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Clty Of Harrisonburg 409 South Main Street

Harrisonburg, VA 22801

Meeting Agenda - Final

Planning Commission

Wednesday, June 10, 2026 6:00 PM Council Chambers

. Call To Order

. Roll Call/Determination of Quorum

. Approval of Minutes

3.a. Minutes from the May 13, 2026 Planning Commission Meeting
Attachments: Minutes

. New Business - Public Hearings

4.a. Consider a request from Sean Ryan and Lisa Lopez-Ryan for a special use permit to
allow short-term rental at 453 West Water Street

Attachments: PC Memorandum

Site Maps
Application & supporting documents

4.b. Consider a request from Honest Meats LLC for a special use permit to allow a meat
processing and storage facility at 256 Charles Street

Attachments: PC Memorandum

Site Maps

Application and Supporting Documents

Public Comment

4.c. Consider a request from WFS Hanson LLC to rezone 2210 and 2230 East Market
Street

Attachments: PC Memorandum

Site Maps

Application and Supporting Documents

Public Comments
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4.d. Consider a request from WFS Hanson LLC for a special use permit for townhomes at
2210 and 2230 East Market St

Attachments: PC Memorandum

Site Maps

Application and Supporting Documents

Public Comments

7. Public Comment

8. Report of Secretary & Committees

8.a. Rockingham County Planning Commission Liaison Report

8.b. Board of Zoning Appeals Report

8.c. City Council Report

9. Other Matters

10.

9.a. Review Summary of next month's applications

Adjourment

NOTE TO THE PUBLIC

Staff will be available at 4:00 p.m. on the Tuesday before the next Planning Commission
meeting for those interested in going on a field trip to view the sites on the next agenda.

INTERPRETATION SERVICES

Language interpretation service in Spanish, Arabic and Kurdish is available for Planning
Commission meetings. To ensure that interpreters are available at the meeting, interested
persons must request the accommodation at least four (4) calendar days in advance of the
meeting by contacting the City Clerk at (540) 432-7701 or by submitting a request online at:
www.harrisonburgva.gov/interpreter-request-form

El servicio de intérpretes inglés-espafiol esta disponible para las reuniones publicas de la
Comision de Planificacion. Para asegurar la disponibilidad de intérpretes, cualquier
interesado debera solicitar la presencia de un intérprete al menos cuatro (4) dias calendarios
antes de la reunién comunicandose con la Secretaria Municipal al (540) 432-7701 o por
medio de la pagina por internet al:

https://www.harrisonburgva.gov/interpreter-request-form
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NOTE TO THE PUBLIC

Residents/Media will be able to attend the meeting.
The Public can also view the meeting live on:

+ The City’s website, https://harrisonburg-va.legistar.com/Calendar.aspx
* Public Education Government Channel 1072

A phone line will also be live where residents will be allowed to call in and speak with

Planning Commission during the Public Hearings and the Public Comments portion of the
night's meeting. We ask those that wish to speak during the public comment period to not
call in until after all the public hearings and public comment on those have been heard. This
will avoid anyone calling on any other item from holding up the queue and then being asked to
call back at a later time.

The telephone number to call in is: (540) 437-2687

Residents also may provide comment prior to the meeting by visiting this page:
www.harrisonburgva.gov/agenda-comments
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Planning Commission
May 13, 2026

MINUTES OF HARRISONBURG PLANNING COMMISSION

May 13, 2026

The Harrisonburg Planning Commission held its regular meeting on Wednesday May 13, 2026, at
6:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, 409 South Main Street.

Members present: Richard Baugh, Chair; Shannon Porter, Vice Chair; Councilmember Laura
Dent; KC Kettler; Rob Jezior; Heja Alsindi and Randy Seitz. Also present: Adam Fletcher,
Director of Community Development; Thanh Dang, Deputy Director of Community
Development; Nyrma Soffel, Planner; Meg Rupkey, Planner; Wesley Russ, Deputy City Attorney;
and Anastasia Montigney, Development Support Specialist/Secretary.

Chair Baugh asked if there were any corrections, comments or a motion regarding the April 8,
2026, Planning Commission meeting minutes.

Commissioner Seitz said | would like to request one correction on page five, fourth paragraph
from the bottom, change the word “like” to “unlike.” It gives it a completely different meeting.

Commissioner Kettler said motion to approve minutes with the amendment indicated by
Commissioner Seitz.

Vice Chair Porter seconded the motion.

The motion to approve the April 8, 2026, Planning Commission meeting minutes with the
amendment passed by voice vote (7-0).

New Business — Public Hearings

Consider a request from Kevin T. and Denise F. Goertzen for a special use permit at 1315
Carrera Lane

Chair Baugh read the request and asked staff to review.

Ms. Soffel said the applicant is requesting a special use permit (SUP) per Section 10-3-34 (7) to
allow a short-term rental (STR) in the R-1, Single-Family Residential District. The +/- 30,086-
square foot property is addressed as 1315 Carrera Lane and is identified as tax map parcel 18-R-
16. If approved, the applicant plans to operate a short-term rental on the property. The applicant is
currently operating a homestay at this location.
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In 2019, the City adopted regulations associated with short-term transient lodging, commonly
referred to as Airbnbs. These regulations were amended in September 2020 to create the by right
“homestay” use. To operate a homestay, the property must be the operator’s primary residence,
may host up to four guests, and may operate up to 90 nights per calendar year. If the operator wants
to operate outside of what is permitted through a homestay, they may apply for an SUP to operate
an STR.

The applicants purchased the property in October 2025 and have been operating a registered
homestay. The previous property owners had operated a registered homestay since 2021. The
applicants want to operate the short-term transient lodging for more than 90 nights per calendar
year, and thus need an SUP to operate an STR. The applicants have stated that they will have one
accommodation space, and will limit the number of guests at one time to no more than four. There
is one off-street parking space and a separate entrance to the STR.

In their letter, the applicants state that the space above the garage is a 438 square foot apartment
including a kitchenette, eating area, couch, queen bed, and full bath. It was noted during staff’s
review that the space above the garage contains a gas stove that was installed without a permit.
The applicant has been informed of this and also informed that a second kitchen is not allowed in
the space above the garage because the space is separated from and cannot be accessed from the
dwelling. (Note that second kitchens are allowed in single-family detached dwellings in the R-1
district if there is “free flow” and full access throughout the unit and the living areas are not closed
off to create a space that would function like a second dwelling.) A notice of violation for installing
the gas stove without a permit and for having a second kitchen will be issued, and the property
must be brought into compliance within the timeframe set forth in the notice of violation. While
the applicant must remove the gas stove, they will be able to keep the sink, refrigerator, and have
small cooking appliances in the space.

Land Use
The Comprehensive Plan designates this site as Low Density Residential and states:

These areas consist of single-family detached dwellings in and around well-
established neighborhoods with a target density of around 4 dwelling units per acre.
The low density residential areas are designed to maintain the character of existing
neighborhoods. It should be understood that established neighborhoods in this
designation could already be above 4 dwelling units per acre.

The proposed SUP does not add additional dwelling units or increase density.

Transportation and Traffic
A traffic impact analysis (T1A) was not required for the SUP request.
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Public Water and Sanitary Sewer
Staff has no concerns with the requested SUP regarding water and sewer matters.

Housing

The City’s Comprehensive Housing Assessment and Market Study (Housing Study) places the
subject site within Market Type B, which has “neighborhoods [that] are characterized by high
income earning households, large volumes of housing sales and lower population growth.” The
Housing Study further notes that houses in these markets are quick to sell and that “[p]riorities and
policies that are appropriate to Market Type B areas include the preservation of existing affordable
housing while at the same time working to increase access to amenities.”

The proposed STR is located in a finished spaced above the attached garage. The property is zoned
R-1, where only one single-family detached dwelling is allowed. The request does not remove a
dwelling unit from the long-term rental housing inventory.

Public Schools

If the special use permit is approved, no additional dwelling units would be added to the property;
therefore, the student generation is zero.

Conclusion
After review of this request, staff believes it shares similar characteristics to other applications for
STRs that have received approval. Staff recommends approval of the SUP with the following
conditions:

1. All STR accommodations shall be within the existing accessory dwelling above the
detached garage described in the application.

2. There shall be no more than one (1) STR guest room or accommodation space.

3. The number of STR guests at one time shall be limited to four (4).

4. Minimum off-street parking spaces do not need to be delineated and can be accommodated
utilizing the driveway or other areas on the property.

5. Prior to operation, the operator shall submit to City staff a completed Short-Term Rental
Pre-Operation Form. Furthermore, the operator shall maintain compliance with the items
identified in the Pre-Operation Form when short-term rental guests are present.

6. If in the opinion of Planning Commission or City Council, the short-term rental becomes
a nuisance, the special use permit can be recalled for further review, which could lead to
the need for additional conditions, restrictions, or the revocation of the permit.

Ms. Soffel asked if there were any questions.
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Chair Baugh invited the applicant or applicant’s representative to speak to their request.

Kevin and Denise Goertzen, the applicants, came forward to speak to their request. Ms. Goertzen
said we are open for any questions you might have. We are in the process of closing up the gas
line and adding a two-burner electric stove.

Mr. Goertzen said not an installed stove but have a hot plate.

Councilmember Dent said Thanh, is that okay?

Ms. Dang indicated yes.

Vice Chair Porter said you have operated this as a homestay previous to this point?
Ms. Goertzen said since October.

Vice Chair Porter said and no problems or issues? Any concerns from your neighbors?

Ms. Goertzen said we have issued letters to all of our neighbors. We have talked to most of them
in person, and they are very supportive.

Vice Chair Porter said thank you for being proactive.

Chair Baugh asked if there were any more questions for the applicants. Hearing none, he opened
the public hearing and invited anyone in the room or on the phone wishing to speak to the request.

Councilmember Dent said this is the most detail | have seen about the stove regulations.

Panayotis Giannakouros, a City resident, called in to speak to the request. He said Mister Chair,
this is yet again a short-term rental which will almost surely be approved by City Council. Today,
I would like to take the opportunity to look at the zoning that was described along with this short-
term rental, R-1 residential, and to ask Planning Commission if we could start to rethink our zoning
categories, what our zoning categories are for. Up to now, our zoning categories have focused on
a desirable thing keeping harmful uses away from people, but it has also had a component of
grouping certain types of living together which implicitly groups people together. What short-term
rentals have tested in the several years that they have been brought one at a time before City
Council... this zoning can also be used to keep people separated by their occupation and
historically it has been by race. We need to have a thorough reconsideration of what our zoning is
for. Our proposed zoning foundation for the Zoning [Ordinance] rewrite does not do that. It does
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not ask, “what is the goal of zoning?” | would hope that Planning Commission would initiate a
thorough review of what the goals of our zoning are driven by a public input process. You are the
body that initiates motions. Staff cannot do so. Please follow the spirit and the letter of that law to
initiate a thorough review of our zoning so that issues like short-term rentals will not have to have
us continually reinventing the wheel and saying Harrisonburg does not want to segregate people.
It does not want to treat equally situated neighborhoods the same. It wants to recognize that there
have been historic harms. Repair the historic harms and realize that we go into a new future of
climate crisis and that takes stock of those resources and zones around sustainable and resilient
life instead of continuing to carry forward the separating people from uses and separating people
from each other. Thank you, Mister Chair.

Chair Baugh closed the public hearing and opened the matter for discussion.
Commissioner Jezior said the land is already being used. The house is already being used for this
use, so it is just adding some more days. | do not think it is going to have any effect on the

neighborhood or surrounding area.

Councilmember Dent said | have one question. I heard “registered homestay.” | did not realize
homestays had to be registered. What does that mean?

Ms. Soffel said it requires an annual registration with Community Development as well as the
business license.

Councilmember Dent said | thought homestay was by right that you could do. You charge for it?
Ms. Soffel said it is by right, however, they have to register so that we know where it is occurring.
They pay a $25 fee to register it and that way they also ensure that they get their proper business

license and taxes and so forth.

Commissioner Seitz said | move that we approve the request for special use permit at 1315 Carrera
Lane with the stated conditions.

Commissioner Jezior seconded the motion.

Chair Baugh called for a roll call vote.

Commissioner Seitz Aye
Commissioner Jezior Aye
Councilmember Dent Aye
Commissioner Alsindi Aye
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Commissioner Kettler Aye
Vice Chair Porter Aye
Chair Baugh Aye

The motion to recommend approval of the special use permit request passed (7-0). The
recommendation will move forward to City Council on June 9, 2026.

Consider a request from Robin L. Lake to rezone 850 Canterbury Court
Chair Baugh read the request and asked staff to review.

Ms. Soffel said the applicant is requesting to rezone a +/- 12,692-square foot property from R-1,
Single-Family Residential District to R-8C, Small Lot Residential District Conditional. The
property is addressed as 850 Canterbury Court and is identified as tax map parcel 23-V-14. If
approved, the applicant intends to replace the existing covered front porch with a larger covered
front porch that would encroach into the current R-1 district’s minimum front yard setbacks. The
applicant states in their letter that the new porch would be expanded from six feet to no further
than 12 feet from the home to avoid the unstable, rocky ground affecting the footers of the existing
porch.

Proffers
The applicant has offered the following proffers (written verbatim):

The property shall be limited to one (1) single-family detached dwelling and
customary accessory uses.

In the R-8 district, single-family detached homes and duplexes are allowed by right so long as,
among other things, lot area and dimensional requirements are met. The submitted proffer prevents
more than a single unit within the R-8-zoned area.

While the R-8 district was created in 2019 to provide additional flexibility for housing
opportunities by establishing smaller lots, the City has reviewed requests to rezone properties to
R-8 in established neighborhoods on a case-by-case basis. Planning Commission and City Council
have previously approved requests to rezone properties from R-1 and R-2 to R-8 for the purpose
of reducing minimum setbacks. In reviewing those requests, staff noted that, in addition to
proffering a maximum number of dwellings, applicants often also proffered minimum front yard
setbacks to ensure that any construction or modifications on the property would remain generally
consistent with the established surrounding properties.
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Staff suggested for the applicant to consider proffering a minimum front yard setback of 20 feet.
The applicant expressed concern that the covered front porch has not yet been designed and was
reluctant to proffer a specific minimum setback at this time. Staff would have preferred such a
proffer to provide greater certainty regarding the uniformity of the property frontage relative to the
neighboring properties.

Land Use
The Comprehensive Plan designates this site as Low Density Residential and states:

These areas consist of single-family detached dwellings in and around well-
established neighborhoods with a target density of around 4 dwelling units per acre.
The low density residential areas are designed to maintain the character of existing
neighborhoods. It should be understood that established neighborhoods in this
designation could already be above 4 dwelling units per acre.

The rezoning request, with the submitted proffer, retains the target density for the Low Density
Residential designation, and the R-8 district’s occupancy regulations are the same as the R-1
district’s regulations. With the stated proffer to allow only one dwelling, rezoning to R-8 should
not have major adverse effects on the surrounding properties.

Transportation and Traffic
A traffic impact analysis (T1A) was not required for the rezoning request.

Public Water and Sanitary Sewer
Staff has no concerns with the requested rezoning regarding water and sanitary sewer matters.

Housing

Rezoning this property to R-8 will not impact housing. The property currently has one single-
family detached dwelling, and the proposed proffer would continue to restrict the property to
having only one dwelling unit.

Public Schools
If the rezoning is approved, no additional dwelling units would be added to the property; therefore,
the student generation is zero.

Conclusion

While staff would have preferred a proffer establishing a minimum front yard setback in order to
ensure consistency with the neighboring properties, the request retains both the occupancy and
density of the R-1, Single-Family Residential District, and is consistent with the Comprehensive
Plan. Staff recommends approval of the rezoning.
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Ms. Soffel asked if there were any questions for staff.

Commissioner Seitz said | just want to make sure | understand, and | apologize | was not able to
be on the tour yesterday. The address of this is Canterbury Court. It shows a covered porch facing
Canterbury Court and a deck facing the Maryland Avenue right-of-way in the back. We are talking
about the porch that faces towards Canterbury Court, correct?

Ms. Soffel said correct.

Commissioner Seitz said what | wonder about that is this issue of proffering the 20-foot... I mean
that is 31 feet... It would seem like some degree of proffering a setback, that still will allow
flexibility for whatever design is made.

Ms. Soffel said that is why staff had suggested a voluntary proffer.

Vice Chair Porter said Ms. Soffel, do we know whether the rock that they are concerned about is
in a place that might require them to possibly either amend or change that design?

Ms. Soffel said can you repeat that?

Vice Chair Porter said | understand that the rationale for changing the porch or building an
extended porch because of where the footers are falling in relation to rock on the property, maybe
this is for the applicant | should ask. The reality is it seems like having a little bit of latitude,
especially when you are dealing with something like rock, it might be something you might want
a little bit of room to work with.

Ms. Soffel said which is what the applicant had expressed to me.

Councilmember Dent said the fact that they said the porch should be no deeper than 12 feet, what
would that make the setback be?

Ms. Soffel said the current porch is 6 feet deep and from the porch to their property line is
approximately 31 feet. If the front porch were 12 feet deep that would be about a 25-foot setback.

Councilmember Dent said that is about what they will land with anyway since they have put a
maximum on the size of the porch.

Mr. Fletcher said it did not put a maximum on the size.

12
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Ms. Soffel said the size of the porch is not proffered.
Councilmember Dent said if it is as planned it is still a sufficient setback in any case.

Commissioner Seitz said in theory, when this gets submitted for building permit with that 10-foot
yard setback they can come back with a porch that is 20 feet deep and still be in compliance with
this.

Ms. Soffel said theoretically.

Commissioner Seitz said | guess | would ask this of the applicant when they speak is, why not
design the porch to figure out what it needs to be and then come in and specify that setback so that
there is not a misunderstanding when it comes through for permitting.

Chair Baugh said | have my educated guess, but let’s see if we can do better than that, what would
staff say was its rationale for saying well we would like to see it but we are not sufficiently
concerned about that issue to insist on it?

Ms. Soffel said it is located on a cul-de-sac and even though all of the neighboring properties do
have at least a 30-foot setback, the positioning, the curvature does not necessarily give a sense of
uniformity. Whether something is a little bit closer or not, | at least do not predict that would have
a visual difference as it would if it was a straight street. In addition, the property has quite an
incline in the front yard. The further they would bring a front porch towards the street, the taller it
would have to be. That could limit their ability to expand the porch beyond a certain amount. It
looks like it would be limiting.

Commissioner Kettler said my sense of expanding a porch like this and the front setback is,
allowing a larger porch simply means that the applicant can make better use of their property in
terms of being connected to the neighborhood and connected to the street. This is the definition of
eyes on the street. That it has a marginally different appearance from adjacent homes in terms of
the distance from the curb, it is just not a factor that is that significant for me.

Commissioner Seitz said this is the third R-8C special use permit (sic) | have seen recently. It was
designed to utilize smaller lots, but | am seeing it used as a way to find work arounds for restrictions
that are given by R-1. Is that a feature or a bug?

Ms. Soffel said it is a result.

Commissioner Seitz said in part of what | am saying is if there is an attitude that okay this is a
loophole, but we are going to let it be used as a loophole, then | want to see a stipulated setback.

9
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If this is seen to be in alignment with the spirit of having a [R-]8C, then I am less concerned about
that. Does that distinction make any sense?

Commissioner Kettler said | think what we are seeing, both in this request and in a previous request,
is the unintended consequences of R-1 as it relates to what you can have there. Them not being
able to have a stove in the upstairs room, is that really that significant to us? My suggestion is that
it is... 1 do not know by the definition whether it is a bug or a feature, but that the more flexible
residential option is a better one.

Ms. Soffel said | would say that what the request demonstrates to me is that there is a desire for
those smaller setbacks.

Councilmember Dent said we can address that in the zoning update.

Chair Baugh said | guess to me it is still about where you draw the line. I am comfortable with the
notion that while what we primarily thought of with R-8 was the small houses... But why did we
like the small houses? Because it was reflective of giving people greater flexibility and getting
more efficient use of the space. In that sense, it is consistent. Although the point is well-taken that
we are on a run here where we are seeing more R-8s that are about these setback challenges than
actually trying to get the additional unit on the property or those types of things.

Commissioner Seitz said | agree in spirit with Commissioner Kettler. I do not mind seeing this
being used as a way to fine tune the irregularities that come up when you have a strict applying of
R-1. I think that when you do that you have to be very precise about it. To me the difference
between having a six —foot-deep deck that might be 10 to 12 or it might be 20 feet is imprecise. |
get that we do not know where the rock is, we do not know what we are going to encounter and so
on but design it, dig test holes and then come back and ask for exactly what you want.

Chair Baugh invited the applicant or applicant’s representative to speak to their request.

Robin Lake, the applicant, came forward to speak to her request. She said ready for questions.
Commissioner Seitz said | guess | would be more comfortable having assurances. | get maybe +/-
1 foot because you are trying to navigate around rock. We are providing you the opportunity to
build anywhere up to a deck that is 20 feet deep with only a written non-binding assurance that it

is going to be more or less 12 feet. Is there any way we can get more specificity about that?

Ms. Lake said what would please the Commission for a setback? What we are dealing with is an
ongoing issue that we have had with this porch to the point that we actually tried to have helical

10
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piers installed under it and they could not get under it. I do not know what it is going to look like
in that space because not only are we on a slope we are also on a slope like this to the street.

Commissioner Seitz said again | would recommend designing the solution and find out exactly
what you need. | understand that this is driven more by the technical issues of the rock and the
failure. Putting those helical piers in | get is expensive, but all the more reason to figure out what
works there because you have the flexibility. | think if we are using the [R-]8C rezoning as a way
to deal with very particular and unique issues, then let’s bring particular and unique solutions to it.
What burden do we put on you by asking you to design it, test it, specify what you want prior to
coming for the rezoning?

Ms. Lake said hiring a structural engineer to do the testing and design before | know that something
is going to be approved.

Commissioner Seitz said you said “you think it is 12 feet.”

Ms. Lake said right now we are at six feet if we go no more than 12 because then we start to really
slope off. If we go no more than twelve, which is what was requested, we should be able to get
somewhere between ten and twelve feet and find a spot that we should be able to do something.
That is what | was looking for. | was also considering needing to move the stairs from the left of
the house where it is at the end of the porch where it is settling over to need to move the stairs
somewhere in the front. The consideration is if we were to decide to cover, which we are not, but
I did not want to limit somebody else to have to come back and proffer that we want to cover the
stairs if need be.

Commissioner Seitz said | think agreeing to a minimum twenty-foot setback gives you five-feet
of latitude beyond the six feet that you say that you need.

Ms. Lake said the issue is actually the covered porch. I could bring the porch out now into the
setback and it would be fine. It would be within the third of the setback that there is now. I cannot
cover the entire porch. It would have to stay partially covered where it is. That is the issue that |
am having is the enclosure of the porch. As it is | could just extend the porch with no cover but
that does not make for a very useful or aesthetic front porch.

Vice Chair Porter said you stated in your letter that you probably needed no deeper than 12 feet,
is that pretty much where you feel like you are at this point?

Ms. Lake agreed. She said if we try to go a foot we are probably going to hit some of the same
thing. We may hit it at ten it may be 12 or 13. That is where | am shooting for is 12, so that we
have that latitude to play with whatever might be under the ground.
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Councilmember Dent said this is the first I have heard about a stair; meaning the stair might come
out of the front of the porch. If that were at some point to be covered that would be even further
into the setback?

Ms. Lake said that would be a new proffer. It is my understanding that the stairs themselves can
egress into the setback. It would only be if they are covered, that would be the issue. Because that
whole left side of the porch... we have structural supports in the crawlspace under that side of the
house because of the issues. The stairs are there. When we originally replaced the railing, it was
full of carpenter bees. When they took the support out on the short end, the whole corner, all the
brick, just fell out. The only thing that was holding it there was the post that was on top of it. We
replaced it with vinyl, no more carpenter bees, but now as the porch continues to settle my guess
is that in the wintertime the vinyl gets very stiff and as the torque from the settling hits it in the
cold it is cracking the railings. It is also causing more settling. We have a few cracks on top of the
porch as well. We tried to do it mechanically and leave what is there and they withdrew their
request for the permit because they could not do it.

Chair Baugh asked if there were any questions for the applicant.

Ms. Lake said when | originally brought in this request, this was the suggested route to go because
you guys do not give variances.

Vice Chair Porter said | would say in this particular set of circumstances that based on some of the
structural issues you are facing, this could almost rise to the level of something that could be
considered for that just based on the fact that we would be giving you relief in this set of
circumstances based on the topography of your property. Am | correct in that?

Mr. Fletcher said that can be a situation.

Vice Chair Porter said it is not unprecedented particularly the fact that you are dealing with these
issues. |1 would be inclined, particularly because this is on a cul-de-sac, to give you a little more
leeway than maybe some other circumstances and that is kind of where I sit on it. | do feel a little
uncomfortable with giving you a complete hunting license just to be able to go out as far as you
need to. Is there an amount at maybe 14 feet deep? Is there something in that area where you would
be willing to say we are not going to go any further?

Chair Baugh said Mr. Russ, | hope you would caution us if we think we are getting too close to
what sounds like directly negotiating proffers.

Ms. Lake said | am willing to proffer 15 feet which kind of cuts what we have in half.
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Vice Chair Porter said to keep it from getting further into negotiation I will not respond to it. It
does get to the heart of the issue here.

Commissioner Seitz said | agree, this would be a lot easier.

Commissioner Kettler said I think that this discussion gets to the question of, what is a front yard
for? To me, if a front yard is good for something, it is good for a space to interact outside near
where other people could be and activate a neighborhood. What is a larger front porch if not that?

Vice Chair Porter said it is also an existing part of her structure that is now failing. Again, | go
back to the possibility that could almost put her in a position to be able to ask for a variance, but 1
think that in this particular case it is probably we deal with it while we are here.

Councilmember Dent said | think here is easier.

Chair Baugh asked if there were any more questions for the applicant. Hearing none, he opened
the public hearing and invited anyone in the room or on the phone wishing to speak to the request.

Panayotis Giannakouros, a City resident, called in to speak to the request. He said | urge the
applicant to ask for what they need. It will be approved at City Council especially if it appears
before the primary election on August 4 when Nicki Gross and Kat Hendley are running to take
two of the seats. Regarding R-8, it has shown up a compelling reason why we need to start from
whole cloth in our Zoning [Ordinance] rewrite. The bug in R-8 is that it was a developer and realtor
driven process that gave us lots that are too small for what people want. Again, door knocking with
Nicki and Kat, I have heard this from realtors that people do not want the small lots. Developers
do because they can sell more pieces. The side effect of R-8 is that it has shown what people
actually do want. When we get homeowners, people who live in the homes coming forward they
use this side effect of R-8 which is a feature that should be codified in our Zoning [Ordinance]
rewrite. Which is, to make their lot usable. I find myself agreeing with Commission Kettler here.
The purpose for a front yard setback is so that it can be landscaped as a lawn which can be used to
harass people out of the neighborhood. If you do not think that happens, come to Sunset Heights
where the Ku Klux Klan is circulating an anonymous letter targeting people who have been
repeatedly targeted by the same organization under their brand name. Now they are not harassing
under their brand name, they are harassing under a homeowner’s association that does not exist to
drive people out of the neighborhood. We need to do a whole cloth rewrite of the zoning. I am
really unhappy that I am hearing nobody but Commissioner Kettler calling this out. In Old Town
recently, City Council approved a large house with large porches with very different kinds of
setback in those lots which were created before segregation through zoning in a neighborhood that
people would generally agree is a very functional neighborhood. We need to remove the
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exclusionary wasteful features. Now if we wanted to have a big setback because it is going to be
landscaped in a way that is going to create a wildlife corridor, a stormwater resilience feature, that
is great but that is not what we have right now. Again, | urge the applicant to ask for what they
want, ignore Planning Commission. This is not a decision-making body, it is an advisory body.
City Council will be with you because they face a contested primary. Thank you, Mister Chair.

Chair Baugh closed the public hearing and opened the matter for discussion.

Commissioner Seitz said 1 would simply say, Commissioner Kettler, the other role in something
like this is front yards also connect you to a neighborhood. There is always a part of the discussion
of how does it affect the relationship both physically and otherwise in a neighborhood. I am
inclined to vote in approval of this. At the end of the day, Ms. Lake, I trust you to do the right
thing. But I would ask please when we use R-8 as a work around, please ask for as much specificity
about what we are approving as possible. | feel like the way that this structured, there is leeway
here that in some circumstances could come back and bite the City. We are an advisory body. My
advice is to be as specific as possible with these R-8 rezonings in the future.

Vice Chair Porter said | would only state that just like your situation and the situation that others
have brought forward, it is not your fault that the situation is set up the way it is. | feel for your
circumstance and again | would put myself in your place as having a property that is having
structural and topographical issues that are threatening your home. | would want to give you as
much latitude as possible to be able to correct that and get your life back the way you want it. That
is how I view it, but it is a bit of a technical issue because this is really not how this should work.
In terms of coming and having to ask for basically something that should be addressed probably
as a variance, and we are having to go through a process of doing a rezoning. It defeats the purpose
of what R-8 was designed to do. | do agree very much with Commissioner Seitz about that. At the
end of the day I think it is about giving you the latitude that you need to be able to do what you
need to do for your property. | would definitely support this.

Commissioner Jezior made a motion to approve the request as presented by staff.
Vice Chair Porter seconded the motion.

Chair Baugh said | understand the concept. It is hard for me to imagine something there that would

bother me. The law on variances, if applied properly, is to be extremely conservative and restrictive.

Itis a high bar, What jurisdictions in the state tend to do is drift over time to be more practical than
setting a high bar, and then the Virginia Supreme Court will issue that same opinion that they have
issued before and everybody cuts back on it. I also understand not going down that path.
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Vice Chair Porter said | am sitting up here with two attorneys who probably appreciate a good
loophole when they see it. Until we get a better system its kind of is what it is.

Chair Baugh said | would call it being reasonably flexible to work with folks in town.

Councilmember Dent said | have just been pretty baffled to amused at the R-8 loophole for just
these kinds of setback issues. Again, it just prompts for more rigorous update of our Zoning
[Ordinance] so that we can allow for these things by right and do not have to keep seeing them.

Commissioner Kettler said I think this is more onerous on the small homeowner who just wants to
make a change to their porch and not go before Planning Commission to do it. Having some clear
already established by right rules that already address the other concerns mentioned is helpful for
that.

Chair Baugh said again, this one is not driven by aesthetics, this is my porch is falling into the
ground and | would like to keep it.

Chair Baugh called for a roll call vote.

Commissioner Seitz Aye
Commissioner Jezior Aye
Councilmember Dent Aye
Commissioner Alsindi Aye
Commissioner Kettler Aye
Vice Chair Porter Aye
Chair Baugh Aye

The motion to recommend approval of the rezoning request passed (7-0). The recommendation
will move forward to City Council on June 9, 2026.

Consider a request from Skylar & Talli LLC and James Madison University Real Estate
Foundation Inc to rezone 1351 & 1361 Peach Grove Avenue

Consider a request from Skylar & Talli LLC and James Madison University Real Estate
Foundation Inc for a special use permit at 1351 & 1361 Peach Grove Avenue

Chair Baugh read the request and asked staff to review.

Ms. Rupkey said the applicant is requesting a rezoning and a special use permit (SUP) for a +/-
15.35-acre property addressed as 1351 and 1361 Peach Grove Avenue and identified as tax map
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parcel 92-F-10 and 6. The property is zoned R-5C, High-Density Residential District Conditional
and B-2, General Business District. The applicant is requesting a SUP per Zoning Ordinance (ZO)
Section 10-3-55.4 (1) to allow multiple-family dwellings of more than twelve (12) units per
building in the R-5 district. The development would consist of 207 multifamily units with a mix
of one-, two-, three-, and four- bedroom units within a mix of multifamily row apartments,
quadplexes, and garden apartments.

1351 Peach Grove Avenue: Prior Rezonings, SUPs, and Development Plans

In June 2019, City Council approved a request to rezone 1351 Peach Grove Avenue (addressed as
1051 Peach Grove Avenue in 2019) from B-2, General Business District to R-5C, High Density
Residential District Conditional, along with three SUPs to allow multi-family development,
increased building height, and non-residential uses. At that time, the applicant proposed a six-story
mixed-use building with approximately 16,000 square feet of commercial space on the first floor
and 120 multi-family units above, consisting of one-, two-, three-, and four-bedroom units. Staff
and Planning Commission recommended denial of the rezoning due to concerns that the design
was vehicle-centric and did not provide a safe, walkable pedestrian-friendly environment, and did
not support a cohesive mixed-use environment. City Council approved the rezoning and associated
SUPs.

In 2021, the applicant revised proffers to remove the requirement for non-residential uses,
including the previously mandated minimum commercial square footage, and to increase the
maximum number of bedrooms from 400 to 460. The revised proffers added new commitments,
including construction of a bus pull-off and shelter easement and a requirement that total traffic
generation not exceed levels established in the previously accepted traffic impact analysis (TIA).
Overall, the changes transitioned the project away from a mixed-use concept toward a higher-
density residential-only development while incorporating additional transportation-related
improvements and traffic controls. Staff and Planning Commission recommended denial of the
request. Staff noted the loss of the mixed-use component, the unit mix of predominantly four-
bedroom units indicating that the development was geared toward student housing, and the design
continuing to be vehicle-centric and not supporting a pedestrian-friendly environment. Staff
suggested the applicant consider proffering a multi-family building that would have one-, two, and
three-bedroom units and a proffer that provided a breakdown of the number of each style of the
units. Ultimately, City Council voted to approve the amendment to the proffers.

An engineered comprehensive site plan (ECSP) for the residential-only project was approved on
March 13, 2024, and will remain valid from that date for five years. The SUPs to allow for more
than 12 units in a building and increased height are valid as long as the approved ECSP remains
active. If someone does not pursue developing the approved ECSP, then it and the two SUPs would
expire on March 13, 2029. The SUP for non-residential uses has expired.

1361 Peach Grove Avenue: Prior SUP and Development Plans
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In February 2023, 1361 Peach Grove Avenue received approval of an SUP to allow for multiple-
family dwellings in the B-2 district. As required by Section 10-3-93 (d) of the ZO, the applicant
submitted a development plan to be in accord with the requirements of the SUP. Section 10-3-93
(d) states that “[f]or multiple-family dwellings and mixed use buildings, the development plan
submitted with the special use permit shall govern development on the site and shall be used as a
basis for subdivision and engineered comprehensive site plan approval.” In addition to the required
development plan, the applicant proposed conditions further limiting the development. The
applicant conditioned a mix of one-, two- and three-bedroom units, pedestrian connectivity and
transportation improvements, 1.3 parking spaces per dwelling unit, and environmental features
such as solar panels and electrical vehicle charging stations. The SUP was approved to allow no
more than 376 units with a minimum of 30% of the units required to be one bedroom and a
maximum of 20% of the units able to be three-bedroom units. The development plan demonstrated
one entrance along Peach Grove Avenue, three residential buildings, and a two-level parking deck.
Staff and Planning Commission recommended approval of the request, which City Council
approved. However, the SUP has since expired due to the lack of diligent pursuit of the SUP within
24 months of City Council’s approval.

Proffers for the Current Request
The applicant has offered the following proffers (written verbatim):

1. The Project shall contain no more than 739 bedrooms.

2. The Applicant shall construct a westbound right turn lane with a minimum
length of 50 feet and a taper with minimum taper length of 100 feet on Peach
Grove Avenue into the main entrance of the Project no later than issuance of a
certificate of occupancy for the Project. Public Works may, in its sole discretion,
waive, in whole or in part, construction of the turn lane and taper.

3. The Applicant shall grant a bus shelter easement to the City, in a location on
Peach Grove Avenue acceptable to the Harrisonburg Department of Public
Transportation (HDPT) and shall construct a concrete pad and bus shelter to
HDPT’s specifications no later than issuance of a certificate of occupancy for
the Project or such later date as HDPT may request. HDPT may, in its sole
discretion, waive, in whole or in part, the completion of this proffer.

4. The Project shall be developed in substantial conformance to the Conceptual
Site Plan, entitled, Peach Grove-Harrisonburg, VA Rezoning & SUP Submittal”
dated March 6, 2026, last revised May 1, 2026, prepared by Niles Bolton
Associates (the “Conceptual Site Plan”). Substantial conformance to the
Conceptual Site Plan refers to:

(c) the general location of building envelopes, travelways, parking
structures (including any slip deck), green spaces, clubhouse and
amenity courtyard as shown on the Conceptual Site Plan;

(c) the general location of perimeter sidewalks along the “Shared Access
Drive” (the private drive bordering the northeast Project boundary
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where the secondary access is located, as shown on the Conceptual Site

Plan), and a pedestrian connection to commercial property to the north

shown on the Conceptual Site Plan; and

(c) the general location of primary and secondary entrance locations as

shown on the Conceptual Site Plan. The Department of Public Works,

in their sole discretion, may waive the requirements of this proffer if

other acceptable entrance location(s) can be provided.
The Conceptual Site Plan may be modified during site plan review as needed to
meet applicable local, state, and federal requirements and otherwise deemed
necessary/beneficial during the Comprehensive Engineered Site Plan (“Site
Plan”) approval process with approval by the Department of Community
Development.
The public sidewalk along the Property’s frontage on Peach Grove Avenue, in
the area shown on the Concept Plan, shall be reconstructed to be a minimum of
five (5) feet in width and shall include a minimum two (2) foot wide grass strip
buffer between the back of curb and the sidewalk. The Applicant shall dedicate
land for public-street right of way along the Property’s Peach Grove Avenue
frontage at a minimum of 7.5-feet width from back of curb to encompass the
public sidewalk plus the maintenance area. This proffer shall be satisfied no
later than issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the Project.
No later than issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the Project, a minimum
of fifty (50) exterior bicycle parking spaces shall be installed and maintained
on the Property compliant with location and spatial requirements of Zoning
Ordinance Section 10-3-25.1.
Upon request by the City, but no sooner than after issuance of a certificate of
occupancy for the Project, the Applicant shall dedicate a ten (10) foot wide
shared non-vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle path easement from the Property
to Tax Map Parcel 92-F-7 for a possible future bicycle and pedestrian
connection. The location for the potential easement would be determined during
site planning for the Project or, if the request is made after Project site plan
approval, at the time of such request. In addition, no later than issuance of a
certificate of occupancy for the Project, the Applicant shall provide a five (5)
foot wide pedestrian connection between the Property and Tax Map Parcel 92-
F-11 (currently the Food Lion shopping center) in the location shown on the
Conceptual Site Plan.
No later than issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the Project, the
Applicant shall plant street trees along the Shared Access Drive and Peach
Grove Avenue as follows: a minimum of twenty-six (26) large deciduous trees
(at least two (2) inches in caliper and a minimum of ten (10) feet in height at
planting and to exceed four (4) inches in caliper at maturity), spaced
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approximately every forty (40) feet. Tree locations along the street frontage are
at the discretion of the Applicant / property owner.

9. Buildings along the Shared Access Drive shall have front facades facing the
Shared Access Drive.

10. Patios on Peach Grove Avenue shall be enclosed with opaque six (6) foot tall
wood or fiber composite fencing with perimeter plantings around the fencing
consisting of the following minimum plantings or comparable, as determined
by the Applicant / property owner in consultation with City Staff during site
planning: evergreen shrub foundation planting at least three (3) feet in height at
maturity with an additional row of at least one of the following: shrubs (18 —
24”), ground cover (6” — 18”), or ornamental grass (24 — 36”) layered in front.

11. Siding on all multi-family buildings and clubhouse will be Hardie Board or
similar quality siding and shall not be vinyl siding or aluminum siding.

Proffer 1 limits the development to no more than 739 bedrooms. While the application does not
establish a maximum number of dwelling units in the proffer, the bedroom proffer limits the overall
occupancy of the development. Proffer 4 requires the development to be in substantial
conformance with the submitted Conceptual Plan. The proffer establishes the general layout of
buildings, access, circulation, parking, open space, and amenities, while allowing limited
adjustments during site plan review.

Proffer 6 requires a minimum of 50 bicycle parking spaces to be installed and maintained on the
property. Per the ZO’s Article G Off-Street Vehicle and Bicycle Parking Regulation Section 10-
3-25.1 (3), multifamily dwellings are required to provide one bicycle space per six units that are
constructed. In the applicant's concept plan they reference that they plan to construct 207 units.
Based on this calculation the project would be required to provide 35 bicycle spaces. With this
proffer the applicant would be required to provide more than the minimum amount that would be
needed to meet the ordinance.

The applicant has also proffered landscaping features and screening within the development in
response to staff concerns about screening the decks and patios from the public street right-of-way.
Proffer 10 requires screening by providing an opaque fence with landscaping for patios along
Peach Grove Avenue.

Proffer 8 requires that at least 26 large deciduous trees be planted along the shared access drive
and Peach Grove Avenue prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy. This would require trees
where they would not typically be required. The ZO requires trees when a parking lot is adjacent
to a public street. The applicant has designed the site to have the building between the parking lot
and the public street and would not be required to plant trees along the public street right-of-way.

