PLANNING COMMISSION
AGENDA
October 12, 2022
6:30 P.M.

1. Call To Order
2. Pledge Of Allegiance
3. Determination Of A Quorum
4. Approval Of Agenda
5. Discussion Of Potential Policies, Ordinances Or Applications
5.A. Capital Improvements Plan Review
Documents:
2022-10-07 PC STAFF REPORT.PDF
5A - 2022-10-11 CIP FY23 STATUS LETTER TO PC.PDF
5.B. Electric Vehicle Charging
6. Declaration Of Conflict Of Interest And Disclosures Of Contact
7. Public Hearing
8. Other Business
8.A. VA Code 15.2-2232 Review For Compliance With The Comprehensive Plan Of The
Donation Of Property.
Documents:
8A - 2022-10-05 PC COMP PLAN COMPLIANCE MEMO.PDF
8.B. By-Law Changes
Documents:
8B - 2022-10-05 PC MEMO - BY LAW AMENDMENTS.PDF
9. General Public Comments

8.B. By-Law Changes
Documents:
8B - 2022-10-05 PC MEMO - BY LAW AMENDMENTS.PDF
9. General Public Comments

A general public comment period is provided at each regular meeting for comments
by citizens regarding any matter related to Commission business that is not listed
on the agenda for Public Hearing. The Chair will request that speakers state their
name, address and zip code; observe the five-minute time limit; and yield the floor
when the Clerk indicates that their time has expired. No dialogue between
speakers will be permitted.
Citizens who wish to make general public comments without attending the
meeting will be able to send their comments in writing by (1) dropping them in the
Community Planning and Building drop box located in the lobby of the Executive
Plaza located at 601 Caroline Street, (2) U.S. Mail at PO Box 7447, Fredericksburg, VA
22404, or (3) email to PLANNING@FREDERICKSBURGVA.GOV. Comments must be
received by 2:30 p.m. the day of the meeting. Such comments will be read aloud
during the public comment portion of the Commission meeting. In written public
comments, the writer must identify themselves by name and address, including zip
code, and limit the remarks to three minutes, when read aloud. There will be a
total 40-minute cap for all written comments read aloud.
Public comments submitted during the meeting, through the Facebook Live
streaming video, will not be considered part of the official public comments of the
meeting.
10. Approval Of Minutes
10.A. September 14, 2022 - Regular Meeting
Documents:
9A - 2022-09-14 DRAFT MINUTES.PDF
11. BZA Items
11.A. Variance FY2023-01
Hamilton Palmer is requesting four variances in order to construct a garage at 307,
309, and 311 Prince Edward Street (GPINS 7789-12-8624/ 7789-12-8616/ 7789-128608)
Documents:
11A - PC BZA MEMO.PDF
12. Election Of Officers
12.A. Chairman
12.B. Vice-Chairman
12.C. Secretary
13. Planning Commissioner Comment

12.A. Chairman
12.B. Vice-Chairman
12.C. Secretary
13. Planning Commissioner Comment
13.A. Committees
13.A.i. CIP
13.A.ii. Area 10 Small Area Plan
13.A.iii. Text Amendments
13.B. Chairman Comments
13.C. Commissioners Comments
14. Planning Director Comment
15. Adjournment

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETINGS CAN BE VIEWED ON THE FREDERICKSBURG
GOVERNMENT ACCESS CHANNEL ON COX CHANNEL 84 AND VERIZON CHANNEL
42, www.regionalwebtv.com/fredpc and www.facebook.com/FXBGgov .
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MEMORANDUM
TO:
Chairman Durham and Planning Commissioners
FROM: Mike Craig, Senior Planner
DATE: October 7, 2022 (for the October 12 meeting)
RE:
Update on Planning Commission CIP Committee Work.
ISSUE
The Planning Commission’s Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) Committee is working on producing
a draft report on the comparative analysis of Comprehensive Plan land use goals and the
approved FY 22 CIP.
BACKGROUND
The Planning Commission’s CIP Committee has now met twice to advance work on the
comparative analysis of Comprehensive Plan land use goals and the approved FY 22 CIP as called
for in the PC’s By-Laws. The meeting on the 26th included Commissioner Lynch, Commissioner
Margaret-Marshall, and Planning Staff and focused on a review of the adopted FY 22 CIP and how
those items related to the goals and values in the Comprehensive Plan. The meeting on the 29th
included Commissioner Lynch, Planning Staff, Donna Leahy (the City’s Budget Analyst), and
Assistant City Manager Mark Whitley. Ms. Margaret-Marshall was unable to attend due to a
family emergency. The discussion included a review of last year’s PC recommendations, on-going
trends affecting the City budget (such as the effects of increased project costs on the City’s
upcoming debt issuance), and ways in which the CIP can become easier to track and understand
year over year.
The CIP Committee is working on a draft report on their findings. They will circulate a copy of this
draft via e-mail prior to the meeting on the 11th.

City of Fredericksburg
Planning Commission
P.O. Box 7447
Fredericksburg, VA 22404-7447

David Durham, Chairman
Tom O’Toole, Vice-Chair
Kenneth Gantt
Chris Hornung
Adam Lynch
Mary-Margaret Marshall
Natalie Daniels
October 11, 2022

Mr. Tim Baroody, City Manager
P. O. Box 7447
Fredericksburg, Virginia 22404
RE: Planning Commission Review of the FY2023-2027 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and
recommendations for the upcoming FY24-28 CIP.
Mr. Baroody,
On behalf of the Fredericksburg Planning Commission, (“PC”) I am pleased to transmit our review of the
FY23-2027 budget. Since 2021, the PC has analyzed Comprehensive Plan land use goals and the approved
CIP to identify specific connections and disconnections between the two plans and summarized them
herein.
This year’s analysis includes a set of recommendations for consideration during the preparation of the
FY24-28 CIP. These recommendations are meant to further the vision as expressed in the City Council
Priorities. The PC looks forward to an ongoing collaboration with the City Manager and Budget Office to
develop effective and executable plans and programs that support the Council’s future vision and enhance
the City for its residents.
Outline of the FY23 CIP review and recommendations (with achievement status relative to PC
recommendations):
1. Investments in fine-grained community planning - Fully Achieved (continued funding in
subsequent CIPs is appropriate for new projects).
2. Reforming the CIP to Increase Traceability for past and future improvements - Partially Achieved
3. Direct Investments in CIP Programming
a. The Asphalt & Concrete Repair Program as a tool to advance Comprehensive Plan goals Partially Achieved
b. Continued progress on converting 1-way to 2-way streets - Fully Achieved (continued
funding in subsequent CIPs is appropriate for new projects).
c. The ROW as a platform for sustainability and prosperity - Partially Achieved
d. Parks and Open Space as Community Resources - Fully Achieved (continued funding in
subsequent CIPs is appropriate for new projects).
Sincerely,

David B. Durham, Chair
Fredericksburg Planning Commission

FY23 Planning Commission Review and Recommendations

1. Investments in fine-grained community
planning

Fully Achieved

FY23 Status: The first recommendation in last year’s letter was to continue funding on-going planning
work. On-going planning work occurs at three levels – the overall Comprehensive Plan, continuation of the
Small Area Plans process, and funding final engineering and the production of construction documents for
adopted planning level concepts (such as “bicycle boulevards,” one-way to two-way street conversions,
etc.) for plan implementation. The FY23 CIP includes each of these items as recommended.
FY24 CIP Recommendations: Thank you for fully incorporating these suggestions in the FY23 Budget.
Please continue funding ongoing planning work in FY24.

2. Reforming the CIP to Increase Traceability
for past and future improvements

Partially Achieved

FY23 Status: Traceability is the ability to follow the origin and course of development of an item in the CIP
through its implementation. A more complete connection between the two documents would provide a
clearer vision of the timeframes for accomplishing the goals, initiatives, and projects outlined in the
Comprehensive Plan. The Capital Improvements Plan process continues to become more traceable,
however, the City can do more to enhance the traceability of CIP items.
FY24 CIP Recommendations:
● Add an appendix for Completed Projects from the past fiscal year. Completed CIP items do not
appear in the following year’s CIP which can lead to confusion among city leaders and members of
the public. An appendix that outlines project status including information on the achievement of
time and budget goals and what the completed project line item produced is recommended.
● Add an appendix for Unprogrammed Future Projects. In the past, a so-called “20XX” column in
the CIP served as a holding area for unprogrammed and constrained projects. The City removed
this column from the CIP due to concerns about possible negative implications for the City’s credit
rating. We recommend that the City consider the utility in creating a formal database of future
projects contained in City Council adopted planning documents. A database of envisioned but
unfunded projects would provide the public with a broader view of the state of the City’s level of
investment in its future.
● Make the CIP more visually engaging. To the untrained eye, the CIP can be perceived as text-heavy
and visually monotonous. More creative use of colors and icons would make it easier for city
leaders and members of the public to review, understand and digest this document.

