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Packet Guide 
City of Charlottesville 
Board of Architectural Review 
Regular Meeting 
November 19, 2024, 5:30 p.m. 
Hybrid Meeting (In-person at CitySpace and virtual via Zoom) 

Pre-Meeting Discussion 

Regular Meeting 

A. Matters from the public not on the agenda [or on the Consent Agenda]

B. Consent Agenda

1. Approval of Meeting minutes: October 15, 2024 (Linked and attached to this 
document.)

C. Deferred Items
n/a

D. New Items

2. Certificate of Appropriateness
BAR # 24-11-02
946 Grady Avenue; TMP 310060000
Individually Protected Property
Owner: Dairy Central Phase 1, LLC
Applicant: Mike Stoneking / Stoneking - von Storch Architects
Project: Exterior alterations at west elevation

3. Certificate of Appropriateness
BAR # 24-11-03
301 East Main Street; TMP 33023100
Downtown ADC District
Owner: Williams, J & D Pettit, Tr. - Advance Auto Ld.
Applicant: Greg Jackson / TOPIA
Project: Art installation on south and west elevations

E. Other Business

4. Consultation with BAR (Ref CoA #22-12-02)
116 West Jefferson Street; TMP 330183000
North Downtown ADC District
Owner: Jefferson Street Properties, LLC
Architect: Kristin Cory
Review design for emergency egress stairs.

https://charlottesvilleva.portal.civicclerk.com/event/2012/files/agenda/5209
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5. Discussion - No formal action will be taken.
218 West Market Street; TMP 330276000
Downtown ADC District
Owner: Cavalier Hospitality LLC
Applicant: Al Patel / Cavalier Hospitality LLC
Project: Multi-story hotel

6. Pre-Application Conference – No formal action will be taken.
200 West Main Street; TMP 280010000
Downtown ADC District
Owner: Violet Crown Cinema Charlottesville LLC
Applicant: Jeff Levien / Heirloom Development (contract purchaser) 
Project: Multi-story residential

7. Staff questions/discussion
 Update: CC review of Outdoor Café design guidelines
 BAR comment letter: NRHP nomination of James Minor House
 128 Madison Lane – Terrace
 422 East Main – Elevated café platform
 321 East Main—Install door at east elevation, on 4th St NE
 321 East Main—Install door at east elevation, on 4th St NE
 500 Park Street - Fence at First Presbyterian Daycare
 321 East Main—Install door at east elevation, on 4th St NE
 Review design guidelines – next steps
 2024 BAR awards

F. Adjourn
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Certificate of Appropriateness Application 
BAR # 24-11-02 
946 Grady Avenue; TMP 310060000 
Individually Protected Property 
Owner: Dairy Central Phase 1, LLC 
Applicant: Mike Stoneking / Stoneking - von Storch Architects 
Project: Exterior alterations at west elevation 

Application components (please click a bookmark below to go directly to the report pages): 

• Staff Report

• Application Submittal
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Certificate of Appropriateness Application 
BAR # 24-11-03 
301 East Main Street; TMP 33023100 
Downtown ADC District 
Owner: Williams, J & D Pettit, Tr. - Advance Auto Ld. 
Applicant: Greg Jackson / TOPIA 
Project: Art installation on south and west elevations 

Application components (please click a bookmark below to go directly to report pages): 

• Staff Report

• Application Submittal (Project Brief)

• BAR Application, Plans - July 1997
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Consultation with BAR (Ref CoA #22-12-02) 
116 West Jefferson Street; TMP 330183000 
North Downtown ADC District 
Owner: Jefferson Street Properties, LLC 
Architect: Kristin Cory 
Review design for emergency egress stairs  

Components (please click a bookmark below to go directly to report pages): 

• Consultation Staff Report

• November 14, Review of Exit Stairs & Rear Porch
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Discussion – No formal action to be taken. 
218 West Market Street; TMP 330276000 
Downtown ADC District 
Owner: Cavalier Hospitality LLC 
Applicant: Al Patel / Cavalier Hospitality LLC 
Project: Multi-story hotel  

Components (please click a bookmark below to go directly to report pages): 

• Staff Report

• November 2024 Staff Notes

• 2019 Site Plan

• BAR Glass Discussion Summary August 2018

• Survey of AC Hotels, USA

• 218 W. Market St. Design Narrative

• 218 W. Market St. BAR Submission #1

• Charlottesville Development Code - DX Zoning
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Pre-Application Conference – No formal action will be taken. 
200 West Main Street; TMP 280010000 
Downtown ADC District 
Owner: Violet Crown Cinema Charlottesville LLC 
Applicant: Jeff Levien / Heirloom Development (contract purchaser) 
Project: Multi-story residential 

Components (please click a bookmark below to go directly to report pages): 

• Staff Report

• 200-204 West Main Street Historic Survey

• BAR CoA Application October 2024

• Charlottesville Development Code - DX  Zoning

• Applicant "presentation" sent via email Nov.
18, 2024 prior to BAR meeting (11-19-24).
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Staff Discussion  
BAR Comment Letter  
Re: NRHP Nomination - James Minor House 

 Virginia Department of Historic Resources Letter &
Nomination
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BAR MINUTES 
CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 
BOARD OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW 
Regular Meeting 
October 15, 2024 – 5:00 PM 
Hybrid Meeting (In person at City Space & virtual via Zoom) 
 
Welcome to this Regular Monthly Meeting of the Charlottesville Board of Architectural 
Review. Staff will introduce each item, followed by the applicant’s presentation, which 
should not exceed ten minutes. The Chair will then ask for questions from the public, 
followed by questions from the BAR. After questions are closed, the Chair will ask for 
comments from the public. For each application, members of the public are each allowed 
three minutes to ask questions and three minutes to offer comments. Speakers shall 
identify themselves and provide their address. Comments should be limited to the BAR’s 
purview; that is, regarding only the exterior aspects of a project. Following the BAR’s 
discussion and prior to taking action, the applicant will have up to three minutes to 
respond. 
 

Members Present: James Zehmer, Carl Schwarz, Jerry Rosenthal, Roger Birle, Cheri Lewis, Breck 
Gastinger, Ron Bailey, David Timmerman   
Staff Present: Patrick Cory, Remy Trail, Kate Richardson, Jeff Werner 
Pre-Meeting:  

 
Staff gave the chair a letter for applying for state funds commemorating the 250th anniversary of the 
Declaration of Independence. Charlottesville is going to be applying for funds for the Charlottesville 
Downtown Mall. The Department of Historic Resources will be evaluating the grant applications for the 
funds. 
 
Staff went over the reasons for having the 1609 Gordon Avenue CoA application pulled from the meeting 
agenda. The main reasons were due to a conflict with the zoning. There will be a preliminary discussion 
regarding the project. Mr. Schwarz did express his dislike the exterior stairs in the middle of the building.     
 
There was a discussion around the café spaces guidelines. The hope is to provide the café space owners the 
inventory of everything in the leased spaces in the next couple of weeks.  
 
The chairman called the meeting to order at 5:34 PM.  
 
Review of Council’s charge to the BAR 
 
Mr. Werner – There are grant funds allocated to historic sites, not necessarily associated with Colonial 
America and the Revolution. They want to provide funds for National Register districts and sites. The Mall 
falls into that category.  
 
The Board of Architectural Review is not a committee. The city has many committees. You are one of the 
big four (City Council, Planning Commission, Board of Zoning Appeals, and Board of Architectural 
Review). The BAR has been created by ordinance. You are appointed by Council. What you do in 
reviewing and possibly approving a CoA is that it becomes an enforceable item. Zoning can enforce the 
conditions of an approved CoA. Sometimes, there is some confusion that the BAR is a group that is only 
interested in historic things and like to make suggestions to people. You are an appointed body. Your 
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responsibility is to implement the Design Guidelines and to interpret them when reviewing projects. Per the 
ordinance, the Guidelines are what you develop and recommend to Council. Only by Council adopting 
them, do they become official. We had some things that we can interpret and apply it to the policy. Tonight, 
when you make a recommendation to Council to update the café spaces, your recommendation does not 
make it so. It is only after I take it to City Council, and they agree to it. Every action by the BAR is 
appealable to City Council. Somebody can even appeal an approval. That has happened. Neighboring 
property owners did not like a project and they appealed to Council for various reasons. The BAR is not 
some autonomous group that is doing what it thinks is best. When things come to the BAR and you decide 
something, Council still can change that. You are not a zoning interpretive body. We have the project at 
1609 Gordon Avenue, which I am going to withdraw from the agenda. I encourage you to have a 
conversation with the applicant. We need to resolve a couple zoning questions. It is best that we resolve 
those before you formally review this. While you have some authority under the code, the ordinance is 
always capping that. By an action, you do not inadvertently supersede it. You are not responsible to 
memorize the code. I wanted to be clear what the BAR’s role is, and that you are subordinate to City 
Council.  
 