Land Use

19

23



Planning Commission
May 13, 2026

The Comprehensive Plan designates this site as Mixed Use and Governmental/Quasi-
Governmental and states:

Mixed Use

The Mixed Use category includes both existing and proposed areas for mixed use.
Mixed Use areas shown on the Land Use Guide map are intended to combine
residential and non-residential uses in neighborhoods, where the different uses are
finely mixed instead of separated. Mixed Use can take the form of a single building,
a single parcel, a city block, or entire neighborhoods. Quality architectural design
features and strategic placement of green spaces for large scale developments will
ensure development compatibility of a mixed use neighborhood with the
surrounding area. These areas are prime candidates for “live-work” and traditional
neighborhood developments (TND). Live-work developments combine residential
and commercial uses allowing people to both live and work in the same area. The
scale and massing of buildings is an important consideration when developing in
Mixed Use areas. Commercial uses would be expected to have an intensity
equivalent to a Floor Area Ratio of at least 0.4, although the City does not measure
commercial intensity in that way. Downtown is an existing area that exhibits and is
planned to continue to contain a mix of land uses.

The downtown Mixed Use area often has no maximum residential density, however,
development should take into consideration the services and resources that are
available (such as off-street parking) and plan accordingly. Residential density in
Mixed Use areas outside of downtown should be around 24 dwelling units per acre,
and all types of residential units are permitted: single-family detached, single-
family attached (duplexes and townhomes), and multi-family buildings. Large scale
developments, which include multi-family buildings are encouraged to include
single-family detached and/or attached dwellings.

Governmental/Quasi-Governmental

These lands include properties owned or leased by the City of Harrisonburg, the
Commonwealth of Virginia, the federal government, and other governmental
/quasi-governmental organizations. Examples of entities included in this category
are City Hall, City administrative and support facilities, Harrisonburg City Public
Schools, James Madison University, Rockingham County Administrative Offices,
Rockingham County Public Schools, and the Massanutten Regional Library.
Properties within this designation may already include uses supplied by the entities
mentioned or are planned to be used by such public entities for any type of uses
necessary for their services. Some Governmental/Quasi-Governmental uses, such
as James Madison University, other state agencies, and the federal government are
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not subject to some of the City’s land use regulations. City parks are included in
the Conservation, Recreation, and Open Space Category. Furthermore, it should be
understood that properties that are owned or leased by the City, which may not be
designated as Governmental/Quasi-Governmental by the Land Use Guide, may be
developed with public uses, as defined by the Zoning Ordinance, to operate and
provide services supplied by the City in any zoning district, which as of the
approval of this document, is every zoning district in the City.

The property addressed as 1361 Peach Grove Avenue is designated by the Comprehensive Plan’s
Land Use Guide (LUG) as Governmental/Quasi-Governmental because it is owned by the James
Madison University (JMU) Real Estate Foundation. The Comprehensive Plan states that Mixed
Use areas outside of the downtown area should be around 24 units per acre. The proposed 207
units is about 13 dwelling units per acre.

Transportation and Traffic

A TIA was accepted by the Department of Public Works on February 20, 2026. Under the studied
2025 conditions, the TIA demonstrated that the surrounding roadway network is already beginning
to experience operational delays, and those delays are expected to continue and incrementally
increase through 2030. These impacts are primarily focused at the signalized intersection of Peach
Grove Avenue and Port Republic Road and are anticipated with normal background traffic growth
as well as with the addition of the proposed development. The intersection is operating at generally
acceptable levels of service under existing conditions although approaches to Port Republic Road,
including Devon Lane, Peach Grove Avenue, and Neff Avenue, experience noticeable congestion
during the PM peak hour. While the TIA acknowledges that intersection delays will increase in
the future, it states that “[a]ll queuing and storing issues at the Port Republic Road/Peach Grove
Avenue intersection present under 2030 build conditions are extant without the proposed
development.” The TIA also notes that, without improvements, the surrounding roadway network
is expected to experience increased delays and queueing, including significant increases at existing
commercial entrances.

The TIA identifies the need for turn lane improvements at the primary site access on Peach Grove
Avenue to accommodate anticipated site-generated traffic and maintain acceptable roadway
conditions. The turn lane warrant analysis results indicate that improvements are needed on Peach
Grove Avenue at the main site entrance to install a minimum 100’ right turn taper on the westbound
approach. The applicant is proffering a westbound right turn storage of 50’ and a taper of 100’ in
length to provide additional space for right-turning vehicles to leave the through lane on Peach
Grove Avenue.

Proffer 3 requires the installation of a concrete pad and bus shelter that would be built to HDPT
specifications. The shelter and concrete pad would be placed in a public easement and would be
maintained by HDPT. Proffer 4 establishes the general layout of internal travelways and the
perimeter sidewalk along the private shared access drive. Proffer 5 requires reconstruction of the
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existing public sidewalk along Peach Grove Avenue to a minimum width of five feet and includes
dedication of 7.5 feet of public right-of-way from the back of curb to accommodate the sidewalk
and associated maintenance area. The existing sidewalk along Peach Grove Avenue does not meet
the standards for new sidewalk that would be constructed today. The existing sidewalk is four feet
in width and does not have a minimum two-foot-wide grass buffer between the sidewalk and the
public street.

Proffer 7 provides for a potential future pedestrian and bicycle connection to the adjacent property
to the northwest (tax map parcel 92-F-7). The final location of the easement would be identified
during the site planning phase for the development or at the time of the City’s request for the
easement. Know that while the applicant has proffered a 10-foot-wide easement for the future
connection, the City’s standard for a shared use path is a 20-foot-wide easement to accommodate
construction of a 10-foot-wide path and 2-foot-wide graded shoulders on each side. This proffer
would allow for interconnectivity between parcels to be explored in the future. Additionally,
Proffer 7 requires the applicant to provide a five-foot-wide pedestrian connection between the
development and Tax Map Parcel 92-F-11 (Port Crossing Shopping Center), as shown on the
conceptual plan. Staff has emphasized to the applicant that interconnectivity between adjacent
parcels is encouraged in all developments.

The applicant’s letter states that they are proposing to install an eastbound left-turn lane on Peach
Grove Avenue at the main site entrance by converting the existing two-way left-turn lane. In the
letter they identify that the turn lane would have 100’ of storage with a 100’ taper. At this this time
this turn lane is not proffered and would not be required as part of the rezoning if approved as
presented. If the applicant chooses to proffer the eastbound turn lane prior to the May 13, 2026
Planning Commission meeting, and update will be provided at the meeting.

Public Water and Sanitary Sewer

While staff does not anticipate issues regarding water or sanitary sewer service availability for the
proposed development, the applicant has been advised that they will be responsible to complete a
study of the water and sanitary sewer capacity as part of the ECSP process. Any public system
improvements required to meet the increased demands resulting from the project will be the
responsibility of the developer.

Housing

The City’s Comprehensive Housing Assessment and Market Study (Housing Study) places the
subject property within Market Type C. Along with other details of this market type, it is the
smallest but fastest growing market type in the City. Among other characterizations, Market Type
C has a large number of university students. The Housing Study states “[l]ike Market Type A,
Market Type C has above median overall access to amenities such as public transit within walking
distance, full-service grocery stores, and multiple parks and recreation facilities.” It goes on to say
that “Market Type C has above median access to amenities yet is the most affordable market type
in the City. The creation and preservation of affordable housing and construction of middle income
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housing would be appropriate here as there are already amenities in place that would make these
areas attractive locations for housing...” The Housing Study also notes that “[h]aving an adequate
supply of smaller apartments in Market Types A and C is important because these block groups
have higher scores for access to amenities such as jobs, parks, full-service grocery stores, and
public transit.”

The proposed development is intended to target “young professionals and/or graduate or
undergraduate students” and offers a unit type of predominantly four-bedroom/four-bathroom
units. While the applicant has stated that the four-bedroom units could be converted to serve the
needs of families in the future, such a conversion would require considerable additional
investment; therefore, staff does not consider this proposed project to provide affordable and
middle-income housing suggested by the Housing Study.

Building purpose-built student housing can still be appropriate in the City in locations that support
pedestrian access to academic buildings and other university amenities. While the applicant states
that the project is approximately 2/10" of mile to Sentara Park (located at the corner of Neff
Avenue and Peach Grove Avenue) and approximately 9/10th mile from JMU's Port Republic
campus entrance, the proposed development is over one mile from academic buildings when
following public streets and existing shared use paths or trails.

While James Madison University (JMU) has made it known through their strategic plan (The
Madison Promise, https://www.jmu.edu/madison-promise/index.shtml) that they plan to grow
overall enrollment, they also have plans to build more on campus housing. The strategic plan states
that the university would like to house approximately 60% of the students on campus by 2040. As
JMU increases its supply of university-managed housing, demand for some forms of off-campus
student housing may shift over time. Staff has concerns about how this site could be used in the
future if students were no longer the ones living in the units. The proposed amenities and overall
site design, such as a clubhouse instead of more family-oriented features like a playground, suggest
the development is more narrowly tailored and may have limited adaptability for a broader range
of the population. While the applicant has provided an example of how a unit could be converted
to serve a non-student household, staff believes it would be better for the community to not have
to rely on someone being willing to make the financial investment to physically convert the units
at some point in the future. Instead, it would be better for the community to provide the appropriate
style of units at the initial time of construction.

Public Schools

The City contracted with the University of Virginia’s Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service to
complete a report titled "Population and School Enrollment Projects for the City of Harrisonburg™
(April 2025). The report  can be  found at the following link:
https://harrisonburgva.gov/sites/default/files/city-manager/HarrisonburgSchoolEnroliment_2025-
04-30_Final.pdf. This report provides overall student enroliment projections through 2034 as well
as estimated student generation by housing type for each elementary school attendance zone.
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Based on the Weldon Cooper Center report’s calculation, this development’s proposed 207
residential units are estimated to generate 25 to 116 K-12 students at full build-out. While the
project may be intended for student housing, areas vacated by students may then create the
availability of 207 apartments elsewhere in the community. According to the School Board’s
current attendance boundaries, Stone Spring Elementary School, Skyline Middle School, and
Rocktown High School would serve the students residing in this development.

Conclusion

Staff does not believe that more student-oriented housing is needed at this time. Staff recognizes
that someone can already build units that are marketed to students with the existing zoning and
approved ECSP on a portion of the site addressed as 1351 Peach Grove Avenue. However, staff
believes there is an opportunity here to provide for other housing that is greatly needed for our
community and to encourage off-campus student housing to be located closer to JMU’s academic
buildings. Staff has consistently encouraged the applicant to consider a greater proportion of one-,
two-, and three-bedroom units to better align with community housing needs and to reconsider the
general design of the buildings and layout of the site.

Staff recommends denial of the rezoning and SUP request.
Chair Baugh asked if there were any questions for staff.

Councilmember Dent said | was looking for a proffer | thought we had before... maybe this was in
the history of a certain minimum of one, two and three bedrooms as opposed to the four-bedroom.

Ms. Rupkey said that was on one of their previous requests.

Councilmember Dent said that is in the previous request but not in the current one?

Ms. Rupkey said correct.

Vice Chair Porter said | am not sure you can speak to the intent, but the parcel that is 1361 Peach
Grove that is the JIMU owned portion of the property that is currently zoned B-2. [To Chair Baugh]
You have been around long enough; was the intent because it simply was owned by JMU to make
it B-2 or was there an intent to actually have potentially that be a business district? Or was it the
City’s plan... hoping that would be more use for commerce than housing?

Mr. Fletcher said is your question why is it zoned B-2?

Vice Chair Porter said more of whether it was the fact that IMU owned it that it became B-2.

24

28



Planning Commission
May 13, 2026

Mr. Fletcher said the 9 acres that the foundation owns has been B-2 likely since it has been annexed
into the City in 1983.

Vice Chair Porter said the intent there was that commerce would be there in that spot as opposed
to housing.

Mr. Fletcher said | presume so. | was not here in 1983 but that it what it was zoned.

Chair Baugh said I am having a little bit of trouble getting my brain around the question, but |
think the answer to your question is, if you go back the zoning for that entire area... essentially
you have the existing commercial development there. 1 think it all had a B-2 zone because for no
other reason it was anticipated since you had a commercial area there, if there would ever be
commercial expansion that would be where it would go. Instead, the owner of the main parcel
asked it to get rezoned to the mixed use and now residential which got approved. That was, as |
recall, not a unanimous vote. Staff had recommended against that, | believe. It did end up getting
approved. The JMU piece was a later special use [permit] request. | said, somewhat flippantly at
one point, it has settled out somewhat now, but there really was a stretch where, for the
undeveloped property out there, it seemed like everybody who owned a property with a residential
zoning wanted a commercial zoning and everybody who owned a property with a commercial
zoning wanted a residential zoning for whatever reason.

Councilmember Dent said what | remember was when this came back, in 2021, | was very bummed
to lose the mixed use commercial portion of it. I imagine now | would have voted against it, but |
do not know for sure if 1 did then. I would definitely prefer a mixed use and not the four-bedroom
four-bath .

Commissioner Jezior said how many units are going to be one, two, three or four-bedroom or is it
just open?

Ms. Rupkey said the applicant would be able to speak more to that, but it is not proffered that it
would be in a certain occupancy for each of them.

Councilmember Dent said the one, two, and three was in the 2021 proposal, but not proffered now
in this current one.

Ms. Rupkey said there is a breakdown in the packet.

Vice Chair Porter said in the conceptual site plan they do have a breakdown, and it is almost 80%
four bedroom.
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Chair Baugh asked if there were any more questions for staff. Hearing none, he invited the
applicant or applicant’s representative to speak to their request.

Jim Buchanan, the applicant from Landmark Properties, came forward to speak to the request. He
said Landmark Properties is a vertically integrated development company which means that, not
only do we develop these properties, we construct them, and we manage them. At this time in our
life-cycle we also hold these projects into the long term. We work closely with our management
team and all of these properties. We develop multiple types of housing. We develop multifamily
housing, [unintelligible] housing. We also develop university-oriented housing that we are talking
about. [Referring to the slideshow on the screen] This is the project location. You might be familiar
with it. It is adjacent to the University Park. Like staff brought up, which we have had a great time
working with staff and we really appreciated their feedback throughout this process, we have been
talking to them closely. It is adjacent to University Park, a short walk from our location to the
campus. It is also adjacent to pure commercial around us, in the front portion of the site, and pure
residential behind us in multi-family high density residential. One of the reasons why we are so
excited to bring this project before you today is to revisit what the original site plans were. We do
build nationally but over time we look at one of these projects, we look at it at a local level. We
try to let the underlying Comprehensive Plan and zoning drive which sites we select. When we go
out and develop housing and we come up with these site plans, it is much easier for us to work
where the demand is, the underlying demand will be located adjacent to campus, then to try to go
out further away and try to draw people in. We always try to pay attention to the Comprehensive
Plan, the underlying zoning, what has been approved previously, and the location, particularly.
These are the existing sites. The B-2 JMU Foundation parcel, the B-2 with the SUP allowing
multifamily and the R-5C parcel is the same zoning we are applying for today. That is why we are
here today because we want to combine these lots and, as part of that, we need to rezone. What it
did open up is a new chance for us to look at the existing site plans and improve them. and We
worked really closely with staff on that and are very proud of where we are today.

As you can see, this residential use is going to support the Comprehensive Plan by introducing
residential into a purely commercial district. Thus, creating a sort of mixing of uses. We are going
to have multiple modalities of transportation here, including direct pedestrian connections on
multiple sides. Both on the inside of our site into the commercial through a pedestrian connection,
but also there are sidewalks that we are going to wrap all the way around the site that were not
there before. We are also going to be putting in street trees we are going to be proffering that. We
are going to be showing you some renderings, but standing behind those renderings, offering to
you that this is really the property that we are going to build, is very important to us. We wanted
you guys to do that, so that is why we have included so many proffers.

This is the exiting conditions; it is vacant land. It currently contributes about $17,000 in property
taxes to the City. Since the large parcel in the back is owned by the [JMU] Foundation, it is tax
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exempt, and the vacant parcel in the front is owned privately. These are the existing site plans that
we have put in that were on the books. In total those site plans had about 1,200 beds with about
536 units, 850 paid parking stalls. There were six stories. The applicants of those had maxed out
the units per acre on both, ending up with about 35 units per acre. The other thing | wanted to point
you to here, because this came up in the last rezoning and this is something that we wanted to
respond and fix as we came forward to you today, is [referring to the image on the screen] number
three represents the existing shared access drive, if you are going into Food Lion cutting behind
McDonald’s, that is there. Two and one (as numbered on the image), since these sites were
separated in their original rezonings and they were not working together, they basically ended up
with entirely surface parking lots with large, tall buildings on them of about six stories and two
additional curb cuts that conflicted with each other which and did not allow adequate turning lanes.
| am going to show you now the site plan you might have seen before. We are able to push that
turn lane all the way back to create a 100-foot taper, where that did not exist before, all the way
back in the site. That was actually something that staff recommended to us and really pushed for.
We are happy to accommodate that. We thought it was a great comment. The second entrance is
on the shared access drive. That will be our secondary access point with the primary all the way
back on Peach Grove Avenue as far as we can put it.

There is a multitude of different unit types here. | want to show you how we broke up the housing
types. We also have a slip deck here that is two stories, that is in the back portion of the site. What
that allowed us to do was create a lot more greenspace. Open it up for more trees, more plantings
throughout the site. Centralized courtyards and allowing there to be a much greater deal of
greenspace all throughout the site and lower the overall intensity of this site to create a much more
efficient unit plan that really works together and really creates something that we are proud of,
versus that surface parking. This will show you we have garden apartments. We have these
rowhouse townhome-style apartments. [Referring to the conceptual layout image on the screen] In
the light yellow are those rowhouse townhomes. In the green are townhomes with basement units
with front doors on them. If you are in the shopping mall, you will actually see front doors. We
are going to put the masonry feature around those front doors to differentiate that. You will see
them on the shared access drive to create activity around this commercial use. We have also pushed
those garden style apartments, which are more similar to the building behind us that is already high
intensity residential, we have pushed them back on the site, so that we can put them adjacent to
those and then lower the density and taper it out as we get to Peach Grove [Avenue] and Port
Republic [Road]. It was really important to us, as we heard from staff at a local level, that they
wanted to see, when you drove by this, to not just be a big building with a surface lot. We wanted
to see greenspace, we wanted to see trees, we wanted to see sidewalks, we wanted to have different
modalities encouraged. We actually lowered our parking to the minimum. We are at like 90% per
bed, which is the code minimum that we could do in this case. Again, we really wanted to
encourage different modalities and we are going to be including that bus stop.
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This is a rendering of the site looking west. you can see The Hills Southview apartments that
currently exist behind us in our new site. [Referring to the 3D rendering] This is looking at
University Park and JMU’s campus. This is looking straight up the middle of the site on the
secondary entrance from the shared access road. You can see the courtyards and street trees. This
is looking east from the back of the Food Lion. Again, those taller multifamily units all the way in
the back of the site closest to The Hill Southview, and then we move to these townhome-style
rowhouse units, and then on to these quadplexes and try to break it up.

This is how we responded to staff comments, push that curb cut all the way back to the access road
like | said, the public sidewalk street trees. The enclosed patios on those quadplexes have front
doors that face each other in these courtyards, so we wanted to make sure that we created privacy
there. That was something that we got from staff that we thought was really helpful feedback.
Additionally, there is that bus shelter there. The masonry and stone, you can see some on the lower
level where the front doors are because we want to break up the differentiation. Those centralized
courtyards, if people are walking around, we really wanted them to walk on this center part of the
site. The direct pedestrian connection into the shopping center, there is a cut through, walk right
down get onto the sidewalk get over and get your groceries and walk back home. No need to get
in your car, it is totally integrated into the surrounding commercial around us, and it is really going
to help draw traffic for them. We have also proffered high quality materials. One of the things that
we heard from staff was that there is concern about building something that is aluminum siding at
the end of the day. Absolutely not. We proffered that right into our proffers. We are going to be
using Hardie Board. we are also going to be using that masonry and stone in different areas of the
site. We are also going to be extending the curb and the sidewalk all the way around. That was not
proffered before. We felt like it was a great point to add all the way around the site will not only
replace what exists on Peach Grove Avenue. There is no sidewalk, there are no street trees
currently on that access road on that side. We are going to put all of that in and then cut all of the
way back into the shopping center. If you are over at Vito’s, you walk over you look around you
will see front doors, trees and curbs, you will see total integration of a commercial area. There are
a couple of things that I wanted to point out in this since we did have a chance to relook at this
holistically. Even though there was already R-5, on the books here and that multifamily in the B-
2, how do we reduce this density because that was something that came up before there were traffic
concerns? We took down the parking to a 90 percent minimum. We have reduced the overall bed
count by about 40%. Parking spaces are down 22 percent. We have reduced the overall height
from six stories down to two. It is almost a 60 percent reduction in units per acre, and we have
eliminated that curb cut that was conflicting. Now we are only adding one more curb cut that is
pushed as far back as we could.

The other point | wanted to make was, if you looked down at the bottom, what this shows is a
traffic comparison. Those are the two prior traffic analysis on the two previously approved site
plans. This is our traffic analysis. We actually ran this at 800 beds. We are all the way down to
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736 beds, so there will actually be further gains from this. Overall traffic reduction is 18.5 percent
from that, compared to what it was before. In those morning hours and rush hour, you are looking
at about a 47 percent reduction compared to what was approved previously. It was something we
really wanted to be thoughtful about. If we are going to open back up and try to look at it, how do
we reduce that intensity. Not just eliminating that curb cut, not just having that bus stop, not just
doing additional bikes, but actually lowering that overall traffic.

[Referring to the Powerpoint slide] This is a comparison of some of the proffers and previous
proffers that were there, into what we are doing now. Again, we really want to stand behind what
we are showing you in these renderings. High quality materials in terms of those Hardie Boards.
Absolutely no aluminum or vinyl siding on this. Future pedestrian connection to Deer Run
[Apartments]. We are going to find that during our site planning process. That was something that
staff would look for in case Deer Run [Apartments] gets redeveloped. They wanted to find a way
to align an easement there. The privacy fencing, the street trees, above minimum bike parking
proffered. We thought that was something that was important that we wanted to do. Direct
pedestrian connection to Peach Grove Avenue. They followed each other and went around the
access road before, but it did not have the cut through that was something that staff brought up.
We thought it was a great idea, and we were able to accommodate that. Additionally, the turn lane
proffer was there before, but again they conflicted with each other and now we are in a much better
position through this combined site plan. Finally, the sidewalks proffer. It really was not proffered
in the same way previously, and we are going to wrap it all the way around the site which was not
there before on the existing site plans that have been proposed previously.

Overall, we are talking about a site that currently generates $17,000 of property taxes a year. We
had heard previously, “hey we are approving housing but how do we get this out of the ground?”
This new site plan reduces the intensity and gets us into a place where we can really take what two
separate developers had created, this inefficient mix, and create a much more efficient mix that
can get out of the ground. We are going to reduce that traffic by 18.5 percent. We are going to
reduce the conflicts of the entrances. Again, we are going to support that Comprehensive Plan by
introducing residential into commercial and tying directly into it. We are going to also be
contributing meaningfully because there is tremendous demand for this type of housing in
Harrisonburg. We have tracked these properties all around the country, and Harrisonburg outpaces
most of the country in how quickly it leases up. Across all of these properties that we track in a
market, almost all of them are at 99 to 100 percent occupancy, right now. They are getting close
to 10 percent rent growth in some of these properties across unit types. Additionally, we are going
to enhance pedestrian connectivity, but we are not going to just be doing that we are going to be
encouraging multiple modalities. Not just in terms of cars, but there are bus, bike, and pedestrian
connections all around. You can walk right across the street and get into campus. | will conclude
my presentation there. We can get through a few questions. We also brought in members of our
traffic team, site planning team, architecture, and legal teams, if you have any questions, they
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might be better suited than me to answer some of them. We are happy to answer any of your
questions.

Councilmember Dent said could you go back to the chart with the x’s and checks. What is missing
is the previous two iterations had a mix of one, two, three and four bedrooms with minimums and
maximums of one, two and three. Why did you omit that?

Mr. Buchanan said in the R-5C parcel, | do not believe there was any maximum of fours, was
there? We are going to be having ones, twos, threes, and fours on this site. | believe that the
limitation that you are talking about was on the B-2 parcel, since that was going to for a SUP
[Special Use Permit] to allow multifamily. I could be wrong on that.

Councilmember Dent said I also see the conclusion staff has consistently encouraged the applicant
to consider a greater proportion of one, two and three-bedroom units to better align with the
community’s needs.

Mr. Buchanan said | certainly respect staff’s position on that. | do not want to sit here and disagree
with them. We do see tremendous demand for these. The parcels behind us include those types of
units and surrounding us include those types of units. Across all of those comparables that we look
at the existing multifamily all around us, they are at 99 or 100 percent occupancy. There is a huge
demand. One thing that we did do, and we are going to file, is since staff did mention this concept,
what happens if 10 or 20 years down the road there is not as much demand for four-bedroom units,
which is a very fair question to ask. We have actually filed a plan in here on how a future developer
can come in and eliminate a bedroom and turn those down to three [bedrooms]. It is very simple
to do. We will file it in, so they know exactly how to do it within the units and turn them into a
lower intensity use if that demand that is there today fails to exist in the future.

Commissioner Seitz said how long has Landmark [Properties] been developing student housing in
various communities across the county?

Mr. Buchanan said we have been doing it since 2004. We started in Athens, Georgia where our
headquarters still are today. At this point in time, we manage about 70,000 beds of student housing
across the country. We are very experienced in managing these properties and try to hold them in
the long run.

Commissioner Seitz said once a property is no longer in fashion or what students are looking for,

how often have you seen other developers go back in and make the very changes that you described
are possible here?
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Mr. Buchanan said | do not know if I would be able to tell you off the top of my head how many
times it has happened on the properties that we have developed, or that other developers have
developed, but it is something that we have filed with other cities as well in our plans on how you
do this. All it means is we have designed buildings in such a way that to do that is accommodated.
You are not going to run into a structural constraint with a building that does not allow you to
change that. I do not know how many times somebody has done it previously, but typically from
what we have seen in the markets we have developed, there is a tremendous demand for these
types of units. We do not usually come into markets where we feel like the demand would not be
met.

Commissioner Seitz said Harrisonburg is full of things that were originally built primarily with
students as their focus that are now occupied because students have moved on from that product.
If this greenfield site was not available, would Landmark [Properties] have proforma that would
make it worth investing and rehabbing housing that is 20, 30, 40 years old?

Mr. Buchanan said we have an acquisitions element as well. We do acquire and rehab other sites.
| do not know how many times a unit has been converted between those, but we do also acquire
existing student housing and rehab it.

Commissioner Seitz said my observation, having grown up in this area, is that | get that the
amenities that you are baking into this site plan and these unit designs and so on are in demand. |
think there is a dynamic here. In the letter that accompanied this, it began with kind of an open
case that there is a demand for student housing. The rental market here is tight, so the solution is
let’s build more student housing and it is good overall because it frees up other types of housing.
Well, the challenge is that other types of housing does not always line up with what the housing
needs are. Part of the reason that dynamic happens is because there are greenfield sites where it is
cheaper to go out and build and develop from the get go. | understand why this makes sense relative
to a short-term demand, but we have no guarantee that the economics will make it viable to
renovate this project 15 years in the future when it is not what students are looking for.

Mr. Buchanan said | appreciate that comment. The only thing I can say is we looked at the existing
site plans that were approved previously, and we underwrote those separately as well. They were
not viable to get out of the ground today.

Commissioner Seitz said viable in what way?

Mr. Buchanan said financially viable.

Commissioner Seitz said there was not the ability to absorb that many units in the market?
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Mr. Buchanan said this is where it gets a little complicated, but effectively the materials for
buildings over certain types of heights, they start to change, and where you have seen the largest
run up in material price as well as overall costs in the efficiency of developing those has been
significantly higher in taller buildings. We looked at those first because it would be much easier
for me to come in and just develop what is on the books. What we found was that we could not.
We priced it and looked at the plans. We had to move to a more efficient plan. What that opened
up was the ability to reduce the intensity and the density and that is why we are in a more four-
story modality here. At this point we have reduced the overall height and that has allowed to move
to a construction type that is primarily timber. Which is a more efficient construction material. |
cannot say within all of these, but we did underwrite those sites. It was thoughtful how we came
about this.

Commissioner Kettler said do you intend to separate the cost of parking from the cost of rent?

Mr. Buchanan said I do not know if we have made that full determination today, but we would end
up being very similar to whatever the other comparables are in the market.

Commissioner Jezior said for the Traffic Impact Analysis, Neff [Avenue] and Peach Grove
[Avenue] and Port Republic [Road] were studied because that intersection already now has a lot
of issues. To add another 600 and something cars going through there, mainly students, how is that
going to impact that?

Councilmember Dent said | would like to chime in on that we had through the HRMPO, that | am
on, an area study of that whole ginormous intersection with some of the projected development
considered. They were proposing a need for a really elaborate Michigan left turn, or close off right
in right out into the Food Lion, all sorts of things to try to contain the mess and the danger that
whole area is. That is beyond the TIA for a particular site. It is, what do we do about this whole
area?

Commissioner Jezior said yeah, with your analysis did that take into account any of the other things
that the City is looking at doing in that intersection?

Evan Robohm, traffic engineer with Timmons Group representing the applicant, came forward
and spoke to the request. He said all of you are exactly right. There are existing constraints out
there today. Before you add in background rows, before you add in other apartments that are
approved in the area and before you add in this proposed apartment complex. The challenge with
this site, particularly, is that the travel patterns that we are anticipating people to take are not the
critical movements at Neff [Avenue] and Port Republic [Road]. Commissioner Dent, you are
exactly right. We looked at the [HR]MPO [study], the proposed improvements for this corridor
and ultimately it is a little bit beyond the scope for this analysis because those improvements are

32

36



Planning Commission
May 13, 2026

outside of the City right of way. The Department of Public Works staff did ask us to provide
additional analysis in our study saying what happens if we change certain things. They were asking
the same question that you are, and we did find that the MPO’s project would improve the
conditions significantly. We also analyzed potentially changing the access around a little bit. All
in all, it is a bit challenging for me to say, and | am sure you do not want me to say that there are
no impacts, but the site does contribute traffic. It does make an existing situation a little bit worse,
but this traffic is not the critical movements that are causing the most delay right now.

Councilmember Dent said you mean because it was off of Peach Grove [Avenue] not directly onto
Neff [Avenue] and Port [Republic Road] and such?

Mr. Robohm said great question what | am specifically mentioning is that if you look at the turning
movements at Neff [Avenue] and Port Republic [Road] the travel pattern in the evening, which is
the most challenging time period, is people leaving the City and going southbound straight through
the intersection or they are making a southbound left and those are the main challenging
movements.

Councilmember Dent said | see the Peach Grove [Avenue] corner is not the worst one, at least at
that time of day. That is a part of this whole area study, so | am glad you are looking at that.

Commissioner Jezior said who would be the property manager? Would you be the property
manager, as well as the developer?

Mr. Buchanan said we are going to be the developer, the construction company and the property
manager. If I design it wrong, believe me, I will be talking to the same person that will be managing
it every day. That is why we start this from out of the gate. We have internal architects who help
us design these sites. We talk to our property managers out of the gate and say, ”What do you
need? How do we accommodate this and that? What do you not want to see? What is not working?”’
We always adjust based off of our experience across the country. Eliminate certain things, add
certain things, basically whatever we think serves the tenants best.

Vice Chair Porter said what sort of onsite staffing pattern do you generally have for a development
of this size?

Mr. Buchanan said we are going to have not only full-time leasing but a full-time property manager.

I do not know that we have determined the exact number of heads that is on a site this size, but it
could be three people, it could be four people, something like that. It just depends, and then you
will have a maintenance person as well. We also furnish our units, so it cuts down on the in and
out movement that you see when other people do not furnish their units. You will see it in
graduation right now and all of the couches will be in the dumpster. We have fully furnished units
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in ours to try to prevent that. We will also have things like valet trash. Residents can put it out,
pick it up and put it right in our dumpster that is off-loaded that has already been coordinated in
our site plan.

Councilmember Dent said furnished? | had not thought about that. How many units around here
are furnished? Is that standard or not?

Vice Chair Porter said | could not answer your question. | know that, for example, The Hills,
Sunchase, and a few others have furnished units to the best of my understanding.

Commissioner Seitz said do you have any way to quantify... you talk about this supporting
multimodal modes of transportation. You have a bus stop. You have accommodation of bikes. Do
you have any way to quantify how those accommodations of bikes and bus riders might take the
pressure off of vehicular traffic to and from the development?

Mr. Robohm said in the traffic study the land use that we used to analyze the vehicle trips was
specific to off-campus student apartments. The institute of transportation engineers surveys similar
land uses that are close to campus that is only being used for student housing. Those kinds of travel
patterns are already baked into the data that we are using, so we are not using a typical apartment
complex land use. We do anticipate the vehicle trips are fairly accurate. In the MPO study that
Commissioner Dent mentioned, they mentioned the ridership of this particular area and it is very
high student ridership. | would anticipate that the new vehicle trips would be even less. As you
mentioned earlier, the unit count has also dropped from what was analyzed in our traffic study.

Mr. Buchanan said from 800 down to 736 is where we are currently at.

Commissioner Kettler said the design of this is basically, in terms of the parking and relationship
to where the buildings are, very much gives the impression that everyone is going to drive right
up to where their apartment is. There are other ways to design a property so that is not necessarily
the case. | am wondering how or if that factors into the TIA and how trips are likely. Commissioner
Seitz talked about the bikeability, that side of things, but there is a flip side making it easier to
drive then it is less likely to do that. | do not know how or if that is accounted for.

Mr. Robohm said if | am hearing your question, you are talking about the internal site circulation.
We did take into account generally where units are on this site and how people are entering into
each entrance. That is accounted for at the point that you turn into the development. After that,
because it would be internal to the site, and there are no public road intersections in the site, we
did not go more granular than that to route someone to their front door.
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Mr. Buchanan said we have a slip deck in the back. We did try to align that so that since there is
topography on the site it is a little bit easier for folks who are living in those larger buildings in the
back. They will probably end up parking there and walking out that way just to try to avoid walking
up hills if we can. It is not all front door. We do have a two-level slip deck and the benefit of that
IS we got more greenspace out of it.

Chair Baugh asked if there were any questions for the applicant. Hearing none, he opened the
public hearing and asked if there was anyone in the room or on the phone wishing to speak to the
request.

Randy Hoffman, a Harrisonburg resident, came forward to speak to the request. He said | really
did not intend to have any questions about this, but sitting and listening made me wonder, does the
Planning Commission and or zoning, when you are considering these large projects with a
tremendous amount of roof space, are you considering any requirements or proffers related to solar
energy gains? With this many vehicles as we are moving more and more away from traditional
cars, are you looking to require any charging stations in a project of this size? That is just food for
thought. Thank you.

Panayotis Giannakouros, a City resident, called in to speak to the request. He said this project
offers the opportunity for two comparisons. The first one is historical. In 2019, the councilmember
who strongly advocated mixed use and high density on this site was Councilmember Chris Jones.
He was supported by Madame Mayor. They subsequently went on to oppose the Bluestone Town
Center, underscoring just what a bad idea that was. Not only was that a greenfield development, it
also slated a large patch of some of the oldest forest in the City to be taken out. Forest that had just
become accessible to the community and that could have benefited from incentives for
preservation from a Biden administration and that in the future when the current administration
leaves, will urgently be a potential site for that kind of protection. That was forced through by, a
then new City Council majority, two of whom are up for reelection right now challenged by Nicki
Gross and Kat Hendley. The second comparison that this project offers is the present proposal.
The present proposal can be weighed against The Link’s proposal. The best place I think for that
weighing to be done would be by the public in the Comprehensive Plan. The developers did cite
the Comprehensive Plan. The current Comprehensive Plan is stale and very outdated. In that
Comprehensive Plan not only is it stale and past its use date, it was not an adequate public input
process. There is a myth that there is urgency around projects like this. Yes, time is money for the
developer, but for the community please let us consider this after the Comprehensive Plan
alongside The Link. That would be an ideal way to comprehensively plan for our City. Thank you
so much Mister Chair.

Warren Coleman, a representative from the JMU Foundation, came forward to speak to the request.
He said we have been working with developers, and as you know we have gone through a few
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developers on this property who presented to you, and you approved their plans. I just want to let
you know that Landmark [Properties] is a top-notch company that will produce and erect. | think
some of the questions that we have heard before is that the board approves things and the
developers never deliver. This group will deliver. As they have gone through, they have made it
not look like six-story buildings they have made it look like a community that you could see in
any type of town. It is going to be a very aesthetic nice-looking place that is going to meet the
needs of students and the people. Whether it is one, two, and three bedrooms, anybody can live
there. It does not mean it is a student. It will be something that is nice to look at as you go down
the road versus something that you are saying why did we ever let that happen. On that point this
developer has the Foundation’s support, the University’s support, because they want to see nice
places for the people that are in this community to have to live. That is a great spot for that to be
taken care of. Thank you.

Chair Baugh closed the public hearing and opened the matter for discussion.

Commissioner Jezior said | think my concern with the location here is, if anyone has ever tried to
bike or walk from this site, it is uphill both ways and it is every road you want to go to get to
campus. | know students will ride the bus when they need to. The amount of students that are going
to bike up Port Republic [Road] or Neff [Avenue] in the bike lane that have cars whipping by at
40 to 45 miles an hour are very few and far between. I think if JIMU wanted to make this area more
bikeable, they have a lot of the property between here and the main part of campus. They could
definitely pave parts of the arboretum trail make it accessible by things other than a car. That is
definitely my biggest concern. | think it is great. It is next to Food Lion, it is next to restaurants, it
is good in that sense. But 80% four-bedroom is going to all students, and they are all going to drive
without another alternative other than the bus to get there. That is definitely my biggest concern.

Commissioner Seitz said | looked up what bus routes serve that, and they are all JIMU loops. None
of the bus routes connect to larger Harrisonburg. You can via a JMU loop get to a transfer point
and then transfer to another bus.

Chair Baugh said that reflects the fact that is really how the system is designed.

Commissioner Seitz said | guess | come at this from two things. One, | think about what is the end
of life of this? Again, to date, we have plenty of proof that there is never an economic model that
has us go back and rehab things. Yes, the general principle, if we build more student housing it
takes pressure off the other rental markets, that is fine. Those things are seldom ideal for workforce
housing. I would rather see us design workforce housing and let IMU students compete to live in
it too. The other thing is that, in general, we actually need density, we do not need 12 units per
acre. | get that the economics of building six stories... Believe me, I professionally understand that,
but this is a low-density residential development. | kind of chuckled reading through this at the
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constant reference to how great it is as a multiuse. There is not anything commercial on the
property itself. It claims multiuse by being adjacent to a shopping center that largely caters to
student lifestyles or the needs of commuters coming and going at JMU. | think one of the things I
look forward to, in further discussions about zoning and perhaps next year about the
Comprehensive Plan, is that staff hopefully puts the mixed use definition here every time. It has
“quality architectural design and features, and strategic placement of green spaces,” now you guys
have done that. But they are “prime candidates for ‘live-work’ and traditional neighborhood
developments.” Yeah, not so much. At the very end, it cites our downtown as kind of the model
for what mixed use should be. This is a residential project next to a commercial center. It is not
mixed use.

Commissioner Kettler said | think staff’s analysis here is excellent. 1 think it successfully
highlights a few things that I am thinking. One, JMU’s strategic plan which calls for more students
on campus. Two, opportunity with zoning reform to encourage high density student housing even
closer to the actual academic buildings here. I am looking at parts of Reservoir Street in terms of
being particularly close or adjacent to those academic buildings and adjacent to JMU property
itself. I am also looking at bike-ped improvements and changes on the University Boulevard
realignment. That is going to be a road that leads straight into JMU and has improvements with a
shared use path. Between that and the study on the Port Republic [Road] and the 1-81 corridor
there, I think the writing is on the wall in terms of Port Republic [Road] in this area that there is
going to need to be more bike-ped access to make it easier to do that. Yet, the design for this, even
apart from the four-bedroom versus two or three-bedroom, which | think is very significant and |
agree with everything that has been said, but even aside from that when there is that much parking
right up in front, that is a signal that people living there should drive places and should drive really
everywhere if they can. This is an area next to acommercial center that is surrounded by effectively
medium density on a couple of sides and then to the south there is an approved mixed townhouse
and single-family home development, if I recall correctly.

Ms. Rupkey said Weston Park, that is a mix of single-family, duplex, and townhomes.

Commissioner Kettler said what I am looking at here in this particular property is a potential
neighborhood center. | agree with Commissioner Seitz that higher density on this, especially since
we are talking right next to a commercial center and right next to a couple of bus routes, that is
important. Just because there is more likely to be more on-campus housing does not mean that
there should not be more housing here. Even if everything that JMU is saying is true and that there
will be more student housing on campus, 6,000 more students would generate a significant amount
of more staff and other university folks. Just because there is more housing that might be on
university does not mean that there not more housing that is going to be required, but not four-
bedroom.
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Vice Chair Porter said I think for the record it is important to include that Peach Grove [Avenue]
and Port Republic [Road], at least in the Metropolitan Planning Organization’s regional study, was
the most impacted and most dangerous intersection in that region and this is only going to make it
worse. | think there was a good effort made to try to look at the traffic study, and I think that some
of the things that you did with the access off of Peach Grove [Avenue] makes a lot of sense to me.
It is not really your fault, as a developer, that this is an impacted stretch of road that is really
becoming the bane of a lot of people’s in the community’s existence, that the fact that the primary
route to our hospital is one of the most congested roads in our community. We are seeing
significant backups at the 1-81 interchange to be able to exit off this road that are getting worse
and worse by the day. I think that a large portion of the community would say just for that reason
alone, it would be irresponsible for us to support this kind of development. With that being said, |
do think that the design of the property is thoughtful. | think there are a lot of things here that it is
clear that there has been a lot of thought put into this. This is not a bad development. | personally
take great issue with the four-bedroom model and that any developer that comes in here and says
80 percent of their property is going to be a four-bedroom set up, | am going to have opposition to
it. Simply because | do not think it is a good model in terms of how it is going to serve our
community in the long-term. To Commissioner Seitz’ point, I do not see this being economically
viable to be able to go in and retroactively change these units back to something more serviceable
for our community. | bring this issue up every time that four bedrooms come up is the fact that it
has a detrimental impact on the poorest people in our community that are needing to access a
Section 8 voucher. The one-bedroom units, when HUD does its study of what a fair market rent
for the area is, most developers and most property managers will report those as one-bedroom
units. The fact is that they actually suppress the amount that can be paid for through a voucher.
You are effectively harming people in this community that are bidding to be able to get a one-
bedroom unit with a voucher. Again, that is a structural issue that is not your fault as a developer,
but it is an issue and effectively what you have here are three large dormitory buildings surrounded
by a pretty decent apartment complex. The fact is that 80 percent of the concentration is going to
be in three buildings. That design I do not think serves our community very well.

