A 006 002 014 Approved 08-28-14 4460/797 

Good Sub. Longview Dr. 
(County Sub.) 

Adj. to 31-C-11 (Across 
Longview Dr.) Approved 12-19-14 4515/584 

Thomas Harrison House 
Subdivision 

026 00B 001 002 014 Approved 12-30-14 4513/687 
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FINAL PLATS 

Request Case Number Staff 
Action 

Date Deed 
Book/Page 

Potters House Worship 
Center 

123 00A 004 001 014 Approved 02-19-14 4385/346 

Townes @ Bluestone Section 
– 2 

080 00H 021 001 014 Approved 03-19-14 4393/404 

Blakely Park Section Three 042 00D 020 003 014 Approved 06-02-14 4423/69 

 