Letter Re 250 Grant Request 
 
Ms. Richardson – The Virginia 250 Grant is through the Virginia Department of Historic Resources. This 
is a preservation fund. The City of Charlottesville would like to apply through the Parks and Recreation 
Department to undertake the long-term plan and rehabilitation and management of our Downtown Mall. 
Since we are applying for the grant, we would like the BAR’s support for this historic resource and to plan 
for its long-term maintenance.  
 
Mr. Werner – This is a letter of the BAR primarily supporting a Parks & Recreation request for grant 
funding towards the initial phase of that Tree Management Plan.  
 
Mr. Zehmer – Do we know how much they are requesting?  
 
Ms. Richardson – The minimum is a one-third match. We are going for a 50 percent match of $1.3 million.  
 
Mr. Zehmer read the letter into the record.  
 
Motion to send letter to the Department of Historic Resources in support of the City of 
Charlottesville’s application to the Preservation Fund VA250 grant: Mr. Gastinger. Second: Mr. 
Schwarz. Motion passes 8-0.  
 
A. Matters from the public not on the agenda. 
No Public Comments 
 
B. Consent Agenda (Note: Any consent agenda item may be pulled and moved to the regular 

agenda if a BAR member wishes to discuss it, or if any member of the public is present to 
comment on it. Pulled applications will be discussed at the beginning of the meeting.) 

 
1. Meeting Minutes – September 17, 2024 
 
Motion to approve the Consent Agenda – Ms. Lewis. Second by Mr. Timmerman. Motion 
passes 8-0. 
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C. Deferred Items 
NA 
 

D. New Items 
 
2. Certificate of Appropriateness Application 
BAR # 24-10-01 
1301 Wertland Street 
Revisions to approved design (CoA January 2023) 
 

Jeff Werner, Staff Report – Request CoA for construction of a three-story apartment building with internal 
parking.  
 

Mr. Zehmer – I have hired Design Develop to do a conceptual study for an addition to my house. I am 
going to have Mr. Timmerman be the chair and abstain.  
 

Kevin Schafer, Applicant – We are here to discuss some developments and refinements of the material 
palette, as this project has gone through the design development phase and moved through a value engineered 
process.  
 

Next Slide 
You can see the summary of the four revisions. The more pertinent one is the revised brick selection. I will get 
into some of the choices or decisions why we are presenting what we are presenting. The other areas of 
revision that you can see on this slide are the recessed areas. As staff mentioned, we are going to the hardy 
panel for a couple of reasons. The first reason is that it is a cost saving material. As we went through a 
structural engineering process, the stair landings and the balcony connections through that brick veneer became 
challenging and costly. It is a move to simplify our balcony framing conditions and still preserving the brick in 
the areas where it is visible. Where the building starts to recess and step back, we bring down that hardy panel 
in the rectangular volume that sits atop the brick elements. The other revisions staff mentioned are the 
changing of the sliding doors from 6 feet to 5 feet. That was primarily a building code consideration as we 
consider the percentages of glazing that are allowed when we are adjacent to a property line or an existing 
structure on a lot and making sure that we were within those allowable percentages from a building code 
perspective. I don’t think it fundamentally changes the overall form or feeling of the building.  
 

Next Slide 
What we wanted to do was to keep the form, the mass, and the materiality the same. We wanted to keep the 
overall concept intact and keep the relationship to the existing house intact. Overall, the major driving points of 
the CoA that has already been approved keep all those together, cohesive, and legible.  
 

Next Slide 
The brick is the topic that we debated the most internally, we felt good about the Windsor, the handmade brick.  
 

Mr. Werner – These are sample panels up against the Wertenbaker House.  
 

Mr. Schafer – The previous selection was a handmade brick. Two years since the Windsor, the old Carolina 
Windsor selection made its way onto our BAR submission. Prices on construction materials have continued to 
increase, particularly around intensive materials like handmade brick. That became a cost burden. Every 
general contractor, who priced the project, identified it. We also noted the Board’s previous comments on the 
brick. It was that replication that should not be desired. We should not be trying to match exactly, and there 
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was some flexibility in finding a complimentary material palette and complimentary in its character. After 
reviewing several different brick options with Deb Brown from Allied, we have selected and would like to 
propose the Pine Hall Brick. It is called Old Yorktown. It is a tumbled brick. It is coming from their Roanoke 
plant. It is much less freight and much lower cost. It still has great character. Being that it is tumbled, it has a 
nice color to it. You can see from the samples here the difference between what was previously approved and 
what we are suggesting. It is complimentary in color. It is not an exact match on the building. If you go 
through these images, you can see that we took these brick panels to the site in a variety of different sunlights 
and shades working to select the mortar and carefully working to select brick that would look appropriate in 
shadow, in direct sun, and of indirect light; sometimes when it was wet and sometimes it would when it had 
dried out. We felt the Pine Hall Brick was a good substitution and one that could make the project viable from 
a value engineering perspective. That is what in front of you tonight.  
 

Next Slide 
I included this slide to show that this is with the revisions that we are proposing. From the street, we would be 
hard pressed to tell a difference between what was previously approved and what we are showing here. It is 
one of the things that was important. I want to note because it is a little counterintuitive to the value 
engineering exercise that the brick volumes needed to read as volumes. We are returning the brick to a certain 
distance into those stairwells, which you can see in this image here. As that building starts to peel away from 
the rectangular form that is coming through it, we are utilizing a brick return there to complete that corner and 
visually make that legible brick cubed on this side.  
 

Mr. Schwarz – How far does that turn back in?  
 

Mr. Schafer – In this instance here, it is 3 feet, 8 inches. As the peel returns back to the rectangular form, it is 
2 feet. It is a hardy panel.  
 

Next Slide 
On this slide, we talk about our choices for the balcony. We now have 2 installed examples of the custom steel 
railing. We are a fan of the custom steel railing, which was previously approved. We have found that field 
painting, because of the requirements to field, weld some of these elements. We then can’t powder coat it. We 
can’t pre-prime it. We end up field welding every weld joint and every side of every bar. Every base plate and 
every bolt connection has proved to be too challenging. From a maintenance perspective, we are proposing this 
kit of parts from tracks. It gives us the same look. It comes at a height of 42 inches. It is a pre-finished kit of 
parts, which allows for the maintenance considerations to be assured. We do not have the rust conditions. No 
matter what kind of paint we specify there, it seems to become an issue to get it properly field painted. We end 
up with rust where we don’t want rust streaks. That was the choice here. There is a cost savings, a maintenance 
consideration, and a longevity consideration.  
 

Mr. Werner – I want to be clear on something. Where the beam at that top image had a shatter line, it is now a 
flat fascia trim.  
 

Next Slide 
We wanted to keep the overall building concept, overall building form, and the materiality. The windows were 
important to continue to be a high quality. We opted not to VE those. Those are remaining as to what was 
previously approved. There is a great amount of site work going into this to make this a better place. The goal 
is to always be respectful and differential to the Wertenbaker House and provide this kind of density here that 
will help ensure that it has the maintenance behind it to last another 100 years.    
 

QUESTIONS FROM THE PUBLIC 
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No Questions from the Public 
 

QUESTIONS FROM THE BOARD 
 

Mr. Timmerman – It is hard to tell in the renderings whether the railing is outboard of the brick or if the 
intention is for it to be flat. There is ambiguity on that other rendering. It looked like the railing was proud of 
the brick. I was wondering if you would elaborate on that.  
 

Mr. Schafer – The custom steel railing had this C channel that was being welded. The bannisters were being 
welded to that C channel. The face was applied onto our deck framing to work with the Trek system. It relies 
on the posts. We won’t be attaching through the brick. You will see that we will have posts that are in line with 
the brick and tie into the last rim board of the joist framing below. That will screw down through the deck 
boards. It will be in line with that brick face.  
 

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
No Comments from the Public 
 

COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD 
 

Mr. Birle – The brick choice is a good one. You are not downgrading quite so much. That is still a handsome 
tunnel brick. It is hard to expect someone to use a hand-mold brick on a project or enforce that. It seems like 
this is a good substitute.  
 

Mr. Timmerman – I agree with the brick. I don’t have any problem with it. I prefer the previous railing. It is 
more sophisticated. It has more of a custom look. On this side that faces the historic building, it would be a 
positive in the owner’s and city’s advantage. If the alternative is chosen, I might suggest pushing it back a little 
to give some relief to it so there is not a flush transition between the two. With a kit of parts, you get these 
railings that look like a kit of parts. It has a different feel.  
 

Mr. Schwarz – Everything you are proposing is within our guidelines and is acceptable. It is a great choice in 
the brick. My only concern is the back façade. It seems ‘sad’ to me to get rid of that brick right there. I am not 
sure I am going to make that hold up my vote. I am Ok with approving this.  
 

Mr. Bailey – You have made a good effort to honor the original design. I would be Ok with approving your 
changes here.  
 

Motion – Mr. Gastinger – Having considered the standards set forth within the City Code, including the 
ADC District Design Guidelines, I move to find the proposed modifications to the approved design (ref 
CoA #22-09-03) for new construction at 1301 Wertland Street satisfy the BAR’s criteria and are 
compatible with this property and other properties in the Wertland Street ADC District, and that the 
BAR approves the application as submitted. Mr. Bailey with the second. Motion passes 8-0.  
 