Chair Baugh said | am definitely not saying | am looking to support this, but I want to throw in
something on the traffic that I think we know this, but it is not being mentioned much is... one
thing that has caught my attention about this, and I am sure as time goes on we will see more of
the applicant actually answer the question as to why they are doing this place, but this is the first
time we have had a site that is already approved for something like a six-story building where the
applicant is coming in and said, “I would like to do something less dense.” I just want to point out
to you that while pretty much if anything has been said about traffic that is untrue, | do not know
what it was but the two things that could be developed there right now is they would generate more
traffic. I know this is often something that we deal with but there is a tendency, certainly from the
general public, to look at almost any development and say, | am comparing what has been proposed
to what I have now, which is often an undeveloped lot that often everybody either prefers because
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they like living in a developed lot or they prefer because of the next point I am going to get to.
Which is, at least it keeps our options open, we live to fight for another day. | guess that the thing
that keeps gnawing at me about this one, because | was around when the R-5 piece first became
R-5, and staff recommended against that as well, and if I recall correctly it was in line with some
of these things that are being talked about here as what we would see as preferable if not ideal. Did
not like the six-story building because it took that mixed use neighborhood feel off of the table. Is
this exactly that? It is not. | certainly agree with Councilmember Dent that why again did we let
them take the commercial out of that because I certainly like the mixed-use aspect of that. | do
believe | voted for that change, and | think what stuck with me then was almost this feel of we
want to preserve this for something better and then you ask what is something better in terms of
something that you might actually expect to see there. Now, | am having trouble figuring out what
that is. Especially since let’s look where this sits on the map. It is bounded by established
commercial. That is presumably not going anywhere. There is nothing in the planning that says
anything on the other side of Peach Grove [Avenue] should look like this. I have talked to a couple
of people about this. While it is not part of what is already planned as our high-density area, it is
right next to it. The Lois Lane property behind it actually is. Some of these things are sort of like
perception, what have we thought about this space. How has it looked to us in the past? At least
up until now, | think for the people who have been paying attention to this R-5 high density area,
would most people have looked at it and have thought that at least conceptually it would be okay
for it to go all the way to Peach Grove [Avenue]? That there would be this corner of the property
that we would be fighting to preserve for some sort of mixed-use development that might come
down and, in the meantime, we have allowed a rezoning and a special use permit on it that already
pushed it away from that. | guess part of what I find challenging about this is on the one hand there
is very little that has been said in this debate that | disagree with or that I think is not a good point.
On the other hand, if you do the analysis between what is there and what is likely to happen there
now if you do not do anything, is this an improvement on it? | kind of think it is. It is from a certain
perspective. Right, you have eliminated the six-story building. You have made it more in keeping
with the residential that abuts it over on the Lois Lane property. It is not like there are four
adjoining undeveloped properties where this sort of sets a precedent for what goes there. It is kind
of boxed in. I do find myself wrestling with this maybe a little more than some of us. | made a
point of talking to a few folks and to the extent that we have said there is an area that we want
student housing, it has kind of been this area. Again, unless you attach a lot of importance to that
difference between the old commercial and the R-5 that is all around it. It does not necessarily
mean that this is the thing to do right now, but I am mindful of that. Again, when it went to R-5 |
was having trouble seeing how we could preserve it for a mixed-use property that might be ideal.
That seems even more of a distant thing now. | will try to summarize this and stop talking.
Conceptually, I am all for voting against things in order to preserve something better in the future.
If I was clear about what the positive vision is for these parcels, particularly if they stayed separate,
would be. How are we going to get there?
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Commissioner Seitz said it has been nine years since we have a public conversation about what
we could do there. | hear what you are saying. How does this relate to all other outcomes given
the current Comp Plan instead of assumptions. I would put to this group to consider have we passed
a tipping point where other types of housing are more important to us that student housing in the
eight to ten years that we have looked at the Comprehensive Plan. | think that in what other
conditions have evolved such that we might rethink how this green field site, how the property to
the south of it on the other side of Peach Grove Avenue might need opportunities that the City
currently has. If we are committed to facilitating student housing that is in demand, this is a good
project.

Vice Chair Porter said that is the conflict I have as well. Chair Baugh you are nothing but consistent.

This is the argument that you have pretty much made last year when we voted for a property that
is about a half mile closer where the gas station is now being converted. | was convinced to vote
on that primarily based on your argument but also the fact that it was closer to campus and there
were a lot of options for students to be able to access campus through bikeable and walkable means.
| do not know that is exactly what we have here. | think we are arguing two issues here and what
you bring up is an extremely important issue. | am kind of the mind of Commissioner Seitz which
is the fact that if | could go back in time and talk about how we have kind of painted ourselves into
a corner on Port Republic Road. It makes sense to want to concentrate your student population.
Proximity to campus makes sense but the reality is we have a road now that, in my opinion, is
dangerous and overtaxed. | think a large portion of the community has a real problem with the fact
that this continues to be a problem and it continues to grow. This would be well we are going to
put one more pebble on the scale because this is where we put these types.

Commissioner Seitz said because we do not have a better idea.

Vice Chair Porter said | am of the opinion that we do at some point I hate the fact that this particular
project and these developers are caught up in this discussion because | do not think it is so much
about their plan or even what they are trying to do here. It is the fact that we have continued to
allow this to go on over a period of time in a specific part of town and we have reached a point
where | think we are reaching a limit to what is feasible, reasonable, and sustainable. If there were
no parking spaces on here and these students had to ride the bus | might be back on board, but we

all know that is not possible. The fact is that we do need more workforce housing in this community.

We need more affordable housing in this community and yet we continue to get primarily folks
coming in here because it is economically viable to build for students. These four-bedroom units
tells us exactly where they are headed with this and what type of housing it is going to be. To
Commissioner Seitz’s point in 20 years this may not be the flavor of the month anymore and now
we have a bunch of four-bedroom units that someone is going to renovate. | just do not think that
is a wise plan for us to be able to move forward and say this is what our community needs. We
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have enough of this, we need something else. Maybe we wait for that developer that is willing to
take a chance on this but right now that is not coming to us unfortunately.

Councilmember Dent said what | am hearing is the distinction between demand and need. Demand
as in the developers would build for market demand. There is always a market demand for student
housing versus need. We know we need workforce housing. We are the advisory committee to the
deciding body. My pledge is to put need over market demand.

Chair Baugh said this may be the time to do it. We arguably have need in every category. If you
were to say there was one we do not need it would be this and then we have all the reasons that we
have talked about. Which is well it does help with the supply. You know 99 percent we keep
hearing numbers like that. While at the same time we might have consensus on boy it would be
nice if we were building more of other stuff. I guess | keep coming back to this is not the one that
is on the other side of town. It is right over here with the area that we kind of planned for this type
of development. The proposal actually puts fewer people on the property than what they can build
right now.

Vice Chair Porter said it does sound like their design is not economically viable based on the
testimony we heard.

Chair Baugh said that has been something people have done before. It has never been something |
have particularly found persuasive. There are certainly people who disagree with me on that. That
certainly comes up, which is just because you do not like what could be built there by right maybe
we do not like it enough and we just say no and we kind of dare them to do it is a bit strong. We
are willing to take that risk. That is a legitimate point of view.

Commissioner Alsindi said | think when these parcels were planned B-2, the intention was that
people who live there, at that time and in the foreseeable future, will need these functions to be
here. It is B-2, so it is a general business district. What we are doing now is we are bringing more
people here, with less functionality. You are bringing more people with the existing Food Lion,
for example. We are reducing functionality and increasing inhabitants in that place, while we have
as discussed place, we cannot create this location again in the middle of the City. Is that what we
are doing?

Chair Baugh said we have already rezoned it away from commercial.
Commissioner Alsindi said |1 would have rezoned the R-5C into a B-2, in fact. | need to increase
functionality in a place where there are more inhabitants now, but I am bringing more housing

because under the title named, “I need more housing” but is the housing that | need? With less
functionality, reach out and access. | am in favor of having people eventually in need to go to
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downtown. | am also considering emerging needs. This is a bazaar with the supermarket here or a
store market, and you might have more over there. While we have residents there. Not just students,
but families and so on. We are eliminating a major function here.

Councilmember Dent said by functionality do you mean the actual mixed-use commercial?

Commissioner Alsindi said yes, that is why | said | would use a planning terminology. This is a
function, and we are removing the function and bringing people there because we think that
housing is important. but, is this the housing that is important in this location? Does it become
important?

Commissioner Kettler said | have a hard time seeing a version of events where Port Republic
[Road] between here and 1-81 does not have a lot of bike-ped improvements because it is really
the only way to handle the traffic. | definitely recognize the need for a variety of housing and more
workforce housing. | think even if it retained mostly student housing, | would be more on board
with it if the layout was more amenable to walk and bike access orientation in the future. | would
be more on board if | saw that, this is really not that.

Councilmember Dent said The Walk name is rather ironic.

Ms. Dang said you may already understand this, and | may have misunderstood something that
was said previously. I just wanted to remind you that the special use permit for the JMU Foundation
has expired. There is the hypothetical ability that somebody could build by-right B-2 uses. Whether
the feasibility of that with the topography and everything that is there would need to be evaluated.

Councilmember Dent said the special use permit that is expired, what would that have permitted
that it no longer does?

Ms. Dang said the multifamily housing.
Chair Baugh said it was going to be a residential property with a B-2 zoning.

Vice Chair Porter said which if | was trying to house people that work and live near the University
or are currently employees of the University, that might be a good use of that property. Would the
tax implications of the JMU Foundation retaining the ownership of that property, how would that
impact? Would that still be tax exempt even though it is very different than their core mission?
One of the points that was brought up was that this was going to bring greater tax revenue to the
community but if JMU retains ownership of that portion of the land...
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Mr. Russ said | do not think that the intention is for JMU to retain ownership of the land. It is a
contract purchase.

Commissioner Kettler said | would like to recommend denial of the rezoning and special use
permits.

Commissioner Jezior seconded the motion.

Commissioner Alsindi said if I would be voting in favor of the denial 1 would not be voting for
merely the reasons in addition to what | mentioned that this is just increasing inhabitants there
while there is a potential for a mixed business or as | call functionality. That is the reason | would
vote for the denial in addition to what Adam mentioned.

Councilmember Dent said | would be potentially more amenable to supporting it, if it had proffered
percentages of one, two and three-bedroom, as opposed to what you saw on the chart you
mentioned. 79 percent four-bedroom.

Chair Baugh said it is interesting to me. I am not saying this is bad or wrong. Just as | said we have
never had somebody that had a six-story building approved say please rezone this so | can do
something less dense.

Councilmember Dent said I would be vaguely more likely to not...

Chair Baugh said if it was a distribution away from those four-bedroom units. The other thing that
| think is interesting about this, the history on these types of developments has been the developer
frequently comes in and does everything possible to talk as little as they can about it being targeted
for student market. When you are looking at the proposal and going I did not live here | know who
is going to move into these units whether it is because of location or whatever factors are going in.
At least they own it. It kind of owns that idea of we are marketing to students we just kind of want
to build it out as take a list of forward looking things that it does not include but what it does
include is this well if staff did not like before that it did not seem to integrate with the stuff around
it, it kind of would. 1 am not saying that you need to vote for it in fact I will say because this is
something that has come up a time or two before with people, | have had it attributed to me that |
think things because of a statement that | make. | do like to sort of say things and just because |
say something does not mean it is what | am ultimately going to vote on. Sometimes I just think it
ought to be out there and make sure we have discussed it. | guess that is a part of the attorney-
public servant hybrid. Attorneys would say to get it into the record. Normal people would say
something that made more sense. The idea that at least it was out there as food for thought and if
nobody wanted to go for it that is fine. Maybe | do not want to go with it either but at least we
talked about it.
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Commissioner Kettler said the reason why | am not so upset about a six-story building is the six
stories are not what | am upset about, the parking is the part that I really do not like and that is the
part that is easily redeveloped.

Vice Chair Porter said | would just reiterate | do not think that this is a bad development. | have
seen worse in our area. | think the issue is just that it is coming at a place and time where our
community needs to really think about what we have done in this part of town. It is not the
developer’s fault that it is the way it is. The fact is that | think that | could not in good conscience
sit here and say | am going to go ahead and say that we need to add 739 more bedrooms and
probably 500 to 600 more cars to an area that is featuring the most dangerous intersection in our
community because of the way that this is configured. The reality is that we have got a mess on
Port Republic [Road] and we have got to figure out a way to fix it and | think the City has a lot of
responsibility. My primary issue here is the fact that this would exacerbate it. It is not because this
is a bad development. In fact, it is probably a better development than the one that they can do by
right. Signing off on this is simply something that | cannot support on that basis alone.

Chair Baugh said as you look at the general issue of the housing shortage and you look at reasons
that people bring up as to why you have a housing shortage. One of the things that | think
historically has burdened a lot of communities and really has not with us is the...you look at a
community and say, why have you not approved a lot of housing, and you find that there have
been any number of proposals that were all voted down. Suddenly, you wake up one day and you
realize, oh we have not approved any new residential in the last ten years. That has not been us,
but I sort of feel like some of this is starting to creep into our domain. That we are starting to maybe
say no. At some point, the perfect does become the enemy of the good, which is really what has
happened in other communities. | say that not because | am pounding my fist into the table and
saying to vote against this is to vote the perfect building. We are not saying that. I am mindful as
somebody who has heard a lot of these debates over the years that I am hearing more and more of
these ones that | say that is a direction we probably do not want to go into. We do have a housing
shortage and ways to deal with it. You can almost always find a way to vote against something
because it could have been better.

Commissioner Seitz said | know there is a motion on the table. In the facilitation that | have done
of strategic planning with clients and other people, | have learned that purpose built decision
making is usually more about what you say no to than what you say yes to. While I do not have an
alternative and a higher best use for this site, as a resident of Harrisonburg and as someone who
grew up commuting in and out of Port Republic Road and watch the houses spread up and over
the hill and down, | am a little chagrined that as a community we have not tackled this project
sooner. All of that is not persuading me to exacerbate the problem just because we do not have a
better solution.
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Vice Chair Porter said it is a bit of an ancillary issue but also in the context of this we are talking
about an announcement from the University that they are looking to increase on campus housing,
which | absolutely applaud and have thrown a lot of rocks at them throughout the years because
of the fact that we need more on campus housing. That also comes with a stated goal of increasing
enrollment to 30,000 students. For the record, I do believe it is incumbent upon the University to
work with us as a partner to be able to solve some of these issues in our community. JMU is the
economic engine of our community. It is a source of pride for our community. It is not about saying
that JMU is bad for our community, the reality is that it is the lifeblood of our community. With
that being said, we are badly out of balance in our housing market. We have one of the lowest
home ownership rates in the Commonwealth right now, which is a problem. We have a university
where a lot of people who work there in entry-level jobs that cannot afford to live in this
community to be able to work there and we are not doing anything to actually address those issues.
The market is not correcting this problem for us, the market continues to bring us four-bedroom
developments that are going to house students. If the University is going to expand and become an
R-1 university and realize its vision of becoming a 30,000-student institution, we as a community
have to be much more direct and demand engagement on this issue. Maybe to the point that the
caller made earlier about the fact that it is time for us to look not only at a comprehensive zoning
rewrite but also our comprehensive plan it is time for us to get that going and we have already had
this discussion. | think this is part of a much larger discussion about how our community grows
over the next 20 years and that includes incorporating JMU.

Commissioner Kettler said as | continue to look at the internal design of this, when we talk about
walkability it can hinge on some really fine details. One thing I am looking at is on the internal
layout of the property, the bottom of it there does not appear to be plans to connect with adjacent
properties and when it is looking north there is one pedestrian connection that is farther north and
there is not one that is from the larger part of the property heading into the commercial area. These
are places where people are absolutely going to walk anyway. There will just be lots of grass paths
that are so well worn that they should have really had that there in the first place. There is a lot of
fine details when you are trying to increase walkability that you really have to be mindful of. We
are so focused on making sure cars can go places that we often forget those fine details. Although
internally in the property | think there has been a good job of that with the green and the walkways
internally.

Chair Baugh said I think some of it is you cannot do anything about how the existing commercial
is laid out. The connection that you would put on the map puts you behind buildings and it still

raises challenges about what real people will do.

Chair Baugh called for a roll call vote.
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Commissioner Seitz Aye
Commissioner Jezior Aye
Councilmember Dent Aye
Commissioner Alsindi Aye
Commissioner Kettler Aye
Vice Chair Porter Aye
Chair Baugh Aye

The motion to recommend denial of the rezoning request was approved (7-0). The
recommendation will move forward to City Council on June 9, 2026.

Commissioner Kettler made a motion to recommend denial of the special use permit.
Vice Chair Porter seconded the motion.

Chair Baugh called for a roll call vote.

Commissioner Seitz Aye
Commissioner Jezior Aye
Councilmember Dent Aye
Commissioner Alsindi Aye
Commissioner Kettler Aye
Vice Chair Porter Aye
Chair Baugh Aye

The motion to recommend denial of the special use permit was approved (7-0). The
recommendation will move forward to City Council on June 9, 2026.

Consider a request from Marilyn S. Pendlebury to rezone 1340 South Main Street

Consider a request from Marilyn S. Pendlebury for a special use permit at 1340 South
Main Street (to allow multifamily buildings with more than 12 units)

Consider a request from Marilyn S. Pendlebury for a special use permit at 1340 South Main
Street (to allow retail, offices, restaurants, etc.)

Chair Baugh read the request and asked staff to review.

Ms. Rupkey said the applicant is requesting a proffer amendment and two special use permits
(SUPs) for a +/- 1.23-acre property addressed as 1340 South Main Street and identified as tax map
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parcel 18-R-22. The property is zoned R-5C, High-Density Residential District Conditional.
Regarding the requested SUPs, the first is per Section 10-3-55.4 (1) to allow multiple-family
dwellings of more than twelve (12) units per building. The second is per Section 10-3-55.4 (4) to
allow retail stores, convenience shops, personal service establishments, restaurants (excluding
those with drive-through facilities), medical clinics, and business and professional offices.

History
In August 2017, City Council approved four requests from Marusstodd Properties, LLC, for the
subject site, which at the time consisted of five parcels. The four requests included:

e An amendment to the Comprehensive Plan’s Land Use Guide map from Professional and
Low Density Residential to Mixed Use;
e Arezoning from R-1, Single-Family Residential and R-3, Medium-Density Residential to
R-5C, High-Density Residential District Conditional;
e An SUP pursuant to Section 10-3-55.4(1) to allow multi-family dwellings with more than
twelve (12) units per building; and
e An SUP pursuant to Section 10-3-55.4(4) to allow retail stores, convenience shops,
personal service establishments, business and professional offices, and restaurants
(excluding drive-through facilities).
In November 2018, City Council approved a preliminary plat that vacated internal property lines
reducing the number of lots from five to two and approved the following Subdivision Ordinance
variances:

e To not dedicate the standard public street right-of-way for Edgelawn Drive (Sections 10-
2-41(a) and 10-2-66);
e To not dedicate the full 25 feet of public street right-of-way along the Edgelawn Drive
frontage (Section 10-2-45); and
e To not construct or provide surety for frontage improvements along Edgelawn Drive and
East Weaver Avenue at the time of subdivision (Sections 10-2-62 and 10-2-67).
The above noted Subdivision Ordinance variances were approved with the following condition:

e When frontage improvements along Edgelawn Drive are required as part of development
or redevelopment of any property associated with the preliminary plat, the developer shall
be responsible for constructing frontage improvements along Edgelawn Drive for all
properties associated with the request. The frontage along Edgelawn Drive is shown as
210.63 linear feet on the approved preliminary plat.

In August 2019, the applicant recorded the final subdivision plat that vacated the internal property
lines and created the subject site (1340 South Main Street), tax map parcel 18-R-22-A (1341

Edgelawn Drive) and dedicated 527 square feet of public street right-of-way along Edgelawn Drive.
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The SUPs approved in 2017 have since expired because the uses were not established nor diligently
pursued within the timeframe required by the Zoning Ordinance Section 10-3-130(c). Without a
proffer amendment, the 2017 proffers would continue to require both residential and non-
residential uses. Since the applicant still proposes commercial uses, a new SUP is required.

Proffers
The applicant has offered the following proffers (written verbatim):

1. Any building constructed on site (excluding accessory buildings) shall contain
residential and non-residential uses. Commercial uses shall only be permitted on
the first floor and shall not exceed 5,000 square feet throughout all buildings.
Residential units may be located on the first floor.

2. The total number of dwelling units on the property shall not exceed twenty-six (26)
units. One-bedroom and two-bedroom units shall be permitted with no more than
six (6) of the units being two-bedroom units.

3. No parking lot (including travel lanes and drive aisles) shall be located between any
buildings and the following streets: South Main Street and East Weaver Avenue.

4. No vehicular access shall be permitted from the site to Edgelawn Drive.

5. A 6-foot tall opaque fence shall be installed and maintained along the frontage of
Edgelawn Drive.

6. A 6-foot tall opaque fence shall be installed and maintained along the property lines
adjoining tax map parcel #18-R-20, 18-R-21, & 18-R-22-A.

7. No structure, excluding a dumpster containment, shall be constructed within 150 ft.
of the shared property line with Edgelawn Dr.

8. A minimum of six (6) small/ornamental deciduous or evergreen trees shall be
planted along the street frontage of Edgelawn Drive. Tree locations along the street
frontage are at the discretion of the property owner/developer.

9. At the time of construction the applicant shall reconstruct the curb ramp at the
northeast corner of the intersection of South Main Street and East Weaver Avenue
to meet the Public Right-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines standards.

The conceptual site layout is not proffered.

Proffers 3, 4 (formerly Proffer 5), and 7 (formerly proffer 8) remain unchanged from the existing
regulating proffers. A copy of the 2017-approved existing proffers have been included by the
applicant in their supporting documents.

Proffer 1 has been amended to identify a maximum of 5,000 square feet of non-residential space
and to allow residential uses on all floors of the development. Proffer 2 has been amended to allow
a maximum of 26 multi-family dwelling units, compared to the previously proffered maximum of
22 one-bedroom units. The updated proffer allows a mix of one- and two-bedroom units, with no
more than six (6) units being two-bedroom units. If approved, and if they provide the maximum
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allowed six units with two bedrooms, then 10 additional bedrooms would be provided compared
to the existing, approved proffers.

Proffers 5 and 6 (formerly Proffers 6 and 7 respectively) have been updated to provide clarity
regarding the location of fencing along property lines and Edgelawn Drive. Proffer 8 (formerly
Proffer 9) has also been updated to provide additional guidance for the required amount and type
of landscaping along Edgelawn Drive. The original proffer language was unclear and could have
been interpreted in a way that if there was no parking lot along Edgelawn Drive, then no trees
would have been required.

Proffer 9 is a new proffer that will require the reconstruction of the sidewalk ramp at the
intersection of South Main Street and East Weaver Avenue to meet Public Right-of-Way
Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) standards. In addition, although not included as a proffer,
the applicant will be required to construct sidewalks along East Weaver Avenue and Edgelawn
Drive as part of site development. While a Subdivision Ordinance variance granted in 2018
allowed the deferral of sidewalk construction along Edgelawn Drive at the time of subdivision,
that approval included a condition that requires frontage improvements to be constructed during
development or redevelopment of the property. If the applicant does not want to construct the
sidewalk, a new variance to the Subdivision Ordinance is required.

The applicant has removed old Proffer 4, which allowed for an entrance on South Main Street.
Since the 2017 approval, the City has updated its access management standards. The previously
proposed right-in/right-out entrance does not meet current requirements, which requires a
minimum spacing of 250 feet between access points on minor arterial streets. Since the distance
between East Weaver Avenue and Edgelawn Drive along South Main Street is less than 450 feet,
there is no appropriate location for a new access point. As a result, the applicant has removed this
proffer.

Land Use
The Comprehensive Plan designates this site as Mixed Use and states:

The Mixed Use category includes both existing and proposed areas for mixed use.
Mixed Use areas shown on the Land Use Guide map are intended to combine
residential and non-residential uses in neighborhoods, where the different uses are
finely mixed instead of separated. Mixed Use can take the form of a single building,
a single parcel, a city block, or entire neighborhoods. Quality architectural design
features and strategic placement of green spaces for large scale developments will
ensure development compatibility of a mixed use neighborhood with the
surrounding area. These areas are prime candidates for “live-work” and traditional
neighborhood developments (TND). Live-work developments combine residential
and commercial uses allowing people to both live and work in the same area. The
scale and massing of buildings is an important consideration when developing in
Mixed Use areas. Commercial uses would be expected to have an intensity
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equivalent to a Floor Area Ratio of at least 0.4, although the City does not measure
commercial intensity in that way. Downtown is an existing area that exhibits and is
planned to continue to contain a mix of land uses.

The downtown Mixed Use area often has no maximum residential density, however,
development should take into consideration the services and resources that are
available (such as off-street parking) and plan accordingly. Residential density in
Mixed Use areas outside of downtown should be around 24 dwelling units per acre,
and all types of residential units are permitted: single-family detached, single-
family attached (duplexes and townhomes), and multi-family buildings. Large scale
developments, which include multi-family buildings are encouraged to include
single-family detached and/or attached dwellings.

The applicant has proffered that there would be a maximum of 26 units on the site, which makes
the site density 21 units per acre. Without proffers and if there are no commercial uses on the site,
the applicant would be able to construct up to 30 units. However, Proffer 1 requires non-residential
uses on the site and given the size of the lot and the R-5 district regulations, the maximum number
of multifamily units allowed on the site is 26, the same number as proffered.

Staff believes that the proposed uses, with the submitted proffers, generally conform with the
Mixed Use area designation.

Transportation and Traffic

The Determination of Need for a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) form (“TIA determination form™)
for the proposed rezoning is attached. The TIA determination form indicated that the project would
not generate 100 or more new peak hour trips, which is the threshold for staff to require a TIA.
Therefore, a TIA was not required for the rezoning request.

The applicant has proposed the following two traffic-related conditions in relation to their SUP to
allow retail stores, convenience shops, personal service establishments, business and professional
offices, and restaurants. Staff supports the submitted two conditions with the additional text
underlined below:

1. All traffic generating uses on the site, including uses not associated with the special
use permit, shall be limited to a combined total of 100 vehicle trips in either the
AM or PM peak hour as calculated using the latest edition of the Institute of
Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual unless the property owner first,
at their cost: (1) completes a Traffic Impact Analysis by the City
Department of Public Works and (2) implements all identified mitigation measures
or improvements. The City Department of Public Works may, in its sole discretion,
waive, in whole or in part, completion of a Traffic Impact Analysis or any identified
mitigation measures or improvements.

2. No drive-throughs will be permitted.
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The additional text within condition #1 clarifies that all uses on the site will be included in the
calculation of traffic generation, not just uses associated with the SUP. Staff appreciates the
submission of condition #2 as it would prohibit any use from having a drive-through as current
regulations only prohibit restaurants from having a drive-through.

Public Water and Sanitary Sewer

While staff does not anticipate issues regarding water or sanitary sewer service availability for the
proposed development, the applicant has been advised that they will be responsible to complete a
study of the water and sanitary sewer capacity as part of the engineered comprehensive site plan
process. Any public system improvements required to meet the increased demands resulting from
the project will be the responsibility of the developer.

Housing

The City’s Comprehensive Housing Assessment and Market Study (Housing Study) places the
subject site within Market Type B, which has “neighborhoods [that] are characterized by high
income earning households, large volumes of housing sales and lower population growth.” The
Housing Study further notes that houses in these markets are quick to sell and that “[p]riorities and
policies that are appropriate to Market Type B areas include the preservation of existing affordable
housing while at the same time working to increase access to amenities.”

Public Schools

The City contracted with the University of Virginia’s Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service to
complete a report titled "Population and School Enrollment Projects for the City of Harrisonburg"
(April 2025). The  report can be found at the  following link:
https://harrisonburgva.gov/sites/default/files/city-manager/HarrisonburgSchoolEnroliment _2025-
04-30_Final.pdf. This report provides overall student enroliment projections through 2034 as well
as estimated student generation by housing type for each elementary school attendance zone.

Based on the Weldon Cooper Center report’s calculation, this development’s proposed 26
residential units are estimated to generate nine K-12 students at full build-out. According to the
School Board’s current attendance boundaries, Keister Elementary School, Thomas Harrison
Middle School, and Harrisonburg High School would serve the students residing in this
development.

Conclusion
Staff believes that the amendments to the proffers do not change the intent of the of the 2017
rezoning and does not increase the intensity of the use of the site. Staff recommends approval of
the rezoning and the two SUPs with the following conditions for the SUP to allow retail stores,
convenience shops, personal service establishments, business and professional offices, and
restaurants:
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All traffic generating uses on the site, including uses not associated with the special use permit,
shall be limited to a combined total of 100 vehicle trips in either the AM or PM peak hour as
calculated using the latest edition of the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation
Manual unless the property owner first, at their cost: (1) completes a Traffic Impact Analysis
accepted by the City Department of Public Works and (2) implements all identified mitigation
measures or improvements. The City Department of Public Works may, in its sole discretion,
waive, in whole or in part, completion of a Traffic Impact Analysis or any identified mitigation
measures or improvements.

No drive-throughs will be permitted.

Ms. Rupkey asked if there were any questions for staff.

Commissioner Seitz said | noted that the site plan that was submitted as an example is not a
proffered site plan, I get that. And I noticed that the date of it was about a year ago, 2025. | know
we can ask the applicant this, do they have the capacity to make the building bigger or what is
going to happen to this area where we are not going to have access to South Main Street?

Ms. Rupkey said that would be a question for the applicant, but they are not proffering the exact
location of that building.

Commissioner Seitz said that was the other question...but it does say the building does need to be
against [South] Main Street and against Weaver [Street] on the corner.

Ms. Rupkey said correct, but they could theoretically change the shape.
Commissioner Seitz said whatever the footprint it is pushed west and pushed south.

Chair Baugh asked if there were any more questions for staff. Hearing none, he invited the
applicant or applicant’s representative to speak to their request.

Mike Hendricksen, the applicant’s representative and contract purchaser, came forward to speak
to the request. He said for the last many years we have watched this site sit; as we all have. This,
| would say, is an infill site. There are some other terms used to describe some other things earlier
and | think this is an infill site and a perfect candidate for this type of mixed use development. |
am one of the contractor purchasers by the way and | have a partner on this and when we sit down
and talk through: hey let’s look at the previous plan, what we like about it, and what we might not
like about it, and what do we think should be adjusted. Ten thousand square feet of commercial
space on the previous plan there is a lot of commercial space for this site. It would generate a lot
more traffic to this site than what we have proposed now at 5,000 square feet. On the residential
side, I think it was 22 one-bedroom units, and if I am not mistaken, | think there was some shorter-
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term type of idea with renting those. These would be longer term units. Twenty-six apartments.
Twenty of them, potentially, one-bedroom up to six two-bedroom units, and | think we would be
maxed out at that six two-bedroom units so we would have to have a minimum of 20 one-bedroom
units the way that we have presented it. In terms of overall ideas with mixed use buildings, we do
believe that these help the social interactions that I think we are all wanting to continue to see in
sites like this where you have a mix of uses. You have some potentially service type things. You
have some residential. You have some impromptu and then planned interactions between the two,
these different groups of people that are in our community. So, while this is not a large site like
some previous ones that have been discussed, we think that there can be some types of interactions
between residents, professionals, people needing services, all of that type of thing on this site. One
thing I will just go back to right quick that was mentioned about the placement of the building, we
want the building up along South Main [Street]. We do not want to put that back and put a bunch
of parking right there. We would like to see the parking behind the building, as we have it drawn
there. That date may have been last year but there have been significant updates on this plan since
our initial work on this last year. Where we are, we would love to see this new iteration of the
mixed-use plan that we have put forward move forward to the stage. Like | have said, we have
watched this site sit for a very long time as everyone has kind of wondering, there was something
that was approved at one time and nothing happened. We would like to see something be approved
and happen here and corresponds with our Comprehensive Plan as well. | will be glad to answer
any questions you have.

Commissioner Seitz said what makes this viable now? How come the previous approvals and stuff
did not move ahead? What has changed to make this viable now that did not come together
previously?

Mr. Hendricksen said | think the main thing from the previous plan, everyone on Commission
knew the late [Mr. Giles] Stone and so I think at that stage where he was in his career and life, this
was a pretty big project. This is a pretty big step forward. At that point in time, I am just not sure
he wanted to take the risks. At this point, we see that it is here. It is in a corridor that is growing
and will continue to grow especially with the announcements and things that have been mentioned
about JMU’s growth. Some of that additional staffing potentially that was discussed with that
growth, maybe they can find a home here as well as some services.

Vice Chair Porter said have you had much discussion with the neighborhood? The folks that live
on Weaver [Street] and some of the residential that is close to the site.

Mr. Hendricksen said we have not.
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Chair Baugh said this is a neighborhood that has historically gotten quite engaged. | know some
folks that are here and suspect that they are attached to some other people who are watching this
pretty intently.

Chair Baugh asked if there were any more questions for the applicant’s representative. Hearing
none, he opened the public hearing and asked if there was anyone in the room or on the phone
wishing to speak to the request.

Suzanne Fiederlein, a resident at 28 Edgelawn Drive, came forward to speak to the request. She
said | were involved in the discussions back in 2017 as well. We have lived there 30 years and
several of our neighbors have lived there even longer. Having read all of the documents related to
this, | really appreciate the owner’s attempt to be very honest and true to the agreements that were
reached in 2017, adhering to the proffers that were presented then. What | would like to draw
attention to is that there are other things that have changed around it since 2017. In particular, the
traffic situation and what has happened elsewhere in the neighborhood. We have had major
problems in the neighborhood with the apartments across [South] Main Street from us. This is
right down from Port Republic Road and South Main Street, it is a horrible intersection. We cannot
get in and out of our neighborhood easily at Edgelawn Drive or Weaver Avenue or Monument
Avenue and that is only going to get worse when Kids Castle opens. There are times when | am
trying to turn into my neighborhood going south toward South Main Street, | cannot get in at
Edgelawn Drive, Weaver Avenue and Monument Avenue because it is all backed up. This one
entrance now, no entrance off of Main Street, it is only going to be off of Weaver Avenue, and it
is going to add a whole lot more traffic in and out of Weaver Avenue. With the fraternities having
moved in at 17 and 21 Weaver Avenue there are excessive cars parked on the streets. The one
good thing about having the open field is that the students have been parking in the old parking lot
there and getting off the street. Students from across the street park there and on the street. We are
only going to have more traffic in and out of Weaver Street as a result of this. It is a problem again
of something much larger than this development itself. It would be really nice to use this land for
a good residential purpose in our neighborhood. My concern is with the larger traffic problem in
the area. The fact that we cannot get in and out of our neighborhood and coming from Port
Republic Road which is horribly backed up as well and now you cannot turn left in various places
at certain times into our neighborhood. We are really trapped in our neighborhood. Having more
traffic and it will not just be coming from South Main Street they will be turning onto Crawford
Avenue and coming down through South Main and Weaver Avenue. We have a wicked curve and
wicked hill there. People walk in the street with their dogs and their kids. It is just a major problem.
Since 2017, that aspect has become a lot worse. That is the main concern | want to draw your
attention to about this. Not the development, per se, but the fact that it is really in a place that is
going to have major traffic problems. Thank you.

54

58



Planning Commission
May 13, 2026

Randy Hoffman, a resident at 25 Edgelawn Drive, came forward to speak to the request. He said
my wife and | live at 25 Edgelawn Drive which is the one property on this block that is an owner
residential property. There is the other residential spot behind our house that is the rental home
right now. We clearly have a highly invested interest in this. It was interesting to me this evening
hearing many of the presenters talk about approaching neighborhood before pitching their plans. |
certainly wish that would have occurred and | wish | had a better understanding. As an example,
the drawings that | saw showed an entry and an exit off South Main Street and unless | have
misunderstood, | understand that is no longer going to be in the plan. There will be an entry and
exit only off of Weaver Avenue. That is not what was shown on the information that we were sent.
| think that this plan in general is probably the best of many bad alternatives for somebody who is
living on the property. | will support your decision to approve it. | do think that there are still some
concerns that | want to voice. When we acquired this property in 2004 from Pete Shank, who |
think deserves to be better recognized as a community leader than he seems to have gotten. | know
he was never really involved in government, but he was a great guy for the community. We bought
the house from him. It was really apparent when we bought this house that we were acquiring
property very close to commercial. We are in essence half a block from one of the busiest
intersections in Harrisonburg, either way. We are about half a block off of Port Republic Road.
We are half a block off of South Main Street. At the time that we acquired this property, there were
all commercial properties on South Main Street. All of those commercial properties were
professional businesses, and it was our understanding that was the zoning. | realize things change
over time, and | do not think zoning can be carved in stone, but as a homeowner in this situation,
| find it disconcerting that after buying property and looking into the zoning that surrounded me
that it somehow got pulled out from under my feet. It is now not just for business professionals,
but it is also for high density residential. Again, | am not opposed to this particular plan. I think it
probably is one of the best alternatives that we can expect in the neighborhood. | have concerns
that with the traffic as it is laying out and especially hearing that people cannot enter or exit directly
from South Main Street, you are going to put a lot of people going out onto Weaver Avenue and
many of them are likely to try and circumvent what is going to be a backup to South Main Street
by cutting through Edgelawn Drive. | am not sure how familiar you are with Edgelawn Drive but
while Edgelawn Drive, as it leaves South Main Street and goes back to where it turns, is two lanes.
Once it turns and heads towards Weaver Avenue it is about 11 feet wide and two cars cannot pass.
Right now, if somebody is coming out of Edgelawn Drive and | am going in off Weaver Avenue
one of us has to stop and go well hey neighbor | will get out of your way I will back up. It has not
been an issue but somehow | am very worried about this since the entrance and exit off of South
Main Street has been eliminated. | do not know that this was actually in a proffer but I think this
may have been something that may have been a discussion with Giles Stone, who | know very
well. By the way | do not think Giles was ready to give up on business ideas at the time he took
this project on. | think it is probably likely that what he found was he did not have investors
interested in 10,000 square feet of retail space. | think that is probably a little bit too much for the
area myself. He had indicated however that the businesses that would go in there would not be
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around the clock and go until late at night. | am a little concerned that | do not see anything to that
effect. | am not sure that | ever did in proffers, but I am concerned that those businesses that can
go in there may be 24 hour and there is nothing that prevents the current or future owners from
going ahead with that type of business. There are a couple of other things that | am sure that you
can ask for in a proffer. Being the one residence there | would feel a whole lot more comfortable
if the fence that separated this development from our property were taller than six foot. I would
appreciate not having the people on the second floor of 22 apartments looking down into my
backyard. | do not know what the height limits are. | think it would probably require a special use
to go more than six feet. It seems like that would indicated in this case. | do not feel like I should
have to pay for a 12-foot fence. I am also concerned that the current drawings reverted the dumpster
location back to the corner right next to our home and not up against Weaver Avenue like it had
been represented in the last set of drawings that Giles had submitted.

Tom Templeton, a resident of 131 East Weaver Avenue, came forward to speak to the request. He
said we have been at our residence since August of 1992. We have been loyal members of that
neighborhood. We have had a lot of good times in that neighborhood and we miss the people that
are no longer there. Each day | get up early in the morning and see a lot of traffic. If the City wants
to make a lot of money they need to put a police officer up at the end of Weaver Avenue right
where it meets Crawford Avenue. That is a dangerous intersection. | stand there in my yard and |
watch. As far as this apartment building, I think it is hard on the integrity of the neighborhood. |
do not know that it is necessary. If you go down to the bottom of Weaver Avenue where they want
to build this thing there are two rentals on the south side of Weaver Avenue that Suzanne
mentioned and those kids park in different directions all the time. It is a bottleneck right there. |
leave for work anywhere from six o’clock to seven o’clock in the morning and a lot of times it is
hard to get out onto Weaver Avenue especially coming back in the evenings. If you come up Port
Republic Road and your blinking lights are running where you cannot turn left onto Crawford
Avenue. You cannot turn left into the little alley of Hillcrest Drive so you have to come down to
Route 11, turn left into Edgelawn Drive or turn left onto Weaver Avenue it is tough. It is a
dangerous situation. | appreciate what you guys do here. My dad back in the 70s and 80s where |
grew up in Western Pennsylvania he was President of Town Council and County Commissioner
and he would appreciate what you girls and guys do here this evening and we appreciate what you
do also.

