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Preface  

Density Deferred, Density Denied: A Free Enterprise Forum White Paper 

The Free Enterprise Forum, as a part of its mission to inform, analyze and promote 

dialog, is pleased to present a research paper on the rezoning approval process and 

its impact on residential density and affordable housing. 

Significant data was derived from Albemarle County’s County View system and 

publicly available staff reports.  While not directly involved in the production of 

this paper, The Free Enterprise Forum would like to thank reporters Mike Marshall 

(Crozet Gazette), Sean Tubbs (Charlottesville Tomorrow & Town Crier 

Productions) as well as Ginny Bixby, Katherine Knott, and Allison Wrabel (Daily 

Progress) for their tireless coverage of local government land use policy 

proceedings. Footnoted throughout the report and case studies, their land use 

reportage and institutional knowledge is critically important to the community. 

In addition, the author would like to thank the many builders, developers, and local 

government staff members all of whom helped immensely in gathering relevant, 

public source material for this research.  

The overarching question this paper seeks to inform is how the approval and 

comprehensive planning process impacts residential density.  A corollary question 

is if the uncertainty of the byzantine rezoning process serves as a disincentive to 

rezone land thus reducing potential density to existing ‘by right’ levels.  

The goal of Density Deferred, Density Denied is to promote dialog and discussion.  

The Free Enterprise Forum hopes this data and analysis will spark additional 

public interest in this important economic vitality issue. 

Founded in 2003, the Free Enterprise Forum is a privately funded public policy 

organization focused on local government issues in the Central Virginia region.   

Well-informed citizens make well-informed decisions. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Neil Williamson, President 

July 7, 2021 
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Introduction: 

During the Harlem Renaissance, African American poet Langston Hughes wrote 

the poem Harlem: A Dream Deferred regarding the impact of dreams that are not 

yet achieved.  The hopelessness expressed in the second half of Hughes’ poem is 

particularly jarring. While this poem was not written expressly about local land use 

residential density policies, it clearly could be. 1   

 

To understand the import of land use decisions one must look beyond the pure 

academic analysis of case studies of density reductions, one must see the families 

that will be, due to local government actions, economically locked out of our 

community.  

56% of the residential units proposed in our three case studies were denied – 

representing nearly 250 families who will not become part of our community. 

Density lost. 

This paper will provide empirical evidence that by approving significantly lower 

residential densities than envisioned in their Comprehensive Plans (and actively 

seeking to reduce residential density in new plans) localities may exacerbate the 

housing affordability issue and negatively impact community diversity. 

 
1 Image credit www.englishsummary.com 
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According to the 2019 Central Virginia Housing Survey and Needs Analysis 

commissioned by the Regional Housing Partnership: 

 “Almost 1,400 workers commute to Charlottesville or Albemarle County 

from Augusta County, a clear indication of the shortage of affordable 

ownership housing in Planning District 10… At its base, the region’s high 

cost of housing is linked closely to its limited housing supply. The region’s 

housing supply has not expanded in step with the growing population and 

demand…. The market has not provided enough housing close to jobs and 

services. Compared with the number of households with incomes between 

30 and 70 percent of AMI, there are few units with rents affordable to this 

segment of the regional workforce. Many municipal workers are forced to 

travel long distances to find housing at prices their salaries will support.2 

The political issue of restricting commercial and residential density is complex.  

Albemarle County’s six-member Board of Supervisors is currently all Democrats.  

In this form of government, it takes four positive votes to have a motion move 

forward.  On several recent land use votes recently, this single party Board has 

been frozen at 3-3 tie where nothing happens. 

It is important to note that while this paper includes several case studies, the Free 

Enterprise Forum does not have a position regarding these projects.  The inclusion 

of these completed rezoning applications are to provide real world examples of 

density losses and their cost to the community.   

 

Charlottesville is actively debating its future land use map and Albemarle has 

several development applications currently in the pipeline that demonstrate many 

of the philosophical conflicts raised by this Density Deferred, Density Denied 

white paper. 

 
2 Partners for Economic Solutions, Central Virginia Housing Study and Needs Analysis March 22, 

2019 

Density 

Proposed

Density 

Approved

Density 

Lost

Density 

Lost 

(units) (units) (units) (%)

Case Study 1 - 999 Rio 46 28 18 39.1%

Case Study 2 - Adelaide 93 35 58 62.4%

Case Study 3 - Royal Fern 300 128 172 57.3%

439 191 248 56.5%
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Land Use Regulation and Affordable Housing 
Governments adopt land-use regulations for a variety of well-intentioned purposes, 

but the effects are not all positive. The regulations complicate or prohibit housing 

development, which reduces supply. Basic economic theory suggests that if 

demand is rising, then housing prices will increase the most in areas where supply 

is the most constrained by such regulations.3 

Empirical research across U.S. cities suggests that, indeed, zoning rules reduce 

supply, which in turn increases prices. Economist Jonathan Rothwell indicates that 

“roughly 20 percent of the variation in metropolitan housing growth can be 

explained through density regulations,” and that “anti-density regulation inflates 

prices in the face of demand shocks.” Economist Jenny Schuetz suggests that 

zoning regulations decrease the number of building permits issued, especially for 

apartments and condominiums.4  

Today the effect of low density, 

single-family zoning is expansive 

and most impactful on lower income 

households.  

It is illegal on 75 percent of the 

residential land in many American 

cities to build anything other than a 

detached single-family home.5   

Because land-use regulations tend to 

limit housing supply and drive up the price of housing, current homeowners tend to 

benefit while renters and new homeowners are harmed. This burden falls 

disproportionately on poor households, which spend a larger percentage of their 

income on housing than wealthier households, and which are more likely to rent 

than to own6. 

 

 
3 Vanessa Brown Calder, CATO Institute Zoning, “Land -Use Planning, and Affordability” October 8, 

2017 
4 Ibid 
5 Emily Badger and  Quoctrung Bui, “Cities Start to Question American Ideal: A House with a Yard 

on Every Lot” New York Times June 18, 2019 
6 Emily Hamilton, “How Land Use Regulation Undermines Affordable Housing” Mercatus Center – 

George Mson University November 4, 2015 
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In 2020, the Brookings Institute provided a side-by-side comparison regarding 

redevelopment costs for a Washington DC redevelopment project at various 

densities.   

“A simple numerical example illustrates how redeveloping existing single-family 

lots with more compact housing 

types can improve affordability 

(Table 1). A typical single-

family lot in Washington, D.C., 

is large enough to accommodate 

three side-by-side townhomes or 

a three-story, six-unit 

condominium building. Based 

on prevailing construction costs 

and financing terms, a developer 

could profitably build three new 

townhomes that would sell for 

just under $1 million each—

about the same price as an older, 

poor condition single-family 

home on the same lot. Or the 

developer could build six two-

bedroom condos, each priced 

around $580,000—roughly 40% 

cheaper. While the numbers used for this analysis are for Washington, D.C., the 

financial implications—adding more homes to a single lot reduces per-unit costs—

are similar in other high-priced markets across the U.S.”7 

It is important to note in the example above the development costs associated with 

increased density are significantly higher than retaining the existing single family 

detached unit.  Gaining the required approvals adds time, cost, and uncertainty to 

the project.     

According to the 2019 Central Virginia Housing Study and Needs Report 

commissioned by the Regional Housing Partnership, Zoning has committed major 

swaths of each Central Virginia jurisdiction’s land for single-family housing 

 
7 Jenny Schuetz, Brookings Institute “To improve housing affordability, we need better alignment of 

zoning, taxes, and subsidies” January 7, 2020 
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development with much less land zoned for townhouses and multi-family 

development… 88 percent of the region’s land is zoned for single-family 

residential development with only 3 percent zoned for multi-family housing…  

Under the goal of protecting single-family neighborhoods, such zoning restricts the 

opportunities for multi-family housing and increases multi-family land prices.8 

Comprehensive Plan Density Philosophy  
Virginia State Code mandates all localities “review” their comprehensive plan 

every five years.  There are several chapters that are mandated by the code 

including affordable housing and land use. 

In 2007, the code was amended to require every locality designate an “Urban 

Development Area”.    