3. Certificate of Appropriateness 
BAR # 24-10-02 
1609 Gordon Avenue 
New apartment building 
 

Jeff Werner, Staff Report – Request CoA for construction of a three-story apartment building with internal 
parking. 
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There will be no action taken by the BAR for this Certificate of Appropriateness Application. This application 
has been pulled from the meeting agenda due to a zoning issue. The BAR held a preliminary discussion. This 
project was reviewed in a preliminary discussion earlier in the year.  
 

Mr. Schafer – We have been through 2 site development review plans. The screening is easily solved and 
clear that there needs to be mechanical screening. We have a rendering in this package. I think the screening 
will be more visible than the mechanical units. I don’t think it is a battle we are going to win. We have made 
the following revisions since our preliminary hearing, which have made for a better, more cohesive, and more 
legible project: the first being the removal of the commercial standing seam details that we were showing in 
our previous renderings and moving towards a more residential standing seam. The second being the 
elimination of the hardy panel, which allows for a lot more ability to place our control joints in the way that we 
want to. It is insulation on the outside of the wall. It is a robust building system. We felt that was a good move. 
Previously, we had 2 main building wall materials. We had a brick, and we had the hardy panel. In certain 
locations, the brick appeared to be floating, particularly above the parking entrance. We have a recessed 
balcony. We have introduced a third material, which is a hardy plank that helps eliminate that kind of odd 
floating brick condition. Beyond, it has been the development of the details, the location of gutters and 
rainwater leaders, the development of the landscaping, the pedestrian access, the amenity space that we have, 
and the required screening for the garage on the alley side. Those site development reviews plus the initial 
BAR hearing that we had earlier this spring had us feeling that we were in a good spot. We will continue to 
work with zoning and determine what the problem is. I am not clear on what the entry requirements are. I can 
read the entry requirements. I am still not clear on it.  
 

I want to highlight the anticipated screening locations that we will come back with. I don’t believe we have 
seen that. These renderings do not show the screens. As you can see the mechanical units are on the roof at 
elevation. We did a little eye height test. We can locate the eye height. You would have to be 30 feet tall to see 
the mechanical units from any location. The zoning code requires screening. It is not something we would 
fight. 
 

Mr. Werner – I know that lights coming out of parking garages have been something that comes up with the 
BAR and the Entrance Corridor Review. Since they showed a metal screen on that, the response is that it is a 
screen with planting on it. That satisfied me. Something was physically going to be there. It just wasn’t a 
screen over the opening.  
 

Next Slide 
 

Mr. Schafer – This was part of the site development review that I included. We were not trying to be 
disingenuous with what we were showing between our current site plan and in our BAR package.  
 

Mr. Birle – Is zoning asking you to enclose the entry space?  
 

Mr. Schafer – I have not been able to get in touch with zoning. Staff ‘raised their hand’ yesterday afternoon. I 
met with Kelsey Schlein at Shimp Engineering. We looked through it. The Standards, which is 21013 3c: To 
qualify as a street facing entry, building entrances must meet the following standards.  

• They must be located on a street facing ground story façade. 
• They must provide both ingress and egress pedestrian access to the ground story of the building. 
• They must remain operable at all times. Access might be controlled.  
• They must access an occupiable space.  
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I think that we are checking all 4 of those boxes. There is someone on this board who knows much more about 
the zoning code than I do because he was involved with the writing of it.  
 

Mr. Schwarz – The entry feature section where they talk about being required to have an entry feature. It must 
meet certain standards. Those standards are particular. They have a certain amount of percentage of enclosure, 
a certain amount of percentage of what is open and what is not open. They say ‘a covered porch with a front-
facing entry.’ There is some language in there that is vague, but probably does need to be defined.  
 

Mr. Schafer – We were considering this a covered enclosure, which did not have any minimum depth or any 
minimum width. It then had 50 percent enclosure maximum. I think we were meeting all those.  
 
Mr. Werner – It comes down to the note here, my conversation with the zoning administrator. Does the 
entrance feature this entry feature require a closable door? Can it be defined as a for court? It would allow it to 
be as it is designed; that question about occupiable or habitable space and defining that and where you enter 
the individual apartments. That is what they will be discussing on Thursday internally. We will have a 
decision. It is possible that they say, ‘from a given perspective, as designed, it meets the code.’  
 

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
 

Genevieve Keller – This did raise something to me. Through the extended rezoning process, this came up 
several times. Preservation Piedmont was trying to follow that process through all its aspects, meeting with 
NDS leadership, the consultants, and City Council. We were assured each time that the code would not prevail 
over the guidance of the BAR. When there was a conflict, the BAR would have priority. It seems that this 
might be changing. Personally, and professionally, I don’t have any thoughts about this. I can see down the 
road where we would. It is important how this is resolved, particularly with the big issues that could come up 
between the code and between your existing guidelines or new guidelines. I want to raise that as an issue now. 
We did have assurances at the highest levels through this process that preservation values would not be 
sacrificed to the code. I am not saying that is the case here. It starts to be a precedent. I know that previously 
there was an issue when something was appealed to Council before we had a form-based code. One of the 
councilors was trying to apply form-based code to the historic features of a building to change the fenestration 
patterns. In the future, this could have a lot of implications.  
 

Jean Hiatt – My concern is that there needs to be a nice entrance that is welcoming and is significant to the 
building. I am not seeing that in this design. I am hoping that can change, so that it is more formal and 
interesting.  
 

COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD 
 

Mr. Schwarz – That was something I questioned. I questioned it because this open stair in the middle of the 
building puts us in a bind. Two blocks to the north, we forced a project to get rid of their open stair that divided 
their building in half because it did not fit the context. Two blocks to the south, we gave you the opportunity to 
do that for a different context. This context is right in the middle. I agree with Ms. Hiatt. The building is 
lacking any kind of entrance. We have this slot in the middle of it, which opens into a parking garage at some 
point. We will see what happens with the zoning code. I feel that is something that is lacking in the design that 
makes it less contextual for this residential neighborhood. We have apartment buildings nearby. It is a mixed 
neighborhood. There is the Montessori across the street. We gave them a hard time when they tried to do an 
addition. There are residences on this street. It is not completely a student neighborhood context.  
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I appreciate the screening on the garages. It says Virginia Creeper Ivy. I assume that means Virginia Creeper 
or Ivy. Virginia Creeper will lose its leaves in the winter. Ivy will stick to the brick and eat the EIFS. I don’t 
know if there is something else you can find for that. I don’t know if that was a placeholder. You probably 
should not put any plant material that is going to stick to the EIFS. Are the eave materials fiber cement trim? It 
does look like metal turning over the eaves. Is it supposed to be fiber turn detail? The front façade is still 
monolithic. You are going for a contemporary look. With that monolithic and plain look to it, it is lacking as 
far as context for the residential portion of the neighborhood.  
 

Mr. Gastinger – I was not here when this project was first presented. I like the massing of the project. I don’t 
know if I have a strong opinion about the entranceway. It is beneficial to the neighborhood to have such a 
significant break in the volume of the building, which is quite large in making it look like 2 separate structures. 
Turning the roofline is helpful. The EIFS does not fit the context. I know that we have approved it in limited 
applications in the past and especially in applications where it is further away from public view. This would be 
one of the most prominent ones that we would have approved. I know we approved it on Virginia Avenue. 
That is also on a quieter street. What concerns me is not only the EIFS as a material, which feels inexpensive. 
It is so bright. That bright, white, inexpensive material in this residential neighborhood feels wrong. I wish 
there was a better alternative. I would not have recommended that if I was here in February.  
 

Mr. Rosenthal – What is the height of the HVAC units on the roof?  
 

Mr. Schafer – We have 2 different ones depending on the size of the unit. If there is a 4-bedroom unit, it is 
probably about 36 inches tall max. It probably includes some sound dampening feet that go with that. The 
other ones, for the 2-bedroom units, are smaller. Those are mini-split systems. They are probably 24 to 30 
inches.  
 

Mr. Rosenthal – What is the proposed material for the screening?  
 

Mr. Schafer – We employed a pre-finished aluminum screening. They have screening products that are 
designed to go on roofs. It would be the same color as the metal roof. I don’t think it would be visible, 
particularly given the adjacent landscaping. That is what we are thinking.  
 

Mr. Timmerman – I would like it if you came back with the brick you are proposing. If it is an EIFS, the 
color sample would be the best. It is hard to tell on renderings sometimes what the color is meant to be. There 
is sunlight and reflection that sometimes distorts that. Having physical samples of the 2 main bricks, if not the 
tertiary materials and product information on the screens, would be great. Not all those decorative screens are 
the same. It is hard for me to tell where the windows are in line with the EIFS, how far back they are. That 
might be a simple window detail to understand the thickness, the materials return would help.  
 

