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SCHOOL / CITY WORKING GROUP FOR JOINT ISSUES 
October 30, 2019 
0830 
Walker-Grant Center  
 
Attendees: 
Jannan Holmes, School Board 
Jennifer Boyd, Chair, School Board 
Matt Kelly, City Council 
Mary Katherine Greenlaw, Mayor 
Dr. Marci Catlett, Interim Superintendent 
Dr. John Russ, FCPS 
Tim Baroody, City Manager 
Mark Whitley, City of Fredericksburg 
 
The group discussed the formation of the agenda.  Generally, the elected representatives would 
work through their respective administrations to put items on the agenda so that items can be 
coordinated more easily.  These meetings also need to be noticed as public meetings. 
 
Topics for today’s meeting: 

1) ECE Task Force (Enrollment, Capacity, and Expansion) 
2) Budget 
3) CTE and Economic Development 
4) Communication Audit 
5) Transportation Developments 

 
ECE Task Force Discussion 
 
There was a general discussion concerning the first meeting of the “Task Force” and which “Task 
Force” is for what. 
 
There is an Internal School Group that is able to provide information to the major joint group that 
is being established between the Fredericksburg City Public Schools and the City Council.  The 
Internal School Group can provide information and would be available to answer questions as they 
come up. 
 
There was a general discussion among the group about the objectives of the group.  There was draft 
language based on the Internal School Group but some of that was a little bit off.  The group was 
going to re-draft the objectives of the groups.   
 
There was a lot of discussion about the different groups – the City Schools’ Internal Task Force is 
the first group, and that group is fairly well-defined.  The second group is a larger group that will be 
more inclusive of community input as was discussed at the joint City Council and School Board 
worksession held a month or so ago.  This would be the ECE Task Force. 
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The ECE Task Force had decided to hold two separate forums – tentatively scheduled for 
December 9 and December 12.  One forum would be held at James Monroe High School and the 
other forum would be held at the Family Life Center in the Bragg Hill neighborhood. 
 
Mayor Greenlaw asked how folks would be selected.  There might be a member of the Planning 
Commission, for example.  Each school also has a Parent Advisory Committee, with representatives 
of each of the four voting wards of the City.  This provides those groups with geographic diversity. 
 
Mr. Baroody then clarified that the group discussions of the Task Force landed in a slightly different 
place.  There would only be a “Task Force” composed of four individuals – the two members of 
City Council and the two members of the School Board.  This will help avoid any problems with 
picking out individuals and groups to be on the “Task Force” because that is wrought with 
complications and potential for folks to feel left out.  Rather, there would be special invitations 
given to folks to come to the open forum meetings, which would also be open to the general public.  
This will provide an opportunity for everyone to have their voices be heard.  There will also be a 
survey being developed for additional public input and comment. 
 
Mr. Kelly stated that there is research that says when public bodies hold open forums and there isn’t 
enough information shared beforehand, the utility of public forums is very limited.  There would 
need to be a lot of information and plans shared up front for folks to evaluate and be able to 
comment on.  There was some discussion about the need to develop this information and 
communicate it prior to the meeting.  There might need to be a joint article in the newspaper, for 
example. The survey could incorporate this component – Ms. Barbara Hunter, the school division 
consultant for communications, might be able to look at questions from other school divisions that 
have gone through a similar process. 
 
Mr. Kelly emphasized that there needed to be a plan of how to pay for the various options included 
with the various proposals.  Mr. Baroody emphasized as well that the original plan for the forum 
included presentations from Dr. Russ on school capacity and Mr. Whitley on the City’s CIP and 
overall financial situation and capacity. 
 
Mayor Greenlaw emphasized that the invitations to the groups was critically important.  There are 
certain groups that need to be invited to be part of the process.   
 
Dr. Catlett mentioned the pace of the task force, and said that a lot of that was being driven by the 
City’s annual budget timelines.  This could be slowed if necessary. 
 
Mayor Greenlaw also agreed that it was important to define for the public what the options are and 
what the City and the Schools are talking about.  Ms. Boyd mentioned that there might need to be 
specific outreach to the PTA’s – perhaps even going to those meetings to outline the discussions 
and the various options.  Public education is definitely a component of this process.  There may 
need to be a public meeting once we get to the short list of alternatives. 
 
Mr. Kelly stated that although we have the current numbers for this year for enrollment, we need to 
discuss trends as well.  We have a couple of different sets of numbers right now, and they seem to 
show a short-term spike and then the enrollment growth will settle down for a couple of years.  If 
that trend holds then there may be some additional time.  Ms. Boyd also wanted to emphasize the 
need to see where the numbers were based – which ones included future planned growth.  Mr. 
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Baroody mentioned that the numbers do show an issue, and we shouldn’t spend too much time on 
them because it would be easy to get into discussions about which sets of numbers might be right.  
There is no question that there is a capacity issue, but the group needs to look at the best alternatives 
to address that issue. 
 
Ms. Boyd referenced that an e-mail from the college had come in and a group of students was going 
to study this issue as well as a school project. 
 
Dr. Catlett wondered if an update to the enrollment studies would be wise.  This would take 
additional time, and money. 
 
Mr. Baroody then emphasized that the Schools and the City were going to collaborate on the survey, 
and that there was a real need to collaborate on the survey.  He has drafted a few questions for initial 
review.  There may need to be a neutral facilitator at the open forums to assist with that process as 
well. 
 
There then followed some general discussion about the various task forces that were working on the 
issue.  It looked originally like there would be three separate task forces:  the FCPS Internal Task 
Force; the Joint ECE Task Force that would incorporate many different groups, community 
members, and the four elected officials; and an “External” Group composed of the four Joint ECE 
Task Force members that would ultimately make the recommendations to the respective governing 
bodies.  (This would be Mr. Graham, Ms. Devine, Ms. Pomeroy, and Ms. Boyd.)  But, after the 
discussion evolved, there would only be two groups.  The FCPS Internal Task Force is one, and easy 
to understand.  The Joint ECE Task Force would be the second one, but only composed of the four 
elected officials.  The need for community input and participation in the decision would be 
addressed through the survey and the open forums.  This will avoid the complications of having 
groups feel left out or having so many members of the Joint ECE that it is too large to make 
decisions. 
 
Mr. Kelly wondered if the Joint ECE would provide just one recommendation, or if there would be 
options for each body to consider.  Ms. Boyd emphasized that it would be important to socialize the 
recommendations and try to reach a consensus – having City Council and the School Board select 
different alternatives from a broad range of alternatives, and being different than the 
recommendations of the Task Force, might set back the process to get improvements done. 
 
Additional group discussion centered on the development of alternatives.  Hopefully there will be 
buy-in all along the way.  We do need to have wide dissemination of information and alternatives – 
we certainly don’t want the impression that a small group of folks just got together and decided on 
the best route.  There was some discussion about regular updates of City Council and the School 
Board.  Dr. Russ agreed that there was always the notion that the group members would discuss 
alternatives, but would also be updating the members of their respective boards or groups.  There 
was some additional discussion on this topic, and the need to develop and post minutes was 
emphasized. 
 
Mr. Baroody reminded the group that back in August, there was a tentative deadline of February 29th 
for the group, based on the budget.  Mr. Kelly stated that this was a very important decision, and 
that we needed to be somewhat flexible if that was necessary.  Ms. Holmes stressed that it was very 
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important to let everyone know that we do have a deadline, even though it is flexible, because we 
can’t keep kicking the can down the road. 
 
2) Budget 
 
Dr. Russ offered a quick update on the budget process.  Budget requests have been sent out 
internally at the schools.  These include capital, personnel, equipment, and purchased services.  
There will be a long list of requests compiled.   Once we go through the process with City Council 
we will update the supervisors as to what it might be looking like for next year.  Dr. Catlett will also 
be on the lookout for guidance from the state in terms of funding and changes at that level. 
 
Mr. Kelly emphasized, that strictly speaking for just himself, he felt that last year the City Council 
raised the property tax rate five cents in part to provide additional funding for the needs of the 
FCPS and provide the local funding needed for the 5% teacher raises.  We are also looking at doing 
something with school capacity.  City employees received a cost-of-living 2.5% adjustment last year.  
The City will have a lot of challenges next year, and City Council may need to look more internally at 
the costs and needs of the City. 
 
The November 6 meeting of the Joint ECE Task Force was brought up as well – Mr. Whitley was 
asked by Mr. Baroody to make sure the Clerk of Council provided public notice. 
 
3) Update on CTE 
 
Dr. Catlett gave an update on the CTE programs.  There are active carpentry placements, and 
certified nursing and media / TV production classes at JMHS.  The FCPS is partnering with FredCat 
and Germanna Community College for these, and an electrician course as well.  FredCat and 
Germanna also are developing a mobile classroom that can travel to K-8 locations. 
 
There is also an effort to identify future teachers, and train them through a grant opportunity.  The 
goal is to identify future teachers through Teach for Tomorrow – 12 had applied and this has been 
narrowed down to 3.  The hope is to grow our own teachers – to pique the interest of students in 
the profession before they go off to college. 
 
Mr. Kelly asked about the goal of these programs and classes.  Dr. Russ affirmed that the goal is 
licensure – it is not just a class.  Dr. Catlett elaborated that the number one class of interest 
identified through student surveys was culinary arts, but a facility is needed to provide this type of 
training.  Labs are needed to associate with interests and you need both a diploma and licensure to 
get a head start.  The current trend is to promote both. 
 
Mayor Greenlaw stated that the needs of these types of classes needs to be incorporated into the 
discussion about capacity.  As an example, the band at JMHS right now is much smaller than back in 
the day.  Ms. Boyd confirmed that this was the case in many schools, and it is a trend right now.  
Bands have to compete with sports for time.  Mr. Baroody stated that as an example of alternative 
thinking, the old hospital has a commercial kitchen that could be used for culinary training.  There 
was additional discussion on this topic, and the need for partnerships in the community for some of 
these types of classes was also recognized. 
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Mr. Kelly indicated that, strictly speaking for himself, the funds that might be identified as being 
used to develop these types of programs needs to be segregated somehow and protected in the 
event of a downturn in the economy or a similar set of circumstances.  We need a consensus as to 
how potential funding would not be pulled into other concerns – because you need several years of 
developing this type of a program to have success. 
 
Mr. Baroody indicated that there had been some discussions about having a full-time coordinator 
working for City Schools.  The draft of a job description was shared around, and will need some 
additional work and review.  The draft would be able to be used to potentially achieve funding from 
an alternative source, such as the Economic Development Authority.  There was some additional 
discussion concerning funding, and that the concern expressed is more for future elected groups, 
not so much the current Council and the current School Board.   
 
Mayor Greenlaw pointed out that there are a lot of capital needs with the City, and the City will have 
much to consider this spring.  Every year after an election in May the Council re-groups.  We should 
plan a CIP workshop with the School Board after the next election this fall.  At that point, we may 
have a new sense of direction and long-term plan. 
 
Dr. Catlett agreed, and stated that as an example, the Original Walker-Grant cannot get funding for 
renovation like a similar facility in Spotsylvania County.  Ms. Boyd wondered about a formalized 
funding plan.  Mr. Kelly pointed out that something like that was tried before, but the 2007 / 2008 / 
2009 recession completely collapsed a lot of revenue and that anything can happen. 
 
4) Communications Audit 
 
The City Schools recently conducted a communications audit, and they are happy to share the 
results with the City.  There was a really good response.  There were small groups, and focus groups 
as well.  A presentation will be given on Monday. 
 
Ms. Holmes stated that we will need to do some communications with the planning group as well – 
we will need to communicate all the options and recommendations.  Ms. Baxter has been appointed 
the communications coordinator, and the schools have made other changes as well.  This effort is 
now under Mike George.  Ms. Holmes indicated that it was important that there be training of staff 
as well – this is not a position that will just send news releases to the newspaper. 
 
Ms. Boyd indicated that we need to develop a strategy, then be able to communicate it. 
 
Back to the topic of CTE, the Mayor indicated that the CTE Coordinator will happen and that the 
job description is well-written, but we need clarity on the next steps.  Mr. Baroody stated that the 
specific next steps is that the City’s Economic Development staff will review the draft job 
description as well.  After review and changes back between the City and the FCPS, then a draft will 
come back to the Working Group.  It could then go to the Economic Development Authority to see 
if they will support it.  Mr. Kelly asked that when it comes back, to get a sense of where this is going.  
Ms. Boyd said that this would also set the stage for budget discussions on this particular topic. 
 
Dr. Catlett also noted that the job description was a very quick draft, and that there would likely 
need to be changes made so everyone will need to thoroughly review it. 
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Dr. Catlett shared with the group that a long-time goal is underway to set up an Educational 
Foundation for the FCPS.  There is an internal FCPS team that is going to a workshop to learn how 
to develop a Foundation – Mike George and several others.  This will provide an outlet and a 
methodology for additional community partnerships, once the legal framework is set up and the 
foundation is formed.  This is very exciting because substantial funds can be raised from the 
community for the support of schools.  This might be helpful for coordinating with Alumni Groups 
as well. 
 

5) Transportation 
 
The Working Group was briefed on the potential addition of a school bus lot in the Fredericksburg 
Battlefield Industrial Park.  There were options being explored with the landowner, both in terms of 
the long-term lease that is envisioned in the CIP currently and in terms of the outright purchase of 
the parcel and development of the lot by the City.  All agreed that there was a need to move forward 
– the City’s new salt storage building was creating space constraints at the City Shop.  The question 
will be whether land acquisition or the lease is more cost-effective over time. 
 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 0930. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Mark Whitley 
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SCHOOL – CITY WORKING GROUP 
December 14, 2019 
 
Walker-Grant Center 
 
Mayor Mary Katherine Greenlaw    Mike George 
Council Member Matt Kelly     John Russ 
School Board Member Malvina Kay    Lori Bridi 
School Board Member Jannan Holmes   Mark Whitley 
Superintendent Marci Catlett 
City Manager Tim Baroody 
 
The group discussion started with a quick overview of the discussion from the Task Force meeting 
that was held the prior Wednesday.  There was a proposal for assistance from a communications 
consultant that was accepted by the Task Force.  That proposal was reviewed – the City and the 
FCPS will both pay half the cost.   
 
Dr. Catlett mentioned that the documents had been turned around in a hurry, and there was a lot of 
good work that had been done.  Mr. Baroody mentioned that a communications plan had also been 
developed.  As next steps, there is a survey that is being worked on.  A sub-committee was working 
on the latest version.  The group meeting on Wednesday had been through a lot of discussion 
concerning the survey questions.  The hope was to wrap up the survey draft by the end of the 
calendar year. 
 
The Task Force hopes to sign off on the survey in the first week of January, then set up a web site.  
The City will host the information.  There will be a community meeting or two in late January.  The 
School Board meeting of February 3 would be the target to begin returning some of the results. 
 
The current schedule for the task force special community meetings is for January 23 at JMHS and 
for January 27 at the Family Life Center.  The meetings would be duplicate – you could go to one or 
the other, and the same program would be given at both. 
 
The consultant would be the facilitator.  The School would present information about the Capacity 
projections and the situation in the schools, and the City would provide some background about the 
City’s financial situation.  The facilitator might be able to break the audience up into groups and 
pose a series of questions to get some good public input. 
 
Mr. Kelly pointed out that the need to educate the public is key to getting a successful meeting.  Will 
people be able to see a series of articles leading up to this?  Preliminary information will be very 
helpful – fact sheets and updates as well.  The survey instrument would allow for this through the 
web site that will be set up.  Documents could be attached to the Web Site.  Dr. Catlett pointed out 
that hard copies would also need to be made, since not everyone has easy access to computer sites. 
 
There was some more discussion.  The notion that the projections should be included was discussed 
– the Moseley Study, the Weldon Cooper study, and more recent work from FCPS as well.  The 
City’s Capital Improvements Plan should also be included on the Website. 
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The map that was distributed at the Task Force meeting was discussed as well.  Mr. Baroody pointed 
out that Mike George had done a lot of good work on the map, and there might be 84 more units to 
note with the Vakos and Janney-Marshall improvements.  These would be more multi-family or 
condominium, and not single-family.  The City’s Planning Department had provided information, 
but that was only good through April of 2019.  There are some units that might need to move from 
“Design” to “Construction” as well.  
 
The group continued to discuss the map and projection for the additional school children that will 
be created by the construction of new units in town.  The Silver Collection is age-restricted and that 
is taken into account.  The heat map of current enrollment shows a lot of children coming from the 
Bragg Hill area.  Generally speaking the children that come from apartment buildings are younger 
children.  The Idlewild area skews higher than the rest of the City, so that this was left out of the 
analysis for the purpose of determining projections going forward.  The FCPS number shows 0.35 
to 0.48 per unit, depending upon the type of residential unit. 
 
Ms. Holmes pointed out that this would represent 227 students just for the homes and units that are 
under construction.  Mr. Kelly asked if this work had been translated to the Cooper Center Study or 
the Moseley study.  Mike George responded that it was different, the birth rate / survival rate was 
not really part of this analysis the way it was in the other two.  Additional discussion by the group 
continued concerning the projection work.  The impact of the Virginia Railway Express and the 
Amazon location in northern Virginia were mentioned, as was the City’s currently low residential 
vacancy rate.   
 
Dr. Catlett called attention to Mr. Graham (of City Council) and his recent Facebook posting.   
 
The group continued discussing future school enrollments.  In the past, the elder kids would not 
always stay with the system, but that was changing somewhat.  Mr. Baroody pointed out that on the 
broadest sense, Dr. Paino at UMW is stating that Commonwealth-wide college students are not 
growing as a cohort.   
 
The group then discussed some of the aspects of the size of schools.  There are certain ratios for 
teachers and students.  The average size of an elementary school is around 400 to 500 for optimum 
achievement.  There is also a question about additional staff support – the staff that are not teachers 
need to be considered as well.   
 
Dr. Catlett also advocated for a 6-month to three year early start program in the City.  Some families 
make too much to be eligible for Head Start and can’t afford pre-school, so they end up with no 
pre-school at all. 
 
Mr. Baroody stated that albeit with quick math, you could look at the enrollments at HMES and 
LUES and have two K-5 elementary schools and not have any capacity issues today.  That might not 
last too long because of enrollment growth, but that was something to consider.  It was brought up 
that maybe K-5 was not the best consideration, but as the discussion continued it was pointed out 
that there are a lot of K-5 schools in Virginia – it seems to be common.  However, the average 
school size for K-5 is around 493. 
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The discussion then continued about the relationship of school size and student achievement.  A lot 
depends on demographics and classroom sizes that are smaller.  It is also noted that sometimes the 
older children can help mentor and provide examples for the younger children.  They can help out. 
 
Ms. Kay pointed out that back in the day there were Grade 1 through 6 schools.  Dr. Catlett stated 
that Hugh Mercer accreditation is linked to Lafayette Upper accreditation – 880 students per school 
if they were linked together. 
 
Mr. Baroody brought up the possibility of the old hospital being converted to a career tech center 
and some high school classes being taught over there.  The alternative education could move out of 
the Annex over there.  CTE for the middle school could be bused over there as well. The Economic 
Development Department is working on some options with various aspects of workforce 
development, and the costs of operating the building are also being looked at in rough estimate.  
The Mayor mentioned that it would need to be part of a package deal to move the hospital 
employees as well – there are some currently in the building.  This building could become part of the 
capacity discussion, in concept at least. 
 
The Mayor also mentioned the need to get the workforce development issue and the school capacity 
issue to be brought together.  The School Board is interested in increasing CTE options.  There was 
some thought about having workforce development discussions being brought in as part of the 
survey work.  There are nine classes devoted to CTE at the high school currently.   
 
Ms. Kay cautioned that 8th grade in the high school has been tried and did not work before.  The 8th 
graders did not do as well because of the particular dynamics with 8th grade and the high schoolers.  
The kids loved it but the parents were not happy because the kids were more focused on the social 
dynamics and less on the academics.  After some more discussion by the group, there was some 
agreement that the background materials should also be discussing staffing ratio, CTE, and pre-
school as well. 
 
Next, the group discussed an overview of the budget calendar presented by the FCPS staff.  There 
will be a budget worksession of the School Board coming up.  The City is still due to present the 
City Manager’s Recommended Budget to City Council on the first Council meeting in March.  The 
upcoming calendars were also discussed, and the possibility was raised of having a joint School 
Board and City Council worksession prior to the budget being under formal review to have a 
broader discussion.  There was also a suggestion that the City Council could delay consideration of 
the CIP until later in the spring in order to give the Task Force, Working Group, and the public 
more of a chance to discuss the various options for the school capacity questions and options. 
 
The Governor’s Budget for the Commonwealth is due out soon – the 17th of December.  Of course 
that has to go before the General Assembly.  The Local Composite Index score for the City also fell 
significantly – to 0.5840 – which will mean a good deal more education funding from the state for 
the City of Fredericksburg. 
 
The group then adjourned the discussion at approximately 10:30 a.m. 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 

MONTHLY MEETING MINUTES 
Monday, January 7, 2020 

City Hall, Conference Room 
6:30 pm 

 
Commissioners in Attendance: Robert Courtnage (Chair), Kerry Devine (City Council), 
Damian Cobey, George Solley, Christi Carver, Michelle Crow-Dolby, Carolyn Helfrich 
Ex-officio Members: Nancy Segarra (Public Works), MC Morris (R-Board), Mike Ward 
(Parks and Rec) Green Committee: Anne Little 
 

• Call to order at 6:30 
• Approval of minutes of November and December meetings. Motioned by Christi 

Carver and seconded by George Solley. 
• Public Comment-none 
• Introduction of Amanda Stebbins and Eric Bonds from Fossil-Fuel-Free 

Fredericksburg. Ms. Stebbins presented a summary of goals, current status and an 
invitation to support the groups’ mission. Questions and answers followed.   
 

• Committee Updates 
Clean Committee: (15min) M.C. Morris reported the school recycling program is 
progressing. No measurements yet. Education was offered and will be again. Keep 
Virginia Beautiful has given the city free “Butt Buckets.”  
Robert Courtnage reports that GWRC has a grant from Hefty to recycle some plastic 
not currently recyclable. 
 
Green Committee: (15 minutes) Recognition was provided for Frank Widic’s 
dedication and service. Anne Little is the interim chair of the Green Committee.  
 
The Christmas tree plantings in downtown planters were a success. The trees will 
now be sold. Carolyn Helfrich is designing spring planters. A grant from the 
department of forestry will help with a campaign to better care for trees in the 
utility strip. Public education is part of the campaign. 
 
Sustainability Committee (15 minutes)  
The owners of the minor league stadium want to incorporate Commercial Property 
Assessed Clean Energy planning and environmentally efficient practices into the 
stadium. Robert Courtnage and team are planning to meet with them January 14th in 
Washington D.C. He is hoping the government shutdown will not slow progress. The 
next steps for composting are being considered. An editorial about composting 
sludge was discussed. More letters to the editor to support regional cooperation was 
suggested. 



The solar project at Thurman Brisben is waiting for additional funding. 
Greenhouse gas emissions were evaluated by the city in 2014. The report is due for 
an update.  
 
Additional Business: 
Kerri Devine reminds us the General Assembly opens Wednesday. The Virginia 
Municipal League is considering a proposal about plastic bags. Input is encouraged. 
Virginia Green Lobby Day is January 30, 2019  
 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:25 p.m. 
 
The next Commission meeting is February 4th. 
 
 
 
 



Fredericksburg Arts Commission Minutes 
Wednesday. July 17, 2019 
6:30 p.m. 
Dorothy Hart Community Center 
408 Canal Street 
Fredericksburg VA 22401 
 
In attendance: Jay Downey, Sophia Constantine, John Cunningham, Sue Henderson, Kim 
Herbert, Kenneth Lecky, Jon McMillan 
Absent: Collette Caprara, Carole Garmon, Kerry Devine, Jason Graham 
 

• Call to Order 
o Meeting was called to order at 6:38 pm 

• Welcome/Intro Guests & Community Members in attendance  
o Community Members in Attendance 

- Tim Criswell, Amelia Street Sessions 
- James Noll, Amelia Street Sessions 

• Public Comment  
o No comments at this time 

• Approval of June Meeting Minutes 
o Jay Downey motioned to approve the June minutes; Jon McMillan seconded the 

motion 
o The motion to approve the June minutes passed unanimously 

• Officer and Committee Reports  
o Treasurer’s Report (Kim Herbert)  

- Jay Downey motioned to approve the treasurer’s report; Sue Henderson 
seconded the motion 

- The motion to approve the treasurer’s report passed unanimously 
o Administrative Committee (Kenneth Lecky) 

- Vote on FY20 operating budget 
- Sue Henderson motioned to approve the FY20 operating budget; Jay 

Downey seconded the motion 
- The motion to approve the FY20 operating budget passed unanimously 

o Funding (Jay Downey) 
- Vote on Q1 FY20 funding requests 
- Sue Henderson motioned to accept the Funding committee 

recommendation for funding requests, Jay Downey seconded the motion 
- The motion to accept the Funding committee recommendation for 

funding requests passed unanimously 
- Changes to the Arts support funding application 
- Jon McMillan motioned to approve the arts support funding application 

as amended, John Cunningham seconded the motion 
- The motion to approve the arts support funding application as amended 

passed five to one, Sue Henderson with the nay. 



o Public Art (Sue Henderson) 
- Arts trail meeting at Katora Café on Thursday 7/18 4pm for artists 
- Future meeting targeting other users will be happening in the future 
- Vote on sculpture jury recommendations 
- Jay Downey motioned to accept the Sculpture Jury recommendations; 

Sue Henderson seconded the motion 
- The motion to accept the Sculpture Jury recommendation passed 

unanimously 
o Venues (Jon McMillan)  

- no report 
o Publicity (John Cunningham)  

- All social media for July shows increases in all metrics 
- Proposal for publicity funding will be forthcoming 

o Trolley (Kenneth Lecky) 
- Large outreach due to two trolleys being active (one from FAC and from 

EDT) 
o Outreach (Sophia Constantine) 

- Red Dragon Art Social, but capacity is small (90 people) 
- Available Wednesday or Thursday, September or October 2019 or Spring 

2020 
- Advertising would be covered by Red Dragon  
- Rocky Horror Picture show update 
- Submission for sponsorships 

• Old Business  
o none 

• New Business 
o none 

• Adjourn 
o Meeting adjourned at 830 



Fredericksburg Arts Commission Minutes 
Wednesday, August 21, 2019 
6:30 p.m. 
Dorothy Hart Community Center 
408 Canal Street 
Fredericksburg VA 22401 
 
Attending: Kenneth Lecky, Kim Herbert, Kerry Devine, Jay Downey, Jon McMillan, Jason 
Graham, Collette Caprara, Sophia Constantine 
Absent: Sue Henderson, Carole Garmon, John Cunningham 
 
Call to order: 6:35 pm 
 
Approval of July 2019 FAC minutes: 
Jon McMillan moved to approve July 2019 minutes 
Jason Graham 2nd 
The July minutes were unanimously approved 
 
Treasurer’s Report: Kim Herbert 
Funding support has been paid to Art Attack, Rappahannock Pops, Amelia St. Sessions, and 
Porchfest 
Trolley was paid for April, May, and June 2019 
Discussion regarding consolidating all Public Sculpture expenses to same line item. 
 
Jay Downey moved to approve August Treasurer’s Report  
Jon McMillan 2nd 
Treasurer’s Report was approved unanimously. 
 
COMMITTEE REPORTS 
 
Administrative: Kenneth Lecky 
 

• Arts and Cultural District.  Discovered that participating businesses are limited to 10 
years of participation and is working with Amy Peregoy at the EDT. 

Discussion on possible expansion of the District’s boundaries within 22401 zip code.  
 

Funding: Jay Downey 
September 1 is the deadline for 2nd Quarter applications. 
Dance Matrix Arts Festival final report has been submitted.  
 
Public Art: Kenneth Lecky 
Sue Henderson is serving on the Public Art committee.  Kenneth Lecky is the current chair.  
Discussion regarding the destiny of the mural on the Roxbury Mills property. 
 
Venues:  Jon McMillan for Carole Garmon 
No report.  



Publicity:  Kenneth Lecky for John Cunningham 
John and Preston are planning to create some video content around the new sculpture installation 
this fall. 
 
First Friday Trolley: Kenneth Lecky   
There were 163 riders on July 5 on both trollies. In August there were 94 riders on one of the two 
trollies.  
 
Outreach: Sophia Constantine 

• The Fredericksburg Arts Commission’s 2019 Meet and Greet event is scheduled for 
October 3 at the Red Dragon tavern and will include a “Steal this Glass” feature with 
FAC logo on the glass.  

Total costs of $230-$250 are anticipated (expenses will include glasses, napkins, coasters and 
cookies.) 
Jason Graham moved to approve up to $300 in FAC funding for the event. 
Jon McMillan 2nd.  
Funding of up to $300 for FAC 2019 Meet and Greet event was unanimously approved. 
 

• Rocky Horror Picture Show UMW student event in market square is in the planning 
process and is scheduled for October 18, 2019. 

 
Discussion included the possibility of enlisting a UMW business or marketing student to assist 
with the event in the future.  
 
7:25 pm: FAC meeting adjourned.  
 
 
 
 
 



Fredericksburg Arts Commission Minutes 
Wednesday. September 18, 2019 
6:30 p.m. 
Dorothy Hart Community Center 
408 Canal Street 
Fredericksburg VA 22401 
 
In attendance: Sophia Constantine, John Cunningham, Kerry Devine, Jay Downey, Carole Garmon, Jason 
Graham, Sue Henderson, Kenneth Lecky, Jon McMillan 
Absent: Collette Caprara 
 

• Call to Order 
o Meeting was called to order at 6:32 

 
• Welcome/Intro Guests & Community Members in attendance  

o Ally Jones, UMW student; James Glover, UMW student 
 

• Public Comment  
 

• Approval of August Meeting Minutes 
o Kerry Devine motioned to approve the August minutes, Jason Graham seconded the motions 
o The motion to approve the August minutes passed unanimously 

 
• Officer and Committee Reports  

o Treasurer’s Report (Ken Lecky)  
> Kim Herbert has been pulled from FAC, Jane Shelhorse will be city staffer 
> Jason Graham motioned to approved the Treasurer’s report, Sue Henderson seconded 

the motion 
> The motion to approve the Treasurer’s report passed unanimously 

 
o Administrative Committee (Kenneth Lecky) 

> No Report 
 

o Funding (Jay Downey) 
> The FAC received three funding requests for September which will be up for review for 

October meeting 
> Two final reports are in as well, which will be presented at the October meeting  

 
o Public Art (Kenneth Lecky) 

> Sculpture installs on schedule, no dates firm 
> John Cunningham will be videoing the installs; Kerry suggested partnering with EDT and 

Freehling Finds 
> Sue continues work on the Public Art Trail; she anticipates the draft to be discussed at 

November meeting 
 

o Venues (Carole Garmon) 
> Sent out requests to community members to join Venues 
> Requests that the meet and greet in October be used to attract volunteers 



 
o Publicity (John Cunningham)  

> Social media numbers continue to increase 
> Planned event posting for meet and greet 
> Sue Henderson motioned to approve up to $200 to spend for a new banner with John  

Cunningham designing it, Kerry seconded the motion 
> The motion to approve up to $200 to spend for a new banner with John Cunningham 

approved unanimously 
 

o Trolley (Kenneth Lecky) 
> 131 riders in September (only one trolley after the summer) 

 
o Outreach (Sophia Constantine) 

> Meet and greet moved to October 10 from October 3, 6 to 8 
> Rocky Horror Picture Show was nearly cancelled due to not finding a financial partner 
> Jane Shelhorse and Parks and Rec offered their assistance and are willing to set up 

finances to allow FAC to run this event 
> There is about $1900 shortfall to run this event 
> Jason Graham motioned to approve $2000 for this event, Kerry Devine seconded the 

motion 
> The motion to approve $2000 for this event passed with only one opposed (Sue 

Henderson) 
  

• Old Business 
o Committees need to write up functions and processes and define members and return them to 

Ken 
• New Business 

o No new business 
• Adjourn 

o Meeting adjourned at 7:14 pm 



Fredericksburg Arts Commission Minutes 
Wednesday, October 16, 2019 
6:30 p.m. 
Dorothy Hart Community Center 
408 Canal Street 
Fredericksburg VA 22401 
 
Attending: Collette Caprara, Sophia Constantine, John Cunningham, Kerry Devine, Jay 
Downey, Carole Garmon, Jason Graham, Sue Henderson, Kenneth Lecky, Jon McMillan, Jane 
Shelhorse,  
 
 
Call to order: 6:35 pm 
 
Welcome to Community Guests:  
Sara Poore—Fredericksburg Area Museum 
Beverly Mendez—Dance Matrix Performing Arts 
Denise McCollum--Rappahannock Pops 
 
Approval of September 2019 FAC minutes: 
 
Collette Caprara-- one correction—remove Sophia Constantine from Absent category 
Sue Henderson: moved to accept minutes as amended 
Jon McMillan 2nd 
Minutes were unanimously approved. 
 
 
Treasurer’s Report:  
 
Kenneth Lecky presented report for Jane Shelhorse 
Jay Downey: moved to approve Treasurer’s Report 
Sue Henderson: 2nd 
Treasurer’s Report was unanimously approved. 
 
COMMITTEE REPORTS 
 
Funding Committee: Jay Downey 
 
2nd Quarter 2019 Arts Events Support. 
 
Dance Matrix Performing Arts: Event to Benefit Friends of the Rappahannock:  
Committee recommends $2,000 
 
Fredericksburg Area Museum: FAMfaire-Kris Kringle Market: Committee recommends $1,500 
 
Rappahannock P0ps 2019 Holiday Concert: Committee Recommends $2,000 



 
Sue Henderson: moved to approve Arts Event Support Committee’s recommendations 
Collette Caprara: 2nd 
The Funding Committee’s recommendations were unanimously approved.  
 
 
Administrative Committee: Kenneth Lecky 
 
Consideration is being given to expand the boundaries of Fredericksburg’s Arts District –
possibly to include entire city.  Kenneth will talk to the City’s Planning Department to find 
where the ordinance should originate.  
Sue Henderson: Moved to expand the Arts District boundaries to include the entire city. 
Sophia Constantine: 2nd 
The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
 
Public Art Committee: Kenneth Lecky 
 
Public Sculptures have been installed. 
 
Sue Henderson: Public Arts Trail plan is still developing 
 
 
Venues Committee: Carole Garmon 
 
Emails will be sent to all who have voiced an interest in serving on this committee, including 
members of the commission and community. 
 
 
Publicity Committee: John Cunningham 
 
Photo of Trolley has been updated. 
Have posted regarding the Meet and Greet at Red Dragon and Rocky Horror Picture Show 
Will create and post a video of the Public Sculpture installation.  
 
Discussion included: creation of a quarterly or bi-annual newsletter or report and a presentation 
to City Council. 
 
Kenneth Lecky will created email addresses for each committee that forward to the chairs of the 
committees and will incorporate these into the website. 
 
Trolley Committee: Kenneth Lecky 
 
Ridership for October First Friday was 141 
 
 



Outreach Committee:  Sophia Constantine 
 
Meet and Greet at Red Dragon: 
Attendance was 40 
Expenses were $266  
Email list was created and will be used for subsequent events 
 
 
New Business:  
 
Sue Henderson created a presentation about regional art events and venues and it’s available for 
anyone who can use it.  
Reminder: Thriving Art Exchange will be held on November 7 from 12-5pm at Belmont 
 
Adjourn: 
 
Kenneth Lecky adjourned the meeting at 7:45 pm 



Fredericksburg Arts Commission Minutes 
Wednesday, November 20, 2019 
6:30 p.m. 
Dorothy Hart Community Center 
408 Canal Street 
Fredericksburg VA 22401 
 
Attending: Kenneth Lecky, John Cunningham, Sophia Constantine, Kerry Devine, Jay Downey, 
Jason Graham, Sue Henderson, Jon McMillan, Jane Shelhorse, Collette Caprara 
 
Absent: Carole Garmon. 
 
Call to order: 6:35 pm 
 
Approval of October 2019 FAC minutes: 
 
Jay Downey moved to approve Oct FAC minutes 
Sue Henderson 2nd 
Approved unanimously. 
 
Treasurer’s Report: Kenneth Lecky 
 
Jason Graham: moved to approve Treasurer’s Report 
Collette Caprara 2nd 
Treasurer’s Report was approved unanimously 
 
Budget Request FY 2020 
 
Discussion—Sue Henderson asked that some amount be allocated for Arts Trail that is in the 
planning stage.  
Kenneth Lecky stated that the $2,050 proposed for Art Publicity does not prescribe a specific 
use, so some of that could be allocated to the Arts Trail in the future if the Commission desires. 
Jay Downey: motioned to accept 2020 Budget Request 
Jon McMillan 2nd 
Budget Request was approved unanimously. 
 
COMMITTEE REPORTS 
 
Arts Events Support: Jay Downey 
Jay Downey: Next deadline for applications for funding support is December 1 
One application has been received.  
Deadline will be extended to December 6 to allow extra time after the Thanksgiving weekend. 
 
Public Arts Committee: Kenneth Lecky 
Public Sculptures: John Cunningham will use social media to publicize the installation of new 
sculptures. 



Jane Shelhorse will look into moving the FAC signage from the empty Rt 1 and Princess Anne 
sculpture location to the Morning Glory bench on the Heritage Trail. 
 
Venues Committee Jon McMillan 
No report.  
 
Kenneth Lecky reported that he attended the recent presentation on potential uses for the 
Renwick building, one use being a performing arts center. He is working to get any available 
details for this use from the consulting firm that performed the evaluation. 
 
 
Trolley: Kenneth Lecky 
Ridership for November First Friday was 62. 
A Santa will be sought to ride the December 6 Trolley.  
Sue Henderson moved that $200 be allocated as compensation for Santa 
Jason Graham 2nd 
Allocation was approved unanimously. 
 
Outreach:  Sophia Constantine 
FAC Open House 2019 
Expenditures for the Red Dragon Meet and Greet were $266. 
Other venue options will be considered for futuer Open House events.  
 
Rocky Horror Picture Show 
Jay Downey. The event was a success. 300 tickets were sold more than 220 attended 
 
Art Business Conference 
Jane Shelhorse, Sue Henderson, and Kenneth Lecky attended.  
 
Old Business:  
 
Virginia Commission for the Arts  
Kenneth Lecky reported that the Virginia Commission for the Arts is touring the Commonwealth 
to hear what communities are doing for the arts.  
Role of UMW was discussed.  
Sue Henderson said the Virginia Commission for the Arts’s Art Works for Virginia Conference 
will be held on January 29th in Richmond. 
 
New Business:   
 
FAC Spring Retreat 
Potential dates for a retreat were discussed, including Feb 29 and March 7 
 
Jane Shelhorse noted that the Boards and Commissions appreciation reception would be held on 
December 9. 
 



Adjourn: 
Kenneth Lecky adjourned the meeting at 7:45 pm 
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CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA   

CITY COUNCIL 
 
 
 
Council Chambers, 715 Princess Anne Street 
Fredericksburg, Virginia  22401 

 
Joint Council-Planning Commission Work Session 

September 10, 2019 
 

Areas 1 and 2 Plan with Streetsense 
DMO Proz Tourism Presentation 

 
 

 The Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia held a work session on Tuesday, 

September 10, 2019, beginning at 5:30 p.m. in the City Hall, Large Conference Room.   

Council Present.  Mayor Mary Katherine Greenlaw Presiding. Vice-Mayor William C. 

Withers, Jr., Councilors Kerry P. Devine, Timothy P. Duffy, Charlie L. Frye, Jr., Jason N. Graham 

and Matthew J. Kelly.  

Also Present.  City Manager Timothy J. Baroody, Assistant City Manager Mark Whitley, 

Assistant City Manager Doug Fawcett, City Attorney Kathleen A. Dooley, Community Planning and 

Building Services Director Charles Johnston, Senior Planner Michael Craig, Community 

Development Planner Susanna Finn, Economic Development Director Bill Freehling, Business 

Development Manager Angela Freeman, Visitor Center Manager/Tourism Services Manager 

Danella Rose, Tourism Sales Manager Victoria Matthews, Economic Development Specialist Amy 

Perregoy, Budget Manager Deidre Jett and Clerk of Council Tonya B. Lacey. 

Planning Commission Present. Chairman Kenneth Gantt, David Durham, Thomas 

O’Toole, Rene Rodriguez, Steve Slominski. 