3. Direct Investments in CIP Programming

3a. The Asphalt & Concrete Repair Program as a tool to
advance Comprehensive Plan goals

Partially Achieved

FY23 Status: The City fully funded the Asphalt & Concrete Repair Program in FY23. However, this program
is sometimes underutilized as an annual opportunity for the City to reimagine its street design to better
support City Council’s vision for a more walkable city built around multi-modal transportation. Making
improvements during routine paving and sidewalk repair minimizes cost of improvements such as new
crosswalks, traffic calming and bike infrastructure.
FY24 CIP Recommendations:
● Publicly release a draft list of streets scheduled for repaving prior to the CIP public hearing.
Historically, the City releases the list of streets to be repaved under the annual Repair program
until after the release of the draft budget or even after the budget’s approval. Including the street
list in the draft CIP will give City Council and committees such as the Pathways Committee more
opportunity to collaborate with staff and provide input on street selection and street design.
● Invest in pedestrian improvements along the George Street Walk (Comprehensive Plan page
11(7)-17/18). These may include the intersections of George St / Hanover, Lee / Kenmore /
Hanover, and Littlepage / Hanover.
● Incorporate construction of bicycle boulevards (Comprehensive Plan page 11(7)-21/22) from the
Downtown Traffic Engineering Study, such as the northern connection between Bankside Trail /
Chatham Bridge and the Heritage Trail; the Lewis / Fauquier Bike Boulevard; and on Prince Edward
Street

3b. Continued progress on converting 1-way to 2-way streets

Fully Achieved

FY23 Status: In FY23, the City funded the Fall Hill / Washington Ave – One Way to Two Way Conversion
and funded a Downtown Traffic Engineering study that will examine future two-way traffic conversions
for implementation through this program in following CIP cycles.
FY24 CIP Recommendations: Thank you for fully incorporating these suggestions in the FY23 Budget. The
City can build on its success by funding the following project in FY24:
● Construction of downtown one-way to two-way traffic conversion (Comprehensive Plan page
11(7)-23/24) for Princess Anne and Caroline Streets and William and Amelia Streets, per the Area
7 Plan and the Downtown Traffic Engineering Study.

3c. The ROW as a platform for sustainability and prosperity

Partially Achieved

FY23 Status: The City has several existing programs that fund improvements in the public right of way,
including:
● The Historic District Improvements Program: The City has funded improvements such as
“Downtown Pedestrian Enhancements” (expansion of brick sidewalks network), “Historic District
Improvements” (replacement and expansion of the City’s street lights) and the Bankside Trail.
● The Neighborhood Enhancements Program – to install/replace streetlights, identify and resolve
issues with City owned alleys and install and maintain landscaping enhancements – temporarily
discontinued in FY23.
● The Traffic Calming program is historically funded at $50,000 annually but was zeroed and
reassigned to the Washington / Fall Hill Ave. street conversion.
FY24 CIP Recommendations:
● Reincorporate funding for the Neighborhood Enhancements program and the Traffic Calming
program.
● Study the William Street corridor from Washington Ave to the newly proposed UMW Performing
Arts Center to implement the recommendations in the Area 7 Downtown Plan as expressed in
Comprehensive Plan page 11(7)-7.
● Pursue additional aspects of the Sophia Street Corridor improvement plan as outlined in
Comprehensive Plan page 11(7)-9.
● Pursue a Train Station Area infrastructure plan to identify short and long term implementation
strategies better connect the train station to the Downtown as expressed in Comprehensive Plan
pages 11(7)-13/14.
● Implement pedestrian bridges along the Virginia Central Railway Trail, per the
recommendations of FAMPO’s preliminary engineering study that is currently underway and as
expressed in Comprehensive Plan page 11(9)-4.

3d. Parks and Open Space as Community Resources

Fully Achieved

FY23 Status: The City continues to invest in its existing and future parks in conjunction with the small
area plans and the parks master plan. The FY 23 CIP included approximately $1.5 million in funding for
existing parks (Dixon Park, Memorial Park, and Old Mill Park), and $765,000 in funding for master
planning some of the next generation of City parks and open spaces including Butler Brayne (Area 2),
Canal Street Wharf (Area 7), Downman House (Area 3) and Wild Riverfront Park (Areas 1 and 2).
FY24 CIP Recommendations:
● Continue to invest in current and future City parks.
● Initiate a master plan for Hazel Run Park (Comprehensive Plan page 11(7)-17/18) in conjunction
with the proposed Dixon Park Connector Trail.

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
SUBJECT:

Chairman Durham and Planning Commission Members
Marne Sherman, Development Administrator
October 5, 2022 (for the October 12 Planning Commission Meeting)
Comprehensive Plan Compliance Review to Consider the Donation of 1.8-Acre
Open Space Parcel on the North Side of Blue Gray Parkway, GPIN 7779-71-0000

ISSUE
Spratt W Campbell Jr Estate requests a Comprehensive Plan Compliance Review (per Code of
Virginia Section 15.2-2232) to determine if the proposed donation to the City of Fredericksburg
of a 1.8-acre parcel (GPIN 7779-71-0000) for open space is substantially in accord with the 2015
Comprehensive Plan.
RECOMMENDATION
Approval of the attached resolution finding the donation of open space to be substantially in
accord with the City’s 2015 Comprehensive Plan.
BACKGROUND
Under the Code of Virginia §15.2-2232 and City Code §72-22.2, unless it is already shown on the
adopted master plan, no park or public area shall be established or authorized unless and until
the general location or approximate location, character, and extent thereof has been submitted
to and approved by the Planning Commission as being substantially in accord with the adopted
Comprehensive Plan or part thereof.
Spratt W Campbell Jr Estate is in the process of selling some of its property along Alum Spring
Road and the Blue Gray Parkway. As part of this effort, the property owner has offered to
donate a 1.8-acre tract on the north side of the Blue Gray Parkway to the City for the
preservation of open space. This portion of the collective Spratt properties was separated from
the rest due to the 1990s extension of the Blue Gray Parkway. Hazel Run serves as the
northern boundary of this area.
The property is currently zoned I-1, Light Intensity Industrial, and R-2, Residential and lies within
Planning Areas 5 and 9, but is proposed to be shifted to Area 10. Hazel Run, a tributary of the
Rappahannock River, and a public sanitary sewer easement encumber the majority of the
property. It is almost entirely within the FEMA designated 1% Annual Chance Flood Hazard
Zone and later this year be identified as a newly designated floodway with the expected FEMA
map update.

Spratt Open Space Donation
October 11, 2022
Page 2 of 2

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN COMPLIANCE REVIEW ANALYSIS
The City of Fredericksburg’s 2015 Comprehensive Plan identifies goals for Public Facilities and
Preserved Open Spaces, Environmental Protection, and Preservation Areas within Planning
Areas 5 (north side of Hazel Run) and 9. The Plan recognizes that preservation of
environmentally sensitive areas and connectivity of open spaces and trails are of strategic
importance to the City of Fredericksburg and its residents. If practical, it is good floodplain
management practice to preserve floodplains and flood-prone areas by acquiring the property
to inhibit future encroachment or development.
In 2019, the Planning Commission found that the donation of the adjacent 0.5359-acre tract
(GPIN 7779-70-2819), also located between the Blue Gray Parkway and Hazel Run, was
consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan and the City Council subsequently voted to
accept the donation.
Summary
The donation a 1.8-acre parcel, identified as GPIN 7779-71-0000, for open space will advance
the overall goals, policies, and initiatives within the 2015 Comprehensive Plan, as specified
above and therefore is in substantial accord with the 2015 Comprehensive Plan under the
requirements of §15.2-2232 of the Code of Virginia.
Attachments:
Draft Resolution
Spratt Donation Offer, dated September 7, 2022
GIS Exhibit, dated October 5, 2022

MOTION:

October 12, 2022
Planning Commission
Resolution No. 22-

SECOND:
RE:

APPROVAL OF THE ACCEPTANCE OF 1.8 ACRES OF LAND (GPIN 7779-71-0000) FOR THE
PRESERVATION OF OPEN SPACE AS SUBSTANTIALLY IN ACCORD WITH THE 2015
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

ACTION:

APPROVED; Ayes:

; Nays:

Under Code of Virginia § 15.2-2232 and City Code § 72-22.2, no new public facility may be constructed
unless and until the general location or approximate location, character and extent thereof has been
submitted to and approved by the Planning Commission as being substantially in accord with the adopted
Comprehensive Plan or part thereof.
On September 7, 2022, the City Council received an offer from Spratt W Campbell Jr Estate to donate GPIN
7779-71-0000 for open space.
The 1.8-acre property is located on the north side of the Blue Gray Parkway, approximately 610 feet west
of Lafayette Boulevard, as shown on the GIS Exhibit dated October 5, 2022, and is zoned Light Intensity
Industrial District (I-1) and Residential-2 District (R-2).
The land is currently used as preserved open space protecting Hazel Run and buffering National Park
Service property, which is consistent with the 2015 Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map for Planning Area
5: University/Route 1 (Central) and 9: Braehead/National Park which designates the future land use of the
property for Preservation (south of Hazel Run) and Institutional (north of Hazel Run).
Ownership of the wooded land assists with the City’s goal to maintain its urban tree canopy through 2021
and beyond.
Ownership of the open space assists with the City's policies of protecting wooded riparian buffers along
the City's waterways and developing an interconnected system of natural areas (open spaces, wildlife
habitats, environmentally sensitive lands, vistas, etc.) that can be connected by pathways.
Therefore, the Fredericksburg Planning Commission hereby resolves that the proposed acceptance of the
open space at 1.8 acres of land (GPIN 7779-71-0000) is in substantial accordance with the 2015
Comprehensive Plan.
Votes:
Ayes:
Nays:
Absent from Vote:
Absent from Meeting:
DAVID DURHAM, CHAIRMAN

