CITY OF WAYNESBORO PLANNING COMMISSION
Regular Meeting, Tuesday, February 22, 2022
7:00 pm
Council Chambers, 503 West Main Street, Waynesboro, Virginia 22980


PLANNING
COMMISSIONERS

AGENDA

Shannon Boyle
Chair
Stephen Arey
Vice-chair
Michael Gibson
Noelle Owen
Sarah Severs

1. Call to order. Pledge of allegiance.
2. Adoption of agenda.
3. Review and approval of minutes of meeting held January 18, 2021.
4. Public comment period for items not on the agenda.

W. Lowrie Tucker
Council Rep: Bobby
Henderson


FUTURE SCHEDULED
MEETINGS:
City Council
Business Meeting
Monday, February 28, 2022
7:00 pm

Planning Commission
Regular Meeting/
Public Hearing

5. Public hearing for a request by Bottom Alley M LLC, for a Certificate of
Appropriateness to demolish contributing structures in the Downtown Historic
District. The structures are the two-story commercial building and the one-story
annex located at 304 and 320 W. Main Street, Waynesboro, Virginia.
6. Public hearing for a request by Hats Land Development LLC, to rezone 0 Ivy
Street, Waynesboro, Virginia (Tax Map No. 4-1-28A) from RS-12 (SingleFamily Residential - large lot) to RS-7 (Single-Family Residential - small lot).
7. Other Business/Commissioners’ Correspondence and Communication.
8. Adjournment.

Tuesday, March 22, 2022
7:00 pm

**Members of the public who do not wish to appear in person should submit written
comments beforehand to be read during the public hearing. Citizens can also stream the
meeting live via the City’s YouTube channel and call 540.241.2375 once the hearing is
opened: https://www.youtube.com/c/WaynesboroVAcity/
Thank you for attending. Citizen comments are invited and welcomed during the meeting’s citizen comment period.
For those with special needs, please contact the Planning Department at 540.942.6604 for any accommodations required
at least 3 days prior to the meeting you wish to attend. Assistive listening devices available.

The Planning Commission of the City of Waynesboro, Virginia, held a regular meeting on the 18th day of
January 2022, at 7:00 P.M., in Council Chambers, Charles T. Yancey Municipal Building, 503 West Main
Street, Waynesboro, Virginia:
PRESENT:

Commission Members:

City Planner &
Clerk of the Commission:
Associate Planner:
ABSENT:

Commission Members:

Shannon Boyle, Chair
Stephen Arey, Vice-chair
Bobby Henderson, Council Liaison
Sarah Severs
W. Lowrie Tucker
Luke Juday
Alisande Tombarge
Michael Gibson
Noelle Owen

1. Call to order. Pledge of Allegiance.
Ms. Boyle called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM and asked Mr. Tucker to lead the Pledge of
Allegiance.
2. Adoption of agenda
Mr. Arey made the motion to adopt the agenda; Mr. Tucker seconded. All voted in favor.
3. Review and approval of minutes of meeting held December 7, 2021.
Mr. Henderson made the motion to approve the minutes for the December 7, 2021, meeting; Ms.
Severs seconded. All voted in favor.
4. Public comment period for items not on the agenda.
None.
5. Public hearing for a preliminary subdivision plat request by The Q, LLC, c/o Milestone
Partners, agent for WMD Quesenbery Jr Estate (et al) c/o Whitney Quesenbery, owner, to
amend a preliminary subdivision plat approved on May 7, 2020, for a 214-lot subdivision
on 66.106 acres at 0 Ivy Street, Waynesboro, Virginia, Tax Map No. 14-6-25, including a
waiver to allow street trees in the ROW.
Mr. Juday gave a presentation on The Q, LLC’s preliminary plat amendment application. Staff
recommended approval of the amended preliminary plat with the waiver to allow street trees in the
ROW with the condition that the tree species be approved by City staff. For details, see the staff report in
the agenda packet for the January 18, 2022, Planning Commission meeting.
Mr. Arey asked who would be held liable for any injuries or property damage related to the trees. Mr.
Juday responded that the city would be liable, assuming a report was filed. However, the Parks &
Recreation Department would be responsible for maintenance of the trees, and they do not expect much
maintenance for at least 20-25 years. The first trimming would occur after five years.