Dave Pruett, a resident of 28 Edgelawn Drive, came forward to speak to the request. He said we
are very concerned about several things. We have been in our house going on 31 years. We love
the Purcell Park neighborhood. It is vibrant. The neighbors are great. We constantly feel under
threat. JMU is buying us out through piecemeal. Frats have moved across South Main Street from
us and we get parties three nights a week. It is supposed to end at 10 o’clock and it can go to 1 or
so sometimes. It seems to me that one of your jobs is to at minimum preserve the integrity of
neighborhoods. With that said, | recognize something has to be done with that property. Like
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Randy, | do not quite feel like it is the least bad alternatives I think there are a couple of alternatives.
You may not remember but the very first proposal for that property was townhomes. | think even
better than townhomes would be duplexes and triplexes. | am not a developer and | realize that the
horse is out of the barn. I always find that the devil is in the details. Everything looks good on
paper but how it is processed it can turn out very good or very bad. | am thankful that Giles worked
with us before he passed away. That developer seems to be taking some of the concerns of the
neighborhood into consideration which it would have certainly been nice if they had talked to us
directly, which has not happened. My wife mentioned the traffic issue and it is not manufactured,
it is a real problem. There are times when we absolutely cannot get out of our neighborhood and
it is only going to get worse. As much as we love having the new kids’ playground at Purcell Park
that is going to attract a lot of traffic. | guess you know your business better than | do. Try not to
do anything that is going to damage this wonderful neighborhood. It is hard to keep the integrity,
it is real easy to break it.

Chair Baugh closed the public hearing and opened the matter for discussion.

Commissioner Jezior said | am not sure who this question is for but why was the entrance and exit
onto South Main Street taken away?

Ms. Rupkey said it is still shown on the concept plan, the Engineer did not remove it from the
concept plan but it is physically no longer allowed due to our access management standards. We
would not allow them to build that entrance based on what we allow for distances between
entrances.

Commissioner Jezior said so it is too close to it?

Ms. Rupkey said yes it needs to be 250 feet away and to move it 250 feet away from Edgelawn
Drive puts it too close to East Weaver Avenue. Moving it 200 feet from East Weaver Avenue is
too close to Edgelawn Drive.

Vice Chair Porter said | have a question related to Edgelawn Drive because I lived on Bluestone
Street for a period of time and | know that is a strange little road there that is effectively a one lane
alley. I guess | am looking at City staff here, how do we view that road? Is it just a navigable
normal City maintained road?

Ms. Rupkey said it is a public street. It is substandard and does not meet the requirements for width,
curb and gutter, and sidewalks. It does not have any of that but it is a public street.

Vice Chair Porter said | am not sure that it would make the neighbors any happier to close it but I
will tell you this would be a concern to me. | have taken that road a few times and | have been in
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that same situation the gentleman had brought up where someone is coming around the other way,
and | have to back up and allow them to go past. | would think that putting 22 apartments and some
commercial property next to this will definitely exacerbate the situation. | would be concerned
about that condition regardless of where this goes.

Commissioner Kettler said 1 would wonder why someone would be going down Edgelawn Drive.

Commissioner Seitz said traffic just backs up and blocks Weaver Avenue and Edgelawn Drive.
Then the minute that happens people that are in the neighborhood are taking whatever route they
can to try to get to a point of access to these streets. | lived at 1210 South Main Street before it got
torn down and turned into a parking lot. I understand the traffic situation in this neighborhood.

Commissioner Kettler said I look at the placement for this within the larger context and it is clearly
an area that is increasing slowly in intensity but it is definitely car-centric now and so threading
that needle of trying to improve it and increase housing and to do that in the context of what is
actually economically possible conflicts with my general preference towards less parking and
fewer trips. I think overall it is a good plan. I also think with Edgelawn Drive it just shows some
of the limitations of not being a true alley or a full street.

Commissioner Seitz said | am constantly amazed how often individual developments bump up
against systemic problems that are beyond the purview of the particular developer. I think that as
the City that is where we need to step in and identify solutions that serve the needs of the residents
and addresses the concerns of the folks that live in that neighborhood but also set the table for
needed development. | am just saying that time and time again | hear legitimate concerns about
the impact of projects and struggle to balance the legitimacy of the project candidly. Outside of
the context of this particular neighborhood and the traffic problems and stuff like that I think it is
a good project. How do you reconcile that with bigger neighborhood wide issues? Going through
the 2018 Comp Plan and there was a call in there for development of neighborhood area plans
which are great. One got done for the Northeast Neighborhood and it was fantastic, much needed
for the Northeast Neighborhood. To my knowledge that is the only one that got done. This is the
perfect example of where you need a small neighborhood plan so that developers have guidance
when they look at properties.

Vice Chair Porter said | think that is a very salient point. As someone who did live in this
neighborhood for a period of time, | would agree with that. | think the City is failing this
community a little bit by what is being allowed to happen on Weaver Avenue. There should be
some enforcement related to these students that are parking in multiple different directions. | have
seen that. As someone that used to live on Bluestone Street, | know what the party culture is like
on that particular block and the kinds of conditions that you have coming through your
neighborhood in the middle of the evening particularly on a Friday or Saturday night. This will
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probably exacerbate that. | do understand your concerns in that area, and | would have the same
concerns. There are a lot of issues with entry and egress into this neighborhood. Going all the way
up to Monument Avenue and then getting onto Port Republic Road that is an issue as well. The
fact is if you have students that are jamming up that area and a lot of these fraternity houses are
overpopulated and need to be addressed from a code enforcement perspective. This has been
something | have been crusading on for a little while and | do think that this is a factor in this
particular issue is that you do have the student population that is parking multiple different
directions, parking in areas that are probably not permissible, and the fact that they are also illegally
parking on this site. Which if 1 owned this property | would be concerned about it. Even though it
probably gives you guys some relief the reality is that should not be happening. | feel like at some
point the City, it is incumbent on them to look at the situation and whether that is code enforcement
or police action to address it. | also know there is a lot speeding in that neighborhood as well.
Those concerns are all really valid. | am not sure how germane it is to this actual development
other than the fact that this development would certainly make it worse.

Commissioner Alsindi said I kind of disagree with you Commissioner Porter in a positive sense. |
know this sounds more subjective but this is just my view, that having the area here generally with
nothing and having just houses here | think it increases the possibility of people having those
fraternity houses over there. The boredom and nothing to do of students probably is another factor
that increases this kind of pattern. While | consider what I heard from people in the neighborhood,
looking at it from a strategic and more futuristic perspective, having such kind of apartments there
| think affects the behavior of civility and the practice of people how they live including students.
The fact that there is nothing there I notice there is more calmness as a living neighborhood. There
are also students here who are bothering people but generally speaking | think this pattern of
development there 1 would assume they would behave in a different way when you have stores
and businesses over there that are more developed. You can go to a restaurant and sit down rather
than hanging in dark streets over there doing nothing and bothering people. I am just looking at it
from that point of view that strategically having such developments would change the overall
pattern of people living in urbanized neighborhoods.

Vice Chair Porter said as a former fraternity member in my youth I can tell you right now I have
zero faith in our ability to be able to adjust our behavior based upon what is around us. 1 do think
that neighborhood has been suffering from that issue for a while. There is commerce down the
street and there are other things in the neighborhood and it does not change how those students
behave in those areas. | think the only thing that would change that behavior is proper enforcement
and making sure the right number of students are living in those homes and if they are parking in
the wrong direction that they are being ticketed. If they are parking in areas that are not appropriate
that they are being ticketed. Eventually they will get tired of paying those fines or having to call
mom and dad to pay those fines. I think the bigger issue here is the fact that, I think it is probably
where we are going to be headed here pretty quickly, is that this is not a bad development at all
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and | hope that there is a way that this can be discussed with the neighbors to try to be able to
address some of these concerns before it comes to Council. I see this type of development as being
in the right place and I do understand the concerns of the neighborhood certainly and | am arguing
both sides of the issue here. | do see this as the type of place that we are looking for density and
more units in our community, that if 1 was going to walk or bike to JMU | would be more likely
to do it from this location than the place we just had a large issue about. I also think if it is managed
properly and managed well it could actually be an asset to that neighborhood. Again, I think a lot
of these concerns about dumpster placement and fence height are legitimate concerns that need to
be worked on but at the end of the day we are not going to be able to make a lot of determination
based on those details. | think what it comes down to is this a permissible use of this area and does
it serve the public interest. | am of the belief that it does. | think a commercial space is something
that would add something depending on what type of commercial space it is in that community. |
think it is more are we doing a good enough job of managing this neighborhood and supporting
the residents of this neighborhood to make this viable and so it is not a nuisance for the neighbors?
| think that is my take on it.

Commissioner Kettler said in terms of getting to JMU from this general area, | went on the site
visit but 1 did not go to JMU from there. | am not as familiar with this neighborhood. In order to
do that they would basically have to go east and then north and go across Port Republic Road or
they have to go right up South Main Street. Is that right?

Chair Baugh said pretty much. The foot traffic there as a point of reference, talking about things
have changed, there was a time when the apartments on South Avenue was primarily student
housing. Which is actually a little further away. There was time when there was even more foot
traffic sort of from that area. That is right, that traffic funnels onto South Main Street for the most
part. | think one of the concerns of the neighborhood over the years has been various little things
that might pull people wander through the neighborhood but that is not really what this is | do not
think. Really what has been the idea...there has been a lot of history with this neighborhood. |
could vouch for some of the comments that were made. This has always been a neighborhood that
has been concerned about what is going on around them and there have been some spots that if
you actually know properties that have been purchased in the hope that one day the climate would
change and that maybe to knock a house down and go to more intense development. That has never
really happened. To be brutally frank the development now where the Starbucks is right off of the
interchange that got approved by Council over the vehement objection of the neighborhood when
it happened. | mean the neighborhood did not even like that going in there. Then the concern to a
modestly lesser extent of those sort of commercial, and | get it they were kind of quasi-professional
office building spaces, that get you all the way up to the Port Republic Road corridor. Of course,
it used to be a bank on the corner and now I guess it is a law firm in there. That has kind of been
the history of that. | think maybe [unintelligible] recognition that well for the part that is on US

60

64



Planning Commission
May 13, 2026

Route 11 probably makes a little sense for that to have a little commercial or dense orientation.
We are not too crazy about that. We are certainly not interested in seeing more.

Councilmember Dent said come to think of it, that former bank that is now law offices, there was
a proposal there to put one of those drive- through coffee places.

Chair Baugh said yeah we shot that down.
Councilmember Dent said we shot it down because that would have been massively disruptive.

Chair Baugh said which is now down South Main Street on the other side and it is a much better
location for it.

Councilmember Dent said clearly disruptive to the neighborhood. There are not any proffers or
any such about the kinds of commercial that would go in there. It is also sort of up against South
Main Street a drive through or any such.

Commissioner Kettler said | think something else that is important that | heard is there are concerns
with something like this going in and students being nearby and density being part of that. The
most consistent thing that | heard was traffic. | think that is something important to keep in mind
as we head into the item three away from where we are at.

Councilmember Dent said come to think of it the large parking area is that because it is a
multistory...how many stories is this? Commercial on the bottom even some apartments on the
bottom with so many stories of apartments, 26 units. How many stories does that make it?

Chair Baugh said three stories.

Commissioner Seitz said it is 26 units, 6 of them are two-bedroom units so that is 12 plus 20 that
is 32 units. Is it a [parking] space and a half per bedroom?

Ms. Dang said it depends on the breakdown.
Councilmember Dent said | suppose there is also allowance for the parking for the commercial.

Ms. Rupkey said they would be required for the one-bedroom to do one and a half spaces and for
two-bedroom, two and a half spaces.

Councilmember Dent said how about for the commercial?
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Ms. Rupkey said that would depend on what the final use ends up being.

Councilmember Dent said for example, correct me if I am wrong, it is conceivable if all of it got
approved that the property owner could find a tenant but it would be a particular use that there are
not enough parking spaces to accommodate that use. It would not be allowed even though that
commercial use would otherwise generally be allowed. You still have to meet the parking
requirements.

Commissioner Seitz said it just seems like if there was ever a case for parking reduction in parking
requirements, this site is it.

Commissioner Jezior said it was 90 percent parking for the amount of bedrooms. They were not
doing one and a half per.

Mr. Russ said for four bedrooms you need three and a half. Three bedroom you also need two and
a half. Three and four bedrooms need fewer parking spaces per bedroom.

Commissioner Jezior said | think in talking about the traffic as well coming out, | like that the
building is situated on South Main Street for the pedestrians especially with the commercial space.
Sight lines though for traffic coming out from Weaver Avenue are probably going to be a problem
as people are coming out and taking a left there and people cutting through. If you have the building
set all the way forward you are not going to be able to see traffic going down South Main Street
as well.

Ms. Dang said that is a good point and it will be evaluated during the site plan review.

Councilmember Dent said this possible underground stormwater retention might create an
effective bit of setback off of Weaver Avenue. Is that right?

Mr. Fletcher said they will not be able to prohibit sight lines they have to meet sight distance
requirements.

Commissioner Kettler said | do agree with what what you are generally saying of it being oriented
toward the street and not back like right up against the existing residential property.

Chair Baugh said if | recall correctly whether you like it or not that was one of the things that as
this thing was negotiated with folks in the neighborhood it was one of the results from that was to
get the building placed in that spot. | think the original proposal was more of that sort of tradition
kind of building in the middle or maybe skewed a little towards the front parking all around it.
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Commissioner Kettler said | think this is a lot better then.

Councilmember Dent said that is one thing staff consistently recommends no parking in front of
the building so that it is tucked behind and you are not looking at cars going down the street. More
neighborhood walkability.

Ms. Dang said | just want to acknowledge that for all the traffic concerns that have been discussed
and the parking issues on the street know that when you all have these discussions right here and
from these community members at public hearings, when the minutes are drafted we send a copy
or send that excerpt to the other departments, Police and Public Works to make them aware so that
it is going to somebody who can evaluate it.

Councilmember Dent said that is a good point because when they say they cannot get in and out
of the neighborhood | wonder if the City needs to make some kind of adjustment like a traffic light
at Monument Avenue. This could be a candidate for some of the traffic calming if people are
speeding down some of the streets.

Chair Baugh said I know a lot of people do not like to do it, but the most effective thing you can
do, and it really only has two layers to it... if its a traffic parking issue, call the Police Department.
If it is too many people in a space, these folks [Community Development]. Certainly, on that civil
side I can tell you for a fact because it is a complaint driven system. If somebody comes in and
talks to Community Development somebody will go out there and take a look at it. You may not
like the answer and a lot of times you find things like everybody is in the same family and that is
why there is 15 people there. I can tell you from real world experience, particularly on the traffic
stuff and again, | do not want to be that guy calling the cops, okay. When a City Council member
goes to say | am hearing from constituents about all of these problems in this area the first thing
you get is they look at their data and they see how many complaints they have had. If the answer
is not a whole lot, people have been toughing it out they are going to say this is the first we have
heard of it or we heard one time and it went away. | have known of instances where people sort of
bought into okay | guess we are going to have to be the squeaky wheel for a while and it was sort

of effective. It is kind of not the fun option on trying to deal with this challenge in my neighborhood.

| have definitely found situations where you know darn well because you live close to it or got
through there that there are issues in the neighborhood and HPD database does not have any data
that supports it so that just tells you are starting at ground zero to get their attention.

Commissioner Kettler said | was just going to say however we feel about these, do we feel
comfortable about doing them as one motion?
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Chair Baugh said I will throw it out, if anybody does not feel comfortable voting on these in one
motion whether because they want to vote for one and not for the other. Any other reason, speak
up now or forever hold your peace. Are we okay with taking it up as one motion?

Vice Chair Porter said | wanted to point out as | am sitting here looking at the changes being made
to the proffers, most of the issues we have discussed are not going to be impacted by these changes.
There is a by-right use currently on the property, and it is an expired special use permit for sure,
but the reality is the circumstances that neighbors are most concerned about, the material changes
that are going to be made by us passing this or not are not going to be necessarily addressed by
this. It might stop the development for a period of time. but the reality is this is going to move
forward in some fashion by-right pretty much today. I go back to the applicant and say it would be
well worth your time to talk to these folks and have a sit down. | think | even heard the one
gentleman say he would probably support this if some of his concerns were addressed. | think that
is a worthwhile process to engage in before it goes to Council regardless of how we vote, The
reality is | feel like a lot of these circumstances which are unfortunate are not going to be impacted
by this decision or the other.

Chair Baugh said | was tempted to do it earlier, just to be clear, what we are actually voting on
here, slightly oversimplified, is we are okay with reducing the amount of commercial. They want
to tweak the fencing. They are going to enhance some of the stuff at the intersection of South Main
Street and East Weaver Avenue and the entrance on South Main Street is gone due to the reasons
we went into. You could in theory vote against approving the special use permit to allow them to
have more units in it or to do the commercial. But now if you do, you have got a property that is
zoned R-5 for high density and it is in the Land Use Guide for Mixed Use and you are sort of
saying you cannot have high density or mixed use.

Commissioner Kettler said | move to approve the rezoning and two special use permit requests
with conditions submitted by the applicant with additional language recommended by staff.

Councilmember Dent seconded the motion.

Chair Baugh called for a roll call vote.

Commissioner Seitz Aye
Commissioner Jezior Aye
Councilmember Dent Aye
Commissioner Alsindi Aye
Commissioner Kettler Aye
Vice Chair Porter Aye
Chair Baugh Aye
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The motion to recommend approval of the rezoning request and two special use permit requests
passed (7-0). The recommendation will move forward to City Council on June 9, 2026.

New Business — Other Items

At this time the Commission took a 10-minute recess.
Presentation on Zoning Ordinance Update project

Chair Baugh read the request and asked staff to review.

Mr. Russ said | am happy to present some information on the progress that we have made so far
with the Zoning Ordinance rewrite. | will start with some of the projects, context and history. Then
I will discuss some of the different options staff explored and researched before moving on to the
scope of the project today which is split into this current phase that is focused on addressing more
general reorganization and modernization as well as substantive changes. Staff believes once this
phase is complete the city will have a solid base zoning ordinance and map that can serve as a

launching pad for some more specific and potentially impactful amendments in a subsequent phase.

The groundwork began in November of 2018 with the adoption of the current Comprehensive Plan.
The actual rewrite kicked off with consultants in July of 2020 right as Covid really made in person
difficult for a lengthy period of time. Around that time the City began a housing study as well and
received the results in 2021. The study provided some general guidance on zoning changes to
explore but there has not been formal public engagement and input on how aggressively or
modestly to implement those suggestions yet or where in the City they should be implemented.
Staff view public input is really a key component of the next phase. The summer of 2021 we had
a partial ordinance draft that consultants put together that was released and there was a handful of
meetings and virtual open houses. Since then, staff have done leg work on researching a wide
range of potential zoning changes looking at how other communities have implemented other
policies with a particular eye toward particular by right housing options so things like allowing
accessory dwelling units and duplexes on every residential lot. Significant changes or even
eliminating parking requirements allowing multi story apartments and mixed use along major
corridors and various other topics. Once we have compiled all of those aggressive options in one
place staff took a step back and weighed a number of critical considerations that ultimately resulted
in the refocused phased project that we are presenting today.

First and foremost, staff want to make sure the zoning ordinance does not get ahead of
infrastructure. We want to make sure that growth is not outpacing water supply or school capacity
and that we are looking at what areas the City can absorb growth without new infrastructure like
road improvements or sewer ability compared to other areas that might require significant upgrades
and investment. Second, we considered the value of the rezoning process itself. Currently,
rezonings offer a crucial opportunity for public feedback. They also provide significant
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opportunity to identify impacts and receive proffers that addresses impacts. If the City expands
by-right development aggressively, some of those public hearings would be lost and that is an
important trade off to be considered throughout the process. Third, there were concerns about how
to avoid unintentionally triggering a tipping point for excessive redevelopment in existing
neighborhoods. There are a lot of portions of the City that have modestly priced homes or a range
of home sizes and home prices and those all represent important housing options. We want to make
sure that we do not unintentionally turn portions of the City into attractive redevelopment sites
where an investor could potentially purchase an entire block, demolish everything and construct
new expensive housing that takes the place of those modestly priced homes.

After exploring those maximum options staff narrowed in to focus what we can successfully
achieve right now. By breaking the rewrite up into phases, we can focus on fixing the foundation
of the zoning ordinance and carving areas where there is alignment between the Comprehensive
Plan and other studies the City has performed, infrastructure needs and feedback that staff have
received. Some of these changes fall into different buckets. Like a lot of communities with older
zoning ordinances, Harrisonburg's rules and regulations have been tweaked and modified many
times over the years and not every amendment has an obvious place in that structure. Over time,
the zoning ordinance can become increasingly difficult for the typical user to navigate. An
important part of the process is improving that user experience. Providing more procedural details
on how the development process works in general. Clarifying submission requirements, reducing
what triggers different requirements in writing and organizing them all in a single streamlined
location to hopefully assist users in navigating the development process. We are modernizing the
language. The consultants that we worked with gave us a great set of new definitions. We have
modified them a bit based on similar projects other Virginia cities and counties have undertaken
over the last few years. The aim is more straightforward language over bureaucratic jargon and
improving consistency and language use throughout the ordinance. Generally attempting to rely
less on staff interpretations.

Finally, we are looking to realign the zoning map by restructuring all of the districts in the map it
provides an opportunity to start fresh and really think about everything more holistically rather
than being wedded to the history of the current zoning districts. Once that base work is complete,
staff believe public outreach, education and input sessions related to more substantial changes to
the ordinance will be ultimately more effective. That is something that we intend to tackle during
the next phase. Really figuring out what policies have community support and buy in. That may
be generated through the Comprehensive Plan update. It is also something that can be addressed
separately or done in tandem with that Comprehensive Plan update.

As is common in older zoning ordinances the City’s current zoning ordinance each district today
has these rather long descriptive lists of uses. That list often contains additional regulatory
information, so it has things like occupancy standards, special setbacks for places of worship. That
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can work well initially but over time as regulations have become more complex it starts to present
issues. It is really difficult to keep your terminology consistent between districts with this sort of
formatting. Almost any community’s zoning ordinance if it is older like ours you will find a
handful of terms that are used interchangeably. Multi-family housing, multiple family dwellings,
apartments, there are an infinite number of ways that you can describe the same thing and that
creates challenges both for the user and staff. Traditionally if you are using a different term in an
ordinance, it should have a different meaning and so it can create confusion there. The more
modern approach is to just use tables with these. When the City wants to add a new zoning district
it is just a new column in a preexisting table and then you select the appropriate uses. It also
addresses the lengthiness and the repetitiveness of lists. Finding the information you are looking
for can be significantly easier when it is in the matrix. It also helps keep the focus on one thing at
a time. If you just want to know what you can do with your property, you go to the column for its
district and look up and down. If you know you want to build an apartment and need to know
where you can do that, you just go to the appropriate row and look across. Then if you want the
rules for apartments or whatever use, you go to the last column which will direct you to the
standards section that is relevant for the use.

How the districts are changing. | will start with industrial, which is where things change the least.
Some language surrounding uses will change to reflect the state of industry today. Clarifying some
distinctions between uses but by and large what is allowed today would be allowed under the
proposal. The more substantive change here is really here with the map itself. Until the late 1970s
Harrisonburg, like many other communities, allowed single family homes basically anywhere.
Today we have a number of homes that are on industrially zoned land that are not designated for
industrial in the Comprehensive Plan. One thing staff has done is make an intentional effort to
identify those homes and look for where there is alignment between the actual current use and
what we are planning for and just assign them a district that represents that. It has been handled
one at a time as problems have arisen over the years and this will hopefully address that for a
number of properties. For commercial, the current ordinance has three commercial districts; B-2,
general business, B-1, Central business and then B-1A, a local business that is not mapped. The
new districts do not necessarily line up one-to-one exactly, but in terms of function and purpose,
staff recommends breaking up the B-2 general business district in two. First, we are calling it Auto
Urban Commercial and this would cover areas like East Market Street. It is really designed for
your large shopping centers that are key regional retail centers that drawing significant traffic from
well outside of City limits as well as, some of the more intense commercial uses like an automobile
repair shop. The second is Neighborhood Commercial. This district codifies a lot of the limits that
are typically proffered during a B-2 rezoning, especially if it borders a residential area. Things like
the auto repair shop and other potentially disruptive uses. The goal here is to allow neighborhood
compatible commercial uses but not open the door to a massive sea of parking or noisy operations
in that area immediately adjacent to those homes. For downtown today, it is zoned B-1 and it has
that B for business or commercial, but since it is really the heart of the city’s mixed-use
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environment, we are categorizing it as a mixed-use district. Most of the existing B-1 will be carried
over. We are moving a few uses that are not appropriate for the scale or intensity of development
that is intended downtown, things like single-family detached homes. We are also proposing some
restrictions on parking locations that come up as conditions when people rezone today to B-1,
essentially looking to ensure this space between a sidewalk and a building remains active and
pedestrian friendly. We are introducing a Mixed Use Neighborhood district which will replace the
existing M-XU, Mixed Use Planned Community. This will not necessarily be on the map to start.
The goal is to create a framework to guide future new mixed use development outside of
Downtown. This might be used for something like redeveloping aging commercial centers, a way
of incorporating a residential component into that older commercial center and transitioning the
overall development of the site towards something more like a town center style development.

The biggest changes really occur with the residential districts. Today, we have a significant number
of districts and we are shrinking them. We have a number of conventional residential districts. We
have three of our Master Plan districts, two districts for manufactured housing and then there is an
overlay district. We are proposing to replace those with four new residential districts that are
intended to represent actual common types of development that we see across the City. Today a
neighborhood zoning district is often as much a history lesson as anything else. That can create
unusual situations where very similarly situated neighborhoods have very different zoning
regulations. By realigning the map to match what has been built on the ground, grouping
neighborhoods based on what is there rather than just the district that they happen to be in when it
was constructed we can put these neighborhoods on more a level playing field and more
importantly it give the community a more clear starting point to discuss how these different
residential types should adapt and grow in the future. The first two residential districts cover
developments that are exclusively garden apartments, those apartments that have the staircase in
the center usually open to the air, twelve or so units off of the staircase then a bunch of those
buildings laid out on a single lot. The other covers developments that are exclusively townhomes.

There are two apartment communities on the screen. With these apartment and townhome
communities, they typically have private streets and drives, shared parking areas, some sort of
shared amenities. There might be a clubhouse, pool or playground and they are also essentially
self-contained. They generally function as their own communities. They are not integrated into the
surrounding neighborhoods. Right now, both of these development types are largely in one of the
R-3 zoning districts. There is a number in R-4, R-5 and R-8 as well. We are proposing that these
instead be in districts that are specific for each of these types of communities. One for townhomes
and one for apartments.

With townhomes, the rewrite will address the administrative headache where someone comes in,
they apply to rezone for townhomes and then a few months later they return to get a subdivision
variance once they have completed a little bit more engineering or consolidating it into a single
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step to eliminate the need for that additional trip to Planning Commission and City Council. With
the garden apartments, staff are very aware of a lot of the community’s concerns regarding off
campus student housing. Because of this we are not proposing major regulatory changes at this
change or density increases for these properties. Instead, we really view that as a prime topic for
the phase two public discussions. There are a number of potential directions that the community
might go from there. For some of these existing areas it might be worthwhile to consider
incentivizing some thoughtful, phased redevelopment over time of aging student housing that
might transition them away from the four-bedroom four-bathroom layouts to something more
suitable for a typical non-student household there being some additional density. Those are things
that we can talk through in greater detail with the community during that second phase.

For the remaining residential areas of the City, we are proposing dividing these areas up into two
buckets based on the neighborhood’s development type. Harrisonburg has a lot of residential
neighborhoods usually in older parts of the City that feature a mixture of single-family homes,
duplexes, and sometimes townhomes and small-scale apartments. These are usually in areas that
are on grided streets and they frequently have alleys. On the screen is a portion of West Water
Street and many of these neighborhoods today are zoned R-2 but some are zoned other districts.
Under the current rules in R-2, townhome and apartments they are considered nonconforming. We
are proposing to place these areas in a new district that we tentatively named traditional residential.
In this district, single-family homes and duplexes would be by right and we are proposing a special
exception for townhomes and apartments which would do two things. First, it would allow new
townhomes and apartments to be proposed in these areas of the City and it would also create a
clear path for existing nonconforming townhomes and apartments to come into full compliance.
The special exception process would ensure Planning Commission and City Council have an
opportunity to evaluate proposals considering the context and hearing from the public before
decisions are made. Finally, we have the areas of the City that are almost exclusively single-family
homes. These are the areas that have your curbed streets and your cul-de-sacs. The homes all have
individual driveways in the front. They are not alleys that you are accessing off of the rear. More
generally these areas do not yet have a mix of housing types. These neighborhoods today are split
across a number of different zoning districts which can create some strange results. A lot of them
are zoned R-1 which requires a fairly substantial 10,000 square foot lot although in reality many
of these homes are on lots that predate that minimum requirement and are quite a bit smaller. Many
similar neighborhoods, usually a bit newer, are zoned R-3 which has a more realistic minimum lot
size but the neighborhoods are still almost exclusively single-family homes. They are lumped into
the same zoning district as most of today’s student housing as well as medical clinics and
professional offices. The goal is to put these very similarly situated neighborhoods on more equal
footing by grouping them into one district. We are proposing some modest reductions in lot sizes
and setbacks which will address the rezoning to R-8 so that you can have a front porch. For the
time being, staff’s proposal would require a special exception from Planning Commission and City
Council for a duplex in this district. Although I will note, the General Assembly passed and the
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Governor signed an amendment to the Virginia Code that would require allowing accessory
dwelling units in some capacity by July first of 2027. Unless something unusual happens and that
is repealed in the meantime not long after staff hoped to have this project complete state law would
insert into this district an option in between a full duplex and the more limited single-family
detached home.

| do want to be clear that staff really do view this as a first phase, kind of a necessary technical
upgrade. This does include a few practical tweaks. The main focus is on building a clean and
functional foundation and once that structural work is complete we can launch into much more
robust community engagement to tackle some bigger picture policy questions and really the meat
of what the zoning ordinance should achieve. There are countless great examples of different
policy options communities have adopted in recent years. Some of them modest and some grand
rethinking of what a zoning ordinance should and should not regulate. As staff our role is to bring
the community’s vision for zoning to life but ultimately it is City Council and the public who get
to decide what that vision is. We look forward to hearing from the community about what that is
over the coming months and years before we complete these phases. Once this phase is complete
| think the City really will be well positioned to have some robust conversations with the public
about those different policy options. Then ultimately this body and City Council will decide how
to proceed on those. If there is anything that City Council or this body identifies as something that
is 100 percent a priority you want to rip off the band aid instead of dragging out the process you
can find ways to accommodate things sooner rather than later. We are not wedded to anything in
particular. With that, Ms. Dang will go over some next steps and process.

Ms. Dang said | am going provide a little bit more detail about our plan next steps and your role
in this process as we get through the rest of the year. Last evening, Mr. Russ and | presented a very
similar presentation to City Council. Then City Council took some actions. City Council had
endorsed staff’s recommendation to approach this project with fixing the foundation; modernizing
the language and improving the organization of the ordinance and replacing the current zoning
districts with the new zoning district framework that was presented. Council also accepted staff’s
recommendation to disband the Ordinance Advisory Committee and then also to designate you all
as the primary review body for the zoning ordinance update project.

| do want to make it known that this was not a unanimous decision amongst the City Council
members. There were two council members, Councilmember Dent and Robinson, who did not
support the decision to disband the Ordinance Advisory Committee as they expressed concerns
about transparency and equity in the process. Which, | believe are al valid concerns and my hope
is that once Mr. Russ and | work further with our Department of Communications and Public
Engagement on developing the public engagement plan, then we can present that back to you all
and City Council. | hope that it will alleviate or address the concerns that were expressed. There
was a lot of good discussion yesterday that we will take to mind and consider those.
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Vice Chair Porter said | did not catch the meeting last night. Can you just speak a bit to the rationale
leading up the request? I think it would be very helpful for context.

Ms. Dang said why staff had recommended to disband the Ordinance Advisory Committee... There
are a couple of reasons that the Planning Commission made sense to be the body through which
this goes through. You all are residents in the community. The role of Planning Commission is to
advise on land use and zoning; both short-term and long-term matters related to land use and
zoning. | did not say this clearly yesterday and | wish | did earlier in the conversation. | feel that
through a robust and good public engagement with the community that would be the way that the
Ordinance Advisory Committee members would participate. Equally the same as other community
members in that process.

Vice Chair Porter said | understand that you are sort of placing Planning Commission in this role
as the review body but within that process | assume there would be the potential or opportunity for
the community to have some input.

Ms. Dang said of course. That is the public engagement plan that we are working on to develop
that will include a lot of public meetings and opportunities for the community to weigh in on. |
want to be clear that all of the input and information that we have received over the years through
this process, through discussions that this body has at their meetings, and through other work that
we do, all of those things are coming into what is informing the work we are proposing now. |
think the other piece | mentioned yesterday is a level of efficiency that we plan to use the work
sessions that you all already have scheduled to work with you all through this process but also that
if Council had wanted to keep the Ordinance Advisory Committee they would have needed to go
through a process of evaluating the membership and either reappointing or appointing new
individuals. I do not know if it would be an application process or something like that but we were
just trying to quickly but thoughtfully get...being that we are not making major reforms with the
ordinance we felt comfortable recommending what we did to get us through the year, build the
foundation and then we will work on topical areas. Whether it is a university overlay idea that |
had discussed with Commissioners on the site tour or reducing or eliminating off street parking
requirements, those are going to be very challenging conversations | expect that really require
dedication of time for a project and public engagement in and of themselves.

Vice Chair Porter said is the thinking that this would be the venue or would it be special meetings?
Where does the rubber meet the road on that engagement?

Ms. Dang said if can I get through the presentation and then maybe you can ask those questions. |
hope | will clarify some of those questions and then you can follow up with them. The four things
that council did; endorse staff’s recommended approach, disbanded the Ordinance Advisory
Committee, designated Planning Commission as the primary review body, and they wanted us to
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report back to them about our public engagement plan which we will do. With Planning
Commission, what we are proposing is to use the third Tuesday of the month that is in our bylaws
described as our second regular meeting. We usually do not have that meeting because we can fit
all of the agenda items into one meeting. We would like to use these dates and | will email them
to you so that you can put these on your calendars. | ask that you hold all of these dates. For the
June 16 date, Mr. Russ and I will be recommending , when you see that list at the end of our agenda
where | usually present what the expected items are next month, that we use June 16 as a work
session to continue discussions with you about the zoning ordinance update. The remaining dates
| ask that you pencil those in and hold them and then each month prior we will see what is coming
up on the following month and we will go through those days. Our proposal is to use these dates
for that and then separately from these work sessions will be planned public engagement which |
do not have a full plan for that yet. Some ideas that we are talking about, there will be multiple
opportunities and whether individual meetings will be focused on a particular topic or we do the
same type of meeting three or four different times, but we have tables or stations that would be
related to a topic so that an individual who is coming here might want to know about all four they
might have something specific in mind they can go to that particular station and talk to staff about
those changes and ask us questions. We are still working on those plans.

[Referring to the PowerPoint slide.] This is the project schedule generally moving forward. This
week we have offered the updates to City Council and Planning Commission, received City
Council’s endorsement on the plan. Working through the summer on the Planning Commission
work sessions and public engagement meetings. Our hope is that in the fall we would be at a point
of public hearing. That might shift but that is our aim right now is to, in the fall, present to Planning
Commission and City Council so that we would be implementing to the new Zoning Ordinance in
2027. Then in the future, in 2027, we would be considering further reforms.

| am sure a lot of ideas will be coming up through the discussion through 2026 that will make notes
and continue to add to the list of what those further reform topics will be. We will also, pending
budget approval, wanting to work on the Comprehensive Plan. The idea is that we would be a
consultant to support our work with the Comprehensive Plan. We are looking at beginning of fall
2027 with something like that. The Comprehensive Plan work will also inform us further about
what zoning and changes would be need. With that Mr. Russ and | are happy to answer any
guestions that you have.

Commissioner Kettler said the work sessions it sounds like that it could be some combination of
work session or an open house or something.

Ms. Dang said | am thinking that the work sessions are just for you all. It would be open for the
public to attend but they are really opportunities for you all to engage in discussions. Again, we
have not worked out this detail but I have this thought is it a work session set up in this format
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[referring to the set up of Council Chambers] or do we want to move to a room where we have a
table and/or are sitting around in a circle? The dialogue in conversation feels a bit differently when
you are sitting around a table in that way. Mr. Russ and | would have an agenda or topics that we
would sharing with you all for the purposes of discussion and sharing with you materials in
advanced to review before we get to that meeting.

Commissioner Kettler said if it was more of the second option, I am wondering how to best
facilitate the public to at least witness that both in person and on video.

Ms. Dang said we are still working though those details and unless someone else on staff has
something they want to share at this point in time. That is a consideration that we are thinking
through.

Councilmember Dent said what | did not hear last night that I think I just heard you say, | had not
realized “consider further reforms” could be either after or concurrent with the Comprehensive
Plan update which makes an immense amount of sense to me. | had thought earlier we ought to be
doing the Comprehensive Plan first but now | see that the first phase is really just to clarify what
we have now and then the later more substantive reforms could be more based on the
Comprehensive Plan.

Commissioner Kettler said | watched the City Council presentation last night too and initially 1
was disappointed in the fact that it would not have a more substantive things sooner and then the
more | thought about it I thought in terms of effective communication and making sure the public
is understanding what is going on, I think it does help to simplify this before those changes happen.
You try to make a change without it being clear what the change is and folks will just say no, no
matter what the change is because they just do not understand.

Ms. Dang said building on what you were saying, we had been challenged when we were trying
to do all of the things at one time with how to engage with the public with 20 different topics and
| am really comfortable with this approach we are going forward with.

Councilmember Dent said | also wanted to talk a little bit about the Ordinance Advisory
Committee. | came on strong at first saying | do not support disbanding that because | saw the
value of the expertise that was brought by that particular group but the more you talked about how
you would have a robust public engagement process that the same people could participate in and
you would have a more topic based set of meetings sure | can live with it. Likewise,
Councilmember Robinson her main concern was the equity of who is showing up to the table.
There was some discussion on that. Was the Ordinance Advisory Committee as constituted equity
based, not necessarily. It is going to be more a matter of public outreach to make sure we hit that
goal.
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Mr. Russ said if members of the public are not able to attend these meetings, but they want to have
a conversation with us or submit something in writing, | can make time on my schedule for anyone
who wants to come sit down. We will chat about anything and we can figure out how to incorporate
their input as well.

Councilmember Dent said one of the key purposes of the first phase is the efficiency. If we are
already here and you are talking about mostly clean up and major simplification of the residential
kind of zoning, then yeah | can see that we can get started June 16 if we decide to do that. We had
a little bit of pushback on the idea of efficiency. Well, that is not important to kickstart it and keep
going. It is not necessarily a goal in itself because we want to have the robust public engagement
and knowing that will come in the next phase means that the efficiency for this first phase makes
a lot more sense.

Ms. Dang said this first phase will also include public engagement.

Councilmember Dent said it is not just the major controversial topics we will have to hash through.
Which there will be a better foundation of those if they are based on an updated Comprehensive
Plan. | just wanted weigh in on it a bit more that | just did not want to let go of the expertise we
had already gathered but | could see the point if we had to reconstitute the Ordinance Advisory
Committee now.

Commissioner Kettler said by and large it is clarifying a lot of the things. It seems to me that there
are three questions that you cannot get around in terms of them being substantive as part of the
clarification of it. That is one minimum lot sizes, two accessory dwelling units and three how the
districts are consolidated. Would you say that is a fair assessment in terms of the major substantive
changes even if they are not large changes? There is going to be a change in minimum lot size as
a result of this but it is an open question about how big it is.

Ms. Dang said we will also be exploring with you all the setbacks as well related to that.

Councilmember Dent said those are by definition substantive but it is more of a matter of the
simplification we will bring up those topics and we will have some public comment on it | am sure.

Mr. Fletcher said at least one council member expressed interest in the height of buildings.
Councilmember Dent said | would agree with that. That was Councilmember Alsaadun that asked

if we could remove those caps. | have said a couple of time some day we are going need ten or
twenty story buildings.
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Commissioner Seitz said | think this first phase makes a lot of sense. | do look forward to the
public engagement even as we do this first step. Two questions | was going to ask; how can we
function in a way that is more generative and less reactive? | just feel constantly we are being
asked to consider complex things and I consider myself fairly literate in a lot of these issues but
there always seems to be things that come out of these public hearings and discussions that in my
mind would bear further discussion or would have benefitted from a previous broader discussion
that was not about this topic in particular. Tonight, two great ones. Where do we as a commission
feel the community is on student housing in the abstract, not in reaction to a particular proposal?
How do we protect some of the wonderful neighborhoods that we have that is very unique and
eclectic? The one we looked at tonight and some other ones. | feel like in my ten months on the
Planning Commission we are in a reactive mode not a generative mode. | think what you are
proposing here is a step in that direction so that makes me feel good. Related to that though in
terms of prep for whatever comes after this let’s say the Comprehensive Plan does land end of
2027, in that spirit of being generative and not reactive how do we are a commission prepare
ourselves for the range of issues and things that are going to come up and begin to even find places
to engage to take the pulse of the community even before going into the Planning Commission?
One of the things that has triggered that question and those are rhetorical questions which given
the late hour I do not think we are going to have a bunch of discussion.