Planning Commission Absent. Christopher Hornung and James Pates. 

Others Present. Streetsense Managing Principle Heather Arnold, Director of Planning 

Collin Greene, Project Manager Beth Hessler, Erik Davis from Surface 678, Transportation 

Consultant Ein Banks and Bill Geise, DMO Prose. 

Areas 1 and 2 Plan with Streetsense. Mayor Greenlaw noted that the small area 

plans was one of the City’s most important works as far as planning was concerned. 

Mr. Craig said this was the fourth and fifth area plans to be done.  The kick off of areas one 

and two gets the City to its halfway point in the area planning process. Area 1 was west of I-95 
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down to the mall and Area 2 was around Fall Hill Avenue.  Mr. Craig reviewed that many changes to 

the Area 1 changes.  He said the Streetsense team and the staff would take a close look at technical 

background and look at what the community envisions in the future for this area.  They will hold 

charrettes for this area.  There will be three themes re-habitation, redevelopment and re-greening. 

Mr. Greene said Streetsense goal was to listen and understand what the Council wanted so 

they could work towards those goals. 

Mayor Greenlaw said as a commercial area the City was losing advantage of the I-95 

frontage.  She said everything backs up to I-95.  She said her vison was an office park. 

Councilor Graham said the problem he saw was that the apartment complexes that were 

going up were generic, with no character.  He said there was a lot of opportunity to build more 

mixed use to give a better quality of life.  He said the areas need a sense of character and a sense of 

place to make people want to invest in the community and stay.  

Councilor Duffy said a sense of place was critical but other opportunities that were needed 

was a diverse economy and revenue stream.  He said he was horrified by the number of apartments 

going up in this area.  Councilor Duffy said if the City was going to build multifamily units let it be a 

part of an integrated community with access to parks, shopping and other things that are generated 

in other parts of the City. 

Councilor Devine agreed that the re-habitation, redevelopment and re-greening were all 

possibilities to this area.  She also mentioned Parks and Recreation’s survey and there were requests 

for indoor facilities that were year around, and other facilities like skate parks, indoor pools.  She 

said there also needs to be some affordable housing included. 

Councilor Kelly asked what communities the City should look at that have taken big box 

stores and redeveloped them.  He said the City must maintain the vista of the river.  He said the 

mixed use development had not been really focused on what it should be.  He would like to know 

what the balance is between commercial and residential because this area was an area where the City 

could be imaginative in how it’s developed. 

Vice-Mayor Withers said the big box stores were not a big deal and they could be torn down 

and he said he would to see a real mixed use development.  He said a neighborhood could be made 

by doing stacks and less traffic. 

Commissioner Durham said he was shocked at what was happening at M Street in DC and 

he suggested that’s what the City should look at.  He said what was unique about this Small area plan 

was that it is has the opportunity to be dramatically different for the City but the City must look at 

the cost of infrastructure, schools and transit. 
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Councilor Frye said he would like to see more ownership to the mixed use.  He said without 

ownership the area could become rundown. 

Councilor Graham said he would like to see the 15 minute neighborhood, which means you 

could walk where you want to go within 15 minutes. 

Councilor Kelly said he would like to figure out how to keep the citizens here because many 

of them are commuters.  Commissioner Durham added that once they realize the direction of the 

City they will come.  

Commissioner Slominski said he liked the ideas and he agreed the City must do something 

different.  If it is going to be bold it must have more constrictive rules to give the City what it wants 

as a community. 

Councilor Frye said he would like to see the area developed like the Stonebridge area in 

Woodbridge. 

Ms. Arnold summarized what they heard from Council and Planning Commission. 

DMO Proz Tourism Presentation.  Economic Development Director Freehling 

began with breaking news that tourism was responsible for $196,000,000 in spending in 

Fredericksburg last year according to Virginia Tourism Corporation (VTC) data.  This amount was 

up by five percent from the previous year and twenty-five percent in the past five years.   

Mr. Freehling showed a video that VTC released.   

Mr. Freehling introduced Mr. Geise with DMO Prozs whose firm was selected to do a study 

on Tourism.  Mr. Geise presented a PowerPoint presentation and he discussed the following: 

timeline of tourism development, situational analysis, stakeholder views, destination marketing 2020, 

findings, recommendations/action plans.  Council also received a copy of the draft Tourism 2020 

Study which contained all the information discussed in the PowerPoint presentation. Mr. Geise 

recommended the following: Evaluate the importance of destination marketing in its community 

development strategy, encourage the FRTP to transition into an independent 401(c)6 non-profit 

organization, increase the City’s investment into tourism development, relocate the visitor 

information center and he suggested the EDT budget should be closer to $1 million and support 

staff of no less than 4 full-time employees to consist of Tourism Manager, Marketing & 

Communications Director/Content Manager, Group Business Development Manager and Group 

Business Services/Visitor experience Manager.  

Councilor Kelly said the suggested regional approach with the 501(c)6 was a good idea.  He 

also asked if it made sense to have a more structured relationship with stakeholders in designing 

marketing efforts.  Mr. Geise said there needed to be a process but those that were being hired 
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needed to make the calls.  Mr. Kelly also asked what the salary should be considered for the Tourism 

Manager and Mr. Geise said for a million dollar budget the salary should be approximately $100,000. 

Mayor Greenlaw said the City was in a great place and the City must make the best of the 

opportunity. 

Adjournment.  There being no further business to come before the Council at this time. 

Mayor Greenlaw declared the session officially adjourned at 7:11 p.m. 

 

 

 

       ______________________ 

            Tonya B. Lacey 
            Clerk of Council 
           City of Fredericksburg 
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CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA   

CITY COUNCIL 
 
 
 
Council Chambers, 715 Princess Anne Street 
Fredericksburg, Virginia  22401 

 
January 28, 2020 

 
 The Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, held a public hearing on 

Tuesday, January 28, 2020, beginning at 7:45 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall. 

 City Council Present.  Mayor Mary Katherine Greenlaw, Vice-Mayor William 

C. Withers, Jr., Council members Kerry P. Devine, Dr. Timothy P. Duffy, Charlie L. Frye, 

Jr., Jason N. Graham and Matthew J. Kelly. 

Also Present.  City Manager Timothy J. Baroody, Assistant City Manager Mark 

Whitley, Assistant City Manager Doug Fawcett, City Attorney Kathleen Dooley, Director of 

Transit Wendy Kimball, Community Planning and Building Services Director Charles 

Johnston, Senior Planner Michael Craig, Community Development Planner Susanna Finn, 

Zoning Administrator James Newman and Clerk of Council Tonya B. Lacey. 

Notice of Public Hearings (D20-__ thru D20-__).  The Clerk read the 

notice of the public hearings as they appeared in the local newspaper, the purpose being to 

solicit citizen input. 

Development of the 2020-2025 Consolidated Plan which will Guide 

the Use of Approximately $190,000 in Annual Community Development 

Block Grant (CDBG) Funding (D20-__). 3 speakers.  Staff presented a 

PowerPoint and in the presentation Ms. Finn explained what the Community Development 
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Block Grant, its objectives, what is the Consolidate Plan, current population-income, current 

population – housing characteristics, 2015-2020 Consolidated Plan Programs emergency 

home repair, removal of architectural barriers, direct homeownership assistance, distribution, 

public services, impact, fiscal impact and  the Consolidated Plan calendar. 

Council noted how great the program was and what a wonderful job Ms. Finn was 

doing with the program.  Councilor Kelly requested more discussion on the program to see 

what additional funds the program may be able to receive and Councilor Devine said it this 

discussion took place she would like to know more about the families that were not able to 

be helped. 

Anne Klockner, Legal Aid Works, said they were recipients of CDBG funds.  She 

spoke of how important that money was to Legal Aid Works and its clients.  She said it 

allows them to pay attention to the 22401 residents.  She is able to host “know your rights” 

events and this allows them to have attorneys available to answer questions. Ms. Klockner 

said they also send letters to people who are on the docket for eviction.  She said she had 

ideas to help with homelessness. 

Rev. Carl Butler, Pastor of Mount Zion Baptist Church, Wolfe Street, stated that 

the church would be putting together a plan to have an elevator installed so his elderly 

parishioners could get in the church.  He explained that the steps make it difficult for them 

to get inside the church.  He asked if the CDBG funds could assist them with the expenses 

of the elevator. 

Trish Vaughan (D20___), 1204 Washington Avenue, stated the need for affordable 

housing .  She spoke of the 742 out of the 2200 they serve at the Frederikcsburg United 
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Metodist Food Pntyr that make $2000 or less monthly and she said the CDBG fund was 

only useful to isolated homes and families. See D20-__ for more information. 

Resolution 20-02, Approved, Amending the 2015 Comprehensive 

Plan to Amend Chapter 7, “Residential Neighborhood and Housing.” 

To Discuss the Importance and Role of the Built Environment or Form 

in Creating Neighborhood Character (D19-__).  

Ordinance 20-02, First Read Approved, Amending the Unified 

Development Ordinance to Regulate Infill Development in the R-2, R-4, 

R-8 and CT Zoning Districts. 2 speakers.  Staff presented a PowerPoint presentation 

and he discussed that amendments, existing Comprehensive Plan Goals, Policies and 

Initiatives, UDO Amendments to Infill Calculations – Setbacks, Infill Calculations – Height 

of Additions, Maps of substandard lots- City wide (less than 3, 750 sq. ft.), downtown (less 

than 3, 750 sq. ft.), substandard lots- City wide (less than 7, 500 sq. ft.), downtown (less than 

7, 500 sq. ft.), Approximate building heights by story, UDO Amendment Infill Calculations 

– Accessory Structures, UDO Amendments Infill Calculation – Minimum Lot Width, 

Revised Lot Area Measurements, changes in action – “The vintage Subdivision”,  changes in 

action – “Stonewall Heights” Subdivision and UDO Amendments Infill Calculation – 

Corner Lot Setbacks & Increased Rear Yard Setbacks. 

Rene Rodriquez, Chair of the Planning Commission, said the Planning 

Commission was in full support of the setbacks but they were struggling with the height 

restrictions and they were not ready to move forward with a vote.  He said they recommend 

removing the height restriction from the proposal and they would like to continue working 
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on the height restrictions and they would like to look at the fabric of the neighborhood 

before voting. 

The Council was in agreement with spending a little more time on the height 

restrictions and Mayor Greenlaw suggested having a joint work session with the Planning 

Commission to discuss the height restrictions. 

Julie Ricketts, 324 Riverside Drive, she was trying to figure out how to move 

forward with getting a small pool put in place. 

Mayor Greenlaw asked for clarification from Mr. Johnston and he explained that Ms. 

Ricketts would like the City to move forward with the ordinance which removes pools from 

counting towards lot coverage. 

Adam Lynch, Friends of the Rappahannock, came to introduce himself to the 

Council but mistakenly spoke during the public hearing period. 

Jon Gerlach, 809 Charlotte Street, spoke in favor of the proposed ordinance.  He 

said there were no two neighborhoods alike in Fredericksburg.  He said people move here to 

buy a home and have an expectation that the character will be there.  Mr. Gerlach said this 

ordinance would have real world implications.  He agreed that waiting on the height 

restrictions would be best.  He said infill development could have a bad effect on the water 

shed and this ordinance accomplishes a lot. 

Rupert Farley, 1305 Caroline Street, spoke in opposition of this ordinance he said 

this ordinance was environmentally unfriendly because it enhances sprawl.  He said these 

restrictions stop the city from evolving.  He said the more dense communities were more 

affordable. 



Public Hearing 01/28/20  ITEM #9B 
 

 

20311 
 

Councilor Duffy made a motion to approve Resolution 20-02, amending the 2015 

Comprehensive Plan to amend Chapter 7, “Residential Neighborhood and Housing.” to 

discuss the importance and role of the built environment or form in creating neighborhood 

character; motion was seconded by Councilor Devine. 

Councilor Kelly noted that many of the neighborhood and lots would not qualify as 

lots anywhere else in the Commonwealth and the City was trying to make communities 

walkable and he said it was already transit friendly.  

The motion passed by the following recorded votes.  Ayes (7). Councilors Greenlaw, 

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

Councilor Duffy made a motion to approve Ordinance 20-02, on first read, 

amending the Unified Development Ordinance to regulate infill development in the R-2, R-

4, R-8 and CT zoning districts, as presented by staff. Due to the lack of a second the motion 

failed. 

Councilor Devine made a motion to approve Ordinance 20-02, on first read, 

amending the Unified Development Ordinance to regulate infill development in the R-2, R-

4, R-8 and CT zoning districts, excluding the height restrictions; motion was seconded by 

Vice-Mayor Withers and passed by the following recorded votes.  Ayes (7). Councilors 

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

Adjourned.  There being no more speakers to come before the Council at this 

time, Mayor Greenlaw declared the hearing officially adjourned at 8:37 p.m.    

  

            
            Mary Katherine Greenlaw, Mayor 
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Tonya B. Lacey, Clerk of Council, CMC 
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CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA   

CITY COUNCIL 
 
 
 
Council Chambers, 715 Princess Anne Street 
Fredericksburg, Virginia  22401 

 
January 28, 2020 

 
 The Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, held a regular session on 

Tuesday, January 28, 2020, beginning at 7:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall. 

 City Council Present.  Mayor Mary Katherine Greenlaw. Vice-Mayor William C. 

Withers, Jr., Council members Kerry P. Devine, Dr. Timothy P. Duffy, Charlie L. Frye, Jr. 

(8:03), Jason N. Graham and Matthew J. Kelly. 

Also Present.  City Manager Timothy J. Baroody, Assistant City Manager Mark 

Whitley, Assistant City Manager Doug Fawcett, City Attorney Kathleen Dooley, Director of 

Transit Wendy Kimball, Community Planning and Building Services Director Charles 

Johnston, Senior Planner Michael Craig, Community Development Planner Susanna Finn, 

Zoning Administrator James Newman and Clerk of Council Tonya B. Lacey. 

Opening Prayer and Pledge of Allegiance. Council was led in prayer by 

Councilor Matthew J. Kelly followed by the Pledge of Allegiance led by Mayor Mary 

Katherine Greenlaw.   

Officer Recognized.  Mayor Greenlaw recognized the presence of Lieutenant 

Rashawn Cowles, at this evening’s meeting. 

Recognizing Wendy Kimball on Her Retirement After 25 years of 

Service (D20-__). Mayor Greenlaw presented Ms. Kimball with a proclamation 
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commending and expressing her gratitude to Ms. Kimball for the excellent and professional 

service she provided to the citizens of Fredericksburg and the entire region. 

City Manager Baroody stated that Ms. Kimball was a team player, she assisted with 

creating the core values and performance management.  He said he was grateful for her 

contributions to the organization.  He congratulated her on her retirement. 

Assistant City Manager Fawcett said FRED transit was a small town success story and 

Wendy had been with FRED for half of the life time of the system.  He congratulated her on 

her retirement. 

Ms. Kimball spoke of how proud she was with many aspects of the City and she 

spoke of how wonderful it has been to work for the City and with City staff. 

Public Hearings (D19-__thru D19-__).  The regular session was recessed in 

order to conduct scheduled public hearings and immediately reconvened upon their 

conclusion. 

Citizen Comment.  The following speakers participated in the citizen comment 

portion of this evening’s meeting. 

Rupert Farley, 1305 Caroline Street, made a recommendation to the legislative 

committee to support ranked-choice voting.  He said it had been on the docket for the last 

two years.  He said the voting system was unfair when you have more than one person on the 

ballot.  He said HB1103 would give localities like the City the freedom to go with ranked-

choice voting if it chooses.  The proposed bill HB360 would reform primaries to allow only 

one ballot with both Democrats and Republicans on one ballot.  Mr. Farley said he would like 

the Council to give attention to those bills. 
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Council Agenda Presented.  The following items were presented to Council 

for discussion. 

7A. African American History – Councilor Frye 

African American History.  Councilor Frye stated that many localities have 

been doing a lot to tell their stories and he suggested that maybe the City could use a facility it 

already had to tell its story.  He said he would like to take a look at the City’s inventory.   

Councilor Frye also received an email from Dr. Erin Devlin, Dr. Christine Henry and 

Mr. Christopher Williams from the University of Mary Washington and they would like to see 

a State Highway Marker on the site of the first stop of the Freedom Rides which was located 

at the corner of Princess Anne and Wolfe Streets. 

City Manager’s Consent Agenda Accepted for Transmittal as 

Recommended (D20-__ thru D20-__).  Councilor Kelly moved approval of the City 

Manager’s consent agenda; motion was seconded by Vice-Mayor Withers and passed by the 

following recorded votes.  Ayes (7). Councilors Greenlaw, Withers, Devine, Duffy, Frye, 

Graham and Kelly.   Nays (0). 

• Resolution 20-03, Awarding the Contract to AT&T for Next Generation 9-1-1 

(D20-__). 

• Transmittal of Board and Commission Minutes (approved minutes can be found 

on the board/commission webpages after they are approved at subsequent 

meeting of said board/commission). 

o Board of Social Services – August 1, 2019 (D20-__). 

o Board of Social Services – October 3, 2019 (D20-__). 
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o Clean and Green Commission – December 2, 2019 (D20-__). 

o Green Committee – December 10, 2019 (D20-__). 

o Planning Commission – April 10, 2019 (D20-__). 

o Planning Commission – September 11, 2019 (D20-__). 

o Planning Commission – November 13, 2019 (D20-__). 

o Planning Commission – December 11, 2019 (D20-__). 

Adoption of Minutes.  Councilor Kelly moved approval of the January 14, 2020, 

regular session minutes; motion was seconded by Councilor Duffy and passed by the 

following recorded votes.  Ayes (7). Councilors Greenlaw, Withers, Devine, Duffy, Frye, 

Graham and Kelly.  Nays (0). 

Appointment Fredericksburg Clean & Green Commission – Robert 

Courtnage, Michele Crow-Dolby, Carolyn Helfrich (D20-__). Councilor 

Devine made a motion to reappoint Mr. Robert Courtnage and Ms. Michele Crow-Dobly; 

motion was seconded by Councilor Kelly and passed by the following recorded votes.  Ayes 

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

Suspension of the Rules.  Clerk Lacey explained that the Commission By-Laws 

requires there to be an arborist on the board and Ms. Carolyn Helfrich serves as the arborist 

and in order to allow Ms. Carolyn Helfrich to serve a fourth term Council needed to suspend 

their rules. 

Councilor Devine moved to suspend the rules; the motion was seconded by 

Councilor Kelly and passed by the following recorded votes.  Ayes (7). Councilors Greenlaw, 

Withers, Devine, Duffy, Frye, Graham and Kelly.  Nays (0). 
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Councilor Devine made a motion to reappoint Ms. Carolyn Helfrichto the Clean & 

Green Commission; motion was seconded by Councilor Kelly and passed by the following 

recorded votes.  Ayes (7). Councilors Greenlaw, Withers, Devine, Duffy, Frye, Graham and 

Kelly.  Nays (0). 

Appointment to the Rappahannock Regional Jail Authority – 

Interim Police Chief Brian Layton (D19-__). Councilor Kelly made a motion to 

appoint Interim Police Chief Brian Layton to the Rappahannock Regional Jail Authority; 

motion was seconded by Vice-Mayor Withers and passed by the following recorded votes.  

Ayes (7). Councilors Greenlaw, Withers, Devine, Duffy, Frye, Graham and Kelly.  Nays (0). 

Resolution 20-04, Initiating an Amendment to the Unified 

Development Ordinance to Permit Additional Residential Development 

in the Planned Development-Commercial Zoning District by Special Use 

Permit (D19-__). Senior Planner Craig explained that the UDO text amendment would 

allow additional residential use in the Planned Development-Commercial (PD-C) zoning 

district. Currently the PD-C zoning district permits ten percent of the total acreage to be 

residential.  Celebrate Virginia South is 541 acres and 54 acres of that development is already 

dedicated to residential use. Under the current ordinance no more residential units are 

allowed and the City has recently been approached about a mixed use project in Celebrate 

Virginia that contains a substantial employment center along with an additional residential use 

proposal to include senior housing.  Mr. Craig stated that the Area 1 plan and market study 

says the characteristics of the area would have residential growth. The PD-C within Area 1 

includes Celebrate Virginia South and Central Park.  The proposed ordinance would allow 
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applicants to apply for an additional ten percent of the land area to be residential but it would 

limit the total number of units requested by capping it by multiplying twelve times the total 

additional acreage available for residential by special use percent in addition to several 

criteria’s that must be met. 

Councilor Graham was in full support of this proposed change he said this was the 

perfect opportunity to create the density.  This area could be an entertaining area with the 

baseball stadium at the heart.   Councilor Graham asked the Council to consider removing 

the restriction on the limit of units per acre. 

Councilor Graham made a motion to approve Resolution 20-04, initiating an 

amendment to the Unified Development Ordinance to permit additional residential 

development in the Planned Development-Commercial Zoning District by Special Use 

Permit with the amendment to remove the restriction of the limit on the units per acre; 

motion failed due to the lack of a second. 

Councilor Kelly said he would like to leave that restriction in the proposed ordinance 

until the public has an opportunity to weigh in on it. 

Councilor Kelly made a motion to approve Resolution 20-04, initiating an 

amendment to the Unified Development Ordinance to permit additional residential 

development in the Planned Development-Commercial Zoning District by Special Use 

Permit; motion was seconded by Vice-Mayor Withers. 

Councilor Devine agreed with Councilor Kelly because she was concerned with 

changing the commercial into more residential because the City was already struggling to 

absorb some of it residential development hat was coming on board. The impact on the 

schools need to be taken into consideration. 



Regular Session 01/28/20  ITEM #9C 
 

   
 

20346 
 

Mayor Greenlaw agreed we were struggling with the balance of commercial and 

residential.  The City was in need of commercial to have income to build the schools. 

The motion passed by the following recorded votes.  Ayes (7). Councilors Greenlaw, 

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

Resolution 20-05, Approved, Initiating an Amendment to the 2015 

Comprehensive Plan to Amend Chapter 10 “Land Use,” and Chapter 11, 

“Planning Area,” to Adopt a New Small Area Plan for Planning Area 7 

(D20-__).  Ms. Finn presented a PowerPoint presentation and she discussed the land use 

and zoning; access and mobility – pedestrian, bicycle and trail, vehicle, mass transit; Walkable 

Urban Places; open space – uplands and riverfront. 

Councilor Kelly said FAMPO had recently given a presentation on multi-modal 

transportation and he encouraged people from the county to get on a bus to come to the 

train station instead of driving.  He said he would like to have discussions on this before 

moving forward. 

Councilor Graham said this was amazing work and he was interested in hearing about 

a bus route down Lafayette Boulevard.  He said the bicycle corridors were a huge component 

but he asked staff to drop the idea of sharrows because they were not safe. 

Vice-Mayor Withers expressed concern that the second block of the William Street 

corridor extension was all residential and he said he would like to see a walking trail through 

the Riverfront park. 

Mayor Greenlaw added that the area plans were amazing and that they were some if 

the finer works done in the City.   
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Councilor Devine said this was wonderful work and it was the road map the City 

needed.  This was an intricate look at the areas with a lot of community input and staff time.  

This would allow people to choose neighborhoods for what they have in them, it increases 

amenities to the parks and it was a wonderful look at what the community could be. 

Councilor Kelly made a motion to approve Resolution 20-05, initiating an 

amendment to the 2015 Comprehensive Plan to amend chapter 10 “Land Use,” and Chapter 

11, “Planning Area,” to adopt a new Small Area Plan for Planning Area 7; motion was 

seconded by Councilor Devine and passed by the following recorded votes.  Ayes (7). 

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

City Manager’s Report and Council Calendar (D19-__ thru D19-__). 

City Manager Baroody directed the Council’s attention to the Manager’s report and Council 

Calendar.  Activities highlighted on the report were as follows: Library Ribbon Cutting and 

Grand Opening for Renovated Theater, Community Dialogues: Public Input Meetings, 

Braehead Community Meeting, FRED Transit to Relocate Spotsylvania Avenue Transfer 

Point, Winter Restaurant Week Continues Through January 26, Extended Parking in 

Downtown Ends January 31, Hockey Rink Use Ramping Up, Chatham Bridge Rehabilitation 

Project, Spencer Devon Remains Open During the George Street Closure, Closure of Upper 

Caroline Street – Replacement of Sanitary Sewer System, Detour of Heritage Trail, Father-

Daughter Dance, and Fred Focus. 

Adjournment.  There being no further business to come before the Council at this 

time, Mayor Greenlaw declared the meeting officially adjourned at 9:30 p.m. 

      
Mary Katherine Greenlaw, Mayor 
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Tonya B. Lacey, Clerk of Council, CMC 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Timothy J. Baroody, City Manager 
FROM: Doug Fawcett, Assistant City Manager 
DATE: February 6, 2020 (for the February 11 Council Meeting)  
SUBJECT:     Wastewater Consolidation  
 
ISSUE 
Shall the City Council adopt the attached resolution supporting the consolidation of wastewater 
treatment facilities with Spotsylvania County?  
  
RECOMMENDATION 
Yes. Staff recommends adoption of the attached resolution supporting the consolidation. 
 
DISCUSSION 
At City Council’s January 26 work session, staff and outside legal counsel briefed Council on the 
status of the ongoing effort to consolidate all wastewater treatment currently being performed at the 
City’s plant, Spotsylvania County’s FMC plant and the County’s Massaponax plant at an expanded 
Massaponax plant with the other two facilities being decommissioned. 
 
City and County staff, as well as consulting engineers working for each entity, have been working to 
develop the consolidation plan. Both entities also have outside legal counsel working to draft a utility 
agreement in which the terms of the consolidation will be spelled out. We anticipate receiving a draft 
of this plan in late February/early March. 
 
By adopting the attached Resolution, City Council will be supporting the continuation of the 
consolidation planning process. Adoption will also direct staff to pursue Virginia Water Quality 
Improvement Fund (WQIF) funding to reduce the City’s share of the cost of the extensive capital 
improvements to the wastewater system that will be needed to make the consolidation possible. 
 
The Spotsylvania County Board of Supervisors will consider adoption of a resolution of similar 
wording and purpose at its February 25, 2020 meeting. 
   
FISCAL IMPACT 
There is no direct, immediate fiscal impact of the adoption of the Resolution, since that action will 
only direct that the process of planning for the consolidation continue and that WQIF funding be 
sought. The City Council will formally commit its share of the cost of consolidation through future 
actions after the costs have been refined and the potential amount of WQIF funding determined. 



MOTION:         February 11, 2020 
          Regular Meeting 
SECOND:         Resolution 20-__ 
 
RE: Supporting Consolidation of Wastewater Treatment Facilities with 

Spotsylvania County 
 
ACTION: APPROVED: Ayes: 0; Nays: 0 
 
The Fredericksburg City Council is committed to honoring and protecting our environment and has 
formally expressed this commitment in its policies, goals and priorities. The Council’s 2036 Vision 
Statement lists a Clean and Green Environment as one of the Council’s eight desired future states, 
and pertinent language in the document reads, “Our location on the Rappahannock River compels 
us to consider the environmental impact of every decision that we make. Our air and water quality is 
ensured through careful management.” 
 
The City of Fredericksburg (“City”) owns and operates a wastewater treatment plant (“WWTP”) 
with a rated capacity of 4.5 million gallons per day (“MGD”) located off of Beulah Salisbury Road.  
This plant was constructed in the mid-1950’s and has been upgraded twice.  It needs to be upgraded 
again within the next 5-10 years or decommissioned. 

 
The County of Spotsylvania (“County”) owns and operates the FMC WWTP with a rated capacity 
of 4 MGD located just downriver from the City’s plant. It treats one MGD of wastewater from the 
City as well as wastewater from County customers.  This facility was constructed in the 1930’s and 
needs to be upgraded or decommissioned..  The County also owns and operates the Massaponax 
WWTP with a rated capacity of 9.4 MGD.  This plant was constructed in the late 1970’s and 
upgraded in 2001.  The Massaponax WWTP can be expanded to treat wastewater flows that would 
substantially equal the total existing rated capacities of all three plants.  Further expansion at 
Massaponax would be possible if needed in the future. The City’s plant and both of the County’s 
wastewater treatment plants all require substantial expansion or upgrade if they are to remain in 
service. 

 
County and City staff and consultants have determined that the most economical and 
environmentally sensitive way for both to meet their current and future wastewater treatment needs 
would be to decommission the City plant and the FMC plant and expand the Massaponax plant to a 
rated capacity of  17.9 MGD to treat all of the combined wastewater flows of the City and the 
County.  This project would require the construction of new pump stations, force mains and gravity 
sewer lines  Nonetheless, the capital costs and the long term operation and maintenance costs of a 
joint project would be less for City and County customers than rebuilding both of the outdated 
plants and related facilities. 

 
The County and the City have a long history of cooperating to provide water and waste water 
services to their residents in an efficient and effective manner.  The voluntary settlement agreements 
pertaining to annexation rights in the early 1980’s contained provisions for the joint sharing of water 
and sewer utility services.  In 1997, the parties agreed to combine their water treatment operations in 
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the Motts Run Water Treatment Plant owned and operated by the County.  The successful Motts 
Run agreement can serve as a template for the consolidation of wastewater treatment facilities. 

 
The consolidation of the County and the City’s wastewater treatment facilities into an expanded and 
upgraded Massaponax WWTP would substantially reduce the nutrients currently being discharged 
into the Rappahannock River from the two older plants.  Among the wastewater treatment 
alternatives evaluated by the consultants, the consolidation of the three wastewater treatment plants 
has been shown to be the only economical alternative in which the City’s and County’s nutrient 
discharge targets can be realized. Staff and consultants for the City and the County have concluded 
that the expansion and upgrade of Massaponax, as well as the associated conveyance facilities, will 
be eligible for Virginia Water Quality Improvement Fund grants that would reduce the required 
contribution of the County and the City to the capital costs of these projects. It has been further 
determined that an award of these potential grant funds is imperative for the City to execute on this 
most expensive capital project in its history.    
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Fredericksburg City Council expresses its 
support for the concept of combining wastewater treatment services at an expanded and upgraded 
Massaponax WWTP, to be owned and operated by the County with a specified portion of its 
treatment capacity guaranteed to the City. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Council directs its staff to develop a comprehensive 
agreement to accomplish this project and pursue diligently the state grant funding necessary to 
mitigate the cost of this project on City and County ratepayers. 
 
 
Ayes:  
Nays: 
Absent from Vote: 
Absent from Meeting:   
 

*************** 
Clerk’s Certificate 

 
I certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is a true copy 

of Resolution No. 20-  , adopted at a meeting of the City Council held February 11, 2020, at which a quorum was 
present and voted.  

 
 

____________________________________ 
Tonya B. Lacey, MMC 

Clerk of Council 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

TO:  Timothy J. Baroody, City Manager 
FROM: Kate Schwartz, Historic Resources Planner 
RE: The City of Fredericksburg proposes to amend the Unified Development Ordinance 

to preserve and accommodate archaeological resources 
DATE: February 4, 2020 (for the February 11, 2020 meeting) 
ISSUE 
Should the City Council approve a Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Text Amendment for 
the purpose of identifying, evaluating, preserving, excavating, and interpreting archaeological 
resources located within the City of Fredericksburg during the land development process?  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Approve the text amendment establishing procedures for the protection and investigation of 
archaeological resources on second read.   
 
CITY COUNCIL REVIEW AND UPDATED INFORMATION 
On January 14, 2020, the City Council held a public hearing on the text amendment at which there 
was one speaker. Jon Gerlach, a member of the Architectural Review Board and the archaeology 
working group, spoke in support of the ordinance and the process by which it was created. Following 
the close of the public hearing, the City Council took action to approve the ordinance on first read on 
a 7-0 vote.  
 
While not a component of the ordinance, Planning staff did note that the proposed fee structure for 
the archaeology program would be reviewed in the ensuing weeks and updated information provided 
when the second read is considered. It is proposed that a portion of the archaeology program budget 
would be provided through an Archaeological Review Fee on three application types impacted by the 
ordinance. A $60 fee would be added to the $350 Residential Lot Grading Plan and the $575 Minor 
Site Plan costs. A $120 fee would be added to the $1,000 Major Site Plan cost. Based on the projects 
reviewed in FY 19, this fee structure would have generated $5,400 for archaeological review.  
 
Two minor text edits are included in the attached draft ordinance. These include the elimination of a 
misplaced reference to another section of the UDO, and a rephrasing of the exemption for previously 
graded land in §72-50.5(C)(2). The revised text clarifies that evidence must show that prior grading or 
development has most likely destroyed any archaeological research value of the site, as previous 
development does not always have this result. There is no change to the intent of this exemption, but 
rather a clarification of the language.  
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PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION 
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on the proposed ordinance at the November 13, 
2019 meeting, which was then continued to the December 11 meeting. One public comment was 
received at the November 13 meeting. The speaker voiced concerns about the cost of the archaeology 
program and the potential impact of those costs on the general affordability of the City. The same 
citizen spoke at the December 11 meeting, elaborating on the potential costs to individual 
homeowners as well as the impact to the City budget. Planning staff clarified that the program would 
not be funded through a tax increase and would not impact the tax rate. One additional citizen spoke 
in support of the ordinance at the December meeting, stating that it is structured to conserve time 
and money in archaeology projects. After discussion, the Planning Commission voted 5-2 to 
recommend approval of the text amendment to the City Council. One Planning Commission member 
asked that the City Council thoroughly evaluate the fiscal impacts of the program.    
 
BACKGROUND 
The 2017 City Council Priorities include “Priority #20: Complete the Archaeology Ordinance.” For a 
number of years, the City Council has supported the creation of an archaeology ordinance as the most 
comprehensive methodology for investigating and protecting archaeological resources throughout the 
city. Several working groups have advanced this initiative over the years, and the most recent 
archaeology working group began meeting in January 2017. The draft ordinance was developed by 
this group after extensive study of best practices and sample ordinances, as well as consultation with 
cultural resource professionals. Through a grant-funded project, the group worked with cultural 
resource firm Marstel-Day to evaluate the City’s archaeological potential and create a predictive model. 
This proposal creates the structure for a citywide archaeology program and creates a process for 
archaeological investigation in coordination with land development activities.   
 
Chapter 8 of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan, “Historic Preservation,” states that, “Fredericksburg’s 
archaeological resources are an integral part of the City’s history,” and that, “Archaeological sites, 
when properly excavated, can provide information that contributes to the general history of the 
community and to the particular histories of its inhabitants.” Chapter 8 identifies the creation of a 
program “that will identify and protect Fredericksburg’s archaeological resources” as a key step in 
implementing the City’s long-term goals for historic preservation and an active downtown community. 
The ordinance is further supported by Issue 1, Goal 2 of the 2010 Historic Preservation Plan which 
seeks to “establish controls to assure archaeological sites and subsurface materials are properly 
identified, evaluated, and mitigated prior to excavation projects throughout the city.” The adoption of 
archaeological preservation regulations is supported by Virginia Constitution Article 11, and 
authorized by Virginia Code §15.2-2306. 
 
If the ordinance is adopted, Comprehensive Plan amendments will be proposed to reflect the next 
phase of goals for the program. Updates to the Historic Preservation Plan are in progress as well, and 
will be completed in the first quarter of 2020. These documents will include the research priorities for 
archaeological investigation and expand on the educational initiatives.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
The primary expense for the archaeology program’s budget will be on-call archaeological services for 
evaluation and monitoring. In addition, public education through annual publication, workshops, 
exhibits, or other means is vital to the program and central to its purpose. The annual program budget 
is estimated at $100,000, but this number will be variable based on the number of projects submitted 
and reviewed annually. Once the program is functioning for a period of time, analysis of the actual 
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costs and number of projects completed annually will determine if there is a need for a permanent 
staff archaeologist.   
 
Approximately five percent of the budget will be funded through a fee on the application types that 
require review and the rest will be funded through the City’s general fund. For large-scale projects, 
described in detail later in this memorandum, property owners or developers bear much of the cost 
of archaeological investigation. For small-scale projects, investigation and monitoring is largely funded 
through the City’s general fund. For most individual homeowners, the only associated costs will be 
the cost added to application fees.     
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL PROGRAM GOALS 
Fredericksburg is a city that recognizes the value of its heritage both as an economic driver and a 
public benefit that gives the community unique character. Fredericksburg’s many historic buildings 
are readily visible and the City has a clear structure in place for ensuring their protection. Alternatively, 
archaeological resources, by their very nature, are not visible and can easily be overlooked. Through 
this archaeological program, the City seeks to identify and protect these places in order to enhance 
Fredericksburg’s historical record and disseminate these discoveries to the public.  
 
The study of archaeology allows for an understanding of history not available from any other source. 
The majority of recorded history and many places designated as historically significant focus on the 
lives and achievements of elite citizens or well-known events. There are significant gaps in the 
understanding of the lives of ordinary people, especially groups that have been traditionally 
marginalized, and certain periods of history. Archaeology, in the investigation of daily life in a great 
variety of contexts, provides access to history beyond the scope of written record-keeping.  
 
Through the archaeological program, the City will encourage the identification and recording of 
archaeological resources, the avoidance of sites where possible and, if unavoidable, the excavation and 
recovery of information. Avoidance is prioritized because this action preserves sites for future 
generations when technology and the ability to learn from these places has presumably advanced. 
When avoidance is not feasible, the goal is to extract information from the site through excavation 
and accompanying research. Once a site is disturbed, its information potential is permanently 
destroyed, so capturing this information through formal investigation is vital. The ordinance requires 
preliminary investigation of sites when planning for development, and this early investigation can 
allow developers to reduce costs by avoiding highly sensitive areas where possible.  
 
Communicating the information learned from archaeological sites to the public is integral to this 
program and dovetails with a number of other initiatives. The City is currently engaged in a process 
to tell a more comprehensive story of Fredericksburg’s African American history. Details of the lives 
of Fredericksburg’s black residents have often been excluded from the city’s historical narratives or 
have been filtered through white historians. Archaeological sites can provide a direct reference point 
to the stories of black community members and become primary source material where traditional 
research resources are lacking. Archaeological research is similarly valuable in understanding the 
history of Native Americans, women, immigrant groups, and other underrepresented facets of the 
city’s past.  Interpretation will be incorporated as sites are investigated and developed, and will advance 
the City’s heritage tourism efforts and contribute to Fredericksburg’s unique sense of place. The 
investigations conducted will shape the public education initiatives, and the program will refine over 
time as more places are studied.   
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The extent of archaeological study for all projects will be determined based on established research 
priorities. The goal of the program is not simply to dig every site, but rather to enhance the 
understanding of specific periods of history. At times, the most valuable course of action is simply to 
preserve a site in place for future study. The current priorities for research include underrepresented 
populations, such as African Americans, women, Native Americans, and immigrant groups; as well as 
underrepresented periods of history. Some of these topics and periods include the Reconstruction 
period, the history of urban slavery, stone quarrying and gold mining in the region, the city’s free black 
community, the canal systems, river-based commerce and shipping, and antebellum domestic life.   
 
PROGRAM DESIGN 
The program is structured with the purpose of identifying and investigating archaeological resources 
in those areas of the City with the highest potential for their existence. The ordinance references the 
predictive model created for the city and requires evaluation and potential investigation of sites located 
in areas where archaeological resources are most likely present. The model was developed through the 
grant-funded project with Marstel-Day. This included a citywide assessment of known archaeological 
sites and the evaluation of data sources including typical site features, historic maps, and extensive 
archival research. Accounting for both the prehistoric and historic periods, the model essentially 
functions as a heat map, and is divided into a range of five probability levels: low, medium-low, 
medium, medium-high, and high. The ordinance includes regulations for identifying, investigating, 
and protecting areas in the medium-high and high probability zones in the course of land disturbance.  
 

 
The predictive model was created through a citywide archaeological assessment and is available to view online. 

https://fredericksburg.maps.arcgis.com/apps/View/index.html?appid=053a8d648a5c4ad0978cfa42c352bd58&extent=-77.6208,38.2453,-77.3398,38.3592
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Two tiers of regulation are included in the proposed ordinance, and these are established based on 
existing land development review processes. For large-scale projects that require a major site plan, 
which involve the disturbance of more than 2500 square feet of land, preliminary archaeological survey 
of areas where the land will be disturbed is required. This Phase IA survey will be submitted with the 
major site plan application for review by staff and the City’s on-call archaeological consultants. Further 
investigation, excavation, or avoidance will be required if a site is determined to be present. Excavation 
or avoidance will be carefully targeted based on the specific circumstances of the project through a 
memorandum of agreement, with the goal of coordinating any land disturbance to avoid excessive 
expense or delay. While avoidance is prioritized where feasible, this condition would not be used to 
prevent or substantially alter a design otherwise permitted by the City Code.  
 