“The urban development areas designated by a locality may be sufficient to meet 

projected residential and commercial growth in the locality for an ensuing period 

of at least 10 but not more than 20 years, which may include phasing of 

development within the urban development areas. Where an urban development 

area in a county with the urban county executive form of government includes 

planned or existing rail transit, the planning horizon may be for an ensuing period 

of at least 10 but not more than 40 years. Future residential and commercial growth 

shall be based on official estimates of either the Weldon Cooper Center for Public 

Service of the University of Virginia, the Virginia Employment Commission, the 

United States Bureau of the Census, or other official government projections 

required for federal transportation planning purposes.”9 

The code spells out the underlying philosophy of urban development area to “an 

area designated by a locality that is (i) appropriate for higher density development 

due to its proximity to transportation facilities, the availability of a public or 

community water and sewer system, or a developed area and (ii) to the extent 

feasible, to be used for redevelopment or infill development.”10 

Many Virginia localities had previously set up “Development Areas” under the 

pretext that focusing residential and commercial density in a small area provides 

 
8 Partners for Economic Solutions, Central Virginia Housing Study and Needs Analysis March 22, 

2019 
9 Code of Virginia § 15.2-2223.1. Comprehensive plan to include urban development areas. 
10 Ibid 
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for most efficient delivery of local government services (schools, public safety, 

libraries, etc.) and “protects” the surrounding rural areas rural. 

With other types of infrastructure, high-density development is more efficient than 

low-density development. By their very nature, longer sewer lines and sprawling 

utility (water, gas, and electric) supply systems are more costly; traditional 

development patters also dictate expensive road construction. In addition, local 

governments must provide fire and police protection (as well as other services) 

over a larger area. By contrast, compact development benefits from economies of 

scale and geographic scope11 

Higher housing densities combined with land use diversity that mixes housing, 

jobs, and services within neighborhoods can reduce vehicle miles traveled by 

making walking, biking, and transit more appealing12 

Albemarle County adopted its first 

Comprehensive Plan in 1971.  One of the major 

planning focuses of the 1970s was water 

resource & water supply protection.  The 1971 

Land Use Plan included 20 designated 

Development Areas (Urban Area, 5 

Communities, 14 villages).   

A total of 37,000 acres were designated in Urban 

Areas and Communities, not including area 

designated for 14 Villages.   

A product of its time, the 1971 Comp Plan 

capacities were established, in part, to address 

threats of annexation from the City of Charlottesville.  In comparison, the current 

Land Use Plan has five designated Development Areas (Urban area, 3 

communities, 1 Village) totaling 22,300 acres. 13  

Albemarle County’s Comprehensive Plan calls for “Clear Boundaries with the 

Rural Areas” to maximize development potential in the limited development areas.   

 
11 Mark Muro and Robert Puentes, “Investing In A Better Future: A Review of the Fiscal and 

Competitive Advantages of Smarter Growth Development Patterns.” Washington, DC: Brookings 

Institution Center    
12 Environmental Protection Agency, EnviroAtlas July 2014 
13 Planning Commission Retreat PowerPoint Overview of Planning History in Albemarle  
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In recent years, we have seen a different “tapering concept” being endorsed in 

planning where the residential density is reduced based on the distance from a 

growth area core.  There were no public hearings for this change rather it came 

about on a case-by-case basis leaving residents and property owners in the dark 

regarding the true development potential in the designated development areas. 

This density doubt has been further exacerbated by the plethora of environmental 

regulations (stream buffers, steep slopes, etc.) all of which reduced the geographic 

footprint of Albemarle’s designated development areas. No corresponding increase 

to the development areas has been established, or even seriously discussed.   

The deleterious effects of such well-intentioned regulation extend beyond higher 

housing prices: artificially inflating housing costs discourages migration from rural 

or suburban areas to cities, which impedes appropriate matching of workers and 

jobs while limiting the scope of economies of scale and the scope of particular 

types of economic activity. Thus, these regulations impede economically efficient 

population density and population allocation14. 

In December 2009, 1,200 prime, well-located Development Area acres (with the 

potential for >4,000 residential units) the approved Biscuit Run development 

became Biscuit Run State Park.  Again, there was no corresponding increase for 

the development area to replace this geographic loss. 

In 2019, Albemarle seemed to acknowledge this shortfall in its Growth 

Management Report. “In theory, there appears to be sufficient capacity to 

accommodate future population growth within the development areas,” the report 

states. “However, when considering the likely overestimation of units in the 

pipeline and variability in redevelopment/infill potential, the answer becomes less 

clear. Removing 1,000 units from the current pipeline (accounting for Old Trail 

and Stonefield alone) and the University of Virginia Foundation’s residentially 

designated holdings from the potential capacity pool reveals that the low ends of 

the density ranges may not be sufficient to accommodate new residential 

growth.”15 

Albemarle County’s often quoted 5% development area is much smaller due to the 

actions above.  In comparison, a cursory review of several localities finds many 

 
14 Vanessa Brown Carter, “Zoning, Land Use Planning, and Housing Affordability” CATO Institute 

October 18, 2017 
15 Allison Wrabel, Capacity of Albemarle growth Area outlined” Daily Progress September 24, 2019  
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with significantly higher percentage of their land mass dedicated to development 

and economic vitality. 

Albemarle County’s current Comprehensive Plan dedicates 14,700 fewer acres to 

the Development Areas than the 1971 plan.  Since 1979, there have been very few, 

minor adjustments to the prescribed Development Areas.  In comparison, Portland, 

Oregon has expanded their development area 36 times in the last 30 years. 

Residential Density Definitions: 
Density is generally understood as 

the amount of development per 

acre permitted and commonly 

measured as dwelling units per 

acres (du/ac).  This is also known 

as gross density.16 

Net density is expressed in units 

per net acre (which excludes 

rights-of-way, environmental 

areas, etc.) for residential use.  In 

many cases this number also 

excludes government mandated 

open space, parking, and 

stormwater management 

facilities. 

St. Paul Minnesota uses net density as a capacity forecasting tool: 

“The Council measures minimum net density to support forecasted growth 

by taking the minimum number of planned housing units and dividing by the 

net acreage. Net acreage does not include land covered by wetlands, water 

bodies, public parks and trails, public open space, arterial road rights-of-

way, and other undevelopable acres identified in or protected by local 

ordinances such as steep slopes17.” 

 
16 Images “Understanding Density and Development Intensity” League of California Cities – Planning 

Commission Academy March 7, 2019 
17 St. Paul, MN Metropolitan Council Local Planning Handbook July 2015 
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Public Opposition to Increased Density 
Resistance to increased residential density can be seen at nearly every rezoning 

public hearing.  The opposition tends to focus on four areas: property values, 

traffic infrastructure, education capacity, and public safety.  In addition, issues of 

privacy, noise, and inconsistency with existing conditions are often a part of anti-

density arguments. 

Opposition can also be woven into the fabric of regulations, ordinances, and 

planning documents. Overcoming such opposition typically requires far greater 

effort, as it requires overturning such statutes18 

Public approval processes are often dominated by NIMBY (Not In My Backyard) 

voices. Other priorities seem to overwhelm the need for affordable housing as 

opponents raise concerns over environmental impacts, school overcrowding and 

traffic congestion. This is particularly true in rural areas where residents often 

perceive homelessness and housing affordability as an urban issue that is not their 

problem.19 

In a book review of Liza Prevost’s Snob Zoning, John Ross summarized the 

author’s conclusions: 

“Prevost sees little hope of changing entrenched attitudes about multi-family 

housing developments. “This is a world where facts are irrelevant,” says a 

demographer she spoke to. “I’ve explained over and over again that 

workforce housing is not Section 8 housing with welfare recipients packed 

in there.” 

“Snobs dominate local politics and are unlikely to embrace relaxed zoning 

codes any time soon. Change may yet come, though, as the demand for 

single-family homes subsides. The next generation simply isn’t as enamored 

of low-density living as baby boomers were20.” 

Some opposition is clear in its intent.  An October 2010 front page Daily Progress 

article by Brian Wheeler included a long quote from Advocates for a Sustainable 

Albemarle Population (ASAP) President Jack Marshall. 

