City of Fredericksburg, Virginia

City Council

AGENDA
Council Chambers
715 Princess Anne Street
Fredericksburg, Virginia 22401

Hon. Mary Katherine
Greenlaw, Mayor
Hon. William C.
Withers, Jr., ViceMayor, Ward Two
Hon. Kerry P. Devine,
At-Large
Hon. Matthew J. Kelly,
At-Large
Hon. Jason N. Graham,
Ward One
Hon. Timothy P. Duffy,
Ph.D., Ward Three
Hon. Charlie L. Frye,
Jr., Ward Four

July 9, 2019
7:30 p.m.
Mayor Mary Katherine Greenlaw, Presiding

Agenda
1. Call To Order
2. Invocation
Councilor Matthew J. Kelly
3. Pledge Of Allegiance
Mayor Mary Katherine Greenlaw
4. Presentations
A. Welcome To Cedric Rucker
5. Public Hearing
A. Ordinance 19-__, First Read, Authorizing The Vacation And Quit-Claim Of A Portion Of
The Alum Springs Road Right Of Way To RCKF Fredericksburg Park, LLC
Documents:
5A ALUM SPRINGS ROW.PDF
B. Douglas Street Vacation
• Resolution 19-__, Overturning the Decision by the Fredericksburg Planning
Commission Regarding Whether the Vacation of the Public Right-of-Way Containing
the 1000 Block of Douglas Street is in Substantial Accord With the 2015

5A ALUM SPRINGS ROW.PDF
B. Douglas Street Vacation
• Resolution 19-__, Overturning the Decision by the Fredericksburg Planning
Commission Regarding Whether the Vacation of the Public Right-of-Way Containing
the 1000 Block of Douglas Street is in Substantial Accord With the 2015
Comprehensive Plan
• Ordinance 19-__, First Read, Authorizing the Vacation and Quit-Claim of the 1000
Block of the Douglas Street Right of Way to William Square, L.L.C. and Liberty Place
Partners, LLC
Documents:
5B DOUGLAS ST ROW.PDF
C. Resolution 19-__, Approving The Final Subdivision Plat For “Riverview On Sophia,”
Approximately 0.53 Acres For Development Of 13 Single-Family Attached Dwelling
Units
Documents:
5C RIVERVIEW.PDF
6. Comments From The Public
City Council provides this opportunity each regular meeting for comments from citizens
who have signed up to speak before the start of the meeting. To be fair to everyone,
please observe the five-minute time limit and yield the floor when the Clerk of Council
indicates that your time has expired. Decorum in the Council Chambers will be
maintained. Comments that are not relevant to the City business and behavior that is
disruptive, such as applause, are inappropriate and out of order.
7. Council Agenda
A. Slave Auction Block Relocation Plan – Mayor Greenlaw, Councilor Frye
Documents:
7A SLAVE BLOCK.PDF
8. Consent Agenda
A. Ordinance 19-25, Second Read, Amending The Unified Development Ordinance To
Differentiate Between Small Scale And Large Scale Automotive Sales And Rental Uses,
And To Require A Special Use Permit For Small Scale Automotive Sales And Rental
Uses In The Commercial Highway Zoning District
Documents:
8A UDOTA AUTO SALES.PDF
B. Ordinance 19-26, Second Read, Rezoning Approximately 28 Acres Of Land Located On
Or Near Route 3 (Plank Road), Between I-95 And U.S. Route 1, From CommercialShopping Center (C-SC) To Commercial-Highway (C-H) As Recommended In The Small
Area Plan For Area 3
Documents:
8B AREA 3 REZONING.PDF

Or Near Route 3 (Plank Road), Between I-95 And U.S. Route 1, From CommercialShopping Center (C-SC) To Commercial-Highway (C-H) As Recommended In The Small
Area Plan For Area 3
Documents:
8B AREA 3 REZONING.PDF
C. Ordinance 19-27, Second Read, Rezoning Approximately 12.66 Acres Of Land Located
On Or Near U.S. Route 1, Between Fall Hill Avenue And The Rappahannock Canal,
From Commercial-Shopping Center (C-SC) To Commercial-Highway (C-H) As
Recommended In The Small Area Plan For Area 6
Documents:
8C AREA6 REZONING.PDF
D. Ordinance 19-28, Second Read, Amending The Official Zoning Map In Order To Adopt A
Transect Regulating Plan And Frontage Regulating Plan For The T-5C “Area Core
Corridor” Transect In Land Use Planning Area 6
Documents:
8D AREA 6 T-5C.PDF
E. Resolution 19-63, Second Read, Amending The Fiscal Year 2019 Budget In The General
Fund And The Public Works Capital Fund
Documents:
8E SALT STORAGE.PDF
F. Transmittal Of Board And Commission Minutes (Approved Minutes Can Be Found On
The Board/Commission Webpages After They Are Approved At Subsequent Meeting Of
Said Board/Commission).
F.i. Planning Commission – November 14, 2018
Documents:
8F1 PLANNING 11-14-18.PDF
F.ii. Planning Commission – December 12, 2018
Documents:
8F2 PLANNING 12-12-18.PDF
F.iii. Planning Commission – January 23, 2019
Documents:
8F3 PLANNING 01-23-19.PDF
F.iv. Planning Commission – March 13, 2019
Documents:
8F4 PLANNING 03-13-19.PDF

F.iv. Planning Commission – March 13, 2019
Documents:
8F4 PLANNING 03-13-19.PDF
F.v. Planning Commission – March 27, 2019
Documents:
8F5 PLANNING 03-27-19.PDF
F.vi. Planning Commission – May 8, 2019
Documents:
8F6 PLANNING 05-08-19.PDF
F.vii. Recreation Commission – May 16, 2019
Documents:
8F7 REC 5-16-19.PDF
9. Minutes
A. Public Hearing – June 25, 2019
Documents:
9A 06-25-19 PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES.PDF
B. Regular Session – June 25, 2019
Documents:
9B 06-25-19 REGULAR SESSION MINUTES.PDF
10. Boards And Commission Appointments
A. Recreation Commission – DaCorey Carter, Danielle Gibeson, Eric Keller, Sharon Null,
Brandon McVade, Judith Schmidt, Derrick Tepaske, Susan Tyler
Documents:
10A.PDF
B. Stafford Regional Airport Authority – Christopher Hornung
Documents:
10B SRAA APPT.PDF
11. City Manager Agenda
A. Resolution 19-64, Second Read, Amending The Fiscal Year 2019 Budget In The School
Grant Fund

11. City Manager Agenda
A. Resolution 19-64, Second Read, Amending The Fiscal Year 2019 Budget In The School
Grant Fund
Documents:
11A SCHOOL BUDGET AMEND.PDF
B. Resolution 19-__, Authorizing The City Manager To Accept The Donation Of
Approximately ½ Acre Of Land On The Blue And Gray Parkway Known As “Land Bay
D” Of Fredericksburg Park
Documents:
11B FRED PARK DONATION.PDF
C. City Manager’s Update
Documents:
11C CITY MANAGER UPDATE.PDF
D. Calendar
Documents:
11D CALENDAR.PDF
12. Adjournment

ITEM #5A

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
RE:
DATE:

Timothy J. Baroody, City Manager
Marne E. Sherman, Development Administrator
Vacation of the Right-of-Way for the Realignment of Alum Spring Road and the VCR Trail
June 27, 2019 (for the July 9 meeting)

ISSUE
RCKF Fredericksburg, LLC requests the vacation of the right-of-way for Alum Spring Road to realign Alum
Spring Road and the VCR Trail in accordance with the proffered conditions of the 2014 conditional rezoning
of the Fredericksburg Park.
RECOMMENDATION
Approval of the attached ordinance on First Read. The applicant has requested Second Read action.
PLANNING COMMISSION – COMPREHENSIVE PLAN COMPLIANCE REVIEW
On June 26, 2019, the Planning Commission held a public hearing in which there was one speaker, Hamilton
Palmer, representing the owners of 1319 and 1321 Lafayette Boulevard. Mr. Palmer expressed concern with
the access to/from 1319 and 1321 Lafayette Boulevard, which will be altered as part of the overall
Fredericksburg Park project, resulting in Lafayette Boulevard becoming a four-lane street with a median.
Following the close of the public hearing, there was considerable discussion about Mr. Palmer’s statement
that the 2014 conditional rezoning 1 required the developer to provide a full cross access for 1319 and 1321
Lafayette Boulevard across the proposed four-lane, divided Lafayette Boulevard, north of the roundabout
at Lee Drive. This access was conceptually shown on the General Development Plan 2 (GDP). Proffer 8
permitted “the City” to agree to an adjustment to the Lafayette design shown on the GDP. The adjustment
limited turning movements with a median. Council provided for this adjustment because the GDP was very
general in nature and it was anticipated that analysis of traffic safety and design would occur with the future
submittal of a Master Plan (a condition of Proffer 5 – administrative approval on behalf of “the City”) and
engineered drawings to construct the Lafayette Boulevard improvements (a condition of Proffer 6 –
administrative approval on behalf of “the City”) and the Fredericksburg Park project. The basis for the
proposed adjustment to the access is public safety and traffic management on an extremely busy and at times
hazardous roadway, which carried over 21,000 vehicle trips per day in 2018 according to 2018 Virginia
Department of Transportation Data.
Following approval of the conditional rezoning, the developer submitted the Master Plan and engineered
drawings to construct the Lafayette Boulevard improvements. During the review of these applications, staff
received public comment from, corresponded with, and met with Mr. Palmer and his clients to address the
1
2

Ordinance 14-03 and Proffer Statement
Generalized Development Plan, dated September 6, 2013
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access concerns. The first concern presented by the 1319 and 1321 Lafayette Boulevard ownership team
was the need to accommodate truck traffic leaving the site. However, the 2007 site plan for the construction
of 1321 Lafayette Boulevard required the property owner to install a second access for the site to Central
Road in the Fredericksburg Battlefield Industrial Park, specifically to address industrial truck traffic to and
from the site. The second concern was for passenger vehicles that leave the site to have the ability to access
the southbound lanes of Lafayette Boulevard. In consideration of this dialog, while managing overall public
safety along Lafayette Boulevard, a left turn lane at Alum Spring Road from northbound Lafayette Boulevard
was adjusted to accommodate U-turns by passenger vehicles onto southbound Lafayette Boulevard. This
location allowed for approximately 350 feet of separation from the roundabout at Lee Drive than what was
shown on the GDP, approximately 90 feet north of the roundabout, and provided a safe landing for vehicles
to wait for a break in traffic instead of providing an interim point, close to the roundabout, for a vehicle
from 1319 and 1321 Lafayette Boulevard to cross the four lane divided roadway at one time. Alternatively,
vehicles could turn left onto Alum Spring Road, which intersects with Lafayette Boulevard approximately
one third of a mile to the south.
The Master Plan and Lafayette Boulevard Improvements Site Plan were administratively approved, as
directed by the proffers and dictated by City Code, showing the modified access. The Zoning Administrator
deemed these plans to be in substantial conformance with the conditional zoning and the General
Development Plan. Mr. Palmer and his clients were made aware of the updated design.
Following the conclusion of the discussion, the Planning Commission voted 6-1 to approve the attached
resolution (signature pending), finding the application to be in substantial accordance with the 2015
Comprehensive Plan under the Code of Virginia §15.2-2232.
BACKGROUND
In 2014, City Council approved Ordinance 14-03 to rezone 22 acres of land, then known as Telegraph Hill,
to the PD-MU, Planned Development-Mixed Use zoning district. The approval is conditioned upon
compliance with seventeen proffers and the development in accordance with the GDP and subsequent
Master Plans for each land bay.
Following considerable review by the Technical Review Committee and input by the National Park Service
and neighboring property owners, the Master Plan for Land Bays B and C of the renamed Fredericksburg
Park project was approved by the City’s Planning Director on August 16, 2018, per the process established
in the 2014 rezoning. The Master Plan includes the conceptual design for the realignment of Alum Spring
Road and the VCR Trail as well as the development of 204 single-family attached (townhouse) units 3. Notes
20 and 21 on Sheet 2 of the Master Plan identify that the relocation of the VCR Trail and vacation of Alum
Spring Road is subject to approval by the City Council in accordance with the proffered conditions.

3

Master Plan for Land Bays B and C, approved on August 16, 2018
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Legend
ROW to be Vacated

ROW to be Dedicated

RCKF Fredericksburg Park, LLC submitted a major site plan application for the Fredericksburg Park project
in December 2018. The plan shows the development of Land Bays B and C, consistent with the approved
Master Plan, including the realignment of Alum Spring Road and the VCR Trail. Prior to approval of the
site plan showing the relocation of Alum Spring Road and the VCR Trail, City Council must act to authorize
the vacation of the Alum Spring Road and VCR Trail right-of-way that will be abandoned as a result of the
relocation of these features.
Proffer 8 states in part that:
“At such time as permits are issued for the construction of improvements in Land Bay A, Owner
will, at its expense, perform the necessary construction required to relocate the intersection of Alum
Spring Road and Lafayette Boulevard to the location as shown on the GDP. Owner’s agreement to
pay for the re-location is conditioned upon the City agreeing to abandon to Owner the Alum Spring
Road right-of-way that will be vacated as a result of the re-location.”
Proffer 10 states that:
“At such time as permits are issued for the construction of improvements in Land Bay A, and in
connection with the re-location of the intersection of Alum Spring Road and Lafayette Boulevard,
Owner will, at its expense, perform the necessary construction required to relocate the VCR Trail to
a new location approved by City Council. Owner’s agreement to pay for the relocation is conditioned
upon the City agreeing to abandon to Owner the VCR Trail right of way that will be vacated as a
result of the relocation.”

Memorandum: Realignment of Alum Spring Road and VCR Trail
July 9, 2019
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Location and Typical Section
Alum Spring Road is located on the west side of Lafayette Boulevard, approximately 250 feet south of Blue
Gray Parkway. Alum Spring Road is currently a two-lane, ditch section, public street for the majority of its
length. The 10-foot wide, paved VCR Trail starts downtown, near Cobblestone Square and runs south,
crossing the Blue Gray Parkway on Lafayette Boulevard, and turning west along the north side of Alum
Spring Road into Alum Spring Park.
As part of the development of Fredericksburg Park, the south side of Alum Spring Road will be upgraded
with curb, gutter, sidewalk, and on-street parallel parking. To make the intersection of Alum Spring Road
with Lafayette Boulevard safer, it and the adjacent VCR Trail are proposed to be shifted approximately 135
feet to the southwest. The resulting intersection will be a total of approximately 385 feet away from the
intersection of Lafayette Boulevard and Blue Gray Parkway, as shown on the Right-of-Way Exhibit ‘A’
Fredericksburg Park, dated June 2019 4.
The VCR Trail will be reconstructed with the same typical section as exists today and be a 10-foot wide
paved trail with a 5-foot wide utility strip. The northern right-of-way limit will extend 5-feet behind the trail
to allow for the future construction, by the City, of additional trail amenities. The right-of-way limit on the
south side of Alum Spring Road will extend to 1-foot behind the proposed sidewalk, in accordance with the
City’s street standard.
The realigned VCR Trail will reconnect to the existing trail approximately 200 feet west of Lafayette
Boulevard and continue into Alum Spring Park. From Alum Spring Road, approximately 850 feet west of
Lafayette Boulevard, the VCR Trail will enter the Fredericksburg Park project and extend through the
proposed neighborhood to Lafayette Boulevard, just south of the proposed roundabout. It will continue
south on Lafayette Boulevard to St. Paul Street and is planned for future extension to the City / Spotsylvania
County boundary. A pedestrian/bicycle crossing is proposed across Lafayette Boulevard at the southern leg
of the National Park Service entrance/Lee Drive. It will be constructed similarly to the recently installed
crossing on Fall Hill Avenue, just west of the roundabout with Mary Washington Boulevard.
The total area of right-of-way to be vacated is 0.535 acres. The total area of new right-of-way to be dedicated
to public use is 0.247 acres. The net area of right-of-way to be vacated is 0.288 acres.
The Alum Spring Road right-of-way near Lafayette Boulevard that will be vacated (0.384 acres) will be
incorporated into the consolidation of GPIN 7779-70-3484 and 7779-70-2419, and comprise Land Bay A
as shown on the GDP. A Master Plan for Land Bay A has not been submitted, but the anticipated use is
commercial.
In addition to the vacation of right-of-way request for the intersection of Alum Spring Road and Lafayette
Boulevard, the sliver Alum Spring Road right-of-way to be vacated along the frontage of the Fredericksburg
Park townhouse neighborhood (0.151 acres) will be consolidated into open space to be owned and
maintained by the Homeowners Association. The purpose of vacating this right-of-way is to standardize
the typical right-of-way section of Alum Spring Road from Lafayette Boulevard to the western limits of the
Fredericksburg Park Project. As noted previously, the right-of-way boundary will extend to one foot behind

4

Right-of-Way Exhibit “A” Fredericksburg Park, prepared by Bowman Consulting, dated June, 2019
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the newly constructed sidewalk on the south side of Alum Spring Road consistent with the City’s street
standards.
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN COMPLIANCE REVIEW ANALYSIS
The City of Fredericksburg’s 2015 Comprehensive Plan addresses goals, policies, and initiatives for
transportation and land use in the Braehead/National Park Planning Area 9.
Transportation Policies and Initiatives, Chapter 3, pages 3-15 through 3-16:
Goal 4 Walkability: "Continue to expand the conditions that make Fredericksburg a pedestrianfriendly city, acknowledging that sidewalks and trails are critical infrastructure and not merely
amenities. Neighborhoods should be interconnected and outlying areas connected to the city center
through safe pedestrian/bicycle pathway networks."
Policy 11: "Ensure new development improves connectivity for all modes of travel."
Policy 13: "Ensure adequate room is provided within utility strips for street trees."
The vacated right-of-way on Alum Spring Road will be replaced with a dedication of new right-of-way to
accommodate the newly constructed street and VCR Trail at the intersection of Lafayette Boulevard and
Alum Spring Road. It will continue to promote walkability and connectivity for pedestrians, bicyclists, and
cars and will connect the new Fredericksburg Park neighborhood and the greater Lafayette Boulevard
Corridor to downtown with the extension of the VCR Trail. The new right-of-way will accommodate a 5foot wide utility strip and will be planted with street trees.
The sliver Alum Spring Road right-of-way to be vacated along the frontage of the Fredericksburg Park
townhouse neighborhood is in accordance with City design standards and therefore is in accord with the
Comprehensive Plan pursuant to Virginia Code §15.2-2232.D.
STREET VACATION CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION – City Code §66-42
The following table outlines the requirements for the vacation of public rights-of-way under the City Code.
The City Code is modeled on the Code of Virginia §15.2-2006.
Subsection
A
B
C

D

Requirement
Ordinance adopted by City Council
Written Application & $300 Fee

Notes
See Attached Ordinance
The cover letter, along with supporting materials,
constitutes the application.
Public Hearing and Notice to Adjoining July 9, 2019 public hearing. Notice includes four
Property Owners
signs on Alum Spring Road and Lafayette
Boulevard, published notice in the Free Lance-Star
newspaper, and certified letters to adjoining
property owners.
At the conclusion of the hearing, the Council’s discretion, but staff recommends that in
Council may appoint a committee of this case viewers would not be necessary.
between three and five viewers to report
any inconvenience from discontinuing the
street or alley.

Memorandum: Realignment of Alum Spring Road and VCR Trail
July 9, 2019
Page 6 of 6

Subsection
E

Requirement
Council may vacate after public hearing
and viewer’s report (if any). May be
conditioned if the vacation is an
accommodation of an expansion or
development of a business.

F

If an abutting property owner is among
the applicants applying for the vacation,
that person may be required by Council to
purchase the vacated right-of-way at a
mutually agreeable price.

G

Appeals of Council decisions must be filed
within 60 days of the final ordinance
adoption in the City’s Circuit Court.

Notes
First and second read of the ordinance would take
place after the required public hearing has taken
place. The Planning Commission provided its
Comprehensive Plan finding in the attached
resolution. The conditioning of the vacation
applies at the discretion of Council.
The cost of the land can be negotiated by Council.
The developer is proposing to rededicate right-ofway and reconstruct Alum Spring Road and the
VCR Trail. The vacated right-of-way will be
consolidated into a larger pad site which will be
taxed and provide for greater development
potential of the property. The net area of right-ofway being vacated is 0.288 acres. Costs associated
with the sale of land will be at the discretion of City
Council. Based on the acreage and assessed values
per square foot of adjacent properties, the 0.288
acres is valued at $47,645.44. The corresponding
and
street
dedication
of
right-of-way
improvements satisfies the value of the vacated
right-of-way.
Information only – no bearing on consideration of
the vacation.

FISCAL IMPACT
The majority of the 12,540 square foot (0.288 acres) of net vacated public right-of-way will be consolidated
into a larger pad site and taxed, adding to the revenue of the City. Costs associated with the sale of land will
be at the discretion of City Council. Based on the acreage and assessed values per square foot of adjacent
properties, the 0.288 acres is valued at $47,645.44. Based on the approval of the 2014 conditional zoning
and the proffered improvements to Lafayette Boulevard, staff recommends that payment for the vacated
right-of-way be satisfied with the value of the proposed improvements.
Attachments:
Draft Resolution
Planning Commission Comprehensive Compliance Review Resolution, June 26, 2019 Meeting
(Signature Pending)
Cover letter, dated June 17, 2019
Right-of-Way Exhibit “A” Fredericksburg Park, prepared by Bowman Consulting, dated June, 2019
Ordinance 14-03 and Proffer Statement
Generalized Development Plan, dated September 6, 2013
Master Plan for Land Bays B and C, approved on August 16, 2018
Alum Spring Road Vacation Valuation
Planning Commission Draft Minutes, June 26, 2019 Meeting

MOTION:

July 9, 2019
Regular Meeting
Ordinance No. 19-__

SECOND:
RE:

Authorizing the Vacation and Quit-Claim of a Portion of the Alum Springs
Road Right of Way to RCKF Fredericksburg Park, LLC

ACTION:

APPROVED: Ayes: 0; Nays: 0

FIRST READ:______________________ SECOND READ:__________________________
IT IS HEREBY ORDAINED by the Fredericksburg City Council:
SEC. I.

Background and introduction.

The City has received an application from RCKF Fredericksburg Park, LLC to vacate a portion of
Alum Spring Road right of way, consisting of approximately 16,712 square feet (0.384 acres). The
purpose of the request is to provide for the relocation of Alum Spring Road at its intersection with
Lafayette Boulevard, as shown on the exhibit entitled “Right-of-Way Exhibit ‘A’ Fredericksburg
Park,” by Bowman Consulting, dated June 2019 (“Exhibit”).
In exchange for the vacation of the dedicated right of way, the applicant proposes to dedicate new
right of way consisting of 10,761 square feet (0.247 acres). The applicant proposes to build new
street and trail improvements and dedicate the improvements and the right of way to the City.
City Council rezoned approximately 22 acres of land then known as “Telegraph Hill” by adoption of
Ordinance 14-03 on January 14, 2014, by which City Council accepted voluntary proffers which
govern the use and development of the applicant’s property. Proffer #8 anticipated the possible
relocation of the intersection of Alum Spring Road and Lafayette Boulevard, at the applicant’s
expense, conditioned upon the City agreeing to abandon the Alum Spring Road right of way. The
abandoned right of way will be incorporated into an existing land bay for commercial development.
Pursuant to City Code § 66-42, the City held a public hearing on July 9, 2019 to consider the
applicant’s request for this right of way vacation and exchange. The Planning Commission also
reviewed this vacation for consistency with the Comprehensive Plan pursuant to Virginia Code §
15.2-2232, and adopted a resolution finding the vacation to be consistent with the 2015
Comprehensive Plan on June 26, 2019.
The vacation of a portion of the Alum Springs Road right of way, with the conditions described in
this ordinance, is in the public interest.

July 9, 2019
Ordinance 19-__
Page 2

SEC. II. Vacation of Right of Way.
Council hereby authorizes the Development Administrator to approve a plat of vacation and
dedication, vacating a portion of the Alum Spring Road right of way in exchange for the dedication
of new right of way and public street and trail improvements, substantially as shown on the Exhibit.
SEC. III.

Conditions.

The applicant shall complete construction of the proposed public street improvements and dedicate
the new right of way in substantial conformance with the Exhibit and a site plan approved by the
City, as a condition to this vacation.
SEC. IV. Authorization to execute documents.
The City Manager is hereby authorized and directed to execute all necessary documents
implementing the terms of this ordinance, subject to the review and approval as to form by the City
Attorney.
SEC. V. Effective date; expiration of authority.
This ordinance is effective immediately. The authority granted in this ordinance shall expire on
December 31, 2021.
Votes:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent from Vote:
Absent from Meeting:
Approved as to form:

___________________________
Kathleen Dooley, City Attorney

***************

Clerk’s Certificate

I, the undersigned, certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is
a true copy of Ordinance No. 19- duly adopted at a meeting of the City Council meeting held Date, 2019 at which a
quorum was present and voted.
____________________________________

Tonya B. Lacey, CMC
Clerk of Council

MOTION:

Hornung

June 26, 2019
Planning Commission
Resolution No. 19-02

SECOND:

Durham

RE:

APPROVAL OF THE PROPOSED VACATION OF A PORTION OF THE ALUM SPRING ROAD
RIGHT OF WAY AS SUBSTANTIALLY IN ACCORD WITH THE 2015 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

ACTION:

APPROVED; Ayes: 6; Nays: 1

The City Council has received an application from RCKF Fredericksburg Park LLC to vacate a portion of the
Alum Spring Road right of way, consisting of approximately 12,540 square feet (0.29 acres). The purpose
of the vacation application is to provide for the relocation of Alum Spring Road at its intersection with
Lafayette Boulevard, as shown on the Exhibit entitled “Right-of-Way Exhibit ‘A’ Fredericksburg Park,” by
Bowman Consulting, dated June 2019. The applicant proposes to build new street and trail improvements
and dedicate the improvements and right of way to the City.
Under Code of Virginia §15.2-2232(C) and City Code §72-22.2, an application for the vacation of a public
street right of way shall be submitted to the Planning Commission for review for substantial conformance
with the Comprehensive Plan.
The proposed vacation of a portion of the Alum Springs Road right of way is consistent with the
Transportation and Land Use Planning Area 9: Braehead/National Park chapters of the 2015
Comprehensive Plan, as stated more fully in the staff report.
The Fredericksburg Planning Commission therefore resolves the proposed vacation of a portion of the
Alum Spring Road right of way is substantially in accord with the 2015 Comprehensive Plan.
Votes:
Ayes: Gantt, Rodriguez, Slominski, Hornung, Pates, Durham
Nays: O’Toole
Absent from Vote: None
Absent from Meeting: None

_______________[signature pending
KENNETH J. GANTT, CHAIRMAN

6,589 S.F. (0.151 ACRES) TO BE VACATED ROW

VACATED ROW:+0.384 AC.+16,712 S.F.
+0.151 AC. +6,589 S.F.
DEDICATED ROW:-0.247 AC. -10,761 S.F.
TOTAL ROW VACATED:0.288 AC. 12,540 S.F.
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Alum Spring Road Vacation Valuation
Adjacent GPINs zoned PD-MU

Assessed Value of Land

Area (Square Feet)

7778-69-7829 (Fredericksburg Park)
7779-70-3484 (Fredericksburg Park)
7779-70-2419 (Fredericksburg Park)

$1,254,000
$94,800
$163,500

781,013
23,592
28,314
Average per Square Foot

Douglas Street Right-of-Way
0.288 acres of Right-of-Way

Area (Square Feet)
12,540

Total Value (Area x Value per
Sqft)
$47,645.44

July 9, 2019 Council Mtg
Value per Square Foot
$1.61
$4.02
$5.77
$3.80

Value per Square Foot
$3.80

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG
PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
June 26, 2019
7:30 p.m.
715 Princess Anne Street
Council Chambers
You may view and listen to the meeting in its entirety by going to the Planning
Commission page on the City’s website:

https://amsva.wistia.com/medias/b6c15ksl75

The Agenda, Staff Report, Applications and Supporting Documents are also available on
the Planning Commission page.
MEMBERS
CITY STAFF
Kenneth Gantt, Chairman
Chuck Johnston, Director,
Rene Rodriguez, Vice-Chairman
Planning and Building Dept.
Steve Slominski, Secretary
Bill Freehling, Director
Tom O’Toole
Economic Development and Tourism
Chris Hornung
Marne Sherman, Development Coordinator
Jim Pates – telephonic
Deidre Jett, Budget Manager
Dave Durham
Cathy Eckles, Administrative Assistant
_______________________________________________________________
1. CALL TO ORDER
Mr. Gantt called the the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. Mr. Gantt explained meeting procedures
for the public, as well as expected decorum during public comment.
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
3. ADOPTION OF MINUTES
December 12, 2018 – Regular Meeting
January 23, 2019 – Regular Meeting
May 8, 2019 – Regular Meeting
Mr. Pates moved for approval of the minutes with the exception of the December 12, 2018 minutes as
he has a number of suggestions and corrections. He requested that the December 12, 2018 minutes be
postponed until the July 10, 2019 meeting. Mr. Rodriguez seconded for discussion. Mr. Gantt
suggested the approval be separated and discussion ensued. Mr. Hornung made a substitute motion
to approve the minutes for January 23 and May 8, 2019. Mr. Durham seconded.
The motion passed 7-0 (Pates telephonic, verbal aye).
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5. PUBLIC HEARING
A. RCKF Fredericksburg Park, LLC requests a Comprehensive Plan Compliance Review to
determine if:
1. the proposed donation to the City of Fredericksburg of a 0.5 acre parcel, identified as
GPIN 7779-70-2819, for open space is substantially in accord with the 2015
Comprehensive Plan, and
2. the proposed realignment of the right-of-way for Alum Spring Road and the VCR Trail
at the intersection of Alum Spring Road and Lafayette Boulevard is substantially in
accord with the 2015 Comprehensive Plan.
Ms. Sherman presented the staff report with a power point presentation and clarified that the
Commissioners will need to act on each resolution separately for the donation and the realignment.
Mr. Durham clarified that the right-of-way to be vacated is to be combined with the property to the
north and will be part of the commercial pad. He asked what the area shown in white between the
right-of-way to be vacated and the right-of-way to be dedicated was to be used for. Ms. Sherman
responded that this area is owned by the same developer on the south side of Alum Spring Road and
that all parcels on the north side will be consolidated into one commercial area.
Mr. Durham questioned if that portion of Alum Spring Road will be rebuilt as a two-lane road and
access from Lafayette Boulevard will change as the improvements are completed. Ms. Sherman said
there will be a median in Lafayette Boulevard with right and left turns onto Alum Spring Road. Left
turns exiting Alum Spring Road to Lafayette Boulevard will no longer be possible. Vehicles will make
a right turn heading south, enter the roundabout, and then head north on Lafayette Boulevard. Mr.
Durham clarified that the junction of Alum Spring Road and Lafayette Boulevard is being moved
slightly to the south separating it a little further from Blue Gray Parkway, which Ms. Sherman
confirmed.
Mr. Gantt opened the public hearing.
Hamilton Palmer, 401 Charles Street, on behalf of the owners of 1319 and 1321
Lafayette Boulevard. Mr. Palmer said a better question for this project is not if it is compliance
with the Comprehensive Plan but is it in compliance with the General Development Plan (GDP). He
discussed the City’s adoption of the Lafayette Corridor Plan and stated that it had a different
connection to Alum Spring Road from what is shown on the current plan. Additionally, there was a
rezoning with Telegraph Hill, which had a proffered a GDP recorded in 2014. He stated that the GDP,
specifically page C-4, showed no median in Lafayette Boulevard for 1319 and 1321 Lafayette Boulevard,
allowing vehicles leaving these properties to turn south. Mr. Palmer stated that he feels the Telegraph
Hill and the Fredericksburg Park plans are not in compliance with the GDP. Mr. Palmer questioned
how the City can move forward with a Comprehensive Plan compliance review as he can find no
reference where these connections shown in the proffered GDP are removed.
Mr. Gantt closed the public hearing and allowed staff to respond to the public comment.
Ms. Sherman stated that City staff worked with Mr. Palmer and his clients in the review of the Master
Plan of this project. The proffers specified that unless otherwise approved by the City, the alignment
would be as shown on the GDP. In the review of the Master Plan, the City had extreme concerns about
the safety. The early draft of the Master Plan and shown in the GDP was to have limited access to Alum
Spring Road from the north side of Lafayette Boulevard. Based on public concerns, modifications were
made to provide for a left turn lane onto Alum Spring Road and to allow passenger vehicles to make a
U-turn to head south on Lafayette Boulevard. Ms. Sherman stated that due to concerns about trucks,
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when the site plan for 1321 Lafayette was approved, access through the industrial park was provided.
City review of the Master Plan was at an administrative level, as the proffers dictated.
Mr. Johnston noted this project set a precedent that was mimicked by the rezoning for the Gateway
development where there was a very general development plan, with a more specific master plan to
flesh out details. The City feels all issues are addressed due to the opportunity to either make a U-turn
or turn left on Alum Spring Road, which reconnects with Lafayette Boulevard south. There is no
limitation on trucks on Alum Spring Road.
Mr. Hornung questioned what limitations to the properties may be presented by this design.
Ms. Sherman responded that a median will be installed on Lafayette Boulevard from Alum Spring
Road to the roundabout. The intersection of Lafayette Boulevard and Alum Spring Road will have a
dedicated left turn lane which will allow U-turns. Originally there was a full movement gap in the
median, but upon review by the Public Works Director and staff regarding safety concerns and the gap
was eliminated.
Mr. Durham clarified that exiting 1319 and 1321 Lafayette Boulevard seeking to go southbound must
turn right, head north for a short distance, get to the left, and make a U-turn at Alum Spring Road to
go southbound on Lafayette Boulevard. Mr. Hornung clarified that this proposal has already been
accepted by the City, which Ms. Sherman confirmed the concept was approved with the Master Plan.
Mr. Hornung said that the Commission is only to consider the right-of-way vacation that is a result of
that concept. Mr. Durham noted that Mr. Palmer’s contention is that the Commission shouldn’t be
considering a Comprehensive Plan Review without having an amendment to the GDP, but staff is
saying that the GDP was actually amended by administrative action rather than Commission action.
Mr. Johnston stated Mr. Durham’s summary is mostly accurate and that this was the first time a GDP
would have subsequent master plans for each of the pods that would be approved by the Planning
Director.
Mr. Gantt questioned what regulation or statute allows the Planning Director to make administrative
changes and how that is published. Mr. Johnston responded that this was part of the rezoning process
and voted on by Council. Ms. Sherman stated the rezoning went before Council, the Master Plan was
made available for public comment, and the approval of that document was mailed to all property
owners. Conformance with the GDP is typically tasked with the Zoning Administrator who has ruled
it in general conformance with the proffers and the GDP. Mr. Durham questioned if the Zoning
Administrator’s evaluation of the Master Plan modified the GDP. Ms. Sherman responded it is
somewhat accurate, the Zoning Administrator’s evaluation of the Master Plan stated it was in general
conformance with the GDP. Mr. Johnston said the Master Plan clarified and completed the GDP. Mr.
Gantt clarified that the process was established by Council, which Mr. Johnston confirmed.
Mr. Rodriguez questioned if the median on Lafayette Boulevard would be similar to the situation at
the CVS on Jefferson Davis Highway at Mary Washington Boulevard. Ms. Sherman confirmed it would
be similar, but will have a protected left and the distance to the U-turn point is shorter. Ms. Sherman
noted that the median and other Lafayette Boulevard improvements will affect properties on the east
side of Lafayette Boulevard along the entire frontage of Telegraph Hill and Fredericksburg Park.
Mr. Slominski questioned if the roundabout will be on Lafayette Boulevard, which Ms. Sherman
confirmed and stated the site plan for improvements has been approved. Mr. Slominski questioned
why vehicles making a right would not use the roundabout, because large trucks attempting U-turns
would be cumbersome. Ms. Sherman responded that the U-turn is not designed for large trucks and
the property owners at 1319 and 1321 Lafayette Boulevard were required, due to their site plan, to have
a secondary access for large trucks through the industrial park. Ms. Sherman stated that similar to the
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recently reconstructed portions of Fall Hill Avenue, some changes have to be made for the greater
public good and safety.
Mr. Johnston noted that this project would actually have one break in the median and thus would be
more flexible than the situation of the CVS at Mary Washington Boulevard and Jefferson Davis
Highway.
Mr. O’Toole questioned if there was a current drawing of Lafayette Boulevard showing the existing
traffic flow and the proposed changes. Ms. Sherman showed the Fredericksburg Park map and pointed
out the location of the businesses Mr. Palmer is referring to and what route they will need or be able
to use.
Mr. Durham questioned if the exit from Caliber Collision was similar or is it further to the north. Ms.
Sherman noted Caliber Collision does have access.
Mr. Pates said he thought the public hearing notice for the open space donation was unclear to the
public. Mr. Johnston stated that the notice read the subject property would be donated to the City as
Open Space. Mr. Pates stated that anyone in the public reading this would not know what was going
on or why and what was the purpose of the donation. Gantt noted that staff will take this under
advisement.
Mr. Hornung noted that as an engineer, his main complaint with this project is that he doesn’t
understand how the GDP was ever approved initially showing an open median on Lafayette Boulevard,
which is unsafe. He doesn’t understand why the City would have approved this. Mr. Hornung stated
he believes that property owners would not have spoken against the design at that time because of the
presence of this cut through and if the plan had not shown it, the property owners might have spoken
out against it. The City is now beyond that point because the Zoning Administrator has made a
determination that this is consistent with the GDP. Mr. Johnston responded that there were limited
details on the GDP, but it was explicit that there would be detailed master plans which were noticed to
the property owners and was thoroughly discussed during the rezoning process. Mr. Hornung
acknowledged this but stands by his position. Mr. Hornung noted if there was an open Lafayette
Boulevard median in the original GDP design, that is now gone, then the property owners probably
have a right to object to this plan. Mr. Johnston state he understood the issue of the median opening
or lack thereof on Lafayette Boulevard but that the issue before the Commission today is the shift to
the right-of-way of Alum Spring Road, which while they are physically approximate to each other, are
really distinct issues.
Mr. Hornung acknowledged the distinction, but was trying to make a point that Mr. Palmer’s concern
was about the overall plan not being consistent to the original GDP, as it had an open Lafayette
Boulevard median. Mr. Johnston responded that the GDP was very general, it just showed existing
conditions and a general future road plan. Mr. Hornung stated he thought he recalled seeing
conceptual and preliminary roundabout plans for Lafayette Boulevard some time back. Mr. Johnston
responded that they were just that – conceptual and preliminary. Ms. Sherman stated that the
proposed Alum Spring Road realignment and the vacation of the right-of-way are what was shown on
the GDP.
Mr. Rodriguez motioned to approve the finding of the donation of open space to be substantially in
accord with the City’s 2015 Comprehensive Plan. Mr. O’Toole seconded.
The motion passed 7-0 (Pates telephonic, verbal aye)
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Mr. Hornung motioned to approve the finding that the proposed vacation and dedication of Alum
Spring Road and the VCR Trail are substantially in accord with the 2015 Comprehensive Plan. Mr.
Durham seconded. Mr. Rodriguez stated that for safety reasons he supports this project, but he is not
supportive of the roundabout. Mr. Durham requested that even though staff has the administrative
authority, he would like the Commission to be kept apprised of any GDPs which are being amended
by technical review of master plans by staff. Mr. Gantt questioned if the zoning came first and then the
changes or vice versa. Mr. Johnston responded that the zoning was established in 2014 by action of
Council.
The motion passed 6-1 (Pates telephonic, verbal aye, O’Toole - nay)
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ITEM #5B

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
RE:
DATE:

Timothy J. Baroody, City Manager
Marne E. Sherman, Development Administrator
Comprehensive Plan Compliance Review Appeal and the Vacation of the 1000
Block of Douglas Street Right-of-Way, adjacent to GPINs 7779-94-7781, 7789-040822, and 7789-04-0772
July 3, 2019 (for the July 9 meeting)

ISSUE
William Square, L.L.C. and Liberty Place Partners, LLC:
• Appeal the Planning Commission’s finding that vacation of the 1000 block of Douglas Street
is not in accord with the 2015 Comprehensive Plan.
• Request the vacation of public right-of-way containing the 1000 block of Douglas Street,
between Amelia Street and William Street.
The right-of-way is adjacent to GPINs 7789-04-0822, 7789-04-0772, and 7779-94-7781 and is zoned
C-D, Commercial-Downtown. Generally, the area proposed for vacation would be placed in
easements allowing for continued use for a public pedestrian way, limited vehicular access, and
underground utilities.
RECOMMENDATION
Approval of the Resolution finding the request to be substantially in accord with the 2015
Comprehensive Plan, overturning the Planning Commission’s June 26, 2019 finding.
Approval of the Ordinance on First Read to vacate the public right-of-way containing the 1000
block of Douglas Street. The applicants have requested the Council also approve on Second Read at
this meeting.
BACKGROUND
Location and Typical Section
Douglas Street is a one-way street that runs south for two blocks, from Lewis Street to William
Street. The approximate 18-foot wide roadway contains one lane of traffic, with curb, gutter, and
parallel parking on one side of the street. The right-of-way also contains sidewalks ranging from 4feet in width to 8-feet in width, minimal grass strips, and utilities. In the 1000 block, the existing
right-of-way for Douglas Street is approximately 35 feet in width and contains approximately 14 onstreet parking spaces, which will be reduced to 3 on-street parking spaces with the development of
Liberty Place (however a total of 9 new parking spaces will be added to Winchester Street with the
development of Liberty Place, the parking garage, and Winchester Place.)
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Proposal
William Square, L.L.C. and Liberty Place Partners, LLC are requesting the vacation of the 1000
block of Douglas Street to incorporate the 0.26 acre property into the William Square and
Winchester Place projects, owned by William Square, L.L.C., as shown on the William Square
Conceptual Layout Plan, dated June 14, 2019 1.

Conceptual Layout, Improvement and Landscaping Plan, and Utility Easement and Right-of-Way Abandonment Plan,
prepared by Vakos Companies, dated June 14, 2019
1
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In accordance with the proposed Ordinance to vacate the right-of-way, William Square, L.L.C. will:
1. Obtain or arrange for approval of a major site plan or plans and submit performance
guarantees required under City Code §72-27.0 for development of “The Promenade,” a hotel
of approximately 98 rooms, and a parking deck with approximately 311 spaces, all
substantially as shown on the William Square Conceptual Layout Plan.
The northern half of the right-of-way would be converted to a 20-foot wide Promenade as a
pedestrian and bicycle path into and through the site. The Promenade will be constructed
with stamped brick concrete to support fire apparatus in cases of emergency. The southern
half would transition to an alley with 5-foot-wide sidewalks. The alley will provide access for
services and deliveries associated with Liberty Place and the adjacent parking garage. The
Promenade and alley sections will be enhanced with street trees and street lights and be a
gathering place for the patrons and residents of the projects as well as the adjacent
neighborhoods and downtown as a whole.
Additionally, William Square, L.L.C. would be committed to building a 4.5-level parking
garage with approximately 311 parking spaces, which would provide the required parking for
the proposed uses at Liberty Place, Winchester Place, and William Square as well as potential
parking opportunities for the general public and downtown events as demand allows.
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2. Extend the lease agreement with the City for the parking lot at 700 William Street (Barton
Street Lot) for public parking for a period of two years or until the parking deck opens,
whichever comes first.
3. Pay $8,000 for the production of two historical panels that would be placed along the
Promenade. The panels would be designed by City staff to tell the history of Douglas Street
and the surrounding area. The applicants have shown the proposed locations for the panels
on the concept plan.
The ordinance further conditions the approval to vacate the right-of-way on:
4. A density limitation of six residential units that could be generated from the 0.26 acres of
Douglas Street right-of-way area. Six residential units are what is permitted under the C-D
zoning district today for mixed-use projects (24 units/acre).
5. The reservation of easements to allow for public access over the Promenade and sidewalk
and for water and sewer for the existing facilities that run underground from William Street
to Amelia Street.
The authority to vacate the right-of-way expires on July 1, 2022 if the conditions are not met.
Technical Review Committee Review
Public Works and the Transportation Administrator have evaluated the request and found that the
vacation of the right-of-way will not adversely affect the ability to maintain existing or planned
transportation, landscaping, or utility infrastructure on Amelia Street or William Street. Sufficient
public right-of-way along Amelia Street and William Street, at the ends of the 1000 block of the
Douglas Street right-of-way, will be retained to allow for maintenance of the pedestrian facilities.
The proposed easements for water and sewer will address the need to access and maintain the
existing public utilities within the 1000 block of Douglas Street.
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN COMPLIANCE REVIEW
June 26, 2019 Planning Commission Public Hearing and Finding
The Code of Virginia §15.2-2232 specifically requires that vacations of rights-of-way to be reviewed
by the Planning Commission to determine conformance with the City’s Comprehensive Plan.
On June 26, 2019, the Planning Commission held a public hearing in which there were four
speakers. One written letter was also submitted by a resident who could not attend 2. All of the
speakers offered concern regarding potential traffic impacts on nearby streets, reduction in on-street
public parking spaces, and increased parking demand that may result from the vacation of the 1000
block of Douglas Street and the larger William Square, Winchester Place, and Liberty Place projects.
While two of the speakers were excited about the development concepts, others offered additional
concerns related to affordable housing, the height of the proposed structures, and the overall impact
of the proposed William Square, Winchester Place, and Liberty Place projects.
Following the close of the public hearing, there was considerable discussion about the application,
issues raised by the public, what elements of the development proposal were committed to with
2

Letter from David Johnson, 1104 Douglas Street, dated June 20, 2019
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right-of-way vacation request, future use of the Promenade, parking impacts, and traffic
management. Two Planning Commissioners suggested that the Promenade should be enhanced to
provide a wider continuous pedestrian connection through the block from Amelia Street to William
Street.
At the discussion’s conclusion, the Planning Commission voted 6-1 to find that the request to vacate
the 1000 block of Douglas Street was not in accord with the 2015 Comprehensive Plan for the
following reasons:
1. The application did not include a commitment to develop the overall project as shown on
the William Square Development Concept Plan.
2. The final study regarding the transition from one-way streets to two-way streets is not
available and therefore the transportation impacts that could result from the closure of the
1000 block of Douglas Street could not be fully evaluated.
3. Publicly available on-street parking would be reduced by the closure of the 1000 block of
Douglas Street.
4. While recognized as a nice amenity, the Promenade is out of character with the existing
neighborhood.
5. The change to the street pattern will have negative impacts on traffic patterns.
6. There was concern that approval of the request would set a precedent for other downtown
street closures to accommodate private development.
Additional details from the June 26, 2019 Planning Commission meeting are available in the attached
draft minutes. The draft minutes and the applicant’s appeal of the Commission’s determination
were shared with Commission members on July 2. Member comments received as of noon, July 3
are attached to this report. Member comments received after distribution of this packet will be
shared at the July 9 Council meeting.
June 28, 2019 Appeal to City Council
In accordance with the Code of Virginia §15.2-2232.B., the applicants filed a written appeal on June
28, 2019. To meet state requirements, City Council must take action on the appeal no later than
August 27, 2019.
The written appeal cites five points to justify reconsideration of the request:
1. Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan Transportation Policies and Initiatives, Chapter 3,
Goal 4 and Policies 11 and 13 as described below.
2. The City Transportation Administrator’s memo dated May 24, 2019 and attached to this
report.
3. Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Planning Area 7: Downtown, Chapter
11, Opportunities, as described below.
4. Planning Commissioners’ concerns focused on elements of the potential development that
were unrelated to the vacation of right-of-way request.
5. Conditions that are included in the draft Ordinance and described in the proposal section of
this report. These conditions were not included with the initial application or provided to
the Planning Commission for consideration.
Subsequent to the Planning Commission hearing and their June 28 appeal filing, the applicants
agreed to also condition the approval of the vacation on the development of an approximately 98-
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room hotel, as shown on the William Square Conceptual Layout Plan, dated June 14, 2019. The
updated appeal letter follows this memo.
Comprehensive Plan Compliance Analysis
The City of Fredericksburg’s 2015 Comprehensive Plan addresses goals, policies, and initiatives for
transportation, business development, and historic preservation in the Downtown Planning Area.
Transportation Policies and Initiatives, Chapter 3, pages 3-15 through 3-16:
Goal 4 Walkability: "Continue to expand the conditions that make Fredericksburg a
pedestrian-friendly city, acknowledging that sidewalks and trails are critical infrastructure and
not merely amenities. Neighborhoods should be interconnected and outlying areas
connected to the city center through safe pedestrian/bicycle pathway networks."
Policy 2: "Maintain the integrity of the City's traditional street grid by keeping streets
open."
Policy 11: "Ensure new development improves connectivity for all modes of travel."
Policy 13: "Ensure adequate room is provided within utility strips for street trees."
The existing 1000 block of Douglas Street functions more like an alley than a street, according to the
City’s Transportation Administrator 3. The proposal to create an enhanced pedestrian and bicycle
facility with wide utility strips and planting areas for street trees addresses Goal 4, Policy 11, and
Policy 13.
Regarding Policy 2, no recent traffic counts are available for the 1000 block of Douglas Street
(researched Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) records from 2010-2019), but based on
the current design and one-way configuration, the 12 residential properties in the 1100 block of
Douglas Street and 600 block of Lewis Street (west of Douglas Street) will be the most impacted
parties due to the loss of the street-grid connection created by the 1000 block of Douglas Street.
Residents in this area likely use the 1000 block of Douglas Street to access William Street and the
areas to the north. The impact of the vacation of Douglas Street would require vehicles to drive one
additional block west along Amelia Street to Washington Avenue to access William Street.
Pedestrians and bicyclists would have an enhanced access within the former 1000 Douglas Street
right-of-way, however. The proposed historical panels may also be used to tell the story of the street
grid and the history of Douglas Street and the area.
Land Use Planning Area 7: Downtown, Chapter 11, page 11(7)-1:
Opportunities:
“Continue revitalization of the key corridors of...William Street…”
“Improve the appearance of municipal parking lots and enhance the pedestrian
connection between parking areas and downtown activity areas.”
“Promote residential and mixed use development.”
3

Transportation Administrator Memo, dated May 24, 2019
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The proposed William Square, Winchester Place, and Liberty Place projects continue the
revitalization of the west end of William Street, the entrance to the core downtown. For years, these
sites have been underutilized or vacant commercial spaces. The collective mixed-use project will
bring hotel, retail, restaurant, and office activities, as well as provide new residential opportunities to
this section of William Street. The Promenade will also provide enhanced pedestrian connection to
the new parking garage.
Summary Recommendation
The City Council finds that the request to vacate the 1000 block of Douglas Street adjacent to
GPINs 7779-94-7781, 7789-04-0822, and 7789-04-0772 will advance the overall goals, policies, and
initiatives within the 2015 Comprehensive Plan, as specified above. And, the City Council finds that
the request is in substantial accord with the 2015 Comprehensive Plan under the requirements of
§15.2-2232 of the Code of Virginia.
STREET VACATION CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION – City Code §66-42
The following table outlines the requirements for the vacation of public rights-of-way under the City
Code. The City Code is modeled on the Code of Virginia §15.2-2006.
Subsection
A
B
C

D

E

Requirement
Ordinance adopted by City Council
Written Application & $300 Fee

Notes
See Attached Ordinance
The cover letter, along with supporting materials,
constitutes the application.
Public Hearing and Notice to Adjoining July 9, 2019 public hearing. Notice includes six
Property Owners
signs on Douglas Street, Amelia Street, and
William Street, published notice in the Free LanceStar newspaper, and certified letters to adjoining
and affected property owners.
At the conclusion of the hearing, the Council’s discretion, but staff recommends that in
Council may appoint a committee of this case viewers would not be necessary.
between three and five viewers to report
any inconvenience from discontinuing
the street or alley.
Council may vacate after public hearing First and second read of the ordinance would take
and viewer’s report (if any). May be place after the required public hearing has taken
conditioned if the vacation is an place. The Planning Commission provided its
accommodation of an expansion or Comprehensive Plan finding in the attached
development of a business.
resolution. The conditioning of the vacation
applies at the discretion of Council.
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Subsection
F

G

Requirement
If an abutting property owner is among
the applicants applying for the vacation,
that person may be required by Council
to purchase the vacated right-of-way at a
mutually agreeable price.