Mr. Arey confirmed that the streets would be 25-26 feet wide, that parking would be limited to one side
of the street, and that the buyers of the houses would be informed of the parking limitation prior to
purchase. Mr. Juday confirmed that there are provisions in place to make the buyers aware of the parking
limitations.
Ms. Boyle opened the public hearing.
Ms. Boyle invited the applicant to come forward and speak on behalf of the application. LJ Lopez of
Milestone Partners, applicant, spoke in support of the waiver to allow the trees in the ROW, stating that
the ROW is the best place for the trees, given the density of the development and the required setbacks.
No member of the public came forward to speak; staff confirmed no public comments were received via
phone or email. Mr. Juday mentioned that the neighboring developer is in support of the application.
Ms. Boyle closed the public hearing.
Mr. Tucker made the motion to approve the preliminary plat amendment with the waiver to allow trees
in the ROW with the condition that the City approve the tree species planted. Mr. Arey seconded. Vote
was 5-0 in favor.
6. Public hearing for a zoning text amendment request by The Q, LLC, c/o Milestone
Partners, applicant, to amend City Code Section 98.5.1.5.A.3.(g) to change the allowable
maximum width of impervious vehicle travel ways and parking areas within the required
front yard setback.
Mr. Juday gave the presentation on the proposed zoning text amendment to change the allowable
maximum width of impervious vehicle travel ways and parking areas within the required front yard
setback with staff not putting forth a recommendation. For details see the staff report in the agenda packet
for the January 18, 2022, Planning Commission meeting.
Ms. Boyle opened the public hearing.
Ms. Boyle invited the applicant to come forward and speak on behalf of the application. LJ Lopez of
Milestone Partners, applicant, gave a presentation in favor of the proposed text amendment. Mr. Lopez’s
primary concerns were providing adequate parking for the houses in the Ivy Commons subdivision and
aesthetics. The houses would be built with two-car garages, and a 13-foot-wide driveway that flares out
right at the garage would look strange. For aesthetic purposes, the driveway should align with the 16-foot
garage door. Mr. Lopez showed examples of subdivisions with narrow lots and 16-foot driveways that
were similar to the cluster development occurring at the Ivy Commons subdivision. The houses in the Ivy
Commons development have compact front lawns with 15-foot setbacks. The houses are being built
several feet back from the front yard setback to allow a vehicle to be parked in the driveway without
sidewalk overhang. He concluded by observing that the small change in driveway width would have a big
impact on the neighborhood and help curtail inappropriate changes buyers might later make to expand the
driveways.
Ms. Severs asked if there would be any restriction on the buyers of the houses adding more driveway
surface area. Mr. Juday said no, that there is no way to monitor the widening of driveways by
homeowners because the required permit does not require a site plan review. There has been discussion

about trying to monitor and cite homeowners as needed for driveway expansions that exceed what is
allowable under the zoning ordinance, but that it’s been considered an overreach.
It was suggested that, in order to limit the ability of homeowners to expand the driveways wider than 16feet, a restriction be included in the subdivision’s covenants.
Mr. Arey suggested removing the “or 25% of lot width, whichever is greater” from the proposed
language. Mr. Tucker agreed with Mr. Arey’s suggestion.
Mr. Lopez, applicant, reiterated that widening the driveways to 16-feet is only in the area between the
ROW and the front yard setback, and it would help decrease pressure on available parking and align the
zoning ordinance with the application of cluster developments with two-car garages. The site plan takes
into account the stormwater runoff associated with the increased impervious surfaces.
David Sheldon, president of the Claybrook Homeowners Association Phase 1, came forward to speak. He
was not opposed to the expansion of the driveways, but did express concerns about the stormwater
infrastructure being able to handle the additional runoff. The Homeowners Association owns and
maintains a pond and has already had issues with runoff from the new development. The Association
would like some assurances that the additional runoff from the increased driveway width would be
adequately handled by the stormwater system.
Mr. Tucker asked the applicant about the status of the stormwater management plan. Mr. Lopez
confirmed that the stormwater management plans were reviewed and approved as part of the public
improvement plans. Mr. Tucker then asked for confirmation that the impervious calculations for the
stormwater management plans included the expanded driveways. Mr. Lopez confirmed it. Mr. Juday
commented that the plans submitted for the Ivy Commons subdivision included 16-foot-wide driveways.
Staff confirmed no public comments were received via phone or email.
Ms. Boyle closed the public hearing.
Mr. Henderson commented on the difficulty of plowing snow in the new portion of the Claybrook
subdivision due to the narrower streets. Mr. Tucker said Mr. Arey’s idea of removing “or 25% of the lot
width, whichever is greater” was a good idea. Ms. Boyle agreed.
Mr. Arey made the motion to amended the City Code Section 98.5.1.5.A.3(g) to change the allowable
maximum width of impervious vehicle travel ways and parking areas within the required front yard
setback to 16 feet as proposed, eliminating the portion of the proposal containing “or 25% of the lot
width, whichever is greater.”
Ms. Severs seconded. Vote was 5-0 in favor.
7. Presentation of the 2021 Planning Commission Annual Report
Ms. Tombarge presented the annual report. For details, see the 2021 Planning Commission Annual
Report in the agenda packet for the January 18, 2022, Planning Commission meeting.