 
18 Mark Obrinsky and Debra Stein, “Overcoming Opposition to Multifamily Rental Housing”, Joint 

Center for Housing Studies Harvard University, March 2007 
19 Partners for Economic Solutions, Central Virginia Housing Study and Needs Analysis March 22, 

2019 
20 John Ross, “Zoning Kills Affordable Housing” Reason.com May 7, 2013 
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“We must, if we care about having a sustainable community for our 

grandchildren, we must consume less and simultaneously we must stabilize 

our population size or even reduce the population size of our 

community….“If we don’t build it, they won’t come,” Marshall said. “We 

could achieve a realistic stationary population simply by adjusting the 

development potential in the community by changing the zoning.” 21. 

In a resolution in November 2020, a majority of Crozet Community Advisory 

Committee (CCAC) members voted against a proposal in the land use map for 

Middle Density Residential, which was originally proposed as 6 to 24 units per 

acre.  After that vote, Middle Density Residential was reduced to 6 to 12 units per 

acre, with up to 18 units per acre to if additional affordable housing was proposed.   

This was upsetting to some on the April Zoom meeting of the CCAC. Much of the 

vitriol was directed at staff. 

“I’m not sure what you don’t understand 

or what you misunderstood about the vote, 

because to me, and I think to the rest of the 

CAC, it was very clear what we were 

voting for,” [Tom] Loach said. “And if 

you’re going to overstep your bounds, and 

the Planning Commission is going to 

overstep its bounds, then I just don’t know 

what the hell we’re doing here.”22 

 

In May 2021, Albemarle County’s Crozet Community Advisory Committee had a 

follow up discussion regarding proposed increase in seven parcels from 

 
21 Brian Wheeler “ASAP: Area must stabilize or reduce its population” Daily Progress October 17, 

2010 
22 Allison Wrabel, “Crozet plan update continues to be contentious” Daily Progress March 12, 2021 

1 Tom Loach, Photo Credit Daily Progress 
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Neighborhood Density Residential to Middle Density Residential which could 

allow more housing to be built on the land in the future if it was rezoned. 

 

The Neighborhood Density Residential designation in the draft plan’s future land 

use map recommends three to six units per acre, while the Middle Density 

Residential designation recommends six to 12 units per acre, with up to 18 units 

per acre if additional affordable units are provided.23 

Similar existing resident opposition has been seen as the City of Charlottesville is 

working on their Future Land Use map.  

 

 
23 Allison Wrabel, “Future Land Use Map for Crozet continues t be a divisive issue” Daily Progress, 

May 15, 2021 
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“[Joy] Johnson said she was disheartened by community members’ 

responses during some of the public webinars to increasing affordable 

housing in the Future Land Use Map draft. 

“People keep saying, ‘not in my backyard!’ They don’t want affordable 

housing in their neighborhood. It’s very concerning to them because now 

you’re going to have poor people living in there. You might have a person of 

color, or you might have somebody who was homeless, or someone with a 

mental issue,” Johnson said. 

“People don’t want somebody that is of a different culture, or a different 

way of thinking, living beside them. They will let you come and clean their 

houses, though. You can work for them but they don’t want you to live 

beside them,” she said24. 

On June 29, 2021, the Cville Plans Together consultant team presented the results 

of their public engagement plan for the new Comprehensive Plan, including the 

Future Land use map, to the Charlottesville Planning Commission.  

 

The Daily Progress Katherine Knott reports: 

A draft of the map was presented to the Planning Commission in March and 

was revised again in May. The revisions designated more areas as medium 

density, which would allow duplexes or townhomes. Medium density is 

considered a more affordable option…The increases in density prompted a 

raft of concerns from community members who were worried about traffic 

and infrastructure to support the city’s growth, how larger buildings would 

affect a neighborhood’s character and the overall effect on property values, 

according to the presentation. 

“You can see neighborhoods that will be experiencing the most proposed 

change had the most negative feedback,” Sessoms said… 

 
24 Virginia Bixby, Charlottesville Future Land Use Map draft still problematic to activists, some 

residents” Daily Progress May 22, 2021  
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“Councilor Lloyd Snook said near the end of the four-hour meeting that 

there are limits to Weldon Cooper’s methodology in that those numbers are 

based on the status quo remaining in place. 

“The reality is that the reason why the population has not risen in 

Charlottesville in the last few years is pretty simple: there’s no supply; 

there’s no place to move,” Snook said. 

Snook said he was a fan of the draft map but was concerned about a lot of 

details.  He added that the city runs the risk of becoming Palo Alto, 

California, where the median income is about $160,000 and the median 

home sales price is $3 million. 

“That is not who we are now, but that is who we would become if the only 

people who can buy houses here or rent here are people with $100,000-

$150,000 incomes,” he said. “We're in danger of becoming something we 

don't want to be.” 

He said the city wants to be seen as welcoming to refugees and those in the 

middle to lower middle class who make the city run. To do that, action needs 

to be taken at the comprehensive plan level.25 

 
25 Katherine Knott, “City Planning Commission reviews future land use map feedback” Daily 

Progress June 30, 2021 
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Conclusion 
One type or level of density does not fit every community.  Central Virginia is like 

every other community, it is unique.  It is incumbent on every community to 

recognize demographic trends and plan for future needs.  Inevitably, such planning 

conflicts with existing residents opposed to change.   

Yet change is also inevitable; it is the only constant.  

University of Virginia 

Weldon Cooper Center for 

Public Service 

demographers estimate that 

49,181 people lived in 

Charlottesville, as of July 1, 

2019. Meanwhile, 

Albemarle County’s 

population is approaching 

110,000 people, a 10% increase from the 2010 census. Overall, the Charlottesville 

metropolitan area’s population has gone up by 9.6% over the last decade to 

220,832.26 

These trends are anticipated to continue for the foreseeable future.  The official 

population projections prepared by UVA’s Weldon Cooper Center for Public 

Service anticipate that Planning District 10’s population will grow 23.8 percent 

from 256,700 in 2018 to 317,800 by 2040 with growth only slightly faster in 

Charlottesville and Albemarle County than in the four rural counties. Translating 

these future population levels into households indicates the potential addition of 

15,000 new households in Charlottesville and Albemarle County and 8,500 new 

households in Fluvanna, Greene, Louisa, and Nelson counties. To accommodate 

these households, the urban jurisdictions will need roughly 15,600 new housing 

units, and the rural counties will need more than 8,600 new units, allowing for 

vacancies between tenants and owners.27 

 
26 Katherine Knott, “Area sees steady growth in last decade while state’s population growth slows” 

Daily Progress, January 27, 2020  
27 Partners for Economic Solutions, Central Virginia Housing Study and Needs Analysis March 22, 

2019 
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Developers and landowners must look to local land use policies to shape their 

projects.  If the community wishes to grow and promote diversity in housing types, 

land use policy should allow a range of residential and residential density.   

Policies that pay lip service to increased density by requiring a byzantine public 

approval process weighted in opposition to change in the name of neighborhood 

character is equal to the proverbial road to hell that is paved with good intentions. 

As the Density Deferred, Density Denied case studies showed, in Albemarle 

County viable high-density projects are being reduced to lower density or denied 

altogether. 

 

Density 

Proposed 

Density 

Approved 

Density 

Lost 

Density 

Lost  

 (units) (units) (units) (%) 

Case Study 1 - 999 Rio 46 28 18 39.1% 

Case Study 2 - Adelaide 93 35 58 62.4% 

Case Study 3 - Royal Fern 300 128 172 57.3% 

     

 439 191 248 56.5% 

 

If you do not build it, they will still come.  If you accept growth projections and 

reject increased density in the geographically limited development areas, you force 

required development into the outlying jurisdictions and rural areas.   

While preserving “neighborhood character”, such supply constrictions will further 

inflate the value of existing housing stock, encourage leapfrog development, and 

reduce the diversity of our community.   

Our community will lack firefighters, police, teachers, and other middle-income 

workers as our neighbors.  Their children will not go to school in the locality they 

serve.  Existing economic segregation will be exacerbated.   

It does not have to be this way.  Sustainable design concepts, modern technology, 

and density can increase the carrying capacity of the development areas and 

encourage diversity.  