The requirement to conduct archaeological investigation applies citywide; however, three exemptions 
are provided for projects requiring a major site plan. If the site is shown as low, medium-low, or 
medium probability on the City’s predictive model; if evidence shows that the site has been previously 
graded or disturbed; or if the development has been approved through the compliance process for 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, then the archaeological requirements are 
waived.   
 
For smaller projects that require a minor site plan (land disturbance less than 2500 square feet), 
residential lot grading plan, or certificate of appropriateness, the application will be evaluated 
administratively to determine archaeological impacts. If an archaeological site is likely to exist and be 
impacted by the project, the City will coordinate with the property owner to have professional 
archaeologists monitor the site during land disturbance. If archaeological resources are found, the City 
can take up to one week to further study the area before work in that area proceeds. For all evaluation 
processes, the City will establish an on-call contract with professional archaeologists to ensure 
qualified reviews.   
 
PROCESS AND PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT 
The amendments were initiated by the City Council at its August 13, 2019 meeting. Since that time, 
City staff has sought to engage with the public and impacted stakeholders. A GIS Story Map is 
available online to help share information about the program, and includes the predictive model. 
Meetings have been conducted with the public; the Architectural Review Board; Main Street; and 
members of the development community in individual meetings, in a larger group, and through the 
Fredericksburg Area Builders Association. Feedback received has largely been positive, though 
members of the development community have expressed concerns over the additional costs and time 
that must be committed to archaeology.   
 
CONCLUSION 
The goal of this program is to ensure that Fredericksburg’s rich and unique archaeological record is 
not lost. The knowledge gained will contribute to Fredericksburg’s sense of place and continue to 
define the city as an historical and cultural destination. The policies proposed are intended to balance 
this value with the needs of those seeking to develop land in the city. The City Council should approve 
the text amendment.       
 
 
Attachments:  

1. Draft Ordinance 
 



MOTION:         February 11, 2020 
         Regular Meeting 
SECOND:         Ordinance No. 20-01 
 
 
RE: Amending the Unified Development Ordinance to Require the Preservation 

and Accommodation of Archaeological Resources 
 
ACTION: APPROVED; Ayes: 0; Nays:  0 
 
FIRST READ:___January 14, 2020______ SECOND READ:__________________________ 

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

I. Introduction. 
 
The purpose of this amendment is to advance the policy of the Commonwealth of Virginia as set 
forth in Virginia Constitution Article 11, §§1 and 2, to conserve, develop, and utilize the historical 
sites of the Commonwealth through the preservation and accommodation of archaeological resources, 
as authorized under Code of Virginia §15.2-2306. In addition, this ordinance advances the City’s goal 
of establishing an archaeological program, as stated in the 2015 Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 8, 
“Historic Preservation,” the City’s Historic Preservation Plan, and the City Council’s Goals and 
Initiatives for 2016-2018. This ordinance is the result of work accomplished through the City’s 
archaeological working group which was created by City Council in spring 2018.  
 
The City Council adopted a resolution to initiate a text amendment at its meeting on August 13, 2019.   
The Planning Commission held its public hearings on the amendment on November 13, 2019 and 
December 11, 2019, after which it voted to recommend this text amendment to the City Council.  The 
City Council held its public hearing on this amendment on January 14, 2020. 
 
In adopting this ordinance, City Council has considered the applicable factors in Virginia Code § 
15.2-2284. The City Council has determined that public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 
good zoning practice favor the requested amendment. 
 
II. City Code Amendment. 
 
City Code Chapter 72, “Unified Development Ordinance,” is amended as follows: 
 

1. Section 72-50 shall be amended by adding a new section 72-50.5, “Archaeological Resources,” 
as follows: 
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Sec. 72-50.5 Archaeological Resources. 
 

A. Purpose and Intent. The purpose of this section is to identify, evaluate, preserve, excavate, 
and interpret archaeological resources located within the City of Fredericksburg during the 
process of land development in order to promote the general welfare, education, and 
economic well-being of the City and to disseminate archaeological and historical data. 
 

B. A reconnaissance (Phase IA) archaeological report shall be required for any development that 
requires major site plan approval. The developer shall submit the report for review with the 
major site plan application. In the alternative, the developer may begin the application process 
with a Phase IB, II, or III study. 
 

1. The reconnaissance report process shall be completed by an archaeologist.  
 

2. Tasks included in the reconnaissance study shall include a background literature and 
records review at the City of Fredericksburg and the Virginia Department of Historic 
Resources (DHR), archival research as appropriate, field study, and preparation of a 
report. 

 
3. Associated field studies shall include a visual inspection of the property including 

documentation through photography, written notes, and mapping.  
 

4. The archaeologist shall perform limited subsurface investigation as part of the 
reconnaissance when he or she deems necessary. In those instances, the following 
standards apply: (a) excavation shall include a minimum of two judgmentally placed 
shovel test pits to assess soil integrity and the potential for intact archaeological 
deposits; (b) shovel test pits shall be no smaller than 15 inches in diameter, excavated 
at intervals no greater than 50 feet, and will continue to sterile subsoil, if possible; (c) 
all soils from shovel test pits must be screened through one-fourth inch hardware cloth 
and all materials retained for analysis. Recovered artifacts are the property of the 
landowner. 

 
5. Data gathered during the background review, archival research, and field study shall 

be incorporated in a report that meets the DHR’s guidelines for technical documents. 
The  report shall be reviewed by an individual meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards as part of the major site plan application through 
the process set forth in §72-26.1(C). 

 
6. If the Zoning Administrator finds, after review of the reconnaissance report, that an 

archaeological site does not exist or that no significant archaeological resources will be 
adversely affected by the development, the major site plan application may proceed 
through the remainder of the review process.  
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7. When the Zoning Administrator finds, after review of the reconnaissance report, that 
an archaeological site may exist and that significant archaeological resources may be 
adversely affected by the development, the Zoning Administrator shall request an 
identification-level survey (Phase IB) accompanied by archival research, as needed, as 
provided in §72-26.1(D)(1). The identification-level survey shall meet DHR guidelines 
for archaeological studies and include one of the following subsurface studies as 
approved by the Zoning Administrator: a) the excavation of systematic shovel test pits 
at a maximum of 50-foot intervals; b) the excavation of systematic shovel test pits 
using a close-interval grid (10- or 25-foot intervals); c) the excavation of backhoe 
trenches in areas with the potential to contain features; or d) the excavation of sample 
test units. Soils removed during the fieldwork shall be screened through one-fourth 
inch mesh as meets state guidelines, and all artifacts shall be analyzed. The results of 
the archival research and fieldwork shall be included in an identification-level report 
and submitted to the Zoning Administrator for review.   
 

8. If the Zoning Administrator finds, after review of the identification-level (Phase IB) 
archaeological field survey, that an archaeological site exists and is likely to be 
significant, and that the project will adversely impact the site, then he or she may 
require the applicant to submit Phase II evaluation testing or Phase III data recovery, 
as appropriate.  
 

a. The major site plan shall incorporate mitigation measures to preserve or 
accommodate archaeological resources, such as avoidance or recovery, 
reduction in the size or scope of land-disturbing activities, or the 
implementation of other mitigation measures as recommended by the 
archaeologist, to the degree possible. 
 

b. Should avoidance not be achievable, a memorandum of agreement shall be 
executed between the Zoning Administrator and the developer to outline the 
steps required to meet this ordinance. The memorandum of agreement shall 
be prepared in accordance with DHR procedures, and shall include an 
archaeological scope of work developed in consultation with an Archaeologist.  
 

c. Failure to implement mitigation measures in accordance with the 
memorandum of agreement shall constitute a violation of this chapter subject 
to Section 72-72. 

 
d. The Zoning Administrator may approve the major site plan application before 

the completion of the required Phase II or Phase III investigations, only if 
feasible and consistent with the purposes of this section and upon ratification 
of a memorandum of agreement. 
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9. If unexpected archaeological resources are discovered on the development site after 
approval of the major site plan without the imposition of appropriate mitigation 
measures, then the Zoning Administrator shall issue an order to cease and desist all 
development activity in the affected area for up to seven days in order to develop and 
implement mitigation measures that meet the criteria in section 8 (b). 
 

C. The administrator shall waive the requirement for a Phase IA archaeological report after 
determining that a site is unlikely to contain archaeological resources based on a finding that: 
 

1. The site is assessed or predicted to have a low, medium-low, or medium probability of 
yielding archaeological resources as determined by application of the City’s 
archaeological assessment and predictive model; 
 

2. The site has been previously graded or disturbed beyond normal agricultural use to the 
extent and in a manner that would significantly diminish the research or public value of archaeological 
resources on the site, as evidenced by existing site features, historic aerial photography, or 
other documentation;  

 
3. The development has been approved through the compliance process for Section 106 

of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
 

D. Upon receipt of an application for a development that requires a minor site plan, residential 
lot grading plan, or certificate of appropriateness, within an area designated as medium-high 
or high priority, the Zoning Administrator shall evaluate the development to determine if an 
archaeological site is likely to exist and if significant archaeological resources may be adversely 
affected by the development. The Zoning Administrator is authorized to monitor the site 
during approved land-disturbing activities. If the Zoning Administrator identifies 
archaeological resources, then he or she shall issue an order to cease and desist all development 
activity in the affected area for up to seven days in order to evaluate the deposits and develop 
and implement mitigation measures that meet the criteria in subsection A. 
 

E. The reports and field surveys required under this section shall conform to the criteria 
established in the Guidelines for Conducting Historic Resources Survey in Virginia published 
by DHR.  
 

F. Determinations of the significance of archaeological resources shall be made on the following 
criteria: 
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1. Research value. The extent to which the archaeological data that might be located in 
the development area would contribute to the expansion of knowledge of that type of 
resource. 
 

2. Rarity. The degree of uniqueness of the resources in the development area and their 
potential for providing archaeological information about a  person, building, structure, 
event, or historical process, for which there are few examples in the Fredericksburg 
area. 

 
3. Public value. The level of importance that archaeological resources in the development 

area possess due to association with a significant person, building, structure, event or 
historical process. 

 
4. Site integrity. The extent to which soil stratigraphy and original placement and 

condition of archaeological resources in the development area have not been disturbed 
or altered in a manner which appreciably reduces their research or public value. 

 
5. Presence of materials. The extent to which archaeological resources or evidence of 

historic buildings or structures are present in the development area. 
 

6. Impact upon resources. The extent to which any proposed land-disturbing activities 
will alter or destroy archaeological resources which have archaeological data potential. 

 
 

 
2. Section 72-84, “Definitions,” is amended by adding the following definitions: 

 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCE shall include human remains and objects, such as tools, bottles, 
dishes, flora and fauna, artifacts, features or ecofacts of prehistoric American Indian and historic 
American periods, that can reveal information on past lifeways, and areas which contain these objects 
such as graves, wells, privies, trash pits, cellars, kilns, basements, foundations, postholes, ditches, 
trenches, historic roadways or archaeological sites. 
 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE means the physical remains of any area of human activity greater than 
fifty years of age for which a boundary can be established. Examples of such sites include 
domestic/habitation sites, campsites, industrial sites, earthworks, mounds, quarries, canals, and roads.  
 
ARCHAEOLOGIST means one who meets the United States Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualification Standards for archaeology. For the purpose of Section 72-50.5, an Archaeologist must 
be a Registered Professional Archaeologist or be associated with a member firm of the American 
Cultural Resources Association.  
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SEC. III.   Effective Date. 
 
This ordinance is effective on July 1, 2020. 
 
Votes: 
Ayes:  
Nays: 
Absent from Vote: 
Absent from Meeting:   
 
 
Approved as to form: 
 
 
 
___________________________ 
Kathleen Dooley, City Attorney 

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

Clerk’s Certificate 
I, the undersigned, certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is 
a true copy of Ordinance No. 20-01 duly adopted at a meeting of the City Council meeting held Date, 2020 at which 

a quorum was present and voted.  
 
 

____________________________________ 
Tonya B. Lacey, MMC 

 Clerk of Council 



ITEM #10C 
 

 

 
 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

TO:  Tim Baroody, City Manager 
FROM: Chuck Johnston, Community Planning and Building Director; 
RE:  Unified Development Ordinance amendments addressing residential infill  
  construction  
DATE: 2020 February 5 for February 11 meeting 
 

ISSUE 
At its 2019 November 12 meeting, the City Council initiated amendments to the 2015 
Comprehensive Plan and the Unified Development Ordinance to improve city policies and 
regulations to ensure that new construction and additions in single family residential 
neighborhoods are compatible and consistent with existing pattern of development.  At 
its January 28 meeting, Council voted to approve the resolution amending the 
Comprehensive Plan and, on first read, the proposed UDO text amendments (as 
recommended by the Planning Commission).  The issue at today’s meeting is should these 
amendments be approved on second read? 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Approval, on second read, of the attached ordinance amending the Unified Development 
Ordinance to regulate infill development in the R-2, R-4, R-8, R-12, and CT Zoning 
Districts, specifically UDO Article 72-2 “Administration”, Article 72-3 “Zoning Districts”, 
Article 72-4 “Use Standards”, Article 72-5 “Development Standards”, Article 72-8 
“Definitions and Interpretations”, affecting residential development in the R2, R4, R8, 
R12, and/or CT Zoning Districts regarding setbacks, height, and lot frontage. 
 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING – 2020 January 28 
On January 28 a public hearing was held on this matter.  The Planning Commission 
Chairman spoke in favor of the amendments (except for the proposed infill height 
changes), two citizens spoke in favor of the specific amendments, one spoke in general 
support, and one spoke in opposition.  Council voted unanimously to approve, on first 
read, the attached ordinance, which does not include height regulations on infill 
development (as recommended by the Planning Commission).    
 
Upon further review of the text, an error was found on page 3 the ordinance.  The first 
read ordinance increased the rear setback for cluster development in the R4 zoning 
district, when the change should have been in the column to the left, increasing the rear 
setback for conventional development.  The attached ordinance shows this correction.  
The public hearing notices included notice of an increase in rear yard setbacks in the R-4 
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zoning district. The previous staff report correctly stated that “it is proposed that the 
required rear yard setback is increased from 18 to 24 feet for cluster development in the 
R-2 as well as for conventional detached single family home development in 
the R-4 and R-8.” (emphasis added).  The draft ordinance initiated by City Council 
(November 12) and considered by the Planning Commission (December 11) correctly 
increased the rear yard setback in conventional (not cluster) development in the R-4 
zoning district. 
 

THE FOLLOWING TEXT IS UNCHANGED FROM THE PREVIOUS REPORT 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING – 2020 January 15 
At its January 15 meeting, the Commission opened a public hearing on the 
Comprehensive Plan amendment and continued the public hearing on the UDO text 
amendments.  Two city residents and a representative of the Friends of the Rappahannock 
expressed support for the Comprehensive Plan and UDO text amendments as submitted 
to the Commission.   
 
The Commission voted unanimously to recommend approval of the Comprehensive Plan 
amendments with an addition in the first sentence of the proposed text: Patterns of 
existing structures including building scale and massing, front setbacks, side 
setbacks, and height, and tree cover are major contributors to community character.   
 
The Commission voted (4-3; No: Gantt, Hornung, Rodriguez) to recommend approval of 
the UDO text amendments deleting proposed amendments addressing height, as the 
amendments did not sufficiently address the issue of infill development height. 
 
As proposed in writing by Mr. Pates, the Commission voted (5-2; No: Gantt, Hornung): 
To direct the City staff to prepare a new draft ordinance that addresses height restrictions contained in 
the deleted provisions and that includes alternatives to the deleted proposed text, including, at a 
minimum, the following: 
a. Residential Districts - Amend the dimensional standards for R-2, R-4, and R-8 zoning districts to 

eliminate the residential height limit of 35 feet and replace it with a standard establishing the 
maximum height by using the median height of other houses on the same block face, calculated 
using rules equivalent to those in § 72-82.4(B)(2) for establishing setbacks.  The resulting height limit 
may be varied by plus or minus 10%. There shall be no minimum height; 

b. CT and CHD Districts – The same methodology for calculating height limits shall be used for the CT 
and Downtown Historic Districts, except that building heights may be higher by special use permit 
(or special exception). For example, a building in the Historic Downtown District located on a block 
where the median height is 32 feet may go 10% higher, or 35.2 feet, or, by special permit or special 
exception, up to 50 feet.  This will help ensure that new development in these districts is more 
compatible with existing development patterns; [Subsequent to the Planning Commission meeting, 
Mr. Pates clarified that the references in this paragraph to ‘Historic’ were supposed to be to 
‘Downtown’.] 

c. Residential Additions – The maximum height of a horizontal addition to a single-family dwelling on 
an existing lot smaller than the minimum lot area shall not exceed 27 feet or the height of the 
existing dwelling whichever is less; and 
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d. Accessory Structures on Residential Lots – No accessory structure on an existing residential lot shall 

exceed the height of the principal dwelling structure on the lot or 25 feet, whichever is less, or 12 
feet if located in a side or rear yard.  
 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING – 2019 December 11 
At its December 11 meeting, the Commission opened a public hearing on the proposed 
text amendments, at which no one spoke, however five messages of support were noted 
for the record.  Commission members asked staff to further research regarding residential 
structure height in the City.  Commissioners expressed an interest in limiting 
redevelopment or additions to one-story residences, so that a second story could not be 
added to a one-story structure or that an addition to a one-story structure would also have 
to be one story.   
 
BACKGROUND 
One of the purposes of zoning ordinances in the Code of Virginia is in Section 15.2-2283 
(iii): to facilitate the creation of a convenient, attractive and harmonious community.  Chapter 
7 of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan includes the following statements concerning infill: 
 
Goals for Residential Neighborhoods and Housing 
Goal 3. Distinct and Attractive Neighborhoods: 

  Ensure the residential areas of the City continue to comprise a collection of 
  distinct and attractive neighborhoods, each possessing a sense of place,  
  history, and shared identity. 

Goal 6. Compatible Design and Functionality: 
  Ensure the development and redevelopment is visually compatible with the 
  overall character of the City…. 

Policies for Residential Neighborhoods and Housing: 
Policy 1. Respect the integrity and the character of the City’s neighborhoods. 
Policy 15. Encourage infill development that is compatible with established   
  neighborhoods, in terms of scale and massing 
Initiatives for Residential Neighborhoods and Housing: 
Initiative 1. Continue to evaluate infill regulations to ensure that additional and new 

 construction does not adversely impact the character of existing 
 neighborhoods. 
 

In addition, an amendment to the City’s Comprehensive Plan text is proposed to more 
directly address the importance of the built environment of a neighborhood.  The 
amendment addresses the need to maintain the balance in established neighborhood 
character through appropriate frontages, setbacks, and structure scale, while allowing 
households and neighborhoods to evolve.  The Planning Commission recommendation 
added ‘tree cover’ as another element of neighborhood character.  This addition helps to 
support current UDO regulations preserving specimen trees and would help support 
future amendments to further protect tree cover. 
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These amendments to City regulations are proposed to achieve the state code intent for a 
harmonious community, Comprehensive Plan goals, policies, and initiatives, as well as 
new Comprehensive Plan text highlighting the importance of protecting neighborhood 
integrity, character, and scale. 

• The calculations for front and side yard setbacks for infill development are 
adjusted to more directly reflect the pattern of existing development and applied 
more broadly. 

• Limits on structure height for additions are provided.  The Planning Commission 
recommendation to delete these items is discussed below.   

• Standards for accessory structures are adjusted.  
• Rules for measuring lot dimensions are clarified. 

 
Infill Setbacks 

- Application 
Currently, the UDO provides in the R-4, R-8, and C-T zoning districts that the front and 
side setbacks for single-family dwellings on lots created before April 25, 1984 shall be 
calculated based on the pattern of the dwellings on the street where the new construction 
is to occur.  This date was the effective date of the zoning ordinance in place before the 
UDO.  The current UDO text makes dwellings on lots created after April 25, 1984 not 
subject to infill calculations. The standard setbacks in the property’s zoning district apply. 
 
The City’s first comprehensive Zoning Ordinance was adopted in 1965 and second version 
in 1975.  They contained a provision stating that front yard setbacks were to be calculated: 
where setback depths have been established.  The third 1984 version and subsequent 
amendments in 1991 and 2010 used this phrase and added a reference to sites or lots 
created before the 1984 ordinance.  The fourth version adopted October 8, 2013 (the 
UDO) only made reference to lots before April 25, 1984.   
 
The proposed amendments address infill calculations in three ways so that they better 
reflect development patterns for a greater number of neighborhoods: 
1. When determining the appropriate front and side yard setbacks, the reference to lots 

being created before 1984 is dropped and in its place the text reads that infill 
calculations are to be applied: in developed areas where front and side yard geometry 
has already been established by existing residential dwellings returning, basically, to 
the text used when the concept of requiring compatible development patterns was first 
applied in the 1960s and 70s.   
• Result: A calculation will be made as to the appropriate front and side yard 

setbacks for any lot created before this proposed ordinance is adopted and to any 
lots in an administrative subdivision (with nine or fewer lots) created after this 
ordinance is adopted.  Lots in a minor or major subdivision (10 or more lots) would 
be subject to the standard setbacks in the residential zoning districts.  Subdivisions 
of this size would create their own pattern of development.  

2. It is proposed that the method of front yard setback calculations for corner residential 
lots be modified.  The current ordinance states that corner lots have two front setbacks 
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and two side setbacks so as to ensure new construction respects both streets it faces.  
However, it was historically a common practice in Fredericksburg to have minimal 
setbacks for the secondary street frontage (not the side of the house with the front 
door).  The new text states that corner lot setbacks, for both the primary and secondary 
street frontage, is based on the four corner lots at an intersection. 
• Result: New construction or additions will follow the most visible pattern at each 

intersection. Infill development would be more consistent with traditional 
patterns.   

3. Setback infill calculation provisions will be added to the R-2 zoning district. 
• Result: Infill calculations would be done in the Altoona, Great Oaks, Keeneland, 

Preserves, Snowden Hills, and Westmont neighborhoods.  While there is less 
potential for infill in this limited zoning district, protecting all neighborhoods is 
appropriate. 
 

- Calculation 
The current method of calculation for a front yard setback is to take the median front yard 
dimension of existing primary buildings along the same block face of the parcel being 
developed/redeveloped.  If there is no a clear pattern of development on same side of the 
block as the vacant parcel, the median front yard of the structures on the opposite block 
face may be used. 

 
It is proposed that the setback calculation would be this median calculation, plus or minus 
10%. 

• Result: A property owner would have some flexibility in the house site location.  
Such a provision would lessen the potential for calculations unduly precluding new 
construction.  
 

Infill Height  
In addition to using the pattern of setbacks to ensure compatibility, limits on dwelling 
height were established to create proportionality in new development on small lots in 
neighborhoods. The current standard is that the maximum height of new dwellings, 
35 feet, is proportionally reduced for lots smaller than the minimum lot size. The 
reduction is based on the percent a lot falls below the minimum. In R-4, the minimum lot 
size is 7,500 sq ft.  A substandard 6,000 sq ft lot would be 80% of the minimum, so the 
maximum height is reduced to 80% of 35 feet or 28 feet.  However, the reduced height is 
not required to be less than 27 feet, so that a two-story house is still allowed.   
 
It is common for residential parcels in the City to be smaller than the zoning district 
minimum lot size, particularly in the R8 and R4 zoning districts (see lot size maps): 
 Percent of parcels smaller than minimum lot size 
Zoning District  City-wide   Downtown-area lots 
 R8   23%   39% 
 R4   54%   72% 
 R2     8%   NA 
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Another way of describing structure height is used by the Commissioner of the Revenue 
in assessing the value of properties.  This data identifies the number of stories for each 
residential structure; it does not address height in feet.  The attached ‘Height by Story’ 
map shows patterns in the City.  The decimal height reflects the square foot percentage of 
the highest floor relative to the first floor.  For example, the square footage of the second 
story of a 1.4 story structure is 40% of the square footage of its first floor.  The 
Commissioner’s data was collapsed to the categories shown.  The pattern for the 
neighborhood north of Amelia Street and between Washington Avenue and the River is 
predominately two story.  The Fall Hill neighborhood, north of the canal, is mixed one 
and two story, as is College Heights and Mayfield.  The Normandy Village neighborhood 
west of Route 1 is mostly one story. 
 
The proposed height amendment states that on lots smaller than the minimum lot size, a 
horizontal addition to a dwelling would be no taller than the main dwelling or 27 feet, 
whichever is taller. 

• Result: A two-story house could have a two-story addition, no taller than the main 
house.  A one-story house could have two-story addition, but it could not be taller 
than 27 feet. 

The Planning Commission recommended to delete this provision and directed staff (as 
stated on page two of this report) to prepare an amendment that would limit the 
horizontal addition to a dwelling to be no taller than the main dwelling or 27 feet, 
whichever is less. 

• Result: A two story house could have a two-story addition, no taller than 27 feet.  A 
one-story house could have only a one-story addition. 

 
The Commission also directed staff to prepare an amendment to eliminate the single 
family and townhouse (in R-8) residential height limit of 35 feet and instead use the 
median height of other houses on the same block face as the maximum allowable height, 
The resulting height limit may be varied by plus or minus 10% and there would be no 
minimum height provision. 

• Result:  A one-story house in a block of one-story houses could not have a second 
story. 

 
The final element of the Commission’s direction to staff was to calculate maximum height 
in CT and CD zoning districts by block face as well, allowing a building to exceed this 
calculation by a special use permit (or special exception), up to 50 feet in the CD district, 
and while his written statement does not say this, it is understood that his intents is that 
a building could exceed a calculation to 40 feet in the CT district (the current maximum 
height) by special use. 

• Result: This provision would limit development/redevelopment in downtown.  For 
example it would have required or will require an additional review process for 
several projects:  Liberty Place (48 foot height approved at roof level), Winchester 
Parking Deck (50 feet approved at highest deck level), William Square (50 feet 
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proposed at roof level), and One Hanover (45 feet proposed in last plan at mid—
point of eave and ridge).   
 

Such text changes would limit the use of a property.  For residential development, they 
would preclude growing families from remaining in place.  They would add an additional 
challenge for projects in the flood plain that have to elevate floors for human occupation 
above the flood level.  They would limit potential redevelopment that would increase 
property values and the City’s tax base.  If such limits are to be established in residential 
neighborhoods, they should be initiated by property owners in a neighborhood through a 
conservation overlay district. 

 
Increased Rear Yard Setbacks 
The changes for corner lots, designating primary and secondary front yards, discussed 
above, also changes corner lots from having two front and side yards to having a primary 
front (greater setback), secondary front (lesser setback), side yard (opposite the 
secondary front) and what now will be considered a rear yard (opposite the primary 
front).  This change would result in a larger setback now required.  In addition, it is 
proposed that the required rear yard setback is increased from 18 to 24 feet for cluster 
development in R-2 as well as for conventional detached single family home development 
in R-4 and R-8.  

 
Accessory Structures in Rear Yards 
A minimum distance of five feet is proposed between accessory structures and principal 
structures in the R-2, R-2 4, and R-8 residential zoning districts.  Accessory structures 
are currently required to have a five foot distance from property lines.   

• Result:  The combined impact of requiring a rear yard for corner lots, an increased 
rear yard setback, and ensuring a minimum distance between a principal structure 
and an accessory structure will limit the footprint of dwellings or additions to 
dwellings.  For example, in the R-4 district the required distance from a back 
property line for a dwelling on a corner lot would increase from six feet to 24 feet 
with additional provision for a five foot distance from any accessory structure. 

 
Amendments are also proposed to increase the height of accessory structure, located 
within required yards from 10 feet to 12 feet and to not consider in-ground pools as 
accessory uses. 

• Result: The proposed accessory structure height better conforms to standard 
construction practice and the Building Code standards.  The Planning Commission 
deleted the provision changing 10 feet to 12 feet in its recommendation, but it is 
included in item d. of its direction to staff.  Subsequent to the Planning 
Commission meeting, Mr. Pates (maker of the motion) clarified that he did not 
intend to delete the change from 10 feet to 12 feet.  Lastly, in-ground pools do not 
block light and air and provide active/passive recreational benefits, appropriate 
activities in a rear or side yard.   

 



UDO text amendments 
 addressing residential infill construction 

2020 February 11 
Page 8 

 

Lot Dimension Standards in the R-2, R-4, R-8, R-12 Zoning Districts 
Currently the UDO is deficient in addressing lot width, lot frontage, and irregularly 
shaped lots.  It is proposed that residential lot width be measured at the front setback line 
where a dwelling is to be located, instead of the front lot line (along the street), which is 
the current standard.  It is also proposed that lot street frontage would not be less than 
80% of the required lot width.  The current text for lot width is also poorly worded for 
irregular/curvilinear/pipe-stem lots.  Finally, to provide for regular shaped lots, it is 
proposed that lot depth could not exceed five times lot width. 

• Result:  Appropriate lot width will be focused on the most likely location of a 
proposed dwelling, with more flexibility regarding street frontage.  This will allow 
more options when designing a subdivision, while ensuring the necessary width 
where it will have the most impact.  Establishing a minimum lot/width ratio would 
better provide for more regular lot dimensions and arrangement. 
 

CONCLUSION 
The proposed changes would result in new construction and additions that will be more 
‘harmonious’ to neighborhoods.  The regulations are inherently city-wide. 
 

The Commission recommended the Comprehensive Plan amendments, with addition 
text, to better support for appropriate infill development regulations. 
 

The Commission recommended all the proposed changes except for height (see attached 
ordinance in pink).  While perhaps not perfect, the proposed height limits, in the Council 
initiated text (see attached ordinance in yellow) are a good step to better infill 
development and should be adopted while discussions on further limitations are occur. 
 

The small area planning process calls for Neighborhood Conservation Districts.  Such 
districts would tailor design and form standards for each individual neighborhood with 
initiation coming from a neighborhood.  It is planned that a format and process for such 
Conservations Districts will be proposed for City Council and Planning Commission 
review in calendar 2020 to foster such districts.  



MOTION:         February 11, 2020 
         Regular Meeting 
SECOND:         Ordinance No. 20-02 
 
RE: Amending the Unified Development Ordinance to Regulate Infill 

Development in the R-2, R-4, R-8 and CT Zoning Districts  
 
ACTION: APPROVED: Ayes: 0; Nays:  0 
 
FIRST READ:      January 28, 2020     SECOND READ:________________________ 

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

I. Introduction. 
 
The purpose of this amendment is to respect the integrity and character of the City’s neighborhoods 
and to encourage infill development that is compatible with established neighborhoods, in furtherance 
of the adopted Policies for Residential Neighborhoods and Housing in Chapter 7 of the 2015 
Comprehensive Plan. This amendment also advances the Initiative for Residential Neighborhoods 
and Housing in that Chapter, namely, “continue to evaluate infill regulations to ensure that additional 
and new construction does not adversely impact the character of existing neighborhoods. 
 
The City Council adopted a resolution to initiate this text amendment at its meeting on November 12, 
2019.   The Planning Commission held its public hearing on the amendment on January 15, 2020, 
after which it voted to recommend the amendment to the City Council without the height 
amendments (shown in blue).  The City Council held its public hearing on this amendment on January 
28, 2020. 
 
In adopting this ordinance, City Council has considered the applicable factors in Virginia Code § 
15.2-2284. The City Council has determined that public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 
good zoning practice favor the requested rezoning. 
 
II. City Code Amendment. 
 
City Code Chapter 72, “Unified Development Ordinance,” is amended as follows: 
 

1. Section 72-24.2, “Administrative modifications,” shall be amended as follows: 
 

A. Purpose and applicability. Pursuant to the authority granted within Code of Virginia § 15.2-
2286A(4), the Zoning Administrator is hereby authorized to grant a modification of any 
zoning regulation relating to physical requirements on a lot or parcel of land, including, but 
not limited to: size, height, location or features of, or related to, any building, structure, or 
improvements. However, this authority shall not extend to enlarging or reducing any average setback 
calculated under §72-82.4(B)(2). 
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2. Section 72-31.2, “R-2 Residential District,” shall be amended as follows: 

 
[Subsection A is not amended.] 
 
 B. Dimensional standards. 
 
Standard Development Cluster Development 
Residential Density, Maximum 2 dwelling units/acre 
Nonresidential FAR, Maximum  0.20 
District Size, Minimum (acres) None 2 
Lot Area, Minimum (square feet) 15,000 9,000 
Lot Width, Minimum (feet)   
     Interior Lot 100 60 
     Corner Lot 125 75 
Front Setback, Minimum (feet) 35 21 
Side Setback, Minimum (feet) 12 7 
Rear Setback, Minimum (feet) 30 18 24 
Open Space set-Aside, Minimum 
(%) 

 25 

Height, Maximum (feet) Single-family: 35; all others: 40 
 
 

C. Additional regulations for lots of record in developed areas where front and side yard setback 
geometry has already been established by existing residential dwellings and lots created by the 
administrative subdivision process on or after [effective date of ordinance.]) 
 

1. Front setbacks shall be established using the average front setback calculated using the rules in §72-
82.4(B)(2). The average front setback shall be the maximum and minimum front setback for the lot. 
For corner lots and through lots, the primary front yard shall be established using the average front 
setback, and the secondary front yard may be reduced using the average calculation. 
 

2. The side yard setbacks on lots that are less than 15,000 square feet may be reduced using the rules in 
§72-82.4(B)(2); but each side yard shall be no less than six feet, or no less than four feet for lots 50 
feet or less in width. Side yard setbacks for lots within the Old and Historic Fredericksburg Overlay 
District shall be determined through the certificate of appropriateness process. 
 
 

3. Section 72-31.3, “R-4 Residential District,” is amended as follows: 
 

[Subsection A is not amended.] 
 
 B. Dimensional standards. 
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Standard Development Cluster Development 
Residential Density, Maximum 4 dwelling units/acre 
Nonresidential FAR, Maximum  0.30 
District Size, Minimum (acres) None 2 
Lot Area, Minimum (square feet) 7,500 4,500 
Lot Width, Minimum (feet)   
     Interior Lot 60 35 
     Corner Lot 75 45 
Front Setback, Minimum (feet) 18 12 
Side Setback, Minimum (feet) 6 5 
Rear Setback, Minimum (feet) 18 24 

 
18  
 

Open Space set-Aside, Minimum 
(%) 

 25% 

Height, Maximum (feet) Single-family: 35; all others: 30 
 

C. Additional regulations. 
(1) The front of the principal building shall face the front yard. On a corner lot, the 

front of the principal building may face either front yard. 
 

D. Additional regulations for lots of record before April 25, 1984 in developed areas where 
front and side yard setback geometry has already been established by existing residential dwellings and 
lots created by the administrative subdivision process on or after [effective date of ordinance.] 

 
1. Front setbacks shall be established using the average front setback calculated using the 

rules in § 72-82.4B(2). The average front setback shall be the maximum and minimum 
front setback for the lot. For corner lots and through lots, the primary front yard shall be 
established using the average front setback, and the secondary front yard may be reduced using 
the average calculation. 

 
2. The side yard setbacks on lots that are less than 7,500 square feet may be reduced using 

the rules in § 72-82.4B(2); but each side yard shall be no less than three feet, or no less 
than two feet for lots 30 feet or less in width. Side yard setbacks for lots within the 
Old and Historic Fredericksburg Overlay District shall be determined through the 
certificate of appropriateness process.  

 
3. Maximum height for single-family dwellings on lots of record in areas where 

established building heights are less than 35 feet shall be reduced by a percentage 
corresponding to the ratio of actual lot area to 7,500 square feet. In no case shall the 
new maximum height be set lower than 27 feet.  

 
 

4. City Code section 72-31.4, “R-8 Residential District,” is amended as follows: 
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[Subsection A is not amended.] 
 
B. Dimensional standards. 
 

Standard SF Detached SF Attached Nonresidential 
Residential Density, 
Maximum 

8 8 N/A 

Nonresidential FAR, 
Maximum 

N/A N/A 0.35 

District Size, Minimum 
(acres) 

5 (may reduce with special exception) 

Lot Area, Minimum (square 
feet) 

3,750 2,250 15,000 

Lot Width, Minimum (feet)    
     Interior Lot 35 20 80 
     Corner Lot 45 20 100 
Front Setback, Minimum 
(feet) 

12 12 25 

Side Setback, Minimum (feet) 5 12 10 
Rear Setback, Minimum (feet) 18 24 18 25 
Setback From Other 
Districts, Minimum (feet) 

40 40 40 

Open Space set-Aside, 
Minimum (%) 

25% 25% 25% 

Height, Maximum (feet) Residential: 35; all others: 30 
 
C. Additional regulations. 
(1) Each unit shall have an on-site privacy yard of at least 200 square feet. 
 
(2) The front of the principal building shall face the front yard. On a corner lot, the 

front of the principal building may face either front yard. 
 
(3) For attached units, side lot lines shall coincide with party wall center lines. 
 
 
D. Additional regulations for smaller lots of record in developed areas where front and side 
yard setback geometry has already been established by existing residential dwellings and lots created by 
the administrative subdivision process on or after [effective date of ordinance.] 
 
(1) Front setbacks shall be established on lots of record before April 25, 1984 as the 

average front setback calculated using the rules in § 72-82.4B(2). The average front 
setback shall be the maximum and minimum front setback for the lot. For corner lots 
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and through lots, the primary front yard shall be established using the average front setback, 
and the secondary front yard may be reduced using the average calculation. 
 

(2) The side yard setbacks on lots that are less than 3,750 square feet may be reduced 
using the rules in § 72-82.4B(2); but each side yard shall be no less than two feet. 
Side yard setbacks for lots within the Old and Historic Fredericksburg Overlay 
District shall be determined through the certificate of appropriateness process.  

 
(3) Maximum height for single-family dwellings on lots of record where established 

building heights are less than 35 feet shall be reduced by a percentage corresponding 
to the ratio of the actual lot area to 3,750 square feet. In no case shall the new 
maximum height be set lower than 27 feet.  

 
5. City Code §72-32.1, “Commercial/Office-Transitional District,” shall be 

amended as follows: 
 

[Subsections A and B are not amended.] 
 
C. Additional regulations.  
 
(1) The front of the principal building shall face the front yard. On a corner lot, the 

front of the principal building may face either front yard.  
 

(2) Residential development shall conform to the dimensional standards of the R-8 
Zoning District.  

 
(3) Residential development in a mixed-use project shall conform to the dimensional 

standards of the R-12 Zoning District.  
 
(4) At least 30% of the ground floor of a mixed-use development shall be used for retail, 

eating or personal services establishments.  
 
(5) The gross floor area of the ground floors of all buildings on a mixed-use general 

development plan that are used for retail sales, eating, or personal services 
establishments shall not be included in the determination of maximum FAR.  

 
(6) For lots of record established before April 25, 1984 in developed areas where front and 

side yard setback geometry has already been established by existing residential dwellings and 
lots created by the administrative subdivision process on or after [effective date of ordinance] 
front yard setbacks shall be established using the infill calculations in § 72-84.4B(2). 
For corner lots and through lots, the primary front yard shall be established using the average 
front setback, and the secondary front yard may be reduced using the average calculation. 
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(7) For lots of record established before April 25, 1984 in developed areas where yard 
geometry has already been established by existing residential dwellings and lots created by the 
administrative subdivision process on or after [effective date of ordinance], side yard 
setbacks may be reduced using the rules in § 72-82.4B(2); but each side yard shall be 
no less than two feet. Side yard setbacks for lots within the Old and Historic 
Fredericksburg Overlay District shall be determined through the certificate of 
appropriateness process.  

  
 

6. Section 72-42, “Accessory Use Standards,” 72-42.2, “General standards and 
limitations,” shall be amended as follows: 

 
[Subsection A is not amended.] 
 
B. General standards. All accessory uses and accessory structures shall meet the following 
standards: 
(1) Directly serve the principal use or structure; 
 
(2) Be customarily accessory and clearly incidental and subordinate to the principal use                  

and structure; 
 

A. (3) No exceed the greater of 25% of the heated floor or buildable area of the principal use, 
except where otherwise allowed by this chapter;.  An in-ground pool is exempt from this 
requirement and is not counted in the total area of accessory uses or structures. 