Ms. Boyle asked for a motion to approve the 2021 Planning Commission Annual Report.
Mr. Tucker made the motion to approve. Mr. Henderson seconded. Vote was 5-0 in favor.
8. Other Business/Commissioners’ Correspondence and Communications.
Mr. Juday said that if any of the Planning Commissioners had any ideas for SMARTScale projects,
to let him know. Mr. Tucker asked if there was a possibility of a parking garage for downtown. Mr.
Juday said no, not with SMARTScale; a parking garage would be a project the city would need to
fund and build itself or by entering into a public/private partnership.
Ms. Severs inquired about the status of the Leggett building on West Main Street. Mr. Juday said
that the owners have applied for a Certificate of Appropriateness to demolish that building and its
annex and it would appear on the Planning Commission’s February 2022 agenda.
Mr. Henderson inquired if anything was going on in the old Ruby Tuesday’s building on Rosser
Avenue. Mr. Juday said there was not; a car wash company was looking at the site, but the status of
that is unknown.
Ms. Boyle commended the City’s snow removal crews for an excellent job clearing the snow from
the snowstorm that took place on January 16th. The Planning Commission members mutually
agreed that the crews did an excellent job.
9. Adjournment.
Mr. Henderson made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Tucker seconded. Vote was 5-0 in
favor.
The meeting was adjourned at 8:11 P.M.

CITY OF WAYNESBORO, VIRGINIA
STAFF REPORT
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
COA (formerly CAPP) 21-003
February 22, 2022

SUMMARY SHEET
Applicant:
Address/Legal
Description:
Total Acreage:
Tax Map Number:
Real Estate
Owner of Record:
Current Zoning:
Comprehensive Plan
Designation:
Attachments:

Flood Plain:
Enterprise Zone:
Action
Requested:
Authorizing
City Code Section(s):
Summary
Recommendations:

Bottom Alley M, LLC
304 and 320 West Main Street, Waynesboro, VA 22980/
Lot 32 less 1210.84 sq. ft. to City of Waynesboro, Estill Plat
1.04 acres
45-3-18A, 45-3-18B, 45-3-34A, 45-3-35
Bottom Alley M, LLC
435 Essex Ave, Suite 112
Waynesboro, VA 22980
C-B (Central Business)
Downtown Core Area
1. Application
2. Possible Schedule of Activities
3. Conceptual Drawings for Multi-Use Building
Yes
Yes, Downtown Sub Zone
Certificate of Appropriateness to demolish contributing structures in the Downtown Historic (Historic Preservation Overlay) District
Section 3.3.3
Staff recommends approval of the petition.

1. Nature of Request
The subject property is the site of two connected buildings commonly known as the “Leggett building and
Annex.” The buildings are located at 320 and 304 West Main Street at the corner of West Main Street and
Arch Avenue. Both buildings are deteriorating and have been unused for many years. The applicant
wishes to demolish both structures. Eventually, the applicant hopes to construct a mixed-use building
with commercial spaces and apartments, however there are no site or building plans in review at this time.
2. Background
Location
The subject property and all surrounding parcels on West Main Street are in the C-B Central Business
district. The buildings front on West Main Street and Federal Street. Surrounding uses include the former
Tim Spears Music City across Arch Avenue to the east and the future site of the Virginia Museum of
Natural History cattycorner to the northeast. Across the street to the north are several storefronts including
the Waynesboro Economic Development Department, Clear View Church, The Heritage restaurant,
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Valley Pawn Shop, Classy Consignment, Augusta Interiors, and the South River Fly Shop. A vacant
storefront adjoins the western side of the building and New Ming Garden Buffet is located behind the
buildings across Federal Street.