Being in Charlottesville last night the meeting opened up with every single commissioner reporting
on what committee board or regional agency they were a part of. They structurally have
engagement with all of the other things. When | read the 2018 Comprehensive Plan again, there is
a lot of things in there that got done that was great and | had to do a lot of digging to find them. |
am thinking if you are an active citizen you will go seek those things out and pay attention to them.
As a Planning Commissioner | feel like 1 should be in some kind of routine or some kind of process
whereby as part of my responsibility as a Planning Commissioner | am part of those things as an
observer and as a participant to a degree. Maybe it is a simple question is: Councilmember Dent,
you talked about attending Metropolitan Planning Organization meetings and stuff. Parks and
Recreation has a plan, [there’s the] Bicycle-Pedestrian Plan. There are just all of these different
groups that are going on that some are staff led and some are staff and public led and stuff like
that. How do we intentionally connect with those things so that we are not playing catch up going
into the Comprehensive Plan process?

Commissioner Kettler said just to add on that a little bit by sheer coincidence both me and
Commissioner Seitz both went to Charlottesville Planning Commission meetings and my
understanding based off of our code if that Planning Commissioners are actually specifically
prohibited from serving on other City commissions. You can look into that and correct me if I am
wrong about that but just reading it, that is what it looks like. As you said in that case, in
Charlottesville are right at the beginning given absolutely no more than a minute or minute and a
half update from their respective groups. They also have a non-voting representative from
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University of Virginia which | thought was really interesting. We do not always have the strategic
plan update from JMU. I think given just how big JMU is in relationship to the City I think that is
an interesting aspect as well.

Commissioner Seitz said we have our other Tuesday nights booked for the foreseeable future | was
hoping that we could maybe have one Tuesday night session to kick around some of these ideas
because | have a whole lot of other questions that relate to them. | feel like we would do a better
job if we were out in front of some of these things. | always enjoy the discussions that we have
and the perspectives that are here but we go so far field because this is the only time we have to
engage.

Commissioner Kettler said one benefit that we have over the zoning Ordinance Advisory
Committee is we meet frequently and we have the capacity to meet more frequently and have these

discussions. The ability of frequent meetings is not necessarily one of the great assets.

Consider initiating Zoning Ordinance amendments related to the Zoning Ordinance Update
project and Subdivision Ordinance amendments to comply with the Code of Virginia

Chair Baugh read the request and asked staff to review.

Staff request Planning Commission initiate consideration for Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance
amendments related to:

Description

The existing Zoning Ordinance (ZO) was last thoroughly evaluated and
comprehensively re-written in 1997. In the ensuing time, many changes,
both major and minor, have been made to the text of the ordinance,
including the addition of districts and overlays. This has resulted in
outdated requirements, internal inconsistencies, and an ordinance that can
be difficult for community members to comprehend. Additionally, new
Zoning ways of thinking about planning and zoning combined with new techniques
Ordinance and principles for implementing adopted plans offer ways to improve the
Update Project | efficiency and effectiveness of City planning and zoning.

Work on the Zoning Ordinance Update Project began in July 2020 with the
support of Planning Commission and City Council. However, Planning
Commission has not previously taken formal action to initiate
consideration of amendments associated with the project. This agenda item
is intended to provide that formal initiation.
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A presentation on the Zoning Ordinance Update Project will be provided
under the prior agenda item during this (May 13, 2026 Planning
Commission) meeting.

Subdivision
Ordinance

Last year, the Virginia General Assembly adopted amendments to Article
6, Land Subdivision and Development, which became effective on July 1,
2025. As a result, the Subdivision Ordinance (SO) must be updated to
ensure compliance with these changes to state law. Know that although the
City’s SO has not been updated, staff has been adhering to state law and
following the updates to the Code of Virginia.

In addition to the required updates, staff will take this opportunity to make
several minor revisions throughout the ordinance. These changes generally
include formatting, reorganization of sections, updates to and removal of

select definitions, and revisions to improve clarity.

If Planning Commission agrees to direct staff to initiate consideration of the zoning and
subdivision ordinance amendments, then the following motion is recommended:

I move that the Planning Commission initiate consideration of zoning and subdivision
ordinance amendments to (1) the City of Harrisonburg Zoning Ordinance related to the
Zoning Ordinance Update Project and (2) the City of Harrisonburg Subdivision Ordinance
to comply with the Code of Virginia and to include minor revisions.

The Planning Commission finds that such amendments are required by the public necessity,
convenience, general welfare, good zoning practice, and orderly subdivision of land and
its development, and hereby directs staff to prepare appropriate draft ordinances for public
hearings and recommendations in accordance with § 15.2-2286 and 815.2-2253 of the
Code of Virginia.

Commissioner Kettler said | have to admit | do not know enough about the Subdivision Ordinance
to know if there is something to be changed there and if there is a plan for that.

Ms. Dang said there will need to be updates to the Subdivision Ordinance. | appreciate you
bringing up that you recognize our presentation prior was just about the Zoning Ordinance. Once
we get that foundational piece of the Zoning Ordinance we have plans to work on Subdivision
Ordinance updates concurrently. It is all intertwined and related to each other. Effectively the
Subdivision Ordinance is regulating the creation of new lots but is also related to our Design and
Constructions Standards Manual also. Which is design standards for constructing entrances or
when we talk about access management those things are embedded in the DCSM as well.
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Chair Baugh said this came up earlier when we were starting out and trying to get things worked
out that way. The Subdivision Ordinance right now makes a split based on large the property is. If
it small enough, staff handles it administratively otherwise it comes to us for review and approval.
One of the things we are looking at is does it even make sense to do that. We specifically talked
about making sure we looked at that including the possibility of maybe Subdivision Ordinance
would be something handled administratively.

Ms. Dang said the changes in 2025 are forcing our hand to do more administrative review up to a
certain number of lots.

Commissioner Seitz said | move that the Planning Commission initiate consideration of zoning
and subdivision ordinance amendments to (1) the City of Harrisonburg Zoning Ordinance related
to the Zoning Ordinance Update Project and (2) the City of Harrisonburg Subdivision Ordinance
to comply with the Code of Virginia and to include minor revisions. The Planning Commission
finds that such amendments are required by the public necessity, convenience, general welfare,
good zoning practice, and orderly subdivision of land and its development, and hereby directs staff
to prepare appropriate draft ordinances for public hearings and recommendations in accordance
with § 15.2-2286 and 815.2-2253 of the Code of Virginia.

Vice Chair Porter seconded the motion.

The motion to consider initiating the Zoning Ordinance amendments and Subdivision Ordinance
amendments passed by voice vote (7-0).

Public Comment

None.

Report of Secretary & Committees

Rockingham County Planning Commission Liaison Report

Commissioner Alsindi reported on the May 5, 2026 Rockingham County Planning Commission
meeting. The following items were on the agenda:

e Public hearing request from Rockingham County to rezone 4.11 acres at Tax Map #62-A-
65 and 62-A-65A from A-2 (General Agriculture) to RV (Rural Village)-Approve (4-0)

e Public hearing request from Village of the Valley LLC to amend the proffers on two parcels
totaling 1.595 acres at Tax Map #129-6-2 and 129-6-3 - Approved (4-0)
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e Ordinance amendment request generated by Rockingham County staff to Chapter 17
(Zoning Ordinance), section 17-702.03 and table 17-702.03, General Parking requirements
and Section 17-702.04, Non-Standard Parking Requirements- Approved (4-0)

City Council Report

Councilmember Dent reported on items from Planning Commission that were presented to City
Council.

At the April 14, 2026 City Council Meeting:
e Public hearing for a rezoning (proffer amendment) at 361 Franklin Street-Approved
e Public hearing for a special use permit and rezoning at 851 Madison Street-Approved

At the April 28, 2026 City Council Meeting:
e Public hearing to rezone 435, 445, 457, 473, 483 & 495 South Main Street and 282, 288,
294, & 298South Liberty Street (The Link Apartments)-Tabled

At the May 12, 2026 City Council Meeting:
e Public hearing to for a special use permit at 140 East Wolfe Street-Approved
e Public hearing to for a special use permit at 165 South Main Street-Approved
e Public hearing to amend the approved master Development plan for various addresses on
Collicello Street and Kates Lane-Approved

Other Matters

Ms. Dang said the Board of Zoning Appeals will be meeting next month. The Zoning
Administrator sent out an email to the BZA members that they will meet June 1, 2026 at 4 PM
here in Council Chambers. There are no variances or appeals on the agenda but they are going to
use it as a business meeting to elect new officers, adopt the minutes from the last meeting they had
and then review some of their bylaws, rules and procedures.

Review Summary of next month’s applications

Ms. Dang reviewed the items anticipated for the April agenda:
e Special Use Permit — 453 West Water Street (To allow short-term rental in R-2)
e Special Use Permit — 256 Charles Street (To allow meat processing and storage facility in
M-1)
e Rezoning — 2210 and 2230 East Market Street (R-1 to R-8C)

e Special Use Permit — 2210 and 2230 East Market Street (To allow attached townhomes of
no more than eight units in R-8)
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Subdivision Ordinance Amendment
Tuesday, June 16, 2026-Zoning Ordinance Update Work Session

Richard Baugh, Chair Anastasia Montigney, Secretary
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City of Harrisonburg 409 South Main Street

Harrisonburg, VA 22801

Legislation Text

File #: ID 26-210, Version: 1

Subject:

Consider a request from Sean Ryan and Lisa Lopez-Ryan for a special use permit to allow short-term
rental at 453 West Water Street

Presented By: Nyrma Soffel, Department of Community Development

A request from Sean Ryan and Lisa Lopez-Ryan for a special use permit per Section 10-3-40 (8) of
the Zoning Ordinance to allow a short-term rental in the R-2, Residential District. The +/- 10,297-

square foot property is addressed as 453 West Water Street and is identified as tax map parcel 36-S-
12.

City of Harrisonburg Page 1 of 1 Printed on 6/5/2026

powered by Legistar™
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June 10, 2026 Planning Commission Meeting

Title
Consider a request for a Special Use Permit at 453 West Water Street — Nyrma Soffel, Community
Development

Summary

Project name N/A

Address/Location 453 West Water Street

Tax Map Parcels 36-S-12

Total Land Area +/- 10,297 square feet

Property Owner Sean Ryan and Lisa Lopez-Ryan

Owner’s Representative N/A

Present Zoning R-2, Residential District

Special Use Permit Request To allow a short-term rental per Section 10-3-40(8)

Planning Commission June 10, 2026 (Public Hearing)

City Council Anticipated July 14, 2026 (Public Hearing)
Recommendation

Option 1. Recommend approval of the special use permit request with the suggested conditions.

Context & Analysis
The following land uses are located on and adjacent to the property:
Site: Duplex dwelling, zoned R-2

North: Across West Water Street, duplex and single-family detached dwellings, zoned R-2
East: Single-family detached dwelling, zoned R-2

South: Across alley, single-family detached dwellings, zoned R-2

West: Single-family detached dwelling, zoned R-2

The applicant is requesting a special use permit (SUP) per Section 10-3-40(8) to allow a short-
term rental (STR) in the R-2, Residential District. The +/- 10,297-square foot property is addressed
as 453 West Water Street and is identified as tax map parcel 36-S-12. If approved, the applicant
plans to operate a short-term rental on the property.

In 2019, the City adopted regulations associated with short-term transient lodging, commonly
referred to as Airbnb’s. These regulations were amended in September 2020 to create the by right
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“homestay” use. To operate a homestay, the property must be the operator’s primary residence,
may host up to four guests, may operate up to 90 nights per calendar year, and guests must stay
within the main dwelling unit (as opposed to staying in a separate building on the property). If the
operator wants to operate outside of what is permitted by right as a homestay, they must apply for
an SUP to operate an STR.

On the property is a duplex (two connected dwellings) and an accessory structure. The property
owner has stated that they will be the STR operator and will reside in one of the dwellings. They
will operate the STR in the accessory structure on the property, offer two accommodation spaces,
and host no more than four (4) guests at one time. One off-street parking space is required for each
dwelling and for each accommodation space, for a total of four (4) off-street parking spaces. The
driveway can accommodate the required spaces.

As explained within the submitted application materials, the applicant would operate the STR in
the existing accessory structure (formerly a detached garage) that was renovated without required
permits, prior to the applicant’s ownership of the property. The applicant is in the process of
applying for a building permit to bring the accessory structure into compliance and to obtain a
certificate of occupancy. The applicant has been informed that a certificate of occupancy is
required prior to beginning STR operations.

Land Use
The Comprehensive Plan designates this site as Neighborhood Residential and states:

These areas are typically older residential neighborhoods, which contain a mixture
of densities and a mixture of housing types, but should have more single-family
detached homes than other types of housing. This type of land use highlights those
neighborhoods in which existing conditions dictate the need for careful
consideration of the types and densities of future residential development. Infill
development and redevelopment must be designed so as to be compatible with the
desired character of the neighborhood.

The proposed SUP does not add additional dwelling units or increase density.

Transportation and Traffic
A traffic impact analysis (TIA) was not required for the SUP request.

Public Water and Sanitary Sewer
Staft has no concerns with the requested special use permit regarding water and sewer matters.

Housing

The City’s Comprehensive Housing Assessment and Market Study (Housing Study) places the
subject property within Market Type D, which notes that “[m]arket type D has lower market
activity as well as lower access to amenities. This could be because the areas are stable residential
neighborhoods or because the area is less developed and therefore has fewer sales and fewer
amenities. Strategies that would be appropriate in the latter case include concurrent development
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of the housing and economic opportunities through mixed-use developments to build commerce
and housing centers across the City.

Public Schools
If the special use permit is approved, no additional dwelling units would be added to the property;
therefore, the student generation is zero.

Conclusion
After review of this request, staff believes it shares similar characteristics to other applications for
STRs that have received approval. Staff recommends approval of the SUP with the following
conditions:

1.

2.
3.

All STR accommodations shall be within the accessory structure (detached garage)
described in the application.

There shall be no more than 2 STR guestrooms or accommaodation spaces.

The number of STR guests at one time shall be limited to four.

Minimum off-street parking spaces do not need to be delineated and can be accommodated
utilizing the driveway or other areas on the property.

Prior to operation, the operator shall submit to City staff a completed Short-Term Rental
Pre-Operation Form. Furthermore, the operator shall maintain compliance with the items
identified in the Pre-Operation Form when short-term rental guests are present.

If in the opinion of Planning Commission or City Council, the short-term rental becomes
a nuisance, the special use permit can be recalled for further review, which could lead to
the need for additional conditions, restrictions, or the revocation of the permit.

Options

1.

2.
3.
4.

Recommend approval of the special use permit request with the suggested conditions.
Recommend approval of the special use permit request as submitted by the applicant.
Recommend approval of the special use permit with other conditions(s).

Recommend denial of the special use permit.

Attachments

Site maps
Application and supporting documents
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ciryor HARRISONBURG

COMMUNlTY Special Use Permit Application

DEVELOPMENT www.harrisonburgva.gov/zoning
PROPERTY INFORMATION
H 2 Mx/ Zﬁjﬁ"f—gﬁ =T v I @ = /g'/ /&) 7 ?‘ acres or sq.ft.
Property Address Tax Map Total Land Area (circle)

/7
Existing Zoning Classification: < 9-
Special Use being requested: ST TERM BPE N TAX Sezer7 g 70 -3~ 70 (3)

PROPERTY OWNER INFORMATION

LcA Sz —/Qmw N

Property Owner Name Telephone
Y2 L WATER ST sl eee

Street Address E-Mail
%m&mém Wi 220 |
City State Zip

OWNER’S REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION

Owner’s Representative Telephone
Street Address E-Mail
City State Zip

CERTIFICATION

1 certify that the information supplied on this application and on the attachments provided (maps and other information) is accurate and true
to the best of my knowledge. In addition, I hereby grant permission to the agents and employees of the City of Harrisonburg to enter the above
property for the purposes of processing and reviewing this application. I also understand that, when required, public notice signs will be

p(ﬁ;te?/ the City on any property.
b o ¢ B

PROPERTY OWNER DATE

REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS

T Site or Property Map
[0 Letter explaining proposed use & reasons for seeking a Special Use Permit.

A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Determination Form OR Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Acceptance Letter signed by Public Works
Department. Applicant is responsible for coordinating with Public Works prior to submitting this application. For more information, visit
www.harrisonburgva.gov/traffic-impact-analysis. This requirement is waived for the following SUPs: major family day homes, reducing
required parking areas, reduction in required side yard setback, wireless telecommunication facilities, wall and fences, and short-term
rentals. To prevent delays in reviewing your application, please consult with Planning staff to confirm your application does not require
a TTA Determination Form or TTA Acceptance Letter.

Note: If applying for a Wireless Telecommunications Facility allowed only by SUP, then also submit a wireless telecommunications facility

application.

TO BE COMPLETED BY PLANNING & ZONING DIVISION

[vi
5/05 Total Fees Due: $ ‘[55. =
Date Apphcatlon and Fee R% Application Fee: $425.00 + $30.00 per acre
PRID— (K 028

Received ,I§y

_J Page 1 Last Updated: December 5, 2019
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www.harrisonburgva.gov/traffic-impact-analysis
www.harrisonburgva.gov/zoning

May 5, 2026

To: Planning and Zoning Division
Re: Special Use Permit

To whom it may concern:

My name is Lisa Lopez-Ryan, and | own the residence at 453 W Water St., purchased in July of
2025. Since becoming a resident of Harrisonburg, and currently working in the hospitality
business, | have observed the ongoing need for accommodations for travelers going through
Harrisonburg, or visitors coming to Harrisonburg for various reasons; many visiting their kids at
JMU.

Our property has a detached garage which was converted to an accommeodation space before
we took ownership. We thought this would be a perfect space for a short-term rental, and hope

to construct a proper dwelling for this space, which is why we are seeking a Special Use Permit.

The accommodation space of approximately 400 sq. ft., would be a studio space with a
bathroom, shower, and two sinks (one in the bathroom, and one in the main living space).
Lodging would be for two people, and they would have access to street or driveway parking. |
will be the full-time operator of the rental.

Thank you for your consideration.

Lisa Lopez-Ryar@/\_\j
453 W Water St.
Harrisonburg, VA 22801
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City of Harrisonburg 409 South Main Street

Harrisonburg, VA 22801

Legislation Text

File #: ID 26-211, Version: 1

Subject:

Consider a request from Honest Meats LLC for a special use permit to allow a meat processing and
storage facility at 256 Charles Street

Presented By: Nyrma Soffel, Department of Community Development

A request from Honest Meats LLC for a special use permit per Section 10-3-97 (18) of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow a meat processing and storage facility in the M-1, General Industrial District. The
+/- 1.5-acre property is addressed as 256 Charles Street and is identified as tax map parcel 45-A-3.

City of Harrisonburg Page 1 of 1 Printed on 6/5/2026
powered by Legistar™ 95
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CITY OF HARRISONBURG

June 10, 2026 Planning Commission Meeting

Title
Consider a request for a Special Use Permit at 256 Charles Street — Nyrma Soffel, Community
Development

Summary

Project name N/A

Address/Location 256 Charles Street

Tax Map Parcels 45-A-3

Total Land Area +/- 1.5 acres

Property Owner Honest Meats LLC

Owner’s Representative Clark & Bradshaw PC

Present Zoning M-1, General Industrial District

. . To allow a meat processing and storage facility per

Special Use Permit Request Section 10-3-97(18)

Planning Commission June 10, 2026 (Public Hearing)

City Council Anticipated July 14, 2026 (Public Hearing)
Recommendation

Option 1. Recommend approval of the special use permit request as submitted by the applicant.

Context & Analysis
The following land uses are located on and adjacent to the property:
Site: T&E Meats, zoned M-1

North: Rockingham County Public Schools bus garage, zoned M-1

East: Industrial uses, zoned M-1
South: Across Charles Street, vacant land, zoned M-1
West: Rockingham County Public Schools bus garage and industrial uses, zoned M-1

The applicant is requesting a special use permit (SUP) to allow a meat processing and storage
facility in the M-1, General Industrial District. The +/- 1.5-acre property is addressed as 256
Charles Street and is identified as tax map parcel 45-A-3. If approved, the applicant plans to
continue operating the currently nonconforming meat processing and storage facility.

T&E Meats currently operates on this property, where a portion of their use is a nonconforming
meat processing facility (slaughterhouse) for domesticated livestock. As part of the meat
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processing facility, the livestock is processed onsite to produce fresh meat or value-added cured,
cooked, or smoked products and then shipped to other markets or facilities. The remainder of the
facility includes storage of processed products.

In 2025, the applicant expressed interest in finding a way to permit the slaughterhouse use in the
M-1 General Industrial District to remove the nonconforming status, provide a route for future
improvements, and to avoid the restrictions of Article E, Nonconforming Structures and Uses.

On February 10, 2026, City Council approved a Zoning Ordinance (ZO) amendment to add a new
definition for “meat processing and storage facility” and to allow such facilities by SUP in the M-
1 General Industrial District. If the applicant’s request for an SUP to operate a meat processing
and storage facility is granted, the currently nonconforming use would become conforming under
the ZO. While the applicant has stated that they do not intend to expand operations at this time,
conformance with the ZO means that the applicant could expand in the future, so long as they
comply with applicable codes and standards.

Special Use Permit Conditions
The applicant has offered the following self-imposed SUP conditions:

1. Semi-opaque fencing along the rear property lines and portions of the side property lines
surrounding the livestock barn structure and livestock unloading area shall be provided and
maintained with a 6- foot tall, semi-opaque screen consistent with existing installed
screening in the screening area shown in orange on the attached Figure 1. Any torn or
damaged screening will be repaired or replaced and maintained on the property. The
screened perimeter area would be expanded should the outdoor livestock unloading,
movement and penning area described below in condition 2 be expanded.

2. No outdoor, open-air livestock pens will be maintained or placed on the property.
Livestock penned in the current livestock unloading barn will not be stored on site for more
than 48 hours absent a regulatory order delaying operations. All livestock unloading,
movement and penning area(s) shall be located behind or to the side of the principal
building in the area shown in purple hashing on the attached Figure 1.

3. Within six (6) months of Special Use Permit approval, the applicant will delineate required
parking spaces on the property per City Zoning and DCSM requirements.

4. A grease trap will be permitted and installed at the property within six (6) months after
Special Use Permit approval with design and specifications subject to approval by City
Public Utilities Department.

Conditions #1 and #2 require livestock to be kept within screened, designated areas, in a manner
that would not be readily visible from outside the property. Condition #3 requires the delineation
of required parking spaces. Condition #4 addresses a concern from Harrisonburg Public Utilities
regarding discharge to the City’s sanitary sewer system by requiring the installation of a grease
trap.

Land Use
The Comprehensive Plan designates this site as Commercial and states:
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Commercial uses include retail, office, professional service functions, restaurants,
and lodging uses. Commercial areas should offer connecting streets, biking and
walking facilities, and public transit services. Interparcel access and connections
are essential to maintaining traffic safety and flow along arterials. Parking should
be located to the sides or rear of buildings.

The SUP would not change the property’s existing industrial use and therefore would not advance
the Commercial land use designation; however, approval would make a long-standing
nonconforming use conforming under the ZO.

Transportation and Traffic

The Determination of Need for a Traffic Impact Analysis (TTIA) form (“TIA determination form)
for the proposed SUP is attached. The TIA determination form indicated that the project would not
generate 100 or more new peak hour trips, which is the threshold for staff to require a TIA.
Therefore, a TIA was not required for the SUP request.

Public Water and Sanitary Sewer
With condition #4 requiring a grease trap, staff has no concerns with the requested special use
permit regarding water and sewer matters.

Conclusion

Approval of the SUP would allow the existing use to become conforming under the ZO, and the
proposed conditions address concerns regarding screening, livestock areas, parking, and the
installation of a grease trap. Staff recommends approval of the SUP with conditions, as submitted
by the applicant.

Options
1. Recommend approval of the special use permit request as submitted by the applicant.
2. Recommend approval of the special use permit with other conditions(s).
3. Recommend denial of the special use permit.

Attachments
e Site maps
e Application and supporting documents
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A crrv of HARRISONBURG

\' i  _ : COM MUNITY Special Use Permit Application
.",: ) a, _; ‘ ¢ DEVELOPMENT www.harrisonburgva.gov/zoning

PROPERTY INFORMATION

256 Charles Street, Harrisonburg, VA 22802 45-(A)-3 1.501 Gereor sq.ft.
Property Address Tax Map Total Land Area (circle)

Existing Zoning Classification: M-1

Special Use being requested: Meat Processing and Storage Facility under City Ordinance Section 10-3-97(18)

with conditions attached hereto as EXHIBIT A.

PROPERTY OWNER INFORMATION

Honest Meats LLC

Property Owner Name Telephone
256 Charles Street

Street Address E-Mail
Harrisonburg VA 22802

City State Zip

OWNER’S REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION

Clark & Bradshaw, PC / Todd C. Rhea
Owner’s Representative

92 N. Liberty Street

Street Address
Harrisonburg VA 22802
City State Zip

CERTIFICATION

I certify that the information supplied on this application and on the attachments provided (maps and other information) is accurate and true
to the best of my knowledge. In addition, I hereby grant permission to the agents and employees of the City of Harrisonburg to enter the above
property for the purposes of processing and reviewing this application. I also understand that, when required, public notice signs will be
posted by the City on any property.

PR PP A~ 5)72/28

PROPERTY OWNER DATE

REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS

Kl Site or Property Map

@ Letter explaining proposed use & reasons for seeking a Special Use Permit.

K Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Determination Form OR Traffic Impact Analysis (TTA) Acceptance Letter signed by Public Works
Department. Applicant is responsible for coordinating with Public Works prior to submitting this application. For more information, visit
www.harrisonburgva.gov/traffic-impact-analysis. This requirement is waived for the following SUPs: major family day homes, reducing
required parking areas, reduction in required side yard setback, wireless telecommunication facilities, wall and fences, and short-term
rentals. To prevent delays in reviewing your application, please consult with Planning staff to confirm your application does not require
a TIA Determination Form or TIA Acceptance Letter.

Note: If applying for a Wireless Telecommunications Facility allowed only by SUP, then also submit a wireless telecommunications facility
application.

TO BE COMPLETED BY PLANNING & ZONING DIVISION

5/ 7/ Zé Total Fees Due: $ H 56'

Date Application and Fee Received Application Fee: $425.00 + $30.00 per acre

Uyt

Received BY L// /

Page 1 Last Updated: December 5, 2019
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CLARK & BRADSHAW, P.C.

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS AT LAW

Tobpp C. RHEA 92 North Liberty Street
MATTHEW C. SUNDERLIN Harrisonburg, Virginia 22802
BRADLEY ]. MOYERS

- J Post iffice Hox 71 Amy L. RusH, C.P.A.
QUINTON B. CALLAHAN Harrisonburg, Virginia 22803-0071 (NOT AN ATTORNEY)
KAREN L. ROWELL Telephone: | NEENEN Facsimile: || '
KATHERINE M. MANN Web Site: www.clark-bradshaw.com
KeviN M. WHEELER Email

May 6, 2026

Via Hand Delivery:

Adam Fletcher, Director

City of Harrisonburg Department of Community Development
409 S. Main Street

Harrisonburg, VA 22801

Re: Honest Meats, LLLC — Special Use Permit Application for a Meat Processing and
Storage Facility use at property located at 256 Charles Street, Harrisonburg, VA 22802,
Tax Map Reference: 045-A-3

Dear Mr. Fletcher:

On behalf of my client, Honest Meats, LLC, | am submitting this letter with supporting
reasons for seeking a Special Use Permit on the subject parcel of real estate along Charles Street
in Harrisonburg. Please find enclosed a Special Use Permit Application seeking approval under
the newly defined special use category in the City’s M-1 General Industrial District Ordinance
Section 10-3-97(18) to permit use of the parcel for a “Meat Processing and Storage Facility”.

The parcel in question contains a current and historical meat processing business located
in the City’s M-1 Zoning District. Meat Processing and Storage Facility operations have
operated on the subject property for over eighty years, and the use requested is consistent with
current and ongoing operations at the facility. There is a USDA inspection office staffed on the
property which regulates the operation under federal food processing guidelines. Four Special
Use conditions are submitted along with the application to alleviate concerns over future outdoor
animal storage at the site, upgraded commercial entrance and installation of a grease trap at the
facility. Historically, live animals are stored at the site for less than 24 hours in an enclosed
structure before entering the building for processing. If granted, the Special Use Permit would
allow the Applicant to convert a grandfathered non-conforming use to a permitted Special
Use. Notably, the facility processes animals almost exclusively from local farmers and many of
the supplying farms use sustainable farming practices.  In the recent past, the City has
participated actively in assisting the owner in obtaining grants for meat processing operations at
the site and it provides great value for independent, organic Valley farmers for processing local
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Special Use Permit and Zoning Amendment
May 6, 2026
Page 2

livestock who would otherwise need to ship their animals long distances for alternative
processing sites.

Thank you for your positive consideration of this Special Use Permit request by Staff.
We have submitted a site or property map in the form of a draft survey showing subject property
with existing permanent structures and site layout along with the required TIA determination
form.  The application also contains Special Use Permit request offered conditions after
consultation with City Staff.

We appreciate the City’s positive consideration of this request.

Sincerely,

Todd C. Rhea

cc: Honest Meats, LL.C
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EXHIBIT A

Special Use Conditions

1. Semi-opaque fencing along the rear property lines and portions of the side property
lines surrounding the livestock barn structure and livestock unloading area shall be
provided and maintained with a 6- foot tall, semi-opaque screen consistent with
existing installed screening in the screening area shown in orange on the attached
Figure 1. Any torn or damaged screening will be repaired or replaced and
maintained on the property. The screened perimeter area would be expanded
should the outdoor livestock unloading, movement and penning area described
below in condition 2 be expanded.

2. No outdoor, open-air livestock pens will be maintained or placed on the
property. Livestock penned in the current livestock unloading barn will not be
stored on site for more than 48 hours absent a regulatory order delaying operations.
All livestock unloading, movement and penning area(s) shall be located behind or to
the side of the principal building in the area shown in purple hashing on the
attached Figure 1.

3. Within six (6) months of Special Use Permit approval, the applicant will delineate
required parking spaces on the property per City Zoning and DCSM requirements.

4. A grease trap will be permitted and installed at the property within six (6) months
after Special Use Permit approval with design and specifications subject to approval
by City Public Utilities Department.
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City of Harrisonburg, VA Determination of Need for a
Department of Public Works Traffic Impact Analysis (TTA)

www.harrisonburgva.gov/traffic-impact-analysis

For inclusion in an application for Planning Commission review (for Special Use Permit, Rezoning or Preliminary Plat), this form
must be submitted to the Public Works Department at least 5 business days prior to the Planning Commission application deadline,

Contact Information

Consultant Name; Todd C. Rhea, Clark & Bradshaw, PC
Telephone:
E-mail:

Owner Name: Honest Meats, LLC
Telephone:
E-mail;

Project Information

Project Name: Honest Meats Special Use Permit Application
Project Address: 256 Charles Street
T™ #: 45-A-3

Existing Land Use(s): [Industrial Zone Historical Meat Processing and Storage Operation

Proposed Land Use(s):
(if applicable) NA

s . Comprehensive Special Use ; Preliminary
Submission Type. Site Plan O Permit @ Rezoning O Plat O

Project Description: | Site survey attached. Historical meat processing and storage
(Include site plan or  |operation which has operated for over 80 years as a

preliminary sketch and |grandfathered non-conforming use seeking to be granted Special
additional details on  |Use permit approval for existing operations at M-1 zoned property
land use, acreage,
access to site, etc)

Peak Hour Trip Generation (from row 15 on the second page)

AM Peak Hour Trips: |()

PM Peak Hour Trips: |()

(reserved for City staff)

TIA required? Yes No N/

Comments:

Accepted by: m %M, Date: _ 04/23/2026

Revised Date: December 2019
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www.harrisonburgva.gov/traffic-impact-analysis

Peak Hour Trip Generation by Land Use

Row ITE Land Use Use Code | UMt | Quanity | g5t Traiic | Adjacent Steeet Tt
| Proposed #1 |General Light Industrial 110 Employees 25 13 14
2 Proposed #2
3 Proposed #3
4 | Proposed #4
5 Proposed #5
6 Proposed #6
F Total New Trips 13 14
8 Existing #1 | General Light Industrial 110 Employees 25 13 14
9 Existing #2
10 | Existing #3
11 Existing #4
12 Existing #5
13 Existing #6
14 Total Existing Trips 13 14
15 Final Total (Total New — Total Existing) 0 0
Instructions

Determination of trip generation rates shall be in conformance with ITE guidelines.

1. Based on the intended use(s), calculate the AM Peak and PM Peak trip generation using the AM and PM Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic rates from
the most current version of the ITE Trip Generation Manual (rows 1-6). Attach additional sheets as necessary for more uses.

Sum up all of the trips generated for the new uses in the Total New Trips row (row 7).

3. Ifthe development has any existing uses, calculate the AM Peak and PM Peak trip generations using the AM and PM Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic

rates from the most current version of the ITE Trip Generation Manual (rows 8-13). Attach additional sheets as necessary for more uses.

Sum up all of the trips generated for the existing uses in the Total Existing Trips row (row 14).

5. Subtract the total existing trips from the total new trips to get the final total number of trips generated by the development (row 15). Enter these numbers

on the first page.

Revised Date: December 2019

109



3

V.

For the best experience, open this PDF portfolio in
Acrobat X or Adobe Reader X, or later.

Get Adobe Reader Now!



http://www.adobe.com/go/reader

City of Harrisonburg 409 South Main Street

Harrisonburg, VA 22801

Legislation Text

File #: ID 26-212, Version: 1

Subject:

Consider a request from WFS Hanson LLC to rezone 2210 and 2230 East Market Street

Presented By: Meg Rupkey, Department of Community Development

A request from WFS Hanson LLC to rezone a +/- 6.6-acre property from R-1, Single-Family
Residential District to R-8C, Small Lot Residential District Conditional. The property is addressed as
2210 and 2230 East Market Street and is identified as tax map parcel 74-A-1.

City of Harrisonburg Page 1 of 1 Printed on 6/5/2026
powered by Legistar™
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CITY OF HARRISONBURG

June 10, 2026 Planning Commission Meeting

Title
Consider Rezoning and Special Use Permit for 2210 and 2230 East Market Street — Meg Rupkey,
Community Development

Summary
Project name N/A
Address/Location 2210 and 2230 East Market Street
Tax Map Parcels 74-A-1
Total Land Area +/- 6.6-acres
Property Owner WES Hanson LLC
Owner’s Representative Providence Acquisition Partners, LLC
Present Zoning R-1, Single-Family Residential District
Proposed Zoning R-8C, Small Lot Residential District Conditional
Proposed Special Use Permit(s) Section 10-3-59.4 (1) to allow attached townhouses
of no more than eight units
Planning Commission June 10, 2026 (Public Hearing)
Anticipated July 14, 2026 (First Reading/Public
City Council Hearing)
Anticipated July 28, 2026 (Second Reading)
Recommendation

Option 1. Recommend denial of the rezoning and special use permit.

Context & Analysis
The following land uses are located on and adjacent to the property:
Site: Vacant single-family detached dwelling, zoned R-1

North: Vacant land and Spotswood Country Club, zoned R-1
East: Single-family detached dwellings, zoned R-1

South: Single-family detached dwelling and across Betts Road, single-family detached
dwellings, zoned R-1 and R-6
West: Across East Market Street, commercial uses, zoned B-2

The applicant is requesting to rezone a 6.6-acre site from R-1, Single Family Residential District
to R-8C, Small Lot Residential District Conditional. Along with the rezoning, the applicant is
simultaneously requesting a special use permit (SUP) per Section 10-3-59.4 (1) to allow for 49
townhouses with no more than eight units in a row. The site is addressed as 2210 and 2230 East
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Market Street and is identified as tax map parcel 74-A-1. The site has public street frontage along
East Market Street and Betts Road, but the applicant is proposing to only provide access to Betts

Road.

Proffers

The applicant has offered the following proffers (written verbatim):

1.

Public Right-of-Way Dedication. Prior to the City’s issuance of the first
building permit, the Owner of the Property shall dedicate to the City of
Harrisonburg a strip of land twenty (20) feet in width along the frontage of
East Market Street (Route 33) for public right-of-way purposes in which
dedication area the City may construct a shared use path. In addition to this
dedication, Owner will provide a temporary construction easement of 20-ft
adjacent to the newly dedicated right-of-way with an expiration of 10 years
after site plan approval.
Maximum Residential Density. Development of the Property shall be limited
to a maximum of forty-nine (49) dwelling units.
Buffer and Screening. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy,
a landscape buffer that is twenty (20) feet in width and shall consist of a
double-staggered row of evergreen trees, with a minimum height of four (4)
feet at the time of planting will be installed adjacent to six (6) existing single-
family residences on Fairway Drive identified by the following addresses
and City of Harrisonburg tax map identification numbers:

105 Fairway Drive 074 D 31

109 Fairway Drive 074 D 30

115 Fairway Drive 074 D 29

121 Fairway Drive 074 D 28

127 Fairway Drive 074 D 27

133 Fairway Drive 074 D 26
The landscape buffer shall be as detailed on the associated illustrative plan.
The buffer shall be maintained in good condition by the homeowners’
association, including replacement of dead or damaged plant material.
Screening Fence. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy, a six-
foot (6') high opaque, board-on-board fence shall be installed in the
approximate location illustrated on the illustrative plan. For the sake of
clarity, the screening fence will be installed along the Property boundary with
vacant land identified as City of Harrisonburg tax map identification number
74-A-3, and along the Property boundary with the six (6) existing single-
family residences located on Fairway Drive, identified by the following
addresses and City of Harrisonburg tax map identification numbers:

105 Fairway Drive 074 D 31
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109 Fairway Drive 074 D 30
115 Fairway Drive 074 D 29
121 Fairway Drive 074 D 28
127 Fairway Drive 074 D 27
133 Fairway Drive 074 D 26

5. Effective Date. These Proffers shall become effective only upon approval of
the rezoning of the Property by the Harrisonburg City Council.

6. Tot Lot. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy, the Property
shall contain a playground for use by residents. The playground shall be a
minimum of 1,000 square feet and shall include typical age-appropriate
playground equipment and play features customarily found at childcare,
preschool, daycare, and early childhood education facilities.

7. Guest Parking. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy, the
Property shall contain overflow/Guest Parking of at least ten (10) parking
spaces in the area generally shown on the illustrative plan.

8. Sidewalk on Betts. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy, the
developer will build and dedicate a public sidewalk to the City of
Harrisonburg along the frontage of Betts Road as generally shown on the
illustrative plan.

The illustrative layout is not proffered.

In preparation for the public hearings for their rezoning and SUP requests, the applicant has met
with surrounding community members. The applicant describes in their letter that they have
received feedback from community members regarding “site access, neighborhood connectivity,
guest parking, buffering, and overall project design.” The applicant has proffered a maximum of
49 dwelling units (Proffer #2), a 20-foot-wide landscaping buffer adjacent to single-family
properties on Fairway Drive (Proffer #3), and a six-foot-tall opaque fence adjacent to single-
family properties on Fairway Drive, as well as, the vacant property between the subject property
and Spotswood Country Club (Proffer #4). The applicant has also proffered a tot lot of at least
1,000 square feet (Proffer #6) and a minimum of 10 additional off-street parking spaces for guests
in addition to the one space per dwelling unit that is required per the ZO section 10-3-25 (7)
(Proffer #7).

Land Use
The Comprehensive Plan designates this site as Limited Commercial and states:

These areas are suitable for commercial and professional office development but in
a less intensive approach than the Commercial designation. These areas need
careful controls to ensure compatibility with adjacent land uses. The maintenance
of functional and aesthetic integrity should be emphasized in review of applications
for development and redevelopment and should address such matters as: control of
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access; landscaping and buffering; parking; setback; signage; and building mass,
height, and orientation. It is important that development within Limited
Commercial areas does not incrementally increase in intensity to become similar to
the Commercial designation. Efforts should be made to maintain the intent as
described above.

The subject property is located across Betts Road from an existing single-family detached home
neighborhood (Chatham Square) and between an existing single-family detached home
neighborhood (Fairway Hills) and East Market Street, which is a four-lane, divided arterial street.
While a townhome community can, at times, serve as an appropriate use between these areas, at
this time, staff is not convinced the proposed rezoning and SUP are necessary to deviate from
developing something similar to the adjacent uses or for what is planned by the Comprehensive
Plan’s Land Use Guide.

Transportation and Traffic
The Determination of Need for a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) form (“TIA determination form”)

for the proposed rezoning is attached. The TIA determination form indicated that the project would
not generate 100 or more new peak hour trips, which is the threshold for staff to require a TIA.
Therefore, a TIA was not required for the rezoning request.

Proffer #1 provides for the dedication of a 20-foot strip of right-of-way along East Market Street
for a future shared use path, as well as a 20-foot temporary construction easement, the latter
would expire 10 years after engineered comprehensive site plan approval. While staff is
appreciative of the dedication of right-of-way and temporary construction easement, staff would
have preferred that the applicant construct the path, or design and grade the space for future
construction by the City.

Proffer #8 provides for the construction of a sidewalk along the Betts Road frontage of the
property. Sidewalk improvements are not required as part of development of the site due to the
absence of sidewalk on an adjacent property, however, this proffer would require the property
owner to construct sidewalks along Betts Road as generally shown on the illustrative plan.