If localities choose not to embrace the economic vitality and diversity density 

planning provides, there is just one remaining question – how and where will the 

community accommodate projected growth?  
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Case Study 1 - 999 Rio 
Density Proposed: 46 units 

Density Approved: 28 units 

Density Lost:  18 units 

For many years, an old house and two 

storage sheds sat vacant on less than 2 acres 

across from the Covenant Church at the 

intersection of Rio Road East and Belvedere 

Boulevard.  Abutting the Dunlora 

neighborhood (~450 homes) and the newer Belvedere development (~700 housing units), with a 

“By Right” potential for up to 11 units under the existing zoning the parcel seemed underutilized 

in the heart of one of Albemarle County’s most vibrant designated development areas.  

Albemarle’s Places29 Master Plan’s future land use map (adopted 2011), which is part of the 

county’s Comprehensive Plan, shows the property as Urban Density Residential, which 

recommends density of between six and 34 units per acre. 

In April 2019, Gallifrey Enterprises submitted a Zoning Map Amendment seeing to increase the 

residential density to up to 46 units.  Prior to the June 25, 2019 Planning Commission public 

hearing, more than 450 Albemarle County residents (primarily from the Dunlora neighborhood) 

signed petitions opposing residential development of the Rio Road-U.S. 29 corridor -- and sent 

them to the county Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission. 

June 25th 2019 at the well- attended Planning Commission meeting public hearing, the 

applicant, Ms. Nicole Scro, explained the project concept: 

“Ms. Scro said that this proposal is offering a housing product type that is not often seen, which 
is a house with an 800-square-foot footprint and 1,600 gross square footage with the two stories 
included. She said that houses currently on the market are usually 2,000 to 3,000 square feet and 
are $400,000 to $500,000 or higher in price. Ms. Scro said that in her narrative, when searching 
Zillow and MLS, one cannot find new, single-family detached homes in the Charlottesville-
Albemarle area for less than $380,000. She said if one wants a single-family, detached house in 
the Charlottesville-Albemarle area, one has to live on the outskirts of town, in other counties, or 
in a attached townhouse. Ms. Scro said the applicant is trying to allow for affordability and 
enjoyability for those who would like to live in a single-family detached home. She said the 
apartments and commercial can subsidize some of the innovative housing on the other part of the 
property.  
 

Ms. Scro indicated on a picture to a cottage cluster, which has been done on the West Coast more 

frequently. She said the houses there are about 850 to 1750 square feet, and the proposal shares 

about the same density. Ms. Scro said there is a common area that the houses are surrounded 

by.”i28 

 
28 ALBEMARLE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION -June 25, 2019 FINAL MINUTES 
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Fifteen neighbors spoke out against the proposed development. 

“Laura Mulligan Thomas, who said she lived in Dunlora, purchased her house in part because of 

the beautiful scenery around her, which she said is now gone… “I urge you to decline this 

because we need to say ‘no’, we need to say ‘enough’” she said. “Enough traffic, enough 

developments – we’re saturated.”29 

In the end, Albemarle Planning Commission followed staff recommendation and recommended 

approval of the application (4-1 Daphne Spain opposed, Bruce Dotson and Pam Riley absent).   

The proposal was reviewed by the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors on September 18, 

2019.   

September 2019 Albemarle Board of Supervisors approves a deferral.  In The Daily Progress, 

Allison Wrabel reports: 

Supervisor Ann H. Mallek said she has a problem with a comment from the developer 
that the Comprehensive Plan says this development is fine, because the plan is also 
concerned about the quality of life in the growth area. 

“Our growth areas will fail completely if we make them so densely populated, like a can 

of sardines, that nobody wants to live there,” she said. 

Supervisor Diantha McKeel said she would like to see a smaller commercial area, but she 
supported the project overall. “At the end of the day, I’m looking at affordable housing 
and the lack of affordable housing,” she said. 

Based on Board and neighborhood opposition to the proposal it was scaled back.  As the 

applicant described in her 14 January 2020 Planning Commission public hearing testimony: 

“Ms. Scro said that from this 

feedback, the applicant has made 

many several changes to the 

application.  She said their revisions 

included scaling back the density 

40%, going from 46 total units to 28.  

She said they have also decreased 

commercial use by a significant 

number as well, going down 40% 

(from 10,000 square feet to 6,000 

square feet). She said in terms of scale and intensity, they have restricted uses on the site, and 

now, only office and a furniture store are the only uses allowed.  She said retail uses are no 

longer allowed, such a Chick-fil-a or Starbucks, which are uses that generally create more traffic.  

 
29 Allison Wrabel, Daily Progress, June 25, 2019 
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Ms. Scro said the applicant has designated 6,000 square feet of green space along Rio Road East 

and the setbacks for the buildings off of Rio Road East is [sic] now further, which is about 34-39 

feet.  She explained this is measured from the right of way which is 20 feet.  She said that from 

Rio Road East, it will be 54-60 feet until there is a building.  She said the building up against Rio 

Road East is also the one-story building. 

Ms. Scro said the landscaping in the 6,000 square foot buffer will likely be at the height of the 

building, preserving the beauty and green space of the area while also meeting the needs and 

demands of the development area30 

The neighboring landowners, mainly from the Dunlora neighborhood, again came out in force to 

provide testimony regarding the revised proposal. 

Mr. Kent Schlussel said the current proposal, as the last one was, is based on the Comprehensive 

Plan.  He said the current Comprehensive Plan isn’t working anymore for the area.  He said they 

do not have the infrastructure, nor does the plan take into account all the changes that have 

occurred in the area to include the increased traffic coming from 29 North, where development 

has significantly increased in the past few years with the building of over 1,000 apartments and 

homes along 29…..He said the Comprehensive Plan is at a crisis.  He said the Commission 

should not change the current zoning of the parcel just to meet some plan when the plan is not 

working.31 

After Mr Schlussel spoke for his allotted three minutes, his wife Judy Schlussel urged the 

Commission not to “rubber-stamp approval” of the proposal and called for denial of the 

rezoning. 

Ms. Katie Hullfish said the proposal for rezoning this small piece of land, along with the 

arguments to maintain current R4 rules, are all compelling on many logical and emotional levels 

and brought forth with the same basic intentions in mind – to maintain the standard of living and 

make the County a better place to live, work, and play. Ms. Hullfish said as a longtime 

neighborhood resident, she now believed that the Commission should approve the current 

application and pass the recommendation on to the Board of Supervisors.  She said her evolving 

opinion was based on the following factors by markedly reducing the number of dwellings, the 

applicant made substantial alterations to her proposal, which should assuage citizens’ concerns 

of traffic input….  

…Ms. Hullfish said most importantly, the revised proposal is appropriately disruptive, yet 

respectful, of the status quo in an attempt to address the County’s most critical need for 

affordable housing.32 

 
30 ALBEMARLE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION, FINAL Minutes – January 14,2020 
31 ALBEMARLE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION, FINAL Minutes – January 14,2020 
32 Ibid 
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Ms. Marcy Springett and her husband each spoke in opposition to the project with Ms. Springett 

stating her displeasure with the Planning Commission and the Board as well as the staff for 

creating “this miasma of despair”.33 

Mr. Sean Tubbs of the Piedmont Environmental Council highlighted the new jobs that were 

coming to the region and the fact that “people have to live somewhere”.34        

In the applicant rebuttal period, Ms. Scro indicated that if the site were to be built by right, there 

would be larger, expensive homes right up against the road.  She said she didn’t think this was 

something that the community or the Commission wants nor is it good planning.  She said this 

rezoning provides the opportunity for better design, addresses affordability, and satisfies some 

other community needs.  She said there were many competing interests, and that the applicant 

has accomplished a lot with a small space. 

After a long Planning Commission discussion Chair Julian Bivins said he was very supportive of 

the project, and particularly in the way that they have seen over the course of his 3 years on the 

Commission, it has been an oddity for him to see a 50% reduction or movement in a project 

when there has been pushback.  He said perhaps this is the new way of being as far as giving 

harsh, critical feedback and the applicant coming back with changes.35  

After a motion to recommend denial of the application was defeated.  The Planning Commission 

voted 4-3 to recommend approval of the rezoning.  Allison Wrabel from the Daily Progress 

reports: 

“We appointed and elected officials have asked our staff to give us density in the development 

areas and they have done their darndest to do it,” said Commissioner Tim Keller…. 