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Steve Spratt
Marne E. Sherman
[EXTERNAL] Hazel Run adjacent property attached to GPIN#7779-70-0554
Wednesday, September 7, 2022 4:41:15 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello Marnie Sherman,
As discussed with Councilman Matt Kelly last Thursday, we have property
that is marooned on the north side of Rt 3 near Lafayette Blvd., cut off
from our Alum Spring Road property by VDOT when the Blue and
Gray Parkway was built. We are in the process of selling the Alum Spring
Road property, but thought the City of Fredericksburg might be interested
in acquiring the Hazel Run portion to continue the trail system that has
been growing in the City. Subject to periodic flooding, it is obviously not
of monetary or commercial value.
As green space, it could become part of a lovely walk along Hazel run,
a low water nature trail, similar to the creek paths in Alum Spring
Park.  
Besides being bisected by Hazel Run, this land also has some high
ground that could potentially be used for a pedestrian bridge across
the Blue/Gray Pkwy.
This land was acquired by our grandfather, William Campbell Spratt,
in the 1930's. Our vision was to donate this land to the City, along
with some other land we own further upstream, to be turned into a
low water nature trail, and named Campbell Park or Campbell Trail.
However, our more immediate concern is to get the Hazel Run portion of
the property separated from the Industrial portion as soon as possible.
We have learned from Charles Webb that a similar situation in Caroline
County, where a state road bisected a property, was solved by assigning a
new GPIN# to the separated land. We are hoping that this could be the
solution here, as we do not want to have to pay to survey or "subdivide". I
do not understand why the assignment of a new GPIN# would require
approval by the City Council, but I am certainly no expert on these affairs.
Thank you for any help you can give on this matter.
Steve & Linda Spratt
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MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
RE:

DATE:

Planning Commission Members
Chuck Johnston, Director, Community Planning and Building Department
1) Amending the Planning Commission By-laws, Article 6-10, Meetings, Remote
Participation.
2) Recommend amending City Code section 10.333.I, When Commission Officers
Elected
2022 October 5 (for October 12 meeting)

ISSUE
Shall Planning Commission initiate the process to amend By-law Article 6-10, Meetings, Remote
Participation Section to make the procedures for Remote Participation consistent with City Council
recently adopted procedures and be in accord with Virginia Freedom of Information Act Advisory Council
Remote Participation template?
Shall the Commission recommend the amendment of City Code 10-333.I, When Commission Officers
Elected, to shift officer elections, from the month when Commission members are appointed/
reappointed, to the first month of calendar year. If City Code is amended, Commission By-law Article 31, Officer Elections, When Officers Elected, would also have to be changed.
RECOMMENDATION
Planning Commission By-laws are amended by a majority vote of the entire membership of the
Commission at a regularly scheduled meeting, provided notice of intent to amend these By-laws is given
at a prior regularly scheduled meeting by at least two members.
Remote Precipitation
At this meeting, two members of the Commission should state a notice of intent to amend By-laws
regarding Remote Participation.
Officer Election Date
Motion to recommend City Council amend the City Code to shift the month of election for Commissioner
Officers from October to January, effective for the October 2024 election.
BACKGROUND
Remote Participation
As noted in the attached September 20, 2022 memo from the City Attorney to the City Council, the Virginia
General Assembly adopted, in its 2022 session, House Bill 444, which stipulates updates in the Remote
Participation policies for localities. Please see the attached memo, which describes the process for
Remote Participation and updates the grounds for participation

PROPOSED CHANGES ON PAGES 5, AND 6
PLANNING COMMISSION
BY-LAWS
PREAMBLE - These By-laws set forth the rules for the transactions of business by the Planning
Commission of the City of Fredericksburg, which operates under the authority of the laws of
Virginia and the ordinances of the City of Fredericksburg.
ARTICLE 1 - OBJECTIVES
1-1

The Planning Commission, as established by the City Council, has adopted the subsequent
Articles in order to facilitate its powers and duties under Title 15.2, Chapter 22, Article 2,
Code of Virginia.

1-2

The official title of this Commission shall be the City of Fredericksburg Planning
Commission.
ARTICLE 2 – PURPOSE, DUTIES, MEMBERSHIP, OFFICERS, MEETINGS, QUORUM,
VOTING, AND REGIONAL COOPERATION

2-1

City Code Sections 10-331 through 10-335 shall establish the Purpose, Duties, Membership,
Officers, Meetings, Quorum, Voting, and Regional Cooperation standards for the
Commission.
ARTICLE 3 – OFFICER ELECTIONS

3-1

A Chairman, Vice-Chairman, and Secretary shall be elected during the first regular meeting
in OctoberJanuary of each year. [This amendment shall take effect October 1, 2023, shifting
the elections scheduled for October 2023 to January 2024.]
3-1-1 Each candidate for office shall be nominated individually by a member and
seconded by another member of the Commission.
3-1-2 Each nominee for an office of the Commission shall be voted on individually. A
nominee receiving a majority vote of the members present shall be declared
elected and shall take office immediately upon the conclusion of the regular
meeting and serve for one year or until his/her successor shall take office.

Commented [CRJ1]: For potential future consideration
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ARTICLE 4 - DUTIES OF OFFICERS
4-1

The Chairman shall:
4-1-1 Preside at all meetings;
4-1-2 Call the meetings to order at the appointed time;
4-1-3 Announce the business in its proper order;
4-1-4 Preserve order and decorum;
4-1-5 Clarify and summarize points of agreement and disagreement for all questions
properly brought before the Commission;
4-1-6 Rule on all procedural questions, unless overruled by a majority vote of the
members present;
4-1-7 Be informed immediately of any official communication and report the same
at the next regular meeting;
4-1-8 Affix his/her signature to all correspondence issued by the Commission and all
official minutes;
4-1-9 Appoint committees as necessary; and
4-1-10 Ensure new members are fully briefed on Commission policies and procedures and
familiarized with Commission meeting places.

4-2

The Vice Chairman shall act in the absence of the Chairman and in doing so shall have all
duties of the Chairman.

4-3

The Secretary or the Planning Department staff shall:
4-3-1 Keep a written record of all business transacted by the Commission;
4-3-2 Notify all members of all meetings;
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4-3-3 Keep a file of all official records and reports of the Commission;
4-3-4 Attend to correspondence of the Commission;
4-3-5 Provide public notice of all meetings and public hearings;
4-3-6 Keep a set of minutes of all meetings;
4-3-7 Maintain Commission records according to applicable statutes and make them
available for public inspection; and
4-3-8 Prepare an Annual Report to the City Council concerning the operation of the
Commission and the status of planning within the City, as provided for in Virginia
Code Section 15.2-2221. Planning staff shall prepare and submit such a report, in
writing, to the Commission by October 1 of each year. The report shall include
statistics on land use development during the preceding fiscal year, enforcement
activities, and the implementation of recommendations set forth in the
Comprehensive Plan. As agreed to by City Council, the Commission should present
this report to City Council for discussion at a joint Council/Commission work session
October of each year.
4-4

All members of the Planning Commission shall:
4-4-1 Take responsibility to become thoroughly familiar with applicable laws, statutes,
ordinances, and procedures relating to the Commission;
4-4-2 Vote on matters coming before the Commission unless formally excused due to a
conflict of interest, or with the permission of the majority of the members of the
Commission then in session; and
4-4-3 Review applications presented at meetings they were unable to attend as well as
minutes of those meetings, as practicable, before voting on such applications.
ARTICLE 5 – CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN

5-1

Virginia Code Section 15.2-2239 provides that “[a] local planning commission may, and at
the direction of the governing body shall, prepare and revise annually a capital
improvement program [CIP] based on the comprehensive plan of the locality for a period
not to exceed the ensuing five years.” The City of Fredericksburg City Council charges its
city government staff to prepare the CIP and for the Planning Commission to make
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recommendations to City Council and staff as to CIP completeness. To prepare these
recommendations, in June the Commission Chairperson shall appoint a committee of at
least two planning commissioners to conduct a review of the most current CIP. Using the
Comprehensive Plan, data from the Status of Land Use Annual Report, and other
information from staff, the Commission shall complete a comparative analysis of
Comprehensive Plan land use goals and the approved CIP highlighting specific connections
and disconnections between the two plans. The committee shall deliver a draft report of its
analysis to the full Commission by its first meeting in September. In September and
October, the Commission shall discuss the report in work session(s) and/or in public
meeting(s) and finalize it for transmittal to the City Council and City Manager no later than
the last business day of October. Following its transmission, the Commission shall seek to
hold a joint work session with City Council in December to discuss report findings.
Throughout the City’s ensuing CIP development process, the Commission and City Manager
will exchange information on how the draft CIP has incorporated the Commission’s report
findings. Prior to City Council’s first public hearing regarding the proposed CIP for the
succeeding fiscal year, the Commission shall transmit its final recommendations to the City
Council and City Manager on this proposal.
ARTICLE 6 - MEETINGS
6-1

When applications or other Commission business are pending, regular meetings of
Commission shall be held the second and fourth Wednesday of each month. If a scheduled
meeting is cancelled due to inclement weather, or other unforeseen reason, the backup
meeting date will be the following regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting date
and time.

6-2

When a meeting falls on a legal holiday, the meeting shall be held on the following
Wednesday unless otherwise designated by the Chairman or by a vote of the
Commission.

6-3

When no application or other business is pending, the Chairman may dispense with a
meeting by giving notice to all members. However, the Commission shall hold at least one
regular meeting at least every two months.

6-4

The meetings shall begin at 6:30 p.m. on the second and fourth Wednesday of a month.