Notes
The cost of the land can be negotiated by Council.
The vacated right-of-way will be consolidated into
a larger pad site which will be taxed and provide
for greater development potential of the property
at William Square. The area of right-of-way under
review is 0.26 acres. Costs associated with the
sale of land will be at the discretion of City
Council. Based on the acreage, assessed values
per square foot of adjacent properties, and the
easement encumbrances on the property, the 0.26
acres is valued at $241,725.
Appeals of Council decisions must be Information only – no bearing on consideration
filed within 60 days of the final ordinance of the vacation.
adoption in the City’s Circuit Court.

FISCAL IMPACT
The 11,492 square feet (0.264 acres) of vacated right-of-way will be taxed, adding to the revenue of
the City. Costs associated with the sale of land will be at the discretion of City Council. The City
would no longer receive $1,793 in annual VDOT maintenance funds, however it would no longer be
responsible for maintenance of the street so the value is offset.
Attachments:
Draft Resolution
Draft Ordinance
Cover Letter, dated April 30, 2019
Appeal Letter, dated June 28, 2019
Updated Appeal Letter, dated July 2, 2019
Conceptual Layout, Improvement and Landscaping Plan, and Utility Easement and Right-of-Way
Abandonment Plan, prepared by Vakos Companies, dated June 14, 2019
William Square Renderings, dated June 14, 2019
Transportation Administrator Memo, dated May 24, 2019
Douglas Street Right-of-Way Valuation
Letter from David Johnson, 1104 Douglas Street, dated June 20, 2019
Request for 1st and 2nd reading
Planning Commission Draft Minutes, June 26, 2019 Meeting
Planning Commission member comments on Draft Minutes

MOTION:

July 9, 2019
Regular Meeting
Resolution No. 19-

SECOND:
RE:

Overturning the Decision by the Fredericksburg Planning Commission
Regarding Whether the Vacation of the Public Right-of-Way Containing the
1000 Block of Douglas Street is in Substantial Accord With the 2015
Comprehensive Plan

ACTION:

APPROVED: Ayes: 0; Nays: 0

WHEREAS, William Square, L.L.C. and Liberty Place Partners, LLC are requesting the vacation of the
1000 block of Douglas Street to incorporate the 0.26-acre property into the William Square and
Winchester Place projects as shown on the William Square Conceptual Layout Plan, dated June 14, 2019;
WHEREAS, William Square, L.L.C. has agreed to certain conditions in exchange for the vacation of
right-of-way, as detailed in the accompanying Ordinance and staff report;
WHEREAS, the Transportation Administrator and Public Works Department have evaluated the
request and found that the vacation of the right-of-way will not adversely affect the ability to maintain
existing or planned transportation, landscaping, or utility infrastructure on Amelia Street or William
Street;
WHEREAS, The Code of Virginia §15.2-2232 specifically requires that vacations of rights-of-way go
before the Planning Commission to determine conformance with the City’s Comprehensive Plan.
WHEREAS, on June 26, 2019, the Fredericksburg Planning Commission held a public hearing on
the vacation of right-of-way request and voted 6-1 that the request to vacate the 1000 block of Douglas
Street was not in substantial accord with the 2015 Comprehensive Plan;
WHEREAS, in accordance with the Code of Virginia §15.2-2232.B., the applicants filed a written
appeal of the Planning Commission decision that outlined why City Council should reconsider;
WHEREAS, subsequent to the Planning Commission hearing, the applicant agreed to add the
development of an approximately 98-room hotel as a condition of the vacation;
WHEREAS, City Council finds that the vacation of right-of-way is in substantial accord with the 2015
Comprehensive Plan;
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Fredericksburg City Council hereby overturns
the June 26, 2019, decision of the Fredericksburg Planning Commission and finds that the request is
in substantial accord with the 2015 Comprehensive Plan.
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Votes:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent from Vote:
Absent from Meeting:
***************

Clerk’s Certificate

I, the undersigned, certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is
a true copy of Resolution No. 19- duly adopted at a meeting of the City Council meeting held July 9, 2019 at which
a quorum was present and voted.
____________________________________

Tonya B. Lacey
Clerk of Council

MOTION:

July 9, 2019
Regular Meeting
Ordinance No. 19-__

SECOND:
RE:

Authorizing the Vacation and Quit-Claim of the 1000 Block of the Douglas
Street Right of Way to William Square, L.L.C. and Liberty Place Partners, LLC

ACTION:

APPROVED: Ayes: 0; Nays: 0

FIRST READ:______________________ SECOND READ:__________________________
IT IS HEREBY ORDAINED by the Fredericksburg City Council:
SEC. I.

Background and introduction.

The City has received an application from William Square, L.L.C. and Liberty Place Partners, LLC to
vacate the 1000 block of the Douglas Street right of way, consisting of approximately 11,492 square
feet. The purpose of the request is to convert the right of way to a walkable pedestrian venue as a
component of the development of the adjoining blocks, as shown on the exhibit entitled “William
Square Conceptual Layout Plan,” by Vakos Companies, dated June 14, 2019 (“Conceptual Layout
Plan”).
William Square, L.L.C. submitted the Conceptual Layout Plan, and an “Improvement and
Landscaping Plan,” and “Utility Easement and Right of Way Abandonment Plan” by Vakos
Companies dated June 14, 2019; and architectural renderings entitled “Promenade from William
Street,” by Commonwealth Architects dated June 14, 2019, (collectively, the “William Square
Development Plan”) for City Council’s consideration.
The Planning Commission reviewed this vacation for consistency with the Comprehensive Plan
pursuant to Virginia Code § 15.2-2232, and adopted a motion finding the vacation to be not consistent
with the 2015 Comprehensive Plan on June 26, 2019, for several reasons including it would not be
consistent with the character of the neighborhood and would change the street network, which would
have negative impacts on traffic patterns. As stated in § 15.2-2232, City Council has the authority to
overturn this determination upon appeal.
Pursuant to City Code § 66-42, the City held a public hearing on July 9, 2019 to consider the applicants’
request for this right of way vacation.
When an applicant requests a vacation of right of way to accommodate expansion or development of
an existing or proposed business, Code of Virginia §15.2-2006 and City Code §66-42 permit City
Council to condition the vacation of right of way upon commencement of the expansion or
development within a specified period of time.
The vacation of a portion of the Douglas Street right of way, with the conditions described in this
ordinance, is in the public interest.
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SEC. II. Vacation of Right of Way.
Council hereby authorizes the Development Administrator to approve a plat of resubdivision,
vacating the 1000 block of that portion of the Douglas Street right of way adjoining the William
Square, L.L.C. and Liberty Place, LLC parcels, substantially as shown on the Utility Easement and
Right of Way Abandonment Plan by Vakos Companies dated June 14, 2019.
SEC. III.

Conditions.

The following conditions shall be met as conditions to approval of the plat of resubdivision or
execution of deeds vacating the 1000 block of the Douglas Street right of way:
1. William Square, L.L.C. shall obtain or arrange for approval of a major site plan or plans and
submit performance guarantees required under City Code §72-27.0 for development of “The
Promenade,” a hotel of approximately 98 rooms, and a parking deck with approximately 311
spaces, all substantially as shown on the William Square Development Plan;
2. William Square, L.L.C. shall execute an extension of its Deed of Lease with the City of
Fredericksburg for the parking lot at 700 William Street for public parking for a period of two
years or until the parking deck opens, whichever comes first;
3. The residential density that the City shall permit to be transferred from the vacated right of
way to the consolidated parcel shall not exceed six dwelling units;
4. William Square, L.L.C. shall pay $8,000 to the City for the cost to purchase and install two
wayside panels which shall be located generally as shown on the Conceptual Layout Plan. The
wayside panels shall remain the property of the City; and
5. The City shall reserve public sanitary sewer, public waterline, and public ingress/egress
easements substantially as shown on the Utility Easement and Right of Way Abandonment
Plan.
SEC. IV. Authorization to execute documents.
The City Manager is hereby authorized and directed to execute a quit claim deed conveying and
releasing to William Square L.L.C. and Liberty Place LLC (or William Square L.L.C. as its designee)
the right, title and interest that the City may possess in and to that portion of the Douglas Street right
of way adjoining the William Square, L.L.C. and Liberty Place, LLC parcels, in connection with the
approval of the plat of resubdivision, subject to the conditions identified in this ordinance, and review
and approval as to form by the City Attorney.
SEC. V. Effective date; expiration of authority.
This ordinance is effective immediately. The authority granted in this ordinance shall expire on July 1,
2022.

July 9, 2019
Ordinance 19-__
Page 3

July 9, 2019
Ordinance 19-__
Page 4

Votes:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent from Vote:
Absent from Meeting:
Approved as to form:

___________________________
Kathleen Dooley, City Attorney

***************

Clerk’s Certificate

I, the undersigned, certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is
a true copy of Ordinance No. 19- duly adopted at a meeting of the City Council meeting held Date, 2019 at which a
quorum was present and voted.
____________________________________

Tonya B. Lacey, CMC
Clerk of Council

April 30, 2019

Timothy J. Baroody
City Manager; City of Fredericksburg, VA
715 Princess Anne Street, Room 203
Fredericksburg, VA 22401
Re:

Douglas Street Abandonment

Dear Mr. Baroody:
William Square, L.L.C. (“William Square”) and Liberty Place Partners, LLC (“Liberty
Place”), collectively hereinafter referred to as the “Parties”, respectfully requests an
abandonment of that portion of Douglas Street between Amelia Street and William Street
(“Douglas Street”) and respectfully requests that the City take whatever steps are necessary to
abandon and quitclaim to William Square, L.L.C., its title or interest, in Douglas Street.
Provided below is background information in support of this request.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
This request by the Parties for vacation of Douglas Street and conversion of a major component
of Douglas Street to a walkable pedestrian venue (“The Promenade”) is justified and a desirable
modification for the City of Fredericksburg because:
•

•

•

•

The tree-lined venue creates a Walkable City scape, allowing easy and comfortable
pedestrian movement between Amelia Street and Washington Avenue and the two
adjoining projects (William Square and Liberty Place) and will allow the development to
provide within The Promenade more open green, usable space for residents and tenants.
The public, walkable pedestrian movement created by The Promenade would be
established by a permanent, irrevocable pedestrian access within a walkable pedestrian
area, subject to reasonable restrictions by William Square required to protect private
property and enjoyment of The Promenade by the public and by occupants of Liberty
Place and William Square (i.e., loitering, loud noises, unauthorized assembly, etc.).
There is limited current usage of Douglas Street and under current development designs
for William Square and for Liberty Place, is further reduced by the planning of William
Square and Liberty Place which eliminates almost all current Douglas Street vehicular
access points except the area of The Promenade portion immediately adjoining the
service alley behind Liberty Place for the infrequent pick-up, loading and delivery
functions of Liberty Place.
The City’s comprehensive plan, as a result of the foregoing modification of the use of
Douglas Street, enhances the City’s goal of further improving a “live, work, play”
walkable city community.

•
•

There is cost savings to the Citys road maintenance program and adds property to the
City’s tax base.
Assuming an expedient review and decision processing of this request and a
determination of the acquisition costs. if any. William Square will be in a position to
determine the final parking count for the parking deck shown on the attached sketch.

Details of Request to Abandon Douglas Street Between Amelia Avenue and William Street
Douglas Street currently abuts the two parcel owners whose signatures are affixed to this letter.
By agreement of the Parties pursuant to Paragraph 3 of the “Agreement of Easements and
Covenants”, the Parties hereby request the City of Fredericksburg to abandon the section of
Douglas Street between Amelia Street and William Street, containing approximately 11 .626
square feet and quitclaim any interest it may have in the right of way to William Square. I
understand that Va. Code § 15.2-2006 provides a process that the City must follow in order to
abandon a public right-of-way and we will work with the appropriate City Staff thru this process.
Abandoning and quitclaiming the portion of the Douglas Street right of way will permit
William Square to redevelop property they currently
property to
be purchased from Liberty Place comprehensively and avoid the need to design the site without
the parcels split created by Douglas Street, which in
own
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History of Douglas Street
Research of historic maps of the City of Fredericksburg indicate Douglas Street was created by
plat entitled “A Plan of Kenmore Farm” prepared in 1 842 by a Fredericksburg Surveyor whose
name appears to be William Houghton (not completely legible). Douglas Street was created as a
30 foot right of way beginning at Lewis Street and ending at William Street. A later map of
Fredericksburg published by 0. W. Gray & Sons on March 28, 1878 indicated the section of
Douglas Street between Lewis Street and Amelia Street was not in use at the time of publication.
Map 12 on Sheet 10-3 of the Comprehensive Plan shows the area between Washington Street
and Winchester Street was annexed into the City in the 185 1-1852 time period. Douglas Street is
a fee simple right of way. See attached sketches.
Douglas Street Current Use:
-

Dev&opment of the William Square and Liberty Place project, under proposed design
plans. are not dependent on access to or from Douglas Street excepting the portion of
land shown on the attached sketch for limited use for delivery, loading and unloading.
The only current use of Douglas Street is for one-way traffic movement between Amelia
Street and William Street. This traffic movement can be accomplished in several more
appropriate current locations along the length of William Street and Amelia Street.

2

-

-

Elimination of Douglas Street allows the creation of a pedestrian way which promotes a
more comprehensive, integrated and walkable design within the bounds of the project.
Creation of The Promenade will also serve as access to the site for emergency vehicles.
Currently that ability is limited due to on-street parking. The Promenade will be
maintained in permanent irrevocable easement for pedestrian traffic and will be designed
to replicate a City street with landscaping. colonial style lighting and sitting areas (see
attached sketch).
Douglas Street is currently the only one-way street between Princess Anne Street and
Washington Avenue connecting Amelia Street and William Street. The full length of
Douglas Street is two blocks beginning at Lewis Street, crossing over Amelia Street and
ending at William Street. Douglas Street was never intended to carry large traffic
volumes which is evident by the curb to curb width of 1 8 feet. Parking is currently
allowed on the westerly side of the street leaving only 10 feet for passing vehicles. The
elimination of Douglas Street will have minimal to no impact to local traffic movement.
Washington Avenue and Winchester Street are located within one block of Douglas
Street, are both two-way traffic and can easily handle any traffic that currently utilizes
Douglas Street. William Street and Amelia Street are designated as Minor Arterial streets
on MAP 3
Functional Classes of Fredericksburg Roads Sheet 3-8. There is little to no
prospect of Douglas Street ever being such a road classification.
—

-

-

—

Douglas Street is the only street between Washington Avenue and Sophia Street that does
not extend across William Street. Barton Street is the nearest street to the Douglas Street
and William Street intersection. It is not accessible from Douglas Street because a right
turn is not allowed at the intersection. This again reduces the necessity of Douglas Street
between Amelia Street and William Street.
The elimination of Douglas Street will increase pedestrian safety within the confines of
the William Square and Liberty Place Projects. Eliminating the need to cross a public
street when walking between buildings and onsite parking greatly enhances the
pedestrian movement and safety and furthers the goal of a ‘live, work, play” walkable
community within the City.

Plan of Development:
A conceptual plan of the overall development scheme is provided to identify individual elements
of the project. This plan details the number, type and location of building on the site, on-site and
on-street parking to be provided to meet the requirements of the City of Fredericksburg and
street, sidewalk and lighting improvements along Washington Street, William Street, Winchester
Street and Amelia Street. This plan addresses how Douglas Street will be incorporated into the
overall project including development of The Promenade.
The land area of the requested Douglas Street vacation will be consolidated with the current
William Square parcel and the parcel to be purchased from Liberty Place creating one contiguous
parcel containing approximately 3.7732 acres. The consolidation of parcels will allow William
Square to create a coherent, integrated project providing full time residential living, retail
amenities, a parking structure and a hotel facility with conference/meeting space that will
3

__________________________

promote tourism by providing lodging for visitors and tourists to the city and encourage business
conferences and meetings to use the facility. The development will promote Economic Growth
by providing commercial/retail space to bring new business opportunities to the City.
Public Utilities that currently exist in the Douglas Street right of way consist of sanitary sewer
lines and waterlines. Private utilities in place consist of natural gas. Utilities will be maintained
in place for future use, relocated for better and more convenient service to the development or
will be properly abandoned if no longer needed. Easements will be established for all utilities
that remain in place or are relocated to provide for access and maintenance.
The project will provide three different venues for parking that addresses the Comprehensive
Plan needs in the Downtown area outlined on Page 3-12. Parking within this project include a
one level underground parking structure on William Square associated with the construction of
The Hotel Fredericksburg and the Amelia House mixed use facility that will contain as many as
109 parking spaces. An above grade parking structure will be built by William Square on the
parcel to be obtained from Liberty Place that will include a minimum of 238 parking spaces if
constructed as a 3.5 level deck. The deck can be expanded to a maximum of 302 parking spaces
if constructed as a 4.5 level deck.

We respectfully submit that the vacation of Douglas Street meets the intent of the
Comprehensive Plan and the shared vision of the City of Fredericksburg for a walkable city and
pleasant environment for all who live or work or visit our community.
Sincerely,
WILLIAM SQUARE, L.L.C.
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Bridge (State Route 3 Bypass). For east-west travel, there
are three roads that cross over the interstate in Freder
icksburg State Route 3, Cowan Boulevard, and Fall 1-1111
Avenue. Interstate-95 is part of the National Highway
System and the only interchange within the City is at
State Route 3.

In an urban context, the following standards are consis
tent with the conceptual design of complete streets:

—

Table 3-2 identifies projects within the City of Freder
icksburg, for which funding is anticipated to be available
during the 25 year period of the constrained regional
plan. Table 3-3 shows roadway needs that could not be
included in the FAMPO long range plan because funding
is not anticipated to be available until after 2040. Map 3
shows the location of these roadways.
COMPLETE STREETS

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

Block length between 300-500 feet
Street lanes no greater than 11 feet wide
On-street parking
Sidewalks/trail connections
Crosswalks clearly marked and convenient
Curb extensions that reduce the length of cross
walks
Trees, closely spaced to provide shade

The basis of complete streets is to develop integrated,
connected networks of streets that are safe and acces
sible for all people, regardless of age, ability, income, or
chosen mode of travel. Complete streets make active
transportation (walking and bicycling) convenient; pro
vide increased access to jobs, commerce, and schools;
and allow greater choice for travel. Each street has its
own context, but the intent is to provide pedestrian con
nections, bicycle ways, and transit stops, as appropriate to
the travel route.
Fredericksburg’s historic street gnd has provided an ex
cellent basis for an interconnected network of complete
streets. The City has improved this network through en
hanced pedestrian signals, designation of shared travel
lanes for vehicles and bicycles, and accessible ramps at
street corners. The City also routinely designs its new and
expanded roadways to enable access by all citizens. A safe
walking and bicycling environment also improves public
transportation.
Complete streets will not necessarily extend over the
complete transportation network. Some roadways (such
as interstate highways) prohibit specified users, while the
cost of retrofitting other roads, such as State Route 3,
may prove disproportionate to the need or probable use.
In these instances, the City will accommodate the alter
nate users on other nearby facilities.

FIGURE 16

COMPLETE STREET

For urban infill, it is also important to consider the street
characteristics when defining setbacks for the new devel
opment. Infill housing needs to reflect the geometry of
the existing neighborhood street, whether the front wall
abuts the sidewalk in a downtown setting, or is set back
to be consistent with the geometry of the neighborhood.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

3-5
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ozwr CORRIDORS
A new road will be built, east of Intcrstate-95, extending
Gateway Boulevard from State Route 3 to Fali Hill Ave.
one. The land between Route 3 and Cowan Boulevard is
an undeveloped tract owned by the Hylton Group that
is planned for mixed use development. The section be
tween Cowan Boulevard and Fall Hill Avenue is already
developing as residential neighborhoods. This road is not
programmed for public funding, but will be privately de
veloped.
FirruRE DEv

ENTRYWAY Coiutmots
Roads that carry traffic from major roadways to down
town Fredericksburg function as entryway corridors.
These routes provide a transition from heavily traveled
roadways, with the intent to provide a sense of arrival to
the historic urban core.
PRINCESS ANNE STREET

This corridor includes post-World War II commercial
buildings at its northern end, an industrial section be
tween Pelham and Herndon Streets, and a mix of resi
dential and commercial buildings as this route extends in
to the Historic District. The areas identified for increased
levels of development occur between the U.S. Route I
Bypass (Jefferson Davis Highway) and Fauquier Stzeet.
Of special interest within this corridor is the area called
the Mill District, which is an area with large industrial
structures and connections to the Rappahannock Rivet
There are substantial opportunities for adaptive reuse of
the historic buildings as well as for new construction on
nearby vacant land. There are also opportunities within
this corridor for smaller irifill projects and recruitment of
HUBZone businesses, restaurants, arid outdoor-focused
enterprises that can take advantage of the new Rappa
hannock River Heritage Trail. The Economic Develop
ment Authority offers façade improvement grants for
properties along this corridor.
Wn.uat STREET
William Street is a through-corridor designated as State
Route 3. The Blue and Gray Parkway is the Route 3 By
pass. As an entryway corridor, William Street starts at
the Blue and Gray Parkway and extends to the Rappa
hannock River. The redevelopment potential for mixed
uses is a very short section, from Washington Avenue to
Prince Edward Street Amelia Square, Liberty Place, and
Parkvicw are examples of some of the newer mixed-use
projects planned along this corridor. There are additional
redevelopment opportunities for the large parcels owned
by the Free Lance-Star Publishing Company, which now
runs its operations at the Print Innovators, on Belman
Road. The stretch of William Street between Prince
Edward Street and the River has developed as a lively
destination for dining and other nighttime outings. The
approach from the east is across the Chatham Bridge,

6-6

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG

which is an awkward gateway because William Street is
one-way, which forces traffic entering the City to imme
diately turn either right or left.
LAFAYETtE BOULEVARD

Lafayette Boulevard is the US. Route I Business Route
and characterized by mid-twentieth century dwellings at
its southern end, the wooded area at the entrance to Lee
Drive within the Fredericksburg and Spotsylvania Na
tional Military Park, industrial buildings near the Blue and
Gray Parkway, and early twentieth century houses and
commercial buildings as the road enters into downtown.
Much of this route consists of residential subdivisions,
with a scattering of commercial activities. Eventually,
this road will be improved to a four-lane divided facility,
which will maintain the neighborhoods intact; but require
the removal of many houses that are close to the road
and thus within what will become the new tight-of-way.
Redevelopment potential is limited to the section be
tween Lee Drive (the entryway to the National Park) and
Sophia Street. Within this corndot, the Virginia Central
Railway Trail offers a safe bicycle/pedestrian link be
tween downtown Fredericksburg and areas of the City
west of the US. Route I Bypass. The trail also provides
an outdoor amenity for residents of the adjacent Cob
blestone Square. The planned mixed-use Telegraph Hill
community will also add to the Lafayette Boulevard dy
namic on the south side of the Blue and Gray Parkway.
The Economic Development Authority offers façade
improvement grants for properties along this corridor.
The railway station and the Rappahannock River at the
northern end of this corridor also create opportunities
for future mixed-use development.
DIXON STREET

This road is a four-Jane divided road (State Route 2/17)
within the city limits, but becomes a two-lane road when
it courses into Spotsylvania County. A significant amount
of traffic uses this route, which intersects with the Blue
and Gray Parkway. There are numerous established res
idential developments in this area along with the large
recreational area known as Dixon Park. The area suitable
for continued commercial development is the section be
tween Beulah Salisbury Drive and Lansdowne Road.
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GENERAL PROJECT NOTES
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SITE

VICINITY MAP
SCALE: 1" = 1,000'

AMELIA STREET

BELOW GRADE PARKING

UNDERGROUND
PARKING 100
103 SPACES
112

PARKING GARAGE - ANALYSIS
PARKING GARAGE - 3.5 STORY

PRIVATE PEDESTRIAN WAY

PARKING GARAGE - 4.5 STORY

PARKING DECK

ONE
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THE
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FREDERICKSBURG
98 ROOMS

LOADING ZONE

AMELIA HOUSE
PRIVATE DRIVE

MOTOR
COURT

FUTURE
MIXED-USE
SITE

PRIVATE DRIVE

PARKING REQUIREMENTS
THE HOTEL FREDERICKSBURG

LOADING ZONE

WASHINGTON AVENUE

AMELIA HOUSE
50 APT. UNITS

WINCHESTER PLACE
34 APT. UNITS

WINCHESTER STREET

THE PROMENADE

ON-STREET PARKING
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LIBERTY PLACE
3 STORY BUILDING
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WINCHESTER PLACE
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WILLIAM STREET

LIB
E
R
TY

SHEET 1 OF 4

WILLIAM SQUARE

T

ST
R
EE

CONCEPTUAL LAYOUT PLAN
FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA
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N

STREET LIGHT (TYP)

5' GREEN AREA

AMELIA STREET
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Douglas Street Right-of-Way Valuation

July 9, 2019 Council Mtg

Adjacent GPINs zoned C-D

Assessed Value of Land

Area (Square Feet)

Value per Square Foot

7789-04-0822
(Winchester Place/Parking Garage)
7789-04-0772 (Liberty Place)
7779-94-7781 (William Square)

$1,973,500
$846,800
$3,211,600

43,278
18,570
91,751
Average per Square Foot

$45.60
$45.60
$35.00
$42.07

Total Value (Area x Value per
Sqft)
$483,446.99

Value per Square Foot
$42.07

Douglas Street Right-of-Way
0.26 acres of Right-of-Way

Area (Square Feet)
11,492

Rounded Value
Easement Encumbrance
Reduced Value

$483,450.00
-$241,725.00
$241,725.00

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

David Johnson
Marne E. Sherman
Hearings on closure of Douglas St.
Friday, June 21, 2019 4:14:35 PM
1104 Douglas St.docx

Ms. Sherman,
Since I will be on vacation and unable to attend either meeting on the vacation of one block of
Douglas St., I would appreciate you distributing my letter to the members involved. On my return, I
will have an opportunity to meet with city staff and be fully briefed.
Thanks,
Dave Johnson
Sent from Mail for Windows 10

1104 Douglas St.
Fredericksburg, VA, 22401
June 20, 2019

Dear Commissioners and Council Members,
I am writing to express my concerns and questions about development plans in
the area bounded by Amelia St, William St, Winchester St and Washington Ave. I
will be on vacation and unable to attend either the Planning Commission or
Council meeting, but plan to become fully informed on my return. As someone
who has lived in this neighborhood for more than 40 years, I am excited by recent
growth and development, but also concerned about the density proposed in this
corridor.
My present understanding is that the proposal includes four new restaurants,
office space, 84 apartments and a hotel. I have drawn the following conclusions
about residents, visitors and needed parking spaces to avoid congestion and
gridlock:
84 apartments are likely to be occupied by about 150 residents. The most
common pattern of occupancy will be two working adults, each with a car.
Estimated off street parking need is 140 parking spots.
Including Sedona Tap house with the other new restaurants, about 150 diners on
a typical night with a parking requirement 80-90 off street parking spots available.
Hotel guests and staff will probably require another 60-80 off street parking
spots.

People participating in any number of other downtown programs or visiting other
downtown businesses will require additional parking.
I think it is unreasonable to think that residents and dinners can share the same
parking spots, since most of them will be arriving home or to dine at about the
same time. Very little of the business development in this project will be
traditional 9-5 type operations.
It seems to me that for this development to go forward, without destroying the
character of our neighborhood, about 350 off street parking spaces need to be
provided.
If the present plan doesn’t provide for this, might I suggest that approval of the
plan be contingent on the Vakos Companies agreeing to sell the property on
William St, opposite the Freelance Starr Building (presently leased by the city for
parking) to the city. The City of Fredericksburg should purchase the land, maintain
it as a parking lot and future site of a parking deck. Clearly, the abandonment of a
public street has value to the developer. The City should likewise get something of
value in return.
I am concerned that the city has already made significant concession to the Vakos
Companies concerning available parking. If we are going to maintain the
wonderful character of downtown Fredericksburg, this project must be done
correctly, with careful attention to the needs of residents and customers enjoying
our neighborhood.
Thank you for your diligence and commitment to the City of Fredericksburg,

David L Johnson

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Darrell Caldwell
Marne E. Sherman
Douglas Street Vacation Ordinance
Tuesday, June 25, 2019 4:47:03 PM

Marne:
The applicants would respectfully request that the first and second reading of the referenced
Ordinance be done at the July 9th City Council meeting, and the vote be taken that night as well. We
remain very focused on a successful completion of the entire project, and it would be very helpful as
we move forward to be able to make progress during July and early August.
Thank you in advance for your assistance with this matter.
Darrell M. Caldwell P.E., L.S.

Vice President of Development
10333 Southpoint Landing Blvd. 3rd Floor
Fredericksburg, Virginia 22407
Office: 540-898-3242 ext. 1032
Mobile: 540-841-1140
Email: dcaldwell@wjvco.com
Please see address change effective 4/30/18.

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG
PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
June 26, 2019
7:30 p.m.
715 Princess Anne Street
Council Chambers
You may view and listen to the meeting in its entirety by going to the Planning
Commission page on the City’s website:

https://amsva.wistia.com/medias/b6c15ksl75

The Agenda, Staff Report, Applications and Supporting Documents are also available on
the Planning Commission page.
MEMBERS
CITY STAFF
Kenneth Gantt, Chairman
Chuck Johnston, Director,
Rene Rodriguez, Vice-Chairman
Planning and Building Dept.
Steve Slominski, Secretary
Bill Freehling, Director
Tom O’Toole
Economic Development and Tourism
Chris Hornung
Marne Sherman, Development Coordinator
Jim Pates – telephonic
Deidre Jett, Budget Manager
Dave Durham
Cathy Eckles, Administrative Assistant
_______________________________________________________________
1. CALL TO ORDER
Mr. Gantt called the the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. Mr. Gantt explained meeting procedures
for the public, as well as expected decorum during public comment.
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
3. ADOPTION OF MINUTES
December 12, 2018 – Regular Meeting
January 23, 2019 – Regular Meeting
May 8, 2019 – Regular Meeting
Mr. Pates moved for approval of the minutes with the exception of the December 12, 2018 minutes as
he has a number of suggestions and corrections. He requested that the December 12, 2018 minutes be
postponed until the July 10, 2019 meeting. Mr. Rodriguez seconded for discussion. Mr. Gantt
suggested the approval be separated and discussion ensued. Mr. Hornung made a substitute motion
to approve the minutes for January 23 and May 8, 2019. Mr. Durham seconded.
The motion passed 7-0 (Pates telephonic, verbal aye).
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5. PUBLIC HEARING
B. William Square, LLC and Liberty Place Partners, LLC request a Comprehensive Plan
Compliance Review to determine if the proposed vacation of Douglas Street between Amelia
Street and William Street is substantially in accord with the 2015 Comprehensive Plan.
Ms. Sherman presented the staff report along with a power point presentation.
Mr. Rodriguez asked how many leased parking spaces are in the current agreement for the parking
garage being built. Bill Freehling responded that the City does not actually have a lease arrangement
with the proposed garage but does lease spaces from William Square and the lot across from the former
Free Lance Star building, approximately 82 spaces; the City is not planning to lease space in the
proposed garage.
Mr. Rodriguez questioned if the parking garage’s current agreement negotiated with the City was
specifically for the Liberty Place project and Winchester Place or was that to factor in the other
development. Mr. Freehling responded that Liberty Place Partners has an agreement for 124 leased
parking spaces in the garage; of the remaining spaces, some will be used to meet the William Street
Square parking requirements and some are not yet accounted for. Mr. Rodriguez questioned how many
spaces total the proposed garage will have. Mr. Freehling responded that a 4.5 level garage will have
311 total parking spaces and a 3.5 level garage will have 247 total parking spaces.
Mr. Rodriguez questioned Mr. Freehling’s mention of William Square and which project that pertains
to. Ms. Sherman responded that this is where the former Free Lance Star building is today.
Mr. Rodriguez questioned the current parking requirement for a 98 bed hotel. Ms. Sherman responded
that based on the general concept plan in the package, the hotel parking requirements are 1 space per
unit with additional spaces required for meeting facilities and restaurant spaces, approximately 115
spaces. Ms. Sherman stated the total required spaces for all features shown in the project, including
Liberty Place is 202 spaces. Mr. Rodriguez stated he is not trying to tie the two projects together as the
community was already aware of what Liberty Place would offer. He wanted to understand what this
new requirement would necessitate and wondered what is the future mixed use site’s maximum square
footage. Ms. Sherman stated that has not been evaluated, but when a site plan comes in for any of these
uses, all the parking spaces required will be provided by the property owner in accordance with the
Code. Mr. Rodriguez questioned if Liberty Place is building the same amount of parking spaces
required by Code or received a waiver on the number of spaces required. Ms. Sherman responded there
was no waiver. The Code does allow a parking professional to analyze the uses and mixture and to
determine the right amount of parking necessary based on nationwide studies as well as local data.
Ms. Sherman further noted that a 3.5 level garage is built, there will be an additional 46 unaccounted
for spaces or a 4.5 level garage will have 110 unaccounted for spaces.
Mr. Rodriguez asked how many parking spaces the applicant is committed to building right now with
tax incentives. Ms. Sherman responded one garage with a minimum of 124 spaces for Liberty Place.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if the study to turn some of the downtown streets into two-way streets has been
completed. Mr. Johnston confirmed the consultant’s Downtown Plan has been submitted proposing
this change, but the detailed engineering study is to be started.
Mr. Gantt summarized that based on the chart in the packet and the previous discussions, staff has
concluded the parking analysis shows there will be ample parking to cover all projects in this proposal.
Ms. Sherman confirmed. Mr. Rodriguez questioned if parking on Amelia Street, Douglas Street, the
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first two blocks of Winchester Street, and the first two blocks of Prince Edward Street are resident
parking only. Ms. Sherman could not confirm all, but said she knows that the 1100 block of Douglas
Street is not residential only.
Mr. Durham questioned if there is a site plan for Liberty Place, the portion of the plan shown in the
packe. Ms. Sherman confirmed there is a site plan under review for Liberty Place and the parking
garage. Mr. Durham questioned if there was anything under review for William Square. Ms. Sherman
stated that only the vacation application for review tonight had been submitted. Mr. Durham
questioned if all elements of William Square is entirely conceptual. Ms. Sherman confirmed. Mr.
Durham stated that the Commission is then being asked to approve if a vacation of the 1000 block of
Douglas Street is substantially in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan, all based entirely on a
conceptual plan. Mr. Johnston noted that the focus should not be on whether the project is consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan but if the vacation of the street is. Mr. Durham said he understands, but
feels it is difficult to make a determination if the vacation of the street is in accordance with the
Comprehensive Plan when technically there is no project to consider. The developer wants the City to
give them the street but the City has no guarantee the project will be completed. Mr. Durham feels the
City is trying to take action at an immature stage in the process. Mr. Johnston stated he understood
that but takes a slightly different perspective in that the developer has shown the reuse of Douglas
Street as a pedestrian promenade with a series of easements. The issue before the Commission this
evening is whether or not the Douglas Street right-of-way be vacated and used as a promenade not
whether there is a 50 story apartment building or a playground next to it.
Mr. Durham noted the promenade, as depicted, goes for the entire length of the 1000 block of Douglas
Street yet there is alley use in the southern portion of the promenade. Mr. Durham said he did not
understand how this dual use of an alley with delivery trucks and pedestrians and bicyclists will work
and if these uses are not compatible. He questioned if the promenade will end where the alley enters
the promenade or continue to William Street. Ms. Sherman responded that the main pedestrian route
is slightly more than half the block. Where it intersects with the alley, the treatment will be the same
stamped concrete surface but there will be a curb that will outline the alley and a 5 foot wide pedestrian
portion on the southwest side. Mr. Durham said that essentially the Commission is being asked to
vacate a public right away for a promenade that goes nowhere and that you cannot have cyclists and
pedestrians along a 5 foot path next to an alley where trucks are making deliveries and call it pedestrian
friendly. Mr. Johnston noted the frequency of the truck traffic is relatively minor and gave an example
of Jail Alley, which connects Market Square to several streets downtown and is used for truck access
to the rear of businesses. Mr. Gantt agrees and stated he was in Georgetown this weekend riding a bike
on a cobblestone alley with truck traffic approximately 100 meters away from the 3 foot bike path. Ms.
Sherman noted there will be trees and lights to make it more inviting.
Mr. Hornung questioned if the project is that a by-right use in CD district. Ms. Sherman confirmed the
densities proposed are allowed by-right. Mr. Hornung stated that these projects, being by-right, will
not have to come before the Commission for approval, which Ms. Sherman confirmed.
Mr. Rodriguez questioned if the Barton Street parking lot, on the south side of William Street across
from the former Free Lance Star building, would also be torn up. Ms. Sherman stated it is not part of
this proposal, there are no current plans, and the parcel is not reflected in the packet.
Mr. Pates questioned whether the 14 on-street public parking spaces currently on Douglas Street, will
be reduced to 3 with the development of Liberty Place. Ms. Sherman stated that the Previous Liberty
Place site plans altered the parking count on Douglas Street. Mr. Pates asked what is being done to
replace these 14 free 24-hour available public parking spaces. Ms. Sherman noted that currently there
is no parking on the Liberty Place side of Winchester Street but there will be nine new parking spaces
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along Winchester Street. Ms. Sherman noted that there is not a requirement of applicant to replace
the parking spaces, but applicant is making a good faith effort. Mr. Pates stated he shares Mr.
Durham’s concerns about the promenade and questioned if any of the proposed vacated space is being
used by either applicant for any other purpose.
Darrell Caldwell, Vakos Co., representing William Square, LLC responded that there will be no
building encroachment inside of the current right-of-way of Douglas Street. He noted that the alley
behind Liberty Place is only for Liberty Place, and would not be used by any other businesses from the
William Square part of the project. Mr. Pates questioned if any of the vacated right-of-way space is
being used for open space or utilities. Mr. Caldwell noted there is an existing water main line, existing
sewer line, and existing gas line currently under the paved area of Douglas Street. William Square’s
primary use is for pedestrian traffic, not usable by the general public in vehicles but it will be available
for emergency services vehicles. Mr. Pates stated he feels a public street is being abandoned and
created into a private alley and questioned if either applicant is offering to pay the City for this land.
Ms. Sherman noted that is a negotiation between the Council and applicants, and will be taken up by
Council if it takes action to vacate the property. The Commission’s focus is solely on whether it is in
accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Pates questioned Mr. Caldwell if either applicant has
offered or had any discussion on paying for the vacation of the public right-of-way. Ms. Sherman
responded that staff is negotiating some conditions with applicants as to the vacation of the right-ofway. She said the value of the land it is approximately $240,000, taking into consideration the
easements that will encumber the property.
Mr. Rodriguez asked Mr. Caldwell what is anticipated to go in the future mixed-use site. Mr. Caldwell
has no idea at this time. Mr. Rodriguez questioned the underground parking garage and if the applicant
is confident this can be done given the previously proposed underground parking for Liberty Place
proved to be uneconomical. Mr. Caldwell explained that Liberty Place had three levels of underground
parking, while William Square will have one level that is not completely underground as the property
slopes downward toward William Street from Amelia Street.
Mr. Slominski questioned if the vacation were approved, whether there was anything stopping the
applicants from using Douglas Street for structures rather than the promenade. Ms. Sherman
responded that one condition everyone has agreed to is that the use of Douglas Street will be restricted
to the development as a promenade only. Mr. Slominski asked if there might be kiosk type businesses.
Ms. Sherman noted that because of the underground utilities there could be nothing that would be a
permanent structure.
Mr. Gantt opened the public hearing.
Judith Brooks, 1102 Douglas Street. Ms. Brooks noted her concerns about the project due to
traffic and being able to exit from her home, which is already limited due to parking on one-side of the
street. In addition, she competes for parking with Sedona wait staff, a dental office, and others who
want to enjoy the amenities in the area. Ms. Brooks feels this will only be exacerbated by this wonderful
attraction for the greater good. Parking is already an issue, which will only become greater due to this
project, especially if the parking garage spaces have any costs associated with them or penalties for
overstays. There is an alley behind her property that she uses, but so does everyone else on the block.
The residents on her block did not have the ability to vacate the alley for their private use, so she is
concerned the City is considering walking away from City property for this private interest.
Gaye Pitchford, 1107 Douglas Street. Ms. Pitchford believes the characterization of the 1000
block of Douglas Street as an alley is completely wrong. She uses that block every day, as do numerous
other people. The vacation of the 1000 block of Douglas Street will severely impact her life and will
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change the lives of many people in Fredericksburg. Ms. Pitchford urged the Commissioners to also
consider not only how it will impact the surrounding residents, but also how it will impact the football
games at Maury School, funerals at the Confederate Cemetery, events at Kenmore, candlelight tours,
Christmas parade, Civil War reenactments, and even Sedona’s $8.00 steak night. Ms. Pitchford
believes that one block will change a lot of things about this small town. Change happens, but she feels
this project is really just to effectuate life and commerce in this neo-neighborhood. Ms. Pitchford
questioned how tall the proposed apartment buildings on Amelia Street will be and how much traffic
and people that they will bring to this block. She also expressed concern with driving an extra block to
go up Amelia Street to where it T-bones with Washington Avenue. She doesn’t need a promenade, but
does need to be safe. Ms. Pitchford is also very concerned about the impact of this project on taxes and
wonders if any of the new proposed apartments are earmarked for low income housing. Ms. Pitchford
commented on a recent editorial [in The Free Lance-Star] about ALICE [Asset Limited, Income
Constrained, Employed households], which she is in favor of helping, but it’s like putting a bandage
on cancer. Ms. Pitchford noted that when this recommendation goes before the Council, there are
many things she hopes they consider—safety, parking, and the life of Fredericksburg as a whole.
Al Merchent, 1083 Winchester Street. Mr. Merchent questioned where the nine new parking
spaces on Winchester Street will be located. Ms. Sherman responded there will be four spaces directly
adjacent to Liberty Place and five spaces adjacent to the parking garage and Winchester Place. Mr.
Merchent then questioned if Winchester Street will be widened which Ms. Sherman confirmed. He
asked if the vacation of the 1000 block of Douglas Street will affect any entrances or exits to the parking
garage, to which Ms. Sherman replied that access to the proposed parking garage is only from
Winchester Street. Mr. Merchent noted that this means there will be 250 cars entering and exiting on
Winchester Street. Ms. Sherman stated it could be 311 vehicles.
Ms. Pitchford noted that none of her questions were answered. Mr. Gantt acknowledged that questions
are usually not allowed during the public comment period, but he inadvertently just allowed that.
Ms. Pitchford stated she asked how tall the apartment buildings would be and are any of the
apartments going to be allocated to low income housing. Ms. Sherman responded that the zoning
district is Commercial Downtown so the maximum permitted height of the buildings is 50 feet, which
is typically four stories. No formal development plans have been submitted specifically stating the
height of what will be there. She deferred to Mr. Caldwell to answer the question as to the affordability
of these units. Mr. Caldwell said there are no details at this time regarding the pricing of the units.
Amy Olney, 601 Amelia Street. Ms. Olney said she will be directly across from the Winchester
Place Apartments and although excited about the project, she is concerned about the traffic. Currently,
there is an issue with vehicles racing on Amelia Street to get to Washington Avenue and the left turn
lane. Ms. Olney was concerned about vehicles exiting Amelia House and the Hotel Fredericksburg as
they will have to turn left to go back to William Street. The vacation of Douglas Street means that all
vehicles will have to go all the way around the block. Ms. Olney suggested that William Street should
be changed to two-way traffic to alleviate a lot of the issues.
Mr. Gantt closed the public hearing.
Mr. Johnston responded to some of the citizens’ concerns stating there is a downtown plan completed
by a consultant for the City, which is in the process of being modified to become a Comprehensive Plan
amendment. It proposes that both William Street and Amelia Street become two-way streets between
Washington Avenue and Sophia Street. He said there would be more detailed engineering work before
this plan is finalized to know the impact on signalization, parking, and left-turn movements.
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Mr. Rodriguez questioned Mr. Caldwell regarding affordable housing units in the proposed
apartments. Mr. Caldwell stated they are only in schematic development of the conceptual plan and
thus he does not have an answer. Mr. Rodriguez questioned if conceptually these are planned as
apartments or condos. Mr. Caldwell confirmed these units will all be rental apartments. Mr. Rodriguez
wondered if the Vakos Company is amenable to providing affordable housing. Mr. Caldwell stated that
is a separate discussion for another time and not pertinent to this matter.
Ms. Sherman noted that there was another public comment received by email and provided to
Commissioners tonight:
David Johnson, 1104 Douglas Street. Mr. Johnson submitted a written letter to Council and
Commissioners regarding his concerns and questions about the plan. Mr. Johnson is excited about
recent growth but concerned about the density of this plan. The proposal suggests that approximately
350 off-street parking spaces will be needed. Mr. Johnson’s suggestion is that Vakos sell the property
on the south side of William Street across from the former Free Lance-Star building to the City, which
the City would maintain as a parking lot and future site of a parking deck.
Ms. Sherman requested that the discussion focus back on Comprehensive Plan compliance with the
vacation of Douglas Street. The development that is shown on the concept plan is purely conceptual
and not specifically tied to the application in front of the Commissioners, with the exception to
construct the promenade as a public pedestrian way.
Mr. Rodriguez questioned if there is anything that prohibits the Commissioners from tying the
approval of this to other requests, i.e., affordable housing units being provided in order to approve this
request. Mr. Johnston stated that the Commission needs to focus on the nature of the matter before
the Commission: compliance with the Comprehensive Plan. He said this is not a rezoning, a special
use request, or a proffer amendment. He said it is simply a question of whether the Commission
believes that the vacation of the public right-of-way is substantially in accordance with the 2015
Comprehensive Plan.
Mr. Durham questioned if the City has done any similar actions like this vacation of the public rightof-way for a property owner anywhere in the City. Ms. Sherman responded that there have been several
right-of-way vacation requests, but usually they are partial vacations. One instance is a segment of
Amelia Street that was vacated for the Charles Street parking lot that the City manages. An alley
through the William Square project was vacated to the owners of William Square. Ms. Sherman noted
that it is usually in the context of a project. Mr. Durham questioned if an entire street was ever vacated.
Mr. Johnston noted that alleys were vacated for the One Hanover project and the Marriott Hotel
project, and full street rights-of way were vacated for the Riverfront Park. Ms. Sherman noted that
Spring Street [off Lafayette Boulevard] was also vacated recently. Mr. Johnston confirmed that,
however, no through streets have been vacated.
Mr. Gantt noted the City needs to consider how to remedy the parking situation and what would be
done with Douglas Street if no parking allowed. The Liberty Place project reduced the number of
parking spaces on Douglas Street from 14 to three. Mr. Gantt felt that the Commissioners should
consider the fact that there is no on-street parking when they decide how to vote. Mr. Durham
questioned whether the entire 1000 block of Douglas Street has already been reduced to three onstreet parking spaces. Ms. Sherman confirmed.
Mr. Rodriguez motioned to deny that the vacation of the public right-of-way of the 1000 block of
Douglas Street as being substantially in accord with the 2015 Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Durham
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clarified that the motion is to find it is not in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan and Mr.
Rodriguez confirmed. Mr. Durham seconded the motion.
Mr. Rodriguez stated that he feels the Commission does not have enough information to make a
determination that this vacation is in compliance with the 2015 Comprehensive Plan. He feels the
variables of this project make it impossible to see if the project is in compliance. He stated concern
with what the City is giving up; and the City does not have a final study on the two-way conversion so
can’t determine if this vacation is in compliance as the City does not yet know the impact of conversion.
There is no relevant traffic data for Douglas Street for the last 10 years. He said not only would the City
lose parking spaces, but also lose the right for through traffic on Douglas Street. Mr. Rodriguez is not
comfortable stating this is in compliance since the Commission does not have the full picture.
Mr. Durham stated there are a number of the aspects of this project that support the Comprehensive
Plan, but adoption of this vacation would go against the majority of the Comprehensive Plan. Mr.
Durham believed the project will dramatically change the neighborhood. He understood that the
addition of a promenade is a nice amenity, but the vacation would not be consistent with the character
of the neighborhood and would change the street network, which would have negative impacts on
traffic patterns. Therefore, Mr. Durham concluded that the vacation of the right-of-way is not in
accordance with the Comprehensive Plan.
Mr. Pates agreed and supported the comments of Mr. Rodriguez and Mr. Durham and fundamentally
disagreed with Mr. Nelson’s previously submitted written comments that the 1000 block of Douglas
Street is basically an alley. Mr. Pates’ further noted that setting this precedent could lead to other
requests to vacate public rights-of-way.
Mr. Gantt asked for clarification of staff as to the wording “Approval of the draft resolution which finds
the vacation request to be substantially in accord with the City’s 2015 Comprehensive Plan.”
Mr. Johnston noted that the resolution is written to suggest a finding that the vacation is consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Rodriguez’ motion is the opposite and Mr. Rodriguez, Mr. Durham,
and Mr. Pates had done an excellent job of stating their issues with this project.
The motion passed 6-1 (Pates telephonic, verbal aye, Hornung - nay)
Mr. Johnston stated for the record that the State Code procedure, from section 15.2-2232, now is as
follows: “The commission shall communicate its findings to the governing body, indicating approval
or disapproval with written reasons therefor. The governing body may overrule the action of the
commission by a vote of the majority of its membership. … The owner or owners or their agents may
appeal the decision of the commission to the governing body within 10 days after the decision of the
commission. The appeal shall be by written petition to the governing body setting forth the reasons for
the appeal. The appeal shall be heard and determined within 60 days from its filing. A majority vote
of the governing body shall overrule the commission.”
Mr. Gantt clarified that this means it is going to the Council, which Mr. Johnston confirmed.
Mr. Rodriguez questioned if there was any way to have more feedback from the residents? Mr. Gantt
says that is up to the Council now at its public meeting. Mr. Durham stated that given the explanation
by Mr. Johnston about what happens next is that written rationale for the Commission’s determination
will be reflected in the minutes and he would like to request that the Commission be able to review the
written rationale prior to it being given to Council. Mr. Johnston confirmed that staff will expeditiously
transcribe the minutes and forward to the Commission in a word document.