… Scro said she estimated the smaller houses would cost between $280,000 and $380,000. There 

are multiple homes for sale in nearby Dunlora for between $515,000 and $624,900 and in 

Belvedere between $389,042 and $748,000, according to the Charlottesville Area Association of 

Realtors’ listings.36 

On March 4, 2020 The Albemarle County Board of Supervisors held a public hearing to 

consider the revised proposal.  

Ms. Laura Mulligan Thomas was the first resident to speak on the application and said she has 

been a resident of the County for 40 years, and is married to a multigenerational Albemarle 

family. She said while she appreciates the listening and that some scale back has been 

accomplished, and while there are 51 people who have approved the rezoning, she opposes it, 

and that nearly 500 of her neighbors do as well. She said that is because once the parcel is 

rezoned, it will never go back to R4. She said they are concerned about traffic and the 

 
33 Ibid 

 

 
35 ALBEMARLE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION, FINAL Minutes – January 14,2020 
36 Allison Wrabel, Daily Progress January 14, 2020 
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commercial use. She said she was concerned that if the parcel was ever sold, it could become 

more commercial and not have to go through the various steps that this project has gone through. 

Ms. Thomas said the project is surrounded by a church (across the street) and a school. She said 

there is no office. She said there are three convenience stores and service centers very close by. 

She said they do not need more office space, as there is lots of office space that goes unused in 

the Rio Corridor.37  

Mr. Ed Guida (Rio-29 area) said the hutzpah of the developer blackmailing the Board of 

Supervisors with R4 as the only thing they could do amazes him. He thanked the Board for the 

opportunity to speak again about traffic and traffic safety in the Dunlora area. He said there is 

traffic originating from, terminating, and transiting this area. He said it is a major artery for the 

City, so he expected to find a large traffic area study. He said he didn’t find one.38 

Mr.David  MacFarlan said that though he could not speak on behalf of any other residents, given 

the two options, from his perspective, R4 maximally developed versus what Ms. Scro presented, 

he would love to live next door to what she is proposing. He said he would make them even 

smaller, more affordable houses.39 

Ms. Jennifer Mathis said the idea that infrastructure and traffic should not be as important as 

housing is short-sighted because it diminishes the value of the current, as well as the proposed, 

housing they are considering. She urged the Board to vote no to rezoning, at least until such time 

that any housing built can be supported.40 

After the Public Hearing the Supervisors discussed the application intently. Chair Mr. Ned 

Gallaway (Rio) said as a Supervisor, philosophically, he was not opposed to density or 

developing in the Development Area. He said there have been newspaper articles and comments 

made as if this decision to oppose this project was somehow against that. He said the 

Comprehensive Plan is correct to putting the density where it is, and that he was not disputing 

any of that philosophy. He said what the Comprehensive Plan doesn’t speak to is the timing of 

when to do this.41 

Supervisor Liz Palmer (Samuel Miller) indicated that she agreed with Mr. Gallaway on many of 

his points, adding that the timing issue has come up many times for the Board. She said she 

would certainly support projects in this area to deal with the traffic. She said she is troubled, 

however, with this particular application and how small an area it is, where it is, and the impacts. 

She said it was no offense to Ms. Scro, but that it was not her description of the by right versus 

what she is doing, but because she has seen the by right in so many areas and that she didn’t see 

 
37 Albemarle County Board of Supervisors FINAL MINUTES March 4, 2020 (Regular Meeting) 
38 Ibid 
39 Albemarle County Board of Supervisors FINAL MINUTES March 4, 2020 (Regular Meeting) Page 

42 
40 Ibid Page 43 
41 Ibid Page 52 
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any way to stop that. She said her feeling is that she is trying to make the decision, and that she 

would rather have the better development rather than the by right.42 

March 4, 2020 roughly a year after the initial application was accepted, Albemarle Board of 

Supervisors votes 4-2 (Galloway, Mallek, opposed) to approve the rezoning. 

Allison Wrabel of Daily Progress reports “Gallaway said he thought the site was the right place 
for the density, but that this is not the right time for the project, citing a backlog of approved, but 
as-yet unbuilt housing.  “My concern is for the almost 1,700 units that have already been 
approved and are in the pipeline and what this whole area means from a traffic standpoint, and 

that we got there by approving projects like this,” he said.43 

 

  

 
42 Ibid Page 52 
43 Allison Wrabel, Daily Progress March 4, 2020 
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Case Study 2 – Adelaide  
Density Proposed: 93 units 

Density Achieved:  35 units 

Density Lost:  58 units 

In February 2016, Albemarle 

County Planning Commission 

held a work session on the 

proposed Adelaide rezoning.  

Located in the Development 

area of Crozet, the Planning 

commission did not see 93 

units as the proper number 

for this site.  They suggested the developer come back with more single family detached 

homes as a part of his proposal.   

In May 2016, developer Kyle Redinger received an Albemarle County Planning Commission 

recommendation for approval (5-2) of the rezoning of his Adelaide housing project.  The 

project that was recommended for approval included 80 units (down from the original 93) 

with half as single-family homes and half as “villas” or townhomes based on feedback from 

the planning commission February work Session.  Staff recommended approval. 

During the public hearing, many Crozet residents spoke out in opposition to the proposed 

density.  Mike Marshall reported in the Crozet Gazette: 

“Cory Farm resident Steve Wadsworth said his neighborhood is not against any 

development of the parcel but against the density proposed.  He said residents 

already have a hard time getting on to Rt. 250 during the peak school travel times…  

CCAC member John Savage presented the commission with a resolution opposing 

the density sought that was passed by the CCAC after three meetings with 

Redinger. 

“Even the revised density is too high and should be lowered,” Savage said. He said 

the CCAC had two primary concerns with the project, traffic safety on Rt. 250 and 

the density, which he cited page numbers and language in the Crozet Master Plan to 

document. 

Cory Farm resident Kevin Rumsey said as he read the master plan, Adelaide’s 

original layout “in no way conforms with it.” 

He said the proposed density does not conform with what Cory Farm residents 

thought was possible on the parcels. “I really disagree with the ‘favorable’ factors. I 

don’t think it’s consistent with the master plan. Cory Farm has no sidewalks. There 

is no way to walk to schools. Our points have not been refuted. They have been 

ignored. I notice Mr. Redinger has dropped his use of the term ‘urban’. He really 

wants to pack them in. I don’t think it’s appropriate.” 
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Another neighbor said, “I moved to [Cory Farm] for the privacy we have. This 

neighborhood is turning into something I didn’t think was envisioned for it. There 

are no sidewalks and highway speeds are too fast. 

Recently retired planning commissioner Tom Loach said that the argument about 

“balancing density” perpetuates a myth about the population target for Crozet, 

which the original master plan in 2004 set at 12,500. He said that in each of 

Redinger’s three meetings with the CCAC Redinger presented “very little change in 

his plan.” 

“Since 2003 we have had the principle of keeping development off Rt. 250,” Loach 

said. “Last week a proposal to extend water lines across the road was turned down. 

We have master plans for a good reason. If our documents are not good, what will 

you tell the [county advisory] committees about whether their master plans are 

worth the paper they’re written on?”44 

The Planning Commission recommendation for approval was forwarded to the Board of 

Supervisors for their action.  

 

 

In his presentation to the Board on September 7, 2016, Redinger outlined the impacts of the 

density on affordable housing.  As reported in the meeting minutes: 

“Mr. Kyle Redinger, the applicant, addressed the Board. He said that he set out to 

build homes under the Master Plan and has followed the advice of the Planning 

Commission, staff, and the community to determine the final plans for Adelaide. He 

said that it is a model community built around its environment, complies with the 

Crozet Master Plan, and has been recommended by staff and the Planning 

Commission. He said it would also provide affordable housing, which has not been 

 
44 Michael Marshall, “Commissioners Approve Adelaide Rezoning to R6” Crozet Gazette June3, 2016 
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available in Crozet due to recent by-right development. He described how housing in 

Albemarle County is becoming increasingly unaffordable and how many County and 

City employees cannot afford to live in these communities. He said that 70% of 

demand is for housing under $450K. He said the County has spent considerable 

amounts in Crozet on libraries, streetscapes, and a roundabout, all to encourage 

growth, and additional housing would add to the tax base to pay for these 

improvements. He said the Crozet growth area is only about 40% of planned growth 

and it is projected that Crozet would only grow to 60% of its target capacity. Mr. 