Ms. Lewis – I have some comments on the guidelines. With the EIFS, we were supportive of it because of the 
joints. For this largest space, EIFS would succeed. With materials and textures, this applies to new 
construction. The use of EIFS is discouraged but might be approved on items such as gables where it cannot be 
seen or damaged. It requires careful design of the location of control joints. With regards to the entrance, under 
Windows & Doors, the size and proportion or ratio of height and width to window and door openings, a new 
building’s primary façade should be similar and compatible with those in the surrounding historic facades. 
Many of the entrances of Charlottesville’s historic buildings have special features such as transoms, side lights, 
or decorative elements framing the openings. Consideration should be given to incorporating such elements in 
new construction. Porches and other semi-public spaces are important in establishing layers or zones of 
intermediate spaces within the streetscape. They are encouraged. I don’t know what to suggest about this 
entrance. It suffers that there is no habitable living space behind it. It is leading to a utilitarian space with on 
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grade parking. People are still going to be using that as they come up and down those upper floor stairs. It is 
the main entrance to the building.  
 

Mr. Birle – I am wondering if we would not help to deemphasize the balconies on the 2nd and 3rd floors and 
put more importance to the pedestrian level entrance and create more of a traditional porch. I like the idea of 
having a space between the 2 forms. It scales that back down to the neighborhood. Those overhanging 
balconies give it an apartment feeling in a not positive way. The door could be incorporated. If there is more 
emphasis on the ground plane rather than the 2nd and 3rd floor, the doors might be part of that.  
 
Ms. Lewis – The 2nd story balcony provides an overhang. You get some protection from the elements. That is 
one reason it might have been programmed that way. It does not even come to the sidewalk out front. For a 
large building, it is a small protrusion and small covering. I wonder what you could do there.  
 

Mr. Schafer – Nobody is touching eaves in this location. It is on the 2nd story. It is not at the pedestrian level. 
It is on a gable end. It happens to be prominent in terms of building form. I understand the color comment in 
our renderings. We can address that color comment. I would encourage you to drive down Virginia Avenue 
and look at that project. With the guidance from the BAR, there are big, large areas of eaves that have tight 
control joints that algin with windows. There is rationality and order behind those things. It works. Isn’t the 
Church across the street stucco? There is quite a bit of stucco on this street contextually. I don’t think it is out 
of place from a material perspective. It is maybe a color issue. From my perspective, it is a lot more thoughtful 
and controllable than working within hardy panel. We are going to take a 4-by-8 hard panel sheet as hard as we 
can try to align things, you will see more trimlines, joint lines, and aluminum trim that does not line up. I am 
not opposed to looking at other materials. I felt the direction we were given last time was good. We utilize that 
staircase to break down the building form into residential massing. That is differential to our context. How can 
we take this building footprint that is adjacent to us and not overpower it with a building form that could be 2 
more stories taller and even wider than we are showing to some degree. There is a shadow line and big void. 
That creates a breakdown in the building mass, which I think is a positive. I do like the comment. We will 
continue to study it.  
 

Mr. Schwarz – How many people would not vote for this because of the EIFS? (2 members would vote ‘no’).  
 
Mr. Gastinger – I support the fiber cement panels.  
 
Mr. Schwarz – You have the joints all over the place. I have yet to see fiber cement done well in this town. It 
is a little ‘wonky’ with the joints and the metal flashings. Everything is always coming out in a weird way even 
if it is an expensive system. 
 

Mr. Birle – For me, it is more of a color issue. 
 

Mr. Timmerman – Materially, I am in support of it. Some of these other materials you get into, they are more 
‘fussy.’ They tend to warp. There is a more margin of error that happens. At least the EIFS is monolithic. If 
you choose a good quality one and if you are using the precedent of the Church across the street, it seems 
appropriate.  
 

Mr. Bailey – With the building next door, what is that material?  
 

Mr. Schafer – CMU. We were in favor of staff’s comments regarding the EIFS in terms of its durability and 
its quality of construction. It would certainly be something we specify.  
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E. Other Business 
 

4. Staff questions/discussion  
 
5. Work Session: Work Session on café space design guidelines. Action: Recommendation to City Council 

RE: Adoption of proposed revisions. 
 
Jeff Werner, Staff Report – On the Downtown Mall and The Corner, the City leases segments of the public 
right of way to businesses to use as café spaces. Both areas are within ADC Districts and therefore subject to 
BAR design review. The current ADC District Design Guidelines for Outdoor Cafés were adopted by City 
Council in 2012. Per City Code Chapter 34, Sec. 5.1.5.C.1.v., the BAR is required to periodically review the 
design guidelines and recommend to City Council any updates or revisions. (Guidelines developed by the 
BAR will become effective upon approval by City Council and thereafter will have the status of interpretive 
regulations.) 
The goals for the BAR’s review and subsequent Council review of these guidelines are: 
• 
To better align the guidelines with how the café spaces have evolved over time; and 
• 
Allow time for City Council’s review and approval of the revised guidelines by mid-January, well ahead of 
March 1, 2025, when café leases are renewed. 
Per City Code Chapter 28, Sec. 213, leased café spaces require an annual permit issued by the Zoning 
Administrator. For spaces within an ADC District, that permit requires a design review CoA for the elements 
within the leased space—furniture, planters, railings, etc. As currently applied, for elements that meet the 
guidelines the CoA can be issued administratively, with the option for a formal BAR review, if warranted. 
Additionally, while café permits [zoning] are reviewed and renewed annually, the CoA has been a one-time 
approval, with updates required only if elements change, a space has a new lease, or there is a change in 
ownership of the business operating the café. That practice will continue with the revised guidelines. 
On September 17 and October 1, 2024, the BAR held advertised work sessions re: the guidelines for Outdoor 
Cafes. (The results of those discussions are summarized in the attached, which represents the proposed 
revisions to the guidelines.) Prior to reviewing the specific guidelines, the BAR developed a list of guiding 
principles (below) to help evaluate proposed revisions. The overarching principle is that elements within 
leased cafe spaces should be subordinate to the experience and treatment of the surrounding public space. 
This is of particular importance relative to the Downtown Mall, which is individually listed on the Virginia 
Landmarks Register and the National Register of Historic Places. [The Corner is also within a VLR/NRHP-
listed historic district; however, the public sidewalk is not individually recognized as a historic, designed 
landscape.] 
BAR’s Guiding Principles for Outdoor Cafes: [NRHP documents linked.] 
• 
The Downtown for Mall is individually listed on the Virginia Landmarks Register (VLR) and the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 
• 
The Corner is within the VLR/NRHP-listed Rugby Road-University Corner Historic District. 
 
Mr. Zehmer – At last month’s meeting, we started a discussion on revising the Design Guidelines pertaining 
to the exterior café spaces primarily on the Downtown Mall. We also realized that it does include a few spaces 
on The Corner in The Corner District. It was a good conversation last month. We realized that we needed more 
time. We scheduled and held a work session on October 1st in the NDS Conference Room where we continued 
the conversation. We came up with this chart that summarizes the different elements of The Mall, café spaces, 
the current 2012 Guidelines, and goes into our draft revisions. We tried our best to try to keep in mind that we 
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do not intend this to be overly onerous to the café owners. There are a lot of people that have invested money 
into what they have out there. This is not intended to be a huge financial burden. We want to make sure that 
The Mall is a nice space, has quality things. The leases are renewed on March 1st of every year. This would 
come into effect on March 1st. Especially pertinent to new lease holders, there are a lot of things that we are 
grandfathering in. The idea would be that over time, these design guidelines would be implemented across all 
café spaces as businesses come and go. All these recommended draft provisions were circulated and handed 
out to all the current café lease holders. They were made aware of these proposed provisions and presumably 
invited to come tonight. Before we invite the public to comment, I wanted to ask if anybody has any revisions 
or last-minute changes they would like to discuss.  
 
Mr. Gastinger – I would like to add context to what you have already provided. This has been a conversation 
that has been ongoing for several years and was a major component of the conversation of the Downtown Mall 
Committee, which brought together stakeholders from different parts of the city. It included business owners, 
people who work on The Mall, citizens, and people who live here. It was an important and compelling 
conversation that got to this essential truth. We are stewards of a remarkable place; both as citizens of 
Charlottesville and here as a board. We have an incredible benefit of living near one of America’s truly 
remarkable urban landscapes. It was the outcome of some foresight and commitments from the city to pay for 
the design and construction of this space. We have enjoyed this place through its nearly 50 years. It is 
remarkable in the way that it is a coming together of both public amenity and flourishing businesses. There are 
over 200 businesses on The Mall and side streets. We have probably been at our best when we know that the 
business and business activity bring that vitality to The Mall. We have been at our best when we are able to 
balance that business activity with the public nature of this space. It was a part of that conversation in the 
Downtown Mall Committee that through the years the spaces had begun to become overly privatized. They 
seemed to belong more to the restaurants themselves than participating in the overall intended design and 
public realm of the Downtown Mall. There was a lot of support for finding ways to peel that back and find a 
better balance between the individual business spaces and the public nature of The Mall. We have had an 
excellent conversation on that in this committee. We could not have had it without incredible contributions 
from staff doing the homework, specific research, and knowing every stanchion and planter on The Mall. I 
don’t know that we had been able to thank you publicly for that work. I know that it has been an immense 
effort.  
 