7

Charles R. Johnston
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

David Durham <david.b.durham@gmail.com>
Tuesday, July 02, 2019 5:50 PM
Charles R. Johnston
C. Hornung (chornung@ymail.com); James Pates; Kenneth Gantt
(kdgantt.fredpc@gmail.com); Rene Rodriguez; Steve Slominski; Tom O'Toole
(tjotoole@verizon.net)
Re: Douglas St vacation and Comp Plan compliance
2019-06-26 PC Meeting Minutes - DRAFT_Durham Comments.docx

Chuck,
The attached contains two comments on the following paragraph from p. 10 of the draft minutes:
Mr. Durham stated there are a number of the aspects of this project that support the Comprehensive Plan, but
adoption of this vacation would go against the majority of the Comprehensive Plan. [DD1] Mr. Durham believed
the project will dramatically change the neighborhood. He understood that the addition of a promenade is a nice
amenity, but the vacation would not be consistent with the character of the neighborhood and would change the
street network, which would have negative impacts on traffic patterns. [DD2] Therefore, Mr. Durham concluded
that the vacation of the right-of-way is not in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan.
[DD1]My statement here was actually that staff had done an admirable job noting an aspect of the proposed street vacation that
indicates it is in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan (e.g., pedestrian pathways) and an aspect that indicates that it is not in
conformance with the Comprehensive Plan (e.g., maintenance of the city’s street grid system).
[DD2]The proposed promenade is an amenity, but its construction does not contribute to pedestrian pathways any more than leaving
the existing street with sidewalks in place. The city is asked to turn over a functioning street to a developer for a pathway that does
nothing to improve pedestrian or bicycle access or connectivity. This seems to be a complete giveaway to a developer to allow it to
expand the density of its project by six units in exchange for nothing of value. I have confidence that the developer could make
substantially better use of the 1000 block of Douglas St than what they have proposed here by treating the street as a feature, not an
obstacle.

With respect to the appeal letter, it is immaterial to the question that was before us if we asked
questions that were beyond the scope of that question. Obtaining that information allowed us to have
a more complete understanding of the issues at hand and ultimately to focus on the question of
Comprehensive Plan conformance/non-conformance. As I noted in my comments, when a project is
in part conforming and in part non-conforming, it's my responsibility to weigh the importance of those
in conflict aspects. For the reasons stated above, I determined the non-conforming portion (disruption
of the city street grid system) significantly outweighed the conforming portion (pathways) especially
because the proposed promenade is not a substantial improvement to pedestrian/bicyclist pathways
when compared to the current street.
Thank you for making these comments available to Council.
David
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ITEM #5C

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
RE:
DATE:

Timothy J. Baroody, City Manager
Marne E. Sherman, Development Administrator
SUBFIN 2018-21 Riverview Final Subdivision Plat – Minor Subdivision
June 27, 2019 (for the July 9 meeting)

ISSUE
Riverview on Sophia, LLC submitted a complete final subdivision plat application for a minor
subdivision, Riverview, on June 17, 2019. In accordance with the Unified Development Ordinance
(UDO) and Procedures Manual, the application is being transmitted to the City Council to hold a
public hearing and take action.
ACTION DEADLINE
Code of Virginia §15.2-2260 states:
“The local planning commission, or an agent designated by the commission or by the governing body to review preliminary
subdivision plats shall complete action on the final subdivision plats within 60 days of submission.”
The resubmission date for this application occurred on June 17, 2019. The deadline for final action
by City Council is August 16, 2019.
RECOMMENDATION
Approval of the resolution for the final subdivision plat and a subdivision exception from City Code
§72-51.3.A.3. to permit 46 percent of the lots to front on an alley, exceeding the maximum allowance
of 25 percent of lots (six of 13 lots) fronting on alley in each phase of the development.
The draft resolution conditions the approval and recordation of the subdivision plat on the following:
1. Approval of the major site plan in accordance with §72-25.1.D(5)(c).
2. Submittal of the required securities in accordance with §72-25.1.D(5)(d).
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
On June 26, 2019, the Planning Commission recommended approval of the application and exception
request. (Vote 6-1)
The draft resolution has been updated to include the conditional approval of the plat following
approval of the major site plan and submittal of required securities. Additionally, the date of the plat
has been updated to reflect minor corrections to the plat related to inconsistent note references from
one sheet to the other and the consolidation of notes on the coversheet.
BACKGROUND
Site Information
The site is located downtown, on the west side of Sophia Street, approximately 145 feet (half a block)
north of Lafayette Boulevard. The property is zoned C-D, Commercial-Downtown, Historic
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Fredericksburg Overlay District, and Floodplain Overlay District, and is subject to Special Exception
conditions approved by City Council on July 10, 2018 (R18-58) for increased density.
2018 Special Exception
City Council originally approved a special exception to increase density for the project on September
27, 2016 (R16-89). A revised project layout was the subject of a subsequently amended Special
Exception on September 12, 2017 (R17-78) and again on July 10, 2018 (R18-58). The seven associated
conditions require the development of the site to be in substantial conformance with the 2018 special
exception application materials including the General Development Plan1 (GDP). The proposed
subdivision plat is in general conformance the referenced GDP, including lot layout and access.
Major Site Plan
Following approval of the 2018 special exception and in accordance with the conditions and GDP,
the applicant submitted a Major Site Plan application for the development of the site 2. The plan
provides for construction of the infrastructure necessary to serve the proposed 13 lots. The
subdivision entrance is located on Sophia Street. The private alley, known as Mia Street, will provide
rear access to Lots 1-7 and primary access to Lots 8-13. The private alley and onsite sidewalks will be
owned and maintained by the homeowners association.
The Major Site Plan application, including related cost estimates (security amounts), has been reviewed
and is ready to be approved in conjunction with the approval of the final subdivision plat and
exception request. It will be approved prior to final approval and recordation of the subdivision plat
in accordance with §72-25.1.D(5)(c).
FINAL SUBDIVISION PLAT
In accordance with UDO Section 72-25.1.E., the Development Administrator shall submit the final
subdivision plat for a minor subdivision (subdivisions involving 10-50 lots) without an approved
preliminary plat 3 to the Planning Commission with her recommendation on whether the plat meets
the requirements of this chapter. The Planning Commission shall review the final subdivision plat
and make its recommendation on approval or disapproval to the City Council. The recommendation
must identify all defects, list specific references to the requirements that the defects violate, and
describe modifications that would permit approval of the plat.
The final subdivision plat application proposes a minor subdivision of GPIN 7789-23-5802. As
proposed, 0.5336 acres will be divided into 13 fee-simple lots and 0.1581 acres will be reserved in one
common area to be owned and maintained by the homeowners association. The common area
encompasses the alley that provides vehicular access to each of the lots and to the adjoining property,
GPIN 7789-23-3825 (Fredericksburg Square).
As shown on the GDP and Major Site Plan, Lots 1-7 will front on Sophia Street, an existing public
street. Lots 8-13 will front on Mia Street, which is a proposed alley (named primarily for emergency
response and general mail delivery services). Easements for public water and sewer, stormwater
1

General Development Plan, dated June 4, 2018
Major Site Plan Sheets 4 and 15, dated January 22, 2018 and sealed April 18, 2019
3
Code of Virginia §15.2-2260 limits localities from requiring the submittal of a preliminary subdivision plat
application for subdivisions involving 50 or fewer lots. City Code §72-25.1.B(1)(b) allows for an applicant to submit
a preliminary plat at its option. Since the Riverview project has been through multiple public reviews with the
Special Exception applications, the applicant chose not to submit a preliminary plat application.
2
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management, ingress-egress, and sidewalks are proposed to be dedicated with the approval of the
application.
SUBDIVISION EXCEPTIONS GENERALLY
§72-25.3 permits City Council to grant exceptions “in unusual situations or when strict adherence
to the general regulations would result in substantial injustice or hardship.” The applicant shall
make exception requests in writing with the preliminary plat, stating specifically the provision from
which the exception is requested and the grounds for the request. City Council shall approve or
disapprove requests for exceptions to major subdivisions as part of the decision on the underlying
plat.
EXCEPTION REQUEST - LOT FRONTAGE - §72-51.3.A.3
Background
As adopted on January 8, 2019, §72-51.3.A.3 allows for up to 25 percent of single-family attached lots
in any one section of a subdivision to front on an alley. The code recognizes that while lots fronting
on streets is the primary rule, allowing a certain portion of residential lots to front on alleys maximizes
the potential of valuable downtown land and has been a part of historic and modern residential
development in the City. This concept provides for unique development patterns within new
neighborhoods that are consistent with existing projects located in the historic core which utilize alleys
for access and frontage to new residential lots. Two nearby examples include the Amelia Square
Townhouses off of Winchester Street and Federal Square Townhouses near Charles Street, both
projects are located downtown, between William Street and Amelia Street.
Unusual Situation or Hardship
As noted in the attached March 11, 2019 exception request for lot frontage, City Council approved
the most recent special exception for the project in 2018. Condition 2a requires the property to be
developed in substantial accordance with the GDP which shows the 7 lots (Lots 1-7) fronting on
Sophia Street and 6 lots (Lots 8-13) fronting on a 24-foot wide alley (Mia Street). This equates to 46
percent of the 13 total lots fronting on the alley. The proposed subdivision plat is in general
conformance the referenced GDP, including lot layout and access.
Due to the site geometry it is not possible to have all 13 units front on Sophia Street, nor is it possible
to construct a public street within the project that would could serve the Lots 8-13 and meet City
street standards. Additionally, the site is located in the Floodplain Overlay District. The rear portion
of the site is at a higher elevation, optimizing the use of this portion of the lot for the proposed
residential units as they can more easily floodproofing standards. The only access that can be provided
is an alley.
Recommendation
Approval of the exception from §72-51.3.A.3 due to the requirement to comply with the special
exception condition 2a and the hardship created from the geometric and environmental constraints
of the site.

Memorandum: Riverview Final Subdivision Plat
July 9, 2019
Page 4 of 4

TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE REVIEW
The Technical Review Committee reviewed the proposed final subdivision plat and found it compliant
with Unified Development Ordinance with the previously noted lot frontage exception.
Attachments:
Draft Resolution
Application, dated August 23, 2018
Lot Frontage Exception Request, dated March 11, 2019
Draft Deed and Title Work
Final Subdivision Plat, dated August 9, 2018 and sealed June 27, 2019
Major Site Plan Sheets 1, 4, and 15, dated January 22, 2018 and last revised June 19, 2019
General Development Plan, dated June 4, 2018
Planning Commission Draft Minutes, June 26, 2019 Meeting

MOTION:

July 9, 2019
Regular Meeting
Resolution No. 19-__

SECOND:
RE:

Approving the Final Subdivision Plat for “Riverview on Sophia,”
Approximately 0.53 Acres for Development of 13 Single-Family Attached
Dwelling Units

ACTION:

APPROVED: Ayes: 0; Nays: 0

Riverview on Sophia, LLC has applied for the approval of a final subdivision plat for the proposed
resubdivision of approximately 0.5 acres of land identified as GPIN 7789-23-5802. The land is zoned
C-D, Commercial-Downtown (conditional), and will be subdivided into 13 lots for single-family
attached dwelling units, with common areas and related infrastructure.
The applicant seeks an exception to City Code §72-51.3.A.3 to permit more than 25% of the lots to
front on a private alleyway, for reasons set forth in letter from Legacy Engineering dated March 11,
2019, on behalf of the applicant.
The City Council after notice and hearing thereon, has considered the conformity of the plat with the
duly adopted ordinances, resolutions, and policies of the City.
Therefore, the City Council hereby resolves that:
•

The City Council approves an exception from the City Code §72-51.3.A.3 to permit more than
25% of the lots to front on a private alleyway because the project presents an unusual situation
and strict adherence to this general requirement would result in substantial injustice or
hardship, as set forth in the applicant’s letter dated March 11, 2019. City Council finds that
granting this exception advances the public health, welfare and safety of the community.

•

The final subdivision plat is in conformance with the duly adopted ordinances, resolutions,
and policies of the City.

•

The final subdivision plat entitled “Subdivision, Dedication, and Vacation Plan on the
property of Riverview on Sophia, LLC,” prepared by Legacy Engineering, dated August 9,
2018, as last revised June 27, 2019, is approved subject to the approval of the Major Site Plan
entitled “Riverview,” prepared by Legacy Engineering, dated August 10, 2018, as last revised
June 19, 2019 and the submittal of all required performance guarantees in accordance with
§72-25.1.D(5).
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Votes:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent from Vote:
Absent from Meeting:
***************

Clerk’s Certificate

I, the undersigned, certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is
a true copy of Resolution No. 19- duly adopted at a meeting of the City Council meeting held ____ at which a
quorum was present and voted.
____________________________________

Tonya B. Lacey, CMC
Clerk of Council
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STATEMENTS OF UNDERSTANDING
I as owner/co-owner of the property subject to this application, do hereby certify that I have read and understood the
requirements of this submission for review and approval as provided under the Code, and, further, that this submittal is
in compliance with the requirements and applicable provisions of the Unified Development Ordinance, Chapter 72 of
the Fredericksburg City Code for the zoning districts in which this project is located.

Managing Member
Stephen DeFalco

8.15.18

Signature of Owner/Co-Owner

Printed Name

Date

Signature of Owner/Co-Owner

Printed Name

Date

Signature of Owner/Co-Owner

Printed Name

Date

I, as Applicant or Agent for the Owner(s) of the property subject to this application, do hereby certify that I have read
and understood the requirements of this submission for review and approval as provided under the Code, and further,
that this submittal is in compliance with the requirements and applicable provisions of the Unified Development
Ordinance, Chapter 72 of the Fredericksburg City Code for the zoning districts in which this project is located,

Signature of Applicant/Agent

Printed Name

Date

Final Subdivision Plat Application
Page 4 of 11

___________
_________

DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION
CLEARLY INDICATE ALL INFORMATION THAT APPLIES TO THIS PROJECT.
DESCRIPTION (INCLUDING USE):

Proposed subdivison plat to create 13 townhouse lots with an ingress/egress

in open space for access. Project is on western side of Sophia Street between of Wolfe Street and Lafayette
Boulevard

SITE STATISTICS:
0.5336

# Project Acres

13

3 of New Lots

0

Public Streets

I

Private Streets

ZONING:
Zoning District:

CD

Are/were there any CONDITIONS associated with this application?
Res#____________

NO

L1

LI

Ord#

NO

LJ

YES

LI

Res#____________

NO

YES

LI

Special Use Permit (s)

YES

Rezoning (s)

YES

Special Exception (s)
Waiver(s), Appeal(s), Exception(s)

NO

L1
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March 11, 2019
Ms. Marne Sherman, CZA
Development Administrator and Code Enforcement Officer
City of Fredericksburg
715 Princess Anne Street, Room 215
Fredericksburg, VA 22404-7447
Re:

Riverview on Sophia Street SPMAJ 2018-01
Site Plan Exception Request

GPIN 7789-23-5802
Dear Ms. Sherman:
On behalf of our client, Tradition Homes, we are requesting a Site Plan Exception of Section 7251.3.A.3 of the City of Fredericksburg Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) to allow for more
than 25% of the lots to front on a private alleyway. This development consists of 13 single family
attached dwelling units.
Seven (7) units (54%) have frontage on a public street, Sophia Street.
Six (6) units (46%) have frontage on a private alleyway, maintained by the HOA.
The Riverview development was granted a Special Exception, SE2018-01, with Conditions at the
July 10, 2018 City Council meeting. One of the conditions of approval stated:
The project shall be developed in substantial accordance with the application for special
exception dated 2018 May 18 including supplementary materials submitted by the applicant and a
layout plan dated 2018 June 4.
The proposed layout is in substantial conformance to the layout plan, as per the required
condition.
The site geometry doesn’t allow enough frontage along the existing public street to maintain the
density allocated to this development. This site is also located within the floodplain. Moving the
six units to the rear of the property helps to elevate the living area above the floodplain, as the
natural elevation is higher towards the rear of the property.
This development also meets several goals outlined in the City’s Comprehensive Plan.
Goal 1- Neighborhood Character: This development is an infill project which will redevelop
a currently underutilized site and increase property values in the neighborhood. The
interior alley will be designed with a sidewalk for pedestrian access and create a
neotraditional style with the units located close to the alley.
Dedicated Service, Inspired Design.
www.legacy‐eng.com

|

419 Chatham Square Office Park
Fredericksburg, VA 22405

|

540.373.8350 office
540.369.4499 fax

Riverview on Sophia Street SPMAJ 2018-01
Site Plan Exception Request

GPIN 7789-23-5802
Page 2 of 2

Goal 2-Neighborhood Quality: This development promotes livability with safe access to
shopping and transit.
Goal 4- Adequate Public Services and Facilities: The site is also located within a half mile
of the Virginia Railway Express.
Goal 5- Enhanced Connections: The six units in the rear of the site will have the option for
elevators within the units and will be fully ADA accessible.
Goal 9- Homeownership: These units will all be sold as fee simple units. There will not be
rental units included.
For the reasons outlined above, it is requested that the City approve this Site Plan Exception on
Code 72-51.3.A.3 to allow for more than 25% of the lots to front on a private alleyway.
Very truly yours,
LEGACY ENGINEERING, PC

Sara Fila, PE
President

419 CHATHAM SQUARE OFFICE PARK
FREDERICKSBURG, VA 22405
WWW.LEGACY-ENG.COM
540.373.8350 (p) 540.369.4499 (f)

LEGACY
ENGINEERING

419 CHATHAM SQUARE OFFICE PARK
FREDERICKSBURG, VA 22405
WWW.LEGACY-ENG.COM
540.373.8350 (p) 540.369.4499 (f)

LEGACY
ENGINEERING

419 CHATHAM SQUARE OFFICE PARK
FREDERICKSBURG, VA 22405
WWW.LEGACY-ENG.COM
540.373.8350 (p) 540.369.4499 (f)

LEGACY
ENGINEERING

419 CHATHAM SQUARE OFFICE PARK
FREDERICKSBURG, VA 22405
WWW.LEGACY-ENG.COM
540.373.8350 (p) 540.369.4499 (f)

LEGACY
ENGINEERING

GPIN: 7789-23-5802
Prepared by:
Kristin Shields, VSB No. 91069
Hirschler Fleischer
725 Jackson Street, Suite 200
Fredericksburg, Virginia 22401

Consideration: $1

Grantee’s address: P.O. Box 7557, Fredericksburg, VA 22404
Exempt from recording taxes under Code of Virginia § 58.1-811(A)(3) and § 17.1-279

DEED OF SUBDIVISION, EASEMENT, AND VACATION
This deed, dated _________________, 2019, is between RIVERVIEW ON SOPHIA LLC, a
Virginia limited liability company, (“Grantor”); GBTC VA, INC., a Virginia
corporation, TRUSTEE (“Xenith Trustee”); XENITH BANK, a Virginia banking corporation
(“Xenith”); A. BLANTON MASSEY, TRUSTEE and O’CONOR G. ASHBY, TRUSTEE
(also known of record as O’CONNOR G. ASHBY, TRUSTEE) (collectively, the “Timbernest
Trustee”); TIMBERNEST, LTD., A LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, a Virginia limited partnership
(“Timbernest”); and the CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA, a municipal corporation
(“Grantee”).
Grantor is the owner of a tract of land in the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia known as GPIN
7789-23-5802 (the “Property”), transferred to Grantor by deed dated November 9, 2017, recorded
as Instrument No. 170002669 in the land records of the Clerk of the Circuit Court of the City of
Fredericksburg, Virginia (the “Clerk’s Office”).
That land is subject to a deed of trust dated November 9, 2017, recorded as Instrument No.
170002670 in the Clerk’s Office (the “Xenith Deed of Trust”). The Xenith Deed of Trust conveyed
the land to the Xenith Trustee to secure repayment of certain a certain debt owed to Xenith.
That land is further subject to a deed of trust dated November 9, 2017, recorded as Instrument No.
170002671 in the Clerk’s Office (the “Timbernest Deed of Trust”). The Timbernest Deed of Trust
conveyed the land to the Timbernest Trustee to secure repayment of certain a certain debt owed to
Timbernest.
Grantor intends to dedicate and grant certain fee simple interests and easements across that land to
Grantee for public use, as more particularly described on the attached plat prepared by Miles &
Company, Inc., titled “SUBDIVISION, DEDICATION, AND VACATION PLAT ON THE
PROPERTY OF RIVERVIEW ON SOPHIA, LLC GPIN 7789-23-5802 CITY OF
FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA,” dated August 8, 2018, as last revised June 27, 2019 (the
“Plat”).
Therefore, in consideration of $1, which Grantor acknowledges is sufficient and has been received,
Grantor hereby:

1

Subdivides the Property as shown on the Plat.
Grants and conveys to Grantee these permanent easements as shown on the Plat:
An ingress-egress easement as shown on the Plat as “EMERGENCY INGRESS/EGRESS
& ACCESS EASEMENT (HEREBY CREATED) (DEDICATED TO PUBLIC USE)” for
the purpose of ingress and egress by Grantee’s officers and employees for official purposes
only.
A storm drainage easement as shown on the Plat as “VARIABLE WIDTH PUBLIC
DRAINAGE EASEMENT WITH PRIVATE MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT
INSTRUMENT #190000342” for inspection, maintenance, repair, and operation of the
stormwater drainage facilities.
Sanitary sewer and waterline easements as shown on the Plat as “20’ SANITARY SEWER
EASEMENT (HEREBY CREATED) (DEDICATED TO PUBLIC USE)” and “15’
WATERLINE EASEMENT (HEREBY CREATED) (DEDICATED TO PUBLIC USE),”
for surveying, constructing, operating, maintaining, testing, inspecting, repairing, altering,
enlarging, removing, replacing, abandoning in place, and controlling public sanitary sewer
and waterline facilities, including house connection lines, manholes, power poles, and all
other appurtenances thereto for the collection and transmission of sanitary sewer and water
over and upon the Property. These easements include all reasonable rights of ingress and
egress to and from the easements.

The foregoing easements are subject to the following conditions:
1.

Grantor reserves the right for itself and its heirs, successors, and assigns, to use the
easements in any way that does not interfere with the proper use of the easements
by Grantee, but Grantor and its heirs, successors, and assigns shall not erect any
building or other structure, including fencing, on the easements without obtaining
advance written permission from Grantee. Grantor shall not grant any easement or
license permitting the use of the easement area without obtaining advance written
permission from Grantee.

2.

All sanitary sewer and water lines and facilities installed at present or in the future
by Grantee or its authorized agents within the easements are the property of
Grantee.

3.

All storm drainage facilities installed at present or in the future by Grantor or its
authorized agents are the property of Grantor.

4.

Grantee has no obligation to construct, maintain, or operate any lines or facilities
in the easements.

2

5.

Grantee may trim, cut, and remove trees, shrubbery, fences, structures, facilities,
and other obstructions in or near the easements if Grantee decides that they interfere
with the construction, operation, or maintenance of the lines and facilities.

6.

Grantee shall restore to its previous condition any paving disturbed by its use of the
easement. Grantee shall grade and re-seed any non-paved area it disturbs, but it
shall not be liable for restoration of any structure or landscaping.

7.

Grantor covenants and agrees for itself and its heirs, successors, and assigns, that
the consideration received for this easement is in lieu of any and all claims for
compensation or damages due to the location, construction, operation,
maintenance, or replacement of the lines and facilities.

8.

Grantee may grant the right to others to locate facilities serving the public within
the easements, including electric, telecommunications, and gas utility facilities.

THIS DEED FURTHER WITNESSETH, that Grantor reserves unto itself, and for assignment an
ingress-egress easement as shown on the Plat as “EMERGENCY INGRESS/EGRESS & ACCESS
EASEMENT”. Said easements shall allow access to a non-exclusive easement for ingress and
egress purposes for private pedestrian and other permissible transit within the Property for the use
by Grantor or its assignees, the fee simple owners of the Property, and their respective invitees,
guests, agents, successors, and shall not constitute public rights-of-way. Said easements shall be
permanent and run with the land.
Vacates the easement shown on the Plat as “EXISTING 20’ EMERGENCY INGRESS/EGRESS
EASEMENT (INSTRUMENT #170002668) (HEREBY VACATED).” The grant of this easement
was recorded as Instrument #170002668 in the Clerk’s Office. Any and all interest in and to said
easement reserved by Timbernest pursuant to the deed recorded as Instrument Number 170002669
in the Clerk’s Office is hereby vacated.
These dedications, grants, and conveyances are with the free consent and in accordance with the
desires of the Grantor, and are binding upon and inure to the benefit of the parties hereto and their
respective heirs, assigns and successors-in-interest.
In consideration of $1, which Xenith and Xenith Trustee acknowledge is sufficient and has been
received, Xenith Trustee, as authorized to act by Xenith, hereby subordinates the lien of the Xenith
Deed of Trust to the easements granted by this deed. The subordination of the portions of the
Property dedicated to public use shall not, in any way, affect the lien of the Xenith Deed of Trust
upon the other land conveyed by the deed of trust. The Xenith Deed of Trust shall remain in full
force and effect as to that other land.
In consideration of $1, which Timbernest and Timbernest Trustee acknowledge is sufficient and
has been received, Timbernest Trustee, as authorized to act by Timbernest, hereby subordinates
the lien of the Timbernest Deed of Trust to the easements granted by this deed. The subordination
of the portions of the Property dedicated to public use shall not, in any way, affect the lien of the

3

Timbernest Deed of Trust upon the other land conveyed by the deed of trust. The Timbernest Deed
of Trust shall remain in full force and effect as to that other land.
[REMAINDER OF PAGE LEFT BLANK; SIGNATURES FOLLOW.]

4

WITNESS the following signatures and seals:
GRANTOR:

RIVERVIEW ON SOPHIA LLC, a Virginia limited
liability company
By:

Tradition Capital LLC, a Virginia limited
liability company, Manager

By:

________________________(SEAL)
Stephen W. DeFalco, Member

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
CITY/COUNTY OF ______________________, to wit:
I certify that Stephen W. DeFalco, Member of Tradition Capital LLC, a Virginia limited liability
company, Manager of Riverview on Sophia LLC, a Virginia limited liability company, signed this
deed in my presence on ______________________, 2019.

___________________________________
Notary Public

notary seal:

My registration number: ________________________
My commission expires: ________________________

5

XENITH TRUSTEE:

GBTC VA, INC., a Virginia corporation

By:
________________________(SEAL)
Name: _____________________________
Title: _____________________________
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
CITY/COUNTY OF ______________________, to wit:
I certify that __________________, as ____________________ of GBTC VA, INC., a Virginia
corporation, Trustee for Xenith Bank, signed this deed in my presence on
____________________, 2019.

___________________________________
Notary Public

notary seal:

My registration number: ________________________
My commission expires: ________________________

6

XENITH:

XENITH BANK, a Virginia banking corporation

By:
_____________________________(SEAL)
Name: _____________________________
Title: _____________________________
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
CITY/COUNTY OF ______________________, to wit:
I certify that __________________, as ____________________ of Xenith Bank, a Virginia
banking corporation, signed this deed in my presence on ____________________, 2019.

___________________________________
Notary Public

notary seal:

My registration number: ________________________
My commission expires: ________________________
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TIMBERNEST TRUSTEE:

By:
________________________(SEAL)
Name: _____________________________
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
CITY/COUNTY OF ______________________, to wit:
I certify that _______________________, Trustee for Timbernest, Ltd., a Limited Partnership, a
Virginia limited partnership, signed this deed in my presence on ____________________, 2019.

___________________________________
Notary Public

notary seal:

My registration number: ________________________
My commission expires: ________________________
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TIMBERNEST:

TIMBERNEST, LTD., A LIMITED
PARTNERSHIP, a Virginia limited partnership

By:
_____________________________(SEAL)
Name: _____________________________
Title: _____________________________
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
CITY/COUNTY OF ______________________, to wit:
I certify that __________________, as ____________________ of Timbernest, Ltd., a Limited
Partnership, a Virginia limited parntership, signed this deed in my presence on _______________
_____, 2019.

___________________________________
Notary Public

notary seal:

My registration number: ________________________
My commission expires: ________________________
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These easements are hereby accepted by the City of Fredericksburg. The City of Fredericksburg
hereby consents to the vacation of the easements recorded as Instrument #170002668 in the Clerk’s
Office.
CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA

___________________________________(SEAL)
Timothy J. Baroody, City Manager
Approved as to form:

_______________________________
Kathleen Dooley, City Attorney

Commonwealth of Virginia
City of Fredericksburg:
I certify that Timothy J. Baroody signed this document in my presence on _________________,
20___.

___________________________________
Notary Public

notary seal:

My registration number: ________________________
My commission expires: ________________________

10118511.4 043088.00001
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FOR

RIVERVIEW

SITE DATA

GPIN # 7789-23-5802

ZONING DATA
ZONE:
MINIMUM LOT AREA:
MINIMUM LOT WIDTH:
FRONT SETBACK:

SIDE SETBACK:

REAR SETBACK:

MINIMUM OPEN SPACE:
PROVIDED OPEN SPACE:
MAXIMUM HEIGHT:
PROVIDED HEIGHT:
TOTAL UNITS:
LIMITS OF DISTURBANCE

CD (DOWNTOWN BUSINESS)
NONE
NONE
CONFORM TO THE FRONT
YARD SETBACKS OF
ADJACENT STRUCTURES
15 FT WHEN ADJACENT TO A
RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT;
OTHERWISE, NONE
20 FT WHEN ADJACENT TO A
RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT;
OTHERWISE, NONE
NONE
0.16 AC
48 FT - 1 INCH
48 FT -1 INCH
13 UNITS
0.59 AC

E

SIT

SITE

SOILS MAP
1"=500'
0

500

1000
FEET

VICINITY MAP
1"=2000'
0

2000

4000
FEET

PRIVATE STREET NOTES:
1. ALL PROPOSED STREETS ARE PRIVATE.
2. INSPECTION AND APPROVAL OF THE SUBGRADE (PROOF
ROLL) IS REQUIRED PRIOR TO THE PLACEMENT OF
STONE; CITY STAFF WILL PROVIDE THE INSPECTION
WITHIN 48-HOURS OF NOTIFICATION.
3. INSPECTION AND APPROVAL OF THE COMPACTED
AGGREGATE SURFACE FOR DEPTH (MINNIMUM 6
INCHES) AND CONDITION IS REQUIRED PRIOR TO THE
PLACEMENT OF ASPHALT; CITY STAFF WILL PROVIDE
THE INSPECTION WITHIN 48-HOURS OF NOTIFICATION.

APPROVAL BLOCK

CERTIFICATION STATEMENT
I, BRUCE REESE, CERTIFY THAT 0.62 ACRES OF LAND DISTURBANCE AND
2614 SQUARE FEET OF IMPERVIOUS AREA WILL BE CREATED WITH THIS
PROJECT.

SITE PLAN CERTIFICATION STATEMENT:
I, BRUCE REESE, CERTIFY THAT TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE, ALL
REQUIREMENTS OF THE CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA, HAVE
BEEN COMPLIED WITH.

_BRUCE REESE______________________________________22807_____
NAME
SIGNATURE
LICENSE #

RESPONSIBLE LAND DISTURBER NOTE:
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE, THE RESPONSIBLE LAND DISTURBER FOR THIS
PROJECT IS:

NAME
EXPIRATION DATE

CERTIFICATION #

SIGNATURE

DATE PREPARED:
REVISION DATE(S):

22807

12/7/18

VA LICENSE

DATE

JANUARY 22, 2018

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA

OLD AND HISTORIC
FREDERICKSBURG DISTRICT
AND 100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN
DISTRICT

COVER SHEET

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA

GPIN # 7789-23-5802

PROPOSED USE:
BUILDING USE:
VAHU6 CODE:
IMPERVIOUS AREA RATIO:
OVERLAY DISTRICTS:

506-512 SOPHIA STREET
7789-23-5802
CD (DOWNTOWN BUSINESS)
0.53 ACRES
MULTIFAMILY AND SINGLE
FAMILY ATTACHED
SINGLE FAMILY ATTACHED
TOWNHOMES
RA46

MAJOR SITE PLAN

PARCEL ADDRESS:
PARCEL GPIN#:
ZONE:
PARCEL AREA:
EXISTING USE:

419 CHATHAM SQUARE OFFICE PARK
FREDERICKSBURG, VA 22405
www.legacy-eng.com
540.373.8350 (p)
540.369.4499 (f)

MAJOR SITE PLAN

APPLICANT
TRADITION HOMES, LLC
1497 CHAIN BRIDGE ROAD
MCLEAN, VA 22101

RIVERVIEW

OWNER
RIVERVIEW ON SOPHIA LLC
525 CAROLINE STREET
FREDERICKSBURG, VA 22401

419 CHATHAM SQUARE OFFICE PARK
FREDERICKSBURG, VA 22405
www.legacy-eng.com
540.373.8350 (p)
540.369.4499 (f)

MATCHLINE THIS SHEET

LOT 4

LOT 3

PROP. 4-STY
TOWNHOUSE
(TYP.)

MIA STREET

PARCEL A

PROP. 4-STY
TOWNHOUSE
(TYP.)

LOT 11

LOT 2

LOT 12

1.
2.

ALL WATERLINE MUST BE RESTRAINED WITH MEGALUG RESTRAINTS.
BACKFLOW PREVENTION WILL BE ADDED WITH ARCHITECTURALS.

MILL AND OVERLAY
(MATCH EXISTING PAVEMENT SECTION)

LOT 1

LOT 13

5' STAMPED CONC. S/W

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA

SITE GRADING PLAN

LOT 5

5' STAMPED
CONC. S/W (TYP.)

LOT 10

NOTES:

GPIN # 7789-23-5802

LOT 9

LOT 6

MAJOR SITE PLAN

LOT 7

LOT 8

MATCHLINE THIS SHEET

RIVERVIEW

MIA STREET
PARCEL A

419 CHATHAM SQUARE OFFICE PARK
FREDERICKSBURG, VA 22405
www.legacy-eng.com
540.373.8350 (p)
540.369.4499 (f)

LOT 4
LOT 3

PROP. 3-STY
TOWNHOUSE
(TYP.)

MIA STREET

PARCEL A

PROP. 3-STY
TOWNHOUSE
(TYP.)

LOT 11

LOT 2

LOT 12

3.
4.
5.

LOT 13

LOT 1

LANDSCAPE SCHEDULE

LANDSCAPING
STREET TREES (72-55.6A) ARE REQUIRED
REQUIRED: CANOPY TREES 40 FT ON CENTER
168' FRONTAGE / 40' = 4 CANOPY TREES
PROVIDED: 4 - 2" CALIPER TREES (KENTUCKY
YELLOWWOOD)

5' STAMPED CONC. S/W

SCREEN TREES (72-55.5) ARE REQUIRED
REQUIRED: 2 ACI OF CANOPY TREES + 12 ACI OF
UNDERSTORY TREES PER 100
LINEAR FEET
100' /100' = 2 CANOPY TREES AND 6 TALL
SHRUBS
PROVIDED: 2 - 4' TALL EVERGEENS ( AMERICAN
HOLLY)
6 - 2' TALL SHRUBS ( OAKLEAF
HYDRANGEA)

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA

LANDSCAPE PLAN

LOT 5

5' STAMPED
CONC. S/W (TYP.)

LOT 10

2.

CONTRACTOR SHALL MEET WITH THE PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT REPRESENTATIVE PRIOR
TO INSTALLATION OF TREES AND MULCH.
FOR USE IN TREE WELLS, TOP OF MULCH SHALL BE FLUSH WITH BRICK SIDEWALK.
RUBBER TREE MULCH, 2" THICK, SHALL BE USED FOR NEW TREE WELLS.
RAINBOW TURF PRODUCTS, LOOSE FILL RECYCLED MULCH - CYPRESS COLOR MULCH SHALL
BE APPLIED WITH RAINBOW TURF PRODUCTS BINDER, PER VENDOR SPECIFICATIONS.
RUBBER MULCH MUST BE INSTALLED IN TREE WELLS WHEN FINISHED, AND NO SETTLING
SHALL OCCUR BETWEEN TIME OF PLANTING AND PLACING OF PERMANENT RUBBER MULCH
COVER.
A COVERING OF SHREDDED HARDWOOD MAY BE REQUIRED FOR UP TO 2 MONTHS PRIOR TO
INSTALLATION OF RUBBER MULCH TO INSURE NO SETTLING OCCURS.

GPIN # 7789-23-5802

LOT 9

LOT 6

MAJOR SITE PLAN

LOT 7

LOT 8

1.

RIVERVIEW

MIA STREET
PARCEL A

919 CHATHAM SQUARE OFFICE PARK
FREDERICKSBURG, VA 22405
www.legacy-eng.com
540.373.8350 (p)
540.369.4499 (f)

SITE DATA
PARCEL ADDRESS:
PARCEL GPIN#:
ZONE:
PARCEL AREA:
EXISTING USE:
PROPOSED USE:
BUILDING USE:
VAHU6 CODE:

506-512 SOPHIA STREET
7789-23-5802
CD (DOWNTOWN BUSINESS)
0.52 ACRES
MULTIFAMILY AND SINGLE FAMILY ATTACHED
SINGLE FAMILY ATTACHED
TOWNHOMES
RA46

ZONING DATA
ZONE:
MINIMUM LOT AREA:
MINIMUM LOT WIDTH:
FRONT SETBACK:
SIDE SETBACK:
REAR SETBACK:
MINIMUM OPEN SPACE:
PROVIDED OPEN SPACE:
MAXIMUM HEIGHT:

CD (DOWNTOWN BUSINESS)
NONE
NONE
NONE
NONE
NONE
NONE
0.06
50 FT

LOT 5

LOT 6

LOT 4

LOT 2

LOT 3

LOT 1

PROP. 3-STY
TOWNHOUSE
(TYP.)

RIVERVIEW PLACE

5' STAMPED
CONC. S/W (TYP.)

PROP. 3-STY
TOWNHOUSE
(TYP.)

LOT 8

LOT 9

LOT 10

LOT 11

LOT 12

LOT 13

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA

LOT 7

NOTE: ANY EXISTING FENCES ALONG THE
PROPERTY LINE THAT ARE REMOVED
DURING CONSTRUCTION MUST BE
REPLACED.