Redinger said if they do not grow to targeted capacity within designated growth 

areas, they would have invested in areas that do not realize their potential. 

“Mr. Redinger stated that the parks and trails system relies on rezoning for 

proffered trails and open park space, and stated that Adelaide would address all of 

these concerns. He said it would provide diverse housing stock from $300-$500K, 

proffer 12 affordable units in compliance with the County’s affordable housing 

policy, provide a net positive economic contribution to the community through 

increased tax revenues, help maximize the growth area where growth should occur 

in order to preserve the rural areas, and proffers trails and land.”45 

The Board of Supervisors then heard from a number of Crozet residents concerned with the 

developments impacts on schools, traffic and public safety.   

Mr. Mike Kunkel of the Crozet Community Advisory Committee (CCAC) addressed 

the Board and referenced two recent resolutions they have sent to the Board 

regarding Adelaide that expressed concerns with traffic and the density of the 

project, as the council feels that density of 3 units per acre is appropriate instead of 

the proposed 5.5 units per acre. 

Mr. Kwan Liu, resident of Crozet, addressed the Board. He said he has attended 

almost every meeting of the CCAC and that they are screaming against the 

development. Mr. Liu stated that they should stay with the comprehensive and 

Master Plans and stop allowing people to find loopholes. He asked the Board to not 

open a Pandora’s Box, and to deny the rezoning.46 

The Board of Supervisors discussed the application and, not surprisingly focused on the 

density. 

Ms. Mallek expressed her understanding of the objections of many members of the 

community to the Adelaide project in terms of its density and said that density should 

be reduced at the fringes of the growth area away from downtown Crozet. Further, 

she said that traffic is already very congested in the area, and it would be difficult to 

exit the property, expressing her skepticism with the traffic study as she believes it 

underestimates the impact. Ms. Mallek expressed support for keeping the scenic 

designation of Route 250 and focusing denser developments downtown near parks and 

businesses. She said it is important to maintain the consistency and character of the 

 
45 Albemarle County Board of Supervisors FINAL minutes September 7, 2016   
46 Ibid 
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neighborhood. Ms. Mallek said she told the developer several months ago that people 

would support the project if it were 3 units per acre and she cannot support the 

proposed 5.5 units per acre. 

Mr. Dill asked for clarification from staff, as they have indicated that it fits within the 

Master Plan, but many have spoken about it not fitting within the plan. Mr. Dill stated 

that he would like to know what aspects of the development do and do not fit within 

the plan. [Planner] Ms. Yaniglos responded that they anticipated having different 

interpretations of the Master Plan, and for this reason they took it to the Planning 

Commission for guidance about density and the fringe areas. She emphasized that the 

question to consider is whether these parcels should be considered to be on the lower 

density range portion. She noted that a revised Master Plan called for low density of 

2 units per acre; however, it was not updated, and the parcels remained within the 

Neighborhood Density of 3-6 units per acre. Ms. Yaniglos said that staff and the 

Planning Commission agreed that this area does not fall within the fringe area. 

Ms. Palmer said she had conversations with a couple of Planning Commissioners 

about this issue and her district representative told her that she had to vote for it to 

be in compliance with the Master Plan, but the Commissioner said had she been 

redoing the Master Plan, she would not have allowed for this density. 

Mr. Sheffield stated that there is a long, exhaustive process in coming up with the 

Master Plan, but then they deviate from the decisions. He said that land use plans 

are not matching up with their zoning expectations, which is creating dysfunction in 

the planning process, setting poor expectations of what is to come, and making it 

difficult for the Board to properly allocate budget resources. He said he supports 

Crozet changing its Master Plan and rezoning to reflect what they want it to be, rather 

than have the Board spend so much time debating rezoning requests and less time on 

considerations of the quality of the product. 

Ms. Mallek said the plan has a range of 3-6 units per acre and was supposed to be 

updated last year. She said she thinks it was not changed because the Board spent so 

much time on reviewing a proposal to turn Yancey Mills to commercial. 

Mr. Sheffield said they should not focus on ranges because entities would always 

select the maximum of the range within the land use plan and the plan is not as clear 

as it should be. He said proactive rezoning would not be easy, and people would fight 

each development that is proposed. 

Mr. Randolph said the first question for this application is, “Where is Albemarle 

County going” and the second question is, “Who is deciding”? He said there is conflict 

between the community and the Master Plan vs. the County Board, Commission and 

planning staff, which have different perspectives, and they need to talk about how to 

get them in sync. He said he loves the project’s goal to provide affordable housing and 

loves the way the project has been revised. Mr. Randolph stated that the location for 

this project is wrong as there is too much road congestion, and there are no connecting 

sidewalks to the center. He said the developable acreage should be subtracted by the 

buffer acreage, which he believes should be 100 feet, not 75 feet, and the project is too 
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dense for the site. He estimated that as a result of this project, school enrollment at 

Brownsville Elementary would exceed capacity and increase to near capacity at 

Western Albemarle. He said he likes the Neighborhood Model, but Harris Teeter 

supermarket is not within walking distance, and he does not believe the development 

conforms to a Neighborhood Model design. Additionally, he said it does not fit with 

Cory Farm, and stated he cannot support the project with the current proposed 

density level and 75-foot buffer. 

Mr. Dill said that school capacity and road congestion are not the responsibilities of 

the developer, and if they follow this logic then nobody would be able to build anything 

in Crozet. He said there have to be other alternatives to dealing with congestion other 

than widening Route 250; otherwise, they would be saying that nothing can grow in 

Crozet. He stated that they planned for a doubling of the population. He said he 

prefers open common areas on a property instead of having each house an equal 

distance from every other one. He said the developer has agreed to do everything 

asked of him, and yet they are still opposing the plan. 

[Albemarle Principal Planner] Ms. Elaine Echols stated she would like to provide 

some additional information. She said the Crozet Master Plan reflects a range of 3-6 

units, and it becomes a judgment call for the Board as to what they decide at any 

point. She said the Planning Commission gave direction to the applicant as to what 

would be acceptable, and he has complied. She said the density was based on only the 

developable area, the applicant’s proposal is within range for only the developable 

area, and it is the net density, not the gross density, and that steep slopes and the 

floodplain were not included. 47 

Based on the concerns voiced by Board members, Redinger requested and was granted an 

indefinite deferral (5-1 Mallek-Nay) 

On November 22, 2016, Redinger submitted a preliminary plat for County review, which 

shows 35 single family lots at a density of approximately 1 dwelling per acre. The plat shows 

potential by-right development of the property; however, it does not include many of the 

important elements of the proposed rezoning (Attachment N). This preliminary plat was 

approved on January 12, 2017. 

Redinger asked that the Board of Supervisors take action on the proposed rezoning. No 

changes have been made to the proposal since the September 7, 2016 public hearing. 

The application came back before the Board of Supervisors on February 1, 2017.   As there 

was not a public hearing required, under the “Matters from the Public” portion of the meeting 

the Board heard concerns with the proposal as well as from Redinger. 

Mr. Tim O’Laughlin, White Hall District, addressed the Board and said he would 

speak about the reapplication for the Adelaide development. He said there is no 

change to the application since the original, and he would like to address a few issues 

in the applicant’s justification letter. He expressed his opinion that the application 

 
47 Albemarle County Board of Supervisors Final minutes, September 7, 2016 
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does not comply with the Comprehensive Plan, as the recent interpretation of 

predominantly detached” is only being applied to this application. He provided an 

example of Wickham Pond where all the attached units are within urban residential 

pre-zoning. Addressing the management impacts, proffering, and costs, he cited Board 

comments he had heard the previous day on the radio that homes add $6K in service 

costs per year while only generating $4K in revenue. 

Mr. Nick Punsalan, resident of Cory Farms, addressed the Board and stated that his 

house backs up to Route 250 and is 50 yards from Adelaide. He stated that rezoning, 

in accordance with the developer’s plan, would add many more cars, noting that a 15-

year-old neighbor was hit and killed by a car on Route 250. Mr. Punsalan said he has 

heard accidents occur in front of Harris Teeter and hears cars racing up and down all 

the time, and it can take a long time to make a left turn out of his development. He 

said he has daughters at Henley and Western and both schools are overcrowded, and 

some students at Western have to sit on the floor at lunchtime due to a lack of tables. 