Mr. Zehmer – When I looked this spreadsheet, one thing that had fallen off from the previous versions was 
what Mr. Gastinger said is a statement of significance. As we were going through these, we came back to a few 
critical qualities. I quickly drafted something.  
 
Mr. Werner – In the staff report, I tried to simplify what people would look at and what it is going to do. I 
tried to make this worksheet the ‘nuts & bolts’ where the guiding principles that you developed. How do we 
crystalize this a little sharper? They are in the staff report. With the motion, I would welcome any help 
rearranging it. I tried to capture it.  
 
Mr. Zehmer – For the benefit of us and the public, could you read what you put in the staff report?  
 
Mr. Werner – You had discussed some guiding principles, establishing them, and using that as the filter. You 
established that this is the lens through which we will look at things. What was realized when we talked on 
October 1st, was that we are talking about café spaces mostly on The Mall but also at The Corner. I broke out 
the guidelines to make it clear what was café spaces in general. The first principle is that The Downtown Mall 
is individually listed on the Virginia Landmarks Register and The National Register of Historic Places. The 
Corner is within the National Register listed Rugby Road University Corner Historic District. That is 
establishing that both are within districts. The Mall is individually listed. The brick-paved Mall and the 
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sidewalks at The Corner are city-owned and important public spaces. Leased café spaces are not permanent. 
All elements should be portable and easily moved manually. Within a café space, the furniture, elements, and 
materials should be compatible. Materials must be durable high quality with preference for metal, no plastic. 
Prioritize pedestrian experience such that the size and placement of railing, furniture, planters, plantings, and 
other elements should not create visual barriers. For unleased café spaces or leased but not used for prolonged 
periods, all elements should be removed from the public right-of-way. Specific to The Mall, elements of the 
café spaces must respect the design intent of The Mall. I added that ‘The Mall is Charlottesville’s Living 
Room.’ To maintain the sight lines on The Mall by minimizing visual obstructions within café spaces. The 
fountains should be accessible with clear space on all sides. Placement of café elements on The Mall should 
avoid and not cause damage to The Mall trees. Those were the principles as you had them. They would be 
incorporated into the text of the guideline edits. Internally, we had the discussion about grandfathered and non-
conforming. I said that I know there are legal terms for it. We know what it means. In that context, we will use 
it. When this goes to Council, I can sit down with the attorneys and ask how they would like me to refer to 
these. 
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
 
Genevieve Keller – I was a member of the Downtown Mall Committee. We were overwhelmingly in favor of 
retaining the cafes even though they technically might be an intrusion into the Halperin Design Concept. We 
felt that they not only add to the economic vitality of the space and our city, but to the experience. They have, 
over time, achieved significance. None of us could imagine the Downtown Mall without the cafes. I would like 
to invoke an earlier era. I was a member of the original Downtown Board of Architectural Review. We were 
led for the 2 terms it stayed in existence. When the first cafes came to us, and we had to figure out what we 
were going to do with this. It needed to be a simple, elegant, and modern space that was consistent with the 
Halperin Design. We were always trying to take things away rather than adding things. I would ask that you 
strip these back to their essence so that they are economically viable. The food is what is showcased. If the 
owners want to decorate their tables, they should not be doing things to call it individual attention and 
competing with the overall unity of The Mall as it was designed and expanded over the years.  
 
COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD 
 
Mr. Schwarz – With the temporary decorations, are lights included as not permanent, temporary for holidays 
and special events?  
 
Mr. Werner – Lights are lights. We would say what is under lights.  
 
Mr. Schwarz – No holiday lights?  
 
Mr. Werner – What is allowed by lights? If they are overhead lights, they would meet the catenary light 
policy.  
 
Mr. Schwarz – Basically, no little string lights like Christmas Tree lights. Some of them do that.  
 
Mr. Werner – The staff report and all this is primarily prepping for how to present this to Council. There is a 
lot in the staff report. We looked at different scenarios. The intent of these guidelines was to allow staff to 
work with the café operators. If somebody wants to do something else, they can request a BAR review. It goes 
to the discussion you had. We are addressing some things that have been done neatly. If somebody wants to do 
something that is not clear, they can ask the BAR. There is no way to write design guidelines that are specific. 
If somebody wants to debate the meaning, we bring it to the BAR. I want to be clear about that. There are 
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going to be some whatabouts. If I am not comfortable, based on what I have in front of me, you can apply to 
the BAR for that.  
 
Mr. Schwarz – They will have to come to the BAR if they want to put up holiday lights for a week or so.  
 
Mr. Werner – According to this, yes.  
 
Mr. Zehmer – If I remember from the discussion a couple of weeks ago, we talked about that. I think the 
sentiment was that if they wanted to do holiday decorations, it was more on the front of their business building 
rather than the café space. I just want to clarify for the public that we are not saying ‘no Christmas lights ever.’ 
 
Mr. Schwarz – It seems to me that cabinet means closed side. If it is under 3 feet, it seems like it could have 
doors.  
 
Mr. Werner – The intent there was that The Mall not become a place where people are storing things. The tall 
closet at Hamilton’s is staying. Somebody could ask where they put glasses and silverware. I said that I hope it 
is going inside and being washed. The intent was to allow some places where you have these cabinets but to 
not be producing, creating things.  
 
Mr. Schwarz – The way I am reading this is that you will have a 3-foot-tall cabinet that has 3 sides that are 
closed, and the front is open. If that is what we are saying, I am good. I want to make sure that is what we are 
saying. It seems that you could put doors on that. It would not make any functional difference.         
 
Mr. Werner – Not having doors means things are not stored there.  
 
Mr. Schwarz – You have some specific dimensions for chairs and bar counters. Let’s just set some maximums 
for the tables and be done with it. 
 
Mr. Werner – What I was trying to get at there is that there are some general standards to chair heights. We 
are not going to get lifeguard chairs. There must be some reasonableness to this. I am not going to say that 
those chairs are 15.5 inches and not allow them. If somebody comes in and wants to use these 5-foot chairs and 
must climb, that is not a standard chair. If you wish, we can eliminate dimensions.   
 
Mr. Schwarz – These are things that I am throwing out there.    
 
Mr. Werner – I agree with you about cabinets. If you don’t want cabinets, don’t allow cabinets. I always 
thought of something that is low.  
 
Mr. Birle – We say no closed storage.  
 
Ms. Lewis – I think that is what we discussed. 
 
Mr. Gastinger – They can bring something out for use while they are open.  
 
Mr. Schwarz – That is what I am confused about. When I see this and it says, your cabinets cannot have 
doors. Could you bring something out during the day and take back in that does have doors?  
 
Mr. Werner – A lot of people are doing that.  
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Mr. Schwarz – I was confused as whether that is allowed.  
 
Ms. Lewis – If you do it, it cannot be over 36 inches.  
 
Mr. Werner – I was not thinking of those being an issue. This is where some pictures are going to have to 
assist some of this. 
 
Mr. Bailey – Isn’t the point that they simply not be permanent? Why would we care about the doors if they are 
going indoors every night?  
 
Mr. Werner – If they want to bring it in, I would rather it be black, and they roll it in and out. 
 
Mr. Schwarz – To me, it is unclear if that is Ok or not.  
 
Mr. Bailey – I would get rid of no doors or closed storage and say, ‘no permanent enclosed storage cabinets.’ 
That takes care of the issue.  
 
Mr. Werner – What I have heard is to eliminate the dimensions. Anything referring to standard heights is fine.  
 
Mr. Birle – I am fine with dimensions because you get what is standard.  
 
Mr. Schwarz – What if somebody does a bar at 36 inches. I think that is what at SAL’s.  
 
Mr. Werner – We cannot eliminate things. I don’t want panels under there. I did have a question about the 
planter heights.  
 
Ms. Lewis – I thought we had agreed to completely get rid of tablecloths. I thought that we felt the same thing 
about seat cushions. I feel less strident about that. I don’t think there is any restaurant on The Downtown Mall 
that has tablecloths. I don’t know why we are legislating something. It was never enforced because there are no 
tablecloths. I don’t even know if there are many plastic tablecloths. I don’t know why this is still in here. We 
would rather legislate the perimeters and maintain the view and the landscape down The Mall. What happens 
on tables, if it is taken up at night, is less of our concern. Each of them is going to have different standards, 
aesthetics, and matching their food and prices. Most seat cushions outside are not going to be cloth. They are 
going to be a plastic material. I want to know how that has stayed in there.  
 
Mr. Werner – That was the final comment you said. You said that cloth is preferred. In some ways, it is an 
irrelevant line in this whole thing. If you do it, make it cloth. 
 
Ms. Lewis – Can we get rid of that entire row? 
 
Mr. Zehmer – The current guidelines allow them and that they are cloth. Do we allow tablecloths? Are you 
suggesting that we should not allow tablecloths?  
 