GPIN # 7789-23-5802

PARKING PROVIDED:
TOWNHOUSE:
2 GARAGE SPACES PER T.H. X 13 UNITS = 26 SP

RIVERVIEW

19.5 SP
2.0 SP
21.5 SP

GENERALIZED DEVELOPMENT PLAN

PARKING REQUIREMENTS
TOWNHOUSE:
1.5 PER D.U. X 13 UNITS =
1 PER EVERY 5 UNITS =
TOTAL TOWNHOUSE REQUIRED SPACES:

5' STAMPED
CONC. S/W

RIVERVIEW PLACE

PARKING TABULATION

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG
PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
June 26, 2019
7:30 p.m.
715 Princess Anne Street
Council Chambers
You may view and listen to the meeting in its entirety by going to the Planning
Commission page on the City’s website:

https://amsva.wistia.com/medias/b6c15ksl75

The Agenda, Staff Report, Applications and Supporting Documents are also available on
the Planning Commission page.
MEMBERS
CITY STAFF
Kenneth Gantt, Chairman
Chuck Johnston, Director,
Rene Rodriguez, Vice-Chairman
Planning and Building Dept.
Steve Slominski, Secretary
Bill Freehling, Director
Tom O’Toole
Economic Development and Tourism
Chris Hornung
Marne Sherman, Development Coordinator
Jim Pates – telephonic
Deidre Jett, Budget Manager
Dave Durham
Cathy Eckles, Administrative Assistant
_______________________________________________________________
1. CALL TO ORDER
Mr. Gantt called the the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. Mr. Gantt explained meeting procedures
for the public, as well as expected decorum during public comment.
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
3. ADOPTION OF MINUTES
December 12, 2018 – Regular Meeting
January 23, 2019 – Regular Meeting
May 8, 2019 – Regular Meeting
Mr. Pates moved for approval of the minutes with the exception of the December 12, 2018 minutes as
he has a number of suggestions and corrections. He requested that the December 12, 2018 minutes be
postponed until the July 10, 2019 meeting. Mr. Rodriguez seconded for discussion. Mr. Gantt
suggested the approval be separated and discussion ensued. Mr. Hornung made a substitute motion
to approve the minutes for January 23 and May 8, 2019. Mr. Durham seconded.
The motion passed 7-0 (Pates telephonic, verbal aye).
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7. NEW BUSINESS
a. Riverview on Sophia, LLC requests approval of a minor subdivision at 506 – 512 Sophia
Street of 0.5336 acres to create 13 single family attached (townhouse) lots and one common
area lot.
Ms. Sherman presented the staff report along with a power point presentation.
Mr. Durham asked whether the technical consideration for the exception was regarding the floodplain
and the siting of the lots because of the floodplain. Ms. Sherman responded that the front of the site is
in the floodplain, but the rear portion of the lot has a slightly higher elevation. Mr. Durham observed
that due to the floodplain, the configuration makes sense. Ms. Sherman confirmed that this is one of
the elements that was included in the exception request, however, the lead warrant for this exception
was compliance with the previously approved General Development Plan.
Mr. Slominski questioned if staff’s recommendation for approving this exception is because of the lay
of the land; that there really is no other way to develop this property. Ms. Sherman confirmed this is a
very small site and its development pattern is consistent with other existing neighborhoods such as
Amelia Square and Federal Square townhouses. Ms. Sherman noted that the proposed arrangement is
a way to maximize valuable and highly developable downtown land, to make sure that not only does
the project work, but yields the highest and best use.
Mr. Slominski questioned if the maximum percentage of lots fronting of 25% on an alley should be a
higher percentage? Ms. Sherman responded that the ordinance was passed in January 2019 due to
several projects proposing development on alleys. This is now the second project requesting an
exception on the 25% allowance and that staff will review the appropriateness of the 25% threshold.
Mr. Slominski asked the Commissioners if they thought this allowance should be higher. Mr. Durham
stated if a rule has to be excepted repeatedly, that rule probably needs to be reviewed.
Mr. Rodriguez questioned what portion of project have needed the exception. Ms. Sherman stated
there have been two projects and both requested exceptions.
Mr. O’Toole questioned the differing standards dimension difference between alleys and streets. Ms.
Sherman responded that an alley does not require sidewalks, street trees, or lights. Alleys are vehicle
service oriented. Driveways can come off of an alley but cannot come off of a street for townhouse lots
due to the City’s curb cut standards. The City has a minimum separation standard for curb cuts: 30
feet from the side property lines and 60 feet from one another. Too many curb cuts limit the ability for
the pedestrian to safely navigate. The standards require the driveway for townhouses to be from a rear
alley.
Mr. Durham questioned if Mia Street’s only function is a service alley for emergency vehicles and trash
pickup. Ms. Sherman confirmed and added it is for access to the proposed townhome garages.
Mr. Durham questioned the George Street project and the installation of a barrier arm along Charles
Street. He asked if the City determined that this was a by-right use for a private alley. Ms. Sherman
responded that the Comprehensive Plan speaks to prohibiting gated communities, but there is no
ordinance that prevents it. Mr. Johnston noted that in the George Street project the alley was being
used as a cut through. The City does not believe this project will have those issues as Mia Street does
not connect to any other streets.
Mr. Pates questioned if the Commission is being asked to approve a special exception. Ms. Sherman
clarified that the Commission is being asked to make a recommendation on a subdivision plat, which
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includes approval of the subdivision exception request. He questioned if it made more sense to have
two separate actions. Ms. Sherman said this cannot be done as the plat cannot be approved without
approval of the subdivision exception. Subdivisions and site plans are typically handled
administratively in one action to approve or not approve. Mr. Pates questioned what it would mean
for the applicant if the subdivision exception is denied. Ms. Sherman noted that the applicant would
have to go back through the Commission and Council to amend its special exception, as the
development is required to be in accordance with the GDP. Mr. Pates questioned if the applicant would
meet the percentage requirement with one less unit. Ms. Sherman noted that 25% of 13 is 3.5 so at
least 4 units would have to be eliminated to meet the percentage requirements.
Mr. Durham clarified that this project needs an exception because the City adopted a 25% maximum
for lots fronting an alley, which may or may not be arbitrary. Ms. Sherman stated that when the special
exception for the project was approved, the City did not permit any units to front on an alley, so a
subdivision exception would have still been required in this project.
Mr. Rodriguez motioned to recommend approval of the Riverview final subdivision plat application to
Council, including approval of the exception request. Mr. Hornung seconded. Mr. Johnston clarified
that the motion is to recommend approval of the resolution. Mr. Rodriguez confirmed.
The motion passed 6-1 (Pates telephonic, verbal nay)

3

ITEM #7A

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

Mayor Greenlaw and Members of City Council
Timothy J. Baroody, City Manager
Dave King, Director of Public Works
Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner
July 2, 2019 (for the July 9 City Council meeting)
Relocation Plan for the Slave Auction Block

ISSUE
In response to the City Council’s June 11, 2019 decision to relocate the Slave Auction Block to the
Fredericksburg Area Museum, this memorandum provides an overview of the course of action
proposed for implementation.
RECOMMENDATION
Accept recommendations, and direct staff to procced and execute plan.
BACKGROUND
The block is situated in the sidewalk at the northwest corner of the intersection of William and
Charles Streets in downtown Fredericksburg. The site has been the catalyst for a larger conversation
about race, history, and remembrance as well as the interpretation of African-American history in
Fredericksburg that began in August 2017. This conversation led Council to a vote on preservation
of the slave auction block in its current location, and to undertake an energized effort to tell a more
complete story of the City’s history. After some discussion the City engaged the International
Coalition of Sites of Conscience (ICSC), an organization that worked with participants in an
extensive year long series of community conversations. City Council accepted the Final Phase III
report from the ICSC and requested the Memorials Advisory Commission to work on telling a more
complete history on May 14, 2019. Then on June 11th, after participating in many of the
community conversations, the City Council voted 6-1 to relocate the block from its current location
to inside the Fredericksburg Area Museum (FAM).
Dovetail Cultural Resource Group performed archaeological testing of the block and provided a
report in January 2019. Their work included a test unit that was excavated beside the block, with the
assistance of staff in the Public Works Department. Dovetail provided an in-depth examination of
the physical components of the block and its ground-setting profile. They found that the total height
of the block is approximately 3.6 feet, with 2.3 feet exposed above the current brick sidewalk,
leaving about 1.3 feet below grade. The block is surrounded by compacted soil and the base rests on
a pad of bricks. While the block is not encased in concrete, a thin layer of hardened sand/cement
base material is located beneath the brick sidewalk. Some of this material was successfully removed
for the test unit without damage to the block.

RELOCATION PLAN
Preliminary Planning: Prior to the physical relocation of the block, a number of preliminary steps
are recommended to ensure that Fredericksburg can continue to interpret and understand the
historic significance of this object. Recent archeological investigations of the block resulted in the
finding that the block is not individually eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, but is a
secondary resource associated with the United States/Planter’s Hotel. Interpretation and displays at
the future location of the block can convey its historic association with its original context.
As the block is an historic object located within the City’s local historic district, the proposed
relocation plan will also be reviewed by the Architectural Review Board. The Board’s review should
include both the relocation plan for the block and the plan for alterations to the corner of Charles
and William Streets, though these two phases of review would occur at different points in time. The
Memorials Advisory Commission is responsible for planning the interpretation of the site (the
corner of William and Charles Streets) and implementing the recommendations of the ICSC. It is
understood that the ultimate appearance of the site will not be determined prior to relocation of the
block. To ensure that all City processes are coordinated as the project moves forward, it is
recommended that a member of the ARB serve as a liaison to the Memorials Advisory Commission.
The ARB’s review of relocation of the block can be scheduled for its August 12, 2019 public
hearing.
By engaging in consultation and review with VDHR staff and the ARB prior to relocation of the
block, the City can assure that this process does greatly reduce the chance of any adverse impacts on
the historic significance of the districts. The City will rely on the FAM’s expertise in the display and
interpretation of the block inside its facility, but it is recommended that the historic association with
the Planter’s Hotel be made clear and that the sandstone be protected utilizing the best practices in
material conservation. A long-term loan agreement, in consultation with FAM, will be formalized as
a component of the relocation plan.
Additional planning will also be necessary for activities on the day of relocation. To ensure that this
action is clearly recognized in full view of the community, work will be conducted during daytime
hours. The block will likely be prepared for moving, and potentially lifted out of the ground, in the
days prior to relocation. A ceremony, if desired by Council, may occur. The block will be moved to
the FAM in a manner that ensures the safety of the block, the public, and work crews. If a
ceremony is desired, City staff, the Memorials Advisory Commission, the FAM, and others as
determined appropriate will work together to plan the ceremony, schedule the course of events, plan
for street closures, and distribute information to the public.
Removal: Based upon information provided by Dovetail during the archaeological study and
observations made by Public Works staff who provided assistance during the excavation, the
extraction of the block from the site can be accomplished by Public Works staff with relative ease
and without damage to the block. The Department has the equipment, manpower, and expertise to
remove the block; however, it is recommended to have professional archaeologists from Dovetail
involved with the planning and removal to help assure the integrity of the block during the process.
In particular, special tools may be needed for removal of the sand/cement base material around the
block, and Dovetail staff can help ensure this is done safely.
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Physical removal of the block is expected to take two to three days to complete with Public Works
crews and assistance by Dovetail. This includes restoring the sidewalk by filling the void with
compacted stone, repairing the brick sidewalk, and installing temporary placeholder materials while
permanent interpretive materials are under consideration. Staff estimates the cost for this work,
including the installation of an interpretive wayside panel and sidewalk medallion, at approximately
$3,000. An additional cost of approximately $2,000 would be anticipated for Dovetail’s field crew
assistance.
Infrastructure Repair: After removal of the block, the sidewalk will immediately be repaired to
ensure pedestrian safety. The work of presenting the corner’s history and the ultimate appearance of
interpretive materials will be left to the Memorials Advisory Commission. This work will occur in
tandem with the City’s efforts to create pedestrian enhancements at the corner, including extending
the sidewalk using bump-outs at the intersection. The location of the block will be temporarily
marked by placing a concrete medallion in the sidewalk when the brick surface is repaired. The
medallion will be approximately the same diameter as the block and will be set so the surface is level
with the surrounding sidewalk. A temporary wayside panel will also be placed near the corner and
will be used to provide information about the current status of the project, point to where the block
is now housed and offer additional history.
Transportation/Relocation: The block will need to be transported just over two blocks to the
FAM at 907 Princess Anne Street. This work can be accomplished by Public Works staff and can be
done with existing vehicles. The block would need to be strapped to a pallet, which will likely be a
custom size, to facilitate moving the block through the museum doorways and hallways. A special
pallet jack and crew may be necessary. One such option for this would be to hire Professional Lock
and Key (a current City vendor) who possess specialized equipment and personnel trained to move
heavy objects into buildings. The anticipated expense to move the block inside the museum would
be around $500 - $1,000. Additionally, with Dovetail’s support, the block will be cleaned and
prepared for display. The FAM will initially plan for a temporary exhibition of the block on the
ground floor while they engage in the design and engineering of a permanent exhibit.
Fredericksburg Area Museum (FAM): The City Manager has discussed this plan with the
President and CEO of FAM. In response, FAM has documented some considerations as we move
forward in this dialogue. (See letter dated June 25, 2019). In brief summary, FAM is open to receipt
of the block contingent on: adherence to accepted museum best practices, loan terms that are
mutually agreed to; strong archaeology support during relocation; a mutually agreed to schedule;
participation in Memorials Advisory Commission work related to the block; and funding to execute
project.
The City Manager has assured the Museum President that an archeologist will be retained for this
effort to mutually assist in this relocation, to ensure the block is well cared for, professionally
cleaned and presented to the Museum in an exhibit ready state. The City Manager does not support
interim storage and will work with the Museum to insure immediate display. Additionally, the City
Manager has offered assurances that short term (likely first floor display) and long term exhibition at
a different location in the Museum is acceptable. Lastly, the City Manager has agreed to work with
the Museum President to ensure inclusion in Memorials Advisory Commission’s work, and to work
through budget matters to ensure that the City funds new expenses related to block exhibits.
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CONCLUSION
At this time, the City Council is asked to endorse this proposed course of action. Preliminary
planning steps will begin to be implemented, as further detailed below, in preparation for relocating
the block by year’s end.
The proposed near term next steps are:
1. Craft a long term loan agreement with Museum (likely 20 years, with renewal rights), to allow
both the City and the Fredericksburg Area Museum flexibility on the future of block.
2. Assemble and schedule the appropriate implementation team for the physical relocation,
including Public Works staff, professional archaeologists, and moving specialists as needed.
3. Engage in consultation on the relocation plan with the Virginia Department of Historic
Resources and the Architectural Review Board.
4. Before relocation, prepare an interim display to ensure that the block is immediately available
to the public after relocation. Work with FAM representatives, Memorials Advisory
Commission, and others as necessary on design and budget for the interim and long term
exhibition.
5. Consider planning a potential ceremony to occur at the time of relocation.
6. After relocation, provide temporary placeholders at the site while permanent interpretive
materials and infrastructure improvements (at Charles and Williams Street) are in
development.
If this path is endorsed by Council, specific dates will later be offered by staff.
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PHONE : 540.371.3037
P.O. BOX 922, FREDERICKSBURG, VA 22404
FAMVA.ORG

Fredericksburg Area Museum

June 25, 2019
Mr. Tim Baroody, City Manager
City of Fredericksburg
715 Princess Anne Street
Fredericksburg, VA 22401
RE: Relocation of the Auction Block to the Fredericksburg Area Museum
Dear Mr. Baroody,
Thank you for meeting with me to discuss the relocation of the auction block from the corner
of William Street and Charles Street to the Fredericksburg Area Museum (FAM). This is a
profoundly important project, and we look forward to working with the community and City
Council to see it through to a conclusion that will make all of us proud.
As conversations are just beginning regarding relocation of the block, we feel it important that
Fredericksburg City Council and staff understand the philosophy and approach the Museum
brings to a project of this sort. Like many professions, the Museum profession is guided by
“best practices,” as set forth by the American Alliance of Museums (AAM), as well as the
policies and procedures established by the FAM to ensure that museum staff and the Board of
Directors (BOD) uphold these standards. These standards help ensure the safety and
conservation of museum objects, as well as their interpretation. We are wholly committed to
best practices in all the work we undertake.
The FAM is guided by and committed to its mission statement. From collection management and
accession of objects, to the interpretation of the collection, to our interaction and involvement
with the community, our mission is what makes us a community organization. “The Museum
collects, researches, interprets, teaches, and preserves the history, heritage, and culture of the
Fredericksburg region in an ever-evolving context. We serve a diverse community through a
commitment to inclusion, integrity, credibility, and relevance. We will facilitate an understanding
and appreciation of how the acts of those who preceded us have shaped both this community and
nation at large—providing both lessons and inspiration as we work together to forge a greater
community.”
This accession, like all accessions, is subject to the review and recommendation of the museum’s
collection committee. Collection Committee Chairwoman, Nanette (Tricia) Smelter, has convened
a special meeting on July 10th, to discuss this further.

As we stand on the verge of this project, here are some of the issues that need consideration:
-

We need more information regarding the size and physical condition of the object.
Most importantly, the recent on-site investigation of the block by archaeologists only
partially revealed its size and dimensions. The FAM strongly recommends additional
archaeology to confirm the form of the block and weight of the block, a critical issue
in determining how and where it can be displayed within the historic Town Hall
building. In the interim (if necessary), I have secured a storage facility that meets
environmental standards for collections to, if need be, store the object off-site until it
can be exhibited. This organization is already working on a plan to have the object
transported.

-

We need to work together to establish a clear understanding of a workable schedule
and the expectations of the museum, the City, and other interested parties as we
move forward with this project.

-

Mindful of the intense public interest in the block, we will work as quickly as we can
to make the block available to the public—focusing first on an interim display of the
artifact, while we all work on the complex issues and process associated with its
permanent display. We are committed to facilitating a collaborative effort within the
community to both interpret the block and to tell the larger story of the AfricanAmerican experience within the Fredericksburg region.

-

The same commitment to “best practices” as it relates to the treatment of objects
also applies to their interpretation. The FAM will use the studies conducted by the
International Coalition of Sites of Conscience as a foundation for this planning effort.
We will also engage professionals in the field of museum interpretation and design to
ensure a final product meets accepted standards for scholarship, accessibility, and
design. I think you understand that the museum cannot endorse an approach that is
at odds with those standards.

-

We think it is critical that the City appoint a representative of the museum to sit on
the City’s oversight committee for the project.

-

And, of course, there is the question of the cost. This project will entail an effort well
beyond maintaining our basic operations; undertaking an effort of this magnitude was
not part of a work plan within our existing budget. Work will not only involve moving,
cleaning, storing, and maintaining the object, but also developing exhibits to support
its interpretation. On a larger sale, we are committed to overseeing the development
of an interpretive plan that will establish a long- term goal of interpretation of the
block with the “Whole Story” of African American history in the City, and indeed the
nation.
The FAM will need additional financial resources from the City of Fredericksburg to
make these things happen. As this is all moving very quickly, a specific amount has not
been determined. A project as complex as this (focused on both the block and the
larger story of African-American history) cannot be done without the acquisition of
professionals committed wholly to the project. Beyond that, the cost of conserving
the object, interpretive planning, and the design, and production of exhibits and
materials to support both the interpretation of the block AND the larger arc of
African-American history in the region will be significant. Our next task is to consult
with you on developing a budget for the project.

There is tremendous work to be done! I look forward to working with City staff, City Council,
and the community as we strive to make Fredericksburg a better place to live.
Sincerely,

Sara Poore
President & CEO

ITEM #8A

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
RE:

Tim Baroody, City Manager
Mike Craig, Senior Planner
July 02, 2019 (for the July 09 meeting)
UDOTA2019-03 The City of Fredericksburg proposes a Unified Development
Ordinance to differentiate between Small Scale and Large Scale Automotive Sales and
Rental Uses, and to require a special use permit for Small Scale Automotive Sales and
Rental Uses

ISSUE
Should the City Council approve a UDO text amendment to differentiate between Small Scale and
Large Scale Automotive Sales and Rental Uses, and to require a special use permit for Small Scale
Automotive Sales and Rental Uses?
RECOMMENDATION
Approve the text amendment differentiating between Small Scale and Large Scale Automotive Sales
and Rental Uses, and requiring a special use permit for Small Scale Automotive Sales and Rental Uses
on property of less than 3 acres.
CITY COUNCIL PUBLIC HEARING
The City Council held a public hearing on this and the related three items at their June 25 meeting at
which one citizen asked questions about non-conforming automobile dealership uses. After discussion
the City Council approved this item 6-0 with one member absent on first read. This item is on the
agenda for second read. The remainder of this staff report is unchanged.
PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on this item at their May 8 meeting at which no one
spoke. After discussion, the Planning Commission voted 6-0, with one member absent, to recommend
approval of the text amendment to the City Council. At the suggestion of a Planning Commission
member, each of the 25 automobile dealerships within the CH zoning district were sent a letter
explaining these proposed changes. We received three calls from dealership owners, who had
questions about the effect of this change on their existing business. The ordinance change will not
affect the operation of existing businesses, but would require a special use permit for the expansion of
any dealership with less than three acres.
BACKGROUND
The Planning Commission reviewed a rezoning of 28 +/- acres of land from Commercial Shopping
Center (CSC) to Commercial Highway (CH) at its March 13 meeting as part of the implementation of
the Area 3 Small Area Plan. Automotive Sales and Rental and Automotive Service uses are not
permitted in the CSC zoning district but are permitted by-right in the Commercial Highway zoning
district. Automotive Sales and Rental uses have low overhead but often pay high premiums for vacant
parking lots making them a transitional use that may proliferate in ageing shopping centers as the
dominant commercial box users leave. The Planning Commission suggested that the City amend the
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zoning ordinance to address this issue prior to the expansion of the CH zoning district onto the
remaining shopping centers zoned CSC in Area 3.
There are currently 25 Automotive Sales uses in the CH zoning district. A map and table of the size
and location of the 25 Automotive Sales uses in the CH zoning district is on the last page of this
memo. 22 of these uses are less than 3 acres in size. Automotive Sales uses less than 3 acres in size
often create issues.
Parcels less than 3 acres in size are generally too small to adequately support the use leading to vehicles
for sale taking over required on-site parking for customers, grass or other landscape areas, and
circulation aisles required for emergency service vehicle access. The concentration of cars along with
the external effects of the type of repair work accessory to improving cars on-site for sale (fluids, parts,
etc.) degrades the natural environment and are, in the worst cases, contrary to the health, safety, and
welfare of the community.
The City is not alone in focusing on the issues posed by the proliferation of vehicle dealerships. On
September 11, 2018, Spotsylvania County adopted an ordinance differentiating between Small Scale
Automotive Sales and Rental (less than 2 acres in size) and Large Scale Automotive Sales and Rental (2
acres or greater in size). The ordinance made Small Scale Automotive Sales uses a special use permit in
their commercial zoning districts where permitted. Large Scale Automotive Sales are generally
permitted by-right.
PROPOSED TEXT AMENDMENT
The proposed ordinance would require the following (conceptual changes are highlighted in red):

1. Differentiate between small and large vehicle sales uses akin to Spotsylvania County
and require small vehicle sales uses to receive a special use permit throughout the City:
§ 72-84 Definitions.
Automobile sales and rental, small scale - Premises less than three acres in area on which new
or used passenger automobiles, trailers, motorcycles, recreational vehicles, or light trucks in
operating condition are displayed for sale, lease, or rental.
Automobile sales and rental, large scale - Premises three acres or greater in area, on which new
or used passenger automobiles, trailers, motorcycles, recreational vehicles, or light trucks in
operating condition are displayed for sale, lease, or rental.
§ 72-40.2 Use Table.
C-SC

C-H

I-1

I-2

PD-C

PD-MU

Automotive Sales and Rental, Small Scale

•

PS

•

•

PS

S

§ 72-41.3D

Automotive Sales and Rental, Large Scale

•

P

•

•

P

S

§ 72-41.3D

Commercial Uses
Vehicle Sales
and Service

Shifting Small Scale Automotive Sales and Rental to a special use permit will make those uses nonconforming. They will require a special use permit to expand or to re-establish if they are discontinued
for more than two years.
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2. Add a use standard to clarify how to calculate the size of a car dealership:
§ 72-41.3 Commercial Use Standards.

D. Automotive Sales and Rentals, small and large scale. Uses primarily involving the sales or
rental of automobiles, trucks, travel trailers, or recreational vehicles shall comply with the
following standards:
(1) No vehicle or equipment displays shall be located within a required setback or
perimeter buffer.
(2) The use shall not have more than one vehicle display pad for every 100 feet of street
frontage. The vehicle display pad may be elevated up to two feet above adjacent
displays or grade level.
(3) No vehicles or other similar items shall be displayed on the top of a building.
(4) All lights and lighting shall be designed and arranged so no source of light is directly
visible from any residential district or existing residential use;
(5) No other materials for sale shall be displayed between the principal structure and the
street it faces.
(6) On a multi-use parcel, the size of the area of the premises of an automobile sales and
rental use shall include only that area principally devoted to the automobile sales and
rental use, including required setbacks or perimeter buffers, vehicle display areas, and
any buildings, portions of buildings, or structures in which the use is carried out.
CONCLUSION
The City Council should approve of the text amendment differentiating between Small Scale and Large
Scale Automotive Sales and Rental. Small Scale Automotive Sales and Rental should be a special use
permit in the City’s commercial districts to ensure the operations adhere to the limitations posed by
smaller sites. The dividing line in the City of Fredericksburg should be 3 acres based on the acreage
required to operate a dealership without needing special evaluation of potential adverse impacts.
Existing dealerships (see chart on the back page of this memo) that would qualify as Large Scale
Automotive Sales and Rental uses within the CH zoning district have ample room for vehicle display
and operation and do not pose the same issues and may be allowed by-right.
ATTACHMENTS
1. Automotive Sales Use Table and Map
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Address

Existing Car Dealerships in the CH Zoning District

1821 Dixon Street
2313 Airport Avenue
624 Wolfe Street
2404 Princess Anne Street
2309 Airport Avenue
2504 Princess Anne Street
429 Jefferson Davis Highway
426 Wallace Street
3351 Fall Hill Avenue
1316 Jefferson Davis Highway
1919A Princess Anne Street
3050 Plank Road
2215 Jefferson Davis Highway
1609 Dixon Street
1695 Dixon Street
2103 Jefferson Davis Highway
2303 Jefferson Davis Highway
2101 Jefferson Davis Highway
2609 Wellford Street
3425 Jefferson Davis Highway
3301 Jefferson Davis Highway
3421 Jefferson Davis Highway
1001 Noble Way
3427 Jefferson Davis Highway
1000 Noble Way

GPIN

7788-35-5865
7788-35-4871
7789-02-5597
7779-89-2497
7788-36-4035
7779-89-2600
7779-79-2625
7779-79-1731
7779-09-0638
7779-55-4017
7779-98-2663
7769-62-4137
7778-27-8184
7788-37-0659
7788-36-2921
7778-27-9532
7778-26-7763
7778-27-9782
7779-79-4479
7778-24-1888
7778-25-5910
7778-25-2172
7769-88-0116
7778-24-0566
7769-88-4279

Map showing the locations of
Automotive Sales and Rental uses within
the CH zoning district:
- Green dots indicate less than
three acres.
- Red dots indicate three acres or
greater.

Name

Viken Motors
American Eagle Automotive
Melendez Motor Sports
Fredericksburg Motorcars

Heritage Auto Sales
Honesty Auto Sales

Keystone Cars
Xpress Cars and Trucks
Koontz
MaxKar Motors
Super Auto Sales and Service
Huber Motor Cars
Expo Auto Brokers / Arlington Imports, Inc.
Radley Management
Volvo Car Dealership
RH Supercenter
Mercedes Car Dealership

Acreage
0.11
0.11
0.13
0.17
0.25
0.27
0.27
0.27
0.43
0.43
0.5
0.51
0.62
0.82
0.86
0.92
0.94
1.1
1.46
1.5
1.55
1.87
3.5
3.68
4.43

MOTION:

July 9, 2019
Regular Meeting
Ordinance No. 19-25

SECOND:
RE:

Amending the Unified Development Ordinance to Differentiate Between Small
Scale and Large Scale Automotive Sales and Rental Uses, and to Require a
Special Use Permit for Small Scale Automotive Sales and Rental Uses in the
Commercial Highway Zoning District

ACTION:

APPROVED: Ayes: 0; Nays: 0

FIRST READ:

June 25, 2019

SECOND READ:____________________

It is hereby ordained by the Fredericksburg City Council that City Code Chapter 72, “Unified
Development Ordinance,” is amended as follows.
I.

Introduction.

The purpose of this amendment is to differentiate between “small scale” and “large scale” automotive
sales and rental uses, and to require a special use permit for “small scale” automotive sales and rental
uses in the Commercial-Highway (C-H) zoning district. This amendment is an outgrowth of the Small
Area Plan work for Areas 3 and 6. Area 3 includes commercial areas on State Route 3, a major
east/west highway corridor. Area 6 includes U.S. Route 1, a major north/south corridor.
One common recommendation of the Area 3 and Area 6 Small Area Plans is to begin to consolidate
the Commercial-Shopping Center and Commercial-Highway zoning districts, and to revise
Commercial-Highway zoning district regulations in order to achieve the community’s vision for future
land uses in these areas.
The City Council adopted a resolution to initiate this text amendment at its meeting on April 9, 2019.
The Planning Commission held its public hearing on the amendment on May 8, 2019, after which it
voted to recommend the amendment to the City Council. The City Council held its public hearing
on this amendment on June 25, 2019.
In adopting this ordinance, City Council has considered the applicable factors in Virginia Code §
15.2-2284. The City Council has determined that public necessity, convenience, general welfare and
good zoning practice favor the zoning regulation amendment.
II.

City Code Amendment.

City Code Chapter 72, “Unified Development Ordinance,” is amended as follows:
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1. Section 72-40.2, “Use Table,” shall be amended as follows:

Commercial Uses
Vehicle Sales and
Service

CSC

CH

I-1

Automotive Sales and
Rental, Small Scale

•

PS

•

Automotive Service

S

Automotive Sales and
Rental, Large Scale

I-2

PDC

PDMU

•

•

PS

S

§ 72-41.3D

P

•

•

P

S

§ 72-41.3D

P

P

P

S

•

§ 72-41.3E

2. Section 72-41.3, “Commercial Use Standards,” Subsection D, “Automotive sales and rentals,”
is amended as follows:
D.

Automotive sales and rentals, small and large scale . Uses primarily involving the
sales or rental of automobiles, trucks, travel trailers, or recreational vehicles shall
comply with the following standards:
(1)
No vehicle or equipment displays shall be located within a required setback or
perimeter buffer.
(2)
The use shall not have more than one vehicle display pad for every 100 feet of
street frontage. The vehicle display pad may be elevated up to two feet above
adjacent displays or grade level.
(3)
No vehicles or other similar items shall be displayed on the top of a building.
(4)
All lights and lighting shall be designed and arranged so no source of light is
directly visible from any residential district or existing residential use;
(5)
No other materials for sale shall be displayed between the principal structure
and the street it faces.

(6)

On a multi-use parcel, the size of the area of the premises of an
automobile sales and rental use shall include only that area principally
devoted to the automobile sales and rental use, including required
setbacks or perimeter buffers, vehicle display areas, and any buildings,
portions of buildings, or structures in which the use is carried out.

3. City Code section 72-84, “Definitions,” is amended as follows:
Automobile sales and rental, small scale - Premises less than three acres in area, on which new
or used passenger automobiles, trailers, motorcycles, recreational vehicles, or light trucks in
operating condition are displayed for sale, lease, or rental.

Automobile sales and rental, large scale - Premises three acres or greater in area, on which
new or used passenger automobiles, trailers, motorcycles, recreational vehicles, or light
trucks in operating condition are displayed for sale, lease, or rental.
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SEC. III.

Effective Date.

This ordinance is effective immediately.
Votes:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent from Vote:
Absent from Meeting:
Approved as to form:
___________________________
Kathleen Dooley, City Attorney

***************

Clerk’s Certificate
I, the undersigned, certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is
a true copy of Ordinance No. 19-25 duly adopted at a meeting of the City Council meeting held July 9, 2019 at
which a quorum was present and voted.
____________________________________

Tonya B. Lacey, CMC
Clerk of Council

ITEM #8B

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
RE:

Tim Baroody, City Manager
Mike Craig, Senior Planner
July 02, 2019 (for the July 09, 2019 meeting)
RZ2019-01 the City of Fredericksburg proposes the rezoning of 28 +/- acres from
Commercial Shopping Center (CSC) to Commercial Highway (CH) including the
Greenbrier Shopping Center, the Westwood Shopping Center, and the Shoppes at
Westwood

ISSUE
Should the City Council approve the proposed rezoning from
CSC to CH?
RECOMMENDATION
Approve the rezoning of 28 +/- acres including the Greenbrier
Shopping Center, the Westwood Shopping Center, and the
Shoppes at Westwood, from Commercial Shopping Center
(CSC) to Commercial Highway (CH).
CITY COUNCIL PUBLIC HEARING
The City Council held a public hearing on this and the related
three items at their June 25 meeting at which one citizen asked
questions about non-conforming automobile dealership uses.
After discussion the City Council approved this item 6-0 with
one member absent on first read. This item is on the agenda for
second read. The remainder of this staff report is unchanged.
PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on this item on
March 13 at which no one spoke. After discussion, the Planning Commission identified that
Automotive Sales and Rental and Automotive Service uses are not permitted in the CSC zoning district
but are permitted by-right in the CH zoning district. Automotive Sales and Rental uses have low
overhead, but often pay high premiums for vacant parking lots making them a transitional use that may
proliferate in ageing shopping centers as the dominant commercial box users leave. The Planning
Commission suggested that an amendment to the zoning ordinance to address this issue be initiated
prior to the expansion of the CH zoning district onto the remaining CSC zoned shopping centers. A
conceptual UDO Text Amendment was initiated for public hearing by the City Council on April 9, was
recommended for approval by the Planning Commission on May 8, and is under review along with the
additional items regarding the T-5C transect this evening.
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The Planning Commission reconsidered this rezoning at their May 8 meeting. After discussion, the
Planning Commission voted 6-0 with one member absent to recommend approval of this item to the
City Council.
BACKGROUND
The City of Fredericksburg’s Comprehensive Plan divides the City into 10 small areas. The City’s
Planning Department is in the process of completing small area plans for those 10 areas. The first
small area plan completed was for Area 3. Area 3 focused on the Route 3 Corridor and the surrounding
neighborhoods.
One of the key findings of the Small Area Plan, and corresponding Market Report, was that the
shopping centers located along Route 3 will, overtime, evolve into mixed-use or multiple-use centers
with residential uses. Page 11 (3)-4 of the Comprehensive Plan includes the T-5C (Area Core) transect
toolkit. The toolkit includes a site description that states:
“the goal for the redevelopment of older suburban strip shopping centers is threefold:
- Right size retail space available along Route 3 while maximizing development opportunity to
incorporate residential uses in an urban form.
- Capitalize on proximity of nearby neighborhoods and customers by enhancing connectivity internally,
reducing the necessity for automobile travel and congestion along Route 3 thereby supporting the
commercial activity along the core.
- Encourage a more sustainable development pattern for under-utilize sites by incorporating residential
uses of varying forms.”

On January 22, 2019 the City Council implemented a portion of the Area 3 Plan by adopting
modifications including a form based code to the CH zoning district, which focused on how a
shopping center site would be modified if / when residential uses are introduced. The modifications
did not change how commercial property is developed or redeveloped. The form based code now
applies to properties zoned CH designated as the T-5C transects within Area 3.
The next step in the planning process is to rezone land zoned CSC within Area 3 to CH. Rezoning
CSC land to CH is an “immediate” implementation step on page 11 (3) – 15 of the Comprehensive
Plan.
PROPOSED REZONING
The primary purpose of the rezoning is to apply the newly adopted form based code to ensure that the
rules apply to the properties within the T-5C transect within Area 3 when residential uses are proposed
as part of a redevelopment scenario. The T-5C transect contains roughly 120 acres in total (including
the subject 28 acres as well as public right-of-ways).
The proposed rezoning includes a total of 28 +/- acres that include the tax parcels that make up the
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Westwood Shopping Center, the Shoppes at Westwood, and the majority of the Greenbrier Shopping
Center. A 0.65 +/- acre portion of the Greenbrier Shopping Center adjacent to Route 3 is already
zoned commercial highway.
GPIN

Shopping Center

Approximate Acreage

7779-12-7771

The Westwood Shopping Center

8.12

7779-22-2713

The Shoppes at Westwood

1.92

7779-11-2918*

The Greenbrier Shopping Center

11.06

7779-11-1700

The Greenbrier Shopping Center

6.37

* This GPIN contains both CSC and CH zoning. The change in the zoning map will be to the portion zoned CSC.

The CSC and CH zoning districts are significantly overlap. However, there are some differences
between them. The by-right residential density in CSC and CH is the same at 12 units per acre. The
CH zoning district does permit future applications for a special use permit to request a floor area ratio
of up to 3.0 and a residential density between 12 and 24 units per acre, both of which were included as
part of the changes adopted by the City Council on January 22. Additionally, any residential or mixeduse development proposed within the CH zoning district must conform to the form based code,
whereas residential or mixed-use development in the CSC zoning district uses suburban R-12
standards.
The CH non-residential dimensional standards provide some more flexibility than CSC:
CH

CSC

Nonresidential

Nonresidential

0.7

0.5

N/A

5

20,000

40,000

Lot Width, Minimum (feet)

150

200

Front Setback, Minimum (feet)

25

30

Side Setback, Minimum (feet)

15

20

Rear Setback, Minimum (feet)

20

30

Setback from R, PD-R, or CT

40

40

15%

15%

40

40

Standard
Nonresidential FAR, Maximum
District Size (Acres)
Lot Area, Minimum (square feet)

Open Space Set-Aside, Minimum (%)
Height, Maximum (feet)

The CH zoning district generally provides some more flexibility in use than CSC:
Permitted in CH but
SUP or not permitted in CSC
duplexes

SUP in CH but
not permitted in CSC
assisted living facilities

Permitted in CSC but
SUP in CH
elementary schools

live / works

continuing care communities

middle schools

art centers

nursing homes

community centers

dormitories

community gardens

fraternity and sororities

Permitted in CSC but
not permitted in CH
golf courses
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adult day cares
parks and playgrounds
governmental facilities
medical laboratory and treatment
auditoriums
artist studios
kennels
large scale automotive sales and rental*

small scale automotive sales and rental*

vehicle service
passenger terminals
seasonal events
research and development
* As proposed in UDO Text Amendment 2019-03

CH and CSC both require a Type D buffer adjacent to R-2 and R-4, which is the zoning for the
majority of the property adjacent to the subject 28 acres. CSC requires a Type B buffer and CH
requires a Type C Buffer adjacent to R-16 zoning. The Westwood Shopping Center and the Shoppes
at Westwood share a rear property line with the Woodlyn Apartments, which are zoned R-16. Both the
CH and CSC require the same 40 foot setback from residentially zoned or transitional zoning districts.
Table § 72-55.4D: Buffer Type Application
Zoning Classification of Adjacent Property
Zoning District

R-2; R-4

CSC
CH

D
D

R-8; R-12;
PD-R
C
D

R-16; R-30;
PD-MU
B
C

C-T; C-D
A
B

CSC; PD-C;
PD-MC
N/A
A

CH; I-1

I-2

A
N/A

D
C

** A = Type A Buffer B = Type B Buffer C = Type C Buffer D = Type D Buffer

In total, for standard non-residential development, the differences between CH and CSC present no
substantial difference. However, there is a significant difference in the type of residential development
permitted in the CSC district (subject to the R-12 standards) and the CH district (subject to the newly
adopted form based code). The R-12 district standards permit multi-family development in garden
apartment complexes. The CH form based code requires that when residential uses are introduced that
the site evolve into a walkable urban place designed around streets and blocks.
CONCLUSION
The rezoning of 28 +/- acres from CSC to CH designated T-5C transect within Area 3 is the next
implementation step for the Area 3 small area plan. The rezoning will apply the regulations developed
to ensure that ageing shopping centers evolve appropriately when residential uses are introduced as
they redevelop. There are some differences in CSC and CH in terms of general non-residential use, but
those differences will not negatively impact the quality of life of surrounding neighborhoods or
economic success of existing non-residential uses. The City Council should approve this rezoning.
ATTACHMENTS
1. Draft Ordinance rezoning 28 +/- acres from CSC to CH

MOTION:

July 9, 2019
Regular Meeting
Ordinance No. 19-26

SECOND:
RE:

Rezoning Approximately 28 Acres of Land Located on or Near Route 3 (Plank
Road), Between I-95 and U.S. Route 1, from Commercial-Shopping Center (CSC) to Commercial-Highway (C-H) as Recommended in the Small Area Plan
for Area 3

ACTION:

APPROVED: Ayes: 0; Nays: 0

FIRST READ:

June 25, 2019

SECOND READ:____________________

IT IS HEREBY ORDAINED by the Fredericksburg City Council that the official zoning map of the
City, established pursuant to City Code §72-30, is amended as follows:
I.

Background Information

City Council amended Chapter 11, “Future Land Use,” of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan to adopt a
new small area plan for Planning Area 3 by adoption of Resolution 17-84 at its meeting on October
24, 2017. The market analysis for Planning Area 3 concluded that there is limited demand for retail
development, and that the total amount of existing retail space in the area cannot be supported by the
amount of [consumer] expenditures reasonably available to it today.
Therefore, the future land use recommendation for Planning Area 3 calls for the redevelopment of
existing commercial shopping centers, maximizing development opportunities to incorporate
residential uses, and enhancing internal connectivity. Planning Area 3 “Implementation”
recommendations include rezoning Commercial-Shopping Center land to Commercial-Highway.
City Council adopted amendments to the Commercial-Highway zoning district to encourage
redevelopment as envisioned in the Comprehensive Plan for Planning Area 3, by adoption of
Ordinance 19-01 at its meeting on January 22, 2019.
The purpose of this ordinance is to amend the Official Zoning Map designation of land located in
Planning Area 3, currently zoned Commercial-Shopping Center, to Commercial-Highway, as
recommended in the Comprehensive Plan.
This zoning map amendment was initiated by City Council by adoption of Resolution 19-23 on
February 26, 2019. The Planning Commission held its public hearing on this amendment on March
13, 2019, after which it voted to recommend the amendment. City Council held its public hearing on
June 25, 2019.
In adopting this ordinance, City Council has considered the applicable factors in Virginia Code § 15.22284. The City Council has determined that public necessity, convenience, general welfare and good
zoning practice favor this rezoning.
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II.

Official Zoning Map Amendment

The official zoning map, prepared in accordance with City Code §72-30, is hereby amended by
rezoning the following described land from Commercial-Shopping Center (C-SC) to Commercial
Highway (CH) zoning:
GPIN
7779-12-7771
7779-22-2713
7779-11-2918
7779-11-1700
III.

Address
2003 – 2051 Plank Road
1931 Plank Road
2000 – 2060 Plank Road
(none)

Acreage
8.12
1.92
11.06
6.37

Effective Date

This ordinance is effective immediately.
Votes:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent from Vote:
Absent from Meeting:
Approved as to form:

___________________________
Kathleen Dooley, City Attorney

***************

Clerk’s Certificate
I, the undersigned, certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is
a true copy of Ordinance No. 19-26 duly adopted at a meeting of the City Council meeting held July 9, 2019 at
which a quorum was present and voted.
____________________________________

Tonya B. Lacey, CMC
Clerk of Council

ITEM #8C

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
RE:

Tim Baroody, City Manager
Mike Craig, Senior Planner
July 02, 2019 for the July 09, 2019 meeting
RZ2019-03 the City of Fredericksburg proposes the rezoning of 12.66 +/- acres from
Commercial Shopping Center (CSC) to Commercial Highway (CH)including the
Fredericksburg Shopping Center and its outparcels

ISSUE
Should the City Council approve the proposed rezoning of 12.66 acres in Area 6 from CSC to CH?
RECOMMENDATION
Approve the rezoning of 12.66 +/- acres from Commercial Shopping Center (CSC) to Commercial
Highway (CH) including the Fredericksburg Shopping Center and its outparcels.
CITY COUNCIL PUBLIC HEARING
The City Council held a public hearing on this and the related three items at their June 25 meeting at
which one citizen asked questions about non-conforming automobile dealership uses. After discussion
the City Council approved this item 6-0 with one member absent on first read. This item is on the
agenda for second read. The remainder of this staff report is unchanged.
PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING AND RECOMMENDATION
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on this item on May 8, at which no one spoke. After
discussion the Planning Commission voted 5-1, with one member absent, to recommend approval of
the rezoning to City Council. The dissenting vote related to questions of compatibility of residential
uses like dormitories and nursing homes (allowed by special use permit in CH zoning) adjacent to U.S.
Route 1.
BACKGROUND
The
City
of
Fredericksburg’s
Comprehensive Plan divides the City into
10 small areas.
The City’s Planning
Department is in the process of
completing small area plans for those 10
areas. The Area 6 Small Area Plan was the
second small area plan completed and was
adopted on February 12, 2019. The Area 6
Small Area Plan, centered on the Route 1
and Princess Ann Street Corridors and
surrounding neighborhoods.

Area 6 Transect Map

One of the key proposals of the Small
Area Plan, and corresponding Market
Report, was that the shopping centers located along Route 1 should, overtime, evolve into mixed-use
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or multiple-use centers with residential uses. One of the Challenges facing Area 6 is ageing shopping
centers as stated on page 11 (6)-8:
“Businesses along Route 1 face a changing retail market with increased pressure from regional shopping
destinations in addition to on-line shopping. The market study indicates the area is currently oversupplied
with retail and the area will need to rightsize existing offerings. The physical buildings of these shopping
centers are nearing the end of their life cycle and will soon require redevelopment.”

Page 11 (6)-11 of the Comprehensive Plan identifies the purpose of the T-5C corridor within Area 6:
“… Good planning practice and market analysis encourages the retrofit of the Route 1 suburban strip,
including adaptive reuse of existing structures, the replacement of structures, development of large parking
lots, and revitalization of natural systems on previously developed land into interconnected vibrant mixeduse nodes. This will require an update to the current zoning to allow Commercial-Highway form based
zoning opportunities….”

On January 22, the City Council adopted modifications to the CH zoning district, which focused on
how the next evolution of the ageing shopping centers along major automobile corridors. When
residential uses are introduced into the sites, then the automobile oriented developments must evolve
into mixed use nodes with a walkable urban fabric through good planning principles. The next step in
the planning process is to rezone land zoned CSC within Area 6 to CH. Rezoning CSC land to CH is
an “immediate” implementation step on page 11 (3) – 15 of the Comprehensive Plan. The primary
purpose of this rezoning is to apply the newly adopted form based code to ensure that the rules apply
to the properties within the T-5C transect within Area 6.
PROPOSED REZONING
Approximately 16.83 acres within Area 6 are within the T-5C transect. 4.17 acres are already zoned
CH. The remaining 12.66 acres (consisting of the Fredericksburg Shopping Center and associated
outparcels) are zoned CSC. The next implementation step of the Area 6 Plan is to rezone these centers
from CSC to CH. The 12.66 acres to be rezoned areas are outlined in cyan on the below map.
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GPIN

Shopping Center

Approximate Acreage

7779-68-3788
7779-68-7911
7779-69-8022
7779-69-8182
7779-69-7125

503-543 Jefferson Davis Highway
501-B Jefferson Davis Highway
501-C Jefferson Davis Highway
501-A Jefferson Davis Highway
2708 Fall Hill Avenue

9.56
1.54
0.41
0.62
0.53

The CSC and CH zoning districts significantly overlap, but there are some differences between them.
The by-right residential density in CSC and CH is the same at 12 units per acre. The CH zoning district
does permit future applications for a special use permit to request a floor area ratio of up to 3.0 and a
residential density between 12 and 24 units per acre, both of which were included as part of the
changes adopted by the City Council on January 22. Additionally, any residential or mixed-use
development proposed within the CH zoning district must conform to the form based code, whereas
residential or mixed-use development in the CSC zoning district uses suburban R-12 standards.
The CH non-residential dimensional standards provide some more flexibility than CSC:
Standard
Nonresidential FAR, Maximum
District Size (Acres)
Lot Area, Minimum (square feet)
Lot Width, Minimum (feet)
Front Setback, Minimum (feet)
Side Setback, Minimum (feet)
Rear Setback, Minimum (feet)
Setback from R, PD-R, or CT
Open Space Set-Aside, Minimum (%)
Height, Maximum (feet)

CH

CSC

Nonresidential
0.7
N/A
20,000
150
25

Nonresidential
0.5
5
40,000
200
30

15
20
40
15%
40

20
30
40
15%
40

The CH zoning district generally provides some more flexibility in use than CSC:
Permitted in CH but
SUP or not permitted in CSC
duplexes
live / works
art centers
community centers
community gardens
adult day cares
parks and playgrounds
governmental facilities
medical laboratory and treatment
auditoriums

SUP in CH but
not permitted in CSC
assisted living facilities
continuing care communities
nursing homes
dormitories
fraternity and sororities

Permitted in CSC but
SUP in CH
elementary schools
middle schools

Permitted in CSC but
not permitted in CH
golf courses

4
artist studios
kennels
large scale automotive sales and rental*

small scale automotive sales and rental*

vehicle service
passenger terminals
seasonal events
research and development
* As proposed in UDO Text Amendment 2019-03

CH and CSC both require a Type D buffer adjacent to R-2 and R-4, which is the zoning of the
property adjacent to the main two parcels making up the rezoning. CSC requires a Type B buffer and
CH requires a Type C Buffer adjacent to R-16 zoning. Also, both the CH and CSC require the same 40
foot setback from residentially zoned or transitional zoning districts.
Table § 72-55.4D: Buffer Type Application
Zoning Classification of Adjacent Property
Zoning District

R-2; R-4

CSC
CH

D
D

R-8; R-12;
PD-R
C
D

R-16; R-30;
PD-MU
B
C

C-T; C-D
A
B

CSC; PD-C;
PD-MC
N/A
A

CH; I-1

I-2

A
N/A

D
C

** A = Type A Buffer B = Type B Buffer C = Type C Buffer D = Type D Buffer

In total, for standard non-residential development, the differences between CH and CSC present no
substantial difference. However, there is a significant difference in the type of residential development
permitted in the CSC district (subject to the R-12 standards) and the CH district (subject to the newly
adopted form based code). The R-12 district standards permit multi-family development in garden
apartment complexes. The CH form based code requires that when residential uses are introduced that
the site evolve into a walkable urban place designed around streets and blocks.
The implementation of the T-5C transect is the first implementation step for the Area 6 Small Area
Plan. Future implementation steps will include establishing a Maker District zoning category and
addressing incompatibilities in residential and commercial zoning districts.
CONCLUSION
The rezoning of 12.66 +/- acres from CSC to CH designated T-5C transect within Area 6 is the first
implementation step for the Area 6 Small Area Plan. The rezoning will apply the regulations developed
to ensure that ageing shopping centers evolve appropriately when residential uses are introduced as
they redevelop. There are some differences in CSC and CH in terms of general non-residential use, but
those differences will not negatively impact the quality of life of surrounding neighborhoods or
economic success of existing non-residential uses. The City Council should approve of the proposed
rezoning.
ATTACHMENTS
1. Ordinance rezoning 12.66 +/- acres from CSC to CH

MOTION:

July 9, 2019
Regular Meeting
Ordinance No. 19-27

SECOND:
RE:

Rezoning Approximately 12.66 Acres of Land Located on or Near U.S. Route
1, Between Fall Hill Avenue and the Rappahannock Canal, from CommercialShopping Center (C-SC) to Commercial-Highway (C-H) as Recommended in
the Small Area Plan for Area 6

ACTION:

APPROVED: Ayes: 0; Nays: 0

FIRST READ:

June 25, 2019

SECOND READ:____________________

IT IS HEREBY ORDAINED by the Fredericksburg City Council that the official zoning map of the
City, established pursuant to City Code §72-30, is amended as follows:
I.