 
 C.  No accessory use or structure shall be closer than five feet to a side or rear yard  
       lot line, except that if the principal structure has a setback of less than five feet,  
  then the setback of an accessory structure may be the as exists for the   
  principal structures.  No accessory use or structure requiring a Building Permit within  
  the R-2, R-4, or R-8 zoning districts shall be closer than five feet to the principal structure.  

 
(4) Be owned or operated by the same person as the principal use or structure; 
 
(5) Together with the principal use or structure, not violate the bulk, density, parking, 

landscaping, or open space standards of this chapter; and 
 
(6) Not constitute a combination use, which is the combination of two principal uses 

(combination uses will not meet the above standards in terms of being subordinate or 
providing service to the principal use.) 

 
(7) No accessory use shall be located on a lot prior to development of an associated principal 

use. 
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(8) An accessory use or structure may be approved in conjunction with or subsequent to 
approval of the principal use or structure. 

  
 

7. Section 72-42, “Accessory Use Standards,” 72-42.3, “Location of accessory 
uses or structures,” shall be amended as follows: 

 
A. No accessory use or structure shall occupy more than 30% of the rear yard. The area 

occupied by an in-ground pool is not counted in calculating the area of occupation. 
 

[Subsections B through E are not amended.] 
 
8. Section 72-42, “Accessory Use Standards,” 72-42.4, “Maximum Height,” shall 

be amended as follows: 
 

No accessory structure shall exceed 25 feet in height, or 10 12 feet in height if located in a side 
or rear yard. 

 
 

9. Section 72-51, “Density and Layout,” §72-51.3, “Lots,” shall be amended as 
follows: 

 
[Subsection A is not amended.] 

 
B. Lot frontage. Lot frontages within the R-2, R-4, R-8, and R-12 zoning districts shall not be 

less than 80 percent of the required lot width. On corner lots, the minimum lot frontage shall be 
met on both street fronts. Pipestem lots shall be exempt from the minimum frontage requirement. 

 
[The remaining paragraphs former B through F are re-lettered.] 
 
G. Lot depth. The depth of a lot shall not exceed five times its width. 

 
10. Section 72-82, “Rules of Measurement,” 72-82.3, “Lots,” shall be amended as 

follows: 
 

A. Definitions/measurement. 
(1) Lot area, minimum. The minimum amount of land area required for a lot shall be 

measured on a horizontal plan in units of square feet or acres, as specified within the 
zoning regulations for the district in which the lot is situated. Land encumbered by 
easements and resource protection and management areas shall be considered according 
to § 72-51.3. 
 
Figure 72-82.3A(1). “Lot Area Measurement,” is replaced with the following: 
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[Updated Figure] 
 
 

(2) Lot width, minimum. The distance between side lot lines shall be measured in one of the 
following manners, whichever is applicable: 

a. In the case of a rectangular lot, the width shall be measured along parallel to the 
front lot line at the minimum front setback line. On corner lots, the minimum lot 
width shall be met on both street fronts. 
 

b. In the case of an irregularly shaped lot or a curvilinear front lot line, the width 
shall be measured between the lot’s narrowest dimensions at that location on the 
lot where the center of the building is proposed or located. 

 
c. In the case of a pipestem lot, the width shall be measured between the lot’s 

narrowest dimensions at that location on the lot where the center of the building 
is proposed or is located. 

 
(3) Lot line. [is not amended] 

 
(4) Lot types. [is not amended] 
 
(5) Lot frontage and shape. The dimension of a lot measured along the front lot line thereof. 
 
(6) Lot depth. The depth of the lot is calculated by adding the length of all of the side lot lines and 

dividing the total by two. 
 

11. Section 72-82, “Rules of Measurement,” 72-82.4, “Required yards,” shall be 
amended as follows: 

 
[Subsection A is not amended. Subsection B(1) is not amended.] 
 
B. (2) Averaging setbacks. When zoning district standards permit or require determination of 

any front or side setback through averaging, the average yard shall be calculated by using the 
methods set forth here. The dimensions of existing yards shall be determined through the 
best information reasonably available, including, in order, surveys of record, on-site 
measurements, or the 2010 tax maps. The median is the type of average that shall be applied. 
The average setback calculated by applying the median may be varied by plus or minus 10%. The 
median front yard (including the primary front yard of a corner lot and the primary and secondary 
front yards of a through lot) shall be calculated by using existing principal buildings along the 
same block face. For a corner lot, the median secondary front yard shall be calculated by using the 
lots on the same corner. The median side yard shall be determined by using lots or parcels of 
similar width located on the same block face. Each side yard median (left and right) shall be 
calculated and applied separately. If the foregoing measurements do not establish a clear 
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pattern of development, then the administrator may use the opposite block face to establish 
the average front or side yard.  

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

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

Clerk’s Certificate 
I, the undersigned, certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is 
a true copy of Ordinance No. 20- duly adopted at a meeting of the City Council meeting held Date, 2020 at which a 

quorum was present and voted.  
 
 

____________________________________ 
Tonya B. Lacey, MMC 

 Clerk of Council 



Revised: Figure 72-82.3A(1). Lot Area Measurement 
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Revised: Figure 72-82.3A(3). Lot Line Measurement 
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Revised: Figure 72-82.4A Yard Types 
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Revised: Figure 72-82.4B. Median Setback Measurement 
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ITEM #10D 
 

 
 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Timothy Baroody, City Manager 
FROM: Mike Craig, Senior Planner 
DATE: February 3, 2020 (for the February 11 meeting) 
RE: Initiating a Unified Development Ordinance Text Amendment to the residential type 

definitions 
 
ISSUE 
Should the City Council initiate a Unified Development Ordinance Text Amendment clarifying the 
City’s residential use definitions and standards?  
 
MISSING MIDDLE HOUSING REGULATIONS IN THE CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG 
The Area 6 Small Area Plan identified that the City’s neighborhoods contain a variety of housing types 
including single family detached homes, duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, townhomes, and multi-family 
units.  The variety of housing is a strength that makes City neighborhoods accessible to the entire 
socio-economic range of its citizens and also permits innovative living arrangements that accommodate 
the changing ways in which people choose to live.  The purpose of these updates is twofold: they better 
define the City’s residential definitions to protect existing valuable missing middle housing and they 
sharpen existing regulations to ensure newer infill can mimic historical sustainable patterns of growth. 
 
The existing residential housing definitions in the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) should 
better reflect the existing conditions in City neighborhoods.  The current definitions contain overlaps 
and contradictory language.  For example, both a Duplex and Single-Family Attached are listed as an 
arrangement of two units.  The single-family attached definition includes some missing middle use like 
“garden court dwellings, patio houses, zero-lot-line dwellings, and townhouses.”  However, it does not 
include triplexes and quadplexes, which are common attached housing arrangements in the City.    
 
Finally, the use standards associated with single-family attached uses are problematic and difficult to 
enforce.  For example, the use standards prohibit an attached building from being within 15 feet from 
private driveways, parking areas, or walkways.  A basis for this regulation is not readily apparent; it 
appears to prohibit an attached building from having a sidewalk connect to the building’s front door or 
a residential driveway from connecting to an attached garage.   
 
THE PROPOSED UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE TEXT AMENDMENT 
The proposed text amendment will create a clearer gradation within the residential use definitions: 

- Two units, however connected, are a Duplex. 
- Three to four attached units on a single parcel, or three to eight attached units arranged as 

townhomes are Single-Family Attached. 
- Five or more units on a single parcel is a multifamily use. 

 
Five out of the City’s 15 mixed-use zoning districts differentiate between whether or not Duplexes, 
Single-Family Attached, and Multi-Family are permitted by-right:  
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 R-8 C-T C-SC PD-C PD-MC 
Duplex P P • S • 
Single-Family Attached P P P S P 
Multifamily S • P P P 

 
P = Permitted S = Special Use Permit  • = Not Permitted 

 
The proposed changes would not impact the level of residential use in the City.  For example, single-
family attached uses are currently permitted within the R-8 and C-T zones.  The ordinance would 
specifically identify that triplexes and quadplexes are part of that use and would ensure that those uses 
were considered conforming under today’s zoning.  This clarity in the R-8 zoning district would ensure 
these uses are permitted to be maintained and adapted to modern living standards. 
 
The change would clarify that triplexes and quadplexes would be permitted within the C-T zoning 
district.  No change is proposed to the density rules in these areas.  Under the existing and proposed 
regulations infill housing would still require half an acre to construct four residential units.  This 
clarification addresses the arrangement of the structure.  It makes it clear that triplexes or quadplexes 
that are arranged similar to a single family detached home are a permitted form in addition to semi-
detached garden court dwellings, townhomes, patio houses, and zero-lot line homes.   
 
Finally, the changes would sharpen the rules for infill development.  The City’s zoning ordinance 
should be set up so that infill development along corridors and in new form based code districts can 
replicate the City’s successful variety of housing.  These clarifications help achieve that goal.   
 
CONCLUSION 
The proposed amendments to the City’s residential use definitions and use standards will help preserve 
the City’s valuable stock of existing middle missing housing.  It will also clarify the rules about different 
types of housing so that they can be used as a template for infill development in existing corridors.  
The City Council should initiate public hearings on this ordinance and zoning map amendment and 
refer these items to the Planning Commission for review. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

1. Resolution initiating public hearings and review 
2. Draft Ordinance Amending the City’s Residential Use Definitions and Use Standards 



MOTION:         February 11, 2020 
         Regular Meeting 

SECOND:         Resolution 20 -__ 
 

RE: Initiating Amendments to the Unified Development Ordinance to Make 
Revisions in the Definitions of “Dwelling, Duplex,” “Dwelling, Single-Family 
Attached,” and “Dwelling, Multi-Family” Use Types, and to Revise 
Development Standards for Townhouses 

 
ACTION: APPROVED: Ayes:0; Nays: 0 

 
The City’s small area planning process has identified that there is a diversity of residential use in 
older neighborhoods City-wide.  This diversity is a strength that makes City neighborhoods 
accessible to the entire socio-economic range of its citizens and also permits innovative living 
arrangements that accommodate the changing ways in which people choose to live.  The purpose of 
these proposed revisions is to calibrate the City’s residential definitions to re-legalize these valuable 
pieces of the City’s neighborhoods while also permitting newer infill to mimic historical sustainable 
patterns of growth. 
 
This proposed amendment will revise and differentiate the “dwelling, duplex,” “dwelling, single-
family attached,” and “dwelling, multi-family” use types. This ordinance expands the definition of 
single-family attached dwelling from traditional townhouse-style and semidetached arrangements to 
include triplexes, quadplexes, and other missing-middle housing. To accompany this change, the 
requirements for single-family attached dwellings in Article 4 are also updated to provide regulatory 
flexibility necessary to preserve these different types of residential structures while clarifying those 
requirements that are appropriate for townhouse arrangements.  
 
Therefore, the City Council hereby resolves that: 

 
• The City Council hereby initiates amendments to City Code Chapter 72, the Unified 

Development Ordinance, to revise and differentiate the definitions of “dwelling, duplex,” 
“dwelling, single-family attached,” and “dwelling, multi-family” use types, and to make 
revisions in development standards for townhouses. 
 

• The City Council refers this proposal to the Planning Commission for review, public 
hearing, and recommendation under the procedures set forth in City Code §72-22.1. 
 

Votes: 
Ayes:  
Nays: 
Absent from Vote: 
Absent from Meeting:   
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*************** 
Clerk’s Certificate 

 
I certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is a true copy of 

Resolution No. 20-__, adopted at a meeting of the City Council held ______________, 2020, at which a 
quorum was present and voted.  

 
____________________________________ 

Tonya B. Lacey, CMC 
Clerk of Council 

 



MOTION:         draft 2020 01 17 
         Regular Meeting 
SECOND:         Ordinance No. 20-__ 
 
RE: Amending Section 72-41.1 (Residential Uses) and Section 72-84 (Definitions) of 

the Unified Development Ordinance to make revisions of general application 
to the definitions of .  

 
ACTION: APPROVED; Ayes:0; Nays:  0 
 
FIRST READ:______________________  SECOND READ:__________________ 
 
It is hereby ordained by the Fredericksburg City Council that City Code Chapter 72, “Unified 
Development Ordinance,” is amended as follows. 
 
Sec. I Introduction. 
 
The purpose of this amendment is to update certain definitions and regulations regarding residential 
uses. Specifically, revises and differentiates the “dwelling, duplex,” “dwelling, single-family 
attached,” and “dwelling, multi-family” use types. This ordinance expands the definition of single-
family attached dwelling from traditional townhouse-style and semidetached arrangements to include 
triplexes, quadplexes, and other missing-middle housing. To accompany this change, the 
requirements for single-family attached dwellings in Article 4 are also updated to provide regulatory 
flexibility necessary to preserve these different types of residential structures while clarifying those 
requirements that are appropriate for townhouse arrangements.  
 
The City’s small area planning process has identified that there is a diversity of residential use in 
older neighborhoods City-wide.  This diversity is a strength that makes City neighborhoods 
accessible to the entire socio-economic range of its citizens and also permits innovative living 
arrangements that accommodate the changing ways in which people choose to live.  The purpose of 
these updates is to calibrate the City’s residential definitions to re-legalize these valuable pieces of 
the City’s neighborhoods while also permitting newer infill to mimic historical sustainable patterns 
of growth. 
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The City Council adopted a resolution to initiate this text amendment at its meeting 
on____________________.   The Planning Commission held its public hearing on the amendment 
on ____________, after which it voted to recommend the amendment to the City Council.  The 
City Council held its public hearing on this amendment on ___________________. 
 
In adopting this ordinance, City Council has considered the applicable factors in Virginia Code § 
15.2-2284. The City Council has determined that public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 
good zoning practice favor the text amendment. 
 
Sec. II City Code Amendment. 
 
City Code Chapter 72, “Unified Development Ordinance,” is amended as follows. 
 

1. City Code section 72-41.1, “Residential Uses,” subsection F, “Dwelling, single-family 
attached” shall be amended as follows: 

 
§ 72-41.1 Residential Uses  
F.  Dwelling, single-family attached. Single-family attached uses shall comply with the 
following requirements when arranged as townhouses: 
(1) A single-family attached building shall contain at least three but no more than eight side-
by-side dwelling units. 
(2) Individual buildings containing single-family attached units shall be separated from one 
another by at least 20 feet. 
(3) Single-family attached buildings shall maintain at least 15 feet of separation from private 
driveways, parking areas, or walkways. 
(3) No more than two abutting units in a row shall have the same front and rear setbacks, with a minimum 
setback offset being 2 ½ feet. 
(4) Nothing in these standards shall prevent a deck from encroaching into a required rear 
yard setback. 
(5) No more than one townhouse may be located on a single lot.  
 

2. City Code section 72-84, “Definitions,” is amended as follows: 
 
 

https://www.ecode360.com/29015210#29015210
https://www.ecode360.com/29015211#29015211
https://www.ecode360.com/29015212#29015212
https://www.ecode360.com/29015213#29015213
https://www.ecode360.com/29015214#29015214
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DWELLING, DUPLEX 
A single-family dwelling unit attached to one other Two single-family dwelling units connected by a 
common vertical wall, common party wall, a common floor or ceiling, or permanent connecting structure such as a 
breezeway, carport, or garage. Each dwelling unit may be located on its own lot, or both may be located 
on a single lot. 
 
DWELLING, SINGLE-FAMILY ATTACHED 
A group of two three or more single-family dwelling units which are generally joined to one another 
by a common party wall, a common floor or ceiling, or permanent connecting structures such as 
breezeways, carports, garages or screening fences, or wells,; whether or not up to four such units are if 
located on a single parcel of ground, or more on adjacent individual lots. Each unit shall may have its 
own outside entrance or may share a common hall. Architectural facades or treatment of materials may 
be varied from one group of units to another. No more than two abutting units in a row shall have 
the same front and rear setbacks, with a minimum setback offset being 2 1/2 feet. The term includes 
structures such as semidetached garden court dwellings, patio houses, zero-lot-line dwellings, 
triplexes, quadplexes, and townhouses. 
 
DWELLING, MULTI-FAMILY 
A residential building containing three five or more separate dwelling units located on a single lot. A 
multiple-family dwelling, commonly known as an apartment house, generally has a common outside 
entrance for all the dwelling units and the units are generally designed to occupy a single floor, one 
above another. The term shall not include a single-family attached dwelling. 
 
SEC. III.   Effective Date. 
 
This ordinance is effective immediately. 
 
Votes: 
Ayes:  
Nays: 
Absent from Vote: 
Absent from Meeting:   
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Approved as to form: 
 
___________________________ 
Kathleen Dooley, City Attorney 

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

Clerk’s Certificate 
I, the undersigned, certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is 
a true copy of Ordinance No. 20- duly adopted at a meeting of the City Council meeting held Date, 2020 at which a 

quorum was present and voted. 
 
 

____________________________________ 
Tonya B. Lacey, CMC 

Clerk of Council 



 ITEM #10E 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Timothy Baroody, City Manager 
FROM: Chuck Johnston, Community Planning & Building Director;  
  Mike Craig, Senior Planner 
DATE: 2020 February 3 for the February 11 Council meeting 
SUBJECT: Text Amendments to the parking regulations in the Unified Development 

Ordinance 
              

 
Issue 
Should Text Amendments to the parking regulations in the Unified Development Ordinance be 
initiated? 
 

Background 
Several changes are proposed to the City’s parking regulations.  The changes are recommended 
because of policies in the City’s Comprehensive Plan that encourage quality 
development/redevelopment Downtown and in Planned Development areas.  The 2017 Walker 
Parking Action Plan encourages efficient parking supply.  The changes are necessary for the 
proposed new Creative Maker Zoning District.  The changes are appropriate application of good 
planning practices to enable communities to achieve walkable urban places with an appropriate 
mixture of land uses and open space.  Finally, the changes will help the City achieve more 
sustainable development with less impervious area and reduced need for stormwater facilities.  It 
is appropriate to apply the “SmartCode” (with some calibration) parking requirements to the City, 
particularly Downtown, the proposed additional walkable urban places in the Downtown area, the 
new Creative Maker District, and in Planned Development projects.  An analysis of the history of 
the City’s parking regulations and the legal and regulatory pressure they apply to the City’s urban 
fabric was presented to the Parking Committee at their May 6, 2019 meeting and is included as 
an appendix. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Policies 

• Downtown Parking Strategy 3 
• Reduce or remove parking regulations and allow market forces to provide for 

adequate parking.  
• Transportation Policy 9 

• Develop parking policies that are appropriate to an active downtown. 
• Business Opportunity Policy 5 

• Implement development/redevelopment standards that promote a human-scale, 
pedestrian-oriented, transit friendly community, through site layout, building 
configuration, landscaping, signage, parking lot design, vehicle and pedestrian circulation, 
stormwater management, and environmental protection.  
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• Business Opportunity Initiative 35 
• Encourage development/redevelopment activity by creating redevelopment plans, 

especially for older shopping centers, that will diversify uses and provide for improved 
multi-modal access, landscaped parking areas, and improved lighting and signage.  

• Land Use Revitalization Objective 
 Most of the City’s small areas are designated as revitalization areas per Virginia Code 15.2-
 2303.4, as having:  

• Large surface parking areas on commercial land, which have revitalization opportunities 
for the evolution of a suburban pattern of development into a more urban, mixed-use 
pattern. Broad expanses of surface parking result in fragmented and inefficient 
development patterns that should be redeveloped so as to create complete 
communities that are walkable and robust. 

 
Walker Parking Action Plan 
The 2017 Walker Parking Action Plan cites as one of several ‘New Parking Paradigms’ that “Too 
much supply is as harmful as too little.  Public resources should be maximized and sized 
appropriately.” [Pages v and 53] 
 
Urban Development Standards 
The thrust of good planning practice since the late 20th century has been to reassert pre-
automobile age development standards to gear communities to being great places for people, not 
just great places for cars.  One of the main tools of this ‘New Urbanism’ is the “SmartCode”, the 
model ordinance created to enable New Urbanism.  The proposed recalibration of the City’s 
parking standards is directly derived from the parking standards in the SmartCode.  The 
SmartCode uses the concept of ‘Transects’ to describe different elements of a community, as 
illustrated in the diagram below, and establishes land development standards that vary depending 
on the Transect. 

 
 
In the small area plans that are being created for the City, T-5 is applied to Fredericksburg’s 
Downtown and the cores of other planning areas.  T-4 is the transitional area between these cores 
and adjoining lower density residential areas.  T-3 is applied to the lower density city residential 
areas.  T-1 is used for open space areas. 
 

The parking standards in the SmartCode vary by Transect.  Making comparison somewhat 
challenging, the SmartCode parking standards are expressed in a ratio of X number of spaces per 
1000 square feet, while the City’s Unified Development Ordinance standards are typically stated 
as 1 space per X hundreds of square feet.  Further, the SmartCode consolidates parking 
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requirements into four broad categories:  residential, lodging, office, and retail.  While the UDO 
expresses a parking standard for each of the approximate 120 specific land uses allowed. 
 
Commercial Downtown, Planned Development, and new Creative Maker Districts 
The development standards for Downtown, Planning Development, and the proposed Creative 
Maker Zoning Districts are intended to foster the development and redevelopment of these areas 
for a mixture of uses that, while designed to accommodate private vehicles access, also encourage 
alternative access by foot, bicycle, and transit.   Minimum parking requirements are still 
appropriate in these areas in Fredericksburg, as the level of alternative access has not reached a 
level of sophistication and comprehensiveness that have allowed larger cities to eliminate parking 
requirements.  Downtowns without parking requirements typically are in high functioning large 
cities with a critical mass of a mix residential, service, and employment uses.  These downtowns 
are served by mature transit systems with a comprehensive network of routes, fixed rail services 
(usually), and short intervals between transit vehicles.  FRED Transit does not have the network 
of service nor the frequency of service to provide a comparable transit alternative.  Downtown 
Fredericksburg will remain private vehicle dependent for the foreseeable future for customers, 
employees, residents, and visitors.  
 
Retaining parking requirements Downtown would allow the City to continue to receive revenue 
from projects where there is payment in-lieu of spaces.  Current regulations allow for purchase of 
50% of required spaces.  Expansion of the opportunity for purchase would increase the potential 
for revenue.  Parking requirements also allow the City to incentivize uses that it wishes to 
encourage (such as: reuse of historic buildings or, potentially, affordable housing).  Finally, the 
nature of vehicle use is changing and the City should not be requiring more parking than is really 
necessary or appropriate in its most urbanized areas. 
 
Application of SmartCode parking standards would substantially reduce parking standards for 
office uses, modestly reduce parking for retail, and recalibrate residential parking expectations in 
urban areas.  In addition, the use of a ‘Shared Parking Factor’ is proposed as a set formula for 
determining when there can be a shared parking in mixed use or multiple use projects.  A specific 
rate of reduction is provided based on the degree uses are complimentary, such as spaces for 
offices during the day that can be used for residential or lodging in the evening.  This would replace 
the need for an alternative parking plan where the degree of sharing is determined by traffic 
consultants without public criteria. 
 
While not as dramatic as the elimination of parking requirements, the changes would move the 
City to a more appropriate balance of parking and desired character as a walkable community 
with: 
• an approximate 12% reduction for office and use of a sliding standard for larger retail uses 

outside mixed-use areas, 
• a 33% reduction for office uses and 12% reduction for retail in mixed-use areas, 
• elimination of parking for small uses (the first 1,500 buildable square feet of a use within a 

walkable urban place would be parking exempt), 
• an increase in requirements for dwellings in mixed use areas combined with an automatic 

shared use calculation, and 
• a specific method for calculation shared use space requirements as a standard practice.  

Application of a standard formula would remove the vagaries of the current process, which 
may result in inconsistencies between projects, and additional consultant costs for developers.    
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The combination of these parking adjustments will allow for more efficient use of land, provide 
more opportunity for open space, and reduce impervious area thereby reducing the need for 
stormwater facilities. 
 
Downtown Parking District 
The payment-in lieu of spaces should be allowed for all spaces, with a higher rate for the second 
50% in the Downtown Parking District.  The Winchester Parking Garage, under construction next 
to the new Liberty Place project on William Street, has an approximate cost per space of $28,000.  
It is recommended that the current rate of $7,150 as payment for the first 50% of spaces be 
maintained, with 2x ($14,300) this rate for 51 to 70% of spaces, 3x ($21,450) the base rate for 71 
to 85% of spaces and 4x ($28,600) the rate for 86 to 100% of spaces.  The base rate was adjusted 
in last year’s budget in process.  The rate amount should be reviewed regularly to keep abreast of 
inflation and construction costs.  These funds would support an eventual third parking deck 
Downtown.  In addition, the use of the funds should be expanded to include support of 
transit/shuttle services as well as bicycle facilities, with the district restyled as the Downtown 
Parking/Transit/Bicycle District.  Further, the Downtown Parking/Transit/Bicycle District 
should be expanded to include the proposed additional walkable urban places in the Downtown 
area, as shown in the Downtown Small Area Plan.  
 

Conclusion 
In applying SmartCode parking standards, the City would reinforce its efforts to maintain and 
enhance its traditional neighborhoods and districts, such as downtown, while requiring a 
reasonable level of parking in a more environmentally appropriate way.  These standards will help 
encourage the evolution of auto/retail-oriented corridors into communities with multiple uses 
and that are served by multiple means of access.  
  



5 
 

APPENDIX – PARKING IN THE CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG 
 
THE EVOLUTION OF THE CITY’S PARKING REGULATIONS 
As early as 1963, City zoning ordinances required 
minimum off-street parking based on the quantity 
of a land use.  In 1963 parking ratios were divided 
up by each zoning district.  The ratios were based on 
different variables including number of units and 
square foot of use.  Commercial uses in the 
“Community-Highway” (C) and “General Business” 
(D) Districts were required to provide off-street 
parking area on the same lot with the building equal 
to the square feet of the first floor of the building.   
 
Some focus was given to balancing urban form with 
required parking.   An exemption was included in 
the “Limited Business District” which stated that the 
regulations should not require the reuse of buildings 
existing prior to 1952 “to furnish more off-street 
parking spaces than can be provided within the 
confines of the property and no structural alteration 
of the building or buildings thereon shall be 
required” (§ 18, 1963 Zoning Ordinance).  
Otherwise, the requirement for off-street parking 
applied legal and regulatory pressure to consolidate 
lots and tear down buildings for car storage. 
 
The zoning ordinance was rewritten on April 25, 1972 and included a new standalone chapter dedicated to 
parking.  The chapter introduced dimensional and locational standards to accompany minimum parking 
ratios (Ord. 72-92).  Parking spaces had to be a minimum of 200 square feet in size, were required to have 
curbed entrances, and access aisles for on-site circulation.  Residential parking ratios increased (see chart 
below for some examples).  Non-residential parking ratios became more complex as more uses were granted 
their own ratios.  The only permitted waiver for parking was a provision limiting the amount of parking 
required to be built for a change of use in an existing buildings.  In that case only additional parking deficit 
was required to be built for the new use.      
The zoning ordinance was rewritten again in 1984 and the amount of land area required for car circulation 
and storage reached its zenith along with the corresponding legal and regulatory pressure to demolish 
existing fabric.  The structure of the ordinance remained the same with no additional exceptions despite the 
parking ratios increasing again.   
 
 Minimum Off-Street Parking Ratios (Parking Required / Use Amount) 

Use Type 1963 Req. 1972 Req. 1984 Req. 2013 Req. 

Single Family Home 1 / DU 2 / DU 2 / DU 1.5 / DU 

Office 1 / 400 SF 1 / 250 SF 1 / 200 SF 1 / 300 SF 

Commercial / Retail 

Off-street parking equal in 
area to ground floor of 

building 
1 / 250 SF 1 / 200 SF 1 / 300 SF 

Restaurant Included in "commercial" 1 / 5 seats 1 / 4 seats + 1 / 2 
employees 1 / 180 SF 

 

The 1969 Zoning Map.  “Limited Business” is a transitional district at 
the edges of the “C” and “D” districts colored red. 
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Minimum parking ratio and minimum dimensional standards adopted in the 70’s and 80’s are based on 
suburban behavioral assumptions.  They assume a single use environment where home, store, office, 
playground, etc. are all individual destinations, connected only by a system of primary highways.  The trip 
from place to place (home to work to shop to restaurant back home) occurs within the vehicle.  Sufficient 
parking infrastructure for each individual use is the paramount design concern in this suburban form.  
Sufficient off-street area must be provided for vehicles to circulate safely out of the flow of automobiles on-
street and be stored on the same site as the use.  The amount of space required for car circulation and 
storage is required to be greater than the amount of space where the person is permitted to be (ie. within 
the building or meaningful open spaces) in part because the car is four + times the size of a person.   
 
The suburban parking premise conflicts 
with the existing urban form of the older 
areas of the City and the desirable urban 
form of new areas of the City.  To 
illustrate the conflict, a chart containing 
the total land use in the block bounded 
by Caroline Street, Hanover Street, 
Princess Anne Street, and Charlotte 
Street is on the next page.  The data is 
derived from the City’s GIS system.  The 
table includes the name of the building, 
the type and amount of uses in the 
building, the modern (2019) 
requirement for off-street parking per 
amount of use, the total required 
parking, and the total existing parking: 
 

NAME USE TYPE USE AMOUNT REQ. PK / USE (2019) REQ. 
PK 

EX. 
PK 

City Hall Government Office 29,139 1 / 300 SF 98 19 

Courthouse Courthouse 4 Courtrooms 65 per Courtroom 260 0 

Visitors Center Government Office 5,271 1 / 300 SF 18 14 

Mixed-Use (Beck's) Retail / US DU 1,000 SF / 1 DU 1 / 300 SF; 0.5 / DU 4 0 

Mixed Use (O.T.C.) 
Pers. Service / Apt / US 
DU 1,000 SF / 1 Apt / 2 DU 1 / 240 SF ; 1.5 / Apt ; 0.5 / 

DU 7 0 

Mixed Use (Pon 
Shop) Retail / Upper Story DU 1,000 SF / 3 DU 1/ 300 SF ; 0.5 / DU 5 0 

Skin and Touch 
Therapy Pers. Service 2,505 SF 1/ 240 SF 11 0 

718 Venue Theater 82 Occupants 1 / 4 Seats 21 0 

Mixed Use (Peecabo) Retail / US DU 1,000 SF / 2 DU 1 / 300 SF ;  0.5 / DU 5 0 

Benny Vitalis Fast Food 1,280 SF 1 / 100 SF 13 0 

Mixed Use (J. B’s / S 
& S) Rest. / Retail / US DU 5,2041 SF / 1,500 SF / 10 

DU 
1 / 180 SF ; 1 / 300 SF ; 0.5 
DU 39 0 

TOTAL    481 43 

 

                                                           
1 J. Brian’s square footage includes outdoor seating on the front and rear patios. 

The block bounded by Caroline Street, Hanover Street, 
Princess Anne Street, and Charlotte Street 
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Using a typical parking lot arrangement, two perpendicular parking spaces and the aisle between them 
require a minimum of 480 square feet of asphalt2.  The 481 parking spaces required off-street within the 
block would require 260,880 square feet (or 5.3 acres!).  The block is a total of 2 acres in size.  Without 
modification, the amount of use in one Downtown block would require the demolition of almost 3 additional 
blocks for surface parking.   
 
Over thirty years, the parking ordinances applied legal and regulatory pressure to suburbanize the City’s 
urban form.  By 1993, it was apparent that what this pressure produced was problematic.  In 1993, a 
provision was added to the parking regulations that states “for lots in development areas where yard 
geometry has already been established by existing residential dwellings and development patterns (ie., infill 
lots), the zoning administrator… may waive or reduce this requirement if necessary to preserve the urban 
streetscape or to maintain the consistency of building setbacks within the same block.”  This provision 
remains in place today, though rewritten as an exception for residentially zoned lots, vacant or otherwise, 
existing prior to April 25, 1984. 
 
The City Council took broader action in 2007 and again in 2009 to address the impacts of modern parking 
standards on the Downtown core.  The 2009 ordinance created the Downtown Parking District and the fee-
in-lieu parking program, reduced required parking for certain new or expanded uses, permitted adjacent 
on-street parking to be counted towards meeting the parking requirement, amongst other parking 
exemptions and waivers. The 2009 ordinance approving these changes states,  

 
“the City values its downtown and does not wish to encourage the demolition of structures to 
provide new surface parking spaces.  However, its current parking regulations require suburban-
style parking to be provided for expanding businesses or for the change of use of structures.  
These regulations, combined with the prohibition against demolition of structures, have 
combined to discourage the expansion of businesses and the change in the use of downtown 
structures. 
 
The parking regulations contained herein are more appropriate for Fredericksburg’s downtown.  
The new regulations will encourage investment in the downtown, preserve the historic built 
environment, provide parking where feasible, and aggregate funding for public development or 
leasing of parking spaces.” (Ord. 09-22) 

 
The adoption of the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) in 2013 included more changes to parking 
standards (see the chart of the current parking standards attached to this memo).   § 72-53.1B(2) included 
some of the rules adopted in 1993 and 2009 related to infill housing and permitting on-street parking to be 
counted towards the off-street parking requirement.  The rehabilitation or re-use of a historic building was 
exempted from the parking requirements and changes in building use were exempted from providing any 
additional parking off-street parking than already existed. § 72-53.1C kept the basic structure of minimum 
off-street parking ratios and dimensional standards, but the ratios were reduced.  A provision was added 
limiting the maximum amount of parking that a person may build on-site.  § 72-53.3 add an alternative 
parking plans section permitting surplus off-site parking (meeting certain locational parameters) to be 
allocated to non-residential uses, permitting uses with staggered peak parking demands to share parking, 
and providing for a general 30% reduction in the parking standard with appropriate justification.  The 
Downtown Parking District and Fund were retained.   
 
The City’s parking standards have evolved over the last fifty-six years.  The evolution reflects the complex 
balance between protection and nurturing of the character of the City’s neighborhoods and historic 
Downtown and adequate quantity of car storage.  The purpose of this ordinance is to ensure that the proper 
balance between urban form and asphalt is maintained.   
 

                                                           
2 UDO § 72-53.1D Configuration requires parking spaces to be 8 feet wide and 18 feet long.  Two way access aisles serving 
perpendicular parking must be a minimum of 24 feet wide.  These standards vary depending on the angle of the parking.   
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PARKING AND THE DOWNTOWN CORE 
The 2017 Walker Parking Action Plan (PAP) analyzed the Downtown core public parking supply.  The Plan 
studied the public parking supply.  The Plan found that supply was sufficient, but recommended several 
management techniques to make the supply more efficient (PAP iv).  The focus in the Downtown core was 
to “push” or “pull” long term parkers out of on-street spaces and into public parking lots.   
 
The Action Plan also contained recommendations for zoning regulations.  The Plan “supports the City’s fee-
in-lieu program and alternative parking plan requirements… as they are rather forward thinking strategies” 
(Parking Action Plan vii).  The Plan also encouraged innovation and experimentation in parking 
requirements and policies (PAP 53).  In 2009, the City Council adopted a $5,500 fee per parking space.  In 
2014 the fee was increased to $6,500 and the Plan stated that was sufficient, but that it should be adjusted 
based on increase in cost of living every two years (PAP 64).  The fee was adjusted as prescribed in 2019 so 
that an applicant may now pay $7,150 per space for up to 50% of their parking.   
 

Downtown Parking Fund - Revenue and Capital Projects 

  Year Project Total Pk Sp  Payment  

 Revenue 2015 Sedona Tap House 13  $               84,500 

  2016 Amelia Square - Phase 5 5  $               32,500  

  2018 Castiglia's Roof Top 7  $               45,504  

 2019* Hanover One (* Proposed*) 46  $               299,000 

Total     71  $   461,504 

Projects 2016 Charles Street Parking Lot 46  $             538,129  

Total     46  $   538,1293  

 
EMERGING WALKABLE URBAN PLACES: PARKING AND URBAN FABRIC 
The William Street Node, Canal Quarter Maker District, Jackson + Wolfe Warehouse District, and to a lesser 
extent Lafayette Boulevard City are walkable urban places within Area 7 in addition to the Downtown core.  
A design analysis was completed for these areas as part of the Area 7 Small Area process.  The design 
analysis included 5 focus areas comprised of 46 individual lots.  The analysis compared existing conditions 
with zoning ordinance requirements.  The purpose was to determine how these places functioned and 
whether or not the valuable fabric in these areas was legally permitted to grow.  On the one hand, these 
places have the potential to be echoes of the type of urban fabric found on Caroline and William Street.  
They contain historically unique building envelopes, are walkable and bikeable, and are incorporated into 
the Downtown fabric.  
 
On the other, they face similar regulatory challenges to the Downtown core.  Out of the 46 individual lots, 
only 15 (33%) contain the required amount of off-street parking.  Even fewer contained parking areas that 
met current parking dimensional standards for on-site vehicle circulation.  Under current standards 
roughly 575 off-street parking spaces would be required but only 404 are currently provided (a difference 
of 171 off-street parking spaces, which based on the formula on page 4 equates to 82,820 square feet of 
asphalt).  With the provision permitting adjacent on-street parking to be counted toward a use that number 
drops to 113 parking spaces.   
 

                                                           
3 The Charles Street Parking Lot provided 46 parking spaces at a cost of $538,129 or $11,700 per parking space. 
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Despite the deficit in required parking 
these focus areas are all high in asphalt 
saturation.  Combined 44% of the total 
lot area in these places is devoted to 
surface parking and circulation.  
Outside of the building footprint that 
number jumps to 64%.  Take out the 
West Lafayette focus area around the 
Allstate building and that number 
jumps again to 75%.  Open space is 
anemic and poor quality, consisting 
mostly of landscape strips at the sides 
and rear of lots.  In total, the square 
footage of asphalt exceeds the amount 
of total building square footage by 
58,000 square feet.    
 
Current parking regulations cannot 
foster the unique urban fabric in the 
City’s emerging walkable urban places.  
These areas have unique assets: a solid 
block network, historic building 
envelopes and frontages that are 
capable of becoming vibrant 
streetscapes.  However, parking 
requirements still require more area for 
on-site car circulation and storage than 
they permit for building area or meaningful open space in these areas.  Empty lots and derelict buildings 
are legally required to be consolidated for and converted into asphalt.  The purpose of this ordinance is to 
establish the primary design consideration for these potential commercial cores. 

 

The City’s Walkable Urban Places and the Design 
Analysis focus areas. 

Walkable urban fabric in the 1600 block of Princess Anne Street built in (from left to right) 1959, 2010, 1900, and 1900.  
The gap in the fabric was created when a building built in 1800’s was torn down in the 1980’s. 



MOTION:         February 11, 2020 
         Regular Meeting 

SECOND:         Resolution 20 -__ 
 

RE: Initiating Amendments to the Unified Development Ordinance to Amend 
Off-Street Parking Regulations 

 
ACTION: APPROVED: Ayes:0; Nays: 0 

 
City Planning staff recommend amendments to the parking regulations Unified Development 
Ordinance because of policies in the City’s Comprehensive Plan that encourage quality 
development/redevelopment Downtown and in Planned Development areas.  The changes are 
recommended as necessary for the proposed new Creative Maker Zoning District.  Staff further 
recommends the changes as an appropriate application of good planning practices to enable 
communities achieve walkable urban places with an appropriate mixture of land uses and open 
space.  Finally, the changes are intended help the City achieve more sustainable development with 
less impervious area and reduced need for stormwater facilities. 
 
In adopting this resolution, City Council has considered the applicable factors in Virginia Code § 
15.2-2284. The City Council has determined that public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 
good zoning practice favor the proposed amendment.   
 
Therefore, the City Council hereby resolves that: 

 
• The City Council hereby initiates amendments to City Code Chapter 72, the Unified 

Development Ordinance, to amend off-street parking regulations, as set for the in the draft 
ordinance dated February 3, 2020. 
 

• The City Council refers this proposal to the Planning Commission for review, public 
hearing, and recommendation under the procedures set forth in City Code §72-22.1. 
 

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

*************** 
Clerk’s Certificate 

I certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is a true 
copy of Resolution No. 20-__, adopted at a meeting of the City Council held ______________, 2020, at which a 

quorum was present and voted.  
 
 

____________________________________ 
Tonya B. Lacey, CMC 

Clerk of Council 
 



MOTION:         draft 2020 02 03 
         Regular Meeting 
SECOND:         Ordinance No. 20-__ 
 
 
RE: Amending the Unified Development Ordinance to amend off-street parking 

regulations.  
 