Mr. Gastinger – The most important part is that they are removed at night.  
 
Ms. Lewis – I don’t think anybody would leave them there.  
 
Mr. Werner – I am not going to strike it. I want Council to see that there was a provision. There is nothing 
there now. Yes, they are allowed. There are no requirements associated with them. Having cloth is preferred in 
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there is not me telling someone to take it down. If somebody asked, I would say that our preference is for 
cloth. If somebody asked me what to do with seat cushions or tablecloths, I would have to respond with 
‘whatever you want to do.’  
 
Ms. Lewis – That is fine. I don’t know why it cannot be deleted.  
 
Mr. Zehmer – We are trying to show Council the current guidelines.  
 
Ms. Lewis – We are not giving Council a redline version. What I am saying is that everything should be blank.  
 
Mr. Werner – I am uncertain on how to package it for them. I will make it clear to Council that the current 
guidelines address tablecloths and seat cushions.  
 
Mr. Birle – If it is in the current guidelines, we must show what we are doing.  
 
Mr. Bailey – How about ne preference on materials?  
 
Mr. Werner – I crossed out ‘cloth is preferred’ and ‘compatible with other elements.’  
 
Mr. Rosenthal – Has Council or any councilor had any input about any of this? 
 
Mr. Werner – I have not talked to any of them. I don’t think that this is on their radar. 
 
Ms. Lewis – We only started last month at our last meeting. We had a work session.  
 
Mr. Gastinger – We did have extensive conversations as part of The Downtown Mall Committee. There were 
councilors on that committee.  
 
Mr. Rosenthal – Did they have a perspective?  
 
Mr. Gastinger – There was great enthusiasm for peeling back the privatization of the public space on The 
Mall.  
 
Mr. Werner – They are aware that the current spaces, as laid out, interfere with at least 2 of the fountains. 
They are aware that the reason some of the trees are injured on The Mall is because of propane heaters that 
people put against the trees. They are aware of some circumstances. With the bigger picture of The Mall, they 
will have to evaluate some things. It is not on their radar with regards to the kinds of lights or the kinds of 
tables and chairs. We are required to review this. We have a lot more that we are going to be reviewing over 
the next year. That is part of your charge from Council in the ordinance to periodically review the Design 
Guidelines and recommend updates. Working with my coworkers in zoning, it seemed that we needed to tackle 
some things on The Mall. I elevated it in importance. That is why it is here now.  
 
Mr. Schwarz – We need to answer your question on the planters.  
 
Mr. Werner – I am thinking in context of the size of them. One of the key issues/principles are that they can 
be moved. If the city needs to fix a water pipe, we don’t need to bring in a forklift to move things. These are 
easily moved. Thirty inches is wide planter. It becomes a heavy pot. I did not know if you maybe thought 24 
inches was more appropriate. 
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Mr. Zehmer – You using the word ‘manually’ is important because it suggests that it needs to be moved by 
one or two people but not with a forklift or pallet jack.  
 
Mr. Rosenthal – You said that you gave this out to the current café owners.  
 
Mr. Werner – All café operators were notified that this was going on. We gave the webpage where all this 
would be linked. I invited them to attend. I invited them to contact me if they had any questions.  
 
Mr. Rosenthal – Nobody contacted you. 
 
Mr. Bailey – That suggests these are reasonable requirements. 
 
Mr. Werner – We are not changing the rails, the furniture, and not letting someone put artificial plants on the 
railing. Tell me how that is critical to the operation of a business. These are extremely reasonable. There are a 
couple questions I want to ask you if you continue your discussion. 
 
Mr. Bailey – With the planters, are there planters that are 30 inches in width and diameter currently there?  
 
Mr. Zehmer – There are some locations where they are using ‘horse watering troughs’ as planters.  
 
Mr. Bailey – I am wondering if there are any other besides the troughs.  
 
Mr. Gastinger – There definitely are. Some of them would not be allowable for other provisions in here. They 
are either outside of the current space or are too tall. I have my own opinion about planters on The Mall. If we 
are going to allow them and they can be of that size, I think 30 inches is fine.  
 
Mr. Rosenthal – Will no planters be allowed outside of the café spaces?  
 
Mr. Werner – They are not currently allowed outside of the enclosure. 
 
Mr. Rosenthal – They are currently outside. 
 
Mr. Werner – That does conflict with the current zoning ordinance. Your guidelines aren’t relevant there. 
Looking at the list of things that would not be continued, I did note the half-barrel planters. I also would like to 
add to this, not grandfathered, any large planters that do not meet the guidelines.  
 
Mr. Zehmer – What I am hearing is that planters should be a maximum of 30 inches in width or diameter. We 
are not going to grandfather anything in that is larger than that.  
 
Mr. Rosenthal – What about height?  
 
Mr. Werner – The height is 36 inches. I have the plant height in the next line. There are some planters on 
podiums and bases. It is the top of that planter. You can’t put in a 36-inch planter on top of a table. I had 
proposed that plant heights are not 4-feet, 6-inches above The Mall floor so as not to create a hedge. Where 
you came down on that is preferably not taller than 5 feet. They cannot create the image of a hedge. You 
referred to some of the taller plants that are not solid. I think that is still going to be a problem. At the 
minimum, they are doing it inside their space and not creeping out 4 feet into The Mall with planters.  
 
Mr. Zehmer – We can always fall back on our guiding principle of not creating visual barriers.  
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Mr. Werner – If someone says that they don’t think it is a visual barrier, you are the referee.  
 
Mr. Zehmer – We need to keep in mind that these are guidelines. They are not regulations or law.  
 
Mr. Gastinger – I want to add something because it comes up relative to the lighting. Part of this is retaining 
the design integrity of The Mall design. Part of it is allowing the city to still have a voice in setting some of the 
aesthetic consistency along The Mall. With planting, the city has planters that are much bigger than that. They 
are part of a consistent design. The trees are incorporated in that. The same goes for lighting. You could argue 
that the city could do a better more interesting holiday lighting approach. That could be something that the city 
could design rather than having it be coopted by multiple individual design efforts that end up making things 
chaotic.  
 
Mr. Werner – If it helps, the staff report was my first draft of what will have to go to Council. I laid out in 
order what the ordinance says. Chapter 28 talks about the café spaces and sidewalks and the rules by that 
ordinance. The Board of Architectural Review, because of a leased café space within an ADC district, the 
design elements of that space fall under your purview. We have the city’s Comprehensive Plan. Three of the 
goals in the Comp Plan refer to The Downtown Mall. From Strategy 6.1,’study how The Downtown Mall can 
be more welcoming and inclusive for people of all social, cultural, racial, ethnic, and economic backgrounds 
and act on the findings. They say to support and maintain The Downtown Mall, as not only the economic and 
cultural hub of the city, but as a historic central place that encourages diversity through activities, residences, 
goods, and services. The Comprehensive Plan recognizes the importance of that public space. I next went to 
the Secretary Standards for the Treatment of historic properties as it relates to rehabilitation, not changing or 
recreating a historic district and some precise language in there about retaining, preserving landscape features 
that are important in defining the overall historic character of the setting. I finally inserted some comments 
from the National Register Nomination. I included a statement of integrity and a statement of significance 
about them. I understand that there are the commercial interests of what these guidelines may or may not do. 
Your charge, as the BAR, is evaluating how this impacts this historic space in what we have discussed here. 
Your principles are anchored in the Comprehensive Plan and Secretary’s Standards. They respect the 
significance of The Downtown Mall. I think you have achieved that. I will also have to express that to Council. 
I am hoping that one of you will be available to go with me. If we want to view this as what we can let the 
restaurants do, turn this over and not recommend anything. Your charge is looking at this through the lens of 
this being a historic landscape. It has been individually listed and recognized. I think you have struck that 
balance.  
 
Per city code (Chapter 34, Section 5.1.5.c.1), the BAR will develop and recommend to City Council for its 
approval design guidelines for the city’s ADC districts. The BAR must develop the guidelines after seeking 
input from business and property owners in the various districts. Guidelines developed by the BAR will 
become effective upon approval by City Council and thereafter will have the status of interpretive regulations. 
We circulated this. I cannot make them offer comment. We are also going to contact them when this goes on 
Council’s agenda.  
 
Mr. Timmerman – There is other documentation that goes through their certificate of occupancy regarding 
where they are allowed to put their fencing and being more specific about how that is controlled.  
 
Mr. Werner – I had contemplated something in here. There is no mark on the sidewalk out there where The 
Corner starts. What Ms. Richardson and I are going to do, in preparing the individual document for each space, 
is to clearly show the dimensions of that space. Some could lease the space but their railing in 5 feet and put 
planters out there. I would defer that to the zoning staff. They would view it as their enclosure and things 
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should occur within the enclosure. What we are seeing right now is people putting things beyond the leased 
space. We have talked about possibly geo-referencing. There are ways to do it. Our job is to say what you put 
in that leased space.  
 