Background Information

City Council amended Chapter 11, “Future Land Use,” of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan to adopt a
new small area plan for Planning Area 6 by adoption of Resolution 19-11 at its meeting on February
12, 2019. The Area 6 plan recognizes that the U.S. Route 1 Corridor is one of three “key corridors
that are each approaching their next cycle of evolution. . . . The automobile-focused commercial
development on Route 1 is approaching the end of these buildings’ physical life cycle and must
respond to a change in retail habits.” The properties are within the T-5C (Area Core Corridor) transect,
which envisions an evolution of ageing shopping centers into interconnected vibrant mixed use nodes.
An immediate “Implementation” step to achieve this vision is to “Rezone Commercial Shopping
Center property to Commercial Highway,” to simplify the land use regulation structure.
The purpose of this ordinance is to amend the Official Zoning Map designation of land located in
Planning Area 6, currently zoned Commercial-Shopping Center, to Commercial-Highway, as
recommended in the Comprehensive Plan.
This zoning map amendment was initiated by City Council by adoption of Resolution 19-39 on April
9, 2019. The Planning Commission held its public hearing on this amendment on May 8, 2019 after
which it voted to recommend the amendment. City Council held its public hearing on June 25, 2019.
In adopting this ordinance, City Council has considered the applicable factors in Virginia Code § 15.22284. The City Council has determined that public necessity, convenience, general welfare and good
zoning practice favor this rezoning.
II.

Official Zoning Map Amendment

The official zoning map, prepared in accordance with City Code §72-30, is hereby amended by
rezoning the following described land from Commercial-Shopping Center (C-SC) to Commercial
Highway (CH) zoning:

July 9, 2019
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GPIN

Street Address

Approximate
Acreage

7779-68-3788

503-543 Jefferson Davis Highway

9.56

7779-68-7911

501-B Jefferson Davis Highway

1.54

7779-69-8022

501-C Jefferson Davis Highway

0.41

7779-69-8182

501-A Jefferson Davis Highway

0.62

7779-69-7125

2708 Fall Hill Avenue

0.53

Total acreage
III.

12.66
Effective Date

This ordinance is effective immediately.
Votes:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent from Vote:
Absent from Meeting:
Approved as to form:
___________________________
Kathleen Dooley, City Attorney

***************

Clerk’s Certificate
I, the undersigned, certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is
a true copy of Ordinance No. 19-27 duly adopted at a meeting of the City Council meeting held July 9, 2019 at
which a quorum was present and voted.
____________________________________

Tonya B. Lacey, CMC
Clerk of Council

ITEM #8D

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
RE:

Tim Baroody, City Manager
Mike Craig, Senior Planner
July 02, 2019 for the July 09, 2019 meeting
RZ2019-04 the City of Fredericksburg proposes to adopt a Frontage and Transect Map
to apply the Commercial Highway Form-Based Regulations for the T-5C transect
within Area 6.

ISSUE
Should the City Council approve the proposed rezoning to adopt the Area 6 Transect Map and
Frontage Regulations?
RECOMMENDATION
Approve the adoption of a Frontage and Transect Map to apply the Commercial Highway Form-Based
Regulations for the T-5C transect within Area 6.
CITY COUNCIL PUBLIC HEARING
The City Council held a public hearing on this and the related three items at their June 25 meeting at
which one citizen asked questions about non-conforming automobile dealership uses. After discussion
the City Council approved this item 6-0 with one member absent on first read. This item is on the
agenda for second read. The remainder of this staff report is unchanged.
PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING AND RECOMMENDATION
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on this item at their May 8 meeting, at which no one
spoke. After discussion the Planning Commission voted 6-0, with one member absent, to recommend
approval of the adoption of the Transect Map and Frontage Regulations for Area 6 to the City Council.
BACKGROUND
The Area 6 Small Area Plan, centered on the Route 1 Corridor, as well as the Princess Ann Street
Corridor and surrounding neighborhoods was adopted on February 12, 2019. The Area 6 Small Area
Plan focused in part on the evolution of ageing shopping centers along the US Route 1 corridor into
mixed use nodes with a walkable urban fabric through good planning principles. The City Council
created land use regulations within the zoning code to require this evolution by adopting a form based
code within the CH zoning district on January 22, 2019. The January action was focused on similarly
dispositioned shopping centers on the Route 3 corridor in Area 3. The purpose of this action is to
adopt the necessary technical code to implement the form based code within Area 6.
PROPOSED REZONING
Transect Map:
A transect map was a key part of the Area 6 Small Area Plan. The map applies individual transect
designations, like T-5C, as a measure of the form and intensity of both existing and future land use.
This amendment will formally add it to the zoning map so that the CH form-based regulations will
apply within the portions of Area 6 designated T-5C.
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The transect is the organizing principle used for Fredericksburg’s form-based regulations in the zoning
ordinance. The zoning ordinance states that the form-based regulations in Commercial Highway only
applies to areas designated T-5C on the transect map. Adopting the Transect Map is a necessary
technical step to apply the adopted Commercial Highway form-based code to Area 6. The proposed
transect map is identical to the plan adopted in the Area 6 Small Area Plan. As other form-based
regulations are developed within Area 6 (for example, Maker District regulations) those transects will
be adopted into this map as well.

Frontage Regulations:
Frontages define the form and fabric of the development and the public realm to create an active,
attractive, and safe public and semi-public edge where the development site abuts a street. The
proposed frontage map applies the “Primary Frontage” designation to the portions of T-5C along U.S.
Route 1 and for a transitional distance at its intersection with Fall Hill Avenue and Princess Anne
Streets. The proposed frontage map applies the “Secondary Frontage” designation to the portions of

3
T-5C along Bridgewater Street, Wellford Street, Wallace Street, and the portion of Fall Hill Avenue to
the west of Wallace Street.
Primary Frontage

Secondary Frontage

Generally, primary frontage runs along US Route 1 and
at its major intersections. Primary frontage does not
include on-street parking, but does requires a standard
utility strip and sidewalk with canopy street trees and
automobile scaled street lights. It requires a minimum
15 foot landscape area along the street. Buildings may
be set between 15 and 80 feet from the right-of-way, but
parking lots may not encroach in front of buildings.
Building facades or formal open spaces must make up
two thirds of the total frontage.
The remaining frontage along Fall Hill Avenue,
Bridgewater Street, Wellford Street, and Wallace Street
are designated as secondary frontage. The secondary
frontage requires a standard utility strip and sidewalk,
canopy trees, on-street parking, and pedestrian lights.
Buildings may be set between 2 and 20 feet from the
right-of-way but parking lots must be offset 40 feet
from the front lot line. Building facades, general open
space, or formal open space must make up 100% of
the frontage.

CONCLUSION
Adopting the proposed Transect Map and Frontage Regulations are a required technical step to apply
the Commercial Highway form-based regulations within Area 6. The cumulative adoption of this
ordinance, the UDO text amendment regarding Automotive Sales uses, and the rezoning of
Commercial Shopping Center land to Commercial Highway in both Area 3 and Area 6 will complete
the implementation of the T-5C transect. The City Council should approve the adoption of the
Transect Map and the Frontage Regulations.
ATTACHMENTS
1. Draft Ordinance adding the Transect Map and Frontage Regulations to the Official Zoning
Map

MOTION:

July 9, 2019
Regular Meeting
Ordinance No. 19-28

SECOND:
RE:

Amending the Official Zoning Map in Order to Adopt a Transect Regulating
Plan and Frontage Regulating Plan for the T-5C “Area Core Corridor”
Transect in Land Use Planning Area 6

ACTION:

APPROVED: Ayes: 0; Nays: 0

FIRST READ:

June 25, 2019

SECOND READ:____________________

IT IS HEREBY ORDAINED by the Fredericksburg City Council that the official zoning map of the
City, established pursuant to City Code §72-30, is amended as follows:
I.

Background Information

Chapter 10 of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan adopts a Transect-based land use planning model as a
both descriptive of current development patterns and prescriptive of desired future development. The
Transects are an essential element of form-based zoning. City Council adopted amendments to the
Unified Development Ordinance to provide for form-based zoning, and to add form-based
regulations to the Commercial-Highway Zoning District, by adoption of Ordinance 19-01 on January
22, 2019. If appropriate, City Council may adopt form-based zoning regulations for additional zoning
districts in the future.
City Council amended Chapter 11 of the Comprehensive Plan to adopt a new small area plan for
Planning Area 6, by adoption of Resolution 19-11 on February 12, 2019. The Area 6 Small Area Plan
developed a system of transects appropriate for the Area including the Civic, T-1 Preserved Open
Space, T-3E Sub-Urban Edge, T-3 Sub-Urban, T-4 General-Urban, T-5C Area Core Corridor
transects as well as the addition of two new transects the “T-4M General-Urban Maker Transect
Zone,” and the “T-5M “Area Core Maker” Transect Zone,” for application in Area 6. The system of
transects was adopted as an update to the Future Land Use Map by the City Council with the approval
of the Small Area Plan.
The purpose of this amendment is to implement the Small Area Plan for Area 6 by amending the
Official Zoning Map to adopt the T-5C Area Core Corridor Transect Regulating Plan and Frontage
Regulating Plan in Land Use Planning Area 6. The T-5C Area Core Corridor Transect Regulating Plan
will become the basis for implementing Commercial-Highway form-based regulations in Area 6.
This zoning map amendment was initiated by City Council by adoption of Resolution 19-38 on April
9, 2019. The Planning Commission held its public hearing on this amendment on May 8, 2019, after
which it voted to recommend the amendment. City Council held its public hearing on June 25, 2019.
In adopting this ordinance, City Council has considered the applicable factors in Virginia Code § 15.22284. The City Council has determined that public necessity, convenience, general welfare and good
zoning practice favor this rezoning.
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II.

Official Zoning Map Amendment

The official zoning map, prepared in accordance with City Code §72-30, is hereby amended by
adoption of the maps entitled “Transect Regulating Plan – Area 6,” and the “Frontage Regulating Plan
– Area 6,” both dated April 9, 2019.
III.

Effective Date

This ordinance is effective immediately.
Votes:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent from Vote:
Absent from Meeting:
Approved as to form:

___________________________
Kathleen Dooley, City Attorney

***************

Clerk’s Certificate
I, the undersigned, certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is
a true copy of Ordinance No. 19-28 duly adopted at a meeting of the City Council meeting held July 9, 2019 at
which a quorum was present and voted.
____________________________________

Tonya B. Lacey, CMC
Clerk of Council

ITEM #8E

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

Timothy J. Baroody, City Manager
Deidre Jett, Budget Manager
July 1, 2019 (for the July 9thth Council Meeting)
Fiscal Year (FY) 2019 Budget Amendment in the General Fund and Public Works
Capital Fund – Second Read

ISSUE
Shall the City recognize interest earnings in the General Fund and the Public Works Capital Fund as
a funding source for the salt storage facility?
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of the attached resolution on second reading. The first read was approved
on July 9, 2019.
BACKGROUND
As part of the FY 2019 budget, the City Council approved an appropriation of $375,000 for a new
salt storage facility. A copy of the salt storage capital improvement plan sheet is attached. At that time
the source of funds was identified as bond proceeds. Staff recommends funding the project with local
resources instead of bond proceeds. The building and site plans are underway. The target date for
the completion is September 1st.
Staff recommends using interest earning in the General Fund and the Public Works Capital Fund to
fund the salt storage facility in lieu of using bond proceeds. Year to date interest and investment
earning have exceeded budget projections. Earnings through May in the General Fund total
approximately $552,000 exceeding the budgeted projection of $225,000. In the Public Works Capital,
the earnings through May total $140,000 versus the budget projection of $10,000. The revenues in
the Public Works Capital Fund do not include the interest earnings related to bond proceeds.
FISCAL IMPACT
The attached resolution will increase the appropriation in in the General Fund by $140,000. The
sources of funds will be interest and investment earnings. Those funds will be transferred to the
Public Works Capital Fund. The total budget of the improvement remains $375,000 but the source
of funding will change to local sources.
Additionally, the City will not need to appropriate future debt service for the improvement, which was
estimated to be $28,500 annually for a twenty year bond which would have begun in FY 2021 or later.
Attachment:

Resolution

cc:

Mark Whitley, Assistant City Manager
Robyn Shugart, Finance Director
David King, Director of Public Works

MOTION:

July 9, 2019
Regular Meeting
Resolution 19-63

SECOND:
RE:

Amending the Fiscal Year 2019 Budget in the General Fund and the Public
Works Capital Fund

ACTION:

APPROVED: Ayes: 0; Nays: 0

FIRST READ:

June 25, 2019

SECOND READ: ____________________

The City Council approved the replacement of the salt storage facility as part of the Fiscal Year 2019
budget process. At that time the source of funds was identified as bond proceeds. The City Council
now desires to fund the project with local resources.
Therefore, the City Council hereby resolves that the following appropriations amending the FY 2019
budget be recorded:
GENERAL FUND (FUND 0100)
Source
100-315020
Interest on Investments
Department Total:
Total Source:

$
$
$

235,000
235,000
235,000

Use
Transfer to Capital
Department Total:
Total Use:

$
$
$

235,000
235,000
235,000

10093100-492040

The City Council further resolves that staff be directed to enter the following budget transfer in the
Public Works Capital Fund:
PUBLIC WORKS CAPITAL FUND (FUND 0302)
Decrease
Bond Issues
0302-341040
Department Total:
Total Decrease:

$
$
$

375,000
375,000
375,000

Increase
Earning of Investments
0302-315012
Transfer from General Fund 0302-341050
Department Total:
Total Increase:

$
$
$
$

140,000
235,000
375,000
375,000

July 9, 2019
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Votes:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent from Vote:
Absent from Meeting:

***************

Clerk’s Certificate
I certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is a true copy
of Resolution No. 19-63, adopted at a meeting of the City Council held July 9, 2019, at which a quorum was present
and voted.
____________________________________

Tonya B. Lacey, CMC
Clerk of Council

Estimated Opening Date: FY 2019

Operating Impacts
Debt Service

Funding Sources
Debt Issuance

Cost Categories
Construction

PROJECT COSTS

Total

Total

Total

Prior Years

Prior Years

0
$0

FY 2019

FY 2019
375,000
$375,000

FY 2019
375,000
$375,000

FY 2021
28,207
$28,207

0
$0

FY 2021

0
$0

FY 2021
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FY 2020
28,207
$28,207

0
$0

FY 2020

0
$0

FY 2020

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
The existing salt storage building is structurally unsound and in poor condition. The new structure
is expected to be a domed shaped storage building The estimate includes the site preparation,
design, construction, and electrical work. It has become industry standard that the contractor
would provide a turnkey building to include design and layout, stamped engineered drawings,
permits, and complete construction of the building. The city anticipates specifying a 3,000 ton
capacity salt dome with an 82 foot diameter. This design would more than double our current
capacity and serve as a permanent and long term facility. The increase in capacity is necessary,
as we continue to experience salt shortages across the East Coast during or after major winter
storm events.

Department/Agency: Public Works

Total Project Cost: $375,000

Salt Storage Facility

0
$0

FY 2022
28,207
$28,207

FY2022

0
$0

FY 2022

0
$0

FY 2023
28,207
$28,207

FY2023

0
$0

FY 2023

0
$0

FY 2024
28,207
$28,207

FY2024

0
$0

FY 2024

TOTAL
141,037
$141,037

TOTAL
375,000
$375,000

TOTAL
375,000
$375,000

Existing Salt Storage Facility

Later Years

Later Years

City Council's Vision: Public Service - The Backbone of Our Community

City of Fredericksburg FY 2019 Adopted Budget

Ciry OF F1aEDE1UcK5BuRG
PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
November 14, 2018
7:30 p.m.
715

Princess Anne Street
Council Chambers

You may view and listen to the meeting in its entirety by going to the Planning
Commission page on the City’s website:
http://regionalwebtv.com/fredericksburgpc/2o18/1114.html
The Agenda, Staff Report, Applications and Supporting Documents are also
available on the Planning Commission page.
MEMBERS
Kenneth Gantt, Chairman
Rene Rodriguez, Vice-Chairman
Tom O’Toole
Chris Hornung
Jim Pates, Remote
Steve Slominski, Secretary

CITY STAFF
Chuck Johnston, Director of Planning & Building
Mike Craig, Senior Planner
Susanna Finn, Community Development Planner
Marne Sherman, Development Administrator
Camilla Jacobs, Secretary

CALL TO ORDER
Chairman Gantt called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
ADOPTION OF MINUTES
•
•

October 10, 2018 Work Session Adopted (6-o)
October 24, 2018 Regular Meeting Minutes Adopted (6-0)
-

-

-

-

DECLARATION OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST
There were no conflicts of interest reported.
PUBLIC HEARING

-

New Business

Chairman Gantt proposed to hear item C. SE2017-ol Medicorp Properties, Inc. first.
C. SE2017-ol Medicorp Properties, Inc. requests a Special Exception to install one
1

sign for Mary Washington Hospital on the west side of Jefferson Davis Highway.
Marne Sherman, Development Coordinator presented the staff report with a power point
presentation.
Mr. O’Toole inquired about efforts to reduce the height of the sign to 10 feet. Ms. Sherman
commented that the applicant tried to reduce the height of the sign while still maintaining
visibility from both north and south bound lanes from a good distance away. She said Mr.
Fletcher, Medicorp Properties, Inc. is present and available to answer questions.
Mr. Rodriguez wanted to know how many sign special exception permits have been granted along
Route 1. Ms. Sherman said the only exception she is aware of is the one issued to Mary Washington
Hospital in 2011. The sign at Weis Markets shopping center predates the City’s established
ordinance and doesn’t comply with the City’s current code.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if the City received any complaints from emergency medical services in
regard to difficulty finding the hospital. Ms. Sherman said no complaints were received by the
City but that Mary Washington Hospital conducted a study while going through their design
process and it addressed that topic.
Mr. Rodriguez asked about the CVS sign. Ms. Sherman commented that within the Commercial
Shopping Center (C-SC) zoning district, the size and height of the sign Mary Washington
Hospital (MWH) is proposing would be permitted in the district.
—

Chairman Gantt inquired about placing another sign similar to what had been in place in the
median of Mary Washington Boulevard. Ms. Sherman commented that the median where the sign
was located has since been significantly narrowed. Ms. Sherman said in 2015 i6 MWH tried to
work with the owners of Snowden Office Park and were unable to obtain an easement for a
proposed sign on that site.
—

Mr. Pates commented that this sign design is very much improved from the original sign design.
The two issues are that it is an off premises sign, similar to a billboard, which the City doesn’t
allow and it is close to the highway. Mr. Pates asked if those two issues required the City to grant
some type of long term lease on this space for the hospital. Ms. Sherman said yes, the City has a
lease in place for other signs that the hospital has in its right-of-ways. She said City Council would
have to amend the lease when action is taken on the Special Exception. Mr. Pates thinks this is a
better proposal than the previous design.
1001 Sam Perry
Eric Fletcher, Senior Vice President with Mary Washington Healthcare
Boulevard. Mr. Fletcher thanked Ms. Sherman for her presentation. He preferred the previous 29
foot sign with the digital billboard, but believes this sign design is a fair compromise. Mr. Fletcher
explained that in working with their vendor, Corbin Design, they researched the best sign lettering
size to maintain visibility from a certain distance, at a certain speed. He said the Hospital is a great
resource to this area and there should be some demarcation of this institution on the roadway.
-

Mr. Rodriguez asked why the sign wasn’t located near the CVS sign where its size and height would
be permitted as is. Mr. Fletcher said they considered approximately i6 different locations. Ms.
Sherman commented that she was informed that the CVS hadn’t been responsive to the request
to locate the MWH sign. Mr. Rodriguez asked about the sign heights of the other signs that are
located at Cowan Boulevard and Fall Hill Avenue. Mr. Fletcher said the Cowan Boulevard sign
was approved several years ago and is close to 20 feet in height. The sign is larger than this
2

proposed sign and does not have a digital component. Mr. Rodriguez asked about the study that
was completed on the impact of people not being able to find the hospital. Mr. Fletcher
commented that focus groups, which included EMS providers and the community, met
approximately 6 years ago. What they found through the focus groups was that EMS knew where
the hospital was located, but the general public had a hard time locating where the emergency
center, the stroke center, and the trauma center were located.
Mr. Slominski asked if there was any discussion about people traveling south, seeing the sign and
turning one exit past. Does this solve the problem or is it the best that can be done? Mr. Fletcher
said this is the best they can do.
Chairman Gantt inquired about the signs being located on the light poles. Ms. Sherman stated
that the City’s Public Works Department determined that the arm masts were not the best solution
due to weight limits.
PUBLIC COMMENTS

Dr. Montgomery Johns office owner at Snowden Office Park. Dr. Johns expressed his concerns
regarding safety of people traveling north having to make a U-Turn into Snowden Office Park. In
regard to replacing the sign at the former location, he states that there is a median. Ms. Sherman
shared that the median is fairly narrow and wouldn’t support the width and size of the sign and
that clearance from the drive lanes could not be achieved. The hospital’s engineer has verified
that the proposed sign does not block visibility or sight distance.
—

Valerie Johns office owner at Snowden Office Park. Ms. Johns expressed concern about people
swinging through their parking lot (private property) as a short cut. She also is concerned about
the sign out front of their property, a private office complex, stating “Mary Washington Hospital”.
—

Chairman Gantt closed the public hearing.
Mr. Slominski made a motion to recommend approval of the SE 2017-01 request for a special
exception to install one sign for Mary Washington Hospital on the west side of Jefferson Davis
Highway. Mr. Hornung seconded.
Mr. Rodriguez said he supports the City’s partnership with Mary Washington Hospital but also
supports safety and vacating right-of-ways is a big concern of his. He can’t support the City
renegotiating the lease to make this happen at this time. Based on what was presented, he doesn’t
believe there is enough information to say that this special exception should be granted due to
safety issues.
The motion passed 5-1 (Rodriguez against)
A. UDOTA2018-o3 Commercial Highway Form Based Code

—

The City of

Fredericksburg proposes to amend Unified Development Ordinance § 72-30 Zoning
Districts to provide for form-based zoning generally, and to add form-based regulations
to the Commercial-Highway Zoning District.
Mike Craig, Senior Planner, presented the staff report with a power point presentation which
included a General Overview of the City’s Land Use, the T-5C Transect, Urban Fabric Standards,
Frontage Standards and Lot & Building Type Standards.
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Mr. Hornung asked for clarification on when this tool would be used. Mr. Craig commented that
this would only be required in the Commercial Highway (CH) zoning district when residential
uses are introduced and these regulations would apply within a T-5C Transect as they are adopted.
The major change would be in order to get residential (mixed use) in the future on such properties,
one would need to comply with these requirements.
Mr. Pates asked for clarification, under the new proposed zoning ordinance you would still have
12 acres by right. If someone wanted to put 8 units next to the shopping center, how do they
proceed without tearing down the shopping center? Mr. Craig referenced page 9 and explained
how you would bring that portion of the site into compliance with this set of rules and the rest of
the shopping center could remain a shopping center. Under the current rules if you were to come
in and build a fast food restaurant next to the shopping center you could. There are no additional
restrictions. The City wants to ensure that these areas evolve and echo the uses that are built into
them. Mr. Pates commented that this ordinance is pretty complicated. Mr. Hornung asked if this
only applies in a mixed use scenario. Mr. Craig said this tool kit would be used for any residential
use that is proposed within the CR zoning district (stand alone, townhomes or mixed use). There
is also a provision to permit, by special use permit, an increase from 12 to 24 units per acre which
would require mixed use.
Mr. Craig explained the urban fabric standards and the need to build streets and arrange them in
blocks. Transitional zones are automatically established whenever there is an adjacent seat to
single family residential, that transitional zone has requirements to it to ensure that there is an
appropriate transition to the single family residential neighborhood. The primary tool only
permits the transitional building type, if residential with a maximum of 35 feet or three stories,
which is equivalent to the R-4 zoning district, or if commercial when a max of 25 feet or two
stories and with a maximum building width of 50 feet. The whole building would serve as a
transition. There would also be a minimum 40 foot set back. Mr. Craig gave additional examples
of transitional zones and formal open spaces to include an additional formal open space along
with a planting element as well.
—

—

Mr. Rodriguez inquired about the minimum width of the alleyway in the transitional zone. Mr.
Craig commented 20 feet. Mr. Pates asked about open space and landscaping requirements in
regards to canopy trees. Mr. Craig explained that Type B landscaping is a mixture of canopy trees
and different planting levels.
Mr. Craig reviewed frontage standards for Route 3 Frontage, Primary Frontage, Retail Frontage
and Secondary Frontage. Route 3 and Primary Frontage are designate frontages.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if materials would be specified, Mr. Craig commented no, there are areas in
the City leading into the City’s Historic District where there can be such standards, but not in this
corridor.
Mr. Craig reviewed the Lot & Building Type Standards. Mr. Beavers asked if the buildings would
be owned individually. Mr. Craig said they could be owned individually or by the same entity,
similar to downtown, building heights may vary and a special use permit would be required above
a certain height.
Mr. Pates asked for clarification in regards to the purpose of this ordinance. Mr. Craig commented
that the purpose is to get ahead of the redevelopment that is coming and to design a program that
works. Mr. Pates asked what would encourage redevelopment of existing shopping centers on
Route 3. Mr. Craig expressed that the market analysis indicated that residential demand is coming
4

and by getting ahead of that demand, as these centers evolve, so does the infrastructure. The City
wouldn’t have to come in and build streets in the future, the appropriate party would be the one
doing the work. There is a provision to increase from 12- 24 units an acres, which does require
mixed use. A benefit to the developer would be that the level of use is more attractive for people
to come in and work through special use process or we permit it by right which would be more of
a means for the evolvement of these shopping centers. Examples of the Greenbrier Shopping
Center were discussed and what could be done with a special use permit. Mr. Pates commented
that this may or may not be a good thing, this ordinance and the area plan envision a far more
urban development along Route 3 than what we have today. Mr. Craig commented that the levels
are all very low and gave examples in the surrounding areas and 24 units is very suburban. He
discussed Northern Virginia and their 40 units per acre, those levels are not proposed. Mr. Pates
asked how urbanized should this corridor to be, the Planning Commission should consider that
question.
Chairman Gantt inquired about retail frontage requirements. Mr. Craig clarified that the
buildings along Route 3 would have to use the Route 3 Frontage and would need to include open
streetscape with taller automobile street lights, canopy trees and a mandatory 15 foot landscape
area. The building could be as close as 15 feet up to 8o feet from the right of way. Chairman Gantt
is concerned about the smaller retail spaces that currently exist and how they would be impacted
with future re-development of the larger retail parcels. Mr. Craig gave the example of the Long &
Foster building, only if you are doing residential units along Route 3.
Mr. Hornung participated in the working group of development professionals set up by Mike Craig
to review these proposals. He likes the concept and the tools, but recognizes there will be
challenges considering there are many corridors and properties you have small pieces that are not
owned and controlled by the same entities that are cutouts, carve outs. Mr. Hornung anticipates
a fairly significant amount of modification requests may come in realizing that not all these
standards would be able to be met, due to the above circumstances. There will be some challenges
as you won’t be starting with a clean, square block or may not be economical to obtain additional
properties to build a development.
Mr. Craig commented that the members who made up the ordinance review team consisted of a
group of local engineers and developers that met to collectively read, review, and convey a mutual
understanding of the document. Bill Macali, a former city attorney with Virginia Beach, was hired
and he made recommendations and provided input on this form based code. These codes will get
revisited and will set out a real vision. Mr. Craig also mentioned that 4 or 5 story buildings cannot
be placed in the transitional zones, and buffers exist.
Mr. Craig discussed various uses that would not be permitted, residential is all permitted but some
senior housing options (nursing homes, continuing care, retirement communities, and parks) are
not currently permitted. Community centers will be allowed in CH zoning district. Rezoning
Shopping Center to Commercial Highway will be proposed in this corridor.
Mr. Craig thanked Legacy Engineering, Fairbanks & Franklin, Webb & Associates and the City
Attorney’s Office for their input and feedback.
Mr. Craig reiterated to Mr. Pates that this ordinance would apply to only the Commercial Highway
zoning district in the areas designated T-5C. This is a redevelopment strategy. Mr. Hornung asked
if there is anything that would prohibit someone from building exactly what is being proposed in
Commercial Highway zoning district today. Mr. Craig said no, they can build it today, but this is
more regulatory. A special use permit would be required for an elevation of 50 feet or more.
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Chairman Gantt asked for public comment.
PUBLIC COMMENT

There was no public comment.
Chairman Gantt closed the public hearing.
Mr. Pates asked that a work session be scheduled to discuss both of these items. Chairman Gantt
asked if there was a time limit, Mr. Craig stated action on these items should be made by February
13, 2019.

Mr. Hornung is fairly comfortable with the proposal and recognizes that there will be various
iterations over time.
Mr. Hornung is willing to make a motion to table to next Planning Commission Meeting. Mr.
Slominski agreed with Mr. Hornung. Mr. Rodriguez is willing to vote on the item this evening.
Chairman Gantt asked that all Commissioners email their questions to staff so they are prepared
to discuss at the next meeting.
Mr. Rodriguez made a motion to table the item until the next meeting. Mr. O’Toole seconded.
The motion passed 6-o.
B. UDOTA2018-o4 Blocks and lots, access, and parking
The City of
Fredericksburg proposes to amend § 72-51.2 Blocks, § 72-52 Access, and § 72-53
Parking of the Unified Development Ordinance.
—

Mike Craig, Senior Planner, presented the staff report with a power point presentation. As part of
the Comprehensive Plan the City Council adopted 35 priorities. Priority 14 is to review and update
the zoning ordinance, including examination of those ordinances that adversely affect the
livability of neighborhoods. City staff is developing a running list of issues with the current zoning
ordinance and we are trying to address those to make them more clear to the applicants. He gave
examples of blocks, lots, access and parking within the City. The current alley width in the City is
24 feet wide, we would be reducing that standard to 19 feet wide if there is also road access and
an alley. In regards to parking, standard aisle widths have been established, as well as
differentiating single family home driveways.
Mr. Rodriguez asked about mixed use and if there are requirements for handicap parking. Mr.
Craig commented that those parking standards fall under the Virginia State Building Code.
Mr. Hornung commented that he isn’t a big fan of the block standard application on multi-family
product. His opinion is that block requirements do not necessarily provide for a better product in
a stand-alone multifamily product. Mr. Hornung feels that block standard is great for an urban
environment in a mixed use scenario. Mr. Hornung prefers the campus style layout, which is a
better design, provides more amenities and is just as walkable if not more so. He can’t support
this globally, across the City.
Mr. Pates asked if both might be permitted based on the existing street pattern where something
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is being developed, recognizing that if you have a regular grid street pattern, then shouldn’t that
new project fit in with that existing grid? If there are no streets around and there is no thru traffic
then maybe it is a factor of the existing street pattern. Mr. Pates asked if there is some way to
blend these options. Mr. Craig said they would look into this and get back to the Commission.
Chairman Gantt asked for public comment.
PUBLIC COMMENT

There was no public comment.
Chairman Gantt closed the public hearing.
Mr. Pates made a motion to table this item until the next meeting. Mr. Slominski seconded and
would like to wrap these two items up at the next meeting. The motion passed 6-o-i (Durham
absent)
OLD BUSINESS

A. Area 6 Small Area Plan The City of Fredericksburg proposes to amend Chapter
Land Use Plan and Chapter ii Planning Areas of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.
-

10

Susanna Finn, Community Development Planner, presented a power point presentation
reviewing the implementation portion, item by item with new items reflected in green.
Mr. Hornung asked if the City anticipates to rezone the area to make a new zoning district that
will be created specifically for that area. Ms. Finn replied yes. She further commented that both
sides of Princess Anne Street are zoned CH and questioned whether that is the most appropriate
zoning district for a street that directly abuts neighborhoods. Mr. Hornung asked about how we
determine the right make-up of the maker district. Ms. Finn agreed that we need to have the
specific zoning district so that the specific uses can be addressed. A new zoning district and form
based rules would apply and help guide the development in those areas. Mr. Pates asked about
the new text for the CH district. Ms. Finn explained that the T-4M and T-5M would be a new
maker zoning district which would be very similar, but respect the fact that one side of the street
could handle more intense development than the other side that abuts to the single family
neighborhood.
Mr. Craig explained that CH zoning in that corridor requires such large development, set backs
are big and the parking orientation is incompatible with Princess Anne Street resulting in an
overlay of that district (Princess Anne Street Corridor Overlay) to make it pedestrian oriented.
That conflict needs to be resolved and that would be the focus of the zoning change.
Ms. Finn gave examples of areas that would remain CH across from James Monroe High School.
The three blocks at the intersection of Fall Hill and Route 1 with JM would remain CR and a T-5C
as we traditionally know it.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if we were officially adopting the term maker district. Ms. Finn commented
that this term has become a way to describe or recognize this type of program. Mr. Johnston
commented additional descriptors can be used and that this isn’t branding, but a generic concept
of a district. For our use it is a generic term to describe a broad range of uses.
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Ms. Finn mentioned the regular monthly maker district meetings being held and a name was
established at the last meeting, “Canal Quarter- A Maker Community”.
Mr. Johnston noted two representatives from the Central Rappahannock Regional Library were
present. Martha Hudson, Library Director 1105 Walker Drive spoke in favor of the maker
district. She gave an overview of the STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math
education) maker labs they offer the community and the benefits of a library run maker lab. They
have the training and the equipment, just looking for the space.
—

—

Ms. Finn continued her presentation on the implementation.
Mr. Hornung asked about designating sending and receiving areas and showing them on a map,
do we need to have the TDR included in the Comprehensive Plan or can it be revisited later. Mr.
Johnston commented that state code requires identification of potential sending and receiving
areas.
Mr. Hornung asked for clarification on the sending and receiving areas and the discrepancy of the
acreage. Ms. Finn explained the sending areas only apply to parcels that contain a character
defining contributing structure.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if the Architectural Review Board (ARB) was the entity that decided what
the contributing structures were. Ms. Finn said yes, staff worked with Kate Schwartz, the Historic
Resource Planner to complete an assessment of the structures and determine which ones fit a
period of significance for the corridor, for the region and for the area. Structures were considered
that still had a high degree of integrity and therefore, cohesively formed a unified district. Those
designations were taken to the ARB for their review. The ARB added two other structures that
are noted as being recognized as being a part of this area, but not considered to be part of the
designation. The ARB agreed these structures merited being listed on a local inventory of historic
places.
Mr. Pates commented that the plan recognizes the new additional parcels are older buildings and
historically interesting, but has no impact. Ms. Finn commented that they have been recognized
as part of the local inventory of historic places.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if the Planning Commission submitted any recommendations for
contributing structures. Ms. Finn commented that list has been discussed on previous occasions.
A list of structures appropriate for the inventory appears on the bottom of page 189. A long term
goal for the Planning and Building Department is to submit a National Register District
nomination for this area which would be a National Register district but not a local overlay ARB
district, these structures could then become contributing structures.
Ms. Finn next presented affordable housing and explained the Washington DC MSA chart in
regards to affordable housing and the income of the City’s local workforce. Ms. Finn explained
the chart she created based on standard accepted rates and incomes for the Fredericksburg area
that is a preview of the direction that may be taken with a program to incentivize the creation of
affordable housing units. This is to better define the term affordable housing.
In regards to page 186, Mr. Pates does not think the Planning Commission should be endorsing
and reestablishing the rental housing program. It was instituted by the City Council and then
repealed several years ago. Mr. Johnston commented that the funding for the position was
terminated due to budgetary reasons, and believes the program is still on the books. Mr.
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Rodriguez is in support of this program.
In regards to Public Facilities, Mr. Hornung asked about public pocket parks and is that
incorporated in this plan yet. Mr. Pates commented that this was addressed in Amendment #7.
Chairman Gantt asked for a motion.
In regards to the rental housing program Mr. Pates feels we should not be addressing a program
in our Comprehensive Plan that City Council has unfunded. He feels the Planning Commission
should not be taking a position on City budget matters. He requests the verbiage be deleted or
amended.
Mr. Rodriguez is in support of the program and feels it should be encouraged.
Mr. Hornung agrees with Mr. Rodriquez but doesn’t know where the City currently stands and if
it should be included in the Comprehensive Plan.
Mr. Johnston explained the current program is on a complaint basis whereas the former program
was more proactive.
Mr. Pates agreed that an additional meeting for November 28,
asked for feedback prior to the next meeting.

2018

would be beneficial. Ms. Finn

Mr. Hornung made a motion to table the item to the next meeting, November
p.m. Mr. Rodriguez seconded. The motion passed 6-o.

28, 2018

at 6:30

Mr. Pates asked that the amendments he presented be included in the next meeting.
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT
Christian Zammas 616 Greenbrier Court thanked the Planning Commission and staff for all
their work and spoke in favor of the maker term and maker district.
—

—

Chairman Gantt closed the public comment period.
OTHER BUSINESS

A. FY 2019 Capital Budget

—

Deidre Jett, Budget Manager

Ms. Jett reviewed the CIP process that will cover FY2020 2025. In 2019 City Council will be
asked to appropriate funds for FY202O. Council will also be asked to adopt the Five Year Plan.
—

B. Planning Commissioner Comments
Housing Action Plan —Update

Mr. Johnston explained that the RFP was being put on hold for now as there is an effort to obtain
more regional involvement.
C. Planning Director Comments
Draft Status of Land Use: Annual Report FY 2018

9

Mr. Johnston distributed draft copies of the Annual Report compiled by Zoning Administrator,
James Newman and Senior Planner, Mike Craig.
ADJOURNMENT

Meeting adjourned at

lo:3o p.m.
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Council Chambers
You may view and listen to the meeting in its entirety by going to the Planning
Commission page on the City’s website:
http://regiona1webtv.com/fredericksburgpc/202.htm1
The Agenda, Staff Report, Applications and Supporting Documents are also
available on the Planning Commission page.
MEMBERS
Kenneth Gantt, Chairman
Rene Rodriguez, Vice-Chairman
David Durham (by phone)
Tom O’Toole
Jim Pates
Steve Slominski, Secretary
Chris Hornung Absent

CITY STAFF
Chuck Johnston, Director,
Planning & Building Dept.
Mike Craig, Senior Planner
Susanna Finn, Community Development Planner
Camilla Jacobs, Secretary

--

CALL TO ORDER
Chairman Gantt called the meeting to order at

7:30

p.m.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
DECLARATION OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST
There were no conflicts of interest reported.

Chairman Gantt announced an addition to the Agenda, discussion regarding the draft Annual
Report.
OLD BUSINESS Remaining Open from November 14, 2018 Public Hearing
A. Continuation of Area 6 Small Area Plan The City of Fredericksburg proposes to
amend Chapter 10 Land Use Plan and Chapter ii Planning Areas of the City’s
Comprehensive Plan.
—

-

Chairman Gantt asked Ms. Finn to present the updated Small Area Plan for Area 6 with the
amendments in green text. Those amendments include additions to the revitalization as proposed
by Mr. Pates, as well as clarification changes.

1

Mr. Durham briefly reviewed seven suggested edits he had emailed to staff along with the
amended revisions to the Area 6 Plan. Amendment No. 3 was to change the infill development
wording on pg. 183 to read
which may conflict with current trends in infill development
including modern (larger) housing sizes.” Mr. Durham also recommended, as outlined in his
email, that the penultimate paragraph on pg. 194 be rewritten for clarity
“...,

Mr. Rodriguez questioned that he thought the maker district name had already been changed to
the Canal Quarter Maker District? Mr. Johnston stated the Plan uses the generic reference to
“maker district” leaving the specific “brand” to property and business owners and residents. But
Mr. Rodriguez still didn’t understand why for this section in Area 6 it can’t have the specific title
as the community seems to have coalesced around it. Mr. Durham noted that he doesn’t feel the
community has formalized that term and that the term could be used once strategically in the
Plan, but that the more general term of maker district should be used throughout. Mr. Rodriguez
stated he was just referring to the reference on pg. 188, Why a Maker District in T4-M and T5-M?
Ms. Finn suggested that this paragraph could reference that residents and business owners are
proposing the name.
Ms. Finn then commented on Mr. Durham’s edits. Staff will incorporate Amendment Nos. 1, 2,
and 3. No. 4 was addressed more broadly by identifying regulations that conflicted with specific
character and diversity of neighborhoods. Ms. Finn said this is better solved by ensuring the
zoning is correct and that some uses being non-conforming. In order to address concerns, staff
suggested that stronger language should be incorporated in the zoning and to talk more about
specifically legalizing and ensuring that current housing types are encouraged and protected
throughout this neighborhood. Mr. Craig noted that the overly restrictive zoning district is the
problem and needs to be addressed so as to match the neighborhood. Mr. Craig noted that
between Mr. Durham’s edits and Ms. Finn’s suggestions, the City will come to a solution. Mr.
Durham stated he is willing to delete his recommendation if staff confirms at some point there
will be some addressing of non-conformance of existing structures within R-4. Ms. Finn noted
that staff will add the additional solution sentence to specifically address the issue of non
conforming missing middle housing in areas of the city zoned R-4.
Ms. Finn stated Amendment Nos. 6 and 7 on pg.

194

and pg. 188, respectively, will be made.

Mr. Durham questioned who has standing to determine whether or not a pattern book will apply
in a neighborhood. Ms. Finn responded stating that it was kept broad, not setting the rules for the
pattern book but has kept it general to allow the rules to be set. Mr. Durham agreed, but thinks
this says that property owners will have a say. It’s not defined who those people will be or how it
will work, but that the property owners will determine additional regulations which are
appropriate for their neighborhood. Mr. Durham understands, but feels by using these words it
opens the City to potential litigation and that there should be a broadly applied policy applying
throughout the City. He stated an example of a developer who wants to do infill and some small
section on the street say they want to establish a pattern book, the developer would likely sue as
there would likely be a bordering property owner who would feel they should have a say also.
Mr. Johnston responded that other communities who have set up these conservation districts give
property owners the ability to have a say about the process when it’s first established. He
understands Mr. Durham’s point, but the City is trying to give something that is legally defensible
and gives the majority of the residents the ability to create consensus about an additional level of
regulation for their neighborhood. If the Commission is willing to leave it more general, when the
point of establishing a conservation district is reached, the City will address it specifically.
Mr. Durham questioned if staff takes his recommendation and deletes that phrase, will it restrict
the City from having this process when the policy is implemented. Mr. Johnston responded that
he doesn’t believe so, but staff is trying to implement a grass roots effort and would not be
comfortable bringing to Council a proposal to initiate this overlay district unless there was interest
2

expressed from the neighborhood. Mr. Pates stated that the Comprehensive Plan has no legal
standing, is actually a guide for general development and projects being consistent. It would all
be in the zoning ordinance. Mr. Durham stated he had no other comments and was fine with the
language being left in or removed as it doesn’t preclude staff from developing a zoning ordinance
that implements a democratic process.
Chairman Gantt summarized to the Commission that he is hearing two positions: The position
initially proposed by Mr. Durham was a change in language but Mr. Pates’ position is that the
current language really doesn’t affect what would go in the zoning ordinance. The Commission
members agreed. Mr. Durham then withdrew Amendment No. 4 due to the consensus of the
Commission.
Mr. Durham motioned to adopt the changes presented in the Comprehensive Plan as described
herein with the additional notes just discussed. Mr. Rodriguez seconded. Mr. Pates stated that he
would not be voting to approve this motion due to his concerns that the Plan will encourage higher
density particularly for the receiving properties, that it will not just transfer density from one
property to another, and that the Plan as written and amended doesn’t do nearly enough to limit
incompatible infihl development or to protect the residential neighborhoods. Mr. Rodriguez
commented he is also concerned with some of the density, specifically around the Highway One
corridor.
Motion carries

5-1,

Mr. Pates denying, Mr. Durham verbal aye.

B. Annual Report-

Mr. Craig presented the draft Annual Report, which will be presented to the City Council along
with a cover letter from the Commission to be used for prioritizing the City budget. He asked for
questions and comments from the Board.
Mr. Rodriguez questioned the number of employees in Planning Services and Building Services.
He also commented on the two pictures on pg. 12, questioning whether they are in the long range
planning. Mr. Craig stated these two pictures are in the Area 3 section and the pictures were
basically used as leading to the Capital Improvements Plan chart but are not in the current Capital
Improvements Plan. Mr. Craig stated that the chart shows all capital improvements that are listed
in the Comprehensive Plan and whether or not they are in the Capital Improvements Plan.
Mr. Durham stated that he feels pedestrian safety initiatives should be in the Capital
Improvements Plan and stated a few examples. Mr. Johnston responded that he knows Public
Works has those projects on a list, but the nature of those projects falls below the radar of what is
considered a capital improvement. Mr. Durham noted that combined initiatives would likely fall
into this category as it would take more money; i.e. traffic calming, pedestrian crosswalks, lighting
at pedestrian crosswalks, etc. Mr. Craig stated that the chart on pg. 11 is a listing of transportation
improvements in the Comprehensive Plan broken down into regional and local projects, with
appropriate funding. The local funding would come from the Capital Improvements Plan.
Discussion then ensued regarding the various projects. Mr. Durham stated that he believes there
should be a project for improving the city crosswalks. Mr. Craig noted that in the Comprehensive
Plan in the various areas, problematic intersections will be addressed.
Mr. Durham further addressed and recommended that the Commission review last year’s letter,
look at the recommendations made, catalog how Council treated each of those recommendations,
and state in this year’s letter whether or not the Commission still recommends that these be done.
Mr. Gantt stated he will be sending out the previous letters to the Commission for
recommendations and assistance in drafting this year’s letter. Mr. Gantt questioned the timeline
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for completion of the annual report and recommendation letter. Mr. Johnston said they should
be complete for the January 23, 2019 meeting.
GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT
Chairman Gantt closed the public comment period.
OTHER BUSINESS
A. Planning Commissioner Comments
Mr. Pates questioned the Market Study and Mr. Johnston said it would be discussed in Item B.