Project Description
The applicant wishes to demolish the former Leggett building and the smaller, connected annex building
located at 320 and 304 West Main Street. Per the applicant, the site would eventually be redeveloped with
a multi-use building incorporating residential and commercial uses. After demolition and prior to any new
construction, the site would be graded and covered with stone or other crushed material leftover from the
demolition.
Both buildings are in deteriorating conditions. The buildings have experienced significant flooding
damages from eight flooding events over the last 80 years. Both were constructed prior to Federal
floodplain regulations. A building constructed on the site today would have to elevate its first habitable
floor one foot above the Base Flood Elevation. Both buildings have water and other internal damage
resulting from disuse. Receding floodwaters can be seen in the image below, showing the building’s last
tenant in 2003:
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In addition, the former Leggett building sits atop a partially collapsed stormwater pipe belonging to the
City that is contributing to the deterioration of the building. Fixing this pipe and its associated problems
with the building on top of it will be an expensive undertaking. The City’s most recent estimate was
approximately $900,000.
Attempts to Reuse the Building
For several years, the owners have been attempting to put together a renovation plan for the building.
Costs to make the building inhabitable again significantly exceed the value of the property. The City
assisted the owners in submitting applications for an Industrial Revitalization Fund (IRF) loan in 2018
and 2019. This Virginia state program provides low interest loans to rehab legacy commercial and
industrial buildings. The City was not successful in securing funding in either round.
Because it is a contributing structure in a registered Historic District, the site is potentially eligible for
historic preservation tax credits. Several other historic building renovations in the City were made
financially feasible through this program, including the Wayne Theater and Fairfax Hall. However, to use
historic tax credits, the original façade and important architectural elements must be maintained. The
applicants worked with the Virginia Department of Historic Resources on a plan to renovate the site, but
the building’s layout, especially the lack of windows, does not lend itself to easy redevelopment for either
residential or non-retail commercial uses. The applicant’s most recent plan, which included a cidery on
the first floor and a rooftop restaurant, was denied by VDHR.
Zoning and Maintenance
Zoning ordinance Section 3.3.3.D stipulates that owners of historic landmarks or contributing historic
buildings and structures shall not allow them to fall into a state of disrepair so as to endanger their
physical integrity or the public health and safety. Though both structures are in poor condition, the
applicant has addressed all outstanding City citations. The City cannot force a property owner to renovate
or otherwise reuse a building beyond ensuring that it is not a threat to public health and safety.
3. Analysis
Zoning ordinance Section 3.3.3.F provides a list of nine criteria that the Planning Commission must
deliberate when considering whether to issue a Certificate of Appropriateness to demolish a landmark or
structure or building within the – HPO district. Here are staff comments on each criterion:
(a) Whether or not the building or structure embodies distinctive characteristics of a type, period,
style, method of construction, represents the work of a master, possesses high artistic values or is
associated with events that make a significant contribution to the broad local history or is
associated with historically significant persons.
Response: The buildings are identified as contributing structures in the Downtown Historic
District due to their age. The annex building was built in the arc deco style with a brick exterior
while the former Leggett building is a traditional commercial building. The buildings’ architects
are unknown. Neither building is associated with any significant local event or historically
significant persons.
(b) Whether or not the building or structure contributes visible architectural value to and provides
historic continuity with properties within the same block, including both sides of the street, and
the viewshed.
Response: The structures are visible from the intersection of Arch Avenue and West Main Street
and along West Main Street. The former Leggett building in particular makes up a significant
portion of the street wall on the right side of the block between Arch and Wayne avenues. The
design of the Leggett building is a traditional commercial structure with no defining architectural
features. It does not contribute significantly to the historic continuity of the adjoining and
neighboring buildings or to the historic buildings farther up West Main Street. However, the
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demolition of the two structures will significantly change the street wall on that portion of the
block between Arch and Wayne avenues, and will result in vacant lot for the period of time prior
to redevelopment. This will negatively impact the streetscape and enclosure ratio of Main Street.
(c) Whether the building or structure is of such age, authenticity and unusual or uncommon design,
setting, workmanship, and materials, and whether such design, quality and workmanship and
traditional materials could be reproduced.
Response: The annex building is an art deco style building that was built in 1941 with a brick
exterior. The former Leggett building is a two-story, brick building built in 1963 as a traditional
commercial style building with large display windows in the front. Both of the structures’
construction are not particularly distinct and similar buildings of equal or greater quality could be
reproduced using modern building methods and materials.
(d) Specific plans for the site should the structure or building be demolished and the architectural
compatibility of those plans and uses with properties within the same block, including both sides
of the street and the viewshed.
Response: Once demolished, the applicant has stated an intention of building a multi-use facility
on the property incorporating commercial, residential, and parking activities. Attachment 2 shows
a potential schedule of activities for the site after demolition, assuming the applicant is successful
in obtaining an IRF grant the City’s Economic Development Department is currently helping
them apply for. After demolition and prior to any new construction, the site would be graded and
covered with stone or other crushed material leftover from the demolition.
(e) Whether it is economically and practically feasible in the opinion of a qualified structural
engineer and/or building trades professional to preserve or restore the structure.
The applicant has conducted numerous studies of the building’s viability for preservation and
reuse and produced budgets and business plans to do so. The cost to renovate and restore the
existing building exceeds the value of the property and the cost of constructing a new building on
the property. The City’s Economic Development and Planning offices have worked extensively
with the applicant to find a way to restore the building and are in agreement that it is not feasible.
(f) Whether the property owner can make alternative, economically viable uses of the property.
Response: The buildings would require significant renovation work, and if undertaken, would
have the potential to be reused for any number of office, commercial, or residential uses. The
economic return from these uses would not justify the cost of renovation.
(g) Whether relocation may be appropriate and feasible as an alternative to demolition.
Response: Relocation does not provide any advantages over either rehabilitation or demolition in
this case and would be cost prohibitive.
(h) Whether the existing structure is suited to or can be adapted to a proposed change in land use.
Response: No land use change is proposed in this application.
(i) Whether the structure or building is a contributing or noncontributing resource within the –HPO
district.
Response: The buildings are contributing resources in the Downtown HPO district.
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4. Conclusion and Recommendations
The subject structures are contributing structures in the Downtown Historic District and thus require a
certificate of appropriateness to demolish. Neither building is associated with any notable architect or
historically significant persons and are not an exceptional architectural landmark.
Though the structures are visible from W. Main Street, Arch Avenue, and Federal Street, and a significant
gap in the street wall will form as a result of the demolition, these buildings have been vacant for many
years, are steadily deteriorating, and are visually unappealing. Both buildings have experienced eight
significant flooding events with the last event occurring in 2003 with each one resulting in significant
flood damages. In addition, the collapsed stormwater pipe that sits underneath the former Leggett building
needs to be remedied. Since renovation of the buildings does not seem feasible, demolition and the
resulting redevelopment may be the better option for the downtown long term. New development on the
site will be subject to the site plan review process.
Staff recommend approval of this application.