In December 2025, the Department of Public Works installed delineators at the intersection of East
Market Street and Betts Road to create a Restricted Crossing U-Turn (RCUT). This was done in
response to safety concerns and an evaluation of the number of crashes that have occurred at this
intersection. An RCUT prohibits direct left turns and straight-through movements from side
streets, which means drivers coming from Betts Road or Betts Court can no longer cross directly
through East Market Street. Instead, vehicles on Betts Road approaching East Market Street must
turn right onto East Market Street and then make a U-turn at a different median opening, such as
at Evelyn Byrd Avenue, in order to travel eastbound on East Market Street. The delineators at the
intersection are intended to be temporary, and the Department of Public Works has been evaluating
the intersection since the RCUT was installed. At the Transportation Safety and Advisory
Commission (TSAC) meeting in June 2026, the Department of Public Works will recommend

4
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making the RCUT permanent. If TSAC endorses staff’s recommendation to make the RCUT
permanent, construction of a permanent concrete island (similar to what is at the Valley Mall
entrance on E. Market Street) would be planned for summer 2026.

Staft and the applicant discussed the possibility of providing access to the site from East Market
Street through a connection at the signalized intersection of East Market Street and Evelyn Byrd
Avenue. Staff advised the applicant that adding a new connection (leg) to the existing signalized
intersection would require further evaluation including, but not limited to, feasibility for left-turn
lanes for eastbound traffic on East Market Street to the proposed development, where signal
infrastructure would be in installed, and if crosswalks and pedestrian signals would be required.
The relocation of an existing power pole along East Market Street could also be necessary to
construct an access point at this intersection. For this project, the applicant expressed concerns
about the significant grade difference from East Market Street and the challenges that such a
situation creates.

Public Water and Sanitary Sewer
While staft does not anticipate issues regarding water or sanitary sewer service availability for the

proposed development, the applicant has been advised that they will be responsible to complete a
study of the water and sanitary sewer capacity as part of the engineered comprehensive site plan
process. Any public system improvements required to meet the increased demands resulting from
the project will be the responsibility of the developer.

Housing
The City’s Comprehensive Housing Assessment and Market Study (Housing Study) places the

subject property within Market Type D, which notes that “[m]arket type D has lower market
activity as well as lower access to amenities. This could be because the areas are stable residential
neighborhoods or because the area is less developed and therefore has fewer sales and fewer
amenities. Strategies that would be appropriate in the latter case include concurrent development
of the housing and economic opportunities through mixed-use developments to build commerce
and housing centers across the City.”

The Housing Study identifies a need for a variety of housing options throughout Harrisonburg and
notes that increasing housing can help address housing demand. Additionally, townhomes, which
are typically priced less than detached homes, can be a more attainable homeownership option,
creating opportunities for first-time homebuyers.

Know that since January 2021, when the Housing Study was completed, through April 16, 2026,
City Council has created the opportunity, through approving rezonings, SUPs, and other actions,
for the development of 3,988 dwelling units. Of those, 1,276 (about 32%) are for townhomes,
while only 289 (just over 7%) are for single-family detached homes.

Public Schools
The City contracted with the University of Virginia’s Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service to

complete a report titled "Population and School Enrollment Projects for the City of Harrisonburg"

5
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(April 2025). The report can be found at the following
link: https://harrisonburgva.gov/sites/default/files/city-

manager/HarrisonburgSchoolEnrollment _2025-04-30 Final.pdf. This report provides

overall student enrollment projections through 2034 as well as estimated student generation by
housing type for each elementary school attendance zone.

Based on the Weldon Cooper Center report’s calculation, this development’s proposed 49
residential units are estimated to generate 37 K-12 students at full build-out. According to the
School Board’s current attendance boundaries, Smithland Elementary School, Skyline Middle
School, and Rocktown High School would serve the students residing in this development.

Conclusion

Staff acknowledges that the applicant's proffered conditions address some of the needs and
concerns raised by City staff and neighboring property owners. However, staff finds that the
proposed townhomes are not consistent with adjacent existing land uses nor the Comprehensive
Plan's Land Use Guide.

Staff recommends denial of the rezoning and special use permit.

If the Planning Commission wishes to recommend approval of the rezoning and special use permit,
staff recommends the following condition for the special use permit to allow townhouses:

- The townhouse development shall include either a public street or a private street where
each townhouse is served by a driveway.

Options
1. Recommend denial of the rezoning and special use permit.
2. Recommend approval of the rezoning and special use permit with the recommended
condition.
3. Recommend approval of the rezoning and special use permit with other conditions.
4. Recommend approval of the rezoning and special use permit as submitted by the applicant.
5. Recommend approval of the rezoning and denial of the special use permit.

Attachments
e Site maps
e Application and supporting documents
e Public comments
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Docusign Envelope ID: A6F76065-6CDB-4153-AB66-E4640BB9F 122

—
HARRISONBURG Change of Zoning District S
E':WOOF MMUNITY (Rezoning) Application
DEVELOPMENT www.harrisonburgva.gov/zoning
PROPERTY INFORMATION
2210 East Market Street 074 A1 6.61 acres or sq.ft.
Property Address Tax Map Parcel/ID Total Land Areca (circle)
Existing Zoning District: R1 (Low Density Residential) Proposed Zoning District: R8 (Small Lot Residential)

Existing Comprehensive Plan Designation: Commercial

PROPERTY OWNER INFORMATION

WFS Hanson LLC (Contract Purchaser = Providence Acquisition Partners, LLC) _

Property Owner Name Telephone
I

Street Address E-Mail
.

City State Zip

OWNER’S REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION

Westwood Professional Services -

Owner’s Representative Telephone
T I
Street Address E-Mail
]

City . State  Zip

CERTIFICATION

I certify that the information supplied on this application and on the attachments provided (maps and other information) is accurate and true
to the best of my knowledge. In addition, I hereby grant permission to the agents and employees of the City of Harrisonburg to enter the above
property for the purposes of processing and reviewing this application. I also understand that, when required, public notice signs will be
posted by the City on any property.(— Sianedby:

Swsan. §. HKanson, Mm,m:)w 5/1/2026 | 10:59:42 AM EDT

3DABCBCOFECH447

PROPERTY OWNER DATE
REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS

Letter explaining proposed use & reasons for seeking change in zoning.

Statement on proffers, if applying for conditional rezoning.

Survey of property or site map.

Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Determination Form OR Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Acceptance Letter signed by Public Works
Department. Applicant is responsible for coordinating with Public Works prior to submitting this application. For more information,
visit www.harrisonburgva.gov/traffic-impact-analysis.

TO BE COMPLETED BY PLANNING & ZONING DIVISION
5/7/26 Total Fees Due: $ 760

Application Fee: $550.00 + $30.00 per acre

Date Application and Fee Received

Meg Rupkey

Received By

Page1lof1l Last Updated: December 5, 2019
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Docusign Envelope ID: EC4D5593-B4E7-8DCD-8172-6F0E9369DF9D
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¢ & ciry o HARRISONBURG
U COMMUNITY Special Use Permit Application
9 [) o DEVELOPMENT www.harrisonburgva.gov/zoning
(o
PROPERTY INFORMATION
2210 East Market Street, Harrisonburg 074 A1 6.608 @ rsq.f.
Property Address Tax Map Total Land Area (circle)

R-1

Existing Zoning Classification:

Special Use being requested: D@velopment of a for-sale residential community consisting of 49 residences, with

no individual building containing more than eight attached dwelling units.

PROPERTY OWNER INFORMATION

WFS Hanson, LLC
Property Owner Name

%

Street Address E-Mail

City State Zip

OWNER’S REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION

Susan S. Hanson, Manager _

Owner’s Representative Telephone
Street Address E-Mail

City State Zip

CERTIFICATION

I certify that the information supplied on this application and on the attachments provided (maps and other information) is accurate and true
lo the best of my knowledge. In addition, I hereby grant permission to the agents and employees of the Cily of Harrisonburg to enter the above
properiy for the purposes of processing and reviewing this application. I also understand that, when required, public notice signs will be
posted by the City on any property, ;~Signedby:

Swsan. . Kanson, Mw»)ue/uzozm 12:36:08 PM EDT

3D0ECECOFECEI4——

PROPERTY OWNER DATE

» REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS

[ Site or Property Map
B/Letter explaining proposed use & reasons for seeking a Special Use Permit.
Traffic Impact Analysis (TTA) Determination Form OR Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Acceptance Letter signed by Public Works
Department. Applicant is responsible for coordinating with Public Works prior to submitting this application. For more information, visit
www harrisonburgva. gov/traffic-impact-analysis. This requirement is waived for the following SUPs: major family day homes, reducing
required parking areas, reduction in required side yard setback, wireless telecommunication facilities, wall and fences, and short-term
rentals. To prevent delays in reviewing your application, please consult with Planning staff to confirm your application does not require
a TIA Determination Form or TIA Acceptance Letter.
Note: If applying for a Wireless Telecommunications Facility allowed only by SUP, then also submit a wireless telecommunications facility
application.

TO BE COMPLETED BY PLANNING & ZONING DIVISION

ul/// 2 (’/‘ Total Fees Due: $ 655 (PFJ(‘ 5/\4)

Date Application and Fee Received Application Fee: $425.00 + $30.00 per acre
o 2 W o S
Received By A P

Page 1 Last Updated: December S, 2019



104 Industry Way, Suite 102
Staunton, VA 24401

WeStWOOd main  (540) 248-3220

fax (540) 248-3221

May 6, 2026

City of Harrisonburg, Planning & Zoning Division
Attn: Meghan Rupkey, CZO

409 S. Main Street

Harrisonburg, VA 22801

Re: Parcel ID 074 A 1 — Project Narrative, Community Engagement, and Rezoning Justification

This letter is being provided to supplement the rezoning application for parcel number 074 A 1
located at 2210 East Market Street, Harrisonburg, Virginia. We are requesting rezoning of the parcel
from R-1 (Low Density Residential) to R-8 (Small Lot Residential) to allow the development of a
thoughtfully designed, for-sale townhome community. The present R-1 zoning does not permit
attached townhome development, and the existing topography, roadway frontage, and site geometry
create design constraints under the current zoning. The requested R-8 rezoning will allow a more
efficient and context-sensitive site design while providing a compatible residential transition with
surrounding development. The proposed density reflects a deliberate balance between housing
opportunity, site constraints, neighborhood compatibility, and long-term design quality, while
incorporating enhanced buffering, meaningful open space, and a site layout responsive to both the
property’s physical characteristics and community input. All proposed conditions utilize larger lot
sizes, enhanced parking, expanded buffering, and a density below what would otherwise be
permitted under R-8 zoning.

The proposed community is also intended to support the City’s goals of expanding housing choice,
encouraging attainable homeownership opportunities, and promoting compatible infill
development within areas already served by public infrastructure.

In preparation for this application, the development team met with City staff in pre-application
meetings on October 9, 2025, and January 22, 2026, to review the evolving concept plan and receive
guidance regarding site design, neighborhood compatibility, pedestrian connectivity, and applicable
development standards. Between these meetings, the concept plan was refined to address staff
input, evaluate opportunities for future extension of the mixed-use path along East Market Street,
and further develop a housing product intended to complement both the site and surrounding
community.

Following City staff’s recommendations, the development team initiated direct outreach with
adjacent neighborhoods and has met with neighboring residents on four occasions. These
discussions generated valuable feedback regarding site access, neighborhood connectivity, guest
parking, buffering, and overall project design. In response, the concept plan has been revised
multiple times to incorporate enhanced buffering and privacy screening, additional guest parking,
improved pedestrian connections, and refinements to the overall site layout. Updated plans have
been shared with neighboring property owners throughout this process to demonstrate that
community input has been heard and meaningfully incorporated into the proposal.

westwoodps.com
(888) 937-5150
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104 Industry Way, Suite 102
Staunton, VA 24401

WeStWOOd main  (540) 248-3220

fax (540) 248-3221

After more than a year of planning, multiple meetings with City staff, ongoing engagement with
neighboring property owners, and several iterations of design refinement, we respectfully submit
this application for consideration by the Planning Commission and City Council.

We believe the proposed development represents a thoughtful, context-sensitive residential
community that aligns with the City’s housing goals, expands homeownership opportunities, and
responds meaningfully to surrounding neighborhood input. We respectfully request your favorable
consideration of this rezoning application.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

WESTWOOD PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

William H. Gielen
Assistant Service Lead

westwoodps.com
(888) 937-5150
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Proffer Statement
In Connection with Rezoning

THIS PROFFER STATEMENT Is made as of (date), by
Providence Acquisition Partners, LLC, Virginia limited liability company (the “Profferor”), as
contract purchaser of that certain property owned by WFS Hanson, LLC {“Owner”) located at
2210 East Market Street (Route 33), City of Harrisonburg, Virginia, and identified as City of
Harrisonburg tax map identification number 074-A-1 (the “Property”).

WHEREAS, Profferot has filed an application with the City of Harrisonburg to rezone the
Property; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to 815.2-2298 of the Code of Virginia, the Profferor voluntarily offers
the following proffers, which are intended to be reasonabie, related to the rezoning, and in
conformity with the Comprehensive Plan of the City of Harrisonburg,

NOW, THEREFORE, Profferor hereby voluntarily proffers that the use and development of
the Property shall be In strict accordance with the following conditions {the “Proffers”):

1. Public Right-of-Way Dedicaticn, Prior to the City's issuance of the first building permit, the
Owner of the Property shall dedicate to the City of Harrisonburg a strip of land twenty (20}
feet in width along the frontage of East Market Street (Route 33) for public right-of-way
purposes in which dedication area the City may construct a shared use path. In addition to
this dedication, Owner will provide a temporary construction easement of 20-ft adjacent to
the newly dedicated right-of-way with an expiration of 10 years after site plan approval.

2. Maximum Residentiat Density. Development of the Property shall be limited to a maximum
of forty-nine (49) dwelling units.

3. Buffer and Screening. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy, a landscape
buffer that is twenty {20) feet in width and shall consist of a double-staggered row of
evergreen {rees, with a minimum height of four {4) feet at the time of ptanting will be
installed adjacent to six (6} existing single-family residences on Fairway Drive identified by
the following addresses and City of Harrisonburg tax map identification numbers:

105 Fairway Drive 074 D 31
109 Fairway Drive 074 D 30
115 Fairway Drlve 074 D 29
121 Fairway Drive 074 D 28
127 Fairway Drive 074 D 27
133 Fairway Drive 074 D 26
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The landscape buffer shall be as detailed on the associated illustrative plan. The buffer
shall be maintained in good condition by the homeowners’ association, including
replacement of dead or damaged plant material.

4, Screening Fence. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy, a six-foot {(6') high
opaquse, board-on-board fence shall be installed In the approximate location illustrated on
the illustrative plan, For the sake of clarity, the screening fence will be installed along the
Property boundary with vacant land identified as City of Harrisonburg tax map
identification number 74-A-3, and along the Propetty boundary with the six (6) existing
single-family residences located on Fairway Drive, identified by the following addresses
and City of Harrisonburg tax map identification numbers:

105 Fairway Dvive 074 D 31
109 Fairway Drive 074 D 30
115 Fairway Drive 074 D 29
121 Fairway Drive 074 D 28
127 Fairway Drive 074 D 27
133 Fairway Drive 074 D 26

b. Effective Date, These Proffers shall become effective only upon approval of the rezoning of
the Property by the Harrisonburg City Council,

6. Totlot. Priortoissuance of the final certificate of occupancy, the Property shall contain a
playground for use by residents. The playground shall be a minimum of 1,000 square feet
and shall inctude typical age-appropriate playground equipment and play features
customarily found at childcare, preschool, daycare, and early childhood education
facillties.

7. Guest Parking. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy, the Property shalt
contain overflow/Guest Parking of at least ten (10} parking spaces in the area generally
shown on the illustrative plan.

8. Sidewalk on Betts. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy, the developer will
build and dedicate a pubtic sidewalk to the City of Harrisonburg along the frontage of Betts
Road as generally shown on the illustrative plan.

SIGNATURES FOLLOW ON NEXT PAGE
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Profferor and Owner have executed this Proffer Statement as
of the date first written above.

Providence Acquisition Partners, LLC, Profferor

By:

Robert B, Seidel Date

Managing Member
WFS Hanson, LLC, Owner

Authenisey
@mh iy 06/04/26

By:

Susan S Hanson, Manager Date
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Plot Date/Time: 1/28/2026 10:12 AM
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Site Summary

Owner WFS Hanson LLC
Locality Harrisonburg, VA
Tax Map # / Parcel ID # 074 A 1
| Instrument # DB 3013 PG 776
1 Address 2210 East Market Street
| Acreage 6.61
Flood Zone? No
Wetlands? None, Per National Wetland Service
Existing Zoning R1 (Low Density Residential)
Proposed Zoning R8 (Small Lot Residential District)
| Ex. Comp. Plan Use Limited Commercial
»f: Max. Density Z‘!,800 St/ Tomhom(’e: . . Stormwater
e one ront ide* ear
.-_.,,_-* Setbacks 5 o T o Management Area
Wl Min. Lot Depth 60 0.5 *Ac.
b M Min. Lot width 18
ol Max. Building Height 3 Stories, 40’
' Proposed Units 49 Units (8 Units/ Acre)
| Required Parking 1 Space/Unit = 49 Parking Spaces
R 1 Garage & 2 Driveway Spaces per unit
| Proposed Parking 23 Parking lot Guest Spaces
) Total Proposed = 170 Parking Spaces
g * 10’ Side setback for 4 or less units. 15" for over 4 units
‘? y Supplemental Rezoning Required to R8 with a Special Use Permit to allow townhomes
R g Requirements Separate Special Use Permit required to allow 10’ side yard setbacks on
' buildings with over 4 units.
Pt Comititons 201 R.O.W. along East Mad\'et deedeld to the city for future multi-use path
% 20" Landscaped buffer with over 4 units.
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Westwood Professional Services ’ Inc. THIS PLAN IS CONCEPTUAL IN NATURE AND SUBJECT TO CHANGE. THE CONCEPT MAY

NOT NECESSARILY DEPICT THE PROJECT AS IT SHALL FINALLY BE DEVELOPED.

HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA APRIL 2026
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V City of Harrisonburg, VA Determination of Need for a
¥ | Department of Public Works Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA)

www .harrisonburgva.gov/traffic-impact-analysis

For inclusion in an application for Planning Commission review (for Special Use Permit, Rezoning or Preliminary Plat), this form
must be submitted to the Public Works Department at least 5 business days prior to the Planning Commission application deadline.

Contact Information

Consultant Name: Westwood Professional Services, Inc.

Telephone: 540-248-3220

E-mail: Bill. Moore@WestwoodPS.com

Owner Name: WFS Hanson, LLC (Contract Purchaser = Rob Seidel)
Telephone: (703) 946-4984 (Contract Purchaser)

E-mail: robert.seidel@svn.com

Project Information

Project Name: 2210 East Market Street

Project Address: 2210 East Market Street

T™ #: 074-A-1

Existing Land Use(s): |Low Density Residential (R-1), vacant

Proposed Land Use(s): _ _ _ _ .
(if applicable) Small Lot Residential (R-8) with Special Use Permit for Townhomes
Submission Type: Comprelicnsive O opecial Use O Rezoning @ Preliminary

Project Description: | pronosed residential development consisting of up to 55

(Include site plan or | qwnhome units. Single access to Betts Road. See attached
preliminary sketch and concept plan.

additional details on
land use, acreage,
access to site, etc)

Peak Hour Trip Generation (from row 15 on the second page)

AM Peak Hour Trips: |26

PM Peak Hour Trips: |28

(reserved for City staff)

TIA required? Yes No
Comments:

Accepted by: Zonitt, Masen. Date:  03/13/2026

Revised Date: December 2019
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Peak Hour Trip Generation by Land Use

Row ITE Land Use IUTsl;: 2232 Uit Quantity Ad?alzle:: aSlt(rile(:lfIl"r:ffﬂc Adli?clle:: gl:r?e(:uTrr:ffﬁc

1 Proposed #1 | Townhomes (Single-Family Attached) 215 Dwelling Units 55 26 28
2 Proposed #2

3 Proposed #3

4 Proposed #4

5 Proposed #5

6 Proposed #6

7 Total New Trips 26 28
8 Existing #1 |Vacant NA 0 0
9 Existing #2

10 | Existing #3

11 Existing #4

12 Existing #5

13 Existing #6

14 Total Existing Trips 0 0
15 Final Total (Total New — Total Existing) 26 28

Instructions

Determination of trip generation rates shall be in conformance with ITE guidelines.

1. Based on the intended use(s), calculate the AM Peak and PM Peak trip generation using the AM and PM Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic rates from
the most current version of the ITE Trip Generation Manual (rows 1-6). Attach additional sheets as necessary for more uses.

Sum up all of the trips generated for the new uses in the Total New Trips row (row 7).

If the development has any existing uses, calculate the AM Peak and PM Peak trip generations using the AM and PM Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic
rates from the most current version of the ITE Trip Generation Manual (rows 8-13). Attach additional sheets as necessary for more uses.

Sum up all of the trips generated for the existing uses in the Total Existing Trips row (row 14).

5. Subtract the total existing trips from the total new trips to get the final total number of trips generated by the development (row 15). Enter these numbers
on the first page.

Revised Date: December 2019
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TO THE HARRISONBURG PLANNING COMMISSION

My husband and | are Fairway Hills residents and we would like to express our concerns
about the proposed subdivision at the intersection of East Market St and Betts Rd.

1. If members of the commission have not already done so, we urge you to take a drive
through any of the existing 3 story townhome developments. The amount of cars
both in driveways and parked on the street will give you an idea of what this
development will look like.The.Ryan Homes development less than a mile Eastis a
perfect example of bad traffic planning onto Rt 33

2. TRAFFIC The only entrance on Betts Rd onto East Market St is the developer’s way
to cut development costs. The safest and best solution would be an entrance
directly onto East Market St west of Betts Road but the developers won’t do this.

3. THE PROPOSED TOWNHOUSES Make no miétake, these 3 lavel townhomes will be
priced for one thing in mind...

The ability to add a 4" Bedroom and bath to attract investors and the more
renters per unit means more vehicles to park. There is nothing in writing from the
developers to prevent this.

4, WHY BUY IN THE CITY WHEN THE EXACT SAME PROPERTIES ARE AVAILABLE
CLOSETO THE CITY , OFFER MORE AMENITIES AND HAVE A MUCH LOWER REAL
ESTATE TAX RATE '

5. There is a real SHORTAGE OF SINGLE LEVEL HOMES FOR EMPTY NESTERS,SINGLE
PROFESSIONALS& RETIREES. EITHER DUPLEXES OR FOUR PLEXES. 2 or 3
Bedrooms, Single car garage.These types of units historically sell at premium prices
and don’t stay on the market long. This acreage would be perfect for something like
this.

6. BUFFERZONE ....the affected homes on Fairway Dr. are valued between $500,000
and $800,000. To offer only a 20 ft setback and a 6 ft fence doesn’t seem
appropriate. There should be a much wider setback(50 ft) and there should be an 8ft
fence constructed to help maintain the property value of these homes.

The developer has stated on atleast 2 occasions that if this project dossn’t move
forward, we will eventually be looking at “ commercial development that wilt bring
far more noise, not to mention garbage and rats”. We have more faith in our city
government than this. But we hope that 8 story townhomes that will most likely be
sold to investors is not what the city wants to happen next to one of the city’s
loveliest neighborhoods. '

me \dou-—é , Qpb&-t Bﬁﬁ’k@mu«w

216 Fourwory Drive
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@ Outlook

Planning Commission: 2210 E Market Street development

From Mark Damian Duda <mark@responsivemanagement.com>
Date Fri 5/29/2026 5:46 PM
To CD Planning <CDPlanning@harrisonburgva.gov>

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Dear Esteemed Planning Commission,
| would like to file my strong objection to the proposed development at 2210 E Market Street.

As currently planned, the entrance and exit to this proposed development will enter and exit via Betts
Road.

The development will cause additional strain on the entrance and exit of Betts Road and E Market where
there are already dangerous traffic issues.

The proposed community should build its own road to enter/exit on to Market Street, not Betts Road.

The development should not go forward until this major community safety issue is addressed by the
builder, and a separate road from the development to E Market Street is constructed.

Thank you for considering our objection and putting public safety over ill-conceived development plans.

Mark Damian Duda
Executive Director
Responsive Management
Certified Wildlife Biologist ®
PO Box 1828

Harrisonburg, VA 22801
540-432-1888
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@ Outlook

2210 E Market Street proposed townhouses

From Barbara Anders <barbara.ch.swiss@gmail.com>
Date Mon 6/1/2026 12:18 PM
To CD Planning <CDPlanning@harrisonburgva.gov>

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Good afternoon,

My name is Barbara Anders, | am a resident in the Fairway Hills neighborhood. | am writing in
regards to the rezoning & special use permits application that was submitted for 2210 E. Market st.
The development being proposed is a 49-unit 3 bedroom townhouse community with a sole point of
entry/exit via Betts Dr. directly off Market St/US33, a major thoroughfare. As of now, the intersection of
East Market St/US33 & Betts Dr./Court, restricts Left turns from either side of Betts Dr. on Market
St/US33 this will be made permanent by summer 2026. Meaning you can only turn right onto US33
and must U-turn (if necessary), at the Evelyn Bird intersection. The major concern with this
development will be the considerable & extensive impact on traffic and safety. As the city of
Harrisonburg continues to grow | have experienced the challenges of exiting Betts Dr on US33 just in
the last few years with the increase of development and traffic. Adding an additional 122-147 vehicles
which would be the national average for a 49-unit 3 bedroom townhouse community would so
severely bottleneck the main exit point on to US33 especially with these newly implemented turning
restrictions. Another issue with this development is the lack of parking. For this many units the rule of
thumb is typically 2.0 dedicated off-street parking spaces per townhouses. As the current design
stands, there is only one parking bay for guests with 23 spaces at the far end of the proposed site
plan, which will most definitely cause overflow parking out onto Betts Dr. causing safety issues,
compromising fire lanes, emergency access and would additionally impact traffic entering/exiting Betts
Dr.. As a community we have met with the developers and raised our many, many concerns. Some
have been addressed but the issues I've mentioned will be the most impactful and detrimental have
not been addressed. We have asked, requested and implored the developers to add an alternative
entry and or exit point directly on to US33 which would mitigate some of these concerns and all have
been shut down. Currently there is an existing driveway on US33 that leads directly into the land use
which could and should be utilized. Another option raised in past meetings is an additional entry/exit
point at the top of the property past the Evelyn Bird intersection. | understand traffic and safety must
be considered and is the biggest priority, that said; if an exit point was put in beyond the Evelyn Bird
light, residents would have a dedicated exit window between light changes and could use the
Target/Khol's median to make any necessary U-turns. All of which is considerably safer when
compared to exiting onto US33 from Betts. | urge you, those with the power, to mandate an additional
entry/exit point to help mitigate the traffic impact on the primary thoroughfare. Lastly, consider the
emergency vehicle access, response times, vehicle turnaround and evacuation routes. If the single
access point gets blocked by a crash, a fallen tree, weather impact, even a fire hose, emergency
vehicles cannot get in and residents cannot escape. I'm not aware what the codes are to force
developers to build a second entry/exit but with the proposed 49 units this should be enforced. This
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all will support long-term community growth and safety. | have attached for your quick reference and
convenience the development rendering to look over and consider all | have mentioned.

Thank you for your attention and consideration,

Sent from my iPhone
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@ Outlook

RE: Planning Commission RE: 2210 E. Market St. Rezoning

From Michael Missy Louis <mmlouis1120@gmail.com>

Date Mon 6/1/2026 11:50 AM

To Laura A. Dent <Laura.Dent@harrisonburgva.gov>; richard.baugh@harrisonburgva.gov
<richard.baugh@harrisonburgva.gov>; Amy E. Snider <Amy.Snider@harrisonburgva.gov>; Brian Vandenberg
<Brian.Vandenberg@harrisonburgva.gov>; Ande Banks <ande.banks@harrisonburgva.gov>; CD Planning
<CDPlanning@harrisonburgva.gov>; Traffic - Public Mail <Traffic@harrisonburgva.gov>; Tom Hartman
<Tom.Hartman@harrisonburgva.gov>; Wayne E. Westfall <wayne.westfall@harrisonburgva.gov>; Travis Cornett
<Travis.Cornett@harrisonburgva.gov>; Matthew Huston <Matthew.Huston@harrisonburgva.gov>

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Good afternoon,

My name is Melissa Louis; | am a resident in the Fairway Hills neighborhood. | am writing in regards to the
rezoning & special use permits application that was submitted for 2210 E. Market st. The development being
proposed is a 49-unit 3 bedroom townhouse community with a sole point of entry/exit via Betts Dr. directly off
Market St/US33, a major thoroughfare. As of now, the intersection of East Market St/lUS33 & Betts Dr./Court,
restricts Left turns from either side of Betts Dr. on Market St/US33 this will be made permanent in summer 2026.
Meaning you can only turn right onto US33 and must U-turn (if necessary), at the Evelyn Bird intersection. The
major concern with this development will be the considerable & extensive impact on traffic. As the city of
Harrisonburg continues to grow | have experienced the challenges of exiting Betts Dr on US33 just in the last few
years with the increase of development and traffic. Adding an additional 122-147 vehicles which would be the
national average for a 49-unit 3 bedroom townhouse community would so severely bottleneck the main exit point
on to US33 especially with these newly implemented turning restrictions. Another issue with this development is the
lack of parking. For this many units the rule of thumb is typically 2.0 dedicated off-street parking spaces per
townhouses. As the current design stands, there is only one parking bay for guests with 23 spaces at the far end of
the proposed site plan, which will most definitely cause overflow parking out onto Betts Dr. causing safety issues,
compromising fire lanes, emergency access and would additionally impact traffic entering/exiting Betts Dr.. As a
community we have met with the developers and raised our many, many concerns. Some have been addressed
but the issues I've mentioned will be the most impactful and detrimental have not been addressed. We have asked,
requested and implored the developers to add an alternative entry and or exit point directly on to US33 which
would mitigate some of these concerns and all have been shut down. Currently there is an existing driveway on
US33 that leads directly into the land use which could and should be utilized. Another option raised in past
meetings is an additional entry/exit point at the top of the property past the Evelyn Bird intersection. | understand
traffic and safety must be considered and is the biggest priority, that said; if an exit point was put in beyond the
Evelyn Bird light, residents would have a dedicated exit window between light changes and could use the
Target/Mall median to make any necessary U-turns. All of which is considerably safer when compared to exiting
onto US33 from Betts. | urge you, those with the power, to mandate an additional entry/exit point to help mitigate
the traffic impact on the primary thoroughfare. Lastly, consider the emergency vehicle access, response times,
vehicle turnaround and evacuation routes. If the single access point gets blocked by a crash, a fallen tree, weather
impact, even a fire hose, emergency vehicles cannot get in and residents cannot escape. I'm not aware what the
codes are to force developers to build a second entry/exit but with the proposed 49 units this should be enforced.
This all will support long-term community growth and safety. | have attached for your quick reference and
convenience the development rendering to look over and consider all | have mentioned.
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Thank you for your attention and consideration,
Melissa Louis

813.727.5314

2210 TMARKET STREET
JLLUSTRATIVE PLAN
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? Outlook

NOTICE of PUBLIC HEARING - Rezoning (R-1to R-8C) and a special use permit to allow WFS Hanson
LLC (developer) to develop 8 units of attached townhouses on 2210 and 2230 East Market Street

From JODI MILLS <jjmmiillss@gmail.com>
Date Thu 6/4/2026 8:42 AM
To CD Planning <CDPlanning@harrisonburgva.gov>

U 2 attachments (767 KB)
Rezoning Plat.pdf; NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING - Google Docs.pdf;

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Dear Members of the Planning Commission / City Council,

My name is Jodi Mills, and my husband and I are residents of the Fairway Hills neighborhood. I am
writing to express my deep concerns regarding the rezoning and special use permit application submitted
for 2210 E. Market Street. While we support the long-term growth of Harrisonburg, the development as
currently proposed poses severe traffic, parking, and public safety risks to our existing community. There
are far better parcels for a community like this in Harrisonburg, but this one as proposed doesn’t support a
long-term growth plan as currently planned.

The proposal outlines a 49-unit, 3-bedroom townhouse community with a sole point of entry and exit via
Betts Drive. This design is highly problematic given the upcoming permanent traffic changes. As of
summer 2026, the intersection of East Market St./US 33 and Betts Drive will permanently restrict left
turns from either side of Betts. All traffic exiting onto US 33 must turn right and execute a U-turn at the
Evelyn Bird common intersection.

If approved, this community would add an estimated 122 to 147 vehicles and will severely bottleneck the
single exit point onto an already heavily congested thoroughfare. The reality of our local real estate
market indicates the actual vehicle count will be much higher. A large majority of buyers in our local
townhome communities are outside investors rather than owner occupied residents. Because of this
location's immediate proximity to the James Madison University campus, this development is a prime
target to become an investor hub for student rentals.

When townhomes are utilized as student rentals, the standard national averages for a traditional
household "two-car" equation become completely irrelevant. These dwellings routinely house multiple
unrelated residents, each with their own individual vehicle. Instead of two cars per unit, we are looking at
least three vehicles per household, which will utterly overwhelm the single planned guest parking bay of
23 spaces at the far end of the property. This guaranteed deficit will cause massive overflow parking out
onto Betts Drive, compromising designated fire lanes, blocking emergency vehicle access, and
completely choking neighborhood traffic flow.

Crucially, because this site's traffic and parking impact is heavily tied to student housing dynamics, any
traffic impact study required for this development must be conducted during a timeframe when local

schools and universities are fully in session. A summertime study would yield completely inaccurate, 137



artificially low data, as our local traffic hits its true peak when school buses, commuters, and thousands of
students are on the roads.

Furthermore, this heavy traffic flow will inevitably spill deep into our established neighborhood. Fairway
Drive currently has no stop signs on Fairway Drive and serves as a major cut-through between
Keezeltown Road and Route 33. The volume of non-resident vehicles abusing this road as a shortcut is
already alarming and downright dangerous for our neighborhood children, pedestrians, and walkers.
Approving a massive influx of rental-heavy townhomes without requiring comprehensive, school-season
traffic studies, additional stop signs, or speed bumps within the Fairway Hills neighborhood to mitigate
this overflow is entirely unacceptable.

Our community has met with the developers to raise these concerns, but our most critical points have
been dismissed. We have repeatedly implored them to utilize the existing driveway on US 33 that leads
directly into the land use, or to create an alternative exit at the top of the property past the Evelyn Bird
intersection. An exit point beyond that light would offer residents a dedicated, safer window to merge
between light changes and utilize the Target/Mall median for U-turns—a vastly safer alternative to
forcing all traffic onto Betts Drive.

For the safety, well-being, and long-term stability of Harrisonburg residents, I urge you to deny this
application as currently drawn. I ask that you mandate a second entry/exit point, require a thorough traffic

impact study conducted exclusively while school is in session, and condition any approval on the
installation of traffic-calming measures like stop signs and speed bumps on Fairway Drive.

Thank you for your time, consideration, and dedication to protecting our community.
Sincerely,
Jodi Mills

Fairway Hills Resident
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CITY OF

OF
HARRISON
BURG, VA

CITY OF HARRISONBURG

COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

409 SOUTH MAIN STREET, HARRISONBURG, VA 22801 OFFICE (540)
432-7700 FAX (540) 432-7777

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
TO ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNER

The Harrisonburg Planning Commission will hold a public hearing in the City Council Chambers, 409
South Main Street, Harrisonburg, VA. on Wednesday, June 10, 2026 at 6:00 p.m., to consider
the following:

Rezoning - 2210 and 2230 East Market Street (R-1 to R-8C)

A request from WFS Hanson LLC to rezone a +/- 6.6-acre property from R-1, Single-Family
Residential District to R-8C, Small Lot Residential District Conditional. The property is
addressed as 2210 and 2230 East Market Street and is identified as tax map parcel 74-A-1.

Special Use Permit — 2210 and 2230 East Market Street (To allow attached townhouses of no
more than eight units in R-8)

A request from WFS Hanson LLC for a special use permit per Section 10-3-59.4 (1) of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow attached townhouses of no more than eight units in the R-8, Small Lot
Residential District. The +/- 6.6-acre property is addressed as 2210 and 2230 East Market Street
and is identified as tax map parcel 74-A-1.

Applications and other information are available for review by contacting the Department of
Community Development, 409 South Main Street, Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to
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5:00 p.m. Please call (540) 432-7700 to obtain a copy by email or by appointment. More
information is available at www.harrisonburgva.gov/public-hearings. Interested parties will be
able to attend the meeting and to watch the meeting on Public Education Government Channel
1072, and the City's website at www.harrisonburg-va.legistar.com/Calendar.aspx.

Interested parties may express their views in person or by calling (540) 437-2687 during public
hearings and public comment or express their views electronically prior to the meeting by emailing
CDPlanning@Harrisonburg VA.gov. Any individual requiring auxiliary aids, including signers,
in connection with the public hearing shall notify the Department of Community Development at
540-432-7700 at least five (5) business days prior to the date of the meeting.
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? Outlook

Rezoning and Special Use Permit Application submitted for 2210 E. Market Street.

From C C <ctccomer1@gmail.com>
Date Thu 6/4/2026 9:50 AM
To CD Planning <CDPlanning@harrisonburgva.gov>

[ﬂJ 2 attachments (304 KB)
Plat Betts Road.pdf; Planning Commision Notice.pdf;

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Good morning,

Our names are Terry and Connie Comer, and we are residents of the Fairway Hills neighborhood. We
are writing regarding the rezoning and special use permit application submitted for 2210 E. Market
Street.

The proposed development consists of a 49-unit, three-bedroom townhouse community with a single
point of entry and exit via Betts Drive onto East Market Street/US 33, one of Harrisonburg’s major
thoroughfares.

Our primary concern is the significant traffic impact this development will have on an already
challenging intersection. Currently, left turns are prohibited from both sides of Betts Drive onto East
Market Street/US 33, and these restrictions are scheduled to become permanent in Summer 2026. As a
result, motorists can only turn right onto US 33 and must travel to the Evelyn Byrd Avenue intersection
to make a U-turn when necessary.

Even without this development, we both have personally experienced increasing difficulty exiting Betts
Drive due to the steady growth and rising traffic volumes along US 33. The addition of a 49-unit
townhouse community could introduce an estimated 122 to 147 additional vehicles, based on national
averages. Concentrating that volume of traffic through a single access point will create substantial
congestion, increase delays, and further burden an intersection that is already operating under
significant constraints.

A second concern is the apparent lack of adequate parking. For a development of this size, the general
standard is approximately two dedicated off-street parking spaces per townhouse. Under the current
site plan, there is only one guest parking area containing 23 spaces located at the far end of the
property. This arrangement will likely result in overflow parking onto Betts Drive, creating safety
concerns, obstructing emergency access routes, and further impacting traffic flow entering and exiting
the neighborhood.
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Our community has met with the developers on multiple occasions and raised numerous concerns.
While some issues have been addressed, the traffic and access concerns outlined above—the issues
that will have the greatest long-term impact on residents and public safety—remain unresolved.
Residents have repeatedly requested that the developers provide an additional access point directly
onto US 33 or another viable alternative, but these requests have been consistently rejected.

There is currently an existing driveway on US 33 that provides direct access to the property and could
potentially be incorporated into the development design. Another option discussed during community
meetings is adding an entrance and exit point near the upper portion of the property, beyond the
Evelyn Byrd Avenue intersection. While traffic safety must remain the highest priority, an access point
located beyond the traffic signal would allow residents to use natural gaps in signal timing and, when
necessary, safely access the median near the Target/Mall area for U-turn movements. This alternative
would provide a safer and more efficient option than relying solely on Betts Drive.

We respectfully urge the City and all decision-makers involved to require an additional point of access
as a condition of approval. Doing so would help mitigate traffic impacts, improve public safety, and
better support the long-term growth of this area.

In closing, we ask that you carefully consider emergency vehicle access, response times, vehicle
turnaround capabilities, and evacuation routes. If the sole access point becomes blocked due to an
accident, fallen tree, severe weather event, utility work, or other emergency, residents could be
trapped, and emergency responders could be delayed from reaching those in need. Given the size of
the proposed development, a secondary access point should be strongly considered, if not required,
to ensure adequate emergency access and public safety.

We believe these measures would support responsible growth while protecting both current and
future residents.

For your convenience, we have attached a rendering of the proposed development for reference as
you review this application and consider the concerns outlined above.

Thank you for your time, attention, and thoughtful consideration.
Sincerely,
Terry and Connie Comer

Fairway Hills Resident
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CITY OF

OF
HARRISON
BURG, VA

CITY OF HARRISONBURG

COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

409 SOUTH MAIN STREET, HARRISONBURG, VA 22801 OFFICE (540)
432-7700 FAX (540) 432-7777

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
TO ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNER

The Harrisonburg Planning Commission will hold a public hearing in the City Council Chambers, 409
South Main Street, Harrisonburg, VA. on Wednesday, June 10, 2026 at 6:00 p.m., to consider
the following:

Rezoning - 2210 and 2230 East Market Street (R-1 to R-8C)

A request from WFS Hanson LLC to rezone a +/- 6.6-acre property from R-1, Single-Family
Residential District to R-8C, Small Lot Residential District Conditional. The property is
addressed as 2210 and 2230 East Market Street and is identified as tax map parcel 74-A-1.