B. Planning Director Comments
Area 7 Downtown Plan Status Update and Market Report
Mr. Johnston then discussed the status of the Area 7 Plan and presented a hard copy of the power
point presentation from the December 11, 2018 Council meeting. Mr. Johnston stated he would
review the general highlights from the Streetsense Market Report. He said this is not something
the Council or Commission is voting on, simply Streetsense’s analysis for the City to use to the
extent it is helpful.
—

The Report is divided into four sections: residential, office, hospitality, and retail. Heather Arnold,
Research and Analysis Principle at Streetsense, focused on the concept of a real estate cycle. She
used this concept in discussing the development history showing housing stock being a reflection
of the pattern in the City. She believes the City is just past its peak and is in a period of oversupply.
Her sense of the City is that this should be a time to regroup/reset/renovate and prepare for the
future. Her basic concept concerning the four sections are: (a) the residential market is amply
supplied and more units will bring down the values; (b) the office market has some value and
strength, particularly in the medical components; (c) the hospitality market has opportunity for
further growth in the downtown area; and (d) the retail market nature is changing and having a
dramatic impact but the downtown area has good potential.
Mr. Durham noted that Ms. Arnold was asked specifically about restaurants and that she stated
Caroline Street could use many more restaurants and an upscale boutique hotel.
Mr. Johnston said Ms. Arnold concluded by reemphasizing the nature of the real estate cycle, that
the City was on the right hand end of the scale, and in a few years the market will be on a definite
upswing. Mr. Johnston noted that depending what happens with the VA clinic decision, the 1-95
road improvements that will improve the City’s accessibility, and the ripple effect of the Amazon
HQ2 decision—will affect the City’s economic growth in ways Ms. Arnold could not anticipate. Mr.
Johnston said that the report does provide a general guide for moving forward with a lot of
information that staff is willing to discuss.
Mr. O’Toole questioned if the document was being prepared for historical purposes or just for
people to come here and decide what they want to do; he is not sure what the purpose of this
document is. Mr. Johnston responded that the document tells the City that the general direction
of the pattern development downtown is on the right track. He believes it will be helpful to show
that our market study showed that retail is evolving. Mr. O’Toole questioned if the report shows
the City at capacity, will the City stop growth? Or will the report convince people to live elsewhere?
Mr. Johnston stated that if a new developer came in, the City would use this document to show
that things are not completely built out and show what is developing. This report gives the City,
the Commission and/or staff the basis to ask appropriate questions as to why this development is
proposed.
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Mr. Durham then questioned if Ms. Arnold was very clear that this is a product that Streetsense
will be using to produce additional documents for the City. Mr. Johnston responded that it will be
used to explain why certain land uses are continued to be encouraged downtown and/or
discouraged in Central Park. The City hired Streetsense to provide an in-house reality check. This
report shows economical, viable options.
Mr. Pates stated he hasn’t really reviewed this document but wondered (a) how Streetsense
treated the region, in terms of the City v. the quarter million people in this immediate area; and
(b) how do population trends tie into this report? Mr. Johnston responded that the real regional
discussion focused on the retail, the other topics were handled in a more general regional way.
From a population standpoint, Streetsense focused more on market trends as opposed to
population numbers. Mr. Craig noted there are numbers in the report showing that Streetsense
took population trends and the annual change in household numbers into consideration. Then
Streetsense took the amount of entitlement the City has, all the projects, factored all that in, and
came up with “what’s in the pipeline”, what the City’s annual household formation will absorb;
and what we will have in the future. Mr. Pates questioned what Streetsense’s population
projections are for the City for the next 4-5 years? Mr. Craig didn’t have the exact numbers but
they project an annual growth rate using Census predictions and other measures showing
continued growth. Ms. Arnold had stated that she took the existing breakdown of the City’s
demographics and tracked that out. Mr. Pates agreed that the region is subject to certain macrotrends generally but there is a real difference between the localities and from a planning
perspective it needs to be strongly considered. Mr. Gantt expanded upon Mr. Pate’s comments
questioning what is the core? A strong core is necessary to sustain a community and he wonders
what the core is. Ms. Finn responded stating the average household living in the area for at least
10 years is especially high considering the City has a large influx of transient population so the
City’s is very dedicated to the community. Mr. Craig stated the other core item discussed was the
City’s industry, the main aspect of which is medical. Streetsense observed that the medical,
education, and the military economic parts are relatively transient so they didn’t make a special
calculation to diverge from existing trends. Mr. Gantt further questioned, based on this report,
why the City is building more apartments, feels it is focusing on transient, and single family homes
are less transient type projects. The City needs more long term sustainable housing. Mr. Pates
added that a market study is very useful but a locality also serves to drive the market study. Mr.
Pates stated we can drive and direct development the way we want it to go. Mr. Gantt stated it is
an informative product that can be used in many different ways and it depends on what we want
to get out of it. Mr. Craig agreed with Mr. Pates and discussed the types of housing in the City and
that the report suggests that smaller unit sizes are necessary. Mr. Pates feels there are certain
types of housing the City should be favoring. He believes young professionals are interested in
living in the City, particularly downtown but they can’t afford much. His suggestion is for the City
to encourage more small condominiums. Mr. Durham noted that this discussion was held and the
Mayor asked and offered her encouragement on missing middle type structures. Ms. Arnold was
very positive on this being a good opportunity for the City.
Mr. Gantt noted there was still a lot of work to do. Mr. Craig then proceeded to explain the process
Streetsense will be following. First will be a distribution of a draft of its work product, which will
be taken on a tour of the City’s different boards and commissions that have a vested interest.
Feedback from that tour will be sent back to Streetsense. Currently, the process is in the Reporting
stage. Mr. Craig then reviewed and elaborated what has happened to get to the Reporting stage as
outlined in the Small Area Plan for Neighborhood 7. One thing new to Area 7 is the T-5 transect
which is smaller than the commercial downtown zoning district. Other T- areas are T-5C
(shopping centers) and T-5M (maker toolkit) which are calibrated with the last letter and
represent future walkable urban areas. This is a pure T-, Fredericksburg’s existing walkable
urban core.
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Mr. Craig next reviewed the Regulating Plan, the second largest component of the Plan, as shown
in the Small Area Plan. He noted that as discussed with Mr. Durham earlier, a number of
improvements are things that then go into the report for the Capital Improvement Plan.
Additionally, things on the Regulating Plan map are then broken down into more details further
in the Plan; one aspect is the Riverfront Activity. Mr. Craig noted some of the strategies to
capitalize on and draw attention to the Riverfront from downtown and across the river.
Mr. Craig then discussed the Open Space Network, specifically the trails, the biggest issue of which
is they are disconnected. He further reported on the various projects of trails, how they plan to
utilize the open space network, and the potential to connect trails. He went on to talk about
additional areas of focus, the concept strategies in process, and what other concepts will soon be
available. The final draft report should be available in early spring.
Mr. Pates questioned what special role does the Planning Commission have in this report?
Mr. Craig stated that the Commission is the point of contact, everything comes to the Commission
first and will have the biggest review. He further noted that the Commission and Streetsense
interact by doing detailed reviews of Streetsense’s draft reports. Mr. Pates questioned setting up
a work session with Streetsense. Mr. Johnston responded that although Streetsense will not come
to the City for a work session, the meetings between the Commission and Planning staff are the
work sessions. That information is then forwarded to Streetsense. The City has to own the plan
and Streetsense is just a tool to get this plan in place. Talking to Planning staff is the same as
talking with Streetsense. This project is 60-70% finished, both financially and physically. Mr.
Durham noted that there have been several opportunities to speak with Streetsense and he
understands there are practical reasons why it may be difficult to have direct work sessions with
Streetsense. He further noted that as long as Planning staff schedules a series of work sessions
with the Commission on how the City intends to use the Streetsense work products, he believes
that will meet the intent of what Mr. Pates is requesting. Mr. Durham just wants to be sure the
Commission has enough time to review the reports in advance of the public hearing. Mr.
Slominski added that he appreciates that staff is not wasting tax dollars but he loves what he’s
seen so far for residents and visitors moving around the City and connecting the paths, and
encourages even more development into those areas.
Mr. Johnston stated that there are public hearing items on the January 23, 2019 agenda and asked
if the Commission would entertain starting at 6:30 on the 23id in order to have a work session on
the Streetsense report? Mr. Pates agreed but also suggested using some of the work session time
to discuss the Capital Improvements Plan. Mr. Johnston noted that he doesn’t think they will have
much more Capital Improvements Plan information from the City Council by that date.
Mr. Johnston then reviewed potential modest amendments to the sign ordinance that will come
to the Council in February. These amendments will address temporary signage and banners, allow
menu boards and gasoline signs to use electronic message technology. Additionally, the Medicorp,
Mary Washington Hospital sign on Route 1 will be on second read at the Council’s January
meeting. Finally, Council voted to approve the Special Use Permit for 7/11-Valvoline project on
Fall Hill Avenue with the condition that there be no access out to Fall Hill Avenue.
ADJOURNMENT

Meeting adjourned at

9:22

p.m.
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CITY OF FREDERIcKsBuRG
PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
January 23, 2019
7:30 p.m.
715 Princess Anne Street
Council Chambers
You may view and listen to the meeting in its entirety by going to the Planning
Commission page on the City’s website:
https://amsva.wistia.com/medias/d46g 2Okwsi
The Agenda, Staff Report, Applications and Supporting Documents are also available on
the Planning Commission page.
MEMBERS
Kenneth Gantt, Chairman
Rene Rodriguez, Vice-Chairman
Tom O’Toole
Chris Hornung
Jim Pates
Steve Slominski, Secretary, Absent
David Durham

CITY STAFF
Chuck Johnston, Director of Planning & Building
Mike Craig, Senior Planner
James Newman, Zoning Administrator
Camilla Jacobs, Secretary

CALL TO ORDER
Chairman Gantt called the meeting to order at

7:30

p.m.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
ADOPTION OF MINUTES
November

14, 2018

— Regular Meeting — approval postponed

DECLARATION OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST

There were no conflicts of interest reported.
PUBLIC HEARING - New Business
A. SE2018-o2 One Hanover, Thomas Mitchell requests a Special Exception to permit the
development of six dwelling units in addition to the 18 allowed by right, for a total of 24
residential units in a proposed four story, 45,000 +/- square foot building at the southwest
corner of Hanover and Sophia Streets.
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‘I

Mr. Newman presented the staff report with a power point presentation.
Mr. Durham asked for clarification on the layout of the project. Mr. Newman confirmed the ground
floor would be used for parking, 2nid floor would be for commercial retail and restaurant use, and the 3
and 4th floor would be for residential use, consisting of 24 units, six more than allowed by right.
Mr. Durham asked about the City’s process for any archeological study and excavation work. Mr. Craig
explained that a proposed condition would require archeological investigation as part of the
construction process.
Mr. Durham inquired about the chain of custody regarding any findings resulting from an archeological
dig. Mr. Johnston commented that the property owner retains ownership of any findings. Mr.
Rodriquez reminded the Commission of the artifacts found during the excavation for the Courtyard
Marriot. Those items are on display in the hotel lobby.
Mr. Hornung commented that the Phase I A survey is a literature review, but Phase I does include
shovel testing at intervals. Given the location of the project Mr. Hornung believes Phase II will be
triggered, most likely this project will hit that threshold.
-

Mr. Durham asked if this is a new project or a revision to a previous project. Mr. Newman commented
that the applicant currently has approval for the 18 units and for the commercial and parking. This is a
request for increased destiny.
Mr. Rodriguez asked about the handicapped accessible parking requirements for the project. Mr. Craig
referenced the Building Code requirement of one accesible space for every required 25 spaces. Parking
spaces are not shown specifically on the General Development Plan (GDP). When the site plan is
submitted, it will address the parking standards.
Mr. Rodriguez inquired about affordable housing and asked if the Commission can make
recommendations to the City Council. Mr. Johnston commented that support for affordable housing is
a general policy in the City’s Comprehensive Plan and is an issue that is currently being discussed.
Therefore, planning staff offered for discussion a suggested condition stipulating four affordable units.
Mr. Durham asked if staff can provide direction to the developer to participate in the appropriate
programs such that they could offer affordable housing, subsidies, etc., or is the City just asking to offer
these things at a lower cost. The most direct approach would be an inclusionary statement that a certain
percentage or number of units be set aside for certain income levels. There would be covenants
submitted with the site plan to show how the restriction would work. This would not be subsidized
housing or rental assistance, there would be no public process or project or money involved, there would
simply be a set-aside that would be confirmed through covenants.
Mr. Hornung asked if any there were any previous requirements for affordable housing in the prior
application that was approved. Mr. Johnston said no, this has been an issue that has evolved over the
past few years.
Mr. Pates asked if this project was originally to be built as condominiums. Mr. Newman said not to his
knowledge, but the applicant is available to answer any questions.
Mr. Pates clarified that the City is part of the Washington Metropolitan Statistical Area. He was
surprised to see the staff suggestion that the applicant set aside one efficiency unit, one i-bedroom unit,
and two 2-bedroom units and that the renters would need to meet the requirements for affordable
housing according to the formula in the Metro Area. Mr. Pates asked what the basis of the staff
suggestion is. Mr. Johnston said that this is the first time staff has brought this idea forward to the
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Commission. The City does not have an ordinance basis upon which to make that suggestion. City staff
is addressing Commission concerns on the affordable housing issue and is suggesting a mode to go
forward.
Mr. Pates asked if the City has ever had any set-aside requirements for affordable housing on a project
like this. Mr. Johnston said no. Mr. Pates commented that if this were made a condition, then the City
would be setting a precedent and he anticipates there would probably be many future proposals to have
this kind of set-aside and asked staff if the set-asides work and are they beneficial? Mr. Johnston
commented that many communities have established this type of requirement as a relatively straight
forward method of achieving affordable housing. This method does work, but there is an administrative
issue. The covenants would require some monitoring over time as the applicant may not own the
building indefinitely and this stipulation would run with the property. This administrative issue would
need to be part of a larger discussion of how the City deals with affordable housing. Staff provided this
vehicle in the event the Commission wanted to move this idea forward.
Mr. Pates recognized that the City has to start somewhere, the fact that this option is before the
Commission, and that the applicant is amenable to it. Mr. Pates does not believe this technique should
be used by the Commission if it isn’t legally enforceable.
Mr. Pates asked about the reduced square footage from the previous version of the project and where
that reduction is, in commercial or residential. Mr. Craig stated the reduction was in the residential
portion of the project, the proposed building is one less floor than the previous proposed building.
Mr. Pates feels this is a better project and much improved.
Mr. Pates asked about the number of parking spaces required and proposed and asked where the
additional spaces would come from. Mr. Craig explained that the applicant would be paying for 50% of
the total required spaces into the Downtown Parking Fund, at a rate of $6,500 per space. Monies
previously contributed to the parking fund have gone towards other parking improvements such as the
Charles Street lot, which was resurfaced and provides public parking.
Mr. Rodriguez noted that the Walker Plan was done in December and February and the Liberty Project,
which included parking, is no longer valid. He said citing statistics from the Walker Plan isn’t feasible.
Mr. Rodriguez also commented the City will be losing parking when the buildout occurs for the
Riverfront Park and City staff are now utilizing the parking garage resulting in less public parking in the
garage. Mr. Johnston stated, based on his experience, the City’s garage is about 60% utilized. He said
he would forward to the Commission the most recent monthly report on the City’s garage usage.
Mr. Durham asked about the 39 spaces proposed on site and how many would be reserved for residents
versus retail. Mr. Craig commented that that hasn’t been laid out. Only so many spaces can be reserved
for residents because the parking is required for commercial use. The types of uses that are proposed
are off-peak and why the parking calculation isn’t so high is because it is a mix of uses that can share
the same space throughout the day.
Mr. Craig explained the residential requirement for the parking is 0.5 parking spaces per unit, because
of the vertical mix of use during the day and the resident parking at night. The applicant can reserve up
to 12 spaces for their residential use. Mr. Craig noted that the applicant hasn’t proposed this.
Mr. Pates asked about the parking spaces on Hanover Street and if they are reserved for this project.
Mr. Craig commented that they are not reserved, but are attributed for the building’s commercial usage.
Mr. Pates stated he has a different view regarding parking downtown and knows that perception plays
a role in whether people come downtown or not, they may believe there is a parking problem. Mr. Pates
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recommended that when plans come to the Commission for consideration by the City Council, there
should be a plan included to find additional spaces for parking requirements.
Chairman Gantt inquired about the Shiloh Baptist Church (old site), cross corner from the project;
would this project cause additional congestion in the area. Mr. Craig commented that the additional
level of use proposed (six units) doesn’t raise the impact on the area.
Mr. Hornung asked about the parking requirements for the previously approved plan versus the new
proposed plan. Mr. Johnston commented that the previously proposed plan was overwhelmingly
residential and residential parking was to be provided on site in the ground level garage. The previously
proposed plan relied on the Hanover Street parking for meeting the requirement of the commercial
need.
Chairman Gantt opened the public hearing.
PUBLIC COMMENT

Angelo Phillos, Baskervill Architects, 101 S.i5h Street, Richmond, VA., Project Architect, was present.
He is representing Tommy Mitchell on this project.
Mr. Hornung asked for clarification on the number of units and why the applicant decided to ask for
more units. Mr. Phillos commented that in the previously proposed plan, the 2-bedroom units were
rather large. The applicant is able to get more units in a diverse mix, with the same percentage of i-and
2-bedrooms in 24 units as in 18 units. Mr. Phillos added that the efficiencies and the potential for studio
space in addition to the 1- and 2-bedroom options increased their number of units.
Mr. Pates asked who the applicant sees as the principal market for these units. Tommy Mitchell, 100
Frederick Street, commented that in the apartments he owns downtown, the tenants typically don’t have
families. In his new General Washington Executive Apartments all but 6 of the 23 apartments are leased
and none of the tenants have families. He said the General Washington units cater more to professional
folks, commuters to Washington D.C., and teachers. Mr. Mitchell commented that the proposed One
Hanover project will have a strong percentage of occupancy as rental units and he hopes to bring in a
diversity of restaurants with the commercial space.
Mr. Mitchell explained he has taken over this project after the previously developer, the Markel Group,
backed out completely. He is following their initial plan with three restaurants, efficiency apartments,
and primarily i-bedrooms. Seeking bank approval will require him to have a plan moving forward.
Mr. Pates inquired about the range of rental fees. Mr. Mitchell commented that the range of rent is in
the market with affordable housing, some rents will be higher but Mr. Mitchell is willing to offer reduced
rent for four apartments. He asked to not be hampered by not applying the affordable housing
stipulation when the units are converted from rental to condominiums. Mr. Mitchell explained these
units would be built so that they could be converted to condominiums in the future. Mr. Pates is in favor
of owner occupied dwellings in the City.
Mr. Pates asked if there would be any green space in the area. Mr. Mitchell said very little green space,
if any on site, but the proposed Riverfront Park is across Sophia Street. Mr. Pates stated he wished the
City didn’t allow development downtown without green space.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if adding language in regards to the alley-way width would pose a problem.
Mr. Mitchell commented that if it is required, that will be fine.
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Mr. Rodriguez asked if Mr. Mitchell was in fact amenable to reserving four apartments at a reduced

rental rate. Mr. Mitchell said he was amenable to reserving four, but in the end if the apartments are
sold and converted to owner-occupied dwellings, he would want that condition terminated.
Mr. O’Toole asked if the typical renter of his properties have only one car. Mr. Mitchell said yes, some
have one car or no car at all. He has had very few complaints about residents not being able to park right
in front of their home. Mr. Mitchell explained he has also had interest in an office use coming into the
second floor commercial space and that would reduce the evening parking needs.
Tom Smith, 1310 Kenmore Avenue & 723 Caroline Street. He is very interested and pleased with this
project and hopes to see this project move forward. He mentioned that this project meets the concepts
identified in the Jump Start Plan, with high density and mixed use. He stated it will complement
Riverfront Park and increase the downtown residents. He is concerned that paving and drainage, while
mentioned in the staff package, they are not mentioned in the proposed resolution to the City Council.
Mr. Smith further stated he is also concerned about the impact of Riverfront Park and where there will
eventually be less parking.
Chairman Ganil closed the public hearing.
Mr. Rodriguez made a motion to recommend approval of the Special Exception to the City Council as
written in the draft resolution with the recommendations from staff to include the alley and drainage
issues, and proposed to add the recommendation of affordable units (one—efficiency unit, one 1bedroom unit, and two 2-bedroom units) for a total of four units as long as the units remain as rentals.
Mr. Hornung seconded.
Mr. Hornung commented on the initiatives of the EDA and the Jumps Start program. One of the
incentives was to try and find a way for the City to face the river. The idea of the Riverfront Park was to
encourage development on the west side of Sophia Street. This is the type of project that was envisioned,
with the goal of finding uses that would bring daytime and nighttime population to the area.
Mr. Hornung commented that the residents are important and will help the area become more of a
living city in the evening and mornings. As the area can grow from a commercial to also a residential
area then the City should see some growth and activity. Mr. Hornung is supportive of this project and
believes this is a reasonable modification to a plan for economic purposes and hopes the Commission
will support this project as well.
Mr. Durham inquired about historical interpretation along Sophia Street and wanted to know if the
expanded sidewalk proposed would support historical type of interpretation. He recommends that the
City consider investing in additional historical interpretation along Sophia (formerly Water) Street and
its importance through the history of the City. Mr. Johnston replied that the Sophia Street sidewalk is
narrow and that there would be historical markers located on the Riverfront Park side of Sophia Street.
Mr. Durham suggested that staff work with developers to incorporate such improvements on future
projects. It would increase the viability of the streets and bring pedestrians to local business.
Mr. Pates inquired about the motion made by Mr. Rodriguez and did he recommend four or six units
be set aside. Mr. Rodriguez commented he motioned for four units to be set aside. Mr. Pates said he
has some mixed feelings about it as a way to provide affordable housing, but he acknowledges that
Mr. Mitchell is willing to do this and affordable housing has to start somewhere. Mr. Pates said he
supports this project and feels it is greatly improved and it is exactly what has been in the historic district
for many years. He appreciates the height has been reduced and it’s notable that persons are here
speaking in favor of this project.
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Mr. Durham applauds the applicant for being amenable to this public goal of affordable housing. He
would consider this as work force housing and recognizes the City has a little bit of an issue in getting
their arms around the affordable housing issue.
The motion passed 6-0-i (Slominski absent)
B. SUP2018-o4 Northern Neck Gourmet INC. (dba Cork and Table), requests a
Special Use Permit for alcohol sales at a restaurant to be located at 1409 Princess Anne
Street.
James Newman, Zoning Administrator, presented the staff report with a power point presentation.
Mr. Pates inquired about the referenced Section 72.53.1B(2)(e): Changes in use shall be exemptedfrom
the requirement to provide additional on-site parking spaces beyond those that existed prior to the
change in use. Mr. Craig commented that if new structures are built, parking is required. The code
provision was to promote redevelopment of property.
Mr. Craig showed examples of modern building and parking arrangements and explained the intent is
to re-use the older structures in the non-conforming areas of town. Mr. Pates suggested that beyond
this application, this matter needs to be readdressed. He also stated that he believes a condition should
be added that the applicant must provide 14 off-site parking spaces at 1414 Caroline Street and at the
Red Dragon Brewery lot while this use continues. Mr. Craig responded that those parking spaces are
already allocated to another use. Mr. Pates still feels that Cork & Table must provide some off street
parking.
Mr. Rodriguez would like to revisit the parking ordinance as well and add this as a discussion item to a
future agenda.
Mr. Hornung asked if the restaurant is allowed by-right. Mr. Newman replied yes.
Chairman Gantt opened the public hearing.
PUBLIC COMMENTS
The applicant, James Fallon,

420

Greenbrier Court, was present.

Mr. Pates inquired about the use of the lot at 1414 Caroline Street. Mr. Fallon explained that during
negotiations of this lease, it was agreed that after 5 pm, Cork & Table Restaurant would be able to use
the parking lot that Creative Color utilizes from the hours of 9-5 pm. The other spaces are reserved for
Red Dragon Brewery. Mr. Pates suggested that a condition be added that 14 parking spaces be provided
in that lot. If Cork & Table quit operating, then whomever bought the property would be required to
also provide 14 parking spaces. Mr. Pates suggested that the existing lease could satisfy the condition.
He is seeking a condition to require a future owner to provide adequate parking as well. Mr. Pates
expressed that if parking arrangements are provided for when a business opens, then that will help the
business, the neighborhood and the City.
Mr. Durham asked if this would be self-parking. The applicant stated he may consider valet parking on
Friday or Saturday evenings and/or signage to direct patrons where to park.
Mr. Rodriguez asked if there was a pass through between the buildings and parking area. Applicant
stated that such a pass through is not physically possible. Patrons would walk around the block.
Chairman Gantt closed the public hearing.
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Mr. Pates made a motion to recommend approval of the Special Use Permit to the City Council as written
in the draft resolution, with one additional condition requiring the applicant to provide at least 14 offsite parking spaces at 1414 Caroline Street and the Red Dragon Brewery lot during daytime hours only,
as long as the use is continued. If there is a need to change this off-site parking, it could be done with
the review and approval of the Zoning Administrator. Mr. Rodriguez seconded the motion.
Mr. Craig recommended to utilize the language regarding parking as outlined in the special use
application submitted by the applicant so as to avoid confusion in the future. Mr. Durham asked if the
parking lease could satisfy this proposed condition.
Mr. Pates amended his motion to recommend approval of the Special Use Permit to the City Council as
written in the draft resolution, with one additional condition requiring the applicant to provide at least
14 parking spaces as outlined in his lease agreement, but subject to some adjustment in the future if that
is not available. Mr. Rodriguez seconded.
Mr. Durham asked if staff is convinced that this language would not preclude this proprietor to open for
lunch in the future if he wanted to. Mr. Craig replied yes.
Mr. Pates feels this is a good project in a building that has been vacant for a long time.
Mr. Rodriguez feels comfortable with this project and adding the parking requirement.
Mr. Durham thanked the applicant for being a pioneer, along with others, in changing the character of
that section of Princess Anne Street.
The motion passed 6-0-i (Slominski absent)
OTHER BUSINESS
A. Annual Report
• Planning Commission Cover Letter (Transmitted by Chairman)
• Annual Report (Transmitted electronically, no changes from November 27 version)
Mr. Gantt discussed the three suggestions he placed in the cover letter to accomplish those actions listed
in the Annual Report. Mr. Johnston stated that the Annual Report is more focused on current planning;
the Capital Improvements Plan and the Comprehensive Plan get more into overall policies, long term
planning, visions, and activities. Mr. Johnston urged the Commission to not focus in the cover letter on
long-range planning matters that are addressed more by the Capital Improvements Plan and the
Comprehensive Plan.

Discussion ensued between the Commissioners and the consensus agreement was to make the
recommended changes to the letter, review the changes, and forward the final version of the letter to
the Council.
B. Planning Commissioner Comments
• Housing Advisory Committee Update
Mr. Johnston stated a meeting would be set up for February 2019 for the Housing Advisory Committee.
He briefly reviewed a power point presentation presented by Virginia Organizing to City Council at its
January 22, 2019 meeting, regarding affordable housing. Mr. Johnston summarized the information in
the presentation and stated staff would email the Commission the power point. The consensus of
Council is that affordable housing is a worthwhile issue and the City is not opposed to it. The Council
would like to currently receive a regional response.
—
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Mr. Durham questioned what sort of questions did Council present? Mr. Johnston responded that
Council didn’t really question the presentation, but made various comments. Mr. Pates questioned how
much money is left in the Community Development fund. Mr. Craig responded that the funds were
spent, but not in the areas initially allocated. Instead funds went more to emergency home repairs rather
than direct home ownership assistance. (See attachment)
C. Planning Director Comments
• Capital Improvements Plan discussion
Mr. Johnston stated that City staff are not prepared to provide the Commission with any more input on
the process going forward with the Capital Improvements Plan and Comprehensive Plan until staff
receives information from Council. He discussed dates for review and discussion and stated that any
additional discussions the Commission wishes to have to understand Council priorities v. appendix B
are welcome. He further noted that towards the end of 2019, the Commission will need to amalgamate
the Council priorities and the Comprehensive Plan priorities and appendix B in order to start working
on the 5 year review of the Comprehensive Plan.

Mr. Johnston further noted that the Commission needs to review its by-laws as they are not in sync with
the way the Council and City Manager have set up the budget process. Mr. Durham then questioned the
purpose of the Commission’s review of the Capital Improvements Plan. Mr. Johnston responded that
the State code section is written with the presumption that the Commission is involved in the
development of the Capital Improvements Plan; however, in the City the development of the Capital
Improvements Plan is done by the Council and the City Manager. Commission review is appropriate,
but not as the author. Mr. Durham stated that he believes the Commission’s review is to determine the
degree to which the City Manager’s work meets the intent of the Comprehensive Plan. Best case scenario
is the proposed budget is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan but a budget being what it is, this
means that the City will only reach some level of conformance with the Comprehensive Plan. He believes
the Commission needs sufficient time, resources, and support from staff to do that specific analysis. Mr.
Craig responded that staff did try to give the Commission the information they need to do the grounding
by listing in the Annual Report the transportation improvements and their potential fund sources and
the capital improvements that appear in the Comprehensive Plan and where they appear in the budget.
This way the Commission can determine what is in the Comprehensive Plan and what is in the budget.
Mr. Durham stated that the Commission’s report on the Capital Improvements Plan should provide City
Council with a score card showing how the proposed budget will support or not support the
Comprehensive Plan and then it is Council’s decision where to go from there.
Mr. Pates stated that this is not realistic in that you could say that everything in the City Manager’s
proposed Capital Improvements Plan supports the Comprehensive Plan. He feels a more useful exercise
for the Commission would be to look at the action items in the Comprehensive Plan and see how well
the City is doing in terms of prioritization of these projects. The Commission can then state to Council
which items were listed as priorities but were not accomplished and recommend it be listed in the
Capital Improvements Plan. He realizes that budget constraints being what they are, not all
recommendations can be funded but the Commission can be helpful in choosing those priorities and
eliminating the unnecessary.
Mr. Gantt questioned of the 35 priorities which have been in place since FY17, FY18 and FY19 and not
been accomplished, what happens to the projects that are not ioo% accomplished at the end of FY19.
Mr. Johnston responded that the priorities get updated every two years and this is going to be a
discussion at the February Council meeting. This is ongoing and the priorities evolve over time. Mr.
Gantt questioned how can the Commission help advise Council on where the Capital Improvements
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Plan and Comprehensive Plan are in terms of setting the numerical order of the priorities based on a
statement Ms. Jett made during the work session that there are more requirements than resources.
Mr. Hornung feels this conversation has been previously had: how the Commission comments on the
Capital Improvements Plan. Other larger jurisdictions have ceded the Commission’s review
responsibility to staff. He recalls that last year the Commission focused on those priorities, planning
initiatives Commission wanted to see, and made sure the Commission was prioritized. At that point the
Commission then makes recommendations for future priorities. He feels their focus should be on the
goals envisioned. Mr. Gantt disagrees that the 35 priorities are part of the vision. He feels they are
current priorities. And that the Commission needs to determine and recommend where this funding
should go to the 35 priorities. Mr. Hornung responded that he believes that the funding of the future
phases of the Annual Plan are in the Capital Improvements Plan.
Mr. Durham stated that he believes Mr. Hornung is saying that the Commission needs to look at this in
a big picture viewpoint, not a line byline. The Commission essentially needs to ask if the City Manager’s
proposed Capital Improvements Plan supports, and to what degree, the principals that are espoused in
the Comprehensive Plan. The Commission can do this, not by nitpicking the money, but looking to see
if something has been completely left off the table. Mr. Gantt doesn’t think the Commission is nitpicking
but if the matters are in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan, he feels they should mark it off and
move on and let the City worry about the money. Mr. Hornung agrees but feels they need to be sure the
improvements needed to support the priority items must be in place also.
Mr. Rodriguez stated he feels talking about the money is also important. Specifically the schools in last
year’s Capital Improvements Plan were in the 5 year plan, but this year there is no money allotted. He
understands that it is still under discussion and based on those discussions he believes the Commission
should comment from a development perspective be able to state it needs to be brought forward.
Mr. Gantt stated that might not be beneficial according to information the Commission has received
from Mr. Johnston. Mr. Gantt stated as an example: the desired future state is learning is a way of life.
Now to determine if it is compliant with the Comprehensive Plan, Priority No. 9 states to establish a
Memorandum of Understanding that results in a plan for future growth and alignment of schools for
the next 10 years. So if the Capital Improvements Plan has funding that goes to schooling, it makes it
compliant. How much the City is spending is a whole other discussion that the Commission has no say
in.
Mr. Johnston noted that the Comprehensive Plan’s existing policies were not prioritized and there was
resistance from Council to prioritize so the City could keep their options open. Mr. Johnston suggested
that Mr. Gantt and Mr. Craig meet with him to discuss this further. Mr. Gantt clarified that the
Commission is working on Capital Improvements Plan for FY20? Mr. Johnston confirmed.
• Historic Preservation Working Group Plan Updates
Mr. Johnston noted that Council was presented with Historic Preservation Working Group Updates at
Council’s January 22, 2019 meeting. A report was given to Council on the progress and
recommendations of the Working Group’s process and tasks, with a review of recommendations for
three key areas City Code, Preservation Plan, and a Handbook.
—

• Area 7 Downtown Plan Status Update and Market Report
Mr. Johnston said Council was also briefed on the status of the Area 7 Plan and that the Commission
received a briefing at the December 12, 2018 Commission meeting. He stated the goal is to get a draft
final report soon, present it to the Commission on February 12, to Council on February 26, and then
hold a public information meeting on March 5.
—
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Mr. Johnston stated Council approved all the amendments to the Form Based Code applicable to Area 3
and eventually to other areas.
Mr. Johnston then handed out a VDOT Project Scorecard for the Commission’s review. No action is
necessary on the Scorecard.
ADJOURNMENT
Meeting adjourned at

10:00

p.m.

Ken eth Gantt, Chair
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You may view and listen to the meeting in its entirety by going to the Planning Commission
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The Agenda, Staff Report, Applications and Supporting Documents are also available on the
Planning Commission page.
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te/eco,ference

1.

CALL TO ORDER
Mr. Gantt called the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, Planning Commission to order at 7:30 P.M.

2.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

3.

DECLARATION OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST
There were no conflicts of interest reported.

4.

PUBLIC HEARING
A. RZ2019-01 The City of Fredericksburg Proposes the Rezoning of 28+/- acres including
the Greenbrier Shopping Center, the Westwood Shopping Center, and the Shoppes at Westwood,
from Commercial Shopping Center (CSC) to Commercial Highway (CH).
-

Mr. Craig reviewed the proposed rezoning with the assistance of a Power Point presentation.
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Mr. Craig stated that staff recommends approval of RZ2019-O1 where the City of Fredericksburg
is proposing to rezone of 28+/- acres including the Greenbrier Shopping Center, the Westxvood
Shopping Center, and the Shoppes at \Vestwood from Commercial Shopping Center (CSC) to
Commercial Highway (CH).
There was discussion regarding the changes in the zoning as presented.
Mr. Hornung asked for clarification regarding the by right residential uses for the current zoning
of the property being discussed.
Mr. Craig stated that Commercial High\vay permits residential uses at 12 units per acre.
Mr. Hornung asked \vhat the new density would be under the proposed zoning.
Mr. Craig stated that it would be 12 units per acre. The proposed change would allow up to 24
units per acre with a Special Use Permit, xvhich would require the Planning Commission review
and the City Council approval.
Mr. Pates asked if there were any developers that have approached the City regarding the
development of these parcels.
Mr. Craig confirmed that staff has received phone calls regarding several of the parcels being
discussed. Staff has not had plans submitted or any requests that would require a TRC to date.
Mr. Pates stated that in the past, the Planning Commission has not rezoned
developer
until one has applied to have a parcel rezoned which allows more leverage for proffers from the
property for a

developer.

Mr. Craig stated that proffer law has changed to restrict discussions; however, if there are impacts
from a proposed use under this plan, staff can still mitigate through conditions in a Special Use
Permit process.
Mr. Johnston stated that Mr. Pates was correct that the City has not previously initiated these types
of rezoning’s; this special area zoning is a process of the City’s Small Area Processing which is
something new for the City. Mr. Johnston added that staff has been going through each of the
areas xvith the intent of having the zoning comply with the policies that have been adopted within
the Comprehensive Plan amendment of the Small Area Plans.
Mr. Durham asked hoxv the form based code effects the property being rezoned with relation to
proffers.
Mr. Craig stated that things that staff would have to negotiate \vould now be required; such as
\valkable urban places including, formal open spaces where staff would have to negotiate in the

past and now it would be required to be implemented \vithin the development. With this zoning,
staff would be able to control building height and building \vidth where previously that would have
to be negotiated and hoped for with the proffer process.
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Mr. Gantt stated that he wanted to acknowledge that Mr. Rodriguez was teleconferencing in for
the meeting.
IVIr. Rodriguez stated that he did not have any comments at this time.
Mr. Gantt opened the public hearing and asked for comments from the public.
There being no comments from the public; the public hearing was closed.
A motion was made by Mr. Durham and seconded by Mr. Rodriguez to recommend approval to
the City Council RZ2019-O1 to rezone 28+!- acres including the Greenbrier Shopping Center, the
\Vestwood Shopping Center, and the Shoppes at \Vestwood, from Commercial Shopping Center
(CSC) to Commercial Highway (CR) as presented in the Planning Commission packet.
Mr. Hornung stated that he had a concern regarding opening up the shopping centers to by-right
automotive sales and service, and rental portion of the rezoning.

Mr.

Hornuhg stated that he would

like to look at making those uses the Commercial Highway Zoning require a Special Use Permit.
i\Ir. Johnston stated that this would be an issue for the I\Iaker District Zoning currently under
development. It is possible that the uses mentioned by Mr. Hornung would switch to the special
uses category and staff could make it consistent with the Highway Commercial District as well.
Mr. Johnston stated that staff could make a recommendation to Council to add a special use
requirement to the specific uses discussed as an amendment to the motion.
Ir. Hornung stated that he would prefer that the change be initiated prior to the proposed rezoning
being approved.
‘Ir. Pates spoke in opposition to the rezoning as presented stating that he would prefer that
applicants be required to rezone their property independently. Mr. Pates also stated that he
disagreed with the control that the City would have with a Special Use Permit verses the control
that is available through a rezoning request by the applicant.
V1r. Durham asked for clarification, stating that currently, a developer could come into the City and
build a 12 unit development with no restrictions.
Mr. Craig confirmed.
Mr. Durham stated that he agreed with Mr. Hornung’s comments and asked staff to work on the
Ordinance to require a Special Use Permit for the automotive uses for this rezoning.
Mr. Johnston stated that one option that the Planning Commission might like to consider is to add
an

the

amendment
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to
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any
work with the applicant, the schools, and
what degree they would be impacted and

there

to

and

to

is

a

request

for

a

rezoning of

type,

the costs associated with them and allow the Planning Commission to review their findings. Mr.
Johnston stated that it was his opinion that this would occur in the future as well.
Mr. Slominski stated that we have a motion on the floor.
Mr. Gantt stated that the Planning Commission previously discussed the Transects, and the form
based code and had concluded regarding residential and commercial uses within them, and then
asked Mr. Hornung what would be needed to resolve his issue.
Mr. Horning stated that his issue was the unintended consequences of permitting automotive sales
and service by-right in the Commercial Highway District.
Mr. Hornung asked Mr. Johnston how much of a delay there would be if they did not fonvard this
to Council.

Al,: Rodngue arrived at 8:05p.m.
Mr. Johnston stated that it would not come back to the Planning Commission until June for
reconsideration.
A substitute motion was made by Mr. Hornung and seconded by Mr. Rodriguez to table this request
to allow staff time to work with City Council to initiate an ordinance amendment to the Commercial
Highway zoning district to permit automotive sales and service with a Special Use Permit.

Motion passed 7-0.
Ayes: Mr. Gantt, Chairman; Mr. Rodriguez, Vice_Chairman; Mr. Slominski, Secretary;
Mr. O’Toole; Mr. Hornung; Mr. Pates; and Mr. Durham.
Nays: None.

B. RZ2019-02 317 Bridgewater Street, LLC, this is a request to rezone from Commercial/Office
Transitional (C’I to Commercial Highway (CH) on property located at 317 Bridgewater Street.
Mr. Newman reviewed the rezoning request with the assistance of a Power Point presentation as
provided in the Planning Commission packet.
Mr. Newman stated that staff recommends approval of the rezoning request RZ2019-02 317
Bridgewater Street, LLC, to rezone from Commercial/Office Transitional (Cl) to Commercial
Highway (Cl-I) on property located at 317 Bridgewater Street as presented.
There was discussion regarding the applicant’s use of outdoor storage of tires, which is currently
taking place with a detached tractor-trailer as well as outdoor storage in general, and parking of
vehicles that are completed and those that are waiting to be worked on.
Mr. Gant asked the applicant if he would like to come forward.

Al,: christopher Glenn Barnett, 69 14 Govemorc Gint Lane, Frederic/esbing, T/iiginia.
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Mr. Barnett stated that Mr. Pitts, the property owner, was present and that he was acting as Mr.
Pitt’s agent for this application.
Mr. Barnett stated that approval of the application was to allow him to expand the use of his
business. Currently they are at a place where they do not have enough bay space. With the
additional bays, it was his intent to move the three (3) to five (5) hour jobs over to the other
building and use the bays that he currently has for the quicker turn-a-round jobs.
VIr. Barnett stated that with regards to tire storage, the trailer has been in its current location for
approximately 18 years and he never knew nor received anything stating that he was in violation.
iVir. Barnett stated that Grigsby’s Refrigeration and Coolant has allowed him in the past to keep a
trailer at that location for storage within a fenced in area.
IVIr. Barnett stated that Mr. Pitts has told him that there is a trailer on the parcel he is requesting
to rezone, and stated that the trailer could be moved back farther from the street. Mr. Pitts has
been trying to have the owner of that trailer remove it from his property.
Mr. Barnett stated that this year marks their 74th year of business and that they relocated to the
current location in 1976 from the site that is the currently the Post Office.
Mr. Hornung stated that he was very supportive of Mr. Barnett’s business and asked Mr. Barnett
if he was willing to move the trailer off of the property.
Mr. Barnett asked staff if moving the trailer over to the Grigsby’s parking lot would meet the
zoning requirements.
Mr. Craig stated that there were two (2) issues at hand; one was a trailer that is on the property
that is being requested to be rezoned; and the second was on the current property being used by
the Applicant.
Mr. Barnett stated that the trailer on his property is moved every two (2) to three (3) weeks;the
trailer is filled with 800 to 900 tires and then moved. It is not a permanent storage unit; it is
removed and another one is brought in to replace it and filled again.
IVIr. Craig stated that staff could talk with vIr. Barnett about where best to store that trailers.
However, the other items stored on his site such as tires and other junk needed to be cleaned up.
Mr. Barnett concurred, and added that he informed staff that he currently was limited in storage
space and that he could easily contain the truck tires inside the structure. He stated that typically
he did not have that many truck tires and that he had them picked up
week-and-a-half to
two (2) weeks.
every

IVIr. Pates stated that he was very supportive of Mr. Barnett’s business and glad to see Mr. Barnett
expanding. Mr. Pates stated that he was concerned about outdoor storage anywhere and wanted
to be certain that 1r. Barnett could park the trailer on the Grigsby’s lot.
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Mr. Barnett stated that the owner of Grigsbys has allowed him to do this in the past and allows
his 17 employees to park there as well.
Mr. Pates stated that if Mr. Barnett was able to make that assurance then he would be happy to
support Mr. Barnett’s application.
Mr. Durham asked Mr. Barnett if he intended to hire with the expansion.
]\Ir. Barnett stated that the potential was there as his business grew 13 percent last year.
Mr. Durham stated that typically he was in favor of fixing what he considers to be arbitrary past
decisions to zone structures that are clearly inappropriate for their zoning. We have a building
that has been built to be a service center that is zoned Commercial Office Transitional, which does
not allow it to be used as a service center even though it is being used as such for the last couple
of decades. Therefore, he was in favor of this rezoning. Mr. Durham added that the building
looks great and is in great shape and asked how the tenant intended to maintain the integrity of
the building given its intended use.
Mr. Barnett stated that he has put a lot of work and expense into the current building that they
it, and added a second story to the original structure.
are in

to

improve

Mr. Gantt opened the public hearing and asked

for

comments

from the public.

There being no comments from the public; Mr. Gantt closed the public hearing.
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Mr. Rodriguez stated that he was supportive of the Makers District and that it was his opinion
that businesses like Mr. Barnett’s could be anchors in this community to bring business and people
to that side of the City. Mr. Rodriguez stated that he has been in their store and has always found
them to be professional, kind and courteous, and that their shop inside has always been clean.
Mr. Rodriguez stated that it was his opinion that this was a step in the right direction and stated
that there are buildings that the Planning Commission can continue to help be utilized, and
continue to be used and some that can be revived to make them look good and stand out in the
community. He looks forward to hearing input from the area where Mr. Barnett’s business is
located and has invested in for the last 74 years.
Mr. Hornung stated that the Planning Commission cannot impose conditions as a part of zoning;
however, he would like to ask that the applicant proffer that he would make provisions of the
storage trailer either across the street or between the two (2) buildings so that it is not in the front
portion of the property.

Mr. Johnston stated that should the applicant proffer anything then he would not qualify to be
rezoned to the Makers District.
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Mr. Craig stated that what staff can do is enforce their current standards and they have been very
clear regarding what needs to be cleaned up per the Ordinance.
Mr. Pates stated that he did not see a problem with the applicant making a proffer relating to the
trailer; it was his opinion that this property did not need to be in the Maker District.
Mr. Gantts stated that there was a motion on the table and asked the Commissioners to place their
votes.
Motion passed 7-0.
Ayes: Mr. Gantt, Chairman; Mr. Rodriguez, Vice-Chairman; Mr. Slominski, Secretary;
Mr. O’Toole; Mr. Hornung; Mr. Pates; and Mr. Durham.
Nays: None.
5.

OLD BUSINESS
None.

6.