Mr. Roger Abounader, resident of the White Hall District and Cory Farms, addressed 

the Board. He said that he welcomes new neighbors and development, but the density 

of Adelaide is out of character and inconsistent with anything that is around it. 

Ms. Robyn Preve of the White Hall District addressed the Board, stating that she 

appeared before the Board at the last hearing and would summarize her points. She 

said she is open to the idea of dense, affordable housing, but the location of Adelaide 

is not the right place due to traffic safety reasons, as it is at the gateway to three 

schools. 

Mr. Kyle Redinger, the applicant, addressed the Board. He expressed thanks to the 

Board for their willingness to reconsider Adelaide. He said the extra time has been 

invaluable to reevaluate the plan. He said that as a resident of Albemarle for 30 years, 

he has every intention to maintain the community as a positive, vibrant, and beautiful 

place. Mr. Redigner thanked everyone who had provided input, as these ideas helped 

shape the design and priorities of Adelaide. He said the density has been reduced from 

100 to 80 units, and building Adelaide in compliance with VDOT standards is not 

dangerous, noting police department traffic accident statistics that show that many 

more accidents occur near schools and large commercial centers than at the Adelaide 

site. Mr. Redinger said they may be wondering why, after all of these months, he is 

returning with the same plan. He stated that he has listened carefully to comments 

made by Supervisors and members of the community and attempted to integrate the 

advice into a new plan. He said a new plan would sacrifice good design and would not 

make a significant difference in things like traffic. 

Mr. Redigner stated that a rezoning creates impacts, but this is the reason they have 

site design, as it provides property screenings, setbacks, and rural preservation as a 

way to improve the community and manage impacts. He said that a rezoning gives 

the County a wider spectrum of housing for new, young families; provides cash 

proffers, trails and connections; and offers a design that is improved through the 

Architectural Review Board. Mr. Redigner stated that it prioritizes the benefits of the 
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Master Plan while protecting and increasing property values, and said that a denial 

of the rezoning would be a permanent loss of trails, connections, setbacks, screening, 

housing, and cash proffers. He emphasized that denying Adelaide dismantles that 

plan and forces the use of by-right rezoning, threatening a valuable long-term vision. 

Mr. Redigner noted that they currently have an approved by-right plan for 35 high-

end homes, which forces them to build closer to neighbors and does not provide the 

positive benefits he has mentioned. He said that a traffic increase of 15 or so cars 

would not have a significant impact, and the development provides an excellent 

opportunity for all the benefits he has mentioned. 

After a very brief staff presentation and an explanation of the deferral process by the County 

Attorney, Board members stated their position on the proposal. 

Mr. Randolph said that after the previous review of the application by the Board of 

Supervisors, he and Planning Commissioner, Pam Riley, met with the applicant and 

urged the applicant to consider a lower density to mitigate impacts. He stated that he 

is disappointed that the application has not been revised and would be voting in 

opposition. 

Ms. Palmer expressed her appreciation to the applicant for addressing the Board’s 

concerns in his letter and acknowledged the many residents of the area who have 

expressed concern with traffic safety. She said she cannot in good conscience vote to 

approve the project in this area, stating that of particular concern is the development 

not having an exit other than the one onto Route 250 West. Ms. Palmer noted that her 

main issue is the density. 

Mr. Dill said he is very sympathetic towards the concerns expressed about the 

development. He said the issue of traffic is something they deal with constantly, and 

he relies on the expertise of VDOT officials regarding crash data and safety issues. He 

acknowledged the congestion in the area of Cory Farms, which used to be a very rural 

area, and he imagines that the character of the area will change again over the next 

20 years. He acknowledged overcrowding in the area schools as well as schools 

countywide. He pointed out that the proposal was approved by the Planning 

Commission by a 5-2 vote and recommended by staff as meeting the requirements of 

the Crozet Master Plan, although he said there is some ambiguity as to where the 

center of Crozet is located. Mr. Dill pointed out that the proposal is within the growth 

area, and residents within the growth area must realize that the area will be 

developed as the County needs to use what land it has available for development for 

its best use. He stated that he would stick with his original vote for approval. 

Mr. Sheffield said there is an ambiguity that sets false expectations and creates 

tensions between residents and developers, and he wishes the Board could better 

articulate what they expect in certain areas to avoid these issues. He stated that the 

developer has spent hundreds of thousands of dollars investing and planning, and 

staff has spent time and energy evaluating the project. Mr. Sheffield commented that 

it is unfortunate that they have such a vague dynamic with land use ranges. 
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Ms. McKeel stated that the Master Plan, Comprehensive Plan and Neighborhood 

Model established the foundation on which to base rezoning and the community’s 

desire for growth and quality of life. She said that much community time went into 

developing these documents, which contain density ranges, and said the density range 

for this property is three to six dwelling units per acre. Ms. McKeel noted that the 

core of tonight’s dispute is the density, and staff spent much time making sure the 

proposed development falls within the prescribed density ranges, with the Planning 

Commission weighing in. She pointed out that the development lies within the 

development area, and there is now a disagreement over where the density should be. 

She expressed her view that it is not appropriate to change density expectations, as it 

is not fair to the community, the developer or staff. Ms. McKeel said that if 

communities are no longer accepting of the development area model, then the 

Comprehensive Plan and Master Plan must be revisited, or at least the County should 

clarify the density expectations. She said if they were to approve some proposals and 

deny others, they would create a sense of distrust of the process. Ms. McKeel stated 

that her vote would be the same as before, and she expressed her appreciation to all 

the residents who have sent letters and attended the meetings. 

Ms. Mallek said there is a well-adopted and supported Master Plan in Crozet, which 

is on its third edition, and the plan was to have been reviewed in 2015 with map issues 

clarified. She stated that during discussion of the property in 2010, it was agreed that 

the density would be the same as in Cory Farms, and they should be very clear about 

their expectations. Ms. Mallek said that one of the most important expectations in the 

Crozet growth area is connectivity, and there is none on this application even though 

it was requested repeatedly by the community and community committees. She stated 

that the density at the edge of the growth area is intended to be lower, with higher 

density at the core. Ms. Mallek said there are several different elements of the Crozet 

Master Plan, and it seems that one was chosen by other levels of the considering 

bodies to be more important than the other. She stated that it is the job of the Board 

to reevaluate this and take the elements they consider to be most important. Ms. 

Mallek commented that the zoning range is important as there are different 

circumstances for different properties, which will result in different 

recommendations. She stated that she would vote as she did before. 

Ms. Mallek moved that the Board adopt the proposed resolution to deny ZMA-2015-

00008, Adelaide, at its proposed density of 5.5 dwelling units per acre. The motion was 

seconded by Mr. Randolph. Roll was called and the motion failed by the following 

recorded vote: 

AYES: Ms. Mallek, Ms. Palmer and Mr. Randolph. 

NAYS: Ms. McKeel, Mr. Sheffield and Mr. Dill. 

Mr. Sheffield then moved that the Board adopt the proposed revised ordinance to 

approve ZMA 2015-00008, Adelaide. The motion was seconded by Mr. Dill. Roll was 

called and the motion failed by the following recorded vote: 

AYES: Ms. McKeel, Mr. Sheffield and Mr. Dill. 



33 | P a g e  

 

 

NAYS: Ms. Mallek, Ms. Palmer and Mr. Randolph. 

In the first of several 3-3 votes, Albemarle County Board of Supervisors chose to 

reject increased residential density within the development areas.  The Adelaide 

project was renamed Sparrow Hill and 35 single family homes were constructed 

“by right” and sold.    

 

Figure 2 24 Sparrow Hill Lane (Photo Credit: Trulia) 
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Case Study 3 – Royal Fern/Albemarle Business Campus 
Density Proposed: 300 units 

Density Approved: 128 units 

Density Lost:  172 units 

 

Initially (October 2019), the applicant desired 

to bring three parcels located at the 

intersection of Old Lynchburg Road and 5th 

street into a Planned Unit Development (PUD).  Staff had suggested the applicant utilize 

the PUD designation.  Such a rezoning would allow both residential and commercial uses.  