ACTION: APPROVED; Ayes:0; Nays:  0 
 
First read: ______________________ Second read: __________________________ 

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

I. Introduction. 
 
The purpose of this ordinance is to _______ 
 
The City Council adopted a resolution to initiate this text amendment at its meeting on 
______________________.   The Planning Commission held its public hearing on the amendment 
on ____________, after which it voted to recommend the amendment to the City Council.  The City 
Council held its public hearing on this amendment on ___________________. 
 
In adopting this ordinance, City Council has considered the applicable factors in Virginia Code § 
15.2-2284. The City Council has determined that public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 
good zoning practice favor the requested rezoning. 
 
II. City Code Amendment. 
 
City Code Chapter 72, “Unified Development Ordinance,” Article V, Development Standards, 
Section 72-53, “Parking,” is amended as follows: 
 

1. Section 72-53.1, “Off-street parking and loading,” shall be amended as follows: 
 
Sec. 72-53.1. Off-street parking and loading. 
 

A. Purpose and intent. The purpose of this section is to ensure provision of off-street parking 
and loading facilities in proportion to the generalized parking, loading, and transportation 
demand of the different uses allowed by this chapter. The standards in this section are intended 
to provide for adequate off-street parking while allowing the flexibility needed to 
accommodate alternative solutions. The standards encourage pedestrian-oriented 
development in downtown and commercial centers, while avoiding excessive paved surface 
areas, promoting low impact development, where appropriate, and safeguarding historic 
resources. 



Draft: February 3, 2020 
Ordinance 20 -__ 
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B. Applicability. 

 
1. General. These off-street parking and loading standards shall apply with respect to the use of 

land, buildings and structures within the City. 
 

2. Exemptions. The following activities are exempt from the requirements of this § 72-53.1: 
 
(a) Re-striping an existing parking lot, which does not create a deficit in the number of 

required parking spaces, or other nonconformity with the requirements of this § 72-53.1; 
 

(b) Rehabilitation or re-use of an historic building; 
 
(c) A lot of record, vacant or otherwise, that existed on or before April 25, 1984, and has a 

residential zoning designation on the Zoning Map; 
 
(d) On-street parking that directly abuts a lot may be credited once to the off-street parking 

requirements for the abutting lot. The Zoning Administrator shall maintain a record of 
all on-street parking spaces that have been credited towards any particular lot; and 

 
(e) Changes in use in the CD and CM zoning districts shall be exempted from the 

requirement to provide additional on-site parking spaces beyond those that existed prior 
to the change in use.; 

 
(f) The first 1500 square feet of Commercial or Institutional uses that are in the CD, CM, CT, or 

Planned Development zoning districts, or where Form Based Code standards are applied and 
that have required parking based on square footage.  This exemption shall not apply where a 
Shared Parking Factor calculation is used; and 

 
(g) Outdoor seating for Eating Establishments. 
 

C. Off-street parking requirements. 
 
1. Parking plan required. A parking plan shall be required in connection with every 

proposed development, for every proposed change in use of land, buildings or 
structures, and for every proposed alteration of a building or structure. The parking plan 
shall accurately designate the required parking spaces, access aisles, and driveways, and 
the relation of the off-street parking facilities to the development the facilities are 
designed to serve. 
 

2. Minimum number of spaces required. Unless otherwise expressly stated in this section or 
approved through an alternative parking plan, the minimum number of off-street 
parking spaces shall be provided in accordance with Table 72-53.1C(2), Minimum Off-
Street Parking Standards. 
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(a) Spaces meeting only the dimensional requirements for compact cars or 

motorcycles are not may be credited for compliance with up to 15% of the minimum 
number of parking space standards in this table. 
 

(b) The Shared Parking Factor Table shall be applied to the number of parking spaces required 
by Table 72-53.1C(2) when at least two or more function uses are present in a development 
in the C-D, C-M, or Planned Development zoning districts or where Form Based Code 
standards are applied. 

 

 
 
[1] A Shared Parking Factor for two functions in a development is divided into the sum of 
the parking required for the two uses to produce the effective parking required. 
 
[2] The lowest factor shall be used when there are three or more functions. 
 
[3] Uses in the Institutional and Commercial Use Classifications in Table 72-53.1.C (2), 
but not shown as functions in the Shared Parking Factor Table, shall be considered as a 
Retail function.  
 
[4] A Shared Parking Factor shall not be applied when any one of the four functions 
constitute more than 75% of square footage of a development. 
 
[5] A Shared Parking Factor shall not be applied when parking spaces are assigned to 
specific dwelling units or non-residential uses. 

 
Table 72-53.1C(2): Minimum Off-Street Parking Standards 
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Use category Use type Minimum number of 
parking spaces (sf = 
gross square feet of floor 
or use area) 

Residential use classification 
Household living Dwelling, duplex 1.5 per DU 
 Dwelling, live/work 1 per DU 
 Dwelling, mobile home 2 per DU 
 Dwelling, multi-family 1.5 1.75 per DU + 1 per 

every 5 units  or 1 per DU in 
C-D, C-M, or Planned 
Development zoning districts or 
where Form Based Code 
standards are applied 

 Dwelling, single-family 
attached 

1.5 1.75 per DU + 1 per 
every 5 units or 1.5 per DU 
in C-D, C-M, or Planned 
Development zoning districts or 
where Form Based Code 
standards are applied 

 Dwelling, single-family 
detached 

2 per DU; 1 per DU on 
infill lots 

 Dwelling, upper story 0.5 per DU see Dwelling, 
multi-family 

Group living Convent or monastery 1 per every 500 sf 
 Dormitory 1 per every 2 resident beds 
 Fraternity or sorority 1 per resident bed 
 Group homes 1 per every 2 resident beds 
 Institutional housing 1 per every 3 beds 
Institutional use classification 
Community services Art center and related 

facilities 
1 per every 300 335 sf 

 Community center 1 per every 300 335 sf 
 Cultural facility 1 per every 300 335 sf 
 Library 1 per every 300 335 sf 
 Museum 1 per every 500 sf 
 Social service delivery 1 per every 300 335 sf 
Day care Adult day-care center 1 per every 300 sf 
 Child-care center 1 per every 325 sf 
Educational facilities College or university 1 per every 900 sf 
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Use category Use type Minimum number of 
parking spaces (sf = 
gross square feet of floor 
or use area) 

 School, elementary 1 per classroom + 10 
 School, middle 1 per classroom + 10 
 School, high school 1 per every 300 sf 
 Vocational or trade 

school 
1 per every 300 sf 

Government facilities Courthouse 65 per courtroom 
 Government facility 1 per every 600 sf 
 Government office 1 per every 300 335 sf or 1 

per every 500 sf in the C-D, C-
M, or Planned Development 
zoning districts 

 Post office 1 per every 200 250 sf 
Health care facilities Hospital 1 per every 3 inpatient 

beds 
 Medical laboratory 1 per every 400 sf 
 Medical treatment facility 1 per every 300 335 sf 
Institutions Assisted living facility 1 per every 3 patient beds 
 Auditorium, conference, 

and convention center 
1 per every 400 sf 

 Club or lodge 1 per every 300 sf 
 Continuing care 

retirement community 
1 per every 3 beds 

 Nursing home 1 per every 3 patient beds 
 Religious institution 1 per every 6 seats in 

worship area 
Parks and open areas Arboretum or botanical 

garden 
See §72-53.1C(3) 

 Community 
garden/gardening, non-
commercial 

See §72-53.1C(3) 

 Community 
garden/gardening, 
commercial 

See §72-53.1C(3) 

 Cemetery, columbaria, 
mausoleum 

See §72-53.1C(3) 

 Park, playground, or plaza See §72-53.1C(3) 
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Use category Use type Minimum number of 
parking spaces (sf = 
gross square feet of floor 
or use area) 

Public safety Swimming pool, public or 
private 

See §72-53.1C(3) 

 Fire/EMS facility See §72-53.1C(3) 
 Police station See §72-53.1C(3) 
Transportation Airport See §72-53.1C(3) 
 Heliport See §72-53.1C(3) 
 Passenger terminal 

(surface transportation) 
See §72-53.1C(3) 

Utilities Data center 4 parking spaces for the 
first 4,000 sf and a 
maximum of 1 parking 
space for every additional 
6,000 sf 

 Small data center 1 parking space per 1,000 
sf 

 Solar array None 
 Telecommunications 

facility, structure 
None 

 Telecommunications 
facility, co-location 

None 

 Telecommunications 
tower, freestanding 

None 

 Utility, major 1 per every 1500 sf 
 Utility, minor None 
Commercial use classification 
Adult entertainment  1 per every 300 sf  
 Animal care 1 per every 335 sf or 1 per every 

335 sf in the C-D, C-M, or 
Planned Development zoning 
districts 

 Animal grooming 1 per every 300 335 sf or 1 
per every 335 sf in the C-D, C-
M, or Planned Development 
zoning districts 
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Use category Use type Minimum number of 
parking spaces (sf = 
gross square feet of floor 
or use area) 

 Animal shelter/kennel 1 per every 300 sf or 1 per 
every 335 sf in the C-D, C-M, 
or Planned Development zoning 
districts 

 Veterinary clinic 1 per every 300 sf or 1 per 
every 335 sf in the C-D, C-M, 
or Planned Development zoning 
districts 

 Bakery 1 per every 240 sf 
Eating establishments Restaurant, fast-food 1 per every 100 sf 
 Restaurant, with indoor or 

outdoor seating 
1 per every 180 sf 

 Specialty eating 
establishment 

1 per every 240 sf 

 Microbrewery/taproom 1 per every 240 sf for 
food/beverage 
preparation and 
consumption area 

 1 per every 1000 sf for 
brewery operations area 

Offices Business and professional 
services 

1 per every 300 335 sf or 1 
per every 500 sf in the C-D, C-
M, or Planned Development 
Zoning Districts  

 Medical and dental 1 per every 300 335 sf 
Parking, commercial Parking lot None 
Recreation, Indoor Fitness center 1 per every 300 sf or 1 per 

every 335 sf in the C-D, C-M, 
or Planned Development 
Zoning Districts 

 Theater 1 per every 4 seats 
 Arena or stadium 1 per every 4 seats 
Recreation, Outdoor Golf course 3 per hold 
 Marinas 1 per slip or mooring 
 Recreation, outdoor See 72-53.1C(3) 



Draft: February 3, 2020 
Ordinance 20 -__ 

Page 8 

Use category Use type Minimum number of 
parking spaces (sf = 
gross square feet of floor 
or use area) 

 Artist studio 1 per every 300 sf or 1 per 
every 335 sf in the C-D, C-M, 
or Planned Development 
Zoning Districts 

Retail sales and services Auction house 1 per every 300 sf or 1 per 
every 335 sf in the C-D, C-M, 
or Planned Development 
Zoning Districts 

 Convenience store (with 
gasoline sales) 

1 per every 250 sf 

 Convenience store 
(without gasoline sales) 

1 per every 250 sf 

 Crematorium 1 per 4 seats in main 
assembly room 

 Financial institution 1 per every 300 sf or 1 per 
every 500 sf in the C-D, C-M, 
or Planned Development 
Zoning Districts 

 Funeral home 1 per 4 seats in main 
assembly room 

 Gasoline sales 1 per every 300 sf 
 Grocery store 1 per every 300 sf 
 Historic dependency 

limited office retail 
1 per every 300 sf or 1 per 
every 500 sf in the C-D, C-M, 
or Planned Development 
Zoning Districts 

 Laundromat 1 per every 300 sf or 1 per 
every 335 sf in the C-D, C-M, 
or Planned Development 
Zoning Districts 

 Lumber/building 
materials 

1 per every 300 sf 

 Open-air market See 72-53.1C(3) 
 Personal services 

establishment 
1 per every 300 sf or 1 per 
every 335 sf in the C-D, C-M, 
or Planned Development 
Zoning Districts 
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Use category Use type Minimum number of 
parking spaces (sf = 
gross square feet of floor 
or use area) 

 Pharmacy 1 per every 200 250 sf 
 Plant nursery 1 per every 500 sf 
 Repair establishment 1 per every 300 sf or 1 per 

every 335 sf in the C-D, C-M, 
or Planned Development 
Zoning Districts 

 Retail sales 
establishments, including 
groups of two or more 
commercial uses 

<60,000 sf: 1 per every 300 sf 
       1 per every 335 sf in 
the C-D, C-M, or Planned 
Development Zoning Districts 
60,000 sf to 100,000 sf: 
          1 per every 400 sf 
>100,000 sf: 1 per every 450 sf 

 Shopping center <60,000 sf:   1 per every 300 sf 
60,000 sf to 100,000 sf: 
         1 per every 400 sf 
>100,000 sf: 1 per every 450 sf 

 Tattoo parlor/body 
piercing establishment 

1 per every 300 sf or 1 per 
every 335 sf in the C-D, C-M, 
or Planned Development 
Zoning Districts 

Seasonal events All See 72-53.1C(3) 
Vehicle Sales and Service Automobile sales or 

rentals 
1 per every 300 500 sf of 
building area + 1 per every 
5,000 sf of outdoor display 
area 

 Automobile towing and 
impoundment 

1 per every 500 sf + 
storage area 

 Car wash 1 per every 500 sf 
Visitor accommodations Bed-and-breakfast inn 2 spaces + 1 per guest 

bedroom  
 Historic dependency 

lodging 
1 per every guest room 

 Hotel or motel (including 
extended stay) 

1 per every guest room + 
75% of spaces required for 
on-site accessory uses 

Industrial use classification 
Industrial services Contractor office See 72-53.1C(3) 
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Use category Use type Minimum number of 
parking spaces (sf = 
gross square feet of floor 
or use area) 

 Equipment rental and 
sales 

1 per every 400 sf 

 General industrial 
service/repair 

1 per 1,500 sf 

 Research and 
development 

1 per every 800 sf 

 Abattoir See 72-53.1C(3) 
Manufacturing and 
production 

Manufacturing, heavy 1 per every 1,000 sf 

 Manufacturing, light 1 per every 1000 sf 
 Bulk storage 1 per every 2,500 sf 
Warehousing and Storage Outdoor storage (as a 

principal use) 
See 72-53.1C(3) 

 Self-service storage 1 per every 100 units 
 Freight terminal 1 per every 2,000 sf 
 Warehouse (distribution) 1 per every 2,500 sf 
Waste-Related Services Incinerator See 72-53.1C(3) 
 Recycling center  1 per every 500 sf 
Wholesale Sales All uses 1 per every 1,000 sf 
   

 
(3) Uses with variable parking demand characteristics. Wherever Table 72-53.1C(2) 

includes a reference to this § 72-53.1C(3), the specified uses have widely varying 
parking and loading demand characteristics, making it difficult to establish a single 
off-street parking or loading standard. Upon receiving a development application for 
a use subject to this subsection, the Zoning Administrator is authorized to apply the 
off-street parking standard in the table that is deemed most similar to the use, or 
establish the off-street parking requirements by reference to standard parking 
resources published by the National Parking Association or the American Planning 
Association. Alternatively, the Zoning Administrator may require the applicant to 
submit a parking demand study that justifies estimates of parking demand based on 
the recommendations of the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE), and includes 
relevant data collected from uses or combinations of uses that are the same or 
comparable to the proposed use in terms of density, scale, bulk, area, type of activity, 
and location. 
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(4) Maximum number of spaces permitted. Commercial and institutional industrial uses 
identified in Table 72-53.1C(2), Minimum Off-street Parking Standards, shall be 
limited in the maximum number of parking spaces that can be provided, in 
accordance with the following standards: 

 
(a) Except as allowed in this subsection, commercial and industrial uses of 1,000 

square feet in area or larger listed in Table 72-53.1C(2), Minimum Off-Street 
Parking Standards, shall not exceed 125% of the minimum number of parking 
spaces required in the table. 
 

(b) Through approval of an alternative parking plan in accordance with § 72-53.3A, 
Provision over the maximum allowed, commercial and industrial uses over 1,000 
square feet in area or larger may provide up to a maximum of 175% of the 
minimum number of parking spaces required in the table. 

 
(c) Provision of more than 17 175% of the minimum number of parking spaces for 

commercial and industrial uses over 1,000 square feet in area shall require 
approval of a special exception in accordance with § 72-22.7, Special exception. 

 
 (5) Stacking spaces. In addition to meeting the off-street parking standards in Table 72-
53.1C(2), Minimum Off-Street Parking Standards, uses with drive-through facilities and 
other auto-oriented uses where vehicles queue up to access a service shall provide the 
minimum number of stacking/standing spaces established in Table 72-53.1C(5), Required 
Stacking Spaces. 
 
[Figure 72-53.1C(5), “Stacking Spaces,” is not amended.] 
 
Table 72-53.1C(5): Required Stacking Spaces is amended, to clarify that the “Minimum 
Number of Stacking Spaces” for a “Restaurant, with drive-through service,” is 3 per order 
window and 3 per order board. 
 

D. Configuration 
(1) General standards for off-street parking, stacking, and loading areas. 

a. Use of parking area, stacking area, or loading space. All vehicular parking 
spaces, stacking spaces, internal aisles and other circulation areas, and loading 
areas required by this section shall be referred to as "vehicular use area" and 
shall be used only for their intended purposes. Any other use, including, but 
not limited to, vehicular storage, vehicle sales, vehicular repair work, vehicle 
service, or display of any kind, is prohibited. 
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b. Identified as to purpose and location. Except for single-family detached and 
duplex dwellings, off-street parking areas consisting of three or more parking 
spaces and off-street loading areas shall include painted lines, wheel stops, or 
other methods of identifying individual parking spaces and loading areas and 
distinguishing such spaces and areas from aisles or other vehicular use areas. 

 
c. Surfacing. 

 
1. Except for single-family detached and single-family attached 

dwellings, and duplexes, and as provided for in § 72-53.3G, 
"Alternative materials," all off-street parking, loading, and 
circulation areas shall be surfaced with asphalt, concrete, brick, 
crushed stone (within floodplain areas), pavers, aligned concrete 
strips, or an equivalent material. These materials shall be 
maintained in a smooth, well-graded condition. 
 

2. Overflow parking, and parking for temporary, special and 
seasonal events may take place on grass surfaces. 

 
d. Arrangement. 

1. Convenient access. 
a. All off-street parking, loading, and circulation areas shall 

be arranged to facilitate access by and safety of both 
pedestrians and vehicles. 
 

b. Except for single-family detached and duplex dwellings, 
off-street parking areas shall be arranged so that no 
parking or maneuvering incidental to parking shall occur 
on a public street or sidewalk, and so that an automobile 
may be parked and un-parked without moving another 
automobile (except as provided in § 72-53.3.F, Valet and 
tandem parking). 

 
2. Backing onto streets prohibited. Except for parking areas 

serving single-family detached dwellings, all off-street parking, 
loading, and circulation areas shall be arranged so that no 
vehicle is required to back from such areas directly onto a 
public street. Vehicular access ways and vehicular use areas on 
private lands are not considered public streets. 
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3. Easements. No off-street parking, or loading, or circulation area 
shall be located within an easement without the written consent 
of the person or agency that holds the easement, unless already 
provided for by an existing easement agreement. 

 
[Subsections 72-53.1(D)(1)(e) “Drainage,” (f) “Exterior lighting,” (g) “Landscaping,” (h) 
“Curbs and motor vehicle stops,” (i) Maintained in good repair, and (j) “Construction of off-
street parking and loading areas,” and 72-53.1(D)(2) “Dimensional standards,” are not 
amended.] 

(3) Accessible parking spaces for physically disabled persons shall be provided in accord with 
the most recent version of the Virginia Construction Code, section 116. [The remainder of this 
subsection – (a) through (h) -- is repealed.] 

 
[Subsection 72-53.1(D)(4), “Location,” is not amended.] 
 

E. Loading spaces. [Subsection 1 and Table 72-53.1E(1) are not amended.] 
(2) Standards. 
[Subsection (a) is not amended.] 
 

(b) Location. Where reasonably practical, loading areas: 
1. Shall be located to the rear of the use they serve; 
2. Shall be located adjacent to the buildings’ loading doors, in an 

area that promotes their practical use; 
3. Shall not be located within a front yard area; 
4. Shall not be located within 40 feet of the nearest point of a 

public street intersection serving the loading approach; and 
5. Shall not be located within 60 feet of a residential zoning 

district.; and 
6. In the C-D and C-M zoning districts, loading berths may be located in the 

public right of way as a curb parking space between 5:00 a.m. and 11:00 
a.m., if approved by the Public Works Director. The minimum width is 
reduced to eight feet. Such loading berths shall also serve as pick-
up/delivery areas. 

 
[The remainder of 72-53.1 is not amended.] 
 
 

2. Section 72-53.2, “Parking standards for single-family development,” is 
amended as follows: 

 
Sec. 72-53.2. Parking standards for single-family development. 



Draft: February 3, 2020 
Ordinance 20 -__ 

Page 14 

 
Off-street parking serving single-family detached, duplex, and single-family attached 
dwellings and located within front yard and/or corner side yard areas shall comply with the 
following standards: 
 

A. Authorized vehicles. Only the following vehicles may be parked in single-family 
residential districts: passenger vehicles designed to transport 15 or fewer passengers, 
including the driver; pickup trucks and sport utility vehicles with a gross vehicle 
weight of less than 10,000 pounds; or any vehicle used by an individual solely for his 
own personal purposes, such as personal recreational activities. 
 

B. Parking in vehicular use area required. All licensed and operable vehicles, whether 
parked or stored, shall be located in a vehicular use area, unless the required off-street 
parking has been waived by the Zoning Administrator. 
 

C. Maximum area available for vehicular use. 
 

1. Except for lots of record smaller than 6,000 square feet in the R-4 District, 
vehicular use areas located within the first 40 feet of the primary front 
or corner side secondary front yard (as measured from the edge of the street 
right-of-way) shall be limited to the greater of 33% of the entire primary front 
and/or corner side secondary front yard area, or 750 square feet. Nothing in this 
subsection shall be construed to limit the size of the vehicular use area located 
beyond the first 40 feet of a primary front or corner side secondary front yard 
area. 
 

2. Vehicular use areas on lots of record smaller than 6,000 square feet in the R-4 
District shall be limited to 33% of the entire front and/or corner side area. 

 
[Subsections D “Surfacing,” and E “Dimensions,” are not amended.] 
 

3. Section 72-53.3, “Alternative parking plans,” is amended as follows: 
Sec. 72-53.3. Alternative parking plans. 
 
The Zoning Administrator is authorized to approve an alternative parking plan as an element 
of a site plan, as set forth within this section. The alternative parking plan may include a 
combination of one or more of the following parking alternatives for a single use. 
Reductions in the minimum number of required parking spaces in order to preserve the root 
zones of existing, healthy specimen trees in accordance with § 72-55.6, Trees, shall not 
require approval of an alternative parking plan. 
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A. Provision over the maximum allowed. The Zoning Administrator may approve an 
alternative parking plan that authorizes a number of off-street parking spaces in 
excess of the required by § 72-53.1C(4), Maximum number of spaces permitted, in 
accordance with the following: 

1. Parking demand study. Requests to exceed the maximum number of required 
off-street parking spaces shall be accompanied by a proposed parking plan, 
including a parking demand study performed by a professional who is licensed 
or demonstrated technical expertise to prepare such a study. The purpose of 
the parking demand study is to provide data and supporting analysis in 
support of the applicant's contention that the parking spaces required by § 72-
53.1C(4), Maximum number of spaces permitted, will be insufficient for the 
proposed development. In addition to the parking demand study, the 
requesting party may provide other relevant and appropriate data supporting 
his request. 
 

2. Minimum additional spaces allowed. The maximum number of off-street 
spaces allowed shall be limited to the minimum number of additional spaces 
deemed necessary, according to the parking demand study referenced above, 
or other relevant and appropriate data. 

 
B. Shared parking. The Zoning Administrator may approve an alternative parking plan 

that reduces the individual parking requirements for two or more uses, through use of 
shared parking facilities. Requests for shared parking shall comply with the following 
standards: 
Off-site parking. The Zoning Administrator may approve an alternative parking plan that 
authorizes off-site parking. Generally, all off-street parking areas shall be provided on the same 
parcel of land as the use to be served. Off-street parking may be located on another parcel of land 
(“off-site” parking), if there are practical difficulties in locating the parking area on the same parcel 
or the public welfare, safety, or convenience is better served by off-site parking. Off-site parking shall 
comply with the following standards: 
 
1. Location.  

a. Except for shared parking located within a parking structure or served by a 
parking shuttle, shared parking spaces shall be located within 1,000 feet of 
the primary entrance of all uses served. 
 

b. Shared parking located within a parking structure or served by a shuttle 
shall be located within 2,000 feet of the primary entrance of all uses served. 
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c. Shared parking spaces shall not be separated from the use they serve by an 
arterial or collector street, unless the shared parking area or parking 
structure is served by an improved pedestrian crossing. 

 
2. Pedestrian access. Adequate and safe pedestrian access, which complies with all 

applicable ADA requirements, shall be provided from and to the shared off-site 
parking areas. 
 

3. Timing. Two or more uses sharing parking spaces shall have staggered peak usage 
times. 

 
4. Maximum shared spaces. The maximum reduction in the total number of parking 

spaces required for all uses, in the aggregate, sharing the parking area shall be 
50%. The percentage may be increased to 60% if the uses share parking spaces 
located within a parking structure. 

 
3. Directional signage. When determined necessary by the Zoning Administrator, 

due to distance, indirect locations, or visual barriers, directional signage that 
complies with the standards of this chapter shall be provided to direct the public 
to the shared off-site parking spaces. 
 

6. Shared parking plan. 
a. Justification. Those requesting to use shared parking as a means of satisfying 

the off-street parking standards must submit a proposed parking plan, 
including a parking demand study prepared by a professional who is licensed 
to prepare such a study. The purpose of the study shall be to provide data and 
supporting analysis demonstrating the feasibility of the proposed shared 
parking facilities. The parking demand study shall include information on the 
size and type of the proposed development, the composition of tenants, the 
anticipated rate of parking turnover, and the anticipated peak parking and 
traffic loads for all uses that will be sharing off-street parking spaces. 
Additionally the requesting party may submit other relevant and appropriate 
data supporting the request. 

4. Recorded agreement. If approved, an shared parking arrangement off-site parking 
facility shall be described and made binding upon the all owners of record of the 
subject properties, within a written agreement prepared in a form suitable for 
recording among the City's land records. A signed and attested copy of the shared 
off-site parking agreement between the owners of record must be recorded with the 
Clerk of the Circuit Court. Recordation of the agreement shall occur prior to the 
issuance of any occupancy permit for any premises to be served by the shared off-
site parking area. An shared off-site parking agreement may be revoked only if all 
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required off-street parking spaces are provided in accordance with the 
requirements of Table 72-53.1C(2), Minimum Off-Street Parking Standards. 
 

5. Duration. An shared off-site parking agreement shall run with the land, and shall be 
and remain in effect until revoked or revised by the parties thereto. In the event 
the parking requirements for the subject properties change (increase) following 
recordation of the agreement, due to any change in use(s) or structural alterations 
of buildings or structures containing such uses, then the City may require the 
parking plan for the properties to be updated, which may include, but is not 
limited to, a revision of the shared off-site parking agreement. 

 
C. Off-site parking for nonresidential uses. The Zoning Administrator may approve an 

alternative parking plan that authorizes off-site parking for nonresidential uses. 
Generally, all off-street parking areas for any nonresidential use shall be provided on 
the same parcel of land as the use to be served. Off-street parking for nonresidential 
uses may be located on another parcel of land ("off-site" parking), if there are 
practical difficulties in locating the parking area on the same parcel or the public 
welfare, safety or convenience is better served by off-site parking. Off-site parking for 
nonresidential uses shall comply with the following standards: 

1. Maximum distance. Off-site parking shall be located no more than 1,500 feet 
from the use it is intended to serve. 

2. Pedestrian way required. A pedestrian way that complies with all applicable 
ADA requirements, and is not more than 1,500 feet in length, shall be 
provided from the off-site parking area to the use it serves. 

3. No undue hazard. The off-site parking area shall be convenient to the use it 
serves without causing unreasonable: 

a. Hazard to pedestrians; 
b. Hazard to vehicular traffic; 
c. Traffic congestion; 
d. Interference with commercial activity or convenient access to other 

parking areas in the vicinity; 
e. Detriment to the appropriate use of business lands in the vicinity; or 
f. Detriment to any abutting residential neighborhood. 

4. Recorded agreement. If approved, off-site parking facilities shall be described 
and be made binding upon both the owner of land where parking is located 
and the applicant seeking off-site parking, within a written agreement signed 
by the property owners. The agreement shall be set forth within a document 
suitable for recording among the City's land records. A signed and attested 
copy of the off-site parking agreement must be recorded with the Clerk of the 
Circuit Court. Recordation of the agreement shall take place prior to issuance 
of any certificate of occupancy for any premises to be served by the off-site 
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parking area. An off-site parking agreement may be revoked only if all 
required off-street parking spaces are provided in accordance with the 
requirements of Table 72-53.1C(2), Minimum Off-Street Parking Standards. 

 
C. Parking reductions. The Zoning Administrator may approve an alternative parking 

plan that includes waiver of parking, in accordance with this subsection. An applicant 
may submit a request to waive the construction of up to 30% of to reduce the number 
of parking spaces required in Table 72-53.1C(2), Minimum Off-Street Parking 
Standards and the Shared Parking Factor Table. The applicant shall demonstrate through 
submission of relevant and appropriate data and information that, because of the 
location, nature, or mix of uses, there is a reasonable probability the number of 
parking spaces actually needed to serve the development is less than the minimum 
required by Table 72-53.1C(2), Minimum Off-Street Parking Standards and the Shared 
Parking Factor Table. The application shall include relevant and appropriate data and information, 
including location, nature, or mix of uses, The application shall be accompanied by a plan 
that shows the location and number of parking spaces that will be provided, and a 
parking demand study prepared by a professional who is licensed to prepare such a study. The study 
shall provide data and supporting analysis demonstrating the feasibility of the proposed shared 
parking facilities. The parking demand study shall include information on the size and type of the 
proposed development, the composition of tenants, the anticipated rate of parking turnover, and the 
anticipated peak parking and traffic loads for all uses that will be sharing off-street parking spaces. 
The applicant may submit other relevant and appropriate data supporting the request. 

 
D. Downtown Parking, Transit, and Bicycle Fund. 

 
1. An applicant may meet up to 50% of the parking requirement for a use in 

the dDowntown pParking, Transit, and Bicycle dDistrict through the payment of a 
standard amount per surface parking space established by City Council. An applicant 
may meet 51% to 70% of the parking requirement through the payment of an amount equal to 
twice the standard amount per surface parking space, 71% to 85% of the requirement through 
payment of three times the standard amount, 86% to 100% of the requirement through payment 
of four times the standard amount. The Zoning Administrator is authorized to grant 
this reduction. The applicant may combine this reduction with one or more of the 
foregoing parking alternatives to reduce the number of required on-site parking 
spaces to zero. The credit for an off-street parking requirement met in this 
manner shall run with the land. No refund of any payment shall be made when 
there is a subsequent change of use that requires less parking. 

 
2. The fee shall be collected by the Zoning Administrator as a condition to site plan 

approval. Payment of this fee does not guarantee that parking spaces will be 
constructed for the sole use of or in the immediate proximity of a particular 
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development. It will not guarantee the availability of parking specifically for the 
development. Funds collected from such payment shall be deposited by the City 
in a special parking fund and shall be used in the Downtown Parking, Transit, and 
Bicycle District to: 

 
a. Provide additional off-street public parking to serve the Downtown 

Parking District;  
 

b. Acquire land for such parking through purchase, lease, or license; 
 

c. Develop land to make it suitable for public parking; 
 

d. Replace existing municipal parking lots with public parking 
structures; or 

 
e. Engage in projects that increase the amount of available public parking 

spaces or reduce dependence upon the automobile and thereby reduce 
parking demand.; 

 
f. Improve transit/shuttle facilities or services; or 

 
g. Improve bicycle facilities and services. 

 
3. The collection of the fee shall not obligate the City to provide off-street 

parking for any particular location. In order to provide a logical and cost 
effective construction of parking improvement, projects funded through this 
fee may be phased and may be constructed such that the public parking spaces 
do not directly serve the parcels from which the fee was collected. 

 
[Figure 72-53.3E. Downtown Parking District, is repealed and replaced with new Figure 72-
53.3E, “Downtown Parking/Transit/Bicycle District,” attached.] 
 

F. Valet and tandem parking. The Zoning Administrator may approve an alternative 
parking plan that includes valet and tandem parking, in accordance with this 
subsection. An off-street parking program utilizing limited valet and tandem parking 
may be allowed for uses listed under the commercial use classification in Table 72-
53.1C(2), Minimum Off-Street Parking Standards, in accordance with the following 
standards: 

1. The development served shall provide 75 or more parking spaces; 
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2. No more than 30% of the total number of spaces shall be designated as 
tandem; and 

 
3. A valet parking attendant must be on duty during hours of operation. 

 
[Subsection G, “Alternative materials,” is not amended.] 
 

4. Section 72-53.4, “Bicycle parking,” is amended as follows: 
 
Sec. 72-53.4. Bicycle parking. 
 
Lots used for multifamily residential development with 30 or more dwelling units, and 
Institutional or Commercial nonresidential development with 5,000 or more square feet of gross 
floor area, shall provide individual or shared bicycle parking facilities in accordance with the 
following standards. Nonresidential Institutional or commercial uses of up to 30,000 square feet 
in size may share bicycle parking facilities in accordance with this section. 
 

A. General standards. 
1. Bicycle parking facilities shall be conveniently located, but in no case shall 

such facilities be located more than 150 feet from the primary building 
entrance. Facilities for Institutional or Commercial uses may be located in the public right 
of way with the approval of the Public Works Director. 
 

2. Bicycle parking spaces shall be provided at the rate of one bicycle parking 
space for every 30 multifamily residential dwelling units and/or every 5,000 
square feet of nonresidential Institutional or Commercial floor area. 

 
B. Bicycle rack required. Bicycle parking facilities shall incorporate a rack or other 

similar device intended for the storage of bicycles located on a solid surface. 
 

C. Shared bicycle parking. Nonresidential Institutional or Commercial uses of 30,000 square 
feet in size or less may share bicycle parking spaces provided: 
 

1. Each use provides or is served by improved pedestrian access from the bicycle 
parking facility to the primary building entrance; and 
 

2. The shared bicycle parking facility and improved pedestrian access is depicted 
on a site plan. 

 
 
 



Draft: February 3, 2020 
Ordinance 20 -__ 

Page 21 

 
 
 

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

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

Clerk’s Certificate 
I, the undersigned, certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is 
a true copy of Ordinance No. 20- duly adopted at a meeting of the City Council meeting held Date, 2020 at which a 

quorum was present and voted.  
 
 

____________________________________ 
Tonya B. Lacey, CMC 

 Clerk of Council 
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ITEM #10F 
 

 
 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Tim Baroody, City Manager 
FROM: Mike Craig, Senior Planner 
DATE: February 3, 2020 (for the February 11 meeting) 
RE: Initiating the Creation of the Creative Maker zoning district 
 
ISSUE 
Should the City Council create a Creative Maker Zoning District and amend the zoning map to apply 
the zoning district to 182 properties?  
 
THE PROPOSED CREATIVE MAKER ZONING DISTRICT 
On February 12, 2019 the City Council approved the Area 6 Princess Anne Street / Route 1 North 
Small Area Plan.  Area 6 is the area of the City between the Rappahannock Canal and the 
Rappahannock River. 
 
The existing commercial portions of Area 6 were identified as a potential strength in its Small Area 
Plan.  Specifically, the existing fabric along Princess Anne Street and U.S. Route 1 contains a collection 
of architecturally interesting buildings dating to the early twentieth century.  The buildings were 
designed to accommodate machinery and production uses and many have retained their architectural 
significance.  The Plan designated 34 of these structures as character structures in order to identify the 
need to incentivize their preservation.  This potential strength, however, is currently offset by some 
challenges. 
 
Fredericksburg’s economy is changing.  Emerging trends indicate that a modern mix of businesses now 
includes entrepreneurs and larger companies that produce the products they sell.  These uses include 
coffee roasters, brewers, woodworkers, and electronic companies.  These uses are ideal for the type of 
fabric found in Area 6, however, are not currently permitted under Fredericksburg’s zoning ordinance.  
As a result, the Area Plan identified the need to develop a Creative Maker District that permitted this 
level of industrial use as a component in a mixed-use zoning district alongside traditional commercial 
uses and moderate residential uses.  See attached Proposed Creative Maker District Map to see where 
the new district is proposed.   
 
The commercial fabric within Area 6 contains an arrangement of uses that do not currently provide a 
cohesive district.  To address this, the Creative Maker zoning district is a form based code.  The form 
based code will use transect, frontage, and building type tools.  These tools ensure that as infill and 
redevelopment occurs new construction have a compatible orientation, height, and width to existing 
structures.  Streetscapes and the facades of the buildings will be designed to facilitate a safe, attractive, 
and harmonious public realm that permits a balance between automobile access (prioritized along US 
Route 1 and the central areas of Princess Anne Street) and pedestrianism (prioritized where pedestrian 
activity will be the highest).  Architectural compatibility standards require that building elevations 
correspond to surrounding buildings, compatible materials are used in construction, and equipment is 
screened from adjacent properties.  
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The commercial fabric in Area 6 has some of the most varied and interesting sets of historic signage in 
the City.  For example, the signage at Carl’s (2200 Princess Anne Street) and the 2400 Diner (2400 
Princess Anne Street) define the character of the commercial area.  However, these signs are 
substantially out of conformance with today’s zoning ordinances.  The proposed ordinance applies a 
mixture of conventional zoning regulations (ie. sign height, square footage, and locational criteria) with 
policies that validate the existing signage in the area (ie. permitting limited roof signs, setting a 
minimum of signage that can be painted on a building by-right, and creating a special exception process 
with the Board of Zoning Appeals to encourage creative approaches to signage).  This combination will 
ensure that signage remains in character with its environment while also permitting innovation.  
 
The Creative Maker zoning district was developed in partnership with the community.  Since 2017, a 
collection of property owners, stakeholders, neighborhood residents, and technical experts have come 
together to help shape the vision for the Creative Maker District.  The result of that process are the 
proposed amendments to be initiated for public hearing by the City Council on February 11. 
 
THE PROPOSED ZONING MAP AMENDMENT 
The Creative Maker zoning district is proposed to replace portions of the Commercial Highway, 
Commercial Transitional, Residential 30, and Residential 2 zoning districts within Area 6.  The 
proposed rezoning includes 182 parcels.  The parcels along the Princess Anne Corridor also contain the 
Princess Anne Corridor Overlay zoning district.  The Princess Anne Corridor Overlay was adopted in 
2007.  It applied additional zoning controls and design guidelines to the corridor.  The vision for these 
tools was that: 
 

“Princess Anne Street will be transformed into an attractive entrance corridor to the 
Historic Fredericksburg District, a corridor that enhances the visitor experience as 
well as provides City residents a revitalized street of thriving businesses and well 
maintained homes.”  

 
A group of citizens, stakeholders, entrepreneurs, and property owners have been meeting as the Canal 
Quarter association for over a year and a half.  Their vision for Area 6’s commercial areas has changed, 
from a corridor through which people travel to get to the Historic District to: 
 
“A place where residents, creatives, and entrepreneurs can build a diverse and vibrant neighborhood.” 
 
The zoning must be changed to achieve this vision.  The existing zoning pattern in the commercial 
portions of Area 6 is complicated.  Attached is an Existing Zoning Map showing the current zoning.  
Permitted uses especially within the Commercial Highway portions of the area favor highly intensive 
uses (such as automotive dealerships and service stations).  Zoning barriers exist at the edges of each 
district, which create artificial boundaries that prevent a cohesive harmonious community.  The 
complexity of the rules and limitations of the permitted uses establish intensive procedural barriers to 
small scale entrepreneurs.   
 