NEW BUSINESS
A. Presentation of City Manager’s Proposed FY2020 Capital Improvement Program.
i\Ir. Johnston stated that there would be a brief presentation of the Capital Improvement Program
(CIP); the City has scheduled a public hearing for comments and further discussion in two (2)
weeks on March 27, 2019. This presentation is to answer any initial questions that the Commission
might have.
Ms. Jett provided a brief review of the FY2020 CIP as presented in a handout provided to the
Planning Commission and stated that the City vIanager will present the FY2020 budget to the
City Council at their regularly scheduled meeting on IVlarch 26, 2019, and that the entire budget
was available on the City’s website.
There was discussion about various areas regarding other projects that Commission members were
curious of as well as general discussion related to the CIP being presented.
One area of discussion was of the schools capital fund and how the City came to their decision of
how they will handle the overcrowding of the schools.
Ms. Jett suggested that the Planning Commission invite Mr. Whitely, Assistant City Manager, to
come and explain this process to them. Also on March 20, 2019, there will be a special meeting
in the Council Chambers to discuss the enrollment projections with a presentation by Mosley
Architects who did the enrollment projections; and they will allow discussion between the public,
iViosley, and staff.
Ms. Jett added that the City Manager’s decision was founded from Mosley’s report and the City’s
capacity to issue debt.
There was discussion regarding the Blue and Gray Gateway Boulevard extension and the future
of that extension as well as funding for it.
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Ms. Jett stated that the City was aggressively pursuing alternative funding sources for this project
and it would not be constructed if major economic development partners are not available to assist
in the debt service to build this road.
There was discussion regarding the possibility of an increase in the rates for water and sewer fees
and an increase in the general tax rates with the impending water and sewer improvements.
Ms. Jett stated that there would be substantial increases with a potential of nine to ten percent
increase in the water and sewer rates which will be part of the discussion during the work session
where they discuss debt relating to the CIP.
Ms. Jett stated that the City’s water rates compared to our neighbors compare very favorably.
Mr. Gantt thanked Ms. Jett for her presentation.
7.

General Public Comment
Mr. Gantt asked if there were any general public comments, there were none.

8.

Other Business
A. Area 7 Downtown Plan Update
Mr. Gantt thanked Mr. Durham, Mr. Rodriguez, and Mr. Pates for attending the session regarding
the Area 7 Downtown Plan Update.
Mr. Craig state that it was a good meeting with approximately 85 individuals not including the
Street Sense group and staff that came out.
Mr. Craig provided a brief overview of the Neighborhood 7 Small Area Plan with the assistance
of a Power Point presentation.
There was discussion regarding the train station parking plan.
Mr. Durham expressed a concern regarding the Maker Districts with a desire to ensure that the
individuals who live and work in the Maker Districts could use and remain contained and not have
to travel to get there.
There was discussion regarding the appropriate use mix within Maker Districts and that they
should permit residential, commercial, and maker’s uses.
I\Ir. Craig stated that these districts would be self-contained.
Mr. Rodriguez expressed a concern of trying to create more than one Maker District rather than
establishing one (1) and ensuring that it works and move forward from there.

Staff stated that it was important to establish land use regulations to give the best opportunity for
the land to be used in a favorable way.
B. Planning Commission Comments
]\Ir. Gantt asked the Commission if they had any comments at this time.
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Mr. Rodriguez asked about the results of an earlier discussion regarding having the City Attorney
in attendance at the Planning Commission meetings to answer questions that may come up.
Mr. Johnston stated that the request of the Planning Commission has been conveyed to the City
Attorney and it was Mr. Johnston’s understanding that it was the City Attorney’s preference to be
involved on a project by project circumstance.
There was discussion regarding further consideration and options of having the City Attorney in
attendance at the Planning Commission meetings.
Mr. Pates expressed a concern regarding the rapid growth of the City of Fredericksburg and an
article printed in the March 13, 2019, issue of the Free Lance Star relating that matter titled
Freclericksbuig Region He/ps Fuels/ate Growth. Mr. Pates read a portion of the article.

Mr. Slominski stated that with some forethought the City could grow smartly.
There were no further comments from the Commission.
C. Planning Director Comments
Mr. Johnston stated that regarding Mr. Pates’ comments; the Planning Department has not had a
significant residential project begin a process in over a year.
1. Status of Minutes
Mr. Johnston stated that he did appreciate the patience of the Planning Commission as staff works
through the issue of getting the minutes done. Mr. Johnston stated that there was a guest minute
taker and that he really appreciated her willingness to step in and assist with this.
2. March 27, 2019, Agenda Planned Items
Mr.Johnston stated that on March 27,2019, the Planning Commission will have the public hearing
on the CIP. Mr. Johnston stated that from a timing standpoint it would be very helpful if the
Planning Commission could make any comments that they might have rather than waiting until
April 10, 2019, to allow more time for staff to prepare before it goes to the City Council.
—

Mr. Johnston discussed other items that may come before the Planning Commission in the future.
9.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further items to be discussed, the Planning Commission was adjourned.
vIeeting adjourned at 10:04 P.M.

th Gantt, Chair
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CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG

PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
March 27, 2019
7:30 p.m.
715 Princess Anne Street
Council Chambers
You may view and listen to the meeting in its entirety by going to the Planning Commission
page on the City’s website:
http://regiona1webtv.com/fredericksburgpc/2O19/0327.htm1
The Agenda, Staff Report, Applications and Supporting Documents are also available on the
Planning Commission page.

MEMBERS
Kenneth Gantt, Chairman
Rene Rodriguez, Vice-Chairman
Steve Slominski, Secretary
Tom O’Toole
Chris Hornung Absent
Jim Pates
Dave Durham

CITY STAFF
Chuck Johnston, Director,
of Planning and Building
Mike Craig, Senior Planner
Timothy Baroody, City Manager
Mark Whitley, Assistant City Manager
Deidre Jett, Budget Manager
Nancy Quesenberry, Administrative Assistant

-

1.

CALLTO ORDER
iIr. Gantt called the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, Planning Commission meeting to order at 7:30
P.M.

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
3. DECLARATION OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST
There were no conflicts of interest reported.
4. PUBLIC HEARING
A. The City Manager’s Recommended Capital Improvements Plan, which is a component of
the proposed City Budget for Fiscal Year 2020.
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Ms. Jett stated that the Fiscal Year 2020 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and the City’s Budget were
available on the City’s Website.
Ms. Jett

reviewed

the upcoming meeting schedule to discuss the FY2020 recommended budget.

Ms. Jett provided an overview of the City Manager’s recommended Capital Improvements Plan as
presented in a handout.
There were questions regarding the Gateway Boulevard Extension project and how this project would
be funded.
Ms. Jett explained that the City has this project identified as funded through debt, however, the City
is actively pursuing alternative funding sources.
The Planning Commission had questions regarding the Hanover Street Parking project
Mr. Baroody explained that the City staff has been working with the University of Mary Washington
(UMW) for more than a year to try to relieve parking congestion relating to the use of their fields and
other events in City neighborhoods and this project will create approximately 112 new parking spaces.
This will help UMW as well as the neighborhoods and will be a 50/50 match project. It was Mr.
Baroody’s opinion that this would also assist Economic Development and Tourism to better promote
those fields in conjunction with UM\V for tournament draws that would generate revenue for the
City.
‘lhere was discussion and concerns relating to the school portion of the CIP, and the school
enrollment study, the cost associated with that, as well as the adequacy of the studies that were done.
Mr. Baroodv stated that there were two (2) pieces of work that were done; the feasibility and the
projections. \X’hen the school hired Moselev Architects they went into the schools and spoke with
various school employees and actually laid out space for potential land expansions on a schematic
level.
Mr. Baroodv added that it was his opinion that the proposed funding was robust but it remained with
the intent of staying in front of school growth to come.
There was concern and discussion regarding the information provided for the Moseley report and its
accuracy for the future.
Mr. Baroody was asked if the school division provided City staff any analysis other than the Moselev
report from the 2017 enrollment study.
Mr. Baroody was also asked if the Moseley report that was provided by the School Board was the only
study that the Cit Manager and staff used for their decision on the recommended budget presented
in the FY2020 CIP for the schools.
?\lr. Baroody stated that the school division did not provide any other analysis other than the Moseley
report and that the decision was guided by many pieces of information including the adopted and
Council supported 2015 Comprehensive Plan which discusses the next steps regarding meeting the
2

capacities in the City of Fredericksburg to include the expansion of the Lafayette Elementary School
as well and the James Madison High School expansion.
Mr. Baroody stated that it was his understanding that what he heard in the presentation was that the
Moseley group looked back 10 years, analyzed the growth trends in the community, and then looked
at the data from the Planning Department. Those numbers were not going to be dramatically different
looking back as they did looking fonvard and then stated that they were not going to make
adjustments.
Mr. Baroody stated that there are approximately 400 new seats in the next five (5) years in the Moseley
estimates, which indicates that they were looking at growth in the City as far as the population was
concerned. It was his opinion that he did not believe that they manually adjusted those numbers.
There was concern expressed regarding funding for overcrowding in the schools, improvements of
parking lots, and traffic flow in the schools in the CIP.
The Planning Commission asked about the relationship between the CIP and the Comprehensive
Plan.
Mr. Johnston stated that the CIP and the Comprehensive Plan were in line with each other.
Mr. Pates complimented the City Manager and staff for their excellent work on the FY2020 Budget
stating that it had good
explaining what was being done, with an easy to follow layout.
narratives

There was discussion regarding the process and the Planning Commission’s roll in making a
recommendation for the CIP to the City Council.
Mr. Gantt opened the public hearing.
Gait/in Fin/ajson Assistant Professor of Geography at the Universi of IV[aij JVashington
Lane, Fredericksbing, Virginia.

—

1105 Great Oak

Ms. Finlayson stated she had two (2) sons; one (1) that currently attends Hugh Mercer Elementary
School and one (1) that will attend next fall.
Ms. Finlayson spoke in opposition of the expansion of Lafayette Upper Elementary School versus
building a new elementary school. Ms. Finlayson stated that she had a concern regarding the
enrollment report provided by vIose1ey, and the rapid growth rate of the City.
Ghrista Stab/er

—

2000 Id/ewi/d Boulevard, Fredericksburg, Viiginia.

Ms. Stabler spoke in opposition of the Lafayette Upper Elementary School expansion and the
projected analysis of a report provided by Moseley with a concern of overcrowding of the school with
the rapid growth rate of the City.
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James Tank.ers/ej

—

804 Charlotte Street, Fredericksbuig, Viigmia.

Mr. Tankerslev spoke in opposition of the expansion of the Lafayette Upper Elementary School to
address the overcrowding of the schools, along with the projected analysis provided by Moselev and
the rapid growth rate of the City.
Mr. Tankerslev stated that Hugh Mercer Elementary School was averaging an enrollment of one (I)
new student dali and expressed concern of the heavy traffic issues that currently exist at the schools.
Mr. Tankerslev stated that other localities have turned to underutilized buildings to ease the burden
of the existing overcrowded schools.

Arnie Little

—

726 JVillia,’,.’,s Street, Frederick.s1mig, Virgiiua.

Ms. Little stated that she has been involved in the elementary schools for a number of years and has
noticed the overcrowding at the Hugh Mercer Elementary School.
Ms. Little stated that she would like the City to examine their options to ensure that they are making
the best choices for the future of the schools and children.
There being no further comments from the public, Mr. Gantt Closed the public hearing.
The Planning Commission asked if staff would like to address the public comments.
Mr. Baroodv stated that he heard some very good comments; and that the City Council has been
engaging quite a bit with the School Board which led to the feasibility studies. Council has beard the
concerns of the citizens and has therefore enlisted a feasibility study by the Weldon Cooper Center
which will be forth coming in the next couple of weeks.
There was discussion of the funding and issuance of bonds for the Gateway Expansion and
affordability of a new elementary school.
Mr. Pates expressed a concern of the rapid growth of the city and the condensed development plan
and how the City would fund the areas that would be impacted by the growth.
The Planning Commission were encouraged to submit their questions to staff so that their concerns
and questions might be addressed.
5. OLD BUSINESS
None.
6. NEW BUSINESS
Mr. Johnston stated for the record, that there was a text amendment that was relative to the historic
review process that was advertised once and then marked the second advertisement as postponed.
Mr. Johnston stated that there was a second work session at the Architectural Review Board where
they modified the text; therefore, that will be presented at the April 10, 2019 Planning Commission
meeting.
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A. Review of draft text for a Unified Development Ordinance Text Amendment to change
‘Automobile Sales and Rental’ and ‘Automotive Service’ uses from permitted uses to being
allowed only with a Special Use Permit in the Highway Commercial Zoning District
throughout the City.
Mr. Craig provided a brief
Planning Commission meeting.

review

of

the discussion that took place at the March 13, 2019

Mr. Craig stated that staff has worked on the concerns expressed by the Planning Commission
and will present two (2) options that staff would like the Planning Commission to consider.
Mr. Craig provided a review of the options for the ordinance amendment with the assistance
of a Power Point presentation.
Mr. Craig stated that staffs recommendation would be to get direction from the Planning
Commission on the change to Automotive Sales and Rental regulations.
vIr. Craig stated that a draft ordinance could be presented to the City Council on April 9, 2019
for initiation and if initiated, the Planning Commission public hearing on these items could be
held at the May 8, 2019 Planning Commission meeting.
There was discussion regarding the modified text to the ordinance and the size of the lots for
used vehicle sales.
Mr. Johnston stated that staff would present to the City Council that t was the general
consensus of the Planning Commission to offer two (2) proposals: one (1) proposal would
have the large small concept, and the other concept would have a straight large concept with
3.0 acre lots as the dividing point for determining ‘large scale’ when considering automotive
sales dealerships and requiring a Special Use Permit for everyone.
7. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT
Mr. Gantt stated that there was
no

one

to

come

forward for general public comments.

8. OTHER BUSINESS
A. Planning Commission Comments
there being no
Mr. Gantt stated that there was some great comments made this
the
other
the Planning Commission Mr. Gantt closed that
evening;

comments

portion

from

of

meeting.

B. Planning Director Comments
that came to the Planning Commission earlier
Mr. Johnston discussed the
that precipitated the discussion regarding the Highway Commercial Shopping Center
District. The Area 6 Plan has been adopted and the Wise Shopping Center aka the
Fredericksburg Shopping Center is zoned CSC. To be consistent with that Planning
document, staff will be asking the City Council to add that to the list of properties to be
rezoned and that this would be coming back to the Planning Commission in IVlay.
rezoning

item

Mr. Johnston stated that the temporary sign issue will be coming back to the Planning
Commission with another public hearing on April 10, 2019. The text amendment
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regarding the Architectural Review Board changes will also be coming before the Planning
Commission in April as well as the CIP.
Mr. Johnston stated that the City Attorney will be coming to the May 8, 2019 meeting to
speak to the changes to the proffer laws.

9. ADJOURNMENT
There being no further items to be discussed, the Planning Commission adjourned at 9:48
P.M.

Kenneth G ntt, Char
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CITY OF FREDEIUcKsBuRG
PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
May 8, 2019
7:30 p.m.
715
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You may view and listen to the meeting in its entirety by going to the Planning
Commission page on the City’s website:
https ://amsva.wistia. com!medias/w83n3 4dv3t
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available on the Planning Commission page.

MEMBERS
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Steve Slominski, Secretary
Tom O’Toole
Chris Hornung
Jim Pates absent
Dave Durham

CITY STAFF
Kathleen Dooley, City Attorney
Chuck Johnston, Director,
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1.

CALLTO ORDER
Mr. Gantt called the the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. Mr. Gantt explained meeting procedures
for the public, as well as expected decorum during public comment.

2.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

3. ADOPTION OF MINUTES
Mr. Hornung motioned to approve the March

27, 2019

The motion passed 6-o-i (Pates absent)
4. DECLARATION OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST
There were no conflicts of interest reported.
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minutes; Mr. Durham seconded.

5. PUBLIC HEARING
UDOTA 2019-03. The City of Fredericksburg proposes to amend the Unified Development
A.
Ordinance to differentiate between Small Scale and Large Scale Automotive Sales and Rental
Uses, and to require a special use permit for Small Scale Automotive Sales and Rental Uses in
the Commercial Highway zoning district.

Mr. Craig presented the staff report with a power point presentation. Mr. Craig noted that that all four
items on the Agenda are related to same type of commercial properties.
Mr. Hornung questioned how many of these automotive dealerships have appeared in the last ten
years. Mr. Craig did not have that data. Mr. Hornung further questioned the consistency with the
Comprehensive Plan in these areas and would it support approval in most of these areas. Mr. Craig
clarified if Mr. Hornung was asking what the City would rely upon in the Comprehensive Plan to
support a Special Use Permit. Mr. Craig stated there are use standards in the Unified Development
Ordinance that would have to be met. The critical factors would be setbacks, location, and type of
parking.
Mr. Durham questioned if any of the existing business on the Background Automotive Sales and Rental
UDOTA slide would become non-conforming upon adoption of this amendment. Mr. Craig responded
that all of the businesses shown in green would become non-conforming and would need a Special Use
Permit to do any further expansion. Additionally if the businesses close and a new business does not
take over within two years, the new business would have to get a Special Use Permit.
Mr. O’Toole questioned if all of the automotive businesses have been notified of this proposed change.
Mr. Craig responded they had not, but if this amendment is recommended for approval this evening,
the businesses will be notified prior to the City Council public hearing on this matter.
Mr. Durham questioned if most of these uses can be expanded only if the business was to buy a
neighboring property. Mr. Craig responded that was correct. Adoption of this change will have no
material impact on the businesses current operation.
No public comments.
Mr. Durham motioned to recommend to City Council approval of the text amendment to differentiate
between small scale and large scale automotive sales and rental uses and require a special use permit
for small scale automotive sales of less than 3 acres in the CH zoning district. Mr. Slominski seconded.
The motion passed 6-o-i (Pates absent)

B.

RZ 2019-03. The City of Fredericksburg proposes the rezoning from Commercial Shopping
Center (CSC) to Commercial Highway (CH) of 12.66 +1- acres including the Greenbrier
Shopping Center, the Westwood Shopping Center, and the Shoppes at Westwood,

Mr. Craig requested permission to present Items B and C together as they are so inter-related. Mr.
Rodriguez noted he had no objection as long as we vote on them separately. Mr. Craig then presented
a combined staff report with a power point presentation that discussed small area plans, transects, and
amendment of the zoning map. Staff recommends approval of the amendment to the zoning map
adopting the transect and frontage maps for the Area 6, T-5C transect; approval of the amendment to
the zoning map changing 12.66 acres of land within Area 6 zoned CSC to CH; and approval of the
amendment to the zoning map changing 28+/- acres of land within Area 3 zoned CSC to CH.
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Mr. Durham questioned why the T-5C transect wouldn’t apply to the strip malls along the eastern side
of Route 1 between Welford Street and Princess Anne Street. IVIr. Craig responded that all of the area
Mr. Durham indicated is part of the Maker District and is all part of the T-5M transect.
Mr. Hornung questioned what triggers the requirement to comply with the frontage regulating plan if
an owner within the CH wants to redevelop or improve their property. Mr. Craig responded that an
introduction of residential use would trigger that.
Mr. Rodriguez questioned whether there are any other CSC areas in the City of Fredericksburg besides
these or are we just asking for these parcels. Mr. Craig responded there are other areas that have CSC
areas but within those areas, the City has done small area plans for them; these are the only CSC parcels
in this area. Mr. Craig stated that there is another possible CSC area the City may want to consider
around Eagle Village but there may be other possible solutions for Eagle Village. Mr. Rodriguez stated
that the Commission’s vote recommending approval this will set a precedent which Mr. Craig agreed
and noted this is the City’s attempt to upgrade these areas and eliminate the older, less effective zoning
regulations. Mr. Craig further noted there is a series of medical offices across from the canal which will
be looked at with Area 4. In addition, Paul’s Bakery on Lafayette Boulevard will need to be considered
for the appropriate zoning.
Mr. Hornung noted that the CSC area wouldn’t necessarily have to change to CH, it could be some
other zoning district.
Mr. Durham questioned if the Commission approves this proposal, the properties going to CH will
have a series of uses that will be added as authorized and only a handful of uses that will be non
conforming so in effect the Commission will not be harming any of these property owners unless they
tried to sell the property to the City for a school or golf course. IVIr. Craig agreed that approval of this
will not abridge any property owner’s rights. Mr. Hornung stated that property owners in this area do
currently have a by-right residential density they are permitted in a CH but under these rules the
owners would have to abide by the regulating plans
Mr. Rodriguez stated the Commission needs to consider that by rezoning from CSC to CH, whether it
is appropriate to put nursing homes and dormitories in a high traffic area along the Route 1 corridor.
Mr. Durham stated that the Commission should consider whether these potential uses have a greater
impact on the roadways then does the existing shopping center and questioned whether staff had done
any studies on this. Mr. Hornung stated that the Commission needs to note that the proposed uses
mentioned are SUPs in a CH zone so the uses would have to come before the Commission, at which
point the Commission can discuss the mitigation of that use. Mr. Hornung also noted that the vast
majorities of these uses are already SUPs in CH and few have come before the Commission. It’s
possible that the Commission may want to review this in the future since CH is the prime corridor but
not many of these are prime corridor uses.
Mr. Durham then questioned if the Commission should consider the two rezonings prior to
considering the transect matter. Or can the transect be done over CSC? Mr. Craig stated that the
Commission can recommend in whatever order the Commission would like to take these matters.
There were no public comments on either RZ

20 19-03

or RZ

2019-04.

Mr. O’Toole questioned about any comments from any of the property owners on any of these issues.
Mr. Craig responded that there were 4-5 calls in response to all of the signs that were posted for this
matter and after talking the matter through with the citizens, all were happy with the change and
recognize that it is a way for these corridors to evolve.
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Mr. Durham questioned if the Commission can consider RZ 2019-04 without first considering RZ
2019-01. Mr. Craig noted that the transect and frontage maps are only for Area 6. The transect and
frontage maps that would have been associated with the 28+/- acres in Area 3 were adopted with that
ordinance and are already in place.
Mr. Durham motioned to recommend to City Council approval of RZ 2019-03 to rezone 12.66 +7- acres
from CSC to CH. Mr. Hornung seconded. Mr. Rodriguez stated he is still concerned about the amount
of traffic and congestion in that corridor. Mr. Gantt agrees but also believes that as Mr. Hornung
pointed out, most of Mr. Rodriguez’ concerns are matters that are SUPs in a CH zone and will have to
be considered by the Commission prior to approval.
The motion passed

C.

5-1-1

(Rodriguez denied, Pates absent)

RZ 2019-04. The City of Fredericksburg proposes to amend the Official Zoning Map in order
to adopt a Transect Regulating Plan and Frontage Regulating Plan in Land Use Planning Area
6

Mr. Rodriguez motioned for approval of RZ 2019-04 to amend the Official Zoning Map in order to
adopt a Transect Regulating Plan and Frontage Regulating Plan in Land Use Planning Area 6.
Mr. Durham seconded.
The motion passed 6-0-i (Pates absent)
6.

OLD BUSINESS

RZ 2019-01. The City of Fredericksburg proposes the rezoning from Commercial Shopping
Center (CSC) to Commercial Highway (CH) of 28 +/- acres including the Greenbrier Shopping
Center, the Westwood Shopping Center, and the Shoppes at Westwood
Mr. Craig presented the staff report with a power point presentation. He noted that this item falls well
in sequence with the other items as these are the same issues as in Area 6. All three areas are currently
zoned CSC and to make the commercial highway form based code evenly apply across this area, the
proposed zoning map changes all of these parcels to CH.
Mr. Durham questioned if signs were posted and did you receive essentially the same feedback?
Mr. Craig confirmed.
Mr. Hornung motioned for approval of RZ 2019-01 to rezone 28+7- acres including the Greenbrier
Shopping Center, the Westwood Shopping Center, and the Shoppes at Westwood from Commercial
Shopping Center (CSC) to Commercial Highway (CH). Mr. Slominski seconded.
The motion passed 6-0-i (Pates absent)

7. NEW BUSINESS

Review of 2019 Code of Virginia amendments — Kathleen Dooley, City Attorney
§15.2-2303.4

§15.2-2316.2

Conditional Zoning Proffers
Transfer of Development Rights

Ms. Kathleen Dooley, City Attorney, presented the report on the 2019 Virginia Code Amendments with
a power point presentation. She spoke on the purpose of proffers and their constitutional
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considerations. One of the main purposes of proffers is to allow developers to mitigate the negative
externalities of a proposed development. See attachment.
Ms. Dooley also discussed the Transfer of Development Rights bill which she interprets that the City
can designate certain receiving areas to go with certain sending areas.
Mr. Gantt thanked Mr. Johnston for emailing them the Charlottesville article regarding proffers.
Mr. Durham noted that the Charlottesville article talked about how they are amending policies and
ordinances now to be ready for the July 1 legislation changes, and questioned if we have determined
whether the City should do anything specifically at this time. Ms. Dooley responded that she is not
aware of any ordinance necessitated by these legislation changes, but will have to take a closer look.
Mr. Hornung questioned Mr. Johnston if he was aware of any efforts by City Council in re-engaging
Tischler Bise to complete the proffer study. Mr. Johnston responded that no contact with Tischler Bise
had been made to date. Mr. Hornung stated that he feels the City should re-engage to get a general feel
of what the impacts maybe.
Mr. Durham agrees and believes localities adjusted these to be either pro-growth or anti-growth and
he feels the proper approach is to be neutral and essentially insure that the negative externalities are
actually considered and are mitigated in an appropriate way. He further noted that if you make the
developer make an appropriate proffer for the impact of the development they propose, you are more
likely to have a fair outcome.
Mr. Hornung questioned the concept of safe harbor, that some areas of the City fall within, and how is
that process currently different in reviewing applications than ones on July 1 that will fall under this
revised legislation. Ms. Dooley stated that most of the City falls within the safe harbor described in the
Virginia Code.
Mr. Hornung asked could the City ask for a proffer for the library under the safe harbor if there is
significant nexus and is proportional? Ms. Dooley responded that the City is working under the legal
concept of reasonable nexus proportionality. There are small area plans for each of the 10 areas in the
City making them much more robust. Mr. Johnston noted that the Comprehensive Plan amendments
in 2016 were done to insert language that would give the City the safe harbors but it could be made
more robust. Mr. Durham questioned if all of this could be challenged by stating the City unreasonably
asserted the safe harbor being applicable so wouldn’t it behoove the City to insure that in our changes
to the small area plans, the Comprehensive Plan, and the Unified Development Ordinance, the City
make a factual characterization of why the City believes that these areas are subject to safe harbor.
Ms. Dooley responded in saying that staff has been very careful to use the word revitalization
throughout these areas. Mr. Durham recommended that as we move forward this be one of the topics
that the Commission is briefed on.
Mr. Durham discussed the Transfer of Development Rights done in the Unified Development
Ordinance and Area 6 but Mr. Johnston doesn’t feel this amendment will be applicable in the
Fredericksburg context because the City will essentially have only one sending area and one receiving
area.
8. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT

No public comments.
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9. OTHER BUSINESS
A. Planning Commissioner Comments

Mr. Durham asked if there had been any response or reaction to the letter authored with respect to the
Capital Improvement Plan and its adequacy? Mr. Johnston noted that the Council has not yet adopted
the Capital Improvements Plan and it was still being worked on. Mr. Durham stated that the
Commission needs to keep discussing the Commission’s role with the Capital Improvements Plan
before it is back on them again so the Commission is not driven by time requirements. He believes we
need a formal work session regarding this and Mr. Johnston responded that he has discussed with the
Chairman regarding starting the Commission meeting on June 26, 2019 at 6:30 pm.
B. Planning Director Comments

Mr. Johnston reminded everyone of the joint work session at 5:30 pm on May 28, 2019, primarily
focusing on transmittal of the Area 7 plan. He further reminded Commission there would be no
meeting on June 12, 2019, but the June 26, 2019 meeting will begin at 6:30 with a work session.
10. ADJOURNMENT

There being no further items to be discussed, the Planning Commission adjourned at 9:o1 P.M.

Ganti, Chair
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Public Hearing 06/25/19

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA
CITY COUNCIL

Council Chambers, 715 Princess Anne Street
Fredericksburg, Virginia 22401

HON. MARY KATHERINE GREENLAW, MAYOR
HON. WILLIAM C. WITHERS, JR., VICE -MAYOR, WARD TWO
HON. KERRY P. DEVINE, AT-LARGE
HON. MATTHEW J. KELLY, AT-LARGE
HON. JASON N. GRAHAM, WARD ONE
HON. DR. TIMOTHY P. DUFFY, WARD THREE
HON. CHARLIE L. FRYE, JR., WARD FOUR

June 25, 2019
The Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, held a public hearing on
Tuesday, June 25, 2019, beginning at 7:45 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall.

City Council Present. Vice-Mayor William C. Withers, Jr., Council members
Kerry P. Devine, Dr. Timothy P. Duffy, Charlie L. Frye, Jr., Jason N. Graham and Matthew
J. Kelly.

City Council Absent. Mayor Mary Katherine Greenlaw, out of town.
Also Present. City Manager Timothy J. Baroody, Assistant City Manager Mark
Whitley, City Attorney Kathleen Dooley, Director of Community Planning & Building
Services Charles Johnston, , Senior Planner Michael Craig,

Economic Development

Director Bill Freehling, Budget Manager Deidre Jett and Clerk of Council Tonya B. Lacey.

Notice of Public Hearings (D19-__). The Clerk read the notice of the
public hearings as they appeared in the local newspaper, the purpose being to solicit citizen
input. The public hearings were combined as one public hearing
Ordinance 19-25, First Read Approved, Amending the Unified Development
Ordinance to Differentiate Between Small Scale and Large Scale Automotive Sales
and Rental Uses and to Require a Special Use Permit for Small Scale Automotive
Sales and Rental Uses in the Commercial Highway Zoning District.
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Ordinance 19-26, First Read Approved, Rezoning Approximately 28 Acres of
Land Located on or Near Route 3 (Plank Road), Between I-95 and U.S. Route 1,
from Commercial Shopping Center (C-SC) to Commercial-Highway (C-H) as
Recommended in the Small Area Plan for Area 3.
Ordinance 19-27, First Read Approved, Rezoning Approximately 12.66 Acres
of Land Located on or Near U.S. Route 1, Between Fall Hill Avenue and the
Rappahnnock Canal, from Commercial Shopping Center (C-SC) to CommercialHighway (C-H) as Recommended in the Small Area Plan for Area 6.
Ordinance 19-28, First Read Approved, Amending the Official Zoning Map in
Order to Adopt a Transect Regulating Plan and Frontage Regulating Plan for the T5C “Area Core Corridor” Transect in Land Use Planning Area 6. 1 speaker.
Senior Planner Craig presented a PowerPoint and in that presentation he discussed
the background on T-5C transect and form base code, rezoning 28 acres in Area 3 and 12.66
acres in Area 6 from CSC to CH, Transect Map and Frontage Map for Area 6 T-5C,
potential impacts – automotive sales and rental UDO Text Amendment, Planning
Commission public hearing and recommendations and conclusion.
Joe Wilson, 913 Caroline Street, asked for an explanation of the two year
grandfather clause for dealerships that are less than the required minimum area and Mr.
Craig explained that any dealership that is operating legally today on a parcel of land under 3
acres in size would be considered legally nonconforming if the ordinance passes. If the
dealership goes out of business and someone wants to reestablish a dealership on that parcel
of land within two years of the closing of the original dealership they can retain the legal
nonconforming status. If two year have passed the legal nonconforming status goes away
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and a dealership would have to apply for a special use permit to reestablish a dealership on
that piece of land.
Councilor Kelly asked if they would be able to expand, and City Attorney explained
that as long as the use continues in the same intensity then they can continue to operate but
if they expand they would have to get a special use permit or come into compliance with the
ordinance.
Councilor Duffy asked what the City does to regulate public safety and public
interest in the areas where the dealerships are nonconforming and how does the City deal
with violations. Mr. Craig said they have worked with many dealerships because the nature
of the business is to take in a lot of cars, and within the last 5 years, if a dealership was
opening they were required to submit site plans to meet setback rules and they also have
general operating standards. He said if there was a use out of conformance, they would visit
and get them back into conformance and continue to monitor the site. The dealerships are
given a notice of violation and a warning, and in extreme cases of excessive violations they
will pull their zoning permit and notify DMV and the DMV would pull their dealership
license.

Ordinance 19-25, First Read Approved, Amending the Unified
Development Ordinance to Differentiate Between Small Scale and Large
Scale Automotive Sales and Rental Uses and to Require a Special Use
Permit for Small Scale Automotive Sales and Rental Uses in the
Commercial Highway Zoning District (D19-__). Councilor Devine made a
motion to approve Ordinance 19-25, on first read, amending the Unified Development
Ordinance to differentiate between small scale and large scale automotive sales and rental
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uses and to require a special use permit for small scale automotive sales and rental uses in the
Commercial Highway Zoning District; motion was seconded by Councilor Duffy and passed
by the following recorded votes. Ayes (6). Councilors Withers, Devine, Duffy, Frye, Graham
and Kelly. Nays (0).

Ordinance 19-26, First Read Approved, Rezoning Approximately
28 Acres of Land Located on or Near Route 3 (Plank Road), Between I95 and U.S. Route 1, from Commercial Shopping Center (C-SC) to
Commercial-Highway (C-H) as Recommended in the Small Area Plan
for Area 3 (D19-__). Councilor Devine made a motion to approve Ordinance 19-26, on
first read, rezoning approximately 28 acres of land located on or near Route 3 (Plank Road),
between I-95 and U.S. Route 1, from Commercial Shopping Center (C-SC) to CommercialHighway (C-H) as recommended in the Small Area Plan for Area 3; motion was seconded by
Councilor Duffy and passed by the following recorded votes. Ayes (6). Councilors Withers,
Devine, Duffy, Frye, Graham and Kelly. Nays (0).

Ordinance 19-27, First Read Approved, Rezoning Approximately
12.66 Acres of Land Located on or Near U.S. Route 1, Between Fall Hill
Avenue and the Rappahnnock Canal, from Commercial Shopping Center
(C-SC) to Commercial-Highway (C-H) as Recommended in the Small
Area Plan for Area 6 (D19-__). Councilor Devine made a motion to approve
Ordinance 19-27, on first read, rezoning approximately 12.66 acres of land located on or
near U.S. Route 1, between Fall Hill Avenue and the Rappahnnock Canal, from Commercial
Shopping Center (C-SC) to Commercial-Highway (C-H) as recommended in the Small Area
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Plan for Area 6; motion was seconded by Councilor Duffy and passed by the following
recorded votes. Ayes (6). Councilors Withers, Devine, Duffy, Frye, Graham and Kelly. Nays
(0).

Ordinance 19-28, First Read Approved, Amending the Official
Zoning Map in Order to Adopt a Transect Regulating Plan and Frontage
Regulating Plan for the T-5C “Area Core Corridor” Transect in Land
Use Planning Area 6 (D19-__). Councilor Kelly made a motion to approve
Ordinance 19-28, on first read, amending the official Zoning Map in Order to adopt a
Transect Regulating Plan and Frontage Regulating Plan for the T-5C “Area Core Corridor”
transect in land use planning Area 6; motion was seconded by Councilor Duffy and passed
by the following recorded votes. Ayes (6). Councilors Withers, Devine, Duffy, Frye, Graham
and Kelly. Nays (0).

Adjourned. There being no more speakers to come before the Council at this
time, Vice-Mayor Withers declared the hearing officially adjourned at 7:56 p.m.

William C. Withers, Jr., Vice-Mayor
Tonya B. Lacey, Clerk of Council, CMC
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CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA
CITY COUNCIL

HON. MARY KATHERINE GREENLAW, MAYOR
HON. WILLIAM C. WITHERS, JR., VICE -MAYOR, WARD TWO
HON. KERRY P. DEVINE, AT-LARGE
HON. MATTHEW J. KELLY, AT-LARGE
HON. JASON N. GRAHAM, WARD ONE
HON. DR. TIMOTHY P. DUFFY, WARD THREE
HON. CHARLIE L. FRYE, JR., WARD FOUR

Council Chambers, 715 Princess Anne Street
Fredericksburg, Virginia 22401

June 25, 2019
The Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, held a regular session on
Tuesday, June 25, 2019, beginning at 7:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall.

City Council Present. Vice-Mayor William C. Withers, Jr., Council members
Kerry P. Devine, Dr. Timothy P. Duffy, Charlie L. Frye, Jr., Jason N. Graham and Matthew J.
Kelly.

City Council Absent. Mayor Mary Katherine Greenlaw, out of town.
Also Present. City Manager Timothy J. Baroody, Assistant City Manager Mark
Whitley, City Attorney Kathleen Dooley, Director of Community Planning & Building
Services Charles Johnston, , Senior Planner Michael Craig, Economic Development Director
Bill Freehling, Budget Manager Deidre Jett and Clerk of Council Tonya B. Lacey.

Opening Prayer and Pledge of Allegiance. Council was led in prayer by
Councilor Charlie L. Frye followed by the Pledge of Allegiance led by Vice-Mayor William C.
Withers, Jr. Vice-Mayor Withers acknowledged the passing of the former City Manager John
Nolan and a former Social Services and Recreation Commission Board member Mr. James
Bailey.

Officer Recognized. Vice-Mayor Withers recognized the presence of Officer
Melanie Schaffer, at this evening’s meeting.
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Proclamations Recognizing Economic Development Authority
Members – Robert Carter, Hap Connors, Thomas Crimmins and Joe
Wilson (D19-__). Vice-Mayor Withers presented proclamations to Mr. Carter, Mr.
Crimmins, Mr. Wilson, and Mr. Connors who was unable to attend. He commended them
for their service and contribution to the Economic Development Authority and he wished
them the best in their future endeavors.

Public Hearings (D19-__). The regular session was recessed in order to
conduct scheduled public hearings and immediately reconvened upon their conclusion.

Citizen Comment. The following speakers participated in the citizen comment
portion of this evening’s meeting.
Amanda Stebbins (D19-__), 1613 Sunkin Road, a member of Fossil Free
Fredericksburg. Ms. Stebbins spoke on fossil fuels and the effects they are having on the
climate. She said she would like to begin a dialog with the City on the topic. See D19-__ for
more information.
Julie Kay – 1616 Franklin Street, Co-founder of Fossil Free Fredericksburg,
concerned with the future of the world she said if something was not done there would be an
economical demise. She said they would like to work with the City in the future because
there needed to be a change in the next thirteen years. She suggested that the Clean and
Green Committee’s role be expanded. By 2050, she would like to see all the power in
Fredericksburg 100 percent fossil free and by 2031 it should be down by 45 percent. She
asked for the City Council’s support.
Richard Davis, 315 Wolfe Street, spoke on his lack of support for the City Council’s
Legislative Agenda for the Special General Assembly Session. He said the laws should not be
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changed to permit localities to determine whether the possession of firearms is consistent
with public safety. Mr. Davis said expansion of local governments to regulate within its
facilities for public safety services would eventually lead to regulations and licensing
requirements restricting the rights of law abiding citizens. He suggested having a discussion
with a diverse group of City residents from both sides of the debate. Mr. Davis offered to
provide ideas to the Council on this matter.
Victor Meyer, 8 Lockhart Circle, called out Planning and zoning staff for what he
called a lack of due diligence on the property at 215 Braehead Drive in the Braehead Woods
subdivision. He expressed his displeasure with the way planning handled the whole process.
Mr. Meyer also accused the City of dumping Stormwater into Braehead and he said the City
doesn’t have the responsibility or authority to perform comprehensive improvements on
drainage ways in the neighborhood. He said these problems affect the character of the
neighborhood, the health, safety and welfare of the Braehead residents. Mr. Meyer asked the
Council to expedite downzoning the neighborhood, rerouting Morningside stormwater and
he asked for an apology from Planning and Zoning.
Gabrielle Guy, 400 Cobblestone Drive, spoke in regards to the slave auction block.
She stated that she was happy when the Council originally voted to keep the slave auction
block in place but she was disappointed and dismayed by the recent vote to remove the slave
auction block. She said she would like to learn the sequence of events because she had not
seen any notices regarding removal of the block. Ms. Guy asked the Council to inform her of
how this vote could be changed. She said regardless of people’s feelings, history remains true
and cannot be removed. She said the slave auction block was a symbol of perseverance,
survival and hope. Ms. Guy said removal of the artifact would diminish and remove the

3

ITEM #9B

Regular Session 06/25/19

narrative of thousands who were brought to the City against their will and walked the streets
unfree.
Shane Adams, 1430 Franklins Street, spoke about gun control and he stated statistics
that since 1950, 97.8 percent of mass shootings have been in gun free zone. He said if you
strip the rights of law abiding citizens what would it do for those who do not abide by the
law. He gave an example of a time when he had to use his gun to protect himself from a
burglar. He said he wants to be able to protect his family.
Bonnie McLean (D19-__), 2215 Plank Road, 125, spoke about how a society
without guns does not make it safe. She spoke about her experience working in a gun free
City and how it did not stop her attacker from attacking her and nearly murdering her. She
said guns prevent people from becoming victims.

She stood in support of the 2nd

Amendment of the Constitution. See D19-__ for more information.
Philip VanCleave, President of The Virginia Citizen Defense League, spoke about
the importance of gun laws to be uniform. It would be difficult not to break the law if the
gun laws are different from one locality to the next. There are over 500,000 licensed gun
owners in Virginia. He said those who are licensed are less likely to break the law. He said
this should be a law that comes from the General Assembly to be sure the laws are uniform
across the state. Mr. VanCleave said Virginia Beach even rejected a similar resolution and he
asked the Council to do the same.
Theron Keller, 247 Farrell Lane, spoke in opposition of the resolution for gun
control. He said the purpose of the preemption law is to make the laws uniform in the state
and he said if these were changed it would be difficult to know where you can or cannot
carry.
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Council Agenda Presented. The following items were presented to Council
for discussion.
7A. Zoning-Infil Versus New Development – Councilor Kelly
7B. Midnight Madness – Councilor Frye

Zoning-Infill Versus New Development (D19-__). Councilor Kelly said
this came out of long ongoing discussions with staff and the community and he said this
topic needed to be looked into. He said the City continues to grow and looking into infill
development over the years it has been decided there was a difference between infill and new
development regarding zoning. He said the Council has approved an ordinance related to pre
1984 neighborhoods and initially it was a push to prevent out of scale housing.
Councilor Kelly noted that the way the City was developed over the years made the
City one big non-conforming use. What the City did not look at was in addition to being
non-conforming there were not a lot of regulations in the City when these older
neighborhoods were developed and as a result there has been multiple issues with
infrastructure. Councilor Kelly noted that because of this the infrastructure does not meet
current regulations and this has to be looked at with infill development.
Councilor Kelly said another issue that must be addressed is workforce housing or
ancillary housing which would be an increase in density. He said this was an appropriate
time, while doing the small area plans, to look at how we deal with older neighborhoods and
infill development before moving on with the other small area plans. He said he would like
to step back and take a look at how development is impacting antiquated infrastructure.
Councilor Kelly said he would like to also look at regulations at the Unified Development
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Ordinance (UDO) level and determine how to deal with infill development and he wants to
look at how and what type of housing should the City consider.
Councilor Kelly asked the Council if they were in agreement to asking staff to move
forward with this item.
Councilor Duffy said this was an important issue and he hoped the City could find
ways to preserve neighborhoods through its ordinances. He was hopeful that progress could
be made in this area.
Councilor Devine noted a statistic that says by 2045 the City’s population could be
41,000 and if that is the case, people will begin looking to develop in places that the City
would not imagine were buildable lots. She was not in favor of putting off moving forward
with small area plans because they are meant to improve neighborhoods but she was
supportive of looking at this item.
Mr. Johnston said there were two priorities addressing development patterns and one
of those priorities address neighborhood compatibility. He said there are ordinances that
have started to achieve appropriate compatibility on older lots and he feels these could be
expanded to address more contemporary lots. Mr. Johnston states that these could be
addressed through the UDO.
Councilor Graham said one issue he would like to see monitored is infill development
because he said it will occur due to the growth in the area. He wanted to make sure the City
maintained the flexibility of looking like a single-family home but be a two-three flat and
maintain the character of the neighborhood. He said the City would have to have the
housing stock for those coming to the City.
Councilor Kelly said he was in agreement with Councilor Graham and he would like
to see all the options on the table.
6
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Councilor Frye spoke about affordability and how difficult it was for people to find
affordable housing. He also noted that the City could not request proffers to help with the
affordability.
Vice-Mayor Wither said affordable housing was a regional issue not just a City issue.

Midnight Madness. Councilor Frye spoke about Mr. James Bailey and how he
was an Assistant Principal at James Monroe a time when drugs were taking over. He said Mr.
Bailey started the midnight madness program to the City and he as a youth participated in the
program. He said as a council member he wanted to do the same for kids.

City Manager’s Consent Agenda Accepted for Transmittal as
Recommended (D19-__ thru D19-__). Councilor Kelly moved approval of the City
Manager’s consent agenda items; motion was seconded by Councilor Graham and passed by
the following recorded votes. Ayes (6). Councilors Withers, Devine, Duffy, Frye, Graham
and Kelly. Nays (0).
•

Adopting the Fiscal Year Calendar Year July 1, 2019 through June 30, 2020
Meeting Schdule (D19-__).

•

Resolution 19-60, Appointing Christen Gallik to the Rappahannock Area Youth
Services and Group Home Commission (D19-__).

•

Resolution 19-61, Amending the Fiscal Year 2019 Budget in the Special Welfare
Fund (D19-__).

•

Transmittal of Board and Commission Minutes.
o Economic Development Authority – May 13, 2019 (D19-__).
o Fredericksburg Arts Commission – January 16, 2019 (D19-__).
o Fredericksburg Arts Commission – February 27, 2019 (D19-__).
7
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o Fredericksburg Clean and Green Commission – February 4, 2019 (D19-__).
o Green Committee – April 9, 2019 (D19-__).
o Green Committee – May 14, 2019 (D19-__).

Adoption of Minutes (D19-__ thru D19-__). Councilor Graham moved
approval of the March 14, 2019 work session minutes and the June 11, 2019 regular session
minutes; motion was seconded by Councilor Devine and passed by the following recorded
votes. Ayes (6). Councilors Withers, Devine, Duffy, Frye, Graham and Kelly. Nays (0).

Appointment to the Fredericksburg Clean and Green Commission
– Amanda Stebbins (D19-__). Councilor Devine moved to appoint Amanda Stebbins
to the Clean and Green Commission; motion was seconded by Councilor Duffy and passed
by the following recorded votes. Ayes (6). Councilors Withers, Devine, Duffy, Frye, Graham
and Kelly. Nays (0).

Resolution 19-62, Approved, Amending the ICMA-RC 457 Deferred
Compensation Retirement Plan to Permit Loans (D19-__).

After staff

presentation Councilor Graham made a motion to approve Resolution 19-62, amending the
ICMA-RC 457 Deferred Compensation Retirement Plan to permit loans; motion was
seconded by Councilor Devine and passed by the following recorded votes.

Ayes (6).

Councilors Withers, Devine, Duffy, Frye, Graham and Kelly. Nays (0).

Resolution 19-63, First Read Approved, Amending the Fiscal Year
2019 Budget in the General Fund and the Public Works Capital Fund
(D19-__). After staff presentation Councilor Kelly made a motion to approve Resolution
19-63, on first read, amending the Fiscal Year 2019 budget in the General Fund and the
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Public Works Capital Fund; motion was seconded by Councilor Devine and passed by the
following recorded votes. Ayes (6). Councilors Withers, Devine, Duffy, Frye, Graham and
Kelly. Nays (0).