Special Use Permit — 2210 and 2230 East Market Street (To allow attached townhouses of no
more than eight units in R-8)

A request from WFS Hanson LLC for a special use permit per Section 10-3-59.4 (1) of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow attached townhouses of no more than eight units in the R-8, Small Lot
Residential District. The +/- 6.6-acre property is addressed as 2210 and 2230 East Market Street
and is identified as tax map parcel 74-A-1.

Applications and other information are available for review by contacting the Department of
Community Development, 409 South Main Street, Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to
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5:00 p.m. Please call (540) 432-7700 to obtain a copy by email or by appointment. More
information is available at www.harrisonburgva.gov/public-hearings. Interested parties will be
able to attend the meeting and to watch the meeting on Public Education Government Channel
1072, and the City's website at www.harrisonburg-va.legistar.com/Calendar.aspx.

Interested parties may express their views in person or by calling (540) 437-2687 during public
hearings and public comment or express their views electronically prior to the meeting by emailing
CDPlanning@Harrisonburg VA.gov. Any individual requiring auxiliary aids, including signers,
in connection with the public hearing shall notify the Department of Community Development at
540-432-7700 at least five (5) business days prior to the date of the meeting.
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? Outlook

FAIRWAY HILLS / BETTS STREET

From John Gira <john.gira1041@yahoo.com>
Date Thu 6/4/2026 9:55 AM
To CD Planning <CDPlanning@harrisonburgva.gov>

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Dear Sir / Madam

Please excuse my limited understanding of city government, specifically in regards to zoning. According to Harrisonburg's
zoning site, the purpose of zoning regulation: Promote health, safety, morals, general community welfare, protect and conserve
the value of buildings and promote appropriate use of land. Please address the following questions at June 10th hearing:

1) Of of the Commission's published list of purposes, which specific purposes are being served?

2) Is the decision for change based on the community at large, or just the financial interest of one party?

3) For an existing member of the community, of what value is the City's Zoning? Is to be understood they are merely suggestions,
as opposed to dependable guidelines for intelligent life decisions?

To an outside observer, the very essence of zoning is degraded in this activity. To a long time resident of Fairway Hills, health
and safety is a particular concern, as future emergency access (in and out) is put at risk. Daily living will be severely impacted by
the choke point, recently made worse, on East Market Street, to say nothing of the traffic blockage on Betts, resulting from two
years of construction site.

In closing, being a community member, tax payer, and resident of the effected area may be of no concern. The mess created by
this decision will not effect anyone making the decision- which is a shame. I look forward to your responses on June 10th.

Thank you.

John Gira
144 The Green
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? Outlook

Proposed Betts Rd/E Market St rezoning for new townhouses

From L Nagel <lewis.and.linda.nagel@gmail.com>
Date Thu 6/4/2026 9:55 AM
To CD Planning <CDPlanning@harrisonburgva.gov>

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening attachments.

As property owners in Fairway Hills we are writing to express our concerns about this proposed
development. 120 plus vehicles along with the housing units all packed on 6.5 acres is too much. One
ingress/egress point on Betts Rd is inadequate. In the event of a fire or other emergency Betts Rd will
likely get blocked with emergency vehicles, potentially causing delays in helping the injured or mitigating
property damage. Thinking in terms of future liability for the city, we recommend extending Evelyn Byrd
into the development both for safety reasons and to reduce traffic congestion at Betts Rd and E Market.

Lewis and Linda Nagel
210 The Green
Harrisonburg VA 22802
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? Outlook

Comments to Planning Commission for June 10th Public Hearings

From Katie Quertermous <drkatieq@gmail.com>
Date Thu 6/4/2026 12:24 PM
To CD Planning <CDPlanning@harrisonburgva.gov>

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Below are my comments to the Planning Commission to be included in the agenda for the upcoming
meeting:

Good afternoon,

| am writing as a resident of the Fairway Hills neighborhood regarding the rezoning & special
use permits application submitted for 2210 E. Market St. The development being proposed is a
49-unit townhouse community with a sole entry/exit point onto Betts Road directly off East
Market St/US-33. | am writing to express concerns with the proposed development relating to
four issues: traffic, parking, pedestrian and bicycle safety, and utilities infrastructure. These
concerns have been raised repeatedly by neighbors in community meetings with the
developers. While some smaller concerns that were raised have been addressed in the plan,
these most significant issues have not yet been addressed.

The intersection of East Market St/US-33 & Betts Road/Court experiences consistent traffic
throughout the day from Fairway Hills and Chatham Square residents as well as cut-through
traffic on the Betts Road side and businesses on the Betts Court side. At present, temporary
bollards restrict left turns onto Market St/US-33 from both sides of Betts Road/Court, but Public
Works has proposed making this restriction permanent with the proposal to be considered by

the Transportation Safety and Advisory Commission meeting on June 101, the morning of the
planning commission meeting. The turn restrictions mean that all cars leaving Betts Road,
including from the proposed development, who need to turn left onto Market St/US-33 must turn
right onto US-33 and then U-turn at the Evelyn Bird intersection, yielding to the heavy traffic
turning right from Evelyn Bird onto US-33 to make this U-turn. With the increasing quantity of
traffic traveling into Harrisonburg on US-33 due to outlying development, a right turn onto US-33
from Betts Road often requires a long wait at the current traffic levels, and the U-turn/inner left
turn lane on US-33 at the Evelyn Byrd intersection completely fills at times meaning that cars
planning to U-turn sometimes cannot turn right even when a break occurs in the US-33

traffic. This situation will only get worse as outlying development continues, and adding the
expected 100+ vehicles from a 49-townhouse community to this intersection will overwhelm the
Betts Road/US-33 intersection and the U-turn lane at the US-33/Evelyn Byrd intersection. The
difficulty of access via Betts Road will also direct some of the new traffic through Fairway Hills,
where drivers already drive too fast for the safety of walkers, bikers, and children playing in
yards as evidenced in the 2025 traffic-calming study in which Fairway Drive received 27 out of
30 possible points for excess speed.
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The design of the development and the lack of a shoulder on Betts Road do not provide a safe
location for overflow parking. While the proposed site map shows a parking area with 23 spots
in addition to two driveway spots in front of each townhome, only 10 visitor parking spaces have
been guaranteed in the proffers. Having lived in townhouse communities, | know from
experience that 10 spots is not sufficient for a development of this size and would quickly
overflow, likely every evening and weekend. The location of the proposed 23-spot visitor lot at
the end of the community is highly unlikely to be used by visitors and residents in the
townhomes closer to Betts Road. Again from experience, | know that people simply will not walk
that far when there are other options closer, even if those options are illegal. The overflow
parking will naturally end up on Betts Road, the parking spaces in the private community of
Chatham Square, and on Fairway Drive. Parking along Betts Road would make vehicle traffic
on Betts Road unsafe and restrict emergency vehicle access to Fairway Hills and Chatham
Square. Parking in the spaces in the private community of Chatham Square would restrict
resident and postal service access to neighborhood mailboxes and force this private community
to incur the hassle of towing vehicles. Parking on Fairway Drive would force the large number
of adults and children who walk and bike in the neighborhood further into the street, which is a
serious safety threat given the speed at which vehicles travel through the neighborhood.

| also request that the Planning Commission confirm with Public Works and all relevant utitility
providers that the existing water, sewer, and electricity infrastructure can support a development
of this size without compromising service at existing levels to surrounding neighborhoods and
businesses.

Thank you for your attention and consideration,

Katie Quertermous
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Rezoning and Special Use Permit hearing on Betts Rd./E. Market St. property

From Mary Williams <murph.williams77@gmail.com>
Date Thu 6/4/2026 12:57 PM
To CD Planning <CDPlanning@harrisonburgva.gov>

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening
attachments.

June 4, 2026

Good afternoon,

Our names are Jeffrey and Mary Williams. We are long-term residents of the Fairway
Hills neighborhood and are writing in regard to the rezoning & special use permits application
that has been submitted for 2210 E. Market St.

The development being proposed is a 49-unit 3-bedroom townhouse community with a
sole point of entry/exit via Betts Rd. directly off Market St./US33, a major city thoroughfare.
As of now, the intersection of East Market St./US33 & Betts Rd./Court, restricts LEFT turns
from either side of Betts Rd. onto Market St/lUS33 (this will be made permanent in summer
2026). Meaning you can only turn right from Betts Rd. onto US33 and must U-turn (if necessary),
at the Evelyn Bird intersection. The major concern with this development will be the
considerable & extensive impact on traffic. As the city of Harrisonburg continues to grow,
with the increase of development and traffic, we have already experienced the many daily challenges of exiting from Betts Rd.
onto US33. Adding an additional 125 -150+ vehicles daily to this intersection will not only severely bottleneck the main exit
point onto US33, especially with these newly implemented turning restrictions, but will also have a severe impact on the traffic
through the entire Fairway Hills neighborhood. If the traffic is backed up and cannot exit onto US33, the only other option is to
cut through the neighborhood to get to Keezletown Rd.

Another issue with this development is the lack of parking. For this many units, the rule
of thumb is typically 2.0 dedicated off-street parking spaces per townhouses. As the
current design stands, there is only one parking bay for guests with 23 spaces at the far
end of the proposed site plan, which will most definitely cause overflow parking out onto
Betts Rd. This will cause safety issues, compromising fire lanes, emergency access and would
additionally impact traffic entering/exiting Betts Road.

As a community we have met with the developers and raised our many, many concerns.
Some have been addressed but the issues we have mentioned, which will be the most impactful
and detrimental, have not been addressed. We have asked, requested and implored the
developers to add an alternative entry and or exit point directly on to US33 which would
mitigate some of these concerns and all have been shut down.

Currently there is an existing driveway on US33 that leads directly into the land use
which could and should be utilized. Another option raised in past meetings is an
additional entry/exit point at the top of the property past the Evelyn Bird intersection. We
understand traffic and safety must be considered and is the biggest priority, that said; if
an exit point was put in beyond the Evelyn Bird light, residents would have a dedicated
exit window between light changes and could use the Target/Mall median to make any
necessary U-turns. All of which is considerably safer when compared to exiting onto
US33 from Betts. We urge you, those with the power, to mandate an additional entry/exit point
to help mitigate the traffic impact on the primary thoroughfare.

Lastly, please consider the emergency vehicle access, response times, vehicle turnaround and
evacuation routes. If the single access point gets blocked by a crash, a fallen tree, weather impact
or even a fire hose, emergency vehicles cannot get in and residents cannot escape. We are not aware what the codes are to
force developers to build a second entry/exit but with the proposed 49 units this should be enforced. This will all support long-
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term community growth and safety.

Thank you for your attention and consideration. We ask that you take our concerns seriously.

Jeffrey D. Williams
Mary S. Williams

540 -830-0446
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Rezoning 2210 and 2230 East Market Street (R-1to R-8C)

From Mike and Susan <rozmusfamily@icloud.com>
Date Thu 6/4/2026 4:20 PM
To CD Planning <CDPlanning@harrisonburgva.gov>

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening
attachments.

STAFF: PLEASE REDACT OUR EMAIL ADDRESS FROM THE PUBLIC PACKET. THANK YOU.

To: Harrisonburg VA Planning Commission
From: Mike and Susan Rozmus
115 Fairway Dr.
Re: June 10th - Planning Commission Meeting Agenda Item Comment

We are writing to you to express our concerns regarding the application for rezoning and a special use
permit (SUP) for a +/- 6.6-acre property addressed as 2210 and 2230 East Market Street (tax map
parcel 74-A-1). Our home in the Fairway Hills neighborhood is adjacent to the land development
proposed by the applicant.

The 2018 comprehensive plan shows 2210 East Market St. zoned as R-1, consistent with the adjacent
neighborhoods (Fairway Hills and Chatham Square). While the Land Use plan shows this property as
Limited Commercial. This Land Use designation as described in Chapter 6 (p. 14) states:

“These areas are suitable for commercial and professional office development but in a less intensive
approach than the Commercial designation. These areas need careful controls to ensure compatibility
with adjacent land uses. The maintenance of functional and aesthetic integrity should be emphasized
in review of applications for development and redevelopment and should address such matters as:
control of access; landscaping and buffering; parking; setback; signage; and building mass, height,
and orientation.”

Although the rezoning request is residential (R-8), the proposed development (49 townhomes) is not
compatible with the existing single family residential aesthetics, building mass and height of the
adjacent communities to this property. Seven 40’ three story structures do not provide aesthetic
compatibility with the existing neighborhoods.

Further, there are few designated R-8 properties in the city. Of those, none have the access issues
that this property will bring. This will negatively impact traffic flow (eg., functional integrity) for the
residents of this development and all residents in the adjacent neighborhoods (Fairway Hills, Chatham
Square) due to:
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a) No direct access to the 2010 East Market property from East Market Street.

b) City mandated traffic flow from Betts Road to only right turn onto East Market which
requires a U-Turn at Evelyn Byrd Ave for Eastbound traffic.

The developer has been appraised of the negative impact of the traffic flow and egress, including
inadequate parking which would require residents and guests of the new development to park along

Betts Road. This and the access issue in general has been shrugged off by the developer as “not my
problem”.

We urge the Planning Commission to consider the overall impact of the proposed R-8 rezoning of this
land and the related SUP in their decision making.

Thank you for your attention.
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RE: Planning Commission 2210 E. Market St.

From Michael Louis <michael.louis@gmail.com>
Date Thu 6/4/2026 4:33 PM

To Laura A. Dent <Laura.Dent@harrisonburgva.gov>; Amy E. Snider <Amy.Snider@harrisonburgva.gov>; Brian
Vandenberg <Brian.Vandenberg@harrisonburgva.gov>; Ande Banks <ande.banks@harrisonburgva.gov>; CD
Planning <CDPlanning@bharrisonburgva.gov>; Traffic - Public Mail <Traffic@harrisonburgva.gov>; Tom
Hartman <Tom.Hartman@harrisonburgva.gov>; Wayne E. Westfall <wayne.westfall@harrisonburgva.gov>;
Travis Cornett <Travis.Cornett@harrisonburgva.gov>; Matthew Huston
<Matthew.Huston@harrisonburgva.gov>

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Good afternoon,

My name is Dr. Michael Louis. | am a resident in the Fairway Hills neighborhood. |
am writing in regards to the rezoning & special use permits application that was
submitted for 2210 E. Market st. The development being proposed is a 49-unit 3
bedroom townhouse community with a sole point of entry/exit via Betts Rd. directly
off Market St/US33. There are a number of concerns related to the proposed single
entrance and limited parking.

Traffic is already a significant challenge at this location, and upcoming permanent
restrictions on left turns from Betts Drive will further limit access. Residents will only
be able to turn right onto US 33 and will need to use the Evelyn Byrd Avenue
intersection to reverse direction when necessary. Adding a development of this size
could introduce well over 100 additional vehicles, placing even more strain on an

already congested access point and creating substantial delays and safety concerns.

Parking is another issue. The current plan appears to provide limited guest parking
for a development of this scale. Overflow parking will spill onto Betts Dr, potentially
creating hazards for traffic flow, emergency vehicle access, and fire lane clearance.

Many residents have participated in meetings with the developer and have
repeatedly raised these concerns. While some issues have been addressed, the
most significant ones—traffic congestion, access limitations, and emergency access
—remain unresolved. Residents have requested an additional entrance or exit to the
development, either utilizing the existing driveway on US 33 or providing access
beyond the Evelyn Byrd intersection. Both options could help distribute traffic more
safely and reduce the burden on Betts Dr.
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| also ask that emergency access be carefully considered. A development with only
one access point creates risks if that entrance becomes blocked by an accident,
severe weather, fallen trees, utility work, or other unforeseen events. In such
situations, emergency responders could face delays reaching residents, while
residents themselves could have limited evacuation options.

| respectfully urge the City to require a secondary access point for this development.

Doing so would improve traffic flow, enhance public safety, and better support the
long-term growth of the surrounding community.

Thank you,
Dr Michael Louis

; W '_.".‘. 2 A
2210 EAST MARKET STREET
ILLUSTRATIVE PLAN

HARBECHBLAG, YV
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City of Harrisonburg 409 South Main Street

Harrisonburg, VA 22801

Legislation Text

File #: ID 26-213, Version: 1

Subject:

Consider a request from WFS Hanson LLC for a special use permit for townhomes at 2210 and 2230
East Market St

Presented By: Meg Rupkey, Department of Community Development

A request from WFS Hanson LLC for a special use permit per Section 10-3-59.4 (1) of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow attached townhouses of no more than eight units in the R-8, Small Lot Residential
District. The +/- 6.6-acre property is addressed as 2210 and 2230 East Market Street and is identified
as tax map parcel 74-A-1.
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CITY OF HARRISONBURG

June 10, 2026 Planning Commission Meeting

Title
Consider Rezoning and Special Use Permit for 2210 and 2230 East Market Street — Meg Rupkey,
Community Development

Summary
Project name N/A
Address/Location 2210 and 2230 East Market Street
Tax Map Parcels 74-A-1
Total Land Area +/- 6.6-acres
Property Owner WES Hanson LLC
Owner’s Representative Providence Acquisition Partners, LLC
Present Zoning R-1, Single-Family Residential District
Proposed Zoning R-8C, Small Lot Residential District Conditional
Proposed Special Use Permit(s) Section 10-3-59.4 (1) to allow attached townhouses
of no more than eight units
Planning Commission June 10, 2026 (Public Hearing)
Anticipated July 14, 2026 (First Reading/Public
City Council Hearing)
Anticipated July 28, 2026 (Second Reading)
Recommendation

Option 1. Recommend denial of the rezoning and special use permit.

Context & Analysis
The following land uses are located on and adjacent to the property:
Site: Vacant single-family detached dwelling, zoned R-1

North: Vacant land and Spotswood Country Club, zoned R-1
East: Single-family detached dwellings, zoned R-1

South: Single-family detached dwelling and across Betts Road, single-family detached
dwellings, zoned R-1 and R-6
West: Across East Market Street, commercial uses, zoned B-2

The applicant is requesting to rezone a 6.6-acre site from R-1, Single Family Residential District
to R-8C, Small Lot Residential District Conditional. Along with the rezoning, the applicant is
simultaneously requesting a special use permit (SUP) per Section 10-3-59.4 (1) to allow for 49
townhouses with no more than eight units in a row. The site is addressed as 2210 and 2230 East
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Market Street and is identified as tax map parcel 74-A-1. The site has public street frontage along
East Market Street and Betts Road, but the applicant is proposing to only provide access to Betts

Road.

Proffers

The applicant has offered the following proffers (written verbatim):

1.

Public Right-of-Way Dedication. Prior to the City’s issuance of the first
building permit, the Owner of the Property shall dedicate to the City of
Harrisonburg a strip of land twenty (20) feet in width along the frontage of
East Market Street (Route 33) for public right-of-way purposes in which
dedication area the City may construct a shared use path. In addition to this
dedication, Owner will provide a temporary construction easement of 20-ft
adjacent to the newly dedicated right-of-way with an expiration of 10 years
after site plan approval.
Maximum Residential Density. Development of the Property shall be limited
to a maximum of forty-nine (49) dwelling units.
Buffer and Screening. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy,
a landscape buffer that is twenty (20) feet in width and shall consist of a
double-staggered row of evergreen trees, with a minimum height of four (4)
feet at the time of planting will be installed adjacent to six (6) existing single-
family residences on Fairway Drive identified by the following addresses
and City of Harrisonburg tax map identification numbers:

105 Fairway Drive 074 D 31

109 Fairway Drive 074 D 30

115 Fairway Drive 074 D 29

121 Fairway Drive 074 D 28

127 Fairway Drive 074 D 27

133 Fairway Drive 074 D 26
The landscape buffer shall be as detailed on the associated illustrative plan.
The buffer shall be maintained in good condition by the homeowners’
association, including replacement of dead or damaged plant material.
Screening Fence. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy, a six-
foot (6') high opaque, board-on-board fence shall be installed in the
approximate location illustrated on the illustrative plan. For the sake of
clarity, the screening fence will be installed along the Property boundary with
vacant land identified as City of Harrisonburg tax map identification number
74-A-3, and along the Property boundary with the six (6) existing single-
family residences located on Fairway Drive, identified by the following
addresses and City of Harrisonburg tax map identification numbers:

105 Fairway Drive 074 D 31
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109 Fairway Drive 074 D 30
115 Fairway Drive 074 D 29
121 Fairway Drive 074 D 28
127 Fairway Drive 074 D 27
133 Fairway Drive 074 D 26

5. Effective Date. These Proffers shall become effective only upon approval of
the rezoning of the Property by the Harrisonburg City Council.

6. Tot Lot. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy, the Property
shall contain a playground for use by residents. The playground shall be a
minimum of 1,000 square feet and shall include typical age-appropriate
playground equipment and play features customarily found at childcare,
preschool, daycare, and early childhood education facilities.

7. Guest Parking. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy, the
Property shall contain overflow/Guest Parking of at least ten (10) parking
spaces in the area generally shown on the illustrative plan.

8. Sidewalk on Betts. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy, the
developer will build and dedicate a public sidewalk to the City of
Harrisonburg along the frontage of Betts Road as generally shown on the
illustrative plan.

The illustrative layout is not proffered.

In preparation for the public hearings for their rezoning and SUP requests, the applicant has met
with surrounding community members. The applicant describes in their letter that they have
received feedback from community members regarding “site access, neighborhood connectivity,
guest parking, buffering, and overall project design.” The applicant has proffered a maximum of
49 dwelling units (Proffer #2), a 20-foot-wide landscaping buffer adjacent to single-family
properties on Fairway Drive (Proffer #3), and a six-foot-tall opaque fence adjacent to single-
family properties on Fairway Drive, as well as, the vacant property between the subject property
and Spotswood Country Club (Proffer #4). The applicant has also proffered a tot lot of at least
1,000 square feet (Proffer #6) and a minimum of 10 additional off-street parking spaces for guests
in addition to the one space per dwelling unit that is required per the ZO section 10-3-25 (7)
(Proffer #7).

Land Use
The Comprehensive Plan designates this site as Limited Commercial and states:

These areas are suitable for commercial and professional office development but in
a less intensive approach than the Commercial designation. These areas need
careful controls to ensure compatibility with adjacent land uses. The maintenance
of functional and aesthetic integrity should be emphasized in review of applications
for development and redevelopment and should address such matters as: control of
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access; landscaping and buffering; parking; setback; signage; and building mass,
height, and orientation. It is important that development within Limited
Commercial areas does not incrementally increase in intensity to become similar to
the Commercial designation. Efforts should be made to maintain the intent as
described above.

The subject property is located across Betts Road from an existing single-family detached home
neighborhood (Chatham Square) and between an existing single-family detached home
neighborhood (Fairway Hills) and East Market Street, which is a four-lane, divided arterial street.
While a townhome community can, at times, serve as an appropriate use between these areas, at
this time, staff is not convinced the proposed rezoning and SUP are necessary to deviate from
developing something similar to the adjacent uses or for what is planned by the Comprehensive
Plan’s Land Use Guide.

Transportation and Traffic
The Determination of Need for a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) form (“TIA determination form”)

for the proposed rezoning is attached. The TIA determination form indicated that the project would
not generate 100 or more new peak hour trips, which is the threshold for staff to require a TIA.
Therefore, a TIA was not required for the rezoning request.

Proffer #1 provides for the dedication of a 20-foot strip of right-of-way along East Market Street
for a future shared use path, as well as a 20-foot temporary construction easement, the latter
would expire 10 years after engineered comprehensive site plan approval. While staff is
appreciative of the dedication of right-of-way and temporary construction easement, staff would
have preferred that the applicant construct the path, or design and grade the space for future
construction by the City.

Proffer #8 provides for the construction of a sidewalk along the Betts Road frontage of the
property. Sidewalk improvements are not required as part of development of the site due to the
absence of sidewalk on an adjacent property, however, this proffer would require the property
owner to construct sidewalks along Betts Road as generally shown on the illustrative plan.

In December 2025, the Department of Public Works installed delineators at the intersection of East
Market Street and Betts Road to create a Restricted Crossing U-Turn (RCUT). This was done in
response to safety concerns and an evaluation of the number of crashes that have occurred at this
intersection. An RCUT prohibits direct left turns and straight-through movements from side
streets, which means drivers coming from Betts Road or Betts Court can no longer cross directly
through East Market Street. Instead, vehicles on Betts Road approaching East Market Street must
turn right onto East Market Street and then make a U-turn at a different median opening, such as
at Evelyn Byrd Avenue, in order to travel eastbound on East Market Street. The delineators at the
intersection are intended to be temporary, and the Department of Public Works has been evaluating
the intersection since the RCUT was installed. At the Transportation Safety and Advisory
Commission (TSAC) meeting in June 2026, the Department of Public Works will recommend

4
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making the RCUT permanent. If TSAC endorses staff’s recommendation to make the RCUT
permanent, construction of a permanent concrete island (similar to what is at the Valley Mall
entrance on E. Market Street) would be planned for summer 2026.

Staft and the applicant discussed the possibility of providing access to the site from East Market
Street through a connection at the signalized intersection of East Market Street and Evelyn Byrd
Avenue. Staff advised the applicant that adding a new connection (leg) to the existing signalized
intersection would require further evaluation including, but not limited to, feasibility for left-turn
lanes for eastbound traffic on East Market Street to the proposed development, where signal
infrastructure would be in installed, and if crosswalks and pedestrian signals would be required.
The relocation of an existing power pole along East Market Street could also be necessary to
construct an access point at this intersection. For this project, the applicant expressed concerns
about the significant grade difference from East Market Street and the challenges that such a
situation creates.

Public Water and Sanitary Sewer
While staft does not anticipate issues regarding water or sanitary sewer service availability for the

proposed development, the applicant has been advised that they will be responsible to complete a
study of the water and sanitary sewer capacity as part of the engineered comprehensive site plan
process. Any public system improvements required to meet the increased demands resulting from
the project will be the responsibility of the developer.

Housing
The City’s Comprehensive Housing Assessment and Market Study (Housing Study) places the

subject property within Market Type D, which notes that “[m]arket type D has lower market
activity as well as lower access to amenities. This could be because the areas are stable residential
neighborhoods or because the area is less developed and therefore has fewer sales and fewer
amenities. Strategies that would be appropriate in the latter case include concurrent development
of the housing and economic opportunities through mixed-use developments to build commerce
and housing centers across the City.”

The Housing Study identifies a need for a variety of housing options throughout Harrisonburg and
notes that increasing housing can help address housing demand. Additionally, townhomes, which
are typically priced less than detached homes, can be a more attainable homeownership option,
creating opportunities for first-time homebuyers.

Know that since January 2021, when the Housing Study was completed, through April 16, 2026,
City Council has created the opportunity, through approving rezonings, SUPs, and other actions,
for the development of 3,988 dwelling units. Of those, 1,276 (about 32%) are for townhomes,
while only 289 (just over 7%) are for single-family detached homes.

Public Schools
The City contracted with the University of Virginia’s Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service to

complete a report titled "Population and School Enrollment Projects for the City of Harrisonburg"

5
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(April 2025). The report can be found at the following
link: https://harrisonburgva.gov/sites/default/files/city-

manager/HarrisonburgSchoolEnrollment _2025-04-30 Final.pdf. This report provides

overall student enrollment projections through 2034 as well as estimated student generation by
housing type for each elementary school attendance zone.

Based on the Weldon Cooper Center report’s calculation, this development’s proposed 49
residential units are estimated to generate 37 K-12 students at full build-out. According to the
School Board’s current attendance boundaries, Smithland Elementary School, Skyline Middle
School, and Rocktown High School would serve the students residing in this development.

Conclusion

Staff acknowledges that the applicant's proffered conditions address some of the needs and
concerns raised by City staff and neighboring property owners. However, staff finds that the
proposed townhomes are not consistent with adjacent existing land uses nor the Comprehensive
Plan's Land Use Guide.

Staff recommends denial of the rezoning and special use permit.

If the Planning Commission wishes to recommend approval of the rezoning and special use permit,
staff recommends the following condition for the special use permit to allow townhouses:

- The townhouse development shall include either a public street or a private street where
each townhouse is served by a driveway.

Options
1. Recommend denial of the rezoning and special use permit.
2. Recommend approval of the rezoning and special use permit with the recommended
condition.
3. Recommend approval of the rezoning and special use permit with other conditions.
4. Recommend approval of the rezoning and special use permit as submitted by the applicant.
5. Recommend approval of the rezoning and denial of the special use permit.

Attachments
e Site maps
e Application and supporting documents
e Public comments
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Docusign Envelope ID: A6F76065-6CDB-4153-AB66-E4640BB9F 122

N~
HARRISONBURG Change of Zoning District =
E':WOOF MMUNITY (Rezoning) Application
DEVELOPMENT www.harrisonburgva.gov/zoning
PROPERTY INFORMATION
2210 East Market Street 074 A1 6.61 acres or sq.ft.
Property Address Tax Map Parcel/ID Total Land Areca (circle)
Existing Zoning District: R1 (Low Density Residential) Proposed Zoning District: R8 (Small Lot Residential)

Existing Comprehensive Plan Designation: Commercial

PROPERTY OWNER INFORMATION

WFS Hanson LLC (Contract Purchaser = Providence Acquisition Partners, LLC) _

Property Owner Name Telephone
I

Street Address E-Mail
.

City State Zip

OWNER’S REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION

Westwood Professional Services -

Owner’s Representative Telephone
T I
Street Address E-Mail
]

City . State  Zip

CERTIFICATION

I certify that the information supplied on this application and on the attachments provided (maps and other information) is accurate and true
to the best of my knowledge. In addition, I hereby grant permission to the agents and employees of the City of Harrisonburg to enter the above
property for the purposes of processing and reviewing this application. I also understand that, when required, public notice signs will be
posted by the City on any property.(— Sianedby:

Swsan. §. HKanson, Mm,m:)w 5/1/2026 | 10:59:42 AM EDT

3DABCBCOFECH447

PROPERTY OWNER DATE
REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS

Letter explaining proposed use & reasons for seeking change in zoning.

Statement on proffers, if applying for conditional rezoning.

Survey of property or site map.

Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Determination Form OR Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Acceptance Letter signed by Public Works
Department. Applicant is responsible for coordinating with Public Works prior to submitting this application. For more information,
visit www.harrisonburgva.gov/traffic-impact-analysis.

TO BE COMPLETED BY PLANNING & ZONING DIVISION
5/7/26 Total Fees Due: $ 760

Application Fee: $550.00 + $30.00 per acre

Date Application and Fee Received

Meg Rupkey

Received By

Page1lof1l Last Updated: December 5, 2019
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¢ & ciry o HARRISONBURG
U COMMUNITY Special Use Permit Application
9 [) o DEVELOPMENT www.harrisonburgva.gov/zoning
(o
PROPERTY INFORMATION
2210 East Market Street, Harrisonburg 074 A1 6.608 @ rsq.f.
Property Address Tax Map Total Land Area (circle)

R-1

Existing Zoning Classification:

Special Use being requested: D@velopment of a for-sale residential community consisting of 49 residences, with

no individual building containing more than eight attached dwelling units.

PROPERTY OWNER INFORMATION

WFS Hanson, LLC
Property Owner Name

%

Street Address E-Mail

City State Zip

OWNER’S REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION

Susan S. Hanson, Manager _

Owner’s Representative Telephone
Street Address E-Mail

City State Zip

CERTIFICATION

I certify that the information supplied on this application and on the attachments provided (maps and other information) is accurate and true
lo the best of my knowledge. In addition, I hereby grant permission to the agents and employees of the Cily of Harrisonburg to enter the above
properiy for the purposes of processing and reviewing this application. I also understand that, when required, public notice signs will be
posted by the City on any property, ;~Signedby:

Swsan. . Kanson, Mw»)ue/uzozm 12:36:08 PM EDT

3D0ECECOFECEI4——

PROPERTY OWNER DATE

» REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS

[ Site or Property Map
B/Letter explaining proposed use & reasons for seeking a Special Use Permit.
Traffic Impact Analysis (TTA) Determination Form OR Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Acceptance Letter signed by Public Works
Department. Applicant is responsible for coordinating with Public Works prior to submitting this application. For more information, visit
www harrisonburgva. gov/traffic-impact-analysis. This requirement is waived for the following SUPs: major family day homes, reducing
required parking areas, reduction in required side yard setback, wireless telecommunication facilities, wall and fences, and short-term
rentals. To prevent delays in reviewing your application, please consult with Planning staff to confirm your application does not require
a TIA Determination Form or TIA Acceptance Letter.
Note: If applying for a Wireless Telecommunications Facility allowed only by SUP, then also submit a wireless telecommunications facility
application.

TO BE COMPLETED BY PLANNING & ZONING DIVISION

ul/// 2 (’/‘ Total Fees Due: $ 655 (PFJ(‘ 5/\4)

Date Application and Fee Received Application Fee: $425.00 + $30.00 per acre
o 2 W o S
Received By A P

Page 1 Last Updated: December S, 2019



104 Industry Way, Suite 102
Staunton, VA 24401

WeStWOOd main  (540) 248-3220

fax (540) 248-3221

May 6, 2026

City of Harrisonburg, Planning & Zoning Division
Attn: Meghan Rupkey, CZO

409 S. Main Street

Harrisonburg, VA 22801

Re: Parcel ID 074 A 1 — Project Narrative, Community Engagement, and Rezoning Justification

This letter is being provided to supplement the rezoning application for parcel number 074 A 1
located at 2210 East Market Street, Harrisonburg, Virginia. We are requesting rezoning of the parcel
from R-1 (Low Density Residential) to R-8 (Small Lot Residential) to allow the development of a
thoughtfully designed, for-sale townhome community. The present R-1 zoning does not permit
attached townhome development, and the existing topography, roadway frontage, and site geometry
create design constraints under the current zoning. The requested R-8 rezoning will allow a more
efficient and context-sensitive site design while providing a compatible residential transition with
surrounding development. The proposed density reflects a deliberate balance between housing
opportunity, site constraints, neighborhood compatibility, and long-term design quality, while
incorporating enhanced buffering, meaningful open space, and a site layout responsive to both the
property’s physical characteristics and community input. All proposed conditions utilize larger lot
sizes, enhanced parking, expanded buffering, and a density below what would otherwise be
permitted under R-8 zoning.

The proposed community is also intended to support the City’s goals of expanding housing choice,
encouraging attainable homeownership opportunities, and promoting compatible infill
development within areas already served by public infrastructure.

In preparation for this application, the development team met with City staff in pre-application
meetings on October 9, 2025, and January 22, 2026, to review the evolving concept plan and receive
guidance regarding site design, neighborhood compatibility, pedestrian connectivity, and applicable
development standards. Between these meetings, the concept plan was refined to address staff
input, evaluate opportunities for future extension of the mixed-use path along East Market Street,
and further develop a housing product intended to complement both the site and surrounding
community.

Following City staff’s recommendations, the development team initiated direct outreach with
adjacent neighborhoods and has met with neighboring residents on four occasions. These
discussions generated valuable feedback regarding site access, neighborhood connectivity, guest
parking, buffering, and overall project design. In response, the concept plan has been revised
multiple times to incorporate enhanced buffering and privacy screening, additional guest parking,
improved pedestrian connections, and refinements to the overall site layout. Updated plans have
been shared with neighboring property owners throughout this process to demonstrate that
community input has been heard and meaningfully incorporated into the proposal.

westwoodps.com
(888) 937-5150
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104 Industry Way, Suite 102
Staunton, VA 24401

WeStWOOd main  (540) 248-3220

fax (540) 248-3221

After more than a year of planning, multiple meetings with City staff, ongoing engagement with
neighboring property owners, and several iterations of design refinement, we respectfully submit
this application for consideration by the Planning Commission and City Council.

We believe the proposed development represents a thoughtful, context-sensitive residential
community that aligns with the City’s housing goals, expands homeownership opportunities, and
responds meaningfully to surrounding neighborhood input. We respectfully request your favorable
consideration of this rezoning application.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

WESTWOOD PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

William H. Gielen
Assistant Service Lead

westwoodps.com
(888) 937-5150

170



Authentislgn {D: BCS5F23F-1460-F1 $1-8FCA-G02248355474

Proffer Statement
In Connection with Rezoning

THIS PROFFER STATEMENT Is made as of (date), by
Providence Acquisition Partners, LLC, Virginia limited liability company (the “Profferor”), as
contract purchaser of that certain property owned by WFS Hanson, LLC {“Owner”) located at
2210 East Market Street (Route 33), City of Harrisonburg, Virginia, and identified as City of
Harrisonburg tax map identification number 074-A-1 (the “Property”).

WHEREAS, Profferot has filed an application with the City of Harrisonburg to rezone the
Property; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to 815.2-2298 of the Code of Virginia, the Profferor voluntarily offers
the following proffers, which are intended to be reasonabie, related to the rezoning, and in
conformity with the Comprehensive Plan of the City of Harrisonburg,

NOW, THEREFORE, Profferor hereby voluntarily proffers that the use and development of
the Property shall be In strict accordance with the following conditions {the “Proffers”):

1. Public Right-of-Way Dedicaticn, Prior to the City's issuance of the first building permit, the
Owner of the Property shall dedicate to the City of Harrisonburg a strip of land twenty (20}
feet in width along the frontage of East Market Street (Route 33) for public right-of-way
purposes in which dedication area the City may construct a shared use path. In addition to
this dedication, Owner will provide a temporary construction easement of 20-ft adjacent to
the newly dedicated right-of-way with an expiration of 10 years after site plan approval.

2. Maximum Residentiat Density. Development of the Property shall be limited to a maximum
of forty-nine (49) dwelling units.

3. Buffer and Screening. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy, a landscape
buffer that is twenty {20) feet in width and shall consist of a double-staggered row of
evergreen {rees, with a minimum height of four {4) feet at the time of ptanting will be
installed adjacent to six (6} existing single-family residences on Fairway Drive identified by
the following addresses and City of Harrisonburg tax map identification numbers:

105 Fairway Drive 074 D 31
109 Fairway Drive 074 D 30
115 Fairway Drlve 074 D 29
121 Fairway Drive 074 D 28
127 Fairway Drive 074 D 27
133 Fairway Drive 074 D 26
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The landscape buffer shall be as detailed on the associated illustrative plan. The buffer
shall be maintained in good condition by the homeowners’ association, including
replacement of dead or damaged plant material.

4, Screening Fence. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy, a six-foot {(6') high
opaquse, board-on-board fence shall be installed In the approximate location illustrated on
the illustrative plan, For the sake of clarity, the screening fence will be installed along the
Property boundary with vacant land identified as City of Harrisonburg tax map
identification number 74-A-3, and along the Propetty boundary with the six (6) existing
single-family residences located on Fairway Drive, identified by the following addresses
and City of Harrisonburg tax map identification numbers:

105 Fairway Dvive 074 D 31
109 Fairway Drive 074 D 30
115 Fairway Drive 074 D 29
121 Fairway Drive 074 D 28
127 Fairway Drive 074 D 27
133 Fairway Drive 074 D 26

b. Effective Date, These Proffers shall become effective only upon approval of the rezoning of
the Property by the Harrisonburg City Council,

6. Totlot. Priortoissuance of the final certificate of occupancy, the Property shall contain a
playground for use by residents. The playground shall be a minimum of 1,000 square feet
and shall inctude typical age-appropriate playground equipment and play features
customarily found at childcare, preschool, daycare, and early childhood education
facillties.

7. Guest Parking. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy, the Property shalt
contain overflow/Guest Parking of at least ten (10} parking spaces in the area generally
shown on the illustrative plan.

8. Sidewalk on Betts. Prior to issuance of the final certificate of occupancy, the developer will
build and dedicate a pubtic sidewalk to the City of Harrisonburg along the frontage of Betts
Road as generally shown on the illustrative plan.

SIGNATURES FOLLOW ON NEXT PAGE
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Profferor and Owner have executed this Proffer Statement as
of the date first written above.

Providence Acquisition Partners, LLC, Profferor

By:

Robert B, Seidel Date

Managing Member
WFS Hanson, LLC, Owner

Authenisey
@mh iy 06/04/26

By:

Susan S Hanson, Manager Date
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Plot Date/Time: 1/28/2026 10:12 AM
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Site Summary

Owner WFS Hanson LLC
Locality Harrisonburg, VA
Tax Map # / Parcel ID # 074 A 1
| Instrument # DB 3013 PG 776
1 Address 2210 East Market Street
| Acreage 6.61
Flood Zone? No
Wetlands? None, Per National Wetland Service
Existing Zoning R1 (Low Density Residential)
Proposed Zoning R8 (Small Lot Residential District)
| Ex. Comp. Plan Use Limited Commercial
»f: Max. Density Z‘!,800 St/ Tomhom(’e: . . Stormwater
e one ront ide* ear
.-_.,,_-* Setbacks 5 o T o Management Area
Wl Min. Lot Depth 60 0.5 *Ac.
b M Min. Lot width 18
ol Max. Building Height 3 Stories, 40’
' Proposed Units 49 Units (8 Units/ Acre)
| Required Parking 1 Space/Unit = 49 Parking Spaces
R 1 Garage & 2 Driveway Spaces per unit
| Proposed Parking 23 Parking lot Guest Spaces
) Total Proposed = 170 Parking Spaces
g * 10’ Side setback for 4 or less units. 15" for over 4 units
‘? y Supplemental Rezoning Required to R8 with a Special Use Permit to allow townhomes
R g Requirements Separate Special Use Permit required to allow 10’ side yard setbacks on
' buildings with over 4 units.
Pt Comititons 201 R.O.W. along East Mad\'et deedeld to the city for future multi-use path
% 20" Landscaped buffer with over 4 units.

r;" %}b il e O M O L SO DN ‘_\ﬂ M‘h_u A oy : o Y .