6-5

A regular meeting may be adjourned if all business cannot be addressed on the meeting
date set. The meeting shall be reconvened at a later date, as set at the meeting and
properly advertised.
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6-6

Special meetings may be called at the request of the Chairman or by two members of the
Commission with a written request to the Secretary or Zoning Administrator. The Secretary
or Zoning Administrator shall e-mail to all members, at least five days in advance of a
special meeting, a written notice fixing the time and place of the meeting and the purpose
thereof. Written notice of a special meeting is not required if the time of the special
meeting has been fixed at a regular meeting, or if all members are present at the special
meeting or file a written waiver of notice.

6-7

A member, other than the Chairman, may introduce a motion. Any member of the
Commission may second a motion. Motions shall be restated by the Chairman before a
vote is taken. The names of persons making and seconding motions shall be recorded.

6-8

Parliamentary procedure during Commission meetings shall be governed by Robert’s
Rules of Order.

6-9

A quorum of the Commission shall consist of four of the seven members, and no
action of the Commission shall be valid unless authorized by a majority vote of those
present and voting.

6-10

A member of the Planning Commission who cannot attend a meeting in person due to an
emergency or personal matter may participate via Remote Participation.by electronic
communications means from a disclosed off-site location, up to two times per calendar
year.
If a quorum is physically present to conduct a meeting of the Planning Commission other
members may participate in such meeting from a remote location by telephone or other
audio or video means, provided such attendance complies with the provisions of the
Virginia Freedom of Information Act, as amended from time to time. A member wishing to
attend in this manner shall advise a member of the Planning staff a reasonable time before
the start of the meeting, so that the necessary equipment can be put in place.
“Remote participation” means participation by an individual member of the Planning
Commission by electronic communication means (audio + optional video) in a public
meeting where a quorum of the City Council is physically assembled.
Individual Planning Commission members may participate in meetings of the Commission
by electronic communication as permitted by Va. Code §2.2-3708.3. This policy shall apply
to the entire membership and without regard to the identity of the member requesting
remote participation or the matters that will be considered or voted on at the meeting.
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The grounds for remote participation are the following:
1.
The member has a temporary or permanent disability or other medical condition
that prevents the member’s physical attendance;
2.
A medical condition of a member of the member’s family requires the member to
provide care that prevents the member’s physical attendance;
3.
The member’s principal residence is more than 60 miles from the meeting location
identified in the meeting notice; or
4.
The member is unable to attend the meeting due to a personal matter, the nature
of which is identified with specificity.
Whenever an individual member wishes to participate from a remote location, a quorum of
the Planning Commission shall be physically assembled at the primary or central meeting
location.
When such individual remote participation is due to a personal matter, such participation is
limited to two meetings per calendar year or 25 percent of the meetings held per calendar
year rounded up to the next whole number, whichever is greater.
A member who wishes to use remote participation will notify the Zoning Administrator to
make the request in sufficient time for staff to make any necessary technical arrangements,
and the staff will notify the Commission Chair of the request.
Unless a member of the Planning Commission objects to the remote participation at the
beginning of the meeting, it is deemed approved without action by the Commission. If a
member of the Commission does object to the remote participation, it may be
disapproved, but only if it would violate FOIA or this policy.
The minutes of the meeting shall record all of the information required by Va. Code §2.23708.3.
6-11

There will be a general public comment period provided at each regular meeting for
comments by citizens regarding any matter related to Commission business that is not
listed on the Agenda for Public Hearing. The Chair will request that speakers observe a
five-minute time limit and yield the floor when the Clerk indicates that their time has
expired. No dialogue between speakers will be permitted. Citizens who wish to participate
in the public comment period remotely can send their comments in writing by U.S. Mail or
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email to the Clerk. Comments must be received by 2:30 on the meeting date. Such
comments will be read aloud during the public comment portion of the Commission
meeting. In written public comments, the writer must identify themselves by name and
address, including zip code, and limit the remarks to three minutes, when read aloud.
There will be a total 40-minute cap for all written comments read aloud.
6-12

A member recusing himself from discussing and voting on an agenda item due to a conflict
of interest, shall vacate his seat during the hearing of that agenda item.
ARTICLE 7 - ORDER OF BUSINESS

7-1

The order of business for a regular meeting shall be:
7-1-1

Call to order;

7-1-2

Pledge of Allegiance;

7-1-3

Determination of quorum

7-1-4

Approval of agenda

7-1-5

Discussion of potential policies, ordinances, or applications

7-1-6

Declaration of conflicts of interest or Disclosures of contact;

7-1-7

Deferred public hearing items;

7-1-8

Public hearing items;

7-1-9

Other business

7-1-10

General public comment;

7-1-11

Adoption of minutes;

7-1-12

Planning Commissioner Items;

7-1-13

Planning Director Items; and

7-1-14

Adjournment.
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ARTICLE 8 - PROCEDURES FOR HEARING ITEMS
8-1

The order for the public hearing shall be:
8-1-1 A staff presentation on each item prior to the applicant’s comments.
8-1-2 The applicant or his representative may appear at the public hearing and shall
be allowed to make a statement and/or presentation.
8-1-3 Any person may speak at a public hearing for up to five minutes. An applicant in a
land use case may give an opening presentation of the case for up to 15 minutes,
regardless of the number of speakers the applicant chooses to give the
presentation, and may give a response after all citizens have spoken, for up to five
minutes, regardless of the number of speakers the applicant chooses to give the
response. The Chairman may suspend these rules in order to adapt them to any
special situation.
8-1-4 Before addressing a Planning Commission meeting, a Commission member desiring
to speak shall address the Chairman, who shall recognize the member as entitled to
speak before he proceeds. After being so recognized, the member, except when
called to order by the Chairman, shall not be interrupted during the time allowed.
No member shall speak more than ten minutes at any one time without permission
of the Chairman. No member shall speak more than twice upon the same question
without permission of the Chairman.
8-1-5 When public testimony is complete, the Chairman shall then close the public
hearing and the Planning Commission shall deliberate on the application and its
recommendation to the City Council. Only input from the staff shall be permitted
at this time, although the Commission may ask questions of the applicant or his
representative. No further comments from the public will be allowed.
8-1-6 The Commission may vote on an agenda item immediately following the public
hearing if there is a positive staff recommendation and there are no relevant
negative comments from the public and no outstanding questions or requests for
information.
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ARTICLE 9 - AMENDMENTS
These By-laws may be amended by a majority vote of the entire membership of the Commission at
a regularly scheduled meeting, provided notice of intent to amend these By-laws has been given at
a prior regularly scheduled meeting by at least two members.
__________________________________
______________, Chairman
ADOPTED:
Date: __________________
REVISED AND ADOPTED BY A VOTE OF: ______

2022 October 12
Page 2 of 2

The proposed amendment is consistent with the Council parameters.
Officer Election Date
Currently, the Commission Officer elections are to occur at the first regular meeting of October of each
year. However, this is the same month City Council makes appointments/reappointments to the
Commission. This coincidence creates challenges for new members of the Commission to knowledgably
participate in the election of officers. It may also prevent members eligible for reappointment from being
consider as officers as their reappointment status is undetermined.

ITEM #5D

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:
DATE:

Mary Katherine Greenlaw, Mayor; and members of City Council
Kathleen Dooley, City Attorney
FOIA Remote Participation Policy - update
September 20, 2022 (for the September 27, 2022 Council Meeting )

ISSUE
Shall City Council update its remote participation policy, to describe the process for making,
approving or denying, and recording remote participation requests, as required by a new state
law?
RECOMMENDATION
Yes. City Council adopted its first remote participation policy in 2014. The new law, effective
September 1, 2022, requires Council to update the policy to describe the process for making,
considering, and recording these requests. The proposed updated policy tracks the template
provided by the Virginia FOIA Advisory Council, and, in pertinent part, describes the processes
as follows:
•

•
•
•

Requests may be made to the Clerk of Council, Deputy Clerk of Council, Assistant Clerk
of Council, or Mayor, in sufficient time for staff to make any necessary technical
arrangements;
Requests are deemed approved unless a member of Council objects at the beginning of
a meeting;
Objections will be decided by vote of Council on the basis of whether the request
complies or not with the policy and FOIA;
The minutes of the meeting shall record all information regarding the remote
participation as required by FOIA.

The updated policy also incorporates the state law permission to use the “personal matter”
grounds for remote participation to six “meetings” per year. 1 Since City Council work sessions

The state law was amended in 2021 to increase the number from two to 25% of the meetings per calendar year
2021 Special Session Chapter 33 (HB1931), approved February 25, 2021.

1

Remote Participation Policy Update
September 20, 2022
Page 2

count as a single “meeting,” this new authority effectively permits a Council member to use the
“personal matter” grounds on three meeting dates per year.
DISCUSSION
The Virginia Freedom of Information Act permits a member of a public body to use remote
participation instead of attending a public meeting in person, if, in advance of the public
meeting, the public body has adopted a policy permitting remote participation, and the
member notifies the public body of the reason for his or her remote participation. “Remote
participation” means participation by an individual member of the City Council by electronic
communication means (audio + optional video) in a public meeting where a quorum of the
City Council is physically assembled. City Council adopted Resolution 14-68 on August 26,
2014, to permit remote participation in City Council meetings.
The grounds for remote participation are the following:
1.

The member has a temporary or permanent disability or other medical condition that
prevents the member’s physical attendance;

2.