Bizou has its unique furniture and Fitzroy has that composite material. I specifically cited them as those stay. If 
they need to replace a chair, they can replace it in kind. Where things on The Mall change is when someone 
sells the business. As I would apply this, if someone bought Bizou, if they want to keep that furniture, it would 
have to come in. When those changes occur and there is a new lease agreement, they are complying.  
 
Mr. Zehmer – When these guidelines are implemented, there is a new lease granted.  
 
Mr. Bailey – The new occupant may want to keep the old furniture. We could decide.  
 
Mr. Zehmer – For me, the cafes can enhance the experience of The Downtown Mall. It should not detract 
from the setting of The Downtown Mall.  
 
Motion – Mr. Gastinger – I move to recommend City Council approve the proposed changes and 
updates to the Architectural Design Control District Design Guidelines regarding Outdoor Cafes, 
including the guidelines for Catenary Lights and the Guiding Principles for Outdoor Cafes. I further 
move to recommend that Council concur with the BAR’s recommendations regarding grandfathered 
and/or nonconforming elements of existing cafes, with the following changes to the chart: 
1. That the tablecloths and seat cushions revision remove “cloth is preferred” and “compatible with 
other elements of the café”. 
2. Under the planters section we will keep them as a maximum of 30” wide and 36” in height, and that 
oversized planters are not grandfathered. Second by Mr. Birle. Motion passes 8-0.  
 

• There was discussion regarding the hiring of a consultant to update the Design Guidelines.  
• There is funding available for hiring a consultant to update and address the Design Guidelines and 

Entrance Corridor Design Guidelines. 
• Ms. Keller did specify that a consultant be a historic resource consultant when updating the Design 

Guidelines. 
 

Adjournment 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:58 PM.  

  



         

 
  

 

 
 

  
 

 
 

  

 
 

  

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

   

City of Charlottesville 
Board of Architectural Review 
Staff Report 
November 19, 2024 

Certificate of Appropriateness Application 
BAR # 24-11-04 
946 Grady Avenue; TMP 310060000 
Individually Protected Property 
Owner: Dairy Central Phase 1, LLC 
Applicant: Mike Stoneking / Stoneking - von Storch Architects 
Project: Exterior alterations at west (10th St, NW) elevation 

Background 
Year Built: 1937-1964 
District: IPP 

The former Monticello Dairy building was designated an IPP in 2008. The original central 2-story (5-
bay) portion of the building and flanking one-story (7-bay) portions are dated 1937. The east side 
addition (7-bay) was built in 1947/1964; the similar west side addition (6-bay) was built in 1959. 

Prior BAR Reviews 
(See appendix) 

Application 
• Submitted by applicant:

o Stoneking/von Storch Architects, Sunpins Bowling BAR Set, dated October 16, 2024: 5
pages C1, A1, A-7 (Ramp Details), A8, and A-7 (Door Options).

o Product information sheets: Overhead Door and Panda Windows & Doors.

Request for CoA to modify four existing, non-historic doors/windows at the NW elevation. No 
changes to masonry openings are proposed, except to modify the bottom courses at the relocated door 
and sidelites. 

Applicant’s Narrative: 
Our client wishes to open a restaurant featuring duck-pin bowling in the space formerly occupied 
by the South and Central Restaurant at the Dairy Market.  We envision a new entry on the 10th 
Street side using a single door with sidelights, relocating what we can from the existing door 
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further north on 10th Street.  We also propose converting three large, glazed openings on the 10th 
Street side to new operable units.  No other exterior changes are expected. 
Two options proposed for the new, operable windows: 
• Option A: Standard garage door type- Model 511 by Overhead Door doors.  
• Option B: Folding, accordion style window- Model FTS60 by Panda. 

Discussion and recommendation 
The entry door and windows to be modified are not original and were installed during the approved 
rehabilitation of the former Monticello Dairy building (BAR #17-09-02). Additionally, while the work 
was never done, in November 2020, the BAR approved rearranging the non-original doors and 
windows at the west elevation. 

Staff recommends approval of the request in-concept, with either the folding or roll-up doors, provided 
the rails and muntins of the new windows and the relocated or new door and sidelites appropriately 
align with the existing doors and windows on the north and west elevations. (See below.) Prior to a 
formal approval, the BAR should discuss/resolve which option--folding or roll-up doors—best 
achieves that. 

As a condition of approval, at the masonry opening where the entry door is being removed, the brick 
wall and sill should be infilled to match the existing. 

From the approved design, June 2018. Segments of the north (left) and west (right) elevations. 
(This CoA request is for the four large openings on the west elevation.) 

From current street view, showing as-built conditions at the west elevation. 
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Specific references to prior BAR discussions re: the windows and doors at 946 Grady Ave. 
January 2018: Elevations pre-rehab, see pdf page 33. 
BAR January 2018 

June 2018: Approved doors/windows, see pdf pages 24 and 25. 
BAR June 2018 

November 2020: Changes to doors at NW corner. (Work was not done.) 
BAR November 2020 

Suggested Motion 
Approval: Having considered the standards set forth within the City Code, including the ADC District 
Design Guidelines, I move to find that the proposed door and window alterations at the west elevation 
satisfy the BAR’s criteria and are compatible with this IPP, and that the BAR approves the request as 
submitted. [Note: indicate if the BAR prefers option A or option B] 

Or … as requested, with the following conditions: … 

Denial: Having considered the standards set forth within the City Code, including the ADC District 
Design Guidelines, I move to find that the proposed door and window alterations at the west elevation 
do not satisfy the BAR’s criteria and are not compatible with this IPP, and that for the following 
reasons the BAR denies the request as submitted… 

Criteria, Standards, and Guidelines 
Note re: BAR authority: Per Code, the BAR is charged only with the authority to approve or deny a 
design review CoA, following an evaluation applying the criteria under Code Sec. 34-5.2.7. Major 
Historic Review. The BAR does not evaluate a proposed use. Additionally, per Code Sec. 34-
5.2.7.E.2., the issuance of a CoA “cannot, in and of itself, authorize any construction, reconstruction, 
alteration, repair, demolition, or other improvements or activities requiring a building permit. Where a 
building permit is required, no activity authorized by a [CoA] is lawful unless conducted in accordance 
with the required building permit and all applicable building code requirements.” 

Review Criteria Generally 
Per Chapter 34, Div. 5.2.7. C.2: 
a. In considering a particular application the BAR will approve the application unless it finds: 

i. That the proposal does not meet specific standards set forth within this Section or applicable 
provisions of the City’s design guidelines; and  

ii. ii. The proposal is incompatible with the historic, cultural or architectural character of the 
district in which the property is located or the IPP that is the subject of the application. 

b. The BAR will approve, approve with conditions, or deny applications for Certificates of 
Appropriateness in accordance with the provisions of this Section. 

c. The BAR, or City Council on appeal, may require conditions of approval as are necessary or 
desirable to ensure that any new construction or addition is compatible with the scale and character 
of the Architecture Design Control District, Individually Protected Property, or Historic 
Conservation District. Prior to attaching conditions to an approval, due consideration will be given 
to the cost of compliance with the proposed conditions as well as the goals of the Comprehensive 
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Plan. Conditions may require a reduction in height or massing, consistent with the City’s design 
guidelines and subject to the following limitations: 

i. Along the Downtown Mall, the BAR may limit story height to within 2 stories of the 
prevailing story height of the block; 

ii. In all other areas subject to review, the BAR may reduce the allowed height by no more 
than 2 stories; and 

iii. The BAR may require upper story stepbacks of up to 25’. 

Standards for Review and Decision 
Per Chapter 34, Div. 5.2.7. D.1: 
a. Review of the proposed construction, reconstruction, alteration or restoration of a building or 

structure is limited to exterior architectural features, including signs, and the following features and 
factors: 

i. Whether the material, texture, color, height, scale, mass, and placement of the proposed 
addition, modification or construction are visually and architecturally compatible with the 
site and the applicable District; 

ii. The harmony of the proposed change in terms of overall proportion and the size and 
placement of entrances, windows, awnings, exterior stairs, and signs; 

iii. The Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation set forth within the Code of 
Federal Regulations (36 C.F.R. §67.7(b)), as may be relevant; 

iv. The effect of the proposed change on the adjacent building or structures; 
v. The impact of the proposed change on other protected features on the property, such as 

gardens, landscaping, fences, walls, and walks; 
vi. Whether the proposed method of construction, renovation, or restoration could have an 

adverse impact on the structure or site, or adjacent buildings or structures; 
vii. When reviewing any proposed sign as part of an application under consideration, the 

standards set forth within Div. 4.11. Signs will be applied; and 
viii. Any applicable provisions of the City’s design guidelines. 

Links to ADC District Design Guidelines 
Chapter 1 Introduction (Part 1) 
Chapter 1 Introduction (Part 2) 
Chapter 2 Site Design and Elements 
Chapter 3 New Construction and Additions 
Chapter 4 Rehabilitation 
Chapter 5 Signs, Awnings, Vending, and Cafes 
Chapter 6 Public Improvements 
Chapter 7 Demolition and Moving 

Pertinent Guidelines for Rehabilitation 
B. Facades and Storefronts 
1) Conduct pictorial research to determine the design of the original building or early changes. 
2) Conduct exploratory demolition to determine what original fabric remains and its condition. 
3) Remove any inappropriate materials, signs, or canopies covering the façade. 
4) Retain all elements, materials, and features that are original to the building or are contextual 

remodelings, and repair as necessary. 
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5) Restore as many original elements as possible, particularly the materials, windows, decorative 
details, and cornice. 