The application of the Creative Maker zoning district to this commercial area will create a cohesive 
uniform zoning district.  The ordinances establishing this ordinance include a Transect Map, which will 
encode a grade in intensity.  This transect definitions along with the other standards in the form based 
code will ensure compatibility between the scale and vibrancy of commercial uses and the quality of life 
in adjacent residential neighborhoods.     
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CONCLUSION 
The Creative Maker District is the product of three years of community interaction.  Its 
implementation will set the legal foundation for the next evolution of Area 6’s commercial core and the 
City’s overall economy.  The City Council should initiate public hearings on this ordinance and zoning 
map amendment and refer these items to the Planning Commission for review. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

1. Proposed Creative Maker and Existing Zoning Maps 
2. Resolution initiating public hearing and review of the Creative Maker zoning district 
3. Draft Ordinance Establishing the Creative Maker Zoning District 
4. Form Based Code Appendix 
5. Draft Ordinance Rezoning 181 parcels to the Creative Maker Zoning District   







MOTION:         February 11, 2020 
         Regular Meeting 

SECOND:         Resolution 20-__ 
 

RE: Initiating Amendments to the Unified Development Ordinance to Add the 
Creative Maker District and Consolidating Form-Based Regulations in a New 
Appendix 72-A; Initiating Amendments to the Official Zoning Map to Rezone 
78 Acres of Land to the New Creative Maker District, and Applying Transect 
and Frontage Maps and Designations in the District 

 
ACTION: APPROVED: Ayes: 0; Nays: 0 

 
City Council amended Chapter 11, “Future Land Use,” of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan to adopt a 
new small area plan for Planning Area 6 by adoption of Resolution 19-11 at its meeting on February 
12, 2019.The new small area plan designates approximately 78 acres of Planning Area 6 as either T-
4M (General Urban Maker)or T-5M (Area Core Maker). The small area plan then recommends that the 
City establish a new “Creative Maker District” to apply to these two transects. City Council now 
proposes to establish the new Creative Maker District, and to rezone the 78 acres of land in Planning 
Area 6 designated as either T-4M (General Urban Maker) or T-5M (Area Core Maker), to Creative 
Maker District, as recommended. 
 
In addition, for purposes of convenience and ease of administration, City Council proposes to 
consolidate all form-based code regulations in a single appendix to City Code Chapter 72. 
 
The public purpose of this amendment is to promote the public health, safety, convenience, and 
welfare; and to plan for the future development of the Creative Maker zoning district as envisioned in 
the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Therefore, the City Council hereby resolves that: 

 
• The City Council hereby initiates amendments to City Code Chapter 72, the Unified 

Development Ordinance, to add the Creative Maker District, and to consolidate form-based 
regulations in a new Appendix 72-A. 
 

• The City Council hereby initiates amendments to the Official Zoning Map to rezone 
approximately 72 acres of land located in Planning Area 6, designated as transect T-4M or T-
5M, to the Creative Maker District, and to adopt transect maps and frontage maps for the 
district. 
 

• The City Council refers this proposal to the Planning Commission for review, public hearing, 
and recommendation under the procedures set forth in City Code §72-22.1. 
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Votes: 
Ayes:  
Nays: 
Absent from Vote: 
Absent from Meeting:   

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

Clerk’s Certificate 
 

I certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is a true copy 
of Resolution No. 20-__, adopted at a meeting of the City Council held_________________, at which a quorum 

was present and voted.  
 

____________________________________ 
Tonya B. Lacey, CMC 

Clerk of Council 
 



MOTION:         draft 2020 01 22 
         Regular Meeting 
SECOND:         Ordinance No. 20-__ 
 
 
RE: Amending the Unified Development Ordinance to add the Creative Maker 

District, and consolidating form-based regulations in a new Appendix 72-A. 
 
ACTION: APPROVED; Ayes:0; Nays:  0 
 
First read: ______________________ Second read: __________________________ 

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

I. Introduction. 
 
The purpose of this ordinance is to establish a new zoning district, entitled the “Creative Maker 
District,” through an amendment of Article 3 of the Unified Development Ordinance and an 
amendment of the Official Zoning Map. The establishment of the Creative Maker District is a 
recommendation of the Small Area Plan for Area 6, adopted as an amendment to the 
Comprehensive Plan by Resolution 19-11 on February 12, 2019. As envisioned by the 
Comprehensive Plan, the new Creative Maker District will be a “unified” district in at least two 
respects – it will replace the disparate zoning designations that currently apply to the affected land 
area, and it will combine the preservation protections of the existing Princess Anne Corridor 
Overlay District with traditional zoning regulations. Finally, the new Creative Maker District 
implements the Transect-based approach to zoning as recommended in the Area 6 Small Area Plan. 
 
In adopting this ordinance, City Council finds that the Creative Maker District constitutes an area of 
unique architectural value located within a “redevelopment” district. The landmarks, buildings, and 
structures having an important historic, architectural, or cultural interest are set forth in this 
ordinance, and the new Creative Maker District encompasses these landmarks, buildings, and 
structures. 
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The City Council adopted a resolution to initiate this text amendment at its meeting on [date].   The 
Planning Commission held its public hearing on the amendment on [date], after which it voted to 
recommend the amendment to the City Council.  The City Council held its public hearing on this 
amendment on [date]. 
 
In adopting this ordinance, City Council has considered the applicable factors in Virginia Code § 
15.2-2284. The City Council has determined that public necessity, convenience, general welfare and 
good zoning practice favor the zoning regulation amendment. 
 
 

II. City Code Amendment. 
 

1. City Code Chapter 1, “General Provisions,” section 1-1, “Designation and citation of this 
Code,” is amended as follows: 
 

Sec. 1-1. Designation and citation of Code. 
The ordinances embraced in this and the following chapters, and sections, and appendices shall 
constitute and be designated the "Code of Ordinances, City of Fredericksburg, Virginia," and may 
be so cited. Such ordinances may also be cited as the "Fredericksburg City Code." 
 

2. Appendix 72-A, “Form-based Zoning Regulations,” is hereby adopted as an appendix to 
City Code Chapter 72, the Unified Development Ordinance.  
 

3. City Code Chapter 72, “Unified Development Ordinance,” Section 72-22.8, “Variances, 
administrative appeals, special exceptions and Zoning Map interpretations,” is amended by 
adding a new subsection (F) and re-lettering existing (F) and (G), as follows: 

 
Sec. 72-22.8 Variances, administrative appeals, special exceptions and Zoning Map 
interpretations. 
 
[Subsections A through E are not amended.] 
 
F. Review authority and criteria, special exceptions; signs in the Creative Maker District. The Board of 
Zoning Appeals may hear and decide applications for a special exception from the regulations governing signs 
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in the Creative Maker District. [KD: We are going to need to discuss this proposal. What criteria is the 
BZA applying?] 
 
[Subsections F and G are re-lettered.] 
 

4. City Code section 72-30.6, “Zoning districts established,” is amended as follows: 
• Under the heading, “Nonresidential and Mixed-Use Districts,” add “CM” Creative Maker 

District; 
 

 
5. Section 72-32.4, “Commercial-Highway District,” is amended by repealing subsection D, 

“Form-based regulations.” 
 

6. A new section 72-32.7, “Creative Maker District,” is added, as follows: 
 
Sec. 72-32.7. Creative Maker District. The Creative Maker District is governed by Appendix 72-A which 
is incorporated into this Chapter. 
 

7. Section 72-35, “Form-Based Regulations,” is hereby repealed. 
 

8. Table 72-40.2: Use Table, is amended to add a column for the Creative Maker District as 
follows: 

 

  

Nonresidential 
and Mixed-Use 
Districts 

Creative Maker 
Residential Use   
Household Living Dwelling, Duplex  P 

Dwelling, Live/Work P 
Dwelling, Mobile Home • 
Dwelling, Multifamily P 
Dwelling, Single-Family Attached P 
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Dwelling, Single-Family Detached P 
Dwelling, Upper Story (over nonresidential) P 

Group Living Convent or Monastery • 
Dormitory • 
Fraternity or Sorority • 
Group Home • 
Institutional Housing • 

Institutional Uses   
Community Services Art Center and Related Facilities P 

Community Center P 
Cultural Facility P 
Library P 
Museum P 
Social Service Delivery S 

Day Care Adult Day-Care Center P 
Child-Care Center P 
Family Day Home (1-5 Children) • 

Family Day Home (6-12 Children) • 

Educational Facilities College or University P 
School, Elementary S 
School, Middle S 
School, High S 
Vocational or Trade School P 

Governmental 
Facilities 

Courthouse • 
Governmental Facility P 
Governmental Office P 
Post Office P 

Health Care Facilities Hospital S 
Medical Laboratory P 
Medical Treatment Facility P 
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Institutions Assisted Living Facility S 
Auditorium, Conference, and Convention 
Center 

P 

Club or Lodge P 
Continuing Care Retirement Community • 
Nursing Home • 
Religious Institution P 

Parks and Open 
Areas 

Cemetery, Columbarium, Mausoleum • 
Arboretum or Garden P 
Community Garden / Gardening, 
Noncommercial 

P 

Community Garden / Gardening, Commercial P 
Park, Playground, or Plaza P 
Swimming Pool (public or private) P 

Public Safety Fire/EMS Station S 
Police Station S 

Transportation Airport • 
Heliport • 
Passenger Terminal (surface transportation) P 

Utilities Data Center S 
Small Data Center P 
Small Cell facility, Co-Location P 
Solar Array P 
Telecommunication Facility, Structure P 
Telecommunication Facility, Collocation P 
Telecommunication Facility, Tower • 
Utility, Major • 
Utility, Minor P 

Commercial Uses   
Adult Establishments All • 
Agriculture Agritourism • 
Alcoholic Beverage Microbrewery P 
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Production Local - Brewery, Winery or Distillery P 
Regional - Brewery, Winery, or Distillery S 

Animal Care Animal Grooming P 
Animal Shelter/Kennel P 
Veterinary Clinic P 

Eating 
Establishments 

Bakery P 
Restaurant, Fast-food P 
Restaurant, Indoor and Outdoor Seating P 
Specialty Eating Establishment P 

Offices Business and Professional Services P 
Medical and Dental P 

Parking Parking Garage P 
Parking Lot (commercial) P 

Recreation, Indoor Fitness Center P 
Recreation, Indoor P 
Theater P 

Recreation, Outdoor Arena or Stadium • 
Fairgrounds • 
Golf Course • 
Marina • 
Recreation, Outdoor P 

Retail Sales and 
Services 

Artist Studio P 
Auction House P 
Convenience Store (with gasoline sales) S 
Convenience Store (without gasoline sales) P 
Crematorium • 
Financial Institution P 
Funeral Home P 
Gasoline Sales S 
Grocery Store P 
Historic Dependency Limited Office/Retail • 
Laundromat P 
Lumber/Building Materials P 
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Open-Air Market P 
Personal Services Establishment P 
Pharmacy P 
Plant Nursery P 
Repair Service Establishment P 
Shopping Center P 
Retail Sales Establishment P 
Tattoo/Piercing Establishment S 

Seasonal Event All S 
Vehicle Sales and 
Service 

Automotive Sales and Rental, Large S 
Automotive Sales and Rental, Small S 
Automotive Service S 
Automobile Towing and Impoundment • 
Car Wash P 

Visitor 
Accommodations 

Bed-and-Breakfast Inn P 
Historic Dependency Lodging P 
Hotel or Motel P 

Industrial Uses   
Industrial Services Commercial Laundry S 

Contractor Office P 
Equipment Rental and Sales S 
General Industrial Service/Repair P 
Research and Development P 

Manufacturing Abatoir • 
Manufacturing, Heavy • 
Manufacturing, Light P 

Warehousing and  
Storage 

Bulk Storage • 
Outdoor Storage S 
Self-Service Storage • 
Freight Terminal S 
Warehouse P 

Waste Related Incinerator • 
Recycling Center • 
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Wholesale Wholesale Sales P 
 

9. Table 72-42.5: “Table of Common Accessory Uses,” is amended to add columns for the 
Creative Maker District, as follows: 

 
Table 72-42.5: Table of Common Accessory Uses 
P = Allowed by right          S = Special use permit required          blank cell = prohibited 
Accessory Use Zoning District 

Cr
ea

tiv
e M

ak
er 

T-
4M

 T
ra

ns
ect

 
Cr

ea
tiv

e M
ak

er 
T-

5M
 T

ra
ns

ect
 

Amateur Radio Antennas P P 
Cemetery · · 
Drive-Through S P 
Home Occupation P P 
Homestay P P 
Outdoor display and sales P P 
Outdoor storage (as an accessory use) S P 
Parking of heavy trucks, trailers, major recreational equipment, etc. · · 
Satellite dishes P P 
Solar energy equipment P P 
Temporary family health care structure P P 

 
 

10. Section 72-52.2, “Vehicular ingress/egress (driveways),” is amended as follows: 
 
[Subsections A and B are not amended.] 
 
 
C. Nonresidential driveways. 
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(1) Driveways for nonresidential uses shall not exceed 50 feet in width at the curbline or 
more than 35 feet at the front lot line. 
 
(2) One-way driveways shall have a minimum width of 15 feet, and two-way driveways shall 
be at least 24 feet wide, unless the Virginia Statewide Fire Prevention Code requires wider 
access. In the Creative Maker District, two-way nonresidential driveways on lots less than 75 feet wide 
shall be at least 12 feet wide, and shall have a maximum width of 24 feet. 
 
(3) Commercial driveway pavement shall conform to Figure 72-52.1B. 

 (4) Curb cuts shall conform to §72-52.1B(4). 
 (5) Commercial driveway lighting shall conform to §72-52.1B(7). 
 

11. Table §72-55.4D, “Buffer Type Application,” is amended as follows: 
 

Table § 72-55.4D: Buffer Type Application  
 
A = Type A Buffer     B = Type B Buffer     C = Type C Buffer     D = Type D Buffer  
 
N/A = Not Applicable (No Buffer Required) 

Zoning Classification of  
Proposed Development 
Site 

Zoning Classification of Adjacent Property 

 R-2; 
R-4  

R-8;       R-
12; 
PD-R 

R-16; R-
30; PD-
MU 

C-T; C-
D 
CM T-
4M 
Transect 

C-SC; PD-
C; PD-MC 

C-H; I-1; 
CM T-5M 
Transect 

I-2 

R-1; R-2; R-4 N/A N/A B C D D D 

R-8; R-12; PD-R N/A N/A A B C D D 

R-16; R-30; PD-MU B A N/A A B C D 

C-T; C-D; CM T-4M 
Transect 

C B A N/A 
A B D 

C-SC; PD-C; PD-MC D C B A N/A A D 

C-H; I-1; CM T-5M D D C B A N/A C 
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Table § 72-55.4D: Buffer Type Application  
 
A = Type A Buffer     B = Type B Buffer     C = Type C Buffer     D = Type D Buffer  
 
N/A = Not Applicable (No Buffer Required) 

Zoning Classification of  
Proposed Development 
Site 

Zoning Classification of Adjacent Property 

 R-2; 
R-4  

R-8;       R-
12; 
PD-R 

R-16; R-
30; PD-
MU 

C-T; C-
D 
CM T-
4M 
Transect 

C-SC; PD-
C; PD-MC 

C-H; I-1; 
CM T-5M 
Transect 

I-2 

Transect 

I-2 D D D D D C N/A 

 
NOTES: 
[1] Letters in cells correspond to the buffer types depicted in Table 72-55.4C, Buffer Types. 
[2] The General Development Plan in a planned development district may propose an 
alternative buffer, including an exception to buffer requirements between uses within the boundaries 
of the PD District. 
 

12. Section 72-56.2: “Height standards,” is amended as follows: 
 
Sec. 72-56.2. Height standards. 
 

A. All fences and walls shall conform to the standards in Table 72-56.2 Fence and Wall Height. 
In all cases, heights are measured from established grade on the highest side of the fence or 
wall (see Figure 72-56.2, Fence and Wall Location.) 
 

Table 72-56.2: Fence and Wall Height (effective [date]) 
Zoning district Location Maximum height 
Residential Any location on a vacant lot 48” 
Residential 
Commercial 

Between a front lot line and the front 
of the principal building 

48” 
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Planned Development 
Creative Maker 

Within a secondary front yard 48” 
Any other location on the lot 72” 

Industrial Between the front lot line and the 
front of the principal building 

72” 

Within a secondary front yard 72” 
Any other location on the lot 96” 

Any zoning district Within a sight triangle 40” 
 

B. The following exceptions to the general height regulations apply to corner and through lots: 
 

Zoning district Location Special Circumstance Maximum Height 
Residential 
Commercial 
Planned 
Development 
Creative Maker 

Secondary 
front yard  

The secondary front yard 
abuts a primary front yard 
of another lot. 

72” if the fence is no closer to the 
secondary front property line than 
the front of the abutting principal 
structure. 

The secondary front yard 
abuts the secondary front 
yard of another lot. 

72” 

An accessory structure is 
located within the secondary 
front yard. 

72” if the fence is no closer to the 
secondary front lot line than any 
side of the accessory structure 

 
 

C. The Zoning Administrator may approve fences or walls exceeding six feet in height in any 
side or rear yard in a residential, commercial, Creative Maker, or planned zoning district, if the 
adjacent property is in a nonresidential district, or if there are unique topographic or other 
physical circumstances on the property that were not created by the property owner. The 
Zoning Administrator may condition approval on a prescribed setback from the property 
line. 

 
 
 

13. Section 72-56.4, “Fence materials,” is amended as follows: 



Draft 2020 01 22 
Ordinance 20 -__ 

Page 12 

 
Sec. 72-56.4. Fence materials. 
 
No barbed wire, razor wire, or similar fence material is permitted in a residential, planned 
development, or commercial zoning district or on a lot containing or adjacent to a residential use. 
No chain link, wire, unpainted cinder block, non-paintable plastic, or barbed wire are permitted in the 
Creative Maker District. 
 

14. Section 72-59.4, “Prohibited signs,” is amended as follows: 
 
Sec. 72-59.4. Prohibited signs. 
All signs and sign structures that are not specifically exempted or permitted by §72-59 are 
prohibited, specifically including: 
 
[A through M are not amended.] 
 
N. Roof signs, except as permitted in the Creative Maker District under §72-59.7. 
 
[O through S are not amended.] 
 

15. Section 72-59.6, “Sign regulations by type of sign: building-mounted and freestanding,” is 
amended as follows: 
 

Sec. 72-59.6. Sign regulations by type of sign: building-mounted and freestanding. 
 
[Subsections A and B are not amended. A new subsection C, “Form Based Districts,” is added.] 
 

 
Maker Frontage B-C Maker Frontage D-E 

Maximum Number 

Per parcel per street frontage 1 1 

Per gasoline sales use 1 1 

Per major entrance to an office park or retail 
center 

1 1 
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Maker Frontage B-C Maker Frontage D-E 

Per major entrance to a shopping center 1 1 

Per major entrance to a neighborhood 1 1 

Flagpole per parcel 1 1 

 

Maximum Sign Area (square feet)* 

For each sign adjacent to a public street 
right-of-way > 70 feet 

100 40 

For each sign adjacent to a public street 
right-of-way ≤ 70 feet 

75** 30** 

For gasoline sales uses 25 25 

For major entrances listed above, adjacent to a 
public street right-of-way > 70 feet 

100 60 

For major entrances listed above, adjacent to a 
public street right-of-way ≤ 70 feet 

75 40 

*flag area counts toward maximum sign area. 

** signs painted on the building façade in the Maker District may exceed this sign area in conjunction with § 72-59.6.C.3. 

Maximum Height (feet)** 

General 20 10 

For major entrances listed above, adjacent to a 
public street right-of-way > 70 feet 

20 10 

For major entrances listed above, adjacent to a 
public street right-of-way ≤ 70 feet 

20 8 

*** permitted flagpole height is equal to maximum permitted building height as defined by Article III. 

Illumination 

For each sign adjacent to a public street 
right-of-way > 70 feet 

Yes  Yes  

For each sign adjacent to a public street 
right-of-way ≤ 70 feet 

Yes 
Yes 

Other 
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Maker Frontage B-C Maker Frontage D-E 

Two signs are permitted for each stacking lane of an accessory drive-through use.  The signs shall not be 
included in calculating the number of freestanding signs or in calculating the total aggregate sign area.  One 
sign is limited to six feet in height and 30 square feet in area.  One sign is limited to six feet in height and 15 
square feet in area.  Signs shall be installed within 10 feet of the drive-through lane. 

 
(3) Additional rules for Creative Maker Districts: 
(a) Roof signs are permitted in the Creative Maker District in accordance with the following: 

(i) Roof signs are only permitted along Frontages B, C, and E 
(ii) The roof sign shall be no taller than 25% of the height of the existing building or twenty feet, 

whichever is greater. 
(iii) The roof sign shall count as “building signage” and, together with other building signs, shall 

not exceed the established square foot limits. 
 

(b) Building signage painted onto the façade of the building may exceed the building-mounted signage square 
foot limits ascribed in § 72-59.6.A.1 in accordance with the following: 

(i) The painted sign may sign may be 150 total square feet or the maximum amount of 
building-mounted signage permitted under § 72-59.6.A.1, whichever is greater. 

(ii) Painted signage shall count towards the total permitted building-mounted signage.  If 
additional building-mounted signage is proposed, then together, the signs shall not exceed the total amount of 
building-mounted square feet permitted under § 72-59.6.A.1. 

 
(c) Electronic variable message signs are prohibited in the Creative Maker Districts. 
 
(d) The Board of Zoning Appeals may hear and decide applications for a special exception from the 
regulations governing sign height and total permitted square feet within the Creative Maker District.  The 
special exception shall be reviewed in accordance with the criteria set forth in § 72-22.8. 
 

16. City Code section 72-84, “Definitions,” is amended to add the italicized language and delete 
the language shown in strikethrough, as follows: 
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BUILDING FRONT 
That one face or wall of a building architecturally designed as the front of the building, which 
normally contains the main entrance for use by the general public.  Within Form Based Codes, the 
building front is the elevation parallel to the most prominent frontage. 
 
TRANSPARENCY  
The percentage of windows and doors that cover the façade of a building adjacent to a street or 
formal open space that consists of windows and doors.  In order to be considered transparent, windows 
and doors must be clear and allow views inside the ground-story space to a depth of three feet and 
doors must be operable.” 

 
 
SEC. III.   Effective Date. 
 
This ordinance is effective ______________________. 
 
Votes: 
Ayes:  
Nays: 
Absent from Vote: 
Absent from Meeting:   
 
 
Approved as to form: 
 
___________________________ 
Kathleen Dooley, City Attorney 

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

Clerk’s Certificate 
I, the undersigned, certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is 
a true copy of Ordinance No. 20 - duly adopted at a meeting of the City Council meeting held Date, 2020at which a 

quorum was present and voted.  
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____________________________________ 

Tonya B. Lacey, CMC 
 Clerk of Council 



UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE
APPENDIX 1

FORM BASED CODES:
T-5C Commecial Highway and

T-4M and T-5M Creative Maker District

January 30, 2020



WHAT IS A FORM-BASED CODE?

1.	 Form-based regulations foster predictable results and a high-quality public and semi-public realm by prescrib-
ing the physical form of  buildings and other elements, addressing the relationships between buildings to one another, 
and the scale and types of  streets and open spaces. While form-based regulations primarily control physical form, they 
can also include provisions to allow only certain uses carefully chosen to maintain compatibility between uses and the 
intended physical form of  the zone.

Transect designations are the organizing principle for the City’s form-based regulations. The “transect” is a graphic 
representation of  the prescribed character, intensity and physical forms allowed in a specific area. Transects represent 
the spectrum of  intensity and complexity of  form and use. Form-based regulations contained in this appendix are 
calibrated to fit their prescribed transect designations, and are keyed to frontage, building type and other form-based 
tools that designate the appropriate form and scale (and therefore character) of  development, rather than simply limit 
the uses allowed in a given area. 

2.	 For any development subject to form-based zoning regulations, the landowner or applicant will find the 
following sequence of  steps useful:

a.	 Define the development site and the character of  the project;
b.	 Identify the zoning district of  the development site; 
c.	 Identify the transect designation of  the development site;
d.	 Check the zoning district regulations to see if  form-based code provisions apply for the proposed type of  

development, in the transect designation, and in that zoning district.
e.	 Identify the Urban Fabric Standards associated with the Transect Designation to properly identify how the 

site fits into the surrounding community; 
f.	 Identify the Frontage Designation on the Frontage Map to define the proposed development’s relationship 

to the street;
g.	 Identify the permitted Building Type listed in the Frontage Designation to define the position and activation 

of  the building’s architecture.
h.	 Check the Architectural Compatibility section to idenitfy whether any additional architectural design guide-

lines apply.

3.	 Form-based regulations utilize diagrams and charts which together regulate the development of  a property. 
Features of  each diagram may be annotated by numbered symbols, dimensions, or arrows. The numbering within 
the symbol corresponds to either the section of  the code or the portion of  an adjacent chart that is being illustrated.

Examples of  form-based diagrams:



FRONTAGE STANDARDS AND FRONTAGE MAP

1.	 Frontages shall create the form and fabric of  the development and the public realm. Frontages create an 
active, attractive, and safe public and semi-public edge where the development site abuts a street. In addition, front-
ages interior to the site shall produce a connected environment through the site, enlivening the development’s inter-
nal connections and spaces.  The Frontage Maps in this section are adopted by the City Council through the Zoning 
Map Amendment process.  The Frontage Map specifies the appropriate streetscape, disposition of  the front yard, 
and general building placement for different areas within the zoning district.

 2.	 Frontages are composed of  three basic elements: the Public Component, Private Component, and a Building 
Type Permitted column:

The Public Component (generally indicated by 
the A symbol) consists of  the land and elements 
between the center line of  the street and the 
public right-of-way or street easement line (also 
referred to as the “streetscape”). 

The Private Component (generally indicated 
by the B symbol) consists of  the yards, build-
ing placement tools, and parking lot placement 
tools on private property.  

The Building Type Permitted column (general-
ly indicated by the C symbol) identifies which 
Building Types are permitted along the front-
age.  Building Type standards, defined in the 
next section, control lot standards and setbacks, 
building orientation, mass and scale, and activa-
tion of  the building facade.



BUILDING PLACEMENT AND TYPE STANDARDS

1.	 Building Types are assigned by Frontage Type.  The only Building Type permitted within a lot is that per-
mitted within its assigned Frontage.  Additionally, Building Type 4 is the only Building Type permitted within any 
Transitional Zone required by the Urban Fabric Standards

2.	 Building Type and Placement Standards focus on the architectural planning of  the building to complete the 
built form.  The standards activate street frontages and other public open spaces.  The standards also ensure that 
the form of  the development transitions appropriately in mass, scale, and intensity towards adjacent land uses and 
transects:

a.	 Building Placement and Orientation standards govern the required lot parameters and required setbacks 
associated with each building type.  Front setbacks are set as part of  the frontage type Build-to Zone.  
Building Orientation governs the direction the building faces and whether or not it may front onto a Formal 
Open Space to ensure the building remains an active and functional part of  the streetscape.

b.	 Building Mass and Scale standards regulate the shape of  the building.  Mass and Scale Standards set the 
maximum height, floorplate, and width of  the building.  Any building width criteria shall measure each sin-
gle-family attached building individually.



c.	 Façade Activation standards govern the characteristics of  the building’s street-facing elevations.  Entrance 
location and frequency standards facilitate access into a building from the street.  Transparency standards re-
quire a minimum amount of  openings within the façade.  Standards for the first floor of  buildings ensure that 
commercial use may be accommodated within a building in areas with high pedestrian activity.  wAppropriate 
transparency provides eyes on the street to ensure a community is safe and conducive to walking.  An active 
walkable community has health benefits and reduces a land use’s impacts on automobile infrastructure.  

i.	 On corner buildings, each street facing elevation shall meet minimum total facade transparency.  
First floor transparency minimums shall only be required along the building front.

CHARACTER STRUCTURES: FRONTAGE AND BUILDING TYPE APPLICABILITY
1.	 Character Structures are those structures identified in an adopted Small Area Plan as contributing to the char-
acter of  designated historic corridors or centers within the City.  Character Structures are also shown on the official 
frontage maps.  In order to prioritize the preservation of  these structures, they shall not be subject to the Private 
Component requirements along a frontage.  Instead, the Building Type rules established in the Character Structures 
and Architectural Compatability section of  this appendix may govern alterations or additions to those structures on a 
site.

Transparency measurement 
diagram.

First floor height is measured from the 
average established grade of  the prima-
ry building facade to the height of  the 

second floor.



CHAPTER 1: GENERAL PROVISIONS

1-1.	 General provisions.
A.	This Code is an appendix to Chapter 72 of  the Fredericksburg City Code, the Unified Development Ordinance 

and forms a part of  that Chapter. This Code is adopted under the authority granted in Code of  Virginia 15.2-
2280 et seq. as an exercise of  the City’s zoning authority. This Code was adopted by City Council as Ordinance 
20-__ on [date].

B.	Form-based regulations; transects.
i.	 Form-based regulations foster predictable results and a high-quality public and semi-public realm by 

prescribing the physical form of  buildings and other elements, addressing the relationships between 
buildings to one another, and the scale and types of  streets and open spaces. While form-based reg-
ulations primarily control physical form, they can also include provisions to allow only certain uses 
carefully chosen to maintain compatibility between uses and the intended physical form of  the zone.

ii.	 Transect designations are the organizing principle for the City’s form-based regulations. The “tran-
sect” is a graphic representation of  the prescribed character, intensity and physical forms allowed in 
a specific area. Transects represent the spectrum of  intensity and complexity of  form and use. Form-
based regulations contained in this appendix are calibrated to fit their prescribed transect designations, 
and are keyed to frontage, building type and other form-based tools that designate the appropriate 
form and scale (and therefore character) of  development, rather than simply limit the uses allowed in 
a given area. 

C.	For any development subject to form-based zoning regulations, the landowner or applicant will find the 
following sequence of  steps useful:

i.	 Define the development site and the character of  the project;
ii.	 Identify the transect designation of  the development site;
iii.	 Identify the zoning district of  the development site;
iv.	 Check the zoning district regulations to see if  form-based code provisions apply for the proposed type 

of  development, in the transect designation, and in that zoning district.
E.	Form-based regulations utilize diagrams and charts which together regulate the development of  a property. 

Features of  each diagram may be annotated by numbered symbols, dimensions, or arrows. The numbering 
within the symbol corresponds to either the section of  the code or the portion of  an adjacent chart that is 
being illustrated.

F.	 This Code applies to the use and development of  land:
i.	 Included in the Transect Regulating Plan, dated May 30, 2018, adopted by City Council on January 22, 

2019 by Ordinance 19-01, or included in the “Transect Regulating Plan – Area 6,” dated April 9, 2019, 
adopted by City Council on July 9, 2019 by Ordinance 19-28 as  amendments to the Official Zoning 
Map; or

i.	 Designated as the “Creative Maker District,” on the Official Zoning Map.
G.	No land, building, or structure shall be used, developed, constructed, improved, or altered unless such actions 

or activities are in compliance with the provisions of  this Code, except as may be allowed under Chapter 8, 
Optional Forms of  Development, and with all other applicable City, state, and federal laws and regulations.

H.	Unless expressly provided otherwise, any provision of  this Code that conflicts with another provision of  
the Unified Development Ordinance or other applicable ordinance or regulation shall be deemed to control 
to the extent of  such conflict. Except as provided herein, City Code Chapter 72 shall govern the use and 
development of  land in the districts set out in this Code.

I.	 The provisions of  this Code shall be severable, and in the event one or more of  the provisions of  this Code 
shall be adjudged to be invalid or unenforceable, the validity and enforceability of  the remaining provisions 
shall not in any way be affected or impaired by such adjudication.



CHAPTER 2	FORM-BASED ZONING DISTRICTS.
2-1		  Form-based zoning districts.

A.	Creative Maker District (CM).
i.	 Purpose. 

a.	 The purpose of  the Creative Maker District is to foster the redevelopment of  commercial cor-
ridors where existing development is characterized by the T-4M and T-5M transects, and where 
future development will be characterized primarily by redevelopment and infill opportunities. 
This district reduces barriers for both small scale entrepreneurs and larger companies looking to 
start and expand businesses along commercial corridors. 

b.	 The Creative Maker District balances the preservation of  areas of  unique architectural value, the 
stabilization of  existing walkable urban nodes, and the need for meaningful open spaces, with 
the need for automobile circulation, storage, and access along important economic corridors. 
The district uses form-based regulations to govern the built environment in support of  this 
purpose.

c.	 The Creative Maker District permits a mix of  residential and commercial uses, including light 
manufacturing, in order to create an environment where people can live, work, and create all 
within a pedestrian-scaled environment that transitions appropriately to surrounding residential 
neighborhoods.

d.	 This district implements the City’s authority to provide for the preservation of  areas of  unique 
architectural value located within a redevelopment district, under Virginia Code §15.2-2306. The 
primary period of  significance for the Creative Maker District is linked to the City’s boom at the 
expansion of  the highway system in the mid-20th century; but the district also includes buildings 
from the late 19th and early 20th centuries, that contribute to the character of  the district. 

ii.	 Residential and commercial density.

Standard T4-M T5-M
Residential Density, 

Maximum
8 du/acr. by right 12 du/acr. by right

The City Council may approve an increase 
in residential density levels by special use 
permit upon finding such increase achieves 

the purpose and intent of  this district.  

The City Council may approve an increase in 
residential density levels by special use permit 
upon finding such increase achieves the pur-

pose and intent of  this district.  
Nonresidential FAR, 

Maximum
0.7 by right 0.7 by right

1.5 by special use permit 3.0 by special use permit

iii.	 Special considerations for special use permits. In reviewing an application for a special use permit in 
the Creative Maker District, City Council may consider the following, in addition to the criteria set 
out in section 72-22.6:
a.	 Application proposes the restoration of  a character structure;
b.	 Application proposes a mixed use development, with at least 20% of  the total gross floor area in 

residential use and at least 20% of  the total gross floor area in nonresidential use.
c.	 Application proposes double the amount of  general or formal open space required.

iv.	 Dimensional standards. The Creative Maker District uses form-based regulations to govern lot area, 
lot width, setbacks (yards), open space, and building heights. The form-based regulations set forth in 
this Code shall apply to all development in this district.

iv.	 Design review required. The provisions of  Chapter [7] of  this Code shall apply to new construction 
and exterior alterations to a principal or accessory building or structure visible from the public right-
of-way, not including alleys, or from public land, in the Creative Maker District.

v.	 Within the T-4M Transect, service of  alcoholic beverages under an ABC retail on-premises license is 



permitted only as a special use.

B.	T-5C Form Based Regulations.
i.	 The purpose of  the T-5C Form  Based Regulations is to foster the retrofit and redevelopment of  

automobile-oriented large-scale suburban and strip-mall shopping centers into mixed use nodes with 
a walkable urban fabric through good planning principles. The form-based regulations are intended 
to implement the “T-5C Corridor” designations within the Commercial-Highway Zoning District.

ii.	 The T-5C Form Based regulations shall apply to any application for residential use, either alone or as 
part of  a mixed use on land included in the Transect Regulating Plan, dated May 30, 2018, adopted 
by City Council on January 22, 2019 by Ordinance 19-01, or included in the “Transect Regulating 
Plan – Area 6,” dated April 9, 2019, adopted by City Council on July 9, 2019 by Ordinance 19-28 as  
amendments to the Official Zoning Map. Such developments shall be subject to the standards of  
this Code as well as all other applicable base and overlay zoning district standards in Chapter 72 of  
the City Code.

iii.	 Urban fabric standards transform the organization of  land from expanses of  asphalt parking lots, 
commercial driveways, and separated single-use developments into a network of  streets and blocks 
that include formal open spaces, mixed uses, and transitional zones. The retrofit of  aging, inefficient 
surface parking lots into vibrant mixed-use nodes will minimize infrastructure costs and environ-
mental impacts by promoting compact, mixed-use, infill development that links with existing tradi-
tional neighborhood areas and districts.

iv.	 Frontage standards promote the evolution of  the City’s existing shopping-center-oriented corridors 
into a more safe, harmonious, and attractive environment through the definition and activation of  
the public realm between the street and the building face, the definition and activation of  yards and 
open spaces, and the transition between the development and adjoining uses.

v.	 Building type and lot standards complete the built form. Standards, including building orientation, 
entrance location, overall transparency, first floor height minimums, and maximum building widths, 
require that the buildings shape the public realm and activate street frontages and other public open 
spaces. Standards including maximum building heights and widths also ensure that the form of  the 
development transitions appropriately in mass, scale, and intensity towards adjacent land uses and 
transects. 

vi.	 Together, the T-5C form-based regulations are intended to ensure that, when residential uses are 
introduced, aging shopping centers evolve into mixed use nodes comprised of  human-scale streets, a 
clearly-defined building envelope, and public spaces, all of  which contribute to creating a safe, com-
fortable environment with a high standard of  living.

vii.	The residential component of  a mixed-use development with a residential density exceeding 12 units 
per acre shall constitute at least 20%, and no more than 80%, of  the gross floor area of  the develop-
ment.

viii.	Retail use is only permitted within the Development Site when located within a Building Type 3 and 
along Frontage Type D.





CHAPTER 3: TRANSECTS AND TRANSECT MAPS

The transect maps set the official boundaries of  each transect and are an extension of  the official zoning map.  Each 
map is adopted by the City Council through the Zoning Map Amendment process.  

3-1.	 T-5C Transect Maps.  The Transect Regulating Plan showing Area 6 (Figure 1) and the Transect Regulating 
Plan dated May 30, 2018 showing Area 3  (Figure 2) identify the location of  the adopted T-5C transect in the City of  
Fredericksburg.

Figure 1:



Figure 2:



3-2.	 T-4M and T-5M Transect Maps.  The Transect Regulating Plan – T4M / T5M dated August 20, 2019 showing 
Area 6 (Figure 3) identifies the location of  the adopted T-4M and T-5M transects in the City of  Fredericksburg.

Figure 3:



CHAPTER 4: URBAN FABRIC STANDARDS
Urban Fabric standards approach bigger picture site considerations.  They balance the preservation of  character 
buildings, the stabilization of  existing walkable urban nodes, and the need for meaningful open spaces with the need 
for automobile circulation, car storage, and access along important economic corridors.  

4-1.	 Development site.  The development site shall include all the land, buildings, and structures both existing 
and proposed, used to calculate the total residential density, use mix, or floor area ratio calculations for a develop-
ment.  

A.	Site Plan required; Applicable law.
i.	 The entire development site shall be shown on an approved site plan in accordance with § 72-26.1 

(Commercial and Residential Site Development Plans). 
ii.	 All land, buildings, site elements, and other features of  the development site (i.e., land or buildings 

used for density or use-mix calculations) shall be brought into conformance with the standards in 
this code as well as all other applicable standards in the Unified Development Ordinance.

B.	Access.  Existing streets shall be continued through the Development Site.  A network of  interconnected 
streets is required in order to provide adequate pedestrian and motor vehicle access to the development. The 
character of  the streets and adjacent yards is established by the standards in § 72-5 Development Standards as 
well as the frontage designations as described in this code.



C.	Establishment of  blocks. In the T-5C and T-5M transects, the entire development site, including all non-
residential uses shall be organized into blocks meeting the standards in § 72-51.2.

4-2	 Transitional Zones – 
A.	Abutting Transitional Zone.  A transitional zone shall be designated along any property line that abuts a single-

family residential use.  This provision does not apply on lots containing a single-family detached use. 
i.	 Depth. The transitional zone shall extend into the property a depth equal to the median depth of  all 

abutting single-family residential lots.  
ii.	 Buffer required.  Within the transitional zone the following setbacks are required:

a.	 A 40-foot setback in the T-5C or T-5M Transect; or 
b.	 A 20-foot setback in the T-4M Transect is required along any property line abutting a single-family 

residential use. 
c.	 Accessory structures may encroach into this setback.  

iii.	 Within the buffer area there shall be either:
a.	 A dedication of  a public or private alley meeting the standards in § 72-52.3; or 
b.	 A Type D landscape buffer in accordance with § 72-55.4C. 

iv.	 The Zoning Administrator may also require a 4 to 8 foot tall opaque fence or wall upon a determination 
that the development will have an adverse impact on adjacent land.

B.	Adjacent Transitional Zone.  A transitional zone shall be established where a development site is across the 
street from a block face where 75% of  the primary structures are single family homes.  Within this transitional 
zone, front setbacks shall be established by § 72-84.B(2) Averaging Setbacks.

C.	Transitional Buildings.  Building Type 4 is the only Building Type permitted in the transitional zone and shall 
be designed in accordance with the Transitional Building Type.



4-3.	 Open Space. The objective of  general open space is to provide for transition between the development and 
adjoining uses, and for stormwater management and utility placement. Formal Open Spaces shall facilitate social 
interaction. Formal Open Spaces allow human activity throughout the development and avoid “dead” or unsafe 
zones. Formal Open Spaces shall meet human needs for being outdoors and for recreation. 