A medical condition of a member of the member’s family requires the member to
provide care that prevents the member’s physical attendance;

3.

The member’s principal residence is more than 60 miles from the meeting location
identified in the meeting notice; or

4.

The member is unable to attend the meeting due to a personal matter, the nature of
which is identified with specificity.

The 2022 General Assembly adopted HB444, amending the Freedom of Information Act in
2022, effective September 1, 2022, to require the adopted policy to describe the process the
public body will use for making requests for remote participation, approving or denying such
requests, and creating a record of such requests. The policy shall also “fix” the number of
times remote participation for personal matters can be used per calendar year, not to exceed
the limitation already set forth in the state law.
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Remote Participation Policy Update
September 20, 2022
Page 3

The proposed policy update carries forward the state limit on the number of times a member
may use the “personal matter” exemption, to 25% of the meetings held per calendar year,
rounded up to the next whole number, whichever is greater (for City Council meetings, 25% of
22 meetings per year is 5.5 meetings, which rounds up to six meetings per calendar year.) City
Council work sessions count as a “meeting.” Thus the authority effectively would permit a
Council member to use the “personal matter” exemption on three Council meeting dates per
year.
If a member's participation from a remote location pursuant to this subsection is disapproved
because such participation would violate the policy adopted pursuant to subsection D, such
disapproval shall be recorded in the minutes with specificity.
The proposed policy simply requires the meeting minutes to include all of the content
required under Va. Code §2.2-3708.3. Under this statute, the meeting minutes shall record
the remote location from which the member participated; however, the remote location need
not be open to the public and may be identified in the minutes by a general description. If
participation is approved pursuant to grounds 1 or 2, the public body shall also include in its
minutes the fact that the member participated through electronic communication means due
to a (i) temporary or permanent disability or other medical condition that prevented the
member's physical attendance or (ii) family member's medical condition that required the
member to provide care for such family member, thereby preventing the member's physical
attendance. If participation is approved pursuant to grounds 3, the public body shall also
include in its minutes the fact that the member participated through electronic
communication means due to the distance between the member's principal residence and the
meeting location. If participation is approved pursuant to the “personal matter” grounds, the
public body shall also include in its minutes the specific nature of the personal matter cited by
the member.
Finally, the public body may decide to permit any of its own committees and subcommittees
to use the public body’s remote participation policy. The proposed resolution does not
implement this authority at this time, but could be amended in the future to do so if Council
so wished.

FISCAL IMPACT
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Remote Participation Policy Update
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None.
Attachments:
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MOTION:

September 27,2022
Regular Meeting
Resolution 22-

SECOND:
RE:

Updating the City Council’s Remote Participation Policy

ACTION:

APPROVED: Ayes: 0; Nays: 0

The Virginia Freedom of Information Act permits a member of a public body to use remote
participation instead of attending a public meeting in person, if, in advance of the public meeting, the
public body has adopted a policy permitting remote participation, and the member notifies the public
body of the reason for his or her remote participation.
City Council adopted Resolution 14-68 on August 26, 2014, to permit remote participation in City
Council meetings. The 2022 General Assembly adopted HB444, amending the Freedom of Information
Act in 2022, effective September 1, 2022, to require the adopted policy to describe the process the
public body will use for making requests for remote participation, approving or denying such requests,
and creating a record of such requests. The policy shall also “fix” the number of times remote
participation for a “personal matter” can be used per calendar year, not to exceed the limitation set
forth in state law. Finally, the public body may decide to permit any of its own committees and
subcommittees to use the public body’s remote participation policy.
The purpose of this resolution is to update the City Council’s remote participation policy to conform
to the 2022 legislation.
Therefore, the City Council hereby resolves that its remote participation policy shall be as follows:
FREDERICKSBURG CITY COUNCIL
REMOTE PARTICIPATION POLICY
“Remote participation” means participation by an individual member of the City Council by
electronic communication means (audio + optional video) in a public meeting where a quorum of
the City Council is physically assembled.
It is the policy of the City Council that individual City Council members may participate in meetings
of the City Council by electronic communication as permitted by Va. Code §2.2-3708.3. This policy
shall apply to the entire membership and without regard to the identity of the member requesting
remote participation or the matters that will be considered or voted on at the meeting. The
grounds for remote participation are the following:

September 27, 2022
Resolution 22Page 2

1.

The member has a temporary or permanent disability or other medical condition
that prevents the member’s physical attendance;

2.

A medical condition of a member of the member’s family requires the member to
provide care that prevents the member’s physical attendance;

3.

The member’s principal residence is more than 60 miles from the meeting location
identified in the meeting notice; or

4.

The member is unable to attend the meeting due to a personal matter, the nature of
which is identified with specificity.

Whenever an individual member wishes to participate from a remote location, the law requires a
quorum of the City Council to be physically assembled at the primary or central meeting location.
When such individual remote participation is due to a personal matter, such participation is
limited by law to two meetings per calendar year or 25 percent of the meetings held per calendar
year rounded up to the next whole number, whichever is greater.
A member who wishes to use remote participation will notify the Clerk of Council, Deputy Clerk of
Council, Assistant Clerk of Council, or Mayor, to make the request in sufficient time for staff to
make any necessary technical arrangements, and the staff will notify the Mayor of the request.
Unless a member of the City Council objects to the remote participation at the beginning of the
meeting, it is deemed approved without action by the City Council. If a member of the public body
does object to the remote participation, it may be disapproved, but only if it would violate FOIA or
this policy.

September 27, 2022
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The minutes of the meeting shall record all of the information required by Va. Code §2.2-3708.3.
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. 22-__, adopted at a meeting of the City Council held September 27,
2022, at which a quorum was present and voted.
____________________________________
Tonya B. Lacey, MMC
Clerk of Council