cc:

Paul Ribelin, Applicant’s Agent, Mathers Construction
Laura Martin, Zoning Administrator

Staff Report – 304 and 320 W. Main Street, COA 2021-003

5

Attachment 1 – Certificate of Appropriateness Application
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Attachment 2 – Possible Schedule of Activities
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Attachment 3 - Conceptual Drawings for Multi-Use Building
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CITY OF WAYNESBORO, VIRGINIA
STAFF REPORT
Zoning Map Amendment (Rezoning)
ZMA 22-015
February 22, 2022

SUMMARY SHEET
Applicant:
Address/Legal
Description:
Total Acreage:
Tax Map Number:
Real Estate
Owner of Record:
Current Zoning:
Proposed Zoning:
Comprehensive Plan
Designation:
Attachments:

Flood Plain:
Enterprise Zone:
Action
Requested:
Authorizing
City Code Section(s):
Summary
Recommendations:

Hats Land Development LLC
0 Ivy Street
Waynesboro, VA 22980
37.42 acres
4-1-28A
Hats Land Development LLC
71 Wilson Blvd., Suite B
Fishersville, VA 22939
RS-12, Single-Family Residential
RS-7, Single-Family Residential
Low Density Residential
1. Application
2. Potential subdivision layout under RS-12
3. Potential subdivision layout under RS-7
No
No
Rezone the subject parcel from RS-12 (Single-Family Residential) to RS-7
(Single-Family Residential)
City Zoning Ordinance Section 7.4.
City staff recommends approval of this rezoning.