A.	Both General and Formal Open Space shall be designed into a project in the T-5C Transect.  

i.	 General Open Space: 25% of  the site shall be general open space meeting the standards of  § 72-51.5.
ii.	 Formal Open Space: 50% of  the General Open Space shall be developed as formal open space meeting the 

following standards: 

a.	 Type The Formal Open Space shall be a Plaza, Playground, Square, or Courtyard as 
defined in § 72-84.

b.	 Min. Adjacency 25% of  the perimeter of  formal open space shall adjoin a Frontage.

c.	 Min. width / length The minimum length and width is 50 feet.

d.	 Max. width / length ratio The maximum width to length ratio is 1:4.

e.	 Min.landscaping
The number of  plants equivalent to what would be required for a Type B Land-
scaping Buffer measured along the longest side of  the Formal Open Space shall be 
planted and may be distributed within the Formal Open Space.

B.	 In the T-4M or T-5M Transect, Formal Open Space may be provided in place of  General Open Space at a 
reduced requirement.  

i.	 General Open Space: 25% of  the site shall be general open space meeting the standards of  § 72-51.5.
ii.	 Formal Open Space Option: the general open space requriement may be met by providing 12.5% of  the lot 

as Formal Open Space.  Formal Open Space shall meet the following standards:

a.	 Type The Formal Open Space shall be a Plaza, Playground, Square, or Courtyard as 
defined in § 72-84.

b.	 Min. Adjacency 25% of  the perimeter of  formal open space shall adjoin a Frontage.

c.	 Min. width / length The minimum length and width is 15 feet.

d.	 Max. width / length ratio The maximum width to length ratio is 1:2.

e.	 Min.landscaping In the T-5M and T-4M Transect, the Formal Open Space shall be landscaped to the 
maximum extent possible given its proposed function.



CHAPTER 5: FRONTAGE MAPS AND FRONTAGES
5-1	 Frontage maps.  The following maps are hereby incorporated:

A.	 T-5C Frontage Maps.  The Frontage Regulating Plan dated May 30, 2018 showing Area 3 (Figure 4) and the 
Frontage  Regulating Plan showing Area 6 (Figure 5) iassign the frontages within the T-5C Transect.

Figure 4:

Figure 5:



B.	 T-5M and T-4M Frontage Maps.  The “Frontage Regulating Plan – T-4M and T-5M” dated December 17, 
2019 (Figure 6) assigns the frontages within the T-5M and T-4M Transects.

C.	 New Frontages.  The Zoning Administrator may designate Frontages where new or extended streets not 
designated on the preceding maps are created in accordance with the following:

i.	 Frontage Type D - The Zoning Administrator shall designate the new street Frontage Type D where 
the proposed uses along the street include retail use and the street is a natural extension of  an existing 
Frontage D.

ii.	 Frontage Type E -  The Zoning Administrator shall designate all other new streets Frontage Type E.

Figure 6:



5-2.	 FRONTAGE A
Frontage A provides primarily motor vehicle access and visibility to the properties fronting on State Route 
3. This frontage carries the highest volume of  motor vehicle traffic to, from, and past the property. The 
engineering focus is to provide for motor vehicle movements along with sufficient landscaping and buff-
ering to create a harmonious and attractive automotive gateway corridor.  The design focus is to provide a 
safe and attractive streetscape.  Where Type D frontage designations intersect a Type A frontage, the Type D 
frontage may extend along the Type A frontage a maximum distance of  250 feet.

Frontage A Public Component:

Figure A Private Component and Building Type Permitted:



A.	 Public Component:  

i.	 Streetscape 
Elements:

a.	 No on-street parking required.
b.	 Minimum 10 foot utility strip adjacent to the roadway.
c.	 Automobile scaled street lights required (20 feet to 40 feet in height).
d.	 Street trees required in conformance with § 72-55.6.

B.	 Private Component: 

i.	 Landscape area:

a.	 The Frontage shall contain a minimum 15-foot wide landscape area ad-
jacent to the right-of-way line containing the following landscaping and a 
minimum 5-foot wide sidewalk along the entire frontage.

b.	 Canopy street trees required (in addition to public frontage street trees).
c.	 Locate required Foundation Plantings rquired by § 72-55.3 within Land-

scape Area.
d.	 Locate any required Perimeter Landscaping Strips by § 72-55.2 within 

Landscape Area.

ii.	 Building 
Placement / 

Build-to Zone:

a.	 The Build-to Zone is a minimum of  15 and a maximum of  80 feet from 
adjacent right-of-way or street easement line.

b.	 The primary facade of  the building shall be either completely within or to 
the rear of  the Build-to Zone.  A minimum of  75% of  the primary facade 
shall be within the Build-To Zone.

c.	 Along the most prominent frontage, a minimum of  66% of  the length of  
the Build-to Zone shall contain building facades or Open Space.

iii.	 Parking Lot 
Placement / 

Encroachments:

a.	 Parking lots shall be no closer to the street than adjacent primary building 
facades.

b.	 One single or double loaded parking aisle, no more than 60 feet in width 
from parking space curb to parking space curb, may encroach in front 
of  a fast-food or convenience store with gasoline sales use adjacent to a 
primary frontage.

C.	 Building Type Permitted: 

i.	 Building Type 
Permitted:

a.	 Building Type 1 permitted.
b.	 Building Type 4 required within Transitional Zones.
c.	 Character Building Type permitted where designated on the Frontage 

Map.

5-2. FRONTAGE A



5-3.	 FRONTAGE B
Frontage B provides motor vehicle and pedestrian access and visibility to the property. This frontage car-
ries predominantly motor vehicle traffic to, from, and past the property and is generally designated along 
the City’s primary arterial highways other than State Route 3. The engineering focus is to provide for motor 
vehicle movements along with walkability and pedestrian safety. The design focus is to provide a safe and 
attractive streetscape. Where Type D frontage designations intersect a Type B frontage, the Type D frontage 
may extend along the Type B frontage a maximum distance of  250 feet.

Frontage B Public Component:

Frontage B Private Component and Building Type Permitted:



A.	 Public Component:  

i.	 Streetscape 
Elements:

a.	 No on-street parking required.
b.	 Minimum 5-foot utility strip adjacent to roadway.
c.	 Sidewalks and pathways shall be provided in accordance with § 72-52.6 

Pedestrian Access and Bicycle Trails.
d.	 Automobile scaled street lights required (20 feet to 40 feet in height).
e.	 Street trees required in conformance with § 72-55.6.

B.	 Private Component: The following table describes the placement of  the building, the required elements 
between the building and the front property line, and the location of  parking lots.  

i.	 Landscape area:

a.	 A minimum 15-foot wide landscape area is required adjacent to the front 
property line.

b.	 Locate foundation landscaping required by § 72-55.3 within Landscape 
Area.

c.	 Locate perimeter landscaping strips required by § 72-55.2 within Land-
scape Area.

ii.	 Building 
Placement / 

Build-to Zone:

a.	 The Build-to Zone is a minimum of  15 and a maximum of  80 feet from 
adjacent right-of-way or street easement line.

b.	 A minimum of  75% of  the primary façade of  any building along a Pri-
mary frontage shall be within the Build-To Zone.   The building may not 
project closer to the front lot line than the established minimum.

c.	 Along the most prominent frontage, a minimum of  66% of  the length of  
the total Build-To Zone within the Development shall contain building 
façades.

iii.	 Parking Lot 
Placement / 

Encroachments:

a.	 Parking lots shall be no closer to the street than adjacent primary building 
facades.

b.	 One single or double loaded parking aisle, no more than 60 feet in width 
from parking space curb to parking space curb, may encroach in front 
of  a fast-food or convenience store with gasoline sales use adjacent to a 
primary frontage.

C.	 Building Type Permitted: The following table describes the Building Types that are permitted within any 
property facing the Primary Frontage.  

i.	 Building Type 
Permitted:

a.	 Building Type 1 permitted.
b.	 Building Type 4 required within Transitional Zones.
c.	 Character Building Type permitted where designated on the Frontage Map.

5-3. FRONTAGE B



5.4	 FRONTAGE C
Frontage C is intended to provide a continuous public and semi-public realm appropriate for conducting 
maker, production, and commercial activity along a major road.  This frontage’s main engineering focus is 
balancing truck and automobile traffic with high pedestrian activity.  The design focus is to provide a com-
plete multi-functional street.

Frontage C Public Component:

Frontage C Private Component and Building Type Permitted:



A.	 Public Component:  

i.	 Streetscape 
Elements:

a.	 Parallel on-street parking required.
b.	 Minimum 5-foot utility strip required adjacent to roadway.
c.	 Minimum 5-foot sidewalk required.  
d.	 Automobile scaled street lights required (20 feet to 40 feet in height).
e.	 Street trees required in conformance with § 72-55.6.

B.	 Private Component:  

i.	 Building 
Placement / 

Build-to Zone:

a.	 The Build-to Zone is a minimum of  8 and a maximum of  80 feet from 
adjacent right-of-way or street easement line.

b.	 A minimum of  75% of  the primary façade of  any building along a Pri-
mary frontage shall be within the Build-To zone.   The building may not 
project closer to the front lot line than the established minimum.

c.	 Along the most prominent frontage, a minimum of  50% of  the length 
of  the total Build-to Zone within the Development shall contain building 
façades.  This shall not apply where a parking lot encroaches in front of  a 
non-residential use as stated in 5-4.B.ii.b.

ii.	 Parking Lot 
Placement / 

Encroachments:

a.	 Parking lots shall be no closer to the street than adjacent primary building 
facades.

b.	 Parking lots serving solely non-residential uses may encroach in front of  
the building to a minimum of  8 feet from the right-of-way.

C.	 Building Type Permitted: 

i.	 Building Type 
Permitted:

a.	 Building Type 2 permitted.
b.	 Building Type 4 required within Transitional Zones.  
c.	 Character Building Type permitted where designated on the Frontage 

Map.

5-.4 FRONTAGE C



5-5.	 FRONTAGE D
Frontage D is intended to provide a continuous public and semi-public realm appropriate for conducting 
commercial activity at the pedestrian scale.  This frontage’s main engineering focus is providing wide side-
walks, canopy street trees, pedestrian scaled street furniture and minimal building setbacks so that the front-
age serves as a gathering place for pedestrians and shoppers at the human scale.  The frontage also carries a 
volume of  motor vehicle traffic sufficient to support commercial activity to the property.  The design focus 
is to provide a complete active street focused on pedestrian traffic.

Frontage D Public Component:

Frontage D Private Component and Building Type Permitted:



A.	 Public Component:  

i.	 Streetscape 
Elements:

a.	 Parallel on-street parking required.  Angled on-street parking is permitted 
in the T-5C Transect.

b.	 No utility strip required.  
c.	 Street trees conforming to the standards in § 72-55.6 to be planted in tree 

wells.
d.	 Minimum 10 foot sidewalk required.  
e.	 Pedestrian scaled street lights required (10 feet to 16 feet in height).
f.	 The maximum width of  any crosswalk or other improved pedestrian 

street crossing shall be 24 feet.

B.	 Private Component:  

i.   Extended Sidewalk 
Area:

a.	 Continuous sidewalk shall extend through private frontage to building 
facade or building adjacent to planting beds.

b.	 Regular street furniture may be incorporated into the streetscape design in 
place of  Foundation Plantings required by § 72-55.3.

ii.	 Building 
Placement / 

Build-to-Zone:

a.	 The Build-to Zone is a minimum of  2 and a maximum of  15 feet from 
adjacent right-of-way or street easement line.

b.	 A minimum of  75% of  the primary façade of  any building along a retail 
frontage shall be within the Build-To Zone.    The building may not proj-
ect closer to the front lot line than the established minimum.

c.	 Along the most prominent frontage, a minimum of  75% of  the length of  
the total Build-To Zone within the Development shall contain building 
façades or Formal Open Spaces.  

iii.	 Parking Lot Place-
ment / Encroach-

ments:

a.	 Minimum parking lot setback shall be 60 foot from the right-of-way or 
street easement line.

b.	 No parking lot encroachment may occur along the most prominent front-
age.

c.	 On corner lots, parking lots may align with the side of  the building along 
secondary frontages.

C.	 Building Type Permitted: 

i.	 Building Type 
Permitted:

a.	 Building Type 3 Permitted.
b.	 Building Type 4 required within Transitional Zones.
c.	 Character Building Type permitted where designated on the Frontage 

Map. 

5-5. FRONTAGE D 



5-6.	 FRONTAGE E
Frontage E is intended to provide secondary motor vehicle pedestrian access and visibility to the property. 
This frontage carries a lower volume of  motor vehicle traffic past the property. The engineering focus is to 
provide a transitional streetscape where heavy automobile infrastructure cedes primacy to pedestrian travel.  
The design focus is to provide a safe and attractive streetscape that includes canopy street trees and pedestri-
an-scaled street amenities.

Frontage E Public Component:

Figure E Private Component and Building Type Permitted:



A.	 Public Component:  The following table describes the required elements that make up the “streetscape” 
between the front property line of  the property and the centerline of  the street.

i.	 Streetscape 
Elements:

a.	 Parallel on-street parking required.
b.	 Minimum 5-foot utility strip required adjacent to roadway.
c.	 Minimum 5-foot sidewalk required.  
d.	 Pedestrian scaled street lights required (10 feet to 16 feet in height).
e.	 Street trees required in conformance with § 72-55.6.
f.	 The maximum width of  any crosswalk or other improved pedestrian 

street crossing shall be 24 feet.

B.	 Private Component:  

i.	 Building 
Placement / 

Build-to Zone:

a.	 The Build-to Zone is a minimum of  2 and a maximum of  25 feet from 
adjacent right-of-way or street easement line.

b.	 75% of  the primary façade of  any building along a secondary frontage 
shall be within the Build-to Zone.   The building may not project closer to 
the front lot line than the established minimum.

c.	 Along the most prominent frontage, 75 % of  the total Build-to Zone 
along the designated secondary frontage shall consist either of  building 
facades, General Open Spaces, or Formal Open Spaces.  

ii.	 Parking Lot 
Placement / 

Encroachments:

a.	 Parking lots shall be setback a minimum of  40 feet from the front proper-
ty line.

b.	 On corner lots, parking lots may align with the side of  the building.

C.	 Building Type Permitted: 

i.	 Building Type 
Permitted:

a.	 Building Type 1 permitted in the T-5C Transect.
b.	 Building Type 2 permitted in the T-4M and T-5M Transect.
c.	 Building Type 4 required within Transitional Zones. 
d.	 Character Building Type permitted where designated on the Frontage 

Map. 

5-6. FRONTAGE E



CHAPTER 6: BUILDING TYPES.
6-1.	 BUILDING TYPE 1

Building Type 1 Building Placement and Orientation:

Building Type 1 Mass and Scale:

Building Type 1 Facade Activation:



A.	 Building Placement and Orientation: 

i.  Building 
Placement:

a.	 Multifamily, non-residential, and mixed-use buildings:
1.	 Min. Lot Size: None

2.	 Min. Lot Width: None
3.	 Side Setbacks: To internal property lines – None

To external property lines - 15 foot minimum
4.	 Rear Setbacks: To internal property lines – None

To external property lines – 15 foot minimum
b.	 Single Family Attached and Detached:

1.	 Min. Lot Regulations:
In accordance with the R-12 bulk regulations

2.	 Side and Rear Setbacks:

ii.	 Building Front Orientation:
a.	 The building front shall generally be parallel to the 

most prominent frontage type; and
b.	 The building front may face a Formal Open Space.

B.	 Mass and Scale:  

i.	 Maximum Building Height: By-right up to 50 feet and 4 stories; by Special Use Permit up to 
65 feet and 5 stories.

ii.	 Maximum Building Floorplate: N/A
iii.	 Maximum Building Width: Maximum building width 150 feet.

C.	 Facade Activation: 

i.	 Entrance location / frequency:

a.	 At least one functional, pedestrian-accessible entrance 
shall be located on the building front and any adjacent 
Formal Open Space.  

b.	 A functional, pedestrian accessible entrance shall be 
located, at a minimum, every 70 linear feet along the 
building front.

c.	 At least one functional, pedestrian-accessible entrance 
shall be provided for every 70 linear feet of  building 
front.

ii.	 Minimum Total Facade Transparency: 15%
iii.	 Minimum First Floor Transparency: N/A
iv.	 Minimum First Floor Height: N/A

6-1. BUILDING TYPE 1



6-2.	 BUILDING TYPE 2

Building Type 2 Building Placement and Orientation:

Building Type 2 Mass and Scale:

Building Type 2 Facade Activation:



A.	 Building Placement and Orientation:  

i.	 Building 
Placement:

a.	 Multifamily, non-residential, and mixed-use buildings:
1.	 Min. Lot Size: None

2.	 Min. Lot Width: None
3.	 Side Setbacks: 10’ minimum; Side setbacks on lots less than 7,500 

square feet may be reduced in accordance with § 72-
82.4B(2).

4.	 Rear Setbacks: 20 foot minimum
b.	 Single family attached or detached:

1.	 Min. Lot Size:

In accordance with the R-8 bulk regulations
2.	 Min. Lot Width:

3.	 Side Setbacks:
4.	 Rear Setbacks:

ii.	 Building Front Orientation:

a.	 The building front shall  generally be parallel to 
the most prominent frontage type; or

b.	 The building front may face a Formal Open 
Space.

B.	 Mass and Scale:   

i.	 Maximum Building Height: By-right up to 40 feet and 3 stories; by Special Use Permit up 
to 50 feet and 4 stories.

ii.	 Maximum Building Floorplate: N/A
iii.	 Maximum Building Width: Maximum building width 100 feet.

C.	 Facade Activation: 

i.	 Entrance location / frequency:

a.	 At least one functional, pedestrian-accessible entrance 
shall be located, at a minimum, on the building front 
and any adjacent Formal Open Space.  

b.	 A functional, pedestrian accessible entrance shall be 
located, at a minimum, every 50 linear feet along the 
building front.

c.	 A functional, pedestrian-accessible entrance shall be 
provided for every 50 linear feet of  the building front.

ii.	 Minimum Total Facade Transparency: 18%
iii.	 Minimum First Floor Transparency: N/A
iv.	 Minimum First Floor Height: N/A

6-2. BUILDING TYPE 2



6-3.	 BUILDING TYPE 3

Building Type 3 Building Placement and Orientation:

Building Type 3 Mass and Scale:

Building Type 3 Facade Activation:



A.	 Building Placement and Orientation:  

i.	 Building 
Placement:

a.	 Min. Lot Size: None.
b.	 Min. Lot Width: None.

c.	 Side Setbacks: None.
d.	 Rear Setbacks: 20 foot minimum.

ii.	 Building Front Orientation:
a.	 The building front shall  generally be parallel to the most 

prominent frontage type; or
b.	 The building front may face a Formal Open Space.

B.	 Mass and Scale: 

i.	 Maximum Building Height:

a.	 Within the T-5C Transect, by-right up to 50 feet and 4 sto-
ries; by Special Use Permit up to 65 feet and 5 stories.

b.	 Within the T-5M and T-4M Transect, by-right up to 40 feet 
and 3 stories; by Special Use Permit up to 50 feet and 4 
stories.

ii.	 Maximum Building Floorplate: N/A
iii.	 Maximum Building Width: Maximum building width 100 feet.

C.	 Facade Activation: 

i.	 Entrance location / frequency:

a.	 At least one functional, pedestrian-accessible entrance 
shall be located, at a minimum, on the building front 
and any adjacent Formal Open Space.  

b.	 A functional, pedestrian accessible entrance shall be 
located, at a minimum, every 50 linear feet along the 
building front.

c.	 A functional, pedestrian-accessible entrance shall be 
provided for every 50 linear feet of  the building front.

ii.	 Minimum Total Facade Transparency: 20%
iii.	 Minimum First Floor Transparency: 25%
iv.	 Minimum First Floor Height: 14’

6-3. BUILDING TYPE 3



6-4.	 BUILDING TYPE 4

Building Type 4 Building Placement and Orientation:

Building Type 4 Mass and Scale:

Building Type 4 Facade Activation:



A.	 Building Placement and Orientation:  

i.	 Building 
Placement:

a.	 Min. Lot Size: 1,875 square feet.
b.	 Min. Lot Width: 18 feet.

c.	 Side Setbacks: 5’ minimum; Side setbacks on lots less than 7,500 square feet 
may be reduced in accordance with § 72-82.4B(2).

d.	 Rear Setbacks: 20 foot minimum.

ii.	 Building Front Orientation:
The building front shall  generally be parallel to  the most 
prominent frontage type; or
The building front may face a Formal Open Space.

B.	 Mass and Scale: 

i.	 Maximum Building Height: By-right up to 35 feet and 3 stories for a residential building or 25 feet or 
two stories for a non-residential or mixed-use building.

ii.	 Maximum Building Floorplate: 6,000 square feet.
iii.	 Maximum Building Width: 50 feet.

C.	 Facade Activation: 

i.	 Entrance location / frequency:
At least one functional, pedestrian-accessible entrance shall be 
located, at a minimum, on the building front and any adjacent 
Formal Open Space.  

ii.	 Minimum Total Facade Transparency: 18%
iii.	 Minimum First Floor Transparency: N/A
iv.	 Minimum First Floor Height: N/A
v.	 Retail Permitted: In the T-5C Transect, except for an Artist Studio, the uses iden-

tified as “Retail Sales and Services” in Table 72-40.2 shall not be 
permitted within a Transitional Building Type.

vi.	 Equipment screening: Utility and service functions shall be designed so that they are 
screened from adjacent streets.

6-4. BUILDING TYPE 4



CHAPTER 7:	AREAS OF UNIQUE ARCHITECTURAL VALUE – CREATIVE MAKER DISTRICT
7-1.	 The Creative Maker District constitutes an area of  unique architectural value located within a redevelopment 
district, and is therefore designated as an architectural preservation district, encompassing such area.

A.	 The following buildings from the late 19th and early 20th century possess unique architectural character and 
are set forth as “character structures” for the Creative Maker District:

i.	 	 C.W. Wilder and Co. Silk Mill (1889) - 1700 Caroline Street
ii.	 	 Washington Woolen Mills Pants Factory (1909) - 203 Ford Street
iii.	 	 Billiards Hall (1909) - 2619 Princess Anne Street
iv.	 	 Embrey Power Plant (1910) - 1709 Caroline Street
v.	 	 Germania Mills (1917) - 1900 Caroline Street
vi.	 	 Former National Bank Kitchen (1839) - 2800 Princess Anne Street

B.	 The following buildings relate to the primary period of  significance for the Creative Maker District, the mid-
20th century expansion of  the highway system, and are set forth as “character structures” for the Creative 
Maker District:

i.	 	 Kenmore Hosiery (1947) - 400 Amaret Street 
ii.	 	 Building (1954) - 316 Bridgewater Street
iii.	 	 Auto Parts (1956)- 317 Bridgewater Street
iv.	 	 Mary Washington Hospital (1949) - 2300 Fall Hill Avenue
v.	 	 Medical Arts Building (1964) - 2301 Fall Hill Avenue	
vi.	 	 PNC Bank Headquarters (1975) - 2401 Fall Hill Avenue
vii.	 	 Office Building (1964) - 2501 Fall Hill Avenue
viii.		 Blanton Motor Court (1952) - 417 Jefferson Davis Highway
ix.	 	 Auto Service (1955) - 429 Jefferson Davis Highway
x.	 	 Motel (1957) - 1912 Princess Anne Street
xi.	 	 Filling Station (1919) - 2404 Princess Anne Street 
xii.	 	 Burgess Service Station (1922) - 1810 Princess Anne Street
xiii.		 Hotel Wakefield (1928) - 1701 Princess Anne Street
xiv.	 	 Dowling Mills (1936) - 1801 Princess Anne Street
xv.	 	 Retail and Apartment Building (1948) - 1900 Princess Anne Street
xvi.		 Inter-State Ice Co. (1939) - 1901 Princess Anne Street
xvii.		 Payne Motor Court (1950) - 1904 Princess Anne Street
xviii.	 Show Room and Garage (1948) - 1919 Princess Anne Street
xix.		 Filling Station (1939) - 2105 Princess Anne Street
xx.	 	 Coca Cola Bottling Co. (1939) - 2011 Princess Anne Street
xxi.		 (Original) Hardee’s (1965) - 2100 Princess Anne Street
xxii.		 Carl’s Ice Cream (1954) - 2200 Princess Anne Street
xxiii.	 Hotel Stratford (1926) - 2217 Princess Anne Street	
xxiv.	 2400 Diner (1955) - 2400 Princess Anne Street
xxv.		 Modern Beauty Shop (1929) - 2401 Princess Anne Street
xxvi.	 Auto Sales and Repair (1930) - 2415 Princess Anne Street
xxvii.	 Monroe Motors (1954) - 2506 Princess Anne Street
xxviii.	 Auto Service (1948) - 2600 Princess Anne Street
xxix.	 Itemarco Corp. Station (1956) - 2610 Princess Anne Street



C.	 Design review required. The following forms of  development, located on lands within the Creative Maker 
District, shall be required to obtain approval by the Zoning Administrator or, on appeal, by the City Council, 
as being architecturally compatible with the character structures of  the district:

i.	 New construction, and 
ii.	 Exterior alterations to a principal or accessory building or structure.

D.	 The Zoning Administrator is authorized to approve, approve subject to conditions, or disapprove an appli-
cation for a certificate of  appropriateness for the foregoing forms of  development. The Zoning Adminis-
trator shall consider only those design features subject to view from the public right-of-way (not to include 
alleys) or City-owned property and shall not make any requirements except for the purpose of  encouraging 
development that is architecturally compatible with the character structures of  the Creative Maker District. 



E.	 Review criteria. New construction and exterior alterations to a principal or accessory building or structure in 
the Creative Maker District shall be architecturally compatible with the character structures of  the district. 
The Zoning Administrator shall apply the following criteria to that end:

i.	 Building Elevation: The building elevation shall be either vertically oriented or horizontally ori-
ented based on the patterns of  surrounding buildings.

ii.	 Permitted Materials:

a.	 Permitted primary building materials are brick, stone, stucco, wood / 
wood composite / cementitious siding, and non-corrugated metal.

b.	 Accent and trim materials may be any of  the primary building materials 
or vinyl.

iii.	 Equipment screening: Utility and service functions shall be designed so that they are screened from 
adjacent streets.

F.	 Optional forms of  development – character structures. Character structures may use the following Building 
Type Standards in place of  both the general building type standards and the Private Frontage Standards:

i.	 Building Placement and Orientation:  

a.	 Building 
Placement:

1.	 Min. Lot Size: 1,875 square feet.
2.	 Min. Lot 

Width:
18 feet.

3.	 Side Setbacks: 5’ minimum; Side setbacks on lots less than 7,500 square feet 
may be reduced in accordance with unless reduced based on § 
72-82.4B(2).

4.	 Rear Setbacks: 20 foot minimum.
b.	 Building Front Orientation: The building may retain its existing orientation to the street.

c.	 Building 
Sight Line:

No building or accessory strucutre in the same Development as a charcter structure 
shall encroach upon the sight line to the character structure.  The sight line is the 
hypotenuse of  a triangle where one leg extends from the front corner of  a Character 
Building to a perpindicular point on the centerline of  the adjacent street parallel to the 
Building Front and another leg extends along the centerline of  that street a distance of  
250 feet.

ii.	 Mass and Scale: 

a.	 Maximum Building Height:
1.	 35 feet and 3 stories; or
2.	 Additions to character suildings taller than 35 feet may adhere 

to the existing maximum height of  the building.
c.	 Maximum Building Floorplate: N/A

d.	 Maximum Building Width:
1.	 50 feet; or
2.	 Additions to character suildings wider than 50 feet may adhere 

to the existing building width.
iii.	 Facade Activation: 

a.	 Entrance location / frequency: Any new entrances or opening shall be complimentary to the exist-
ing building pattern.

b.	 Minimum Total Facade Trans-
parency:

18%

c.	 Minimum First Floor Transpar-
ency:

N/A

d.	 Minimum First Floor Height: N/A



e.	 Retail Permitted: Retail is permitted within a Character Building.

C.	 Review timing. The Zoning Administrator shall act to approve, approve with modification, or deny any re-
quest or application within 60 days of  the official submission of  the application. The Zoning Administrator 
shall memorialize his/her decision in writing and the Planning Office shall notify the applicant of  the deci-
sion within 14 days. A notice of  City action does not constitute general zoning approval for any structure, 
but is contingent upon the owner obtaining any other zoning approval required. A notice of  City action 
issued under the provisions of  this section shall expire one year after the date of  such approval unless:

i.	  A building or sign permit has been obtained and work begun; or
ii.	 An extension has been granted by the Zoning Administrator, as appropriate, which shall not exceed 

six months.
D.	 Appeals.

i.	 The applicant may appeal the Zoning Administrator’s decision to the City Council, provided such 
appeal is filed in writing within 30 days from the date of  the Zoning Administrator’s decision. The 
appeal shall clearly set forth the grounds of  the appeal, including the procedure or standard alleged 
to have been violated or misapplied by the Zoning Administrator. The City Council shall consult 
with the Zoning Administrator in relation to any appeal and may require documentation of  any 
decision prior to hearing the appeal. The City Council may affirm, reverse, or modify the Zoning 
Administrator’s decision. The City Council shall decide such appeal within 45 days of  the date of  the 
appeal.

ii.	 The applicant may appeal the City Council’s decision to the Circuit Court of  the City by filing a 
petition at law setting forth the alleged illegality of  the action of  the City Council, provided such 
petition is filed within 30 days after the final decision is rendered by the City Council. The filing of  
the petition shall stay the decision of  the City Council pending the outcome of  the appeal to the 
Circuit Court. The court may reverse or modify the decision of  the City Council, in whole or in part, 
if  it finds upon review that the decision of  the City Council is contrary to law or that its decision is 
arbitrary and constitutes an abuse of  discretion, or it may affirm the decision of  the City Council.

CHAPTER 8: OPTIONAL FORMS OF DEVELOPMENT
8-1.	 Purpose:

A.	 While one of  the main purposes of  form-based regulations is to provide predictability, it is recognized that 
high-quality development can also be accomplished other than by strict adherence to the prescribed forms of  
development allowed by this ordinance.  Therefore, a certain degree of  flexibility is allowed in certain cases in 
order to encourage creative designs that may generate different, but equally desirable, means of  accomplishing 
the purposes of  a prescribed form of  development. These optional forms of  development allow deviations 
from applicable regulations so long as the proposed development achieves the goals and objectives of  a pre-
scribed form and conforms to the provisions of  Section 72-30:1.4.

B.	 The Zoning Administrator may review and approve optional forms of  development as by-right options, 
within the criteria described herein, as part of  the general site plan approval process.  The City Council may 
approve optional forms of  development as part of  a special use permit process.

C.	 Design elements that are governed by Article 5 of  the UDO may be modified in accordance with the provi-
sions of  that Article. 

D.	 Where a development proposal requires even greater flexibility, the developer may seek a special exception 
from City Council.  Special exceptions shall be evaluated for consistency with the following criteria, and the 
City Council, in deciding whether to permit the Special Exception, shall consider the extent to which the pro-
posed development, taken as a whole:

i.	 Advances the stated goals and objectives of  the Small Area Plan, transect designation, and the purpose 
of  the form based code regulation.

ii.	 Advances the stated purpose of  each form based regulation or standard as applicable to the develop-
ment as established in the Unified Development Ordinance.



iii.	 Is consistent with any applicable urban fabric standards.
iv.	 Is consistent with the intent of  the regulations applicable to the street frontage in which it is located.
v.	 Is physically and functionally integrated with the built environment in which it is located.
vi.	 Promotes modes of  transportation other than the automobile, including walking, biking, and transit.
vii.	Creates a built environment that is in scale with pedestrian-oriented activities and provides visual in-

terest and orientation for pedestrians; and
viii.	Contributes to a mix of  uses in the area that are compatible with each other and work together to 

create a memorable and successful place.
E.	 Applying for an optional form of  development requires written and website notice under § 72-21.9.  After 

proper notice, the Zoning Administrator shall make a determination on the permissibility of  the proposed 
optional form of  development.  These decisions may be appealed to the Board of  Zoning Appeals in accor-
dance with § 72-22.8.

F.	 Nothing in this section shall be construed to limit or otherwise impair the right of  any proper party to apply 
to the Board of  Zoning Appeals for a variance from any of  the regulations set forth in this Code, to the extent 
permitted by law, or to apply to the Zoning Administrator for an administrative modification or minor expan-
sion of  a nonconforming use pursuant to Section 72-24.2 or 72-24.3, respectively, in a proper case.

8-2.	 Optional forms of  development – Urban Fabric Standards.
A.	 Purpose:  To transform the organization of  the land from ageing automobile-oriented infrastructure (dom-

inant asphalt parking lots, commercial driveways, and separated single use developments) into a walkable 
urban fabric consisting of  a network of  streets and blocks that include formal open spaces, mixed uses, and 
transitional zones.  The new urban fabric should effectively transition in scale and intensity towards adjacent 
development.

B.	 Optional form of  development:
i.	 Access:  

Option --- Provide for interconnectivity through limited road or trail connections linking existing and 
proposed development where a complete street would add through traffic onto neighborhood streets.
Design Guidelines --- The connection shall be a minimum of  50 feet wide and shall be safe, open, land-
scaped, and lit as appropriate.  The connection shall contain a minimum 10 foot wide shared use trail.

ii.	 Transitional zones:
Option --- Permit the reuse of  an existing building within a required Transitional Zone that does not meet 
the maximum building width requirement.  For example, permitting the adaptive reuse of  an existing 
shopping center building as a transitional use of  the property would recognize that the full redevelopment 
of  a site is an on-going evolution that may occur in several phases.
Design Guidelines --- The site around the building shall be modified so that the building fronts on a street 
and fits into a block network in conformance with the required standards. The façade shall be broken up 
to create the appearance of  multiple buildings that would meet the maximum width requirement.  Each 
portion of  the façade shall be differentiated by changes in materials, rooflines and offsets in the façade 
plane as shall also contain an operable, active pedestrian entrance that breaks the mass of  the façade.

8-3.	 Optional forms of  development – Frontage Standards.
A.	 Purpose:  To ensure the creation of  safe, harmonious, and attractive public and semi-public corridors through 

the definition and activation of  the public realm between the street and the building face, the definition and 
activation of  yards and open spaces, and the transition between the development and adjoining uses.

B.	 Optional form of  development:
i.	 Public frontage:

Option --- Provide for a safe and harmonious public realm with a cohesive streetscape where unusual sit-
uations, physiographic features, or existing roadway geometry create engineering challenges that require a 
deviation from the standards as written location, height, or width of  the streetscape elements.
Design Guidelines --- Overall, the general character of  the streetscape, including the provision of  sidewalk 



or trails, the location of  landscaping and trees, and the provision of  lighting shall remain consistent with 
the intent of  the frontage.

ii.	 Private frontage:
Option --- Permit modified building placement and build-to-zone components for a semi-public edge 
where the development site abuts a street that fosters a connected environment through the site, enlivens 
the development’s internal connections and spaces.
Design Guidelines --- The street frontage shall be enlivened through the creative use of  landscaping, 
public art, water features, or other pedestrian amenities that provide visual interest.  Options may also 
include consolidating portions of  a required build-to-zone into a compact, high quality outdoor amenity 
space that is visible from the street.  Examples include an outdoor café, swimming pool, fountain, plaza, 
garden, formal open space or similar area, or a combination thereof.  The optional form shall be in rea-
sonable proportion to the degree of  difference between the prescribed private frontage requirements and 
the actual form provided.

8-4.	 Optional forms of  development –Building Type Standards.
A.	 Purpose:  To create inviting, walkable, and healthy environment by shaping and activating that public realm 

and other public open spaces.  
B.	 Optional Form of  Development

i.	 Façade Activation and Building Materials:
Option --- Permit modified façade activation and building materials standards where an alternative build-
ing design creates an appropriate active and interesting facade that results in a safe and vibrant pedestrian 
scaled building envelope.
Design Guidelines --- The building elevation shall contain unique or exceptionally detailed architectural 
treatments or the reduction in transparency must be the result of  a building’s unique architectural char-
acter and style.  Materials used shall retain their honesty.  The building elevation shall contain a minimum 
of  5% transparency and shall contain at least one functional, pedestrian entrance on the building front.  
The amount of  these elements required shall be in proportion to the degree of  difference between the 
prescribed transparency and the actual transparency provided.  Additional detailing and fenestration shall 
be prioritized toward the first floor elevation.   

ii.	 Maximum building width and building floorplate:
Option --- Permit modified maximum building widths and floorplates where the building is designed with 
high architectural quality and style that minimizes the impact of  the mass and scale of  the building on the 
frontage.
Design Guidelines --- The building facades shall contain changes in materials and rooflines as well as stra-
tegic pattern of  entrances and openings that break the mass of  the façade into smaller components.  The 
overall design of  the building shall conform to the purpose of  each frontage and building type.



MOTION:         draft 2020 01 21 
         Regular Meeting 
SECOND:         Ordinance No. 20 -
__ 
 
 
RE: Rezoning approximately 78 acres of land located in Planning Area 6, 

designated as transect T-4M or T-5M, to the Creative Maker District (CM) as 
recommended in the Small Area Plan for Area 6; and adopting transect maps 
and frontage maps for the district. 

 
ACTION: APPROVED; Ayes:0; Nays:  0 
 
First read: ______________________ Second read: __________________________ 
 
IT IS HEREBY ORDAINED by the Fredericksburg City Council that the official zoning map of the 
City, established pursuant to City Code §72-30, is amended as follows: 
 
I. Background Information 
 
City Council amended Chapter 11, “Future Land Use,” of the 2015 Comprehensive Plan to adopt a 
new small area plan for Planning Area 6 by adoption of Resolution 19-11 at its meeting on February 
12, 2019.The new small area plan designates approximately 78 acres of Planning Area 6 as either T-
4M (General Urban Maker)or T-5M (Area Core Maker). The small area plan then recommends that the 
City establish a new “Creative Maker District” to apply to these two transects. By adoption of 
Ordinance 20-__, City Council established the new Creative Maker District, and the Council now 
proposes to designate the 78 acres of land in Planning Area 6 designated as either T-4M (General 
Urban Maker) or T-5M (Area Core Maker), as recommended. 
 
This zoning map amendment was initiated by City Council by adoption of Resolution 20-__ on [date]. 
The Planning Commission held its public hearing on this amendment on [date], after which it voted 
to recommend the amendment. City Council held its public hearing on [date]. 
 



Draft 2020 01 20 

Ordinance 20-__ 

Page 2 

In adopting this ordinance, City Council has considered the applicable factors in Virginia Code §15.2-
2284. The City Council has determined that public necessity, convenience, general welfare and good 
zoning practice favor this rezoning. 
 