PLANNING COMMISSION

MINUTES
September 14, 2022
6:30 PM
IN PERSON MEETING

You may view and listen to the meeting in its entirety by going to the Planning Commission page on the City’s
website: https://amsva.wistia.com/medias/a5u3tuavtd
The Agenda, Staff Report, Applications and Supporting Documents are also available on the Planning
Commission page. https://www.fredericksburgva.gov/241/Planning-Commission
MEMBERS
CITY STAFF
David Durham, Chairman
Chuck Johnston, Director of Community Plng & Bldg
Tom O’Toole, Vice-Chairman
Mike Craig, Senior Planner
Adam Lynch, Secretary
Bailey Thompson, Community Development Planner
Natalie Daniels
Taylor Owen, Administrative Assistant
Kenneth Gant (absent)
Chris Hornung
Mary-Margaret Marshall
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
1. CALL TO ORDER
Chairman David Durham called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. in Council Chambers. Members of the public were
invited to attend or access this meeting by public access television Cox Channel 84, Verizon Channel 42, online at
www.regionalwebtv.com/fredcc, or Facebook live at www.facebook.com/FXBGgov
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
3. DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
There were six members present.
4. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
There were no changes to the agenda. Mr. Hornung moved to approve the agenda as submitted, Ms. Marshall
seconded. Motion passed 6-0-1.
5. DISCUSSION OF POTENTIAL POLICIES, ORDINANCES, OR APPLICATIONS
A. Area 10 Small Area Plan
Mr. Thompson introduced Mr. Ron Sessoms and Ms. Deana Rhodeside, project consultants with Rhodeside &
Harwell, to review the comments from the public meeting on July 21st and give an update on the Area 10 plan
progress. Mr. Sessoms presented [Attachment 1].
B. Transportation Projects
Mr. Byrd Holloway, Senior Project Manager from VDOT, gave an update [Attachment 2] on a multitude of VDOT
projects throughout the City to include: Princess Anne St and Fall Hill Ave /US Rt 1 Intersections, Route 3
safety/operational improvements from I-95 interchange to Dixon St, Route 1 safety/lane changes north of Rt 3,
Lafayette Roundabouts at Kenmore and Charles, Lafayette Blvd improvements, and Dixon/Lansdowne
improvements. Mr. Mike Craig also mentioned that work on the conversion of Fall Hill Avenue, Washington Avenue,
and Maury Street from one-way traffic to two-way traffic will begin on September 23, 2022, weather dependent.
C. Transmittal of the Status of Land Use Annual Report, FY22
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Mr. Craig reviewed key highlights from the FY22 Land Use Annual Report, [Attachment 3] and asked Commission
members to work with Chairman Durham on their transmittal letter for City Council. The Annual Report should be
transmitted to Council before its two-day retreat scheduled to start on October 6th.
D. Council Priorities Review at October 6/7 retreat
Mr. Chuck Johnston presented the memo that Planning staff created to suggest an additional Council priority and
set forth additional tasks to achieve the priorities. Chairman Durham asked that the Commissioners read over the
memo and then share their comments and any other feedback with Mr. Johnston in time for him to share with
Council for their October 6th retreat.
6. PUBLIC HEARING – New
A. The following items were considered jointly:
i. UDOTA2022-03 The City of Fredericksburg proposes to amend the Unified Development Ordinance §
72-34 “Overlay Districts” to establish a Special Tourism and Events Overlay District, and § 72-53
“Parking” to modify the minimum off-street parking standards for Convention Centers and Arenas or
Stadiums.
ii. CPA2022-01 – The City of Fredericksburg proposes to amend the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use
Map and Chapter 11 Land Use Plan to change the transect designation on GPIN 7860-60-7626 and 786061-7176 from T-4 General Urban to SD Special District.
iii. RZ-FY-22-002 – The City of Fredericksburg proposes to amend the zoning designation of 10 parcels
locates on Hospitality Lane, Carl D. Silver Parkway, and Jackie Robinson Way to include them in the
Special Tourism and Events Overlay District.
Mr. Craig presented the three items - Unified Development Ordinance Text Amendment, the Comprehensive Plan
Amendment, and the Zoning Map Amendment - together due to their related nature. [Attachment 4] After the
presentation, Mr. Lynch asked how much parking the amendments will allow with the use of gravel surface? Mr.
Craig answered that this will allow for 400-500 spaces. Chairman Durham asked who owned the parcel of land that
the stadium would be leasing for additional parking. Mr. Johnston said that proposed parking area was one the
entities of The Silver Companies, which also includes the entity that owns the stadium site. He said the lease of the
parking parcel was being added to the lease of the stadium for the same extended period of time. Mr. Seth Silber
who is the owner of the baseball team and the lessor of the Convention Center, was present via GoToMeeting and
stated that the intention is for this to be a long term lease with the only intention to be for parking.
Chairman Durham opened the public hearing, at which no one spoke. Ms. Marshall moved to approve all three
items under 6A (UDOTA2022-03, CPA2022-01, RZ-FY-22-002), Ms. Daniels seconded. Motion passed 6-0-1.
B. UDOTA 2022-04, Parking: The City of Fredericksburg proposes to amend the Unified Development
Ordinance parking requirements:
i. Changes to Section 72-53.1 (B)(2)(f), Exemptions to Off-street Parking Standards, to clarify the offstreet parking exemption for the first 1,500 square feet of commercial uses.
ii. Modifications to Section 72-53.1(C), Off-Street Parking Requirements, which address the applicability
of parking exemptions and standards for exceeding maximum parking limits.
iii. Amendments to the Minimum Off-street Parking Standards featured in Table 72-53.1(C)(2) to
establish new parking standards for the ‘Automobile Service’ and clarify the standards for
‘Automobile Towing and Impoundment’.
Mr. Craig presented the UDOTA 2022-04 proposed parking changes. [Attachment 5]
Chairman Durham opened the public hearing, at which no one spoke. Ms. Daniels moved to approve the changes
listed under 6B (i, ii, iii) for UDOTA 2022-04 Ms. Marshall seconded. Motion passed 6-0-1.
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C. UDOTA 2022-05, Boundary Line Adjustments: The City of Fredericksburg proposes to amend the Unified
Development Ordinance, Section 72-25.1, Administration, adding a new section: (F) Exemptions, to exempt
certain boundary line adjustments from the subdivision regulations.
Mr. Johnston presented the UDOTA 2022-05 boundary line adjustment. This amendment ensures that the City’s
UDO is in line with new legislation form the General Assembly, exempting Boundary Line Adjustments in limited
circumstances from City review.
Chairman Durham opened the public hearing, at which no one spoke. Mr. Hornung moved to approve UDOTA 202205, Ms. Daniels seconded. Motion passed 6-0-1.
7. OTHER BUSINESS
Amend Planning Commission By-laws so as to align Commission Public Comment procedures with City Council
procedures.
Mr. Johnston reviewed the changes to the Planning Commission By-laws previously discussed on July 13, 2022. This
change would align the public comment procedures for the Planning Commission with the City Council procedures.
Mr. Lynch moved to amend the By-laws as stated, Ms. Marshall seconded. Motion passed 6-0-1.
8. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT
None.
9. ADOPTION OF MINUTES
A. January 12, 2022 – Regular Meeting
Ms. Marshall moved to approve the minutes as submitted, Mr. Lynch seconded. Motion passed 5-0-2. (Mr. Hornung
stepped away during this vote.)
10. PLANNING COMMISSIONER COMMENTS
A. Chairman Comments
Committee Reports: CIP, Area 10, Text Amendment
Chairman Durham asked for brief status updates from the various committees of the Commission: the CIP
committee, Area 10 committee, and the Text Amendment committee. Ms. Marshall stated that the CIP Committee
would be focused on its continued goal of tracking items that fall off the CIP, and understanding why they are unable
to be funded. Mr. O’Toole, a member of the Area 10 committee, said that he has participated in a few very
productive meetings, and referenced the in-depth presentation on Area 10 from Ms. Rhodeside and Mr. Sessoms.
He is looking forward to see what else is to come. For the Text Amendment Committee, Mr. Hornung and Ms.
Daniels spoke to multiple meetings and upcoming changes such as PD-MU, to the UDO that they had worked on
with staff.
B. Commissioner Comments
Safe Routes to School - Commissioner Lynch
Mr. Lynch, who recently became a new father, highlighted a federally funded program called Safe Routes to School.
This program is designed to give more students the opportunity to walk and bike to school. Mr. Lynch spoke about
the health benefits for the children, but also the independence and self-reliance that it teaches children as well.
11. PLANNING DIRECTOR COMMENTS
Mr. Johnston reviewed the following:
FY-23 Capital Improvements Plan
New Budget Due Date: November 14
Unified Development Ordinance Text Amendments
PD-C 10%
Council Public hearing September 13, 2nd read
PD-MU
Council Public hearing September 13, 2nd read
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Accessory Dwelling Units
PD-C / PD-R raise residential cap
Workforce Housing density incentive
Capital Impacts Study
Study guidelines

Council Discussion
Council Discussion
Council Discussion
Council adopted
Council Discussion

September 13
October
October
August 23
scheduled for September 27

Mr. Johnston also reminded the Commission that the annual election for officers will be held at the October
meeting.
12. ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 9:43 pm.
Next meeting: October 12, 2022

______________________________________
David Durham, Chairman
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MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
RE:

Chairman Durham and Planning Commissioners
James Newman, Zoning Administrator
October 12, 2022 Planning Commission meeting
Hamilton Palmer requests three variances to establish a shared garage at 307,
309, and 311 Prince Edward Street.

ISSUE
Should the Planning Commission make a recommendation for the variance requests?
RECOMMENDATION
Recommed Approval, if making a recommdation is determined appropriate.
STATE CODE REQUIREMENT
Virginia Code 15.2-2310 stipulates that a copy of variance applications be transmitted to the
Planning Commission, which may send a recommendation to the Board of Zoning Appeals:
§ 15.2-2310. Applications for special exceptions and variances.
Applications for special exceptions and variances may be made by any property owner, tenant,
government official, department, board or bureau. Applications shall be made to the zoning
administrator in accordance with rules adopted by the board. The application and accompanying
maps, plans or other information shall be transmitted promptly to the secretary of the board who
shall place the matter on the docket to be acted upon by the board. No special exceptions or
variances shall be authorized except after notice and hearing as required by § 15.2-2204. The
zoning administrator shall also transmit a copy of the application to the local planning
commission which may send a recommendation to the board or appear as a party at the
hearing. Any locality may provide by ordinance that substantially the same application will not
be considered by the board within a specified period, not exceeding one year.
REVIEW
The applicant is requesting four variances in order to construct a garage to be located on three
properties: 307, 309, and 311 Prince Edward Street. The properties are residentially zoned and
in the City’s Historic District. The project would not increase the number of curb-cuts and
driveways, having a single access point on 307 Prince Edward Street. The design of the garage,
the character of the neighborhood, the additional layer of review by the Architechtural Review
Board, and the recommended conditions, make this project suitable for approval.
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PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
The properties are zoned Residential-8 (R8). 307 and 311 Pr. Edward contain single-family
detached houses, while 309 is an empty lot. Directly across Prince Edward Street from these
properties are two large parking lot. One is owned by Virginia Railway Express, the second by
Trust of the New City Fellowship of Fredericksburg. The other properties adjacent to those under
consideration are all residential lots. The properties are located in the Historic Overlay District,
where construction is subject to additional review by the Architectural Review Board.

VARIANCE REQUESTS
The applicant is requesting a variance for the following:


Construction Timing
A variance from Unified Development Ordinance Section 72-42.2.B.7 “No accessory use
shall be located on a lot prior to development of an associated principal use.”



Rear yard Coverage
A variance from Unified Development Ordinance Section 72-42.3.A “No accessory use or
structure shall occupy more than 30% of a rear yard”



Setbacks
A variance from Unified Development Ordinance Section72-42.3.C “No accessory use or
structure shall be closer than five feet to a side or rear lot line, except that if the principal
structure has a setback of less than five feet, then the setback of an accessory structure
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may be the same as exists for the principal structure. No accessory use or structure
requiring a building permit within the R-2, R4, or R-8 zoning districts shall be closer than
five feet to the principal structure”


Height
A variance from Unified Development Ordinance Section 72-42.4 “No accessory
structure shall exceed 25 feet in height, or 12 feet in height if located in a side or rear
yard.”

The applicant is seeking to build a garage that would cross three properties. The garage is planned
to be 12 feet in height, but the applicant is requesting additional height should the roof design
change, to a maximum height of 14 feet. The proposed setback for the north side of the garage
(at 311 Prince Edward) would be 1 foot, which requires a variance. The side setbacks for the south
side of 311, both sides of 309, and the north side of 307 are all 0 feet, which requires a variance.
The garage would have one point of access from 307 Prince Edward, and the garage and parking
area would cross all three properties. As the properties lie within the Historic Overlay District,
the final design of the garage must be approved by the Architectural Review Board (ARB). The
variances would grant the applicant additional room to work within the bounds of review of the
ARB. Because of this additional layer of review, the requirements of the proposed conditions,
and the requirements of the variance criteria, the request should be approved.
Summary of the variance requests:
Construction Timing:
307 Pr. Ed.: Has an existing principal structure.
309 Pr. Ed.: No existing principal structure.
311 Pr. Ed. Has an existing principal structure.