Resolution 19-64, First Read Approved, Amending the Fiscal Year
2019 Budget in the School Grant Fund (D19-__). After staff presentation
Councilor Duffy disclosed that he was an Assistant Principal for James Monroe High School
in the Fredericksburg Public School system and that he was able to participate in the
transaction fairly, objectively, and in the public interest.
Councilor Frye disclosed that his spouse is an employee of the Fredericksburg Public
School system and that he was able to participate in the transaction fairly, objectively, and in
the public interest.
Councilor Graham made a motion to approve Resolution 19-64, on first read,
amending the Fiscal Year 2019 budget in the School Grant Fund; motion was seconded by
Councilor Kelly and passed by the following recorded votes. Ayes (6). Councilors Withers,
Devine, Duffy, Frye, Graham and Kelly. Nays (0).

Resolution 19-65, Approved, Adopting the Fiscal Year 2021 – Fiscal
Year 2025 Capital Improvement Plan (D19-__).

After staff presentation

Councilor Devine made a motion to approve Resolution 19-65, adopting the Fiscal Year 2021
– Fiscal Year 2025 Capital Improvement Plan; motion was seconded by Councilor Duffy and
passed by the following recorded votes. Ayes (6). Councilors Withers, Devine, Duffy, Frye,
Graham and Kelly. Nays (0).

Resolution 19-66, Approved, City Council’s Legislative Agenda for
the Special General Assembly Session (D19-__). City Attorney Dooley explained
9
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that this was a legislative agenda for the General Assembly Special Session meeting on July 9.
The purpose of this special session was to address gun violence legislation in the
Commonwealth. She said the proposed resolution focuses on a bill to amend the bill that
prohibits Virginia local governments from adopting ordinances, regulations, resolutions or
administrative actions that prohibit the carrying or possession of firearms in public buildings,
public facilities such as the community centers, community pools, sports fields, municipal
buildings, fire department, etc.

Currently, the law does not allow local governments to

prohibit firearms in these places and the proposal to the General Assembly would be to
authorize local governments to take that action if they so choose. The second topic addressed
in the resolution was the gun buyback legislation which states that if a locality held a gun
buyback program they would have to sell the guns to a reputable dealer and ultimately put the
guns back on the streets. City Attorney explained that in the resolution it request the removal
of the requirement to sell the guns and allow the locality to destroy the guns if they so
choose.
Councilor Graham thanked the City Attorney for bringing this to their attention. He
said there was a time and place for firearms but there was no place for them at City buildings,
soccer fields or any other municipal building so he would support the resolution.
Councilor Frye said the City was the model for the gun giveback program. The
program allow people to get rid of guns voluntarily to get them off the streets. This was a way
to get rid of unwanted guns without any questions asked and then they would be destroyed.
Councilor Frye said when it comes to gun rights it’s a person’s right to carry but he did not
think it was an appropriate time to bring this up due to the loss of those in the Virginia Beach
shooting, therefore he would not support.
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Councilor Kelly said this was Richmond’s way of coping out and throwing the
responsibility to the localities. He said there needed to be discussions on rights versus safety.
Councilor Kelly asked if Virginia Municipal League (VML) had taken a position on this topic.
Councilor Devine said this resolution would allow discussion to occur with the State.
Councilor Dufy said he was prepared to support the resolution.

He said local

governments can be laboratories for progress and this may be what it takes. He said he was
support of exploring ways to protect public buildings.
Vice-Mayor Withers said he was on VML’s legislative committee and they were in
support and would support this regulation. He said he has some concerns but this was just
asking to take a look to determine what they wanted to do.
Councilor Graham made a motion to approve Resolution 19-66, City Council’s
Legislative Agenda for the Special General Assembly Session; motion was seconded by
Councilor Duffy and passed by the following recorded votes. Ayes (4). Councilors Withers,
Devine, Duffy and Graham and. Nays (2). Councilors Frye and Kelly.

City Manager’s Report and Council Calendar (D19-210 thru D19211). City Manager Baroody reviewed the Manager’s report and Council Calendar. Activities
highlighted on the report were as follows: Midnight Madness Summer Series, July 4th Heritage
Festival Events, Cigarette Butts Are Litter Too, Council Town Hall on Priorities, Free
Summer Trolley Service, Belman Convenience Center and Eskimo Hill Landfill Fee
Increases, New Police K-9 and Fred Focus.

Adjournment. There being no further business to come before the Council at this
time, Vice-Mayor Withers declared the meeting officially adjourned at 9:38 p.m.
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William C. Withers, Jr., Vice-Mayor
____________________________________
Tonya B. Lacey, Clerk of Council, CMC
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MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

Mayor Greenlaw and City Council
Tonya B. Lacey, Clerk of Council
July 1, 2019
Recreation Commission Appointment

BACKGROUND
As of June 30 there are be 3 vacancies on the Recreation Commission due to
the expiration of Mr. Derrick Tepaske who has served his second term and the
expiration of Ms. Sharon Null and Mr. Brandon McVade. Ms. Null and Mr.
McVade have applied for reappointment to the Commission. Although Mr.
Tepaske has served his two terms he is requesting to be considered to serve a
third term, this is not our normal practice and would require an exception to
the rules.
There is also an unexpected vacancy due to the passing of Mr. James Bailey,
we will need to appoint someone to serve the remainder of his term which ends
June 30, 2021.
I have received applications from DaCorey Carter, Danielle Gibeson, Eric
Keeler, Judith Schmidt and Susan Tyler and they are seeking appointment to
the Recreation Commission.
RECOMMENDATION
At the June 12, regular session, Council is requested to make 4 appointments
to the Recreation Commission and one of those appointments will serve the
remainder of Mr. Bailey’s term. The appointment application from the
applicants are attached for your review and consideration.

Attachments: Applications

ITEM #10B

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

Mayor Greenlaw and City Council
Tonya B. Lacey, Clerk of Council
July 3, 2019
Stafford Regional Airport Authority Appointment

BACKGROUND
There has been a vacancy on the Stafford Regional Airport Authoirty since
January. The past member has been searching for someone to fill the vacancy
and has been unsuccessful. Therefore, the Authority recently recruited Mr.
Christopher Hornung and he has submitted an application and is seeking
appointment to the Authority. Mr. Hornung currently serves on the Planning
Commission so this would require an exception to the rule. This being one of
the more difficult positions to fill, this exception is warranted.
RECOMMENDATION
At the July 9, regular session, Council is requested to make the appointment of
Christopher Hornung to the Stafford Regional Airport Authority. The
appointment application from the applicant is attached for your review and
consideration.

Attachments: Application

ITEM #11A

MEMORANDUM
TO:
Timothy J. Baroody, City Manager
FROM:
Deidre Jett, Budget Manager
DATE:
July 1, 2019 (for the July 9th Council Meeting)
SUBJECT: Fiscal Year (FY) 2019 Budget Amendment in the School Grants Fund
ISSUE
Shall the City increase the appropriation in the School Grants Fund by $352,096?
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of the attached resolution on second reading. The first reading was
approved on June 25, 2019.
BACKGROUND
At the meeting on May 13, 2019, the Fredericksburg City Public School Board approved the use of
eRate and Medicaid return of payment funds in the amount of $352,096. Funds will be used for
student computers, a Modernfold Partition at the Lafayette Upper Elementary School, and fleet
replacement vehicles. A copy of the School Board agenda item is attached.
FISCAL IMPACT
The attached resolution will increase the appropriation in in the school operating fund by $352,096.
Attachment:

Resolution
May 13, 2019 School Board Agenda Item and Attachment

Cc:

Mark Whitley, Assistant City Manager
Robyn Shugart, Finance Director
Dr. Marci Catlett, Interim Superintendent
David Baker, Fredericksburg City Public Schools

MOTION:

July 9, 2019
Regular Meeting
Resolution 19-64

SECOND:
RE:

Amending the Fiscal Year 2019 Budget in the School Grant Fund

ACTION:

APPROVED: Ayes: 0; Nays: 0

FIRST READ:

June 25, 2019

SECOND READ: _______________________

At the School Board meeting on May 13, 2019, the Fredericksburg City Public School Board approved the
use of eRate and Medicaid return of payment funds. Funds will be used for student computers, a
Modernfold Partition at the Lafayette Upper Elementary School, and fleet replacement vehicles
The City Council of the City of Fredericksburg wishes to increase the appropriation in the School Grants
Fund as approved by the School Board.
Therefore, the City Council hereby resolves that the following appropriations amending the FY 2019
budget be recorded:
SCHOOL GRANTS FUND (FUND 2110)
Source
G189912M-389912-S010
Medicaid Return of Costs
Department Total:
Total Source:

$
$
$

352,096
352,096
352,096

Use
Equipment Replace
Equipment Add
Department Total:
Total Use:

$
$
$
$

245,148
106,948
352,096
352,096

Votes:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent from Vote:
Absent from Meeting:

G1100EMD-481000-S010
G1100EMD-482000-S010

July 9, 2019
Resolution 19-64
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***************

Clerk’s Certificate
I certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is a true copy
of Resolution No. 19-64, adopted at a meeting of the City Council held July 9, 2019, at which a quorum was present and
voted.
____________________________________

Tonya B. Lacey, CMC
Clerk of Council
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Agenda Item Details
Meeting

May 13, 2019 - Regular School Board Meeting

Category

7. Superintendent's Report / Consent Agenda

Subject

B. FY 2019 Supplemental Appropriation eRate & Medicaid

Type

Action (Consent)

Recommended Action

The Superintendent recommends that the School Board at this time approve the use of eRate and
Medicaid return of payment funds in the amount of $352,096 as described herein, and request that the
Fredericksburg City Council complete the supplemental appropriation process.

Fredericksburg City Public Schools has received $352,096 in return of payment reimbursements under the eRate and Medicaid
combined programs. The use of these funds is as described below:

Uses:
Vendor

Description

Amount

CDWG Government, Inc.

Student Computers, Grades 3&7

$ 170,479

Modern Door

LUES Modernfold Partition

$ 46,689

Sheehy Ford

Fleet Replacement Vehicle

$ 27,980

Object 481000

Subtotal

$ 245,148

Object 482000
CDWG Government, Inc.

Student Computers, Grades 3&7

$ 53,836

Sheehy Ford

Fleet Replacement Vehicle

$ 21,480

Sheehy Ford

Fleet Replacement Vehicle

$ 21,480

CDWG Government, Inc.

File Server Racks

$ 10,152

Subtotal

$ 106,948

Total

$ 352,096

Fund 205:
Operations Expenditures:
Munis
Fund 2110
Expenditures
Equipment Replace

eRate/Medicaid Return of Cost

G1100EMD

481000

S0102

$ 245,148

Equipment Add

eRate/Medicaid Return of Cost

G1100EMD

482000

S0102

$ 106,948

389912S0102

$ 352,096

Revenues
Medicaid Return of Cost

G189912M

eRate Medicaid Supp Approp FY19.xlsx (12 KB)

https://go.boarddocs.com/vsba/frcps/Board.nsf/Public
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Our adopted rules of Parliamentary Procedure, Robert’s Rules, provide for a consent agenda listing several items for approval of the
Board by a single motion. Most of the items listed under the consent agenda have gone through Board subcommittee review and
recommendation. Documentation concerning these items has been provided to all board members and the public in advance to
assure an extensive and thorough review. Items may be removed from the consent agenda at the request of any board member.
Motion & Voting
The Superintendent recommends that the Board approve the consent agenda as presented with the following items:
1) Policy Revisions - Second Reading
2) FY 2019 Supplemental Appropriation eRate & Medicaid
3) Technology and Security Systems Service Contract
Motion by Jennifer L Boyd, second by Elizabeth R Rehm.
Final Resolution: Motion Carries Unanimously
Aye: Elizabeth R Rehm, Jannan W Holmes, Jennifer L Boyd, Jarvis E Bailey, Malvina R Kay, Kathleen V Pomeroy

https://go.boarddocs.com/vsba/frcps/Board.nsf/Public
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Uses:
Vendor
Object 481000
CDWG Government, Inc.
Modern Door
Sheehy Ford
Subtotal

Description

CDWG Government, Inc.
Sheehy Ford
Sheehy Ford
CDWG Government, Inc.
Subtotal

Amount

Student Computers, Grades 3&7
LUES Modernfold Partition
Fleet Replacement Vehicle

$ 170,479
$ 46,689
$ 27,980
$ 245,148

Student Computers, Grades 3&7
Fleet Replacement Vehicle
Fleet Replacement Vehicle
File Server Racks

$ 53,836
$ 21,480
$ 21,480
$ 10,152
$ 106,948

Total

$ 352,096

Fund 205:
Operations Expenditures:
Munis
Fund 2110
Equipment Replace
Equipment Add

eRate/Medicaid Return of Cost
eRate/Medicaid Return of Cost

G1100EMD
G1100EMD

481000
482000

S0102 $ 245,148
S0102 $ 106,948

ITEM #11B

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
RE:
DATE:

Timothy J. Baroody, City Manager
Marne E. Sherman, Development Administrator
Donation of 0.5359 Acre Open Space Parcel on the North Side of Blue Gray Parkway,
GPIN 7779-70-2819, as Part of the Fredericksburg Park Development
June 27, 2019 (for the July 9 meeting)

ISSUE
RCKF Fredericksburg Park, LLC proposes to donate approximately 0.5 acres of open space land to
the City to implement the 2014 conditional rezoning of the Fredericksburg Park. The property is
referenced as Land Bay D on the Fredericksburg Park General Development Plan. It is located on
the north side of the Blue and Gray Parkway and is identified as GPIN #7779-70-2819.
RECOMMENDATION
Approval of the attached resolution accepting the donation of open space.
PLANNING COMMISSION – COMPREHENSIVE PLAN COMPLIANCE REVIEW
The City of Fredericksburg’s 2015 Comprehensive Plan addresses Public Facilities and Preserved
Open Spaces, Environmental Protection, and Preservation Areas within Planning Area 9. It
recognizes that preservation of environmentally sensitive areas and connectivity of open spaces and
trails are of strategic importance to the City of Fredericksburg and its residents.
On June 26, 2019, the Planning Commission held a public hearing at which there were no speakers
on the subject. Following the close of the public hearing, the Planning Commission voted 7-0 to
approve the attached resolution (signature pending), finding the application to be in substantial
accordance with the 2015 Comprehensive Plan under the Code of Virginia §15.2-2232.
BACKGROUND
RCKF Fredericksburg Park, LLC has submitted a major site plan application, which shows the
development of Fredericksburg Park, Land Bays B and C. In accordance with the approval of the
conditional rezoning in 2014, the developer is implementing the proffered conditions. Proffer 15
states in part that:
“Prior to developing the Mixed Use Parcel, Owner shall encumber the Mixed Use Parcel with
a declaration of conditions, covenants, restrictions, and easements…restricting the use of
Land Bay D as shown on the GDP as open space.”
Land Bay D consists of a 0.5359 acre property (GPIN 7779-70-2819) and is located on the north side
of the Blue Gray Parkway, approximately 400 feet west of Lafayette Boulevard, as shown on the
Exhibit entitled “Land Bay ‘D’ Exhibit Fredericksburg Park,” by Bowman Consulting, dated June
2019, and is zoned Planned Development-Mixed Use (PD-MU). Hazel Run, a tributary of the

Memorandum: Donation of Open Space – Fredericksburg Park
July 9, 2019
Page 2 of 3

Rappahannock River, and a public sanitary sewer easement encumber approximately half of the
property. If the City does not accept the donation, the owner will encumber the property restricting
the use as open space in accordance with Proffer 15.

Institutional

Preservation
Planned
Development
Mixed Use

Industrial

Technical Review Committee Analysis
The Technical Review Committee reviewed the proposed donations and members have made the
following comments:
Erik Nelson, Transportation Administrator, states that “the 0.5359 acre remnant east of the Blue and
Gray Parkway includes a portion of Hazel Run and its adjacent banks. A sanitary sewer easement
extends across its western edge. It has no commercial value and cannot be used for any infrastructure
needs beyond its current use as a utility route. It sits adjacent to the National Park and would help to
buffer the federal holdings, but it does not have any historic associations in its own right. As a natural
area, it has environmental value. This parcel should be accepted into City ownership since it functions
to accommodate public infrastructure, but there should be no expectation that its current use be
expanded to anything other than its natural setting.”

Memorandum: Donation of Open Space – Fredericksburg Park
July 9, 2019
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John Saunders, Senior Environmental Planner, states that the “0.5 acre parcel lies entirely within the
FEMA designated SFHA or 100-yr flood zone. In general, it is good floodplain management practice
to preserve floodplains and flood-prone areas by acquiring the property to inhibit future
encroachment or development.”
FISCAL IMPACT
According to the Commissioner of the Revenue’s office, the property generates $8.00 in tax revenue
annually. If designated as open space and left in private ownership, the tax revenue would be reduced
to zero dollars annually. Therefore there is no net effect of the City ownership versus private
ownership on the expected tax revenue. Minimal maintenance costs for the land is expected as the
site is heavily wooded.
Attachments:
Draft Resolution
Planning Commission Comprehensive Compliance Review Resolution, June 26, 2019 Meeting
(Signature Pending)
Cover letter, dated February 13, 2019
Exhibit entitled “Land Bay ‘D’ Exhibit Fredericksburg Park,” by Bowman Consulting,
dated June 2019
Planning Commission Draft Minutes, June 26, 2019 Meeting

MOTION:

July 9, 2019
Regular Meeting
Resolution No. 19-__

SECOND:
RE:

Authorizing the City Manager to Accept the Donation of Approximately ½ Acre
of Land on the Blue and Gray Parkway Known as “Land Bay D” of
Fredericksburg Park

ACTION:

APPROVED: Ayes: 0; Nays: 0

RCKF Fredericksburg Park, LLC has offered to donate to the City approximately 0.5 acres of land on
the Blue and Gray Parkway known as “Land Bay D” of the Fredericksburg Park Development, as
shown on the “Land Bay ‘D’ Exhibit,” by Bowman Consulting, dated February 2019 (the Property).
The Property is identified as GPIN #7779-70-2819 in the City’s Geographic Information System.
City Council adopted Ordinance 14-03 on January 14, 2014, which rezoned the Property to Planned
Development Mixed Use. In adopting this ordinance, City Council accepted voluntary proffers by the
landowner in a proffer statement dated October 1, 2013. Proffer #15 provided that the landowner
would record a declaration of conditions, covenants, restrictions, and easements restricting the use of
the Property as open space.
The City is authorized under Code of Virginia §15.2-1800 to acquire by gift any real property within
its jurisdiction for any public use.
The City has authority under the Open Space Land Act, Code of Virginia §10.1-1700 et seq, to (i)
acquire by gift title to real property that will provide a means for the preservation or provision of
open-space land, and (ii) designate any real property which it owns to be retained and used for the
preservation and provision of open-space land.
“Open-space land” means any land which is provided or preserved for (i) park or recreational
purposes, (ii) conservation of land or other natural resources, (iii) historic or scenic purposes, (iv)
assisting in the shaping of the character, direction, and timing of community development, (v)
wetlands as defined in § 28.2-1300, or (vi) agricultural and forestal production.
It is in the public interest to acquire the Property.
Therefore, the City Council hereby resolves that the City Manager is authorized to accept a deed
conveying the Property to the City, approved as to form by the City Attorney.
This Resolution is effective immediately.
Votes:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent from Vote:
Absent from Meeting:

July 9, 2019
Resolution 19-__
Page 2

***************

Clerk’s Certificate

I, the undersigned, certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is
a true copy of Resolution No. 19- duly adopted at a meeting of the City Council meeting held July 9, 2019 at which
a quorum was present and voted.
____________________________________

Tonya B. Lacey, CMC
Clerk of Council

MOTION:

Rodriguez

June 26, 2019
Planning Commission
Resolution No. 19-01

SECOND:

O’Toole

RE:

APPROVAL OF THE ACCEPTANCE OF 0.5359 ACRES OF LAND (GPIN 7779-70-2819) FOR
THE PRESERVATION OF OPEN SPACE AS SUBSTANTIALLY IN ACCORD WITH THE 2015
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

ACTION:

APPROVED; Ayes: 6; Nays: 1

Under Code of Virginia § 15.2-2232 and City Code § 72-22.2, no new public facility may be constructed
unless and until the general location or approximate location, character and extent thereof has been
submitted to and approved by the Planning Commission as being substantially in accord with the adopted
Comprehensive Plan or part thereof.
The City Council received an offer from RCKF Fredericksburg Park LLC to donate GPIN 7779-70-2819 for
open space, consistent with the 2014 proffered conditions for Telegraph Hill / Fredericksburg Park.
The 0.5359 acre property is located on the north side of the Blue Gray Parkway, approximately 400 feet
west of Lafayette Boulevard, as shown on the Exhibit entitled “Land Bay ‘D’ Exhibit Fredericksburg Park,”
by Bowman Consulting, dated June 2019, and is zoned Planned Development-Mixed Use (PD-MU).
The land is currently used as preserved open space protecting Hazel Run and buffering National Park
Service property, which is consistent with the 2015 Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map for Planning Area
9: Braehead/National Park which designates the future land use of the property for Preservation (south
of Hazel Run) and Institutional (north of Hazel Run).
Ownership of the wooded land assists with the City’s goal to maintain its urban tree canopy through 2021
and beyond.
Ownership of the open space assists with the City's policies of protecting wooded riparian buffers along
the City's waterways and developing an interconnected system of natural areas (open spaces, wildlife
habitats, environmentally sensitive lands, vistas, etc.) that can be connected by pathways.
Therefore, the Fredericksburg Planning Commission hereby resolves that the proposed acceptance of the
open space at 0.5359 acres of land (GPIN 7779-70-2819) is in substantial accordance with the 2015
Comprehensive Plan.
Votes:
Ayes: Gantt, Rodriguez, Slominski, Hornung, Pates, Durham
Nays: O’Toole
Absent from Vote: None
Absent from Meeting: None
_______________[signature pending
KENNETH J. GANTT, CHAIRMAN

Bowman
CONS U L TI N G

February 13, 2019
Ms. Mame Sherman
Development Administrator and Code Enforcement Officer
City of Fredericksburg
715 Princess Anne Street, Room 215
Fredericksburg, VA 22401
Re:

Fredericksburg Park, Land Bay D

-

Donation

Dear Ms. Sherman:
On behalf of our client, RCKF Fredericksburg Park LLC., we are hereby requesting a review of the
proposed property donation associated with the Fredericksburg Park development.
There are proffers associated with this project. Proffer 15 states that land bay ‘D’, or GPIN 7779-7028 19, be an “open space” parcel. We are requesting that Fredericksburg City accept the donation of the
parcel in order to satisfy this proffer. By accepting the land, the City can guarantee that the property be
used as it deems acceptable and in accordance with the proffer.
Please contact our office at (540) 371-0268 should you have any questions or comments regarding this
project.
Sincerely,
BOWMAN CONSULTING GROUP, LTD.

Designer

baIcnsji1.corn
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CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG
PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
June 26, 2019
7:30 p.m.
715 Princess Anne Street
Council Chambers
You may view and listen to the meeting in its entirety by going to the Planning
Commission page on the City’s website:

https://amsva.wistia.com/medias/b6c15ksl75

The Agenda, Staff Report, Applications and Supporting Documents are also available on
the Planning Commission page.
MEMBERS
CITY STAFF
Kenneth Gantt, Chairman
Chuck Johnston, Director,
Rene Rodriguez, Vice-Chairman
Planning and Building Dept.
Steve Slominski, Secretary
Bill Freehling, Director
Tom O’Toole
Economic Development and Tourism
Chris Hornung
Marne Sherman, Development Coordinator
Jim Pates – telephonic
Deidre Jett, Budget Manager
Dave Durham
Cathy Eckles, Administrative Assistant
_______________________________________________________________
1. CALL TO ORDER
Mr. Gantt called the the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. Mr. Gantt explained meeting procedures
for the public, as well as expected decorum during public comment.
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
3. ADOPTION OF MINUTES
December 12, 2018 – Regular Meeting
January 23, 2019 – Regular Meeting
May 8, 2019 – Regular Meeting
Mr. Pates moved for approval of the minutes with the exception of the December 12, 2018 minutes as
he has a number of suggestions and corrections. He requested that the December 12, 2018 minutes be
postponed until the July 10, 2019 meeting. Mr. Rodriguez seconded for discussion. Mr. Gantt
suggested the approval be separated and discussion ensued. Mr. Hornung made a substitute motion
to approve the minutes for January 23 and May 8, 2019. Mr. Durham seconded.
The motion passed 7-0 (Pates telephonic, verbal aye).
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5. PUBLIC HEARING
A. RCKF Fredericksburg Park, LLC requests a Comprehensive Plan Compliance Review to
determine if:
1. the proposed donation to the City of Fredericksburg of a 0.5 acre parcel, identified as
GPIN 7779-70-2819, for open space is substantially in accord with the 2015
Comprehensive Plan, and
2. the proposed realignment of the right-of-way for Alum Spring Road and the VCR Trail
at the intersection of Alum Spring Road and Lafayette Boulevard is substantially in
accord with the 2015 Comprehensive Plan.
Ms. Sherman presented the staff report with a power point presentation and clarified that the
Commissioners will need to act on each resolution separately for the donation and the realignment.
Mr. Durham clarified that the right-of-way to be vacated is to be combined with the property to the
north and will be part of the commercial pad. He asked what the area shown in white between the
right-of-way to be vacated and the right-of-way to be dedicated was to be used for. Ms. Sherman
responded that this area is owned by the same developer on the south side of Alum Spring Road and
that all parcels on the north side will be consolidated into one commercial area.
Mr. Durham questioned if that portion of Alum Spring Road will be rebuilt as a two-lane road and
access from Lafayette Boulevard will change as the improvements are completed. Ms. Sherman said
there will be a median in Lafayette Boulevard with right and left turns onto Alum Spring Road. Left
turns exiting Alum Spring Road to Lafayette Boulevard will no longer be possible. Vehicles will make
a right turn heading south, enter the roundabout, and then head north on Lafayette Boulevard. Mr.
Durham clarified that the junction of Alum Spring Road and Lafayette Boulevard is being moved
slightly to the south separating it a little further from Blue Gray Parkway, which Ms. Sherman
confirmed.
Mr. Gantt opened the public hearing.
Hamilton Palmer, 401 Charles Street, on behalf of the owners of 1319 and 1321
Lafayette Boulevard. Mr. Palmer said a better question for this project is not if it is compliance
with the Comprehensive Plan but is it in compliance with the General Development Plan (GDP). He
discussed the City’s adoption of the Lafayette Corridor Plan and stated that it had a different
connection to Alum Spring Road from what is shown on the current plan. Additionally, there was a
rezoning with Telegraph Hill, which had a proffered a GDP recorded in 2014. He stated that the GDP,
specifically page C-4, showed no median in Lafayette Boulevard for 1319 and 1321 Lafayette Boulevard,
allowing vehicles leaving these properties to turn south. Mr. Palmer stated that he feels the Telegraph
Hill and the Fredericksburg Park plans are not in compliance with the GDP. Mr. Palmer questioned
how the City can move forward with a Comprehensive Plan compliance review as he can find no
reference where these connections shown in the proffered GDP are removed.
Mr. Gantt closed the public hearing and allowed staff to respond to the public comment.
Ms. Sherman stated that City staff worked with Mr. Palmer and his clients in the review of the Master
Plan of this project. The proffers specified that unless otherwise approved by the City, the alignment
would be as shown on the GDP. In the review of the Master Plan, the City had extreme concerns about
the safety. The early draft of the Master Plan and shown in the GDP was to have limited access to Alum
Spring Road from the north side of Lafayette Boulevard. Based on public concerns, modifications were
made to provide for a left turn lane onto Alum Spring Road and to allow passenger vehicles to make a
U-turn to head south on Lafayette Boulevard. Ms. Sherman stated that due to concerns about trucks,
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when the site plan for 1321 Lafayette was approved, access through the industrial park was provided.
City review of the Master Plan was at an administrative level, as the proffers dictated.
Mr. Johnston noted this project set a precedent that was mimicked by the rezoning for the Gateway
development where there was a very general development plan, with a more specific master plan to
flesh out details. The City feels all issues are addressed due to the opportunity to either make a U-turn
or turn left on Alum Spring Road, which reconnects with Lafayette Boulevard south. There is no
limitation on trucks on Alum Spring Road.
Mr. Hornung questioned what limitations to the properties may be presented by this design.
Ms. Sherman responded that a median will be installed on Lafayette Boulevard from Alum Spring
Road to the roundabout. The intersection of Lafayette Boulevard and Alum Spring Road will have a
dedicated left turn lane which will allow U-turns. Originally there was a full movement gap in the
median, but upon review by the Public Works Director and staff regarding safety concerns and the gap
was eliminated.
Mr. Durham clarified that exiting 1319 and 1321 Lafayette Boulevard seeking to go southbound must
turn right, head north for a short distance, get to the left, and make a U-turn at Alum Spring Road to
go southbound on Lafayette Boulevard. Mr. Hornung clarified that this proposal has already been
accepted by the City, which Ms. Sherman confirmed the concept was approved with the Master Plan.
Mr. Hornung said that the Commission is only to consider the right-of-way vacation that is a result of
that concept. Mr. Durham noted that Mr. Palmer’s contention is that the Commission shouldn’t be
considering a Comprehensive Plan Review without having an amendment to the GDP, but staff is
saying that the GDP was actually amended by administrative action rather than Commission action.
Mr. Johnston stated Mr. Durham’s summary is mostly accurate and that this was the first time a GDP
would have subsequent master plans for each of the pods that would be approved by the Planning
Director.
Mr. Gantt questioned what regulation or statute allows the Planning Director to make administrative
changes and how that is published. Mr. Johnston responded that this was part of the rezoning process
and voted on by Council. Ms. Sherman stated the rezoning went before Council, the Master Plan was
made available for public comment, and the approval of that document was mailed to all property
owners. Conformance with the GDP is typically tasked with the Zoning Administrator who has ruled
it in general conformance with the proffers and the GDP. Mr. Durham questioned if the Zoning
Administrator’s evaluation of the Master Plan modified the GDP. Ms. Sherman responded it is
somewhat accurate, the Zoning Administrator’s evaluation of the Master Plan stated it was in general
conformance with the GDP. Mr. Johnston said the Master Plan clarified and completed the GDP. Mr.
Gantt clarified that the process was established by Council, which Mr. Johnston confirmed.
Mr. Rodriguez questioned if the median on Lafayette Boulevard would be similar to the situation at
the CVS on Jefferson Davis Highway at Mary Washington Boulevard. Ms. Sherman confirmed it would
be similar, but will have a protected left and the distance to the U-turn point is shorter. Ms. Sherman
noted that the median and other Lafayette Boulevard improvements will affect properties on the east
side of Lafayette Boulevard along the entire frontage of Telegraph Hill and Fredericksburg Park.
Mr. Slominski questioned if the roundabout will be on Lafayette Boulevard, which Ms. Sherman
confirmed and stated the site plan for improvements has been approved. Mr. Slominski questioned
why vehicles making a right would not use the roundabout, because large trucks attempting U-turns
would be cumbersome. Ms. Sherman responded that the U-turn is not designed for large trucks and
the property owners at 1319 and 1321 Lafayette Boulevard were required, due to their site plan, to have
a secondary access for large trucks through the industrial park. Ms. Sherman stated that similar to the
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recently reconstructed portions of Fall Hill Avenue, some changes have to be made for the greater
public good and safety.
Mr. Johnston noted that this project would actually have one break in the median and thus would be
more flexible than the situation of the CVS at Mary Washington Boulevard and Jefferson Davis
Highway.
Mr. O’Toole questioned if there was a current drawing of Lafayette Boulevard showing the existing
traffic flow and the proposed changes. Ms. Sherman showed the Fredericksburg Park map and pointed
out the location of the businesses Mr. Palmer is referring to and what route they will need or be able
to use.
Mr. Durham questioned if the exit from Caliber Collision was similar or is it further to the north. Ms.
Sherman noted Caliber Collision does have access.
Mr. Pates said he thought the public hearing notice for the open space donation was unclear to the
public. Mr. Johnston stated that the notice read the subject property would be donated to the City as
Open Space. Mr. Pates stated that anyone in the public reading this would not know what was going
on or why and what was the purpose of the donation. Gantt noted that staff will take this under
advisement.
Mr. Hornung noted that as an engineer, his main complaint with this project is that he doesn’t
understand how the GDP was ever approved initially showing an open median on Lafayette Boulevard,
which is unsafe. He doesn’t understand why the City would have approved this. Mr. Hornung stated
he believes that property owners would not have spoken against the design at that time because of the
presence of this cut through and if the plan had not shown it, the property owners might have spoken
out against it. The City is now beyond that point because the Zoning Administrator has made a
determination that this is consistent with the GDP. Mr. Johnston responded that there were limited
details on the GDP, but it was explicit that there would be detailed master plans which were noticed to
the property owners and was thoroughly discussed during the rezoning process. Mr. Hornung
acknowledged this but stands by his position. Mr. Hornung noted if there was an open Lafayette
Boulevard median in the original GDP design, that is now gone, then the property owners probably
have a right to object to this plan. Mr. Johnston state he understood the issue of the median opening
or lack thereof on Lafayette Boulevard but that the issue before the Commission today is the shift to
the right-of-way of Alum Spring Road, which while they are physically approximate to each other, are
really distinct issues.
Mr. Hornung acknowledged the distinction, but was trying to make a point that Mr. Palmer’s concern
was about the overall plan not being consistent to the original GDP, as it had an open Lafayette
Boulevard median. Mr. Johnston responded that the GDP was very general, it just showed existing
conditions and a general future road plan. Mr. Hornung stated he thought he recalled seeing
conceptual and preliminary roundabout plans for Lafayette Boulevard some time back. Mr. Johnston
responded that they were just that – conceptual and preliminary. Ms. Sherman stated that the
proposed Alum Spring Road realignment and the vacation of the right-of-way are what was shown on
the GDP.
Mr. Rodriguez motioned to approve the finding of the donation of open space to be substantially in
accord with the City’s 2015 Comprehensive Plan. Mr. O’Toole seconded.
The motion passed 7-0 (Pates telephonic, verbal aye)
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Mr. Hornung motioned to approve the finding that the proposed vacation and dedication of Alum
Spring Road and the VCR Trail are substantially in accord with the 2015 Comprehensive Plan. Mr.
Durham seconded. Mr. Rodriguez stated that for safety reasons he supports this project, but he is not
supportive of the roundabout. Mr. Durham requested that even though staff has the administrative
authority, he would like the Commission to be kept apprised of any GDPs which are being amended
by technical review of master plans by staff. Mr. Gantt questioned if the zoning came first and then the
changes or vice versa. Mr. Johnston responded that the zoning was established in 2014 by action of
Council.
The motion passed 6-1 (Pates telephonic, verbal aye, O’Toole - nay)
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ITEM #11C

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

Mayor Greenlaw and Members of City Council
Timothy J. Baroody, City Manager
July 1, 2019 (for July 8 Council meeting)
City Manager’s Update

Highlights of major activities and other notable developments:
All 12 Fredanthropists Now in Place – The City needed 12 Fredanthropists to step up to meet the City’s
financial needs for the construction of the roller-hockey rink at Dixon Park. Twelve generous corporate and
individual sponsors have now done just that.
We are delighted to announce we have received commitments from 12 Fredanthropists for 2019-20 – the
inaugural year of the philanthropic program! Team Pohanka (Honda, Hyundai, Nissan) and The GeMROI
Company are the latest local companies to join the program. They join Hilldrup, Rappahannock Development
Group, Lidl, Coldwell Banker Elite, Mrs. Mary Jane O’Neill, Mary Washington Healthcare, LifeCare Medical
Transports, ILM Corporation and Mayor Mary Katherine Greenlaw. The identity of the 12th and final 201920 Fredanthropist will be announced soon.
In exchange for their support, Fredanthropists will receive year-long recognition, including being named on a
rink-side dasher board at the Dixon Park rink, in the Fred Focus weekly newsletter and Parks and Recreation
catalogs, and on Fredanthropist.org. They will also receive a special commemorative plaque recognizing their
Fredanthropist designation. The hockey rink is anticipated to be operational this summer thanks in large part
to the generosity of these 12 Fredanthropists. For more information about the Fredanthropist program,
contact Clint Manning of the City’s Department of Economic Development & Tourism at
camanning@fredericksburgva.gov or 540-372-1216.
New Utility Billing System Begins July 11 – The City
is happy to announce a new Utility Billing System will
begin. Key things to know as we transition to the new
system:
1. You have been assigned a NEW CUSTOMER
NUMBER (find yours on our website here). Don’t
forget to update your customer number with your bank
if you use their online bill pay to pay your Utility Bill.

2. You will also use your new customer number to login to the NEW ONLINE PAYMENT PORTAL available beginning July 11.
3. Utility Bill payments can’t be combined with other payments until after we move the rest of the billing
types (ex. Personal Property, Real Estate) to the new system. This is currently scheduled to be completed
by April 2020.
4. Online utility bill payments will not be available July 3-10 as we move to the new system. The
Treasurer’s Office is ready to accept your payment during this time in person at 715 Princess Anne St
(8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.), by phone 540-372-1001 (option 5), or by mail. We thank you in advance for
your understanding as we upgrade our Utility Billing software and look forward to hearing what you
think of our new system!
Midnight Madness Summer Series Continues – This summer series which began Friday, June 21 is
designed to provide a positive experience for youth throughout the summer. Midnight Madness occurs on
Fridays from 8 – 11 p.m. through July 26 at Walker-Grant Middle School and Dixon Park Pool. There will
be an educational workshop each evening in addition to playing basketball in a structured setting. This is a
FREE program and is for City residents only. In Partnership with the City Schools and Police Department,
bus transportation will be provided to and from Walker Grant Middle School and Dixon Park
Pool. Participants must be 11yrs old by June 21st to start the program. Registration continues through July
at Dorothy Hart Community Center located at 408 Canal Street.
For more information
see www.fredericksburgva.gov
Outdoor Movie Night at the Police Department – Join members of
the Police Department for food and fun at its Outdoor Movie Nights!
They are hosting two evenings of family fun this summer at Police
Headquarters on July 12 and July 26. Activities and family fun will kickoff at 7:00 p.m. and the scheduled movie will begin at approximately 8:30
p.m. While waiting for the sun to set and the movie to start, children can
enjoy meeting members of the Police Department and learn about what
it is like to be a police officer. Food trucks along with the Popcorn Bag
store will also be on-site. The July 12 movie is “Zootopia” and the July
26 movie is “Sing.”

Storm Cleanup – Public Works crews are continuing to clean up streets and sidewalks from downed trees
and limbs from the recent storm on June 29. While most of the City’s street trees remained unharmed by the
storm, various trees were damaged in City parks and on private property, including a large tree that fell onto
Greenway Drive in the Westmont neighborhood. Alum Springs Park suffered major damage from fallen
trees, including destruction of the playground equipment in the park. Hurkamp Park, Old Mill Park, and
various City trails also had tree damage to a lesser degree. All streets and trails were reopened by Sunday
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afternoon; however, Alum Springs Park remained closed until Tuesday afternoon. The playground will remain
closed indefinitely.
Smokey Bear Celebrates 75th Birthday
in Fredericksburg! – Happy Birthday,
Smokey! Smokey Bear is turning 75 years
old this summer. His fire prevention
message “Only You Can Prevent
Wildfires” is just as important today as it
was 75 years ago. He stopped by on
Monday, July 1 along the Rappahannock
River Heritage Trail to visit with
children, parents and members of city
staff to celebrate. He even had a chance
to stop by one of the summer camps at
Dorothy Hart Community Center and
visit with the children there.
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Lafayette Boulevard Paving Update – The city will put on hold the paving on Lafayette Boulevard due to
some major utility work necessary in the 800-900 blocks. Columbia Gas plans to replace a section of gas main
prior to the repaving of Lafayette Boulevard. Adhering to Council’s “one dig” Priority, we will postpone our
paving work until the gas company can complete their work.
As of right now, the plan is for Columbia Gas to begin their project on Monday, July 8. Their work hours
will be between 9:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m. each weekday for approximately 1 – 2 weeks. The section of gas main
they need to replace is between Spottswood Avenue and Weedon Street. Traffic may need to be alternated
through the work zone by flaggers. As soon as the gas company completes their gas main replacement project,
we will restart our paving work on Lafayette Boulevard. We anticipate completing the paving work by end of
July or early August.
New Jet/Vacuum Truck – The department of Public Works is pleased to have recently received its new
jet/vacuum truck which replaces a 2005 unit
that was severely worn out and no longer reliable
for daily service use. The City’s sanitary sewer
system requires daily cleanings and the
department is eager to place the new unit into
service in July. Our maintenance crews use it to
clean grease and other debris from the sewer
system to help ensure reliable service and reduce
overflows caused by blockages.
One of the most frequent and significant causes
of sanitary sewer blockages is from fats, oils and
grease (FOG) that are poured into kitchen
drains. Commonly referred to as “fatbergs”,
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congealed grease has become a common and expensive problem for the City to fight and not only leads to
costly damage associated with sewer backups, but also affects customer sewer rates. While the new jet/vac
truck will be the department’s most significant piece of equipment for fighting “fatbergs”, the department
wishes to remind everyone to avoid pouring fats, oils, and grease into drains, even in small quantities. Tips
for proper disposal of fats, oils, and grease include:
•
•

Pouring cooled cooking oil or grease from pans into sealed containers that can be placed into the
refrigerator or freezer so it can congeal and then be placed into the trash.
Scraping grease out of pans and wiping them with disposable paper towels before placing into
dishwashers.

For more information about the department’s new equipment or for information about the proper disposal
of fats, oils, and grease, please contact the Department of Public Works at 540-372-1023 or send an email to
the Director of Public Works, Dave King, at dking@fredericksburgva.gov
Great American Campout Event –Parks
Recreation and Events and the Police
Department hosted their first Great American
Campout at the Doris Buffett Pool at Dixon
Park on Friday, June 21. The date was chosen
to correspond with the National Great
American Campout event. About 50 people
participated in this overnight campout which
included a late night swim, campfire games
and activities, dinner and breakfast
poolside. The 15 families that participated
have all said it should be an annual event, so
plans have already started for the 2nd Annual
Great American Campout in Fredericksburg.
New Bike Racks – Three new bike racks were installed
in June at parks throughout the City to accommodate the
growing number of riders using bikes as their mode of
transportation. One rack was installed at each of the
following places: Memorial Park, Old Mill Park and
along the Heritage Trail at Friends of the
Rappahannock. These racks were built by Ryan Sweet
for his Eagle Scout project this spring.
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Season Finale of Picnic in the Park – The final concert
for the 2019 Picnic in the Park series was held on Tuesday
June 25. The theme for the day was “Beach Day” with
children’s activities that centered around the beach, such as
temporary sea creature tattoos, a beach mural that they
covered in stickers, and other hands on activities. Staff also
set up a “child wash” station which looked like a mock car
wash and squirted the children with water as they ran
through it. Karen Jonas performed and “Sammy the Shark”
made a special visit. Several hundred people attended the
concert, which was a great way to end the season.

Fred Focus – The Fredericksburg Department of Economic Development and
Tourism is pleased to bring you Fred Focus, an e-newsletter that goes out every
Thursday and keeps you up-to-date on Fredericksburg events and business news. Due
to the July 4th Holiday there is not an edition for the week. We are publishing last
week’s edition.
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Free Summer Trolley Service – The City contracted with
Trolley Tours of Fredericksburg to bring back the Summer
Trolley service, which runs Fridays and Saturdays between 5
p.m. and 9 p.m. through August 31. The service will include
a roughly 15-minute loop of downtown and stops at three
carefully selected locations near key parking areas. The
Sophia Street Parking Garage has plenty of available parking
and the first three hours are FREE. Trolley Tours guides will
narrate the journey with information about downtown and
its rich history and many amenities. Riders are invited to hop
on and off for FREE during these weekend hours.
Information will be available on www.visitfred.com
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ITEM #11D
CITY COUNCIL
MEETINGS & EVENTS CALENDAR
City Hall Council Chambers, 715 Princess Anne Street, Fredericksburg, VA 22401
7/9/19

5:30 p.m.

7:30 p.m.
7/23/19

8/13/19

Work Session
• Archeology Ordinance
• Mary Washington Lodge
• Vacation of Douglas Street
• Council Priorities Quarterly Update
Regular Session

Suite, Room 218

Chambers

No meetings – Summer Break

5:30 p.m.

Work Session
• Board of Zoning Appeals Interview
• Infill Development - UDO Text
Amendments

Suite, Room 218

7:30 p.m.

Regular Session

Chambers

Future Work Session Topics: Economic Development Incentives, Parks Strategic Plan, Joint Work
Session with EDA, Joint Work Session with Planning Commission – Regarding CIP Process, and Action
on UDO Text Amendment from 2018: Paying Taxes at Approval instead of Application

Boards & Commission
Board of Social Services
Central Rappahnnock Regional Library
Community Policy Management Team
Fredericksburg Arts Commission
Fredericksburg Area Museum
Fredericksburg Clean & Green Comm.
Fredericksburg Regional Alliance
GWRC/FAMPO
Main Street Board
Housing Advisory Committee
PRTC
Rappahannock Area Agency on Aging
Rappahannock Juvenile Detention
Rappahannock Regional Solid Waste
Rappahannock River Basin
Recreation Commission
Regional Group Home Commission
Town & Gown
Virginia Railway Express Operations Board
City/School Working Group

Meeting Dates/Time

Actual Date of Meeting

Members Appointed

Contact Person

Bi-monthly 1st Thursday/4 p.m.
Quarterly 2nd Monday/4:00 p.m.
Thursday after 3rd Tuesday/2:00 p.m.
3rd Wednesday/6:30 p.m.
4th Monday/8:30 a.m.
1st Monday/6:30 p.m.
Quarterly/5:00 p.m.
3rd Monday/6:00 p.m.
3rd Thursday/8:30 a.m.
As needed
1st Thursday/7:00 p.m.
1st Wednesday/4:00 p.m.
Bi-monthly last Monday/12 noon
Quarterly 3rd Wednesday/8:30 a.m.
Quarterly/1:00 p.m.
3rd Thursday/6:30 p.m.
2nd Thursday/2:30 p.m.
Quarterly/3:30 p.m.
3rd Friday/9:00 a.m.

August 1 at 4 p.m.
September 9 at 4 p.m.
TBD
July 17 at 6:30 p.m.
July 22 at 8:30 a.m.
July 1 at 6:30 p.m.
July 15 at 5 p.m.
July 15 at 6 p.m.
July 18 at 8:30 a.m.
TBD
July 11 at 7 p.m.
TBD
July 22 at noon
August 21 at 8:30 a.m.
June 19 in Lancaster Co. at 1 p.m.
July 18 at 6:30 p.m.
July 11 at 2:30 p.m.
TBD
July 19 at 9 a.m.

Duffy
Devine
Greenlaw
Devine, Graham
Kelly
Devine
Greenlaw, Duffy
Kelly, Withers, vacancy - Alt.
Withers
Frye, Graham
Kelly, Graham - Alt.
Greenlaw
Whitley, Frye - Alt.
Kelly, Withers
Withers
Duffy
Duffy, Whitley
Withers, Duffy
Kelly, Graham -Alt.

Christen Gallik
Martha Hutzel
Jamie Divelbiss
Kim Herbert
Sara Poore
Robert Courtnage
Curry Roberts
Linda Struyk Millsaps
Ann Glave
Susanna Finn
Kasaundra Coleman
Leigh Wade
Carla White
Keith Dayton
Eldon James
Jane Shelhorse
Ben Nagle
Paula Zero
Richard Dalton

TBD

Greenlaw, Kelly

Baroody/Catlett

1st Friday/11:30 a.m.