1. Nature of Request
Hats Land Development LLC, owner of 0 Ivy Street (Tax Map No. 4-1-28A), is requesting a rezoning of
the property from RS-12 (Single-Family Residential, large lot), which allows for low-density residential
development, to RS-7 (Single-Family Residential, small lot). The RS-7 district is still a low-density
residential district, but permits a smaller lot size of 7,000 square feet rather than 12,000 square feet.
No subdivision request currently
The applicant has not submitted a subdivision application nor given a date for beginning construction.
The application does not include a proffered site plan, thus all images and plans discussed with the
applicant should be considered to be conceptual. Once rezoned, the property may be developed as the
applicant sees fit so long as it meets the standards in City code for by-right development.
Rezoning is a discretionary action granting entitlements that will allow the applicant to bring a by-right
subdivision at a later date. Details of the development that are regulated by the subdivision and zoning
ordinances, such as internal street profiles, sidewalks and other infrastructure, and precise lot layouts, are
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not addressed in the application materials. It is assumed that all infrastructure will be built in accordance
with the City ordinances that are in effect at the time of construction. Aspects of the development that are
not likely to be regulated by the City’s subdivision and zoning ordinances should be discussed now.
2. Background
The subject parcel is located on Ivy Street north of the Quesenbery subdivision (Ivy Commons) near the
City’s boundary with Augusta County. The Ana Marie Estates subdivision is located to the southwest,
and single-family homes on large lots are located across Ivy Street on the western side. The property’s
northern boundary borders a large parcel with a single-family house, and the Keith and Sharon Smith
property borders it on the eastern site.
Surrounding Land Use (see vicinity map)
• East: Keith and Sharon Smith property
• West: Single-family residences; Ana Marie Estates
• North: Single-family residences
• South: Ivy Commons subdivision (Quesenbery); Ana Marie Estates

Figure 1. Surrounding land uses.

3. Zoning Requirements
The subject parcel is 37.42 acres, undeveloped, and zoned RS-12 (Single-Family Residential, large lot).
Under the current zoning, the parcel could be developed at a maximum density of 3.5 units per acre. Per
the applicant, when taking into account needed infrastructure such as roads, sidewalks, and stormwater
facilities, the parcel could reasonably be subdivided into 66 lots.
Both the RS-12 and RS-7 (Single-Family Residential, small lot) Districts were established to
accommodate single-family, detached residential neighborhoods on individual lots, with the differences
being primarily the minimum lot sizes and setback requirements.
Rezoning to RS-7 would permit a maximum density of 6 units per acre (minimum lot square footage of
7,000 square feet). Per the applicant’s potential subdivision layout (again, not proffered), the parcel could
be developed into 107 lots for single-family, detached residences, and provide a road connection to the
Ivy Commons subdivision to the south and future road connections to the adjacent parcels.
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Figure 2. Current zoning.

4. Review with Respect to the Comprehensive Plan
The City’s 2008 Comprehensive Plan’s Land Use Map designates this property as “Low Density
Residential.” The Comprehensive Plan specifies that “Low Density Residential” is meant to
accommodate 3-4 dwelling units per acre. Though this rezoning would allow a density of up to 6 dwelling
units per acre, the RS-7 District is still classified as low-density residential. The proposed rezoning is
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

Figure 3. 2008 Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map designation
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5. Infrastructure, City Services, and Traffic
All underground utilities and stormwater infrastructure will be approved with the preliminary plat once a
subdivision application is submitted. The City has adequate water and sewer capacity overall to allow for
additional residential development in this area. The school system has also seen decreasing enrollment in
recent years and has sufficient capacity to allow for new residential growth.
A conventional development under the RS-12 district would involve approximately the same amount of
infrastructure for the City to maintain, but with fewer lots to pay for it. Allowing for smaller lot sizes will
make the development more affordable to Waynesboro home buyers and keep more development in the
City, without significantly altering the housing types in the subdivision.
Of chief concern to the City are the traffic impacts this potential development will generate. With the
development of the Ivy Commons subdivision directly to the south of this parcel and the continued
development of Ana Marie Estates, the amount of traffic on U.S. Route 254 (Ivy Street) will continue to
increase. The applicant has submitted an abbreviated traffic analysis, including a turn lane warrant that
has been reviewed by VDOT’s Local Assistance division. Staff recommend that no rezoning be approved
unless sufficient improvements are completed to provide for safe and free traffic flow to the site.
6. Conclusion and Recommendations
Staff recommends approval of this rezoning.

cc:

Hats Land Development LLC, applicant
Todd Wood, Assistant City Manager, Operations
Scott Kesecker, City Engineer
Laura Martin, Zoning Administrator
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Attachment 1 – Zoning Map Amendment Application
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Attachment 2 – Potential subdivision layout under RS-12 zoning
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Attachment 3 – Potential subdivision layout under RS-7 zoning
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