Rear Yard Coverage:
Maximum permitted: 30%
Requested maximum:
307 Prince Edward: 66%
309 Prince Edward: 84%
311 Prince Edward: 73%
All three lots combined: 73%

Setbacks:
Required side setbacks: 5 ft.
Requested side setbacks: 0 ft (307, 309, and
311 Pr. Ed.)
Variance: 5 ft (307, 309 Pr. Ed.), 4 ft. (311 Pr. Ed).

Height:
Maximum permitted height: 12 ft.
1 ft. Requested maximum height: 14 ft.
Variance: 2 ft.

HISTORIC CHARACTER
This portion of the Historic District was developed as a neighborhood of modest worker cottages
in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. Industrial uses, including a pickle works, were located
close to residences and a mill race once split the block between Charles and Prince Edward
Streets. These residences were sited close to the street on relatively narrow lots. Automobiles
were generally uncommon at the time these houses were constructed and usually owned by
higher-income parties. So, few driveways or gaps between the houses existed. This character is
intact today and all the residences on this block face were constructed before 1910. Detached
accessory structures were common and were typically sited close to property lines near the rear
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of lots. Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps show some examples attached across property lines (see
315-317 Prince Edward on the 1919 map). Such shared structures can also be seen in other parts
of the District, for example at 501 and 503 Wolfe Street and at 1303 and 1305 Caroline Street.
Wolfe Street

Caroline Street
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Goal 3, Policy 1 and Goal 3, Policy 2 in Chapter 8 (Historic Preservation) of the Comprehensive
Plan provide support for this request:
Goal 3, Policy 1: Amend ordinances to ensure that the requirements of the Historic District
overlay and the underlying zoning and statutory authority are mutually supportive and
compatible. Where requirements cannot be made consistent, the requirements that ensure
consistency with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation of Historic
Properties and integrity of the Historic District should have primacy.
The proposed shared accessory structure will allow for preservation of the streetscape
by minimizing curb-cuts or interruptions. The design will need to be reviewed by the
Architectural Review Board to determine its compatibility with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards; however, the general design and placement on the lot is
compatible with the standards.
Goal 3, Policy 2: Ensure development regulations citywide promote the preservation and reuse
of historic resources. Identify ways to legalize non-conforming conditions that are essential to
the reuse of historic properties (i.e. upper-story apartments that cannot be rehabilitated due to
density restrictions).
The use of a shared accessory structure will support the adaptive reuse of two historic
structures that are in poor condition and construction of one residence that fits the
existing historic pattern of the block. The proposed variance allows for reuse of the
properties in a manner that is consistent with the historic character of the Historic
District.
VARIANCE ANALYSIS
City Code § 72-22.8 states that in order for a variance to be approved, the BZA must make certain
findings in accordance with the Code of Virginia. The Code of Virginia states that the burden of
proof is on the Applicant to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the application meets
the definition of a variance found in section § 15.2-2201 and the criteria stipulated in § 15.22309:
A. § 15.2-2201 defines a Variance in part as “a reasonable deviation from those provisions
regulating the shape, size, or area of a lot or parcel of land or the size, height, area, bulk,
or location of a building or structure…”
The proposed requests meet this requirement. The request is for variances related to the
location and height of an accessory structure.
B. Under Code of Virginia § 15.2-2309.2 the application must meet one of two tests. The first
test states that “a variance shall be granted if the evidence shows that the strict application of
the terms of the ordinance would”:
{1} alleviate a hardship due to a physical condition relating to the property or improvements
thereon at the time of the effective date of the ordinance…”:
The variances sought are all reasonable deviations from the UDO regulations of the size,
height, bulk, or location of a building or structure when the strict application of the
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ordinance would unreasonably restrict the use of the property, and such need for a
variance is not shared generally by other properties. The variance is not contrary to the
purpose of the zoning ordinance. The lots of 311 and 309 Prince Edward are each 24 feet
wide, while the 307 lot is 31.7 feet wide. Each lot is 140.24 feet deep.
There is a mixture of lot sizes in the neighborhood. Per the City’s Geographic Information
System (GIS), nearby residential lots have widths ranging from 25 feet to 37 feet. Parking
is done on-street. Should the existing homes at 307 and 311 become occupied and the
additional lot at 309 be developed, additional pressure will be placed regarding on-street
parking. The proposed variance will alleviate parking congestion by adding garages onto
these lots.
1. Construction Timing
Physical hardship relates to nature of development. The garage would serve all three
properties, but only two of the three have existing principal structures. 309 Pr. Ed. is
vacant.
2. Rear yard Coverage
Physical hardship relates to nature of development. The properties are too small to
contain even a detached garage, given the size of the rear yards and the 30% occupancy
maximum.
3. Setbacks
The 5ft. setback requirements from rear and side property lines prevent the garage form
being built as a single-structure. The historic forms of development shown in the
Sanborn maps would not be allowed under the current zoning ordinance.
4. Height
There is no physical hardship for height. All accessory structures located within a rear yard
are subject to size and height limitations. However, given the nature of the structure and
additional layer of review by the ARB, the totality of the variance requests are reasonable.
The height variance will give the ARB and the applicant room to work with relating to
design and historic character.
{2} Unreasonably restrict the utilization of the property:
The three lots are too narrow to accommodate a two-car garage and a five-foot side yard
on each lot side. The public street in front of these narrow lots does not provide sufficient
on-street parking for these residences. It would be unreasonably restrictive to restore and
develop the single family homes without garages for each lot; and it is reasonable to build
all three garages at the same time, at the rear of the lots. It would be unreasonably
restrictive to build the dwelling at the front of 309 Prince Edward Street and subsequently
try to access the rear of the property to construct the garage. The requirement that only
30% of the rear yard be occupied by a structure would entirely prohibit this project. The
requirement that principal structures be built prior to an accessory structure would slow
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down this project and reduce the ability to redevelop the existing 307 and 311 properties
while the house at 309 is built.
1. Construction Timing
Unreasonable restrictions apply. The requirement that accessory structure be built after
the principal structure would lend to 307 and 311 Pr. Ed. being vacant or underoccupied while the lot at 309 is under development.
2. Rear yard Coverage
The 30% maximum occupancy requirement unreasonably restricts the development of
the one-structure garage. It would lead to either small separate garages with their own
driveway (leading to additional curb-cuts not in keeping with the historic pattern of
development), or to no garages and therefore and increase demand for on-street
parking.
3. Setbacks
The setback requirements are an unreasonable hardship to build this one-structure
garage, and would entirely prohibit it’s development.
4. Height
There is no un-reasonable hardship relating to height. However, given the nature of the
structure and additional layer of review by the ARB, the totality of the variance requests
is reasonable. The height variance will give the ARB and the applicant room to work with
relating to design and historic character.
C. In addition to either {1} or {2}, § 15.2-2309.2 contains a second set of five additional criteria
that all must be met in order for the Board of Zoning Appeals approve a Variance request.
The criteria are similar to criteria established under the definition of a variance found in §
15.2-2201. Additional definitional criteria from § 15.2-2201 have been included as
appropriate.
{1} “that the property interest for which the variance is being requested was acquired in
good faith and any hardship was not created by the applicant for the variance.”
This criterion has been met. The applicant acquired the property in good faith and has not
created a self-imposed hardship.
{2} § 15.2-2309.2 states that, “the granting of the variance will not be of substantial
detriment to adjacent property and nearby properties in the proximity of that
geographical area” and § 15.2-2201 states that, “the character of the district will not
be changed by the granting of the variance.”
The proposed garage would be kept 5 feet from the rear property lines, and therefore in
conformance with the rear setback requirement for accessory structures. Providing for a
single structure that covers multiple properties rather than multiple garages provides for
easier maintenance of the structure. The garage bays are separated by fire-rated walls.
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Maximum height for accessory structures within a rear setback is 12 feet; the applicant is
seeking 14 feet. As the properties lie within the Historic District, the final design of the
garage must be approved by the ARB.
1. Construction Timing
The granting of the variance for construction timing will not be of determinate to
neighboring properties, nor will it change the character of the district. It will aid in the
development of a vacant lot and in the utilization of two vacant structures.
2. Rear yard Coverage
The rear yard coverage will not be of detrimental impact to adjacent property owners.
3. Setbacks
The garage will be the required 5 ft. from the rear property line. The side setback
variances are for internal property lines shared by the properties, and do not impact
other properties.
4. Height
The additional 2 feet height potential for the garage will be reviewed by the ARB. Approval
of the height variance is conditioned on the increased height being a requirement of the
ARB.
{3} § 15.2-2309.2 states that, “the condition or situation of the property concerned is not of
so general or recurring a nature as to make reasonably practicable the formulation of a
general regulation to be adopted as an amendment to the ordinance” and § 15.2-2201
states that, “the hardship will not be shared generally by other properties;”
The proposed variance would grant a sole point of access to the garage from Prince
Edward Street. Currently along the 200 and 300 blocks of Prince Edward Street there are
four curb-cuts, but only one driveway (located at 209 Prince Edward Street).
The proposed variance would help keep that neighborhood character by not increasing
the number of driveways. 309 Prince Edwards is one of the properties that has a curb-cut
but no driveway. That curb-cut would be used as the street access point for this garage.
Currently along the 200 and 300 blocks of Prince Edward Street there are four curb-cuts,
but only one driveway (located at 209 Prince Edward Street). The proposed variance
would grant a sole point of access to the garage from Prince Edward Street.
The proposed variance would help keep that neighborhood character by not increasing
the number of driveways. 309 Prince Edwards is one of the properties that has a curb-cut
but no driveway. That curb-cut would be used as the street access point for this garage.
1. Construction Timing
The situation is unique. It is rare to have a property owner seek to develop multiple
abutting lots with a shared accessory structure.
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2. Rear yard Coverage
The physical hardship of having a narrow, thin lots is not unique to these properties.
However, the lack of this variance would prohibit the garage form being built, resulting
in either individual small garages of reach lot with more curb-cuts, or more pressure
placed for on-street parking. The proposed design would maintain the number of curbcuts while not impacting on-street parking.
3. Setbacks
The physical hardship of having a narrow, thin lots is not unique to these properties.
However, the lack of this variance would prohibit the garage form being built, resulting
in either individual small garages of reach lot with more curb-cuts, or more pressure
placed for on-street parking. The proposed design would maintain the number of curbcuts while not impacting on-street parking.
4. Height
There is no physical hardship necessitating the height variance. The variance is to allow
for flexibility in design should the ARB deem it necessary.
{4} “the granting of the variance does not result in a use that is not otherwise permitted on
such property or a change in the zoning classification of the property.”
This criterion is met. No use variance is requested, and garages are by-right uses in the R8 Zoning District.
{5} “the relief or remedy sought by the variance application is not available through a
special exception process that is authorized in the ordinance pursuant to subdivision 6 of
§15.2-2309 or the process for modification of a zoning ordinance pursuant to subdivision A
4 of § 15.2-2286 at the time of the filing of the variance application.”
This criterion is met. The other remedial options are an Administrative Modification or a
Special Exception. However, the proposed application does not meet the criterion for
approval by administrative modification, which is limited to providing administrative
variances of up to 5% of residential setback requirements and therefore would only grant
a reduced side setback rather than a complete elimination in side setbacks. The Special
Exception process is designed to provide needed elasticity and usefulness of the zoning
regulations, in extraordinary or special circumstances. As this special exception criterion
is not met, the applicant needs a variance.
1. Construction Timing
A variance is the sole means of relief available for this request.
2. Rear yard Coverage
A variance is the sole means of relief available for this request.
3. Setbacks
A variance is the sole means of relief available for this request.