Westwood -« 2210 EAST MARKET STREET

Suite 102 Sqn = '
westwoodps.com Stauntg:aVA 24401 ”—LUSTRATI VE P LAN BRAPHIC-SLALE | o N

b My
| —md -

Westwood Professional Services ’ Inc. THIS PLAN IS CONCEPTUAL IN NATURE AND SUBJECT TO CHANGE. THE CONCEPT MAY

NOT NECESSARILY DEPICT THE PROJECT AS IT SHALL FINALLY BE DEVELOPED.

HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA APRIL 2026

jects\25\30134\0069303.00 2210 EAST MARKET ST\CIVIL\dwg\2026-02-27 69303 2210 EAST MARKET ALTA BOUNDARY.dwg"
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V City of Harrisonburg, VA Determination of Need for a
¥ | Department of Public Works Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA)

www .harrisonburgva.gov/traffic-impact-analysis

For inclusion in an application for Planning Commission review (for Special Use Permit, Rezoning or Preliminary Plat), this form
must be submitted to the Public Works Department at least 5 business days prior to the Planning Commission application deadline.

Contact Information

Consultant Name: Westwood Professional Services, Inc.

Telephone: 540-248-3220

E-mail: Bill. Moore@WestwoodPS.com

Owner Name: WFS Hanson, LLC (Contract Purchaser = Rob Seidel)
Telephone: (703) 946-4984 (Contract Purchaser)

E-mail: robert.seidel@svn.com

Project Information

Project Name: 2210 East Market Street

Project Address: 2210 East Market Street

T™ #: 074-A-1

Existing Land Use(s): |Low Density Residential (R-1), vacant

Proposed Land Use(s): _ _ _ _ .
(if applicable) Small Lot Residential (R-8) with Special Use Permit for Townhomes
Submission Type: Comprelicnsive O opecial Use O Rezoning @ Preliminary

Project Description: | pronosed residential development consisting of up to 55

(Include site plan or | qwnhome units. Single access to Betts Road. See attached
preliminary sketch and concept plan.

additional details on
land use, acreage,
access to site, etc)

Peak Hour Trip Generation (from row 15 on the second page)

AM Peak Hour Trips: |26

PM Peak Hour Trips: |28

(reserved for City staff)

TIA required? Yes No
Comments:

Accepted by: Zonitt, Masen. Date:  03/13/2026

Revised Date: December 2019
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Peak Hour Trip Generation by Land Use

Row ITE Land Use IUTsl;: 2232 Uit Quantity Ad?alzle:: aSlt(rile(:lfIl"r:ffﬂc Adli?clle:: gl:r?e(:uTrr:ffﬁc

1 Proposed #1 | Townhomes (Single-Family Attached) 215 Dwelling Units 55 26 28
2 Proposed #2

3 Proposed #3

4 Proposed #4

5 Proposed #5

6 Proposed #6

7 Total New Trips 26 28
8 Existing #1 |Vacant NA 0 0
9 Existing #2

10 | Existing #3

11 Existing #4

12 Existing #5

13 Existing #6

14 Total Existing Trips 0 0
15 Final Total (Total New — Total Existing) 26 28

Instructions

Determination of trip generation rates shall be in conformance with ITE guidelines.

1. Based on the intended use(s), calculate the AM Peak and PM Peak trip generation using the AM and PM Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic rates from
the most current version of the ITE Trip Generation Manual (rows 1-6). Attach additional sheets as necessary for more uses.

Sum up all of the trips generated for the new uses in the Total New Trips row (row 7).

If the development has any existing uses, calculate the AM Peak and PM Peak trip generations using the AM and PM Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic
rates from the most current version of the ITE Trip Generation Manual (rows 8-13). Attach additional sheets as necessary for more uses.

Sum up all of the trips generated for the existing uses in the Total Existing Trips row (row 14).

5. Subtract the total existing trips from the total new trips to get the final total number of trips generated by the development (row 15). Enter these numbers
on the first page.

Revised Date: December 2019
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TO THE HARRISONBURG PLANNING COMMISSION

My husband and | are Fairway Hills residents and we would like to express our concerns
about the proposed subdivision at the intersection of East Market St and Betts Rd.

1. If members of the commission have not already done so, we urge you to take a drive
through any of the existing 3 story townhome developments. The amount of cars
both in driveways and parked on the street will give you an idea of what this
development will look like.The.Ryan Homes development less than a mile Eastis a
perfect example of bad traffic planning onto Rt 33

2. TRAFFIC The only entrance on Betts Rd onto East Market St is the developer’s way
to cut development costs. The safest and best solution would be an entrance
directly onto East Market St west of Betts Road but the developers won’t do this.

3. THE PROPOSED TOWNHOUSES Make no miétake, these 3 lavel townhomes will be
priced for one thing in mind...

The ability to add a 4" Bedroom and bath to attract investors and the more
renters per unit means more vehicles to park. There is nothing in writing from the
developers to prevent this.

4, WHY BUY IN THE CITY WHEN THE EXACT SAME PROPERTIES ARE AVAILABLE
CLOSETO THE CITY , OFFER MORE AMENITIES AND HAVE A MUCH LOWER REAL
ESTATE TAX RATE '

5. There is a real SHORTAGE OF SINGLE LEVEL HOMES FOR EMPTY NESTERS,SINGLE
PROFESSIONALS& RETIREES. EITHER DUPLEXES OR FOUR PLEXES. 2 or 3
Bedrooms, Single car garage.These types of units historically sell at premium prices
and don’t stay on the market long. This acreage would be perfect for something like
this.

6. BUFFERZONE ....the affected homes on Fairway Dr. are valued between $500,000
and $800,000. To offer only a 20 ft setback and a 6 ft fence doesn’t seem
appropriate. There should be a much wider setback(50 ft) and there should be an 8ft
fence constructed to help maintain the property value of these homes.

The developer has stated on atleast 2 occasions that if this project dossn’t move
forward, we will eventually be looking at “ commercial development that wilt bring
far more noise, not to mention garbage and rats”. We have more faith in our city
government than this. But we hope that 8 story townhomes that will most likely be
sold to investors is not what the city wants to happen next to one of the city’s
loveliest neighborhoods. '

me \dou-—é , Qpb&-t Bﬁﬁ’k@mu«w

216 Fourwory Drive
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@ Outlook

Planning Commission: 2210 E Market Street development

From Mark Damian Duda <mark@responsivemanagement.com>
Date Fri 5/29/2026 5:46 PM
To CD Planning <CDPlanning@harrisonburgva.gov>

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Dear Esteemed Planning Commission,
| would like to file my strong objection to the proposed development at 2210 E Market Street.

As currently planned, the entrance and exit to this proposed development will enter and exit via Betts
Road.

The development will cause additional strain on the entrance and exit of Betts Road and E Market where
there are already dangerous traffic issues.

The proposed community should build its own road to enter/exit on to Market Street, not Betts Road.

The development should not go forward until this major community safety issue is addressed by the
builder, and a separate road from the development to E Market Street is constructed.

Thank you for considering our objection and putting public safety over ill-conceived development plans.

Mark Damian Duda
Executive Director
Responsive Management
Certified Wildlife Biologist ®
PO Box 1828

Harrisonburg, VA 22801
540-432-1888
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@ Outlook

2210 E Market Street proposed townhouses

From Barbara Anders <barbara.ch.swiss@gmail.com>
Date Mon 6/1/2026 12:18 PM
To CD Planning <CDPlanning@harrisonburgva.gov>

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Good afternoon,

My name is Barbara Anders, | am a resident in the Fairway Hills neighborhood. | am writing in
regards to the rezoning & special use permits application that was submitted for 2210 E. Market st.
The development being proposed is a 49-unit 3 bedroom townhouse community with a sole point of
entry/exit via Betts Dr. directly off Market St/US33, a major thoroughfare. As of now, the intersection of
East Market St/US33 & Betts Dr./Court, restricts Left turns from either side of Betts Dr. on Market
St/US33 this will be made permanent by summer 2026. Meaning you can only turn right onto US33
and must U-turn (if necessary), at the Evelyn Bird intersection. The major concern with this
development will be the considerable & extensive impact on traffic and safety. As the city of
Harrisonburg continues to grow | have experienced the challenges of exiting Betts Dr on US33 just in
the last few years with the increase of development and traffic. Adding an additional 122-147 vehicles
which would be the national average for a 49-unit 3 bedroom townhouse community would so
severely bottleneck the main exit point on to US33 especially with these newly implemented turning
restrictions. Another issue with this development is the lack of parking. For this many units the rule of
thumb is typically 2.0 dedicated off-street parking spaces per townhouses. As the current design
stands, there is only one parking bay for guests with 23 spaces at the far end of the proposed site
plan, which will most definitely cause overflow parking out onto Betts Dr. causing safety issues,
compromising fire lanes, emergency access and would additionally impact traffic entering/exiting Betts
Dr.. As a community we have met with the developers and raised our many, many concerns. Some
have been addressed but the issues I've mentioned will be the most impactful and detrimental have
not been addressed. We have asked, requested and implored the developers to add an alternative
entry and or exit point directly on to US33 which would mitigate some of these concerns and all have
been shut down. Currently there is an existing driveway on US33 that leads directly into the land use
which could and should be utilized. Another option raised in past meetings is an additional entry/exit
point at the top of the property past the Evelyn Bird intersection. | understand traffic and safety must
be considered and is the biggest priority, that said; if an exit point was put in beyond the Evelyn Bird
light, residents would have a dedicated exit window between light changes and could use the
Target/Khol's median to make any necessary U-turns. All of which is considerably safer when
compared to exiting onto US33 from Betts. | urge you, those with the power, to mandate an additional
entry/exit point to help mitigate the traffic impact on the primary thoroughfare. Lastly, consider the
emergency vehicle access, response times, vehicle turnaround and evacuation routes. If the single
access point gets blocked by a crash, a fallen tree, weather impact, even a fire hose, emergency
vehicles cannot get in and residents cannot escape. I'm not aware what the codes are to force
developers to build a second entry/exit but with the proposed 49 units this should be enforced. This
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all will support long-term community growth and safety. | have attached for your quick reference and
convenience the development rendering to look over and consider all | have mentioned.

Thank you for your attention and consideration,

Sent from my iPhone
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@ Outlook

RE: Planning Commission RE: 2210 E. Market St. Rezoning

From Michael Missy Louis <mmlouis1120@gmail.com>

Date Mon 6/1/2026 11:50 AM

To Laura A. Dent <Laura.Dent@harrisonburgva.gov>; richard.baugh@harrisonburgva.gov
<richard.baugh@harrisonburgva.gov>; Amy E. Snider <Amy.Snider@harrisonburgva.gov>; Brian Vandenberg
<Brian.Vandenberg@harrisonburgva.gov>; Ande Banks <ande.banks@harrisonburgva.gov>; CD Planning
<CDPlanning@harrisonburgva.gov>; Traffic - Public Mail <Traffic@harrisonburgva.gov>; Tom Hartman
<Tom.Hartman@harrisonburgva.gov>; Wayne E. Westfall <wayne.westfall@harrisonburgva.gov>; Travis Cornett
<Travis.Cornett@harrisonburgva.gov>; Matthew Huston <Matthew.Huston@harrisonburgva.gov>

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Good afternoon,

My name is Melissa Louis; | am a resident in the Fairway Hills neighborhood. | am writing in regards to the
rezoning & special use permits application that was submitted for 2210 E. Market st. The development being
proposed is a 49-unit 3 bedroom townhouse community with a sole point of entry/exit via Betts Dr. directly off
Market St/US33, a major thoroughfare. As of now, the intersection of East Market St/lUS33 & Betts Dr./Court,
restricts Left turns from either side of Betts Dr. on Market St/US33 this will be made permanent in summer 2026.
Meaning you can only turn right onto US33 and must U-turn (if necessary), at the Evelyn Bird intersection. The
major concern with this development will be the considerable & extensive impact on traffic. As the city of
Harrisonburg continues to grow | have experienced the challenges of exiting Betts Dr on US33 just in the last few
years with the increase of development and traffic. Adding an additional 122-147 vehicles which would be the
national average for a 49-unit 3 bedroom townhouse community would so severely bottleneck the main exit point
on to US33 especially with these newly implemented turning restrictions. Another issue with this development is the
lack of parking. For this many units the rule of thumb is typically 2.0 dedicated off-street parking spaces per
townhouses. As the current design stands, there is only one parking bay for guests with 23 spaces at the far end of
the proposed site plan, which will most definitely cause overflow parking out onto Betts Dr. causing safety issues,
compromising fire lanes, emergency access and would additionally impact traffic entering/exiting Betts Dr.. As a
community we have met with the developers and raised our many, many concerns. Some have been addressed
but the issues I've mentioned will be the most impactful and detrimental have not been addressed. We have asked,
requested and implored the developers to add an alternative entry and or exit point directly on to US33 which
would mitigate some of these concerns and all have been shut down. Currently there is an existing driveway on
US33 that leads directly into the land use which could and should be utilized. Another option raised in past
meetings is an additional entry/exit point at the top of the property past the Evelyn Bird intersection. | understand
traffic and safety must be considered and is the biggest priority, that said; if an exit point was put in beyond the
Evelyn Bird light, residents would have a dedicated exit window between light changes and could use the
Target/Mall median to make any necessary U-turns. All of which is considerably safer when compared to exiting
onto US33 from Betts. | urge you, those with the power, to mandate an additional entry/exit point to help mitigate
the traffic impact on the primary thoroughfare. Lastly, consider the emergency vehicle access, response times,
vehicle turnaround and evacuation routes. If the single access point gets blocked by a crash, a fallen tree, weather
impact, even a fire hose, emergency vehicles cannot get in and residents cannot escape. I'm not aware what the
codes are to force developers to build a second entry/exit but with the proposed 49 units this should be enforced.
This all will support long-term community growth and safety. | have attached for your quick reference and
convenience the development rendering to look over and consider all | have mentioned.
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Thank you for your attention and consideration,
Melissa Louis

813.727.5314

2210 TMARKET STREET
JLLUSTRATIVE PLAN
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? Outlook

NOTICE of PUBLIC HEARING - Rezoning (R-1to R-8C) and a special use permit to allow WFS Hanson
LLC (developer) to develop 8 units of attached townhouses on 2210 and 2230 East Market Street

From JODI MILLS <jjmmiillss@gmail.com>
Date Thu 6/4/2026 8:42 AM
To CD Planning <CDPlanning@harrisonburgva.gov>

U 2 attachments (767 KB)
Rezoning Plat.pdf; NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING - Google Docs.pdf;

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Dear Members of the Planning Commission / City Council,

My name is Jodi Mills, and my husband and I are residents of the Fairway Hills neighborhood. I am
writing to express my deep concerns regarding the rezoning and special use permit application submitted
for 2210 E. Market Street. While we support the long-term growth of Harrisonburg, the development as
currently proposed poses severe traffic, parking, and public safety risks to our existing community. There
are far better parcels for a community like this in Harrisonburg, but this one as proposed doesn’t support a
long-term growth plan as currently planned.

The proposal outlines a 49-unit, 3-bedroom townhouse community with a sole point of entry and exit via
Betts Drive. This design is highly problematic given the upcoming permanent traffic changes. As of
summer 2026, the intersection of East Market St./US 33 and Betts Drive will permanently restrict left
turns from either side of Betts. All traffic exiting onto US 33 must turn right and execute a U-turn at the
Evelyn Bird common intersection.

If approved, this community would add an estimated 122 to 147 vehicles and will severely bottleneck the
single exit point onto an already heavily congested thoroughfare. The reality of our local real estate
market indicates the actual vehicle count will be much higher. A large majority of buyers in our local
townhome communities are outside investors rather than owner occupied residents. Because of this
location's immediate proximity to the James Madison University campus, this development is a prime
target to become an investor hub for student rentals.

When townhomes are utilized as student rentals, the standard national averages for a traditional
household "two-car" equation become completely irrelevant. These dwellings routinely house multiple
unrelated residents, each with their own individual vehicle. Instead of two cars per unit, we are looking at
least three vehicles per household, which will utterly overwhelm the single planned guest parking bay of
23 spaces at the far end of the property. This guaranteed deficit will cause massive overflow parking out
onto Betts Drive, compromising designated fire lanes, blocking emergency vehicle access, and
completely choking neighborhood traffic flow.

Crucially, because this site's traffic and parking impact is heavily tied to student housing dynamics, any
traffic impact study required for this development must be conducted during a timeframe when local

schools and universities are fully in session. A summertime study would yield completely inaccurate, 183



artificially low data, as our local traffic hits its true peak when school buses, commuters, and thousands of
students are on the roads.

Furthermore, this heavy traffic flow will inevitably spill deep into our established neighborhood. Fairway
Drive currently has no stop signs on Fairway Drive and serves as a major cut-through between
Keezeltown Road and Route 33. The volume of non-resident vehicles abusing this road as a shortcut is
already alarming and downright dangerous for our neighborhood children, pedestrians, and walkers.
Approving a massive influx of rental-heavy townhomes without requiring comprehensive, school-season
traffic studies, additional stop signs, or speed bumps within the Fairway Hills neighborhood to mitigate
this overflow is entirely unacceptable.

Our community has met with the developers to raise these concerns, but our most critical points have
been dismissed. We have repeatedly implored them to utilize the existing driveway on US 33 that leads
directly into the land use, or to create an alternative exit at the top of the property past the Evelyn Bird
intersection. An exit point beyond that light would offer residents a dedicated, safer window to merge
between light changes and utilize the Target/Mall median for U-turns—a vastly safer alternative to
forcing all traffic onto Betts Drive.

For the safety, well-being, and long-term stability of Harrisonburg residents, I urge you to deny this
application as currently drawn. I ask that you mandate a second entry/exit point, require a thorough traffic

impact study conducted exclusively while school is in session, and condition any approval on the
installation of traffic-calming measures like stop signs and speed bumps on Fairway Drive.

Thank you for your time, consideration, and dedication to protecting our community.
Sincerely,
Jodi Mills

Fairway Hills Resident
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CITY OF

OF
HARRISON
BURG, VA

CITY OF HARRISONBURG

COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

409 SOUTH MAIN STREET, HARRISONBURG, VA 22801 OFFICE (540)
432-7700 FAX (540) 432-7777

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
TO ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNER

The Harrisonburg Planning Commission will hold a public hearing in the City Council Chambers, 409
South Main Street, Harrisonburg, VA. on Wednesday, June 10, 2026 at 6:00 p.m., to consider
the following:

Rezoning - 2210 and 2230 East Market Street (R-1 to R-8C)

A request from WFS Hanson LLC to rezone a +/- 6.6-acre property from R-1, Single-Family
Residential District to R-8C, Small Lot Residential District Conditional. The property is
addressed as 2210 and 2230 East Market Street and is identified as tax map parcel 74-A-1.

Special Use Permit — 2210 and 2230 East Market Street (To allow attached townhouses of no
more than eight units in R-8)

A request from WFS Hanson LLC for a special use permit per Section 10-3-59.4 (1) of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow attached townhouses of no more than eight units in the R-8, Small Lot
Residential District. The +/- 6.6-acre property is addressed as 2210 and 2230 East Market Street
and is identified as tax map parcel 74-A-1.

Applications and other information are available for review by contacting the Department of
Community Development, 409 South Main Street, Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to

185



5:00 p.m. Please call (540) 432-7700 to obtain a copy by email or by appointment. More
information is available at www.harrisonburgva.gov/public-hearings. Interested parties will be
able to attend the meeting and to watch the meeting on Public Education Government Channel
1072, and the City's website at www.harrisonburg-va.legistar.com/Calendar.aspx.

Interested parties may express their views in person or by calling (540) 437-2687 during public
hearings and public comment or express their views electronically prior to the meeting by emailing
CDPlanning@Harrisonburg VA.gov. Any individual requiring auxiliary aids, including signers,
in connection with the public hearing shall notify the Department of Community Development at
540-432-7700 at least five (5) business days prior to the date of the meeting.

186



P G VRS N

Locslicy
Tax bap 3/ Pl D8 OTdAt

1 Garage § 7 Dmvrey Spacas por urd
23 Pty ipd Gowed Spaces

Tots! Progoued = 170 Pukrg Sooces

Riezpeang Requayd fo RS wih o Rpwcal Use Fermst 0 sfon tariomeg & 10
#0 jord potbacics o0 § el buktogs

0RO wong East Voriet St cpsvd 40 oy £1y for s Le path

Emm’wﬂb“ frgter crendy g einpeees fne

Westwood 200

weNwOOdR.CTm Staurmon, m\:-um

2210 EAST MARKET STREET
ILLUSTRATIVE PLAN

GRAPHIC SCALE: 1" = & N

e e s oo
TR | ¢ UL 48 i

APRIL 2026

187



? Outlook

Rezoning and Special Use Permit Application submitted for 2210 E. Market Street.

From C C <ctccomer1@gmail.com>
Date Thu 6/4/2026 9:50 AM
To CD Planning <CDPlanning@harrisonburgva.gov>

[ﬂJ 2 attachments (304 KB)
Plat Betts Road.pdf; Planning Commision Notice.pdf;

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Good morning,

Our names are Terry and Connie Comer, and we are residents of the Fairway Hills neighborhood. We
are writing regarding the rezoning and special use permit application submitted for 2210 E. Market
Street.

The proposed development consists of a 49-unit, three-bedroom townhouse community with a single
point of entry and exit via Betts Drive onto East Market Street/US 33, one of Harrisonburg’s major
thoroughfares.

Our primary concern is the significant traffic impact this development will have on an already
challenging intersection. Currently, left turns are prohibited from both sides of Betts Drive onto East
Market Street/US 33, and these restrictions are scheduled to become permanent in Summer 2026. As a
result, motorists can only turn right onto US 33 and must travel to the Evelyn Byrd Avenue intersection
to make a U-turn when necessary.

Even without this development, we both have personally experienced increasing difficulty exiting Betts
Drive due to the steady growth and rising traffic volumes along US 33. The addition of a 49-unit
townhouse community could introduce an estimated 122 to 147 additional vehicles, based on national
averages. Concentrating that volume of traffic through a single access point will create substantial
congestion, increase delays, and further burden an intersection that is already operating under
significant constraints.

A second concern is the apparent lack of adequate parking. For a development of this size, the general
standard is approximately two dedicated off-street parking spaces per townhouse. Under the current
site plan, there is only one guest parking area containing 23 spaces located at the far end of the
property. This arrangement will likely result in overflow parking onto Betts Drive, creating safety
concerns, obstructing emergency access routes, and further impacting traffic flow entering and exiting
the neighborhood.
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Our community has met with the developers on multiple occasions and raised numerous concerns.
While some issues have been addressed, the traffic and access concerns outlined above—the issues
that will have the greatest long-term impact on residents and public safety—remain unresolved.
Residents have repeatedly requested that the developers provide an additional access point directly
onto US 33 or another viable alternative, but these requests have been consistently rejected.

There is currently an existing driveway on US 33 that provides direct access to the property and could
potentially be incorporated into the development design. Another option discussed during community
meetings is adding an entrance and exit point near the upper portion of the property, beyond the
Evelyn Byrd Avenue intersection. While traffic safety must remain the highest priority, an access point
located beyond the traffic signal would allow residents to use natural gaps in signal timing and, when
necessary, safely access the median near the Target/Mall area for U-turn movements. This alternative
would provide a safer and more efficient option than relying solely on Betts Drive.

We respectfully urge the City and all decision-makers involved to require an additional point of access
as a condition of approval. Doing so would help mitigate traffic impacts, improve public safety, and
better support the long-term growth of this area.

In closing, we ask that you carefully consider emergency vehicle access, response times, vehicle
turnaround capabilities, and evacuation routes. If the sole access point becomes blocked due to an
accident, fallen tree, severe weather event, utility work, or other emergency, residents could be
trapped, and emergency responders could be delayed from reaching those in need. Given the size of
the proposed development, a secondary access point should be strongly considered, if not required,
to ensure adequate emergency access and public safety.

We believe these measures would support responsible growth while protecting both current and
future residents.

For your convenience, we have attached a rendering of the proposed development for reference as
you review this application and consider the concerns outlined above.

Thank you for your time, attention, and thoughtful consideration.
Sincerely,
Terry and Connie Comer

Fairway Hills Resident
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CITY OF HARRISONBURG

COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

409 SOUTH MAIN STREET, HARRISONBURG, VA 22801 OFFICE (540)
432-7700 FAX (540) 432-7777

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
TO ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNER

The Harrisonburg Planning Commission will hold a public hearing in the City Council Chambers, 409
South Main Street, Harrisonburg, VA. on Wednesday, June 10, 2026 at 6:00 p.m., to consider
the following:

Rezoning - 2210 and 2230 East Market Street (R-1 to R-8C)

A request from WFS Hanson LLC to rezone a +/- 6.6-acre property from R-1, Single-Family
Residential District to R-8C, Small Lot Residential District Conditional. The property is
addressed as 2210 and 2230 East Market Street and is identified as tax map parcel 74-A-1.

Special Use Permit — 2210 and 2230 East Market Street (To allow attached townhouses of no
more than eight units in R-8)

A request from WFS Hanson LLC for a special use permit per Section 10-3-59.4 (1) of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow attached townhouses of no more than eight units in the R-8, Small Lot
Residential District. The +/- 6.6-acre property is addressed as 2210 and 2230 East Market Street
and is identified as tax map parcel 74-A-1.

Applications and other information are available for review by contacting the Department of
Community Development, 409 South Main Street, Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to

190



5:00 p.m. Please call (540) 432-7700 to obtain a copy by email or by appointment. More
information is available at www.harrisonburgva.gov/public-hearings. Interested parties will be
able to attend the meeting and to watch the meeting on Public Education Government Channel
1072, and the City's website at www.harrisonburg-va.legistar.com/Calendar.aspx.

Interested parties may express their views in person or by calling (540) 437-2687 during public
hearings and public comment or express their views electronically prior to the meeting by emailing
CDPlanning@Harrisonburg VA.gov. Any individual requiring auxiliary aids, including signers,
in connection with the public hearing shall notify the Department of Community Development at
540-432-7700 at least five (5) business days prior to the date of the meeting.
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FAIRWAY HILLS / BETTS STREET

From John Gira <john.gira1041@yahoo.com>
Date Thu 6/4/2026 9:55 AM
To CD Planning <CDPlanning@harrisonburgva.gov>

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Dear Sir / Madam

Please excuse my limited understanding of city government, specifically in regards to zoning. According to Harrisonburg's
zoning site, the purpose of zoning regulation: Promote health, safety, morals, general community welfare, protect and conserve
the value of buildings and promote appropriate use of land. Please address the following questions at June 10th hearing:

1) Of of the Commission's published list of purposes, which specific purposes are being served?

2) Is the decision for change based on the community at large, or just the financial interest of one party?

3) For an existing member of the community, of what value is the City's Zoning? Is to be understood they are merely suggestions,
as opposed to dependable guidelines for intelligent life decisions?

To an outside observer, the very essence of zoning is degraded in this activity. To a long time resident of Fairway Hills, health
and safety is a particular concern, as future emergency access (in and out) is put at risk. Daily living will be severely impacted by
the choke point, recently made worse, on East Market Street, to say nothing of the traffic blockage on Betts, resulting from two
years of construction site.

In closing, being a community member, tax payer, and resident of the effected area may be of no concern. The mess created by
this decision will not effect anyone making the decision- which is a shame. I look forward to your responses on June 10th.

Thank you.

John Gira
144 The Green
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Proposed Betts Rd/E Market St rezoning for new townhouses

From L Nagel <lewis.and.linda.nagel@gmail.com>
Date Thu 6/4/2026 9:55 AM
To CD Planning <CDPlanning@harrisonburgva.gov>

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening attachments.

As property owners in Fairway Hills we are writing to express our concerns about this proposed
development. 120 plus vehicles along with the housing units all packed on 6.5 acres is too much. One
ingress/egress point on Betts Rd is inadequate. In the event of a fire or other emergency Betts Rd will
likely get blocked with emergency vehicles, potentially causing delays in helping the injured or mitigating
property damage. Thinking in terms of future liability for the city, we recommend extending Evelyn Byrd
into the development both for safety reasons and to reduce traffic congestion at Betts Rd and E Market.

Lewis and Linda Nagel
210 The Green
Harrisonburg VA 22802
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Comments to Planning Commission for June 10th Public Hearings

From Katie Quertermous <drkatieq@gmail.com>
Date Thu 6/4/2026 12:24 PM
To CD Planning <CDPlanning@harrisonburgva.gov>

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Below are my comments to the Planning Commission to be included in the agenda for the upcoming
meeting:

Good afternoon,

| am writing as a resident of the Fairway Hills neighborhood regarding the rezoning & special
use permits application submitted for 2210 E. Market St. The development being proposed is a
49-unit townhouse community with a sole entry/exit point onto Betts Road directly off East
Market St/US-33. | am writing to express concerns with the proposed development relating to
four issues: traffic, parking, pedestrian and bicycle safety, and utilities infrastructure. These
concerns have been raised repeatedly by neighbors in community meetings with the
developers. While some smaller concerns that were raised have been addressed in the plan,
these most significant issues have not yet been addressed.

The intersection of East Market St/US-33 & Betts Road/Court experiences consistent traffic
throughout the day from Fairway Hills and Chatham Square residents as well as cut-through
traffic on the Betts Road side and businesses on the Betts Court side. At present, temporary
bollards restrict left turns onto Market St/US-33 from both sides of Betts Road/Court, but Public
Works has proposed making this restriction permanent with the proposal to be considered by

the Transportation Safety and Advisory Commission meeting on June 101, the morning of the
planning commission meeting. The turn restrictions mean that all cars leaving Betts Road,
including from the proposed development, who need to turn left onto Market St/US-33 must turn
right onto US-33 and then U-turn at the Evelyn Bird intersection, yielding to the heavy traffic
turning right from Evelyn Bird onto US-33 to make this U-turn. With the increasing quantity of
traffic traveling into Harrisonburg on US-33 due to outlying development, a right turn onto US-33
from Betts Road often requires a long wait at the current traffic levels, and the U-turn/inner left
turn lane on US-33 at the Evelyn Byrd intersection completely fills at times meaning that cars
planning to U-turn sometimes cannot turn right even when a break occurs in the US-33

traffic. This situation will only get worse as outlying development continues, and adding the
expected 100+ vehicles from a 49-townhouse community to this intersection will overwhelm the
Betts Road/US-33 intersection and the U-turn lane at the US-33/Evelyn Byrd intersection. The
difficulty of access via Betts Road will also direct some of the new traffic through Fairway Hills,
where drivers already drive too fast for the safety of walkers, bikers, and children playing in
yards as evidenced in the 2025 traffic-calming study in which Fairway Drive received 27 out of
30 possible points for excess speed.
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The design of the development and the lack of a shoulder on Betts Road do not provide a safe
location for overflow parking. While the proposed site map shows a parking area with 23 spots
in addition to two driveway spots in front of each townhome, only 10 visitor parking spaces have
been guaranteed in the proffers. Having lived in townhouse communities, | know from
experience that 10 spots is not sufficient for a development of this size and would quickly
overflow, likely every evening and weekend. The location of the proposed 23-spot visitor lot at
the end of the community is highly unlikely to be used by visitors and residents in the
townhomes closer to Betts Road. Again from experience, | know that people simply will not walk
that far when there are other options closer, even if those options are illegal. The overflow
parking will naturally end up on Betts Road, the parking spaces in the private community of
Chatham Square, and on Fairway Drive. Parking along Betts Road would make vehicle traffic
on Betts Road unsafe and restrict emergency vehicle access to Fairway Hills and Chatham
Square. Parking in the spaces in the private community of Chatham Square would restrict
resident and postal service access to neighborhood mailboxes and force this private community
to incur the hassle of towing vehicles. Parking on Fairway Drive would force the large number
of adults and children who walk and bike in the neighborhood further into the street, which is a
serious safety threat given the speed at which vehicles travel through the neighborhood.

| also request that the Planning Commission confirm with Public Works and all relevant utitility
providers that the existing water, sewer, and electricity infrastructure can support a development
of this size without compromising service at existing levels to surrounding neighborhoods and
businesses.

Thank you for your attention and consideration,

Katie Quertermous
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Rezoning and Special Use Permit hearing on Betts Rd./E. Market St. property

From Mary Williams <murph.williams77@gmail.com>
Date Thu 6/4/2026 12:57 PM
To CD Planning <CDPlanning@harrisonburgva.gov>

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening
attachments.

June 4, 2026

Good afternoon,

Our names are Jeffrey and Mary Williams. We are long-term residents of the Fairway
Hills neighborhood and are writing in regard to the rezoning & special use permits application
that has been submitted for 2210 E. Market St.

The development being proposed is a 49-unit 3-bedroom townhouse community with a
sole point of entry/exit via Betts Rd. directly off Market St./US33, a major city thoroughfare.
As of now, the intersection of East Market St./US33 & Betts Rd./Court, restricts LEFT turns
from either side of Betts Rd. onto Market St/lUS33 (this will be made permanent in summer
2026). Meaning you can only turn right from Betts Rd. onto US33 and must U-turn (if necessary),
at the Evelyn Bird intersection. The major concern with this development will be the
considerable & extensive impact on traffic. As the city of Harrisonburg continues to grow,
with the increase of development and traffic, we have already experienced the many daily challenges of exiting from Betts Rd.
onto US33. Adding an additional 125 -150+ vehicles daily to this intersection will not only severely bottleneck the main exit
point onto US33, especially with these newly implemented turning restrictions, but will also have a severe impact on the traffic
through the entire Fairway Hills neighborhood. If the traffic is backed up and cannot exit onto US33, the only other option is to
cut through the neighborhood to get to Keezletown Rd.

Another issue with this development is the lack of parking. For this many units, the rule
of thumb is typically 2.0 dedicated off-street parking spaces per townhouses. As the
current design stands, there is only one parking bay for guests with 23 spaces at the far
end of the proposed site plan, which will most definitely cause overflow parking out onto
Betts Rd. This will cause safety issues, compromising fire lanes, emergency access and would
additionally impact traffic entering/exiting Betts Road.

As a community we have met with the developers and raised our many, many concerns.
Some have been addressed but the issues we have mentioned, which will be the most impactful
and detrimental, have not been addressed. We have asked, requested and implored the
developers to add an alternative entry and or exit point directly on to US33 which would
mitigate some of these concerns and all have been shut down.

Currently there is an existing driveway on US33 that leads directly into the land use
which could and should be utilized. Another option raised in past meetings is an
additional entry/exit point at the top of the property past the Evelyn Bird intersection. We
understand traffic and safety must be considered and is the biggest priority, that said; if
an exit point was put in beyond the Evelyn Bird light, residents would have a dedicated
exit window between light changes and could use the Target/Mall median to make any
necessary U-turns. All of which is considerably safer when compared to exiting onto
US33 from Betts. We urge you, those with the power, to mandate an additional entry/exit point
to help mitigate the traffic impact on the primary thoroughfare.

Lastly, please consider the emergency vehicle access, response times, vehicle turnaround and
evacuation routes. If the single access point gets blocked by a crash, a fallen tree, weather impact
or even a fire hose, emergency vehicles cannot get in and residents cannot escape. We are not aware what the codes are to
force developers to build a second entry/exit but with the proposed 49 units this should be enforced. This will all support long-
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term community growth and safety.

Thank you for your attention and consideration. We ask that you take our concerns seriously.

Jeffrey D. Williams
Mary S. Williams

540 -830-0446
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Rezoning 2210 and 2230 East Market Street (R-1to R-8C)

From Mike and Susan <rozmusfamily@icloud.com>
Date Thu 6/4/2026 4:20 PM
To CD Planning <CDPlanning@harrisonburgva.gov>

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening
attachments.

STAFF: PLEASE REDACT OUR EMAIL ADDRESS FROM THE PUBLIC PACKET. THANK YOU.

To: Harrisonburg VA Planning Commission
From: Mike and Susan Rozmus
115 Fairway Dr.
Re: June 10th - Planning Commission Meeting Agenda Item Comment

We are writing to you to express our concerns regarding the application for rezoning and a special use
permit (SUP) for a +/- 6.6-acre property addressed as 2210 and 2230 East Market Street (tax map
parcel 74-A-1). Our home in the Fairway Hills neighborhood is adjacent to the land development
proposed by the applicant.

The 2018 comprehensive plan shows 2210 East Market St. zoned as R-1, consistent with the adjacent
neighborhoods (Fairway Hills and Chatham Square). While the Land Use plan shows this property as
Limited Commercial. This Land Use designation as described in Chapter 6 (p. 14) states:

“These areas are suitable for commercial and professional office development but in a less intensive
approach than the Commercial designation. These areas need careful controls to ensure compatibility
with adjacent land uses. The maintenance of functional and aesthetic integrity should be emphasized
in review of applications for development and redevelopment and should address such matters as:
control of access; landscaping and buffering; parking; setback; signage; and building mass, height,
and orientation.”

Although the rezoning request is residential (R-8), the proposed development (49 townhomes) is not
compatible with the existing single family residential aesthetics, building mass and height of the
adjacent communities to this property. Seven 40’ three story structures do not provide aesthetic
compatibility with the existing neighborhoods.

Further, there are few designated R-8 properties in the city. Of those, none have the access issues
that this property will bring. This will negatively impact traffic flow (eg., functional integrity) for the
residents of this development and all residents in the adjacent neighborhoods (Fairway Hills, Chatham
Square) due to:
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a) No direct access to the 2010 East Market property from East Market Street.

b) City mandated traffic flow from Betts Road to only right turn onto East Market which
requires a U-Turn at Evelyn Byrd Ave for Eastbound traffic.

The developer has been appraised of the negative impact of the traffic flow and egress, including
inadequate parking which would require residents and guests of the new development to park along

Betts Road. This and the access issue in general has been shrugged off by the developer as “not my
problem”.

We urge the Planning Commission to consider the overall impact of the proposed R-8 rezoning of this
land and the related SUP in their decision making.

Thank you for your attention.
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RE: Planning Commission 2210 E. Market St.

From Michael Louis <michael.louis@gmail.com>
Date Thu 6/4/2026 4:33 PM

To Laura A. Dent <Laura.Dent@harrisonburgva.gov>; Amy E. Snider <Amy.Snider@harrisonburgva.gov>; Brian
Vandenberg <Brian.Vandenberg@harrisonburgva.gov>; Ande Banks <ande.banks@harrisonburgva.gov>; CD
Planning <CDPlanning@bharrisonburgva.gov>; Traffic - Public Mail <Traffic@harrisonburgva.gov>; Tom
Hartman <Tom.Hartman@harrisonburgva.gov>; Wayne E. Westfall <wayne.westfall@harrisonburgva.gov>;
Travis Cornett <Travis.Cornett@harrisonburgva.gov>; Matthew Huston
<Matthew.Huston@harrisonburgva.gov>

WARNING: External email. Be cautious when clicking on links or opening
attachments.

Good afternoon,

My name is Dr. Michael Louis. | am a resident in the Fairway Hills neighborhood. |
am writing in regards to the rezoning & special use permits application that was
submitted for 2210 E. Market st. The development being proposed is a 49-unit 3
bedroom townhouse community with a sole point of entry/exit via Betts Rd. directly
off Market St/US33. There are a number of concerns related to the proposed single
entrance and limited parking.

Traffic is already a significant challenge at this location, and upcoming permanent
restrictions on left turns from Betts Drive will further limit access. Residents will only
be able to turn right onto US 33 and will need to use the Evelyn Byrd Avenue
intersection to reverse direction when necessary. Adding a development of this size
could introduce well over 100 additional vehicles, placing even more strain on an

already congested access point and creating substantial delays and safety concerns.

Parking is another issue. The current plan appears to provide limited guest parking
for a development of this scale. Overflow parking will spill onto Betts Dr, potentially
creating hazards for traffic flow, emergency vehicle access, and fire lane clearance.

Many residents have participated in meetings with the developer and have
repeatedly raised these concerns. While some issues have been addressed, the
most significant ones—traffic congestion, access limitations, and emergency access
—remain unresolved. Residents have requested an additional entrance or exit to the
development, either utilizing the existing driveway on US 33 or providing access
beyond the Evelyn Byrd intersection. Both options could help distribute traffic more
safely and reduce the burden on Betts Dr.
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| also ask that emergency access be carefully considered. A development with only
one access point creates risks if that entrance becomes blocked by an accident,
severe weather, fallen trees, utility work, or other unforeseen events. In such
situations, emergency responders could face delays reaching residents, while
residents themselves could have limited evacuation options.

| respectfully urge the City to require a secondary access point for this development.

Doing so would improve traffic flow, enhance public safety, and better support the
long-term growth of the surrounding community.

Thank you,
Dr Michael Louis

; W '_.".‘. 2 A
2210 EAST MARKET STREET
ILLUSTRATIVE PLAN

HARBECHBLAG, YV
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From: Jay Dedman, Broad Porch Coffee

To: CD Planning
Subject: Special Use Permit: 256 Charles Street
Date: Sunday, May 31, 2026 12:46:00 PM

As the owner of the adjoining property (260 Charles), Broad Porch Coffee has no issue with
Honest Meats being approved for this special use permit.
We wish them luck in their future expansion!

Jay Dedman
Co-Owner, Broad Porch Coffee

Harrisonburg + Luray, VA

broadporchcoffee.com
540 860 0673
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