In addition, the applicant requested several special exceptions that would be required to 

make the planned development qualify for a PUD designation.  

In identifying factors unfavorable to the request.  Staff highlighted the 36 additional 

students the residential development would create for schools.  One school in this area 

(Cale Elementary) was already over capacity.  Traffic increases were also cited as an 

unfavorable factor. Staff recited the factors favorable toward the requested rezoning, 

including “it was, overall, consistent with the use and density recommended in the 

Southern and Western Urban Neighborhoods Master Plan”.  Staff also pointed to 

significant additions to the pedestrian network and economic development as favorable 

factors.  While having some concerns, staff endorsed the application and recommended 

approval of it and the special exceptions.48   

During the Public Hearing on this issue Morgan Butler of the Southern Environmental 

Law Center said that the County needs to focus on how it can provide better services and 

infrastructure within the existing development areas rather than expanding the area over 

which those things must be provided.49 

 Allison Wrabel of The Daily Progress reported on the Commission’s discussion: 

“At the meeting, Commissioner Karen Firehock said the application was “trying to 

shoehorn into a zoning class that was created for other purposes.” 

“The purpose of a PUD is for a creative arrangement of the space that is brought about by 

difficulties with topography and layout, and those things, and it allows you that flexibility,” 

she said. “Of course, it also encourages mixed use.” 

Addressing topography and other environmental features are not specifically mentioned in 

the PUD section of the county’s zoning ordinance but ensuring preservation of “natural 

features” including topography is mentioned as an objective for PUDs in Charlottesville’s 

zoning ordinance. 

 
48 ALBEMARLE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION FINAL MINUTES October 8, 2019 
49 Ibid 
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The county ordinance says PUD districts are intended “to serve as neighborhoods or mini-

neighborhoods within designated communities and the urban area.” 50 

In the Planning Commission discussion, Commissioner Jennie Moore indicated, as she had 

at many previous meetings in terms of traffic and schools, she was not inclined to believe 

they should continue to make a bad situation worse.  She said this was a terrible approach 

because the County was seeing more failing intersections and overcapacity at the schools.  

She said when Crozet was designated as a growth area, there were cautionary words about 

what could happen.  She said concurrent infrastructure now almost seemed like a 

ridiculous thing to expect.  She said in terms of schools and traffic, it was unsafe and 

irresponsible to continue down a path when there are studies in place to help better inform 

decisions.51  

Planning Commissioner Daphne Spain reminded her colleagues that in terms of school 

enrollment and over-enrollment, during the Baby Boom, because they could not expand 

space, they instead split time and were on split shifts for many years.  She didn’t think 

Albemarle County wanted to resort to this, and the problem wasn’t that big yet, but if there 

was another bulge in student enrollment, there may have to be a solution that is not space-

dependent but is time compatible.52 

After hearing concerns from the commissioners, Shimp requested a deferral to address 

some of the issues. After consulting with legal counsel, Commission Chair Tim Keller said 

that technically it would be best for the Commission to consider the request for the deferral 

and if there were no votes for this, come back and vote on the application.  Commissioner 

Firehock indicated she was not disposed to a deferral, stating she did not know how to fix 

this application.53  

The commissioners denied the deferral 4-3 — with commissioners Firehock, Bruce Dodson, 

Jennie More, and Tim Keller casting the dissenting votes — before moving to recommend 

denial.54 

With the application back before the Commission, Commissioner Firehock said she was 

sorry that staff led the applicant down the PUD path and that she did not agree with staff.  

She said if the Planning Commission was simply there to approve what staff says, there is 

no purpose to having a Commission.  She said the Commission greatly respects and 

appreciates their hard work, but they are free to disagree with staff’s analysis, which has 

happened more than once during her time on the commission.  She said this is why the 

Commission has debate, dialog, and discussion as it was the purpose of democracy.55 

 
50 Allison Wrabel, “Albemarle Planning Commission nixes mixed-use development on Fifth Street” 

Daily Progress October 9, 2019 
51 ALBEMARLE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION FINAL MINUTES October 8, 2019 
52 Ibid 
53 Ibid 
54 Allison Wrabel, “Albemarle Planning Commission nixes mixed-use development on Fifth Street” 

Daily Progress October 9, 2019 
55 ALBEMARLE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION FINAL MINUTES October 8, 2019 
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Commissioner Riley moved to recommend denial of ZMA201900003 Royal Fern for the 

reasons listed: the proposed development’s location (including being bisected by Old 

Lynchburg Road), small acreage, reduction in open space, and the community design do not 

meet the PUD intent regulation, which is designed as intended to serve as a neighborhood 

or mini-neighborhood within designated communities in the urban development; there is a 

lack of information about the possible solutions to the offsite impacts of traffic and schools; 

and the proposed development adequately address its offsite impacts, specifically impacts to 

area traffic and the additional students that would be enrolled in Cale Elementary School, 

which is already over capacity.  Commissioner Firehock seconded the motion which was 

carried by an unanimous vote (7:0).56   

Speaking with Daily Progress reporter Allison Wrabel after the meeting project engineer 

Justin Shimp said he and the applicant did not know what they were going to do next. “I 

think the unfortunate thing is if you were to follow along with the purpose and intent of the 

PUD in the county code, it’s not what was stated in [the meeting],” Shimp said. “That was 

the purpose and intent the city PUD code. I don’t even know where to begin with that; it’s 

like the city has followed me here.”57 

The applicant went back to the drawing board and cut the residential density of the proposal by 
portion of the proposal in half.  An updated rezoning proposal for the business campus was 
submitted in March, including a maximum of 150 residential units and a maximum of 396,000 

square feet of non-residential use. 

In April 2020, prior to the Planning Commission 
recommendation, Albemarle County Board of 
Supervisors approved an agreement for a public-
private partnership with the developer of a 
proposed project, Albemarle Business Campus, 
that will take the place of some of the residential 
units originally proposed for site. The agreement 
is contingent upon a proposed rezoning for the 
project receiving approval from the board58. 

In August 2020 the newly monikered Albemarle Business Campus was reviewed by the Planning 
Commission.  In the Southern and Western Urban Neighborhoods Master Plan the area is labeled 
on the future land use map as Community Mixed Use, which allows for residential up to 34 units 
per acre, community-scale retail, service, and office uses, among other things, and Urban Density 

 
56 ALBEMARLE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION FINAL MINUTES October 8, 2019 
57 Allison Wrabel, “Albemarle Planning Commission nixes mixed-use development on Fifth Street” 

Daily Progress October 9, 2019 
58 Allison Wrabel “Public-private partnership approved for office space near Southwood” Daily 

Progress April 16, 2020 
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Residential, which allows for six to 34 units per acre.  The gross and net residential density of the 
new proposal is approximately 9.4 units per acre, according to county staff.59 

Commissioner Bivins said he was in a much better place with this iteration of the proposal than 
he had been.  He said he hoped that since there had been imaginative planning about this from 
the Commission, the applicant would do likewise so that when he wants to do the next project, 
the Commission will all have good feelings.  The motion to recommend approval passed 
unanimously (5:0)60.  

In October, the Albemarle Business Campus rezoning application reached the Board of 
Supervisors.  One area of continued contention was the requested exception of multiple 
residential unit types.  

“I personally would be OK with a special exception because of the many different kinds of 
housing, right there,” said Supervisor Ann H. Mallek. “I do support the project. I think it’s very 
well designed and I’m very glad to have more employment rather than more housing, because we 
have lots of housing in this area, and having places for some of those residents nearby to go to 

work right there would be wonderful.”61 

The Albemarle County Board of Supervisors on Wednesday night voted to recommend approval 
of a rezoning for the Albemarle Business Campus, which includes a maximum of 128 residential 

units and 401,000 square feet of non-residential use on about 13.6 acres.62 

 
 

 
59 Allison Wrabel, “County planners approve mixed-use development proposal” Daily Progress 

August 18, 2020 
60 ALBEMARLE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION FINAL MINUTES August 18, 2020 
61 Wrabel, Allison “Mixed-use Albemarle Business Campus gets greenlight from supervisors” Daily 

Progress October 8, 2020 
62 Ibid 