II. Official Zoning Map Amendment 
 

A. The official zoning map, prepared in accordance with City Code §72-30, is hereby amended 
by rezoning the following described land from Commercial Highway to Creative Maker 
District (CM) zoning: 
 

GPIN Existing Zoning Acreage 
7779-98-4180 CH 0.45 
7779-98-4125 CH 0.16 
7779-98-3252 CH 0.12 
7779-98-2371 CH 0.57 
7779-98-1480 CH 0.23 
7779-98-0581 CH 0.38 
7779-88-9692 CH 0.45 
7779-88-8830 CH 0.51 
7779-89-7284 CH 2.80 
7779-89-9137 CH 0.07 
7779-89-9115 CH 0.07 
7779-88-6986 CH 0.20 
7779-89-5070 CH 0.456 
7779-89-4164 CH 1.44 
7779-89-2453 CH 0.07 
7779-89-2497 CH 0.17 
7779-89-3359 CH 0.17 
7779-89-3325 CH 0.07 
7779-89-1617 CH 0.39 
7779-89-2600 CH 0.17 
7779-89-1567 CH 0.10 
7779-79-4184 CH 0.09 
7779-79-4142 CH 0.11 
7779-79-4476 CH 1.46 
7779-89-0855 CH 0.21 
7779-79-9993 CH 0.35 
7779-79-9787 CH 0.27 
7779-79-9619 CH 0.13 
7779-79-8894 CH 0.28 
7779-79-6640 CH 0.12 
7779-79-6605 CH 0.20 
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7779-79-6841 CH 0.03 
7779-79-6739 CH 0.02 
7779-79-6728 CH 0.03 
7779-79-6716 CH 0.02 
7779-79-5795 CH 0.02 
7779-79-5745 CH 0.52 
7779-79-5900 CH 0.11 
7870-70-5210 CH 0.57 
7779-79-3978 CH 0.47 
7779-79-2871 CH 0.84 
7779-79-1731 CH 0.27 
7779-79-2625 CH 0.27 
7789-08-2108 CH 3.93 
7779-98-7056 CH 0.21 
7789-08-0009 CH 0.02 
7779-98-8076 CH 0.13 
7779-98-8024 CH 0.13 
7779-98-2663 CH 0.14 
7779-99-0190 CH 0.10 
7779-98-0802 CH 0.14 
7779-88-8994 CH 0.12 
7779-99-0057 CH 0.09 
7779-99-0014 CH 0.09 
7779-89-9070 CH 0.09 
7779-88-9947 CH 0.09 
7779-89-9014 CH 0.44 
7779-98-7433 CH 0.05 
7779-98-6571 CH 0.17 
7779-98-6117 CH 0.04 
7779-97-7696 CH 0.79 

B. The official zoning map, prepared in accordance with City Code §72-30, is hereby amended 
by rezoning the following described land from Commercial Highway and Residential 2 to 
Creative Maker District (CM) zoning: 
 

GPIN Existing Zoning Acreage 
7779-98-6352 CH/R2 0.77 
7779-98-8220 CH/R2 1.47 
7779-98-4519 CH/R2 2.36 
7779-98-2737 CH/R2 1.59 
7779-98-1946 CH/R2 1.77 
7779-98-7406 CH/R2 0.14 
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C. The official zoning map, prepared in accordance with City Code §72-30, is hereby amended 
by rezoning the following described land from Commercial Shopping Center to Creative 
Maker District (CM) zoning: 

 
GPIN Existing Zoning Acreage 

7870-70-9013 CSC 0.03 
7870-70-9129 CSC 0.08 
7870-70-8059 CSC 0.16 
7870-70-8026 CSC 0.08 
7870-70-8014 CSC 0.09 
7870-70-7100 CSC 2.32 
7779-79-7946 CSC 0.08 
7779-79-7925 CSC 0.05 
7779-79-7913 CSC 0.05 
7779-79-6991 CSC 0.09 
7870-70-8400 CSC 0.48 

 
D. The official zoning map, prepared in accordance with City Code §72-30, is hereby amended 

by rezoning the following described land from Commercial Transitional Office to Creative 
Maker District (CM) zoning: 
 

GPIN Existing Zoning Acreage 
7779-78-7426 CT 6.00 
7779-89-2062 CT 0.51 
7779-78-9885 CT 1.73 
7779-89-1072 CT 0.06 
7779-89-1051 CT 0.06 
7779-88-2933 CT 0.12 
7779-88-1990 CT 0.12 
7779-88-1857 CT 0.12 
7779-88-0870 CT 0.06 
7779-88-0715 CT 0.06 
7779-78-9793 CT 0.06 
7779-78-9772 CT 0.06 
7779-78-9750 CT 0.08 
7779-88-4832 CT 0.51 
7779-88-1424 CT 0.07 
7779-88-1407 CT 0.12 
7779-88-0550 CT 0.12 
7779-88-0514 CT 0.19 
7779-88-3729 CT 0.97 
7779-88-3669 CT 0.24 
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7779-88-2693 CT 0.09 
7779-88-2629 CT 0.18 
7779-88-1631 CT 0.59 
7779-88-2525 CT 0.35 
7779-88-6809 CT 0.33 
7779-89-2390 CT 0.09 
7779-89-1387 CT 0.25 
7779-89-2246 CT 0.08 
7779-89-4514 CT 0.37 
7779-89-4692 CT 0.06 
7779-89-5600 CT 0.06 
7779-89-5528 CT 0.06 
7779-89-5554 CT 0.06 
7779-89-5572 CT 0.06 
7779-89-4496 CT 0.16 
7779-89-2331 CT 0.124 
7779-89-2359 CT 0.10 
7779-89-2748 CT 0.19 
7779-89-3710 CT 0.13 
7779-89-0489 CT 0.24 
7779-89-2687 CT 0.09 
7779-89-1535 CT 0.12 
7779-89-0526 CT 0.14 
7779-79-9690 CT 0.13 
7779-79-9349 CT 0.25 
7779-79-4090 CT 0.23 
7779-79-4033 CT 0.12 
7779-79-8495 CT 0.12 
7779-79-3096 CT 0.14 
7779-79-8469 CT 0.13 
7779-79-3058 CT 0.08 
7779-79-8412 CT 0.18 
7779-79-8330 CT 0.48 
7779-79-7379 CT 0.06 
7779-79-7357 CT 0.06 
7779-79-7325 CT 0.12 
7779-79-7302 CT 0.06 
7779-79-6279 CT 0.12 
7779-79-7232 CT 0.12 
7779-79-6236 CT 0.12 
7779-79-6199 CT 0.12 
7779-79-5293 CT 0.12 
7779-79-6156 CT 0.12 
7779-79-5250 CT 0.12 
7779-79-6112 CT 0.12 
7779-79-5127 CT 0.12 
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7779-79-5089 CT 0.12 
7779-79-5036 CT 0.11 
7779-89-1137 CT 0.13 
7779-89-1201 CT 0.12 
7779-89-0265 CT 0.12 
7779-89-0248 CT 0.13 
7779-89-0203 CT 0.06 
7779-79-9281 CT 0.06 
7779-89-0164 CT 0.13 
7779-79-9158 CT 0.12 
7779-89-0121 CT 0.12 
7779-79-9066 CT 0.60 
7779-78-7954 CT 1.59 
7779-89-1995 CT 0.35 
7779-79-8783 CT 0.12 
7870-80-1035 CT 0.24 
7779-89-5546 CT 0.06 
7779-79-8716 CT 0.07 
7779-79-8738 CT 0.06 
7779-79-8840 CT 0.05 
7870-80-0176 CT 0.05 
7870-80-0159 CT 0.03 
7870-80-0232 CT 0.03 
7779-79-7626 CT 0.12 
7779-79-7609 CT 0.06 
7779-79-6772 CT 0.13 
7779-79-7504 CT 0.06 
7779-79-6583 CT 0.06 
7779-79-6561 CT 0.07 
7779-79-8602 CT 0.09 
7779-79-7548 CT 0.22 

 
E. The official zoning map, prepared in accordance with City Code §72-30, is hereby amended 

by rezoning the following described land from Residential 2 to Creative Maker District (CM) 
zoning: 
 

GPIN Existing Zoning Acreage 
7779-99-0268 R2 0.25 
7779-99-1205 R2 0.07 
7779-99-1213 R2 0.07 
7779-99-1231 R2 0.07 
7779-99-1250 R2 0.07 
7779-99-1167 R2 0.14 
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F. The official zoning map, prepared in accordance with City Code §72-30, is hereby amended 
by rezoning the following described land from Residential 30 to Creative Maker District (CM) 
zoning: 
 

GPIN Existing Zoning Acreage 
7779-89-9415 R30 2.01 

 
G. The official zoning map is hereby amended to remove the land zoned Creative Maker District 

(CM) from the Princess Anne Street Corridor Overlay Subdistrict. 
 

H. The official zoning map, prepared in accordance with City Code §72-30, is hereby amended 
by the adoption of the “T-4M and T-5M Transect Map,” dated August 20, 2019; and the “T-
4M and T-5M Frontage Map,” dated December 17, 2019, which shall be used in the 
administration of the Creative Maker District.  
 
III. Effective Date 

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

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

Clerk’s Certificate 
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I, the undersigned, certify that I am Clerk of Council of the City of Fredericksburg, Virginia, and that the foregoing is 
a true copy of Ordinance No. 20- duly adopted at a meeting of the City Council meeting held Date, 2020 at which a 

quorum was present and voted.  
 
 

____________________________________ 
Tonya B. Lacey, CMC 

 Clerk of Council 





ITEM #10H 

 
 
                                
 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
TO:  Mayor Greenlaw and Members of City Council 
FROM: Timothy J. Baroody, City Manager 
DATE: February 5, 2019 (for February 11 Council meeting)  
SUBJECT: City Manager’s Update 
 
Highlights of major activities and other notable developments: 

City Celebrates African American 
History Month – Dr. Richard C. 
Ellison, Sr. graduated from Howard 
University Medical School and 
practiced medicine here in 
Fredericksburg from the 1930s to the 
1980s. He participated in the civil 
rights movement and helped break the 
barrier for doctors, serving the 
Fredericksburg community for 51 

years. He is one of many notable African Americans who have called Fredericksburg home.   

Construction of Riverfront Park to Begin and Parking Changes – The construction of the 
Riverfront Park will begin in late February or early March. Last November, City Council awarded a 
contract for construction of the park to Athena Construction of Triangle, Virginia. The start of 
construction will require the entire park property to be fenced, thus closing the public parking lot in 
the 700 block of Sophia Street as well as the parking area accessed across Sophia Street from Charlotte 
Street.  Last fall, the City announced actions it intended to take to mitigate the closure of these parking 
areas. These actions include: 

• Increasing the period of time that vehicles may be parked on the east (river) side of the 600 through 
800 blocks of Sophia Street (from Wolfe Street to just south of George Street) from two hours to four 
hours during the periods that time restrictions apply to downtown streets (Monday - Saturday; 8:00 
a.m.- 7:00 p.m.) 
• Converting the surface parking lot in the 600 block of Sophia Street (between Sophia Street and the 
river, directly across the street from the Sophia Street Parking Garage) to public parking. The only 
restriction on the use of this lot will be that only vehicles displaying a City of Fredericksburg resident 
decal may be parked in the lot Monday through Friday 5:00 a.m. – 8:00 a.m. The resident decals may 
be obtained at the Treasurer’s Office at City Hall by providing proof of City residency. 
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• Increasing the period that vehicles may be parked in the Sophia Street Parking Garage to four hours 
(currently, three hours) for no cost. The rate for additional hours will remain the same ($1/hour to a 
maximum of $8/day.) 
 
All of these actions will be taken prior to the closure of the parking areas on the Riverfront Park 
property. The specific date on which the closures will occur will be announced by mid-February. 
Questions about this matter may be directed to Assistant City Manager Doug Fawcett 
at dfawcett@fredericksburgva.gov or by phone at 540-372-1010. 
 
 

E-Checks Now Being Accepted – 
Citizens may now pay their utility bills 
online for free using E-Check, which is 
an electronic transfer of funds from 
your checking account.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
City Acquires 30 New Sidewalk Buttlers – Several 
new downtown Sidewalk Buttlers are standing ready to 
help prevent cigarette butt litter. The City of 
Fredericksburg’s Clean and Green Commission and 
the Rappahannock Regional Solid Waste Management 
Board (R-Board) partnered to acquire the 30 free 
cigarette buttlers from Keep Virginia Beautiful (KVB) 
to provide the public a means to dispose of their 
cigarette butts. These new buttlers are in addition to 
the initial 30 units donated in 2019 by KVB to the 
City’s Parks, Recreation and Events Department now 
in place in City parks. 

The City’s Public Works Department installed the 
buttlers and they are emptied by Commission interns. 
The containers are mounted on sidewalk trash 
receptacles and are primarily located along Caroline 
and William Streets. All cigarette butts collected will be 
weighed and then recycled via TerraCycle. 

mailto:dfawcett@fredericksburgva.gov
https://www.sidewalkbuttler.com/
https://www.terracycle.com/
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These new units replace the downtown “butt buckets” the Commission sourced and maintained as 
part of their ongoing “Butts Are Litter Too” campaign. “The downtown butt buckets served their 
purpose to help reduce cigarette litter, but they were labor intensive and needed to be replaced 
regularly,” said Robert Courtnage, Commission chairman. “Our new Sidewalk Buttlers are a more 
attractive and more permanent solution to help curb cigarette litter.” 

Cigarette butts are the most frequently littered item. Because the filters are made mostly of plastic, 
they do not biodegrade. When dropped on the street or sidewalk, they may be washed into storm 
drains and end up in the Rappahannock River and beyond, where they harm aquatic life. 

Littering is also a criminal offense in the City. The Fredericksburg Police Department strictly enforces 
the littering code. According to the City’s Watershed Manager, “A cigarette butt that is tossed on the 
sidewalk could cost you up to $2,500, a conviction of a Class 1 misdemeanor, lost wages, and court 
costs. That’s a pretty expensive cigarette.” Watch the R-Board’s video, “Please Butt In - Cigarette 
Butts are Litter too” https://youtu.be/1HGZ0veKT5k.  For more information about the 
Fredericksburg Clean & Green Commission, please visit their Facebook page or webpage. 

 
Public Works 
Director Dave King 
Retires – The City 
recently celebrated 
Dave King’s over 21 
years of service to the 
Public Works 
Department, retiring as 
Director. Through 
these years his upbeat 
and cheerful attitude 
quickly established him 
as one who liked to 
help others and would 
find ways to do so, 
whether he was 
working with a 
concerned resident, a business person, or fellow employees. Some of the many projects he 
championed included: management of the watershed land upriver from the City, advancing the tree 
program by making Fredericksburg truly a “Tree City” and working with various utility and 
telecommunications providers as they upgraded their infrastructure, to protect ours. His humor gave 
him the title of “Dave (comma) King of Puns.” Thank you Dave for your unwavering stewardship to 
the City and best wishes for a wonderful retirement! 
Congratulations to the Central Rappahannock Regional Library - Fredericksburg Branch on 
the grand re-opening of their theater at a ribbon-cutting on January 30. City Council has made 

https://youtu.be/1HGZ0veKT5k
https://www.facebook.com/FredericksburgCleanandGreenCommission/?modal=admin_todo_tour
https://www.fredericksburgva.gov/234/Fredericksburg-Clean-Green-Commission
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performing arts space a priority for Fredericksburg in their 2016 adopted Vision. Over the past several 
years, the City and Library system have invested more than $500,000 to upgrade this theater space, 
expand the parking area at the library, and made improvements to the building and grounds.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chatham Bridge Rehabilitation Project – Utility work will continue at the intersection of George 
and Sophia Street in preparation for the Chatham Bridge rehabilitation project into mid-February due 
to the large amount of rock that has been encountered. Utility crews have been working in the 100 
block of George Street to install the new conduit beneath the Rappahannock River to serve Verizon 
and Cox Communications since mid-November.  The 100 block of George Street has been restricted 
to one-way westbound traffic from Sophia to Caroline Street.   Although parking on both sides of 
George Street is prohibited during the course of the project, the sidewalks will remain open and the 
nearby public parking lot on Sophia Street at George Street will not be impacted by this work.  
 
Utility lines connected to the Chatham Bridge are being moved in advance of the start of bridge 
construction, which is planned for May 2020. The project must advance now so as to keep the 
Chatham Bridge Rehabilitation project moving on its planned timeline. Telecommunications 
engineers have determined that they must bore under the river from the location on George Street to 
ensure viability of telecommunication infrastructure. 
 
Click here to see the November 12, 2019 VDOT Traffic Alert for more information on the George 
Street utility work. And for more information on the upcoming Chatham Bridge rehabilitation project, 
and updates as construction and the detour approaches, please visit the project 
page on www.VirginiaDOT.org. For more information about parking or how to sign up for City 
Traffic alerts please call 540-372-1023 or visit www.fredericksburgva.gov.  
 

http://www.virginiadot.org/newsroom/fredericksburg/2019/utility-work-begins-in-fredericksburg-ahead-of-chatham-bridge-rehabilitation-project11-12-2019.asp
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http:/r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?f=0011TxTBScoE-WkjRaFWMoQdhnQo3Lg_uF8tIV-KbIX3hT-X1AkQdrCh3DS8NStWXrZsYiVfw0e_RQDt_9rWJCrG3fMOmYQdpob-hfOECNSTntDJZVn-wG82_eV-25PSWrAhE3FBz-196UFKpWRzSzQwcebXma7-yf4aq9qoiRujoo2inDKuwgjWXqATlFB8DEPDIXvDwBxQgu2uNg7KuzPw7kKBnJ9uNwSV9VqxCUk5lPgYBU0xVFH_RrT3FAhmVMbyebQ_oqdqswnIR0GNwSDlg==&c=-O2Yi-WZFd9rfTWZ2kAlj3RwdrRSZoD4hLq9hBv_3fAkMlMzHzDIrA==&ch=MKbR1tugZFLzIHQqkgYaec_S9ttwAN2Xi6qUfa4RwM6PIEHXq04w4g==__;!q3IhSZcR9DkfL67GcQ!9qfxCpTuJB5vMeWAV1rtr3jhLrPnyWivtBK0zyRElz9rXZiJgE-RdVo0FTWiCxPEEgwZmXTYeQ$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http:/r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?f=0011TxTBScoE-WkjRaFWMoQdhnQo3Lg_uF8tIV-KbIX3hT-X1AkQdrCh3DS8NStWXrZsYiVfw0e_RQDt_9rWJCrG3fMOmYQdpob-hfOECNSTntDJZVn-wG82_eV-25PSWrAhE3FBz-196UFKpWRzSzQwcebXma7-yf4aq9qoiRujoo2inDKuwgjWXqATlFB8DEPDIXvDwBxQgu2uNg7KuzPw7kKBnJ9uNwSV9VqxCUk5lPgYBU0xVFH_RrT3FAhmVMbyebQ_oqdqswnIR0GNwSDlg==&c=-O2Yi-WZFd9rfTWZ2kAlj3RwdrRSZoD4hLq9hBv_3fAkMlMzHzDIrA==&ch=MKbR1tugZFLzIHQqkgYaec_S9ttwAN2Xi6qUfa4RwM6PIEHXq04w4g==__;!q3IhSZcR9DkfL67GcQ!9qfxCpTuJB5vMeWAV1rtr3jhLrPnyWivtBK0zyRElz9rXZiJgE-RdVo0FTWiCxPEEgwZmXTYeQ$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__http:/r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?f=001EwLAl25w87hFpClQT9UKO_DdyOlaP7HcF6LIljkt_cH0KHf-T4OsciQ88W5wPBBdu6Pckw8Kx_T1u7GTSidZhJxz54-dL2kus-FWgfU5fR773NREMoDm582rgd1VN0YbErqrfY-joOj5TMEq3BDcWw==&c=Uy2Dgcy9tdnQtnWuGUFI4NaHADc5-MTSqSHk1oFw05jLriWKBcFWCQ==&ch=7QGYOrSW71uMaXnSBqLVrWFJPRK6xYvASx2PNlfLy3rMepXahRF5Aw==__;!q3IhSZcR9DkfL67GcQ!9qfxCpTuJB5vMeWAV1rtr3jhLrPnyWivtBK0zyRElz9rXZiJgE-RdVo0FTWiCxPEEgyk9HMBSg$
http://www.fredericksburgva.gov/
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Spencer Devon Remains Open During the George Street Closure – The popular brewpub 
remains open during the street closure and Chatham Bridge utility work.  Sidewalks remain open 
during the street closure as well.   Spencer Devon offers special trivia and karaoke nights, and live 
music. www.spencerdevonbrewing.com  
 
Closure of Upper Caroline Street – Replacement of Sanitary Sewer System – The sewer repair 
project has suffered several construction delays and weather delays. Work continues on this very 
important sanitary sewer system project which is currently detouring Caroline Street from Herndon 
to Germanna Streets.  This is a major project that involves the replacement of two existing sewer 
mains that are well past their useful lifespan and are in poor condition. Both of the existing mains will 
be replaced with a single 21” sanitary sewer main that is upsized to meet future sewer demands. The 
$1.7M project is part of a PPEA water/sewer infrastructure improvement contract with W.C. Spratt, 
Inc. and is anticipated to be completed by May of 2020. For questions about the project please contact 
the Department of Public Works at 540-372-1023. Please subscribe to City alerts 
at www.FredericksburgAlert.com.  
 
Detour on the Heritage Trail – The detour continues until early March, between the Ford and 
Germania Street area as work continues on the Upper Caroline Street Sanitary Sewer Replacement 
Project. Pedestrians and bicyclists will be detoured along Princess Anne Street for a section of the trail 
where the sewer line work crosses the path. The trail will be able to be opened to foot traffic once the 
work zone passes Germania Street. Alerts and postings on social media will continue to alert trail users 
to be cautious near work zones and to watch for posted signs. 

The College Heights/Sunken Road Storm Sewer Rehabilitation will move to the 1000 block of 
Sunken Road on Monday, February 10, weather permitting. For approximately a month, access to 
Sunken Road between William Street and Sylvania Avenue will have to be restricted 24/7 as the storm 
sewer runs under the middle of the street. Detours will be in place directing traffic to alternate access 
to homes and the University of Mary Washington campus. 

 
Fred Focus – The Fredericksburg Department of Economic Development 
and Tourism is pleased to bring you Fred Focus, a weekly e-newsletter that goes 
out every Thursday and keeps you up-to-date on Fredericksburg business and 
tourism information and events.  This week’s edition.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Building and Property Maintenance Quarterly Reports – The first and second quarter reports for 
FY20 are attached for an update on the year so far.   See attached.  

http://www.spencerdevonbrewing.com/
http://www.fredericksburgalert.com./
http://www.fredericksburgva.com/
http://www.fredericksburgva.com/
https://us20.campaign-archive.com/?u=9b0a1aa8469bddae181c1234a&id=facdea8aec


RESIDENTIAL  Jul-Sept2019 Jul-Sept 2018 FYTD 2020 FYTD 2019
New-Residential 14 12 14 12
New-Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical/Other 2 7 2 7
Alterations/Additions   56 64 56 64
Alt/Add - Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical 117 132 117 132
Certificates of Occupancy 9 12 9 12
Fees Collected $38,225.57 $45,851.55 $38,225.57 $45,851.55
Construction Value $4,966,429.20 $3,629,178.18 $4,966,429.20 $3,629,178.18
Fees Waived $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
COMMERCIAL/MULTI-FAMILY    SQFT/#UNITS  SQFT/#UNITS SQFT/#UNITS SQFT/#UNITS
New-Commercial 1 *44,259 1 15,190 1 *44,259 1 15,190
New-Multi-Family 3 207 0 3 207 0
New-Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical/Other 33 35 33 35
Alterations 87 92 87 92
Alt-Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical 125 116 125 116
Certificates of Occupancy 7 3 7 3
Fees Collected $178,457.36 $90,737.39 $178,457.36 $90,737.39
Construction Value $37,087,613.29 $7,892,201.72 $37,087,613.29 $7,892,201.72
Fees Waived $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
CERTIFICATES OF OCCUPANCY-EXISTING 

40 35 40 35
BUILDING INSPECTIONS PERFORMED  

1947 1303 1947 1303
UTILITY FEES COLLECTED  
Water Tap $2,600.00 $8,087.74 $2,600.00 $8,087.74
Water Availability $57,000.00 $347,380.00 $57,000.00 $347,380.00
Sewer Tap $5,100.00 $5,100.00 $5,100.00 $5,100.00
Sewer Availability $95,000.00 $579,700.00 $95,000.00 $579,700.00
COMMENTS
* 605 William Street - Liberty Place - Footing & Foundation Only permit was issued.
1301, 1401 & 1501 Ashford Circle - Silver Collection Active Adult - 207 units. 
Inspections performed are up 50% due to the amount projects under construction.

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY - 1st Qtr FY 20 - (JULY-SEPT) 2019

Community Planning and Building Department



RESIDENTIAL  OCT-DEC 2019 OCT-DEC 2018 FY 2020 FY 2019
New-Residential
New-Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical/Other 
Alterations/Additions   
Alt/Add - Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical
Certificates of Occupancy 
Fees Collected 
Construction Value 
Fees Waived 
COMMERCIAL/MULTI-FAMILY    SQFT/#UNITS  SQFT/#UNITS SQFT/#UNITS SQFT/#UNITS
New-Commercial
New-Multi-Family 
New-Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical/Other 
Alterations
Alt-Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical 
Certificates of Occupancy 
Fees Collected 
Construction Value 
Fees Waived 
CERTIFICATES OF OCCUPANCY-EXISTING 

BUILDING INSPECTIONS PERFORMED  

UTILITY FEES COLLECTED  
Water Tap 
Water Availability 
Sewer Tap 
Sewer Availability 
COMMENTS

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA
Community Planning and Building Department

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY - 2nd Qtr FY 20- (OCT - DEC) 2019



RESIDENTIAL  JAN-MAR 2019 JAN-MAR 2018 FY 2020 FY 2019
New-Residential
New-Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical/Other 
Alterations/Additions   
Alt/Add - Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical
Certificates of Occupancy 
Fees Collected 
Construction Value 
Fees Waived 
COMMERCIAL/MULTI-FAMILY    SQFT/#UNITS  SQFT/#UNITS SQFT/#UNITS SQFT/#UNITS
New-Commercial
New-Multi-Family 
New-Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical/Other 
Alterations
Alt-Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical 
Certificates of Occupancy 
Fees Collected 
Construction Value 
Fees Waived 
CERTIFICATES OF OCCUPANCY-EXISTING 

BUILDING INSPECTIONS PERFORMED  

UTILITY FEES COLLECTED  
Water Tap 
Water Availability 
Sewer Tap 
Sewer Availability 
COMMENTS

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA
Community Planning and Building Department

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY - 3rd Qtr FY 20- (JAN - MARCH) 2020



RESIDENTIAL  APR-JUN 2019 APR-JUN 2018 FY 2020 FY 2019
New-Residential
New-Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical/Other 
Alterations/Additions   
Alt/Add - Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical
Certificates of Occupancy 
Fees Collected 
Construction Value 
Fees Waived 
COMMERCIAL/MULTI-FAMILY    SQFT/#UNITS  SQFT/#UNITS SQFT/#UNITS SQFT/#UNITS
New-Commercial 2 36,452 0 4 60,848 6 27,686
New-Multi-Family 489
New-Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical/Other 
Alterations
Alt-Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical 
Certificates of Occupancy 
Fees Collected 
Construction Value 
Fees Waived 
CERTIFICATES OF OCCUPANCY-EXISTING 

BUILDING INSPECTIONS PERFORMED  

UTILITY FEES COLLECTED  
Water Tap 
Water Availability 
Sewer Tap 
Sewer Availability 
COMMENTS

 

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA
Community Planning and Building Department

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY - 4th Qtr FY 20 - (APRIL - JUNE) 2020



PROPERTY MAINTENANCE COMPLIANTS July-Sept 2019 July-Sept 2018 FYTD 20 FYTD 19
By Type
  Exterior Maintenance 20 15 20 15
  Interior Maintenance 24 2 24 2
Total Number of Property Maintenance Complaints  44 17 44 17
PROPERTY MAINTENANCE COMPLIANTS July-Sept 2019 July-Sept 2018
By Outcome
    Violation 37 9 37 9
     Educational Out reach 3 4 3 4
  Unsafe/Unfit 0 0 0 0
     Unfounded 4 4 4 4
Total Maintenance Complaints By Outcome  44 17 44 17
NUISANCE ORDINANCE COMPLAINTS July-Sept 2019
By Type
  Trash & Debris 25 17 25 17
  Grass 47 102 47 102
     Grass Cut by City Contractor 30 24 30 24
     Repeat Offenders 28 21 28 21
  Graffitti 0 0 0 0
  Trees 1 0 1 0
  Inoperable Vehicles 40 11 40 11
Total Number of Nuisance Complaints 113 130 113 130
NUISANCE ORDINANCE COMPLAINTS July-Sept 2019
By Outcome
    Violation 105 110 105 110
     Educational Out reach (An on-site meeting) 2 2 2 2
     Unfounded 6 13 6 13
Total Nuisance Complaints By Outcome 113 125 113 125
During this quarter a neighborhood sweep was performed in the Mayfield community. The sweep was coordinated effort with Public Works to 
coincide with the City's annual curb side pick-up. Neighborhood sweeps begin when a high volume of complaints about property maintenance 
and nuisance issues are received regarding a neighborhood. The sweeps are a pro-active approach to the enforcement of the Virginia  
 Property Maintenance Code and the Citys nuisance ordinances. 

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG
Community Planning and Building Department

PROPERTY MAINTENANCE COMPLIANTS - 1ST Qtr FY 20 (July - Sept 2019)



RESIDENTIAL  Jul-Sept 2019 Jul-Sept 2018 FYTD 2020 FYTD 2019
New-Residential 14 12 14 12
New-Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical/Other 2 7 2 7
Alterations/Additions   56 64 56 64
Alt/Add - Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical 117 132 117 132
Certificates of Occupancy 9 12 9 12
Fees Collected $38,225.57 $45,851.55 $38,225.57 $45,851.55
Construction Value $4,966,429.20 $3,629,178.18 $4,966,429.20 $3,629,178.18
Fees Waived $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
COMMERCIAL/MULTI-FAMILY    SQFT/#UNITS  SQFT/#UNITS SQFT/#UNITS SQFT/#UNITS
New-Commercial 1 *44,259 1 15,190 1 *44,259 1 15,190
New-Multi-Family 3 207 0 3 207 0
New-Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical/Other 33 35 33 35
Alterations 87 92 87 92
Alt-Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical 125 116 125 116
Certificates of Occupancy 7 3 7 3
Fees Collected $178,457.36 $90,737.39 $178,457.36 $90,737.39
Construction Value $37,087,613.29 $7,892,201.72 $37,087,613.29 $7,892,201.72
Fees Waived $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
CERTIFICATES OF OCCUPANCY-EXISTING 

40 35 40 35
BUILDING INSPECTIONS PERFORMED  

1947 1303 1947 1303
UTILITY FEES COLLECTED  
Water Tap $2,600.00 $8,087.74 $2,600.00 $8,087.74
Water Availability $57,000.00 $347,380.00 $57,000.00 $347,380.00
Sewer Tap $5,100.00 $5,100.00 $5,100.00 $5,100.00
Sewer Availability $95,000.00 $579,700.00 $95,000.00 $579,700.00
COMMENTS
* 605 William Street - Liberty Place - Footing & Foundation Only permit was issued.
1301, 1401 & 1501 Ashford Circle - Silver Collection Active Adult - 207 units. 
Inspections performed are up 50% due to the amount projects under construction.

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY - 1st Qtr FY 20 - (JULY-SEPT) 2019

Community Planning and Building Department



RESIDENTIAL  Oct - Dec 2019 Oct - Dec 2018 FYTD 2020 FYTD 2019
New-Residential 14 6 28 18
New-Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical/Other 9 3 11 10
Alterations/Additions   42 38 98 102
Alt/Add - Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical 91 89 208 221
Certificates of Occupancy 26 2 35 14
Fees Collected $27,847.50 $23,137.15 $66,073.07 $68,988.70
Construction Value $3,675,059.71 $1,678,300.00 $8,641,488.91 $6,529,282.30
Fees Waived $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
COMMERCIAL/MULTI-FAMILY    SQFT/#UNITS  SQFT/#UNITS SQFT/#UNITS SQFT/#UNITS
New-Commercial 1 *38,400 0 2 *38,400 1
New-Multi-Family 0 0 3 207 0
New-Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical/Other 45 16 78 51
Alterations 83 63 170 155
Alt-Plumbing/Electrical/Mechanical 100 94 225 210
Certificates of Occupancy 1 5 8 8
Fees Collected $83,963.02 $98,912.10 $262,420.38 $189,649.19
Construction Value $8,997,749.49 $3,323,425.44 $46,085,362.78 $11,215,627.16
Fees Waived $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
CERTIFICATES OF OCCUPANCY-EXISTING 

42 33 80 71
BUILDING INSPECTIONS PERFORMED  

1698 1615 3645 2908
UTILITY FEES COLLECTED  
Water Tap $0.00 $12,315.20 $2,600.00 $20,402.94
Water Availability $9,000.00 $28,000.00 $66,000.00 $375,380.00
Sewer Tap $0.00 $15,300.00 $5,100.00 $20,400.00
Sewer Availability $15,000.00 $40,000.00 $110,000.00 $619,700.00
COMMENTS
1800, 1802, 1804, 1806, 1808, 1810, 1812 Ashford Circle - Silver Collection Garages & Maintenance Building 
1000 Tyler Street - City Shop Salt Dome 
* 1076 Winchester Street footing & foundation permit was issued

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG, VIRGINIA
Community Planning and Building Department

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY - 2nd Qtr FY 20 - (OCT-DEC) 2019



PROPERTY MAINTENANCE COMPLIANTS July-Sept 2019 July-Sept 2018 FYTD 20 FYTD 19
By Type
  Exterior Maintenance 20 15 20 15
  Interior Maintenance 24 2 24 2
  Elevator Maintenance 15 0 15 0
Total Number of Property Maintenance Complaints  59 17 59 17
PROPERTY MAINTENANCE COMPLIANTS July-Sept 2019 July-Sept 2018
By Outcome
    Violation 52 9 52 9
     Educational Out reach 3 4 3 4
  Unsafe/Unfit 0 0 0 0
     Unfounded 4 4 4 4
Total Maintenance Complaints By Outcome  59 17 59 17
NUISANCE ORDINANCE COMPLAINTS July-Sept 2019 July-Sept 2018
By Type
  Trash & Debris 25 17 25 17
  Grass 47 102 47 102
     Grass Cut by City Contractor 30 24 30 24
     Repeat Offenders 28 21 28 21
  Graffitti 0 0 0 0
  Trees 1 0 1 0
  Inoperable Vehicles 40 11 40 11
Total Number of Nuisance Complaints 113 130 113 130
NUISANCE ORDINANCE COMPLAINTS July-Sept 2019 July-Sept 2018
By Outcome
    Violation 105 110 105 110
     Educational Out reach (An on-site meeting) 2 2 2 2
     Unfounded 6 13 6 13
Total Nuisance Complaints By Outcome 113 125 113 125
During this quarter a neighborhood sweep was performed in the Mayfield community. The sweep was coordinated effort with Public Works to coincide   
with the City's annual curb side pick-up. Neighborhood sweeps begin when a high volume of complaints are received from a neighborhood about 
property maintenance and nuisance issues. The sweeps are a pro-active approach to property maintenance/nuisance enforcement.  

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG
Community Planning and Building Department

PROPERTY MAINTENANCE COMPLIANTS - 1ST Qtr FY 20 (July - Sept 2019)



PROPERTY MAINTENANCE COMPLIANTS Oct.-Dec. 2019 Oct.-Dec. 2018 FYTD 20 FYTD 19
By Type
  Exterior Maintenance 13 12 33 27
  Interior Maintenance 14 12 38 14
  Elevator Maintenance 9 0 24 0
Total Number of Property Maintenance Complaints  36 24 95 41
PROPERTY MAINTENANCE COMPLIANTS Oct.-Dec. 2019 Oct.-Dec. 2018
By Outcome
    Violation 20 15 72 24
     Educational Out reach 2 7 5 11
  Unsafe/Unfit 6 1 6 1
     Unfounded 8 1 12 5
Total Maintenance Complaints By Outcome  36 24 95 41
NUISANCE ORDINANCE COMPLAINTS Oct.-Dec. 2019 Oct.-Dec. 2018
By Type
  Trash & Debris 24 17 49 34
  Grass 24 9 71 111
     Grass Cut by City Contractor 0 0 30 24
     Repeat Offenders 0 3 28 24
  Graffitti 0 0 0 0
  Trees 0 0 1 0
  Inoperable Vehicles 5 10 45 21
Total Number of Nuisance Complaints 53 36 166 166
NUISANCE ORDINANCE COMPLAINTS Oct.-Dec. 2019 Oct.-Dec. 2018
By Outcome
    Violation 44 32 149 133
     Educational Out reach (An on-site meeting) 0 3 2 5
     Unfounded 9 1 15 14
Total Nuisance Complaints By Outcome 53 36 166 152
Property Miantenance and Nuisance compliants are slightly up from the 2nd quarter FY 19. Property maintenance and nuisance issues are investigated 
when compliants have been received or if staff see's a violation while in the field. Grass cutting compliants are lower due the fall and winter months. 

CITY OF FREDERICKSBURG
Community Planning and Building Department

PROPERTY MAINTENANCE COMPLAINTS - 2nd Qtr FY 20 (Oct - Dec 2019)



 
 

  ITEM #10I 
 

 

                 
 
Future Work Session Topics:  Economic Development Incentives, and Action on UDO Text 
Amendment from 2018: Paying Taxes at Approval Instead of Application. 

 
   

CITY COUNCIL 
MEETINGS & EVENTS CALENDAR 

     
City Hall Council Chambers, 715 Princess Anne Street, Fredericksburg, VA 22401 

   
2/11/20 5:30 p.m. 

 
 
 
 
7:30 p.m. 

Work Session  
• Regional MOU Update  
• Stadium Advisory Committee  
• Suite Policy at Stadium  

 
Regular Session  

Suite, Room 218 
 
 
 
 
Chambers  
 

2/25/20 5:30 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
 
7:30 p.m. 

Work Session  
• Signage 
• Environmental Discussion  
• Council and Planning Commission 

Joint Meeting (tentative)  
 
Regular Session 

Suite, Room 218 
 
 
 
 
 
Chambers 
 

3/10/20 5:30 p.m. 
 
7:30 p.m. 

Work Session  
 
Regular Session 

Suite, Room 218 
 
Chambers 

3/24/20 5:30 p.m. 
 
7:30 p.m. 

Work Session  
 
Regular Session 

Suite, Room 218 
 
Chambers 

4/14/20 5:30 p.m. 
 
7:30 p.m. 

Work Session  
 
Regular Session 

Suite, Room 218 
 
Chambers 

4/28/20 5:30 p.m. 
 
7:30 p.m. 

Work Session  
 
Regular Session 

Suite, Room 218 
 
Chambers 

5/12/20  5:30 p.m. 
 
7:30 p.m. 

Work Session  
 
Regular Session 

Suite, Room 218 
 
Chambers 



Boards & Commission Meeting Dates/Time Actual Date of Meeting Members Appointed Contact Person

Board of Social Services Bi-monthly 1st Thursday/4 p.m. February 6  at 4 p.m. Duffy Christen Gallik
Central Rappahnnock Regional Library Quarterly 2nd Monday/4:00 p.m. March 9 at 4 p.m. Devine Martha Hutzel
Community Policy Management Team Thursday after 3rd Tuesday/2:00 p.m. February 20 at 2 p.m. Greenlaw Jamie Divelbiss
Fredericksburg Arts Commission 3rd Wednesday/6:30 p.m. February 19  at 6:30 p.m. Devine, Graham Kim Herbert
Fredericksburg Area Museum 4th Monday/8:30 a.m. February 24 at 8:30 a.m. Kelly Sara Poore
Fredericksburg Clean & Green Comm. 1st Monday/6:30 p.m. February 3 at 6:30 p.m. Devine Robert Courtnage
Fredericksburg Regional Alliance Quarterly/5:00 p.m. February 17 at 5 p.m. Greenlaw, Duffy Curry Roberts
GWRC/FAMPO 3rd Monday/6:00 p.m. February 24 at 6 p.m.  ** Kelly, Withers, vacancy - Alt. Linda Struyk Millsaps
Healthy Generations Area on Aging (RAAA) 1st Wednesday/4:00 p.m. TBD Greenlaw Patricia Wade
Main Street Board 3rd Thursday/8:30 a.m. February 20 at 8:30 a.m. Withers Ann Glave
Housing Advisory Committee As needed TBD Frye, Graham Susanna Finn
PRTC 1st Thursday/7:00 p.m. February 6 at 7 p.m. Kelly, Graham - Alt. Kasaundra Coleman
Rappahannock Juvenile Detention Bi-monthly last Monday/12 noon March 30  at noon Whitley, Frye - Alt. Carla White
Rappahannock Regional Solid Waste Quarterly 3rd Wednesday/8:30 a.m. February 19 at 8:30 a.m. Kelly, Withers Joe Buchanan
Rappahannock River Basin Quarterly/1:00 p.m. March 25 in Fredericksburg at 1 p.m. Withers Eldon James 
Recreation Commission 3rd Thursday/6:30 p.m. February 20 at 6:30 p.m. Duffy Jane Shelhorse
Regional Group Home Commission 2nd Thursday/2:30 p.m. February 13 at 2:30 p.m. Duffy, Whitley Ben Nagle
Town & Gown Quarterly/3:30 p.m. April 9 at 3:30 p.m. at UMW Executive Center Withers, Duffy Paula Zero
Virginia Railway Express Operations Board 3rd Friday/9:00 a.m. February 21 at 9 a.m. Kelly, Graham -Alt. Richard Dalton

City/School Working Group  TBD Greenlaw, Kelly Baroody/Catlett
City/School Task Force  TBD Devine,Graham Baroody/Catlett
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