10
4. Height
A variance is the sole means of relief available for this request.
PUBLIC COMMENT
No public comment has been received as of October 7.
CONDITIONS
The variance requests should be approved subject to the following conditions:
a. The floor plan and elevations shall be substantially in accord with the Herlong
exhibit, except as it may be modified by the ARB.
b. The location of the garage shall be substantially in accord with the HGP Inc. exhibit,
except as it may be modified by the ARB.
c. The maximum height variance of two feet shall be effective only if the ARB requires
additional height in its review of the application for a certificate of appropriateness
for this structure.
d. The applicant shall first obtain an approved residential lot grading plan for 309
Prince Edward Street.
e. The applicant shall first obtain an approved building permit for the renovation of
either 307 Prince Edward Street or 311 Prince Edward Street.
f. The applicant shall record a cross-access easement across 307 Prince Edward Street
in favor of 309 and 311 Prince Edward Street.
CONCLUSION
The applicant seeks variances from City Code:
 to be allowed to construct an accessory structure prior to the construction of a principal
structure.
 to allow additional rear yard coverage;
 to reduce the side setbacks for an accessory structure from 5 feet to 0 feet and 1 foot;
and
 to have the maximum height for an accessory structure increased from 12 feet to 14 feet,
if considered necessary by the Architectural Review Board;
The structure will be reviewed by the Architectural Review Board. The request meets the variance
requirements for approval, is keeping with the historic nature of residential development in the
neighborhood, is strengthened with the proposed conditions, and should be approved.
ATTACHMENTS
A. Record of Decision
B. Application
C. Sketch & garage diagrams

Fredericksburg Board of Zoning Appeals
Record of Decision
Variance FY2023-01 – 307, 309, and 311 Prince Edward Street
The Fredericksburg Board of Zoning Appeals heard Purina Fredericksburg LLC’s
application for a variance from the requirement of City Code §§72-42.2(B)(7), 42.3(C), and 42.4 at
its meeting on October 17, 2022. Upon consideration of the record as a whole, the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopts this Record of Decision approving the variance.
Findings of Fact
A. Applicant Purina Fredericksburg LLC is the owner of the following properties:
Address

GPIN

307 Prince Edward Street

7789-12-8624

309 Prince Edward Street

7789-12-8608

311 Prince Edward Street

7789-12-7781

The lot area, dimensions, and current conditions are shown on an exhibit entitled “Sketch to
Accompany BZA Variance 307-311 Prince Edward Street, by HGP Inc.” submitted by the
Zoning Administrator. The properties are all zoned R-8, Residential. In addition, the properties
are all in the Old and Historic Fredericksburg District (HFD). The proposed new construction
will require the review and approval of the ARB.

B. Accessory structures in the R-8 zoning district are subject to the following regulations:
Topic

Section

Regulation

Associated principal use

72-42.2(B)(7)

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

Rear Yard occupation

72-42.3(A)

No accessory use shall occupy more than
30% of the rear yard.

Side lot setback

72-42.3(C)

No accessory use or structure shall be closer
than five feet to a side lot line (with
exceptions)
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Maximum height

72-42.4

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

C. The 307 Prince Edward Street and 311 Prince Edward Street lots are developed with single
family dwellings. The 309 Prince Edward Street parcel is vacant.
D. The applicant seeks to construct a garage at the rear of each of these three lots, to be
accessed across the 307 Prince Edward Street lot. The garage structures are shown on the
exhibit entitled, “Proposed New Garage Building for 307, 309 & 311 Prince Edward Street,”
by Herlong Associates, Inc., dated 8/31/2021, submitted with the application.
E. The garage is proposed to meet the 5-foot side yard setback on the south side of 307 Prince
Edward, and to match the single family dwelling side yard at 311 Prince Edward Street, and
would conform to the UDO regulations in that respect.
F. But the garage is proposed to cross over the interior lot lines between 307/309 Prince
Edward Street, and 309/311 Prince Edward Street. The applicant seeks a variance from the
side yard setbacks for this aspect of the garage.
G. The applicant proposes to construct the garage at the rear of 309 Prince Edward Street
before constructing a single family dwelling on this lot.
H. Finally, while the Herlong exhibit shows the height of the garage meeting the maximum 12’
height standard, the applicant seeks permission for a structure up to 14 feet in height, in case
the ARB requires a greater structure height during its review.
I. The applicant seeks to restore the two existing residences and to build a new residence at
309 Prince Edward Street.
J. In conclusion, the applicant seeks the following variances in order to construct the proposed
garage:
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Parcel

Side
yard

Two feet
additional
height

307

x

x

309

x

x

311

x

x

Principal
structure

Rear Yard
Occupancy
x

x

x
x

Conclusions of Law – Grant of Variance:
1. The applicant has carried his burden of proof to prove, by a preponderance of the
evidence, that his application meets the standards in Code of Virginia §15.2-2201 and the
criteria in §15.2-2309.
2. The variances sought are all reasonable deviations from the UDO regulations of the size,
height, bulk, or location of a building or structure when the strict application of the
ordinance would unreasonably restrict the use of the property, and such need for a
variance is not shared generally by other properties. The variance is not contrary to the
purpose of the zoning ordinance.
3. The three lots are too narrow to accommodate a two-car garage and a five-foot side yard
on each lot side.
4. The public street in front of these narrow lots does not provide ample on-street parking
for these residences.
5. It would be unreasonably restrictive to restore and develop the single family homes
without two-car garages for each lot; and it makes sense to build all three garages at the
same time, at the rear of the lots.
6. It would be unreasonably restrictive to build the dwelling at the front of 309 Prince
Edward Street and subsequently try to access the rear of the property to construct the
garage.
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7. The BZA wishes to avoid a conflict between the requirements of the UDO and
conditions that the ARB may impose on the height of the structure to achieve
architectural compatibility with neighboring structures.
8. The three adjoining lots are presently in common ownership, thus facilitating this
development. Moreover, the Sanborn map shows the previous existence of an accessory
structure adjoining at the rear of 307 and 309 Prince Edward Street.
Therefore, the Fredericksburg Board of Zoning Appeals grants the requested variances, with the
following conditions:
a. The floor plan and elevations shall be substantially in accord with the Herlong exhibit,
except as it may be modified by the ARB.
b. The location of the garage shall be substantially in accord with the HGP Inc. exhibit,
except as it may be modified by the ARB.
c. The maximum height variance of two feet shall be effective only if the ARB requires
additional height in its review of the application for a certificate of appropriateness for
this structure.
d. The applicant shall first obtain an approved residential lot grading plan for 309 Prince
Edward Street.
e. The applicant shall first obtain an approved building permit for the renovation of either
307 Prince Edward Street or 311 Prince Edward Street.
f. The applicant shall record a cross-access easement across 307 Prince Edward Street in
favor of 309 and 311 Prince Edward Street.
Fredericksburg Board of Zoning Appeals
By:___________________________________
___________________________________, Chair

Date:________________________
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