6) When designing new building elements, base the design on the “Typical elements of a commercial 
façade and storefront.” 

7) Reconstruct missing or original elements, such as cornices, windows, and storefronts, if 
documentation is available. 

8) Design new elements that respect the character, materials, and design of the building, yet are 
distinguished from the original building. 

9) Depending on the existing building’s age, originality of the design and architectural significance, in 
some cases there may be an opportunity to create a more contemporary façade design when 
undertaking a renovation project. 

10) Avoid using materials that are incompatible with the building or within the specific districts, incng 
textured wood siding, vinyl or aluminum siding, and pressure-treated wood,  

11) Avoid introducing inappropriate architectural elements where they never previously existed. 

H. Masonry 
1) Retain masonry features, such as walls, brackets, railings, cornices, window surrounds, pediments, 

steps, and columns that are important in defining the overall character of the building. 
2) When repairing or replacing a masonry feature, respect the size, texture, color, and pattern of 

masonry units, as well as mortar joint size and tooling. 
3) When repointing masonry, duplicate mortar strength, composition, color, and texture. 

a) Do not repoint with mortar that is stronger than the original mortar and the brick itself. 
b) Do not repoint with a synthetic caulking compound. 

4) Repoint to match original joints and retain the original joint width. 
5) Do not paint unpainted masonry. 

Appendix 
Prior BAR Reviews 
May 21, 2013- BAR approved restoration of windows and new Three Notch’d Brewing Co. patio. 

September 19, 2017 – The BAR held a preliminary discussion on partial demolitions. 

November 21, 2017 – Preliminary discussion. Rehabilitation of the former Monticello Dairy building. 

January 17, 2018 –BAR approved demolition.  

January 17, 2018 – BAR approved proposed new additions and landscape plan. 

June 19, 2018 – BAR approved requested revisions, including: 
• New retail doors and storefront to the east and west of the center bay of the Dairy on the north 

elevation, and on the west side (10th St.) will be a Kawneer (or similar), 2’ site line aluminum 
and glass system with applied Bacon Architectural (or similar) muntins in lieu of previously 
approved cold formed steel and glass Hopes Window system. 

Application: http://weblink.charlottesville.org/public/0/edoc/757649/2018-
06_946%20Grady%20Avenue_BAR.pdf 

August 21, 2018 - BAR approved requested revisions related to glass VLT. 
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March 19, 2019 - BAR approved requested revisions.  

November 21, 2019 – BAR recommended Council approve the Comprehensive Signage Plan. 

November 17, 2020 – BAR approved Changes to doors at NW corner. (Work was not done.) 

Minutes from BAR Discussion November 17, 2020 

…. 

BAR Minutes 
Excerpt re: BAR 20-11-04, 946 Grady Avenue 
City Of Charlottesville 
Board Of Architectural Review 
Regular Meeting 
November 17, 2020 – 5:30 p.m. 

Certificate of Appropriateness Application 
BAR 20-11-04 
946 Grady Avenue 
Tax Parcel 310060000 
Dairy Central Phase 1, LLC, Owner 
Robert Nichols, Formwork Design Office, Applicant 
Modify window/door configurations 

Jeff Werner, Staff Report – Request CoA to modify the NW corner of the building as follow: 
• At the north elevation: Reconfigure an existing storefront entry and an existing window. 

(Reuse the existing, swapping their locations, with the associated alterations to the masonry 
openings.) 

• At the west elevation: Replace an existing storefront entry and install a new storefront entry 
at an existing opening. (The lite configuration of the new differs from the existing; 
however, the configurations still align with the adjacent windows.) 

At the end of the staff report, I looked at it in context of what had been approved for these 
elevations and whether or not this significantly changed anything. On the 10th Street side, there 
is a door with a panel being replaced with a full height door and maintaining the alignment of 
the lights. I am not concerned with that change. This isn’t replicating anything original. There 
is the one original window that is still there on the far left. The intent was to align the lights, the 
windows, and the doors with that. I am OK as far as my recommendation with that. On the 
north elevation, there was the question about creating a new masonry opening and patching up 
one that had been there. As far as the alignment goes and using the original material, I am OK 
with that. You had asked about the changing of the masonry opening. I can’t offer an opinion 
on that. It is probably subject to what the interior use proposed for this. That might be guiding 
some of this. 

Robert Nichols, Formwork Design Office – My office is working for the tenant of this part of 
the building. This request and this idea to make this adjustment is born of the interior program 
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that we are working. That was all absent when the design development of the building took 
place and all of the work went into that design and getting approval from you for the current 
state of the approval. Our desire is to change where we have passage. This is situated in such a 
way that it reinforces the programmatic layout that is happening on the interior of the building. 
To the extent that you have reviewed profiles, materials, those parameters would be maintained 
and duplicated. The door system that is in place and relocated. That is new construction, new 
material. The windows are original. They have been given a good look from a window 
contractor. They’re good candidates for relocating those windows. Those openings have good 
quality storms on the interior. That material would be switched over. My institutional 
knowledge of the development of the design is a little bit outside of my scope of recollection or 
involvement. Joshua Batman is the project manager of this. He is with Stony Point 
Development. 

QUESTIONS FROM THE PUBLIC 
No Questions from the Public 

QUESTIONS FROM THE BOARD 
No Questions from the Board 

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
No Comments from the Public 

COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD 
Mr. Mohr – It seems rationale to me. It is staying within the rules of the game with that part of 
the building and making it functional and not violating the basic tenants of the aesthetics of it. I 
don’t see any issue. 

Mr. Gastinger – This project has been exemplary in a lot of ways for the way that they have 
adaptively reused and rehabilitated the structure. Everything that is being proposed here is in 
concert with the spirit that it was restored in the first place. 

Motion – Mr. Mohr - Having considered the standards set forth within the City Code, 
including City Design Guidelines for Rehabilitation, I move to find that the proposed door 
and window changes satisfy the BAR’s criteria and are compatible with this Individually 
Protected Property, and that the BAR approves the request as submitted. Cheri Lewis 
seconds. Motion passes (8-0). 
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SECTION 08360 [08 36 00] 
MODEL 511 GLAZED ALUMINUM SECTIONAL OVERHEAD DOORS 

Display hidden notes to specifier by using ‘Tools’/‘Options’/‘View’/‘Hidden Text’. On newer 
versions of Microsoft Word click on round Windows logo in top left corner, Click on ‘Word Options’ 

button at bottom of drop down menu. Click on ‘Display’ on left menu bar, and check the box for 
‘Hidden Text’. 

PART 1 GENERAL 

1.1 SECTION INCLUDES 

A. Glazed Aluminum Sectional Overhead Doors 

B. Electric Operators and Controls. 

C. Operating Hardware, tracks, and support. 

1.2 RELATED SECTIONS 

A. Section 03300 - Cast-In-Place Concrete. 

B. Section 04810 – Concrete Unit Masonry. 

C. Section 05500 - Metal Fabrications. 

D. Section 06114 – Wood Framing. 

E. Section 07900 - Joint Sealants. 

F. Section 08710 - Door Hardware. 

G. Section 09900 - Paints and Coatings. 

H. Section 11150 - Parking Control Equipment. 

I. Section 16130 - Raceway and Boxes. 

J. Section 16150 - Common Work Results for Electrical. 

1.3 REFERENCES 

A. ANSI/DASMA 102 - American National Standard Specifications for Sectional 
Overhead Type Doors. 

1.4 DESIGN / PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS 

08360- Model 511 -1 



    
 

 
       

       
       
       
       

 
          

            
      

 
  

 
       

 
              

     
       
   

 
           

         
  

 
          

 
     

 
   

 
        

          
 

          
    

 
          

           
 

 
     

 
           

 
 

           
 

         
 

  
 

          
          

            
 

  

A. Wiring Connections: Requirements for electrical characteristics. 
1. 115 volts, single phase, 60 Hz. 
2. 230 volts, single phase, 60 Hz. 
3. 230 volts, three phase, 60 Hz. 
4. 460 volts, three phase, 60 Hz. 

B. Single-Source Responsibility: Provide doors, tracks, motors, and accessories from 
one manufacturer for each type of door. Provide secondary components from source 
acceptable to manufacturer of primary components. 

1.5 SUBMITTALS 

A. Submit under provisions of Section 01300. 

B. Product Data: Manufacturer's data sheets on each product to be used, including: 
1. Preparation instructions and recommendations. 
2. Storage and handling requirements and recommendations. 
3. Installation methods. 

C. Shop Drawings: Indicate plans and elevations including opening dimensions and 
required tolerances, connection details, anchorage spacing, hardware locations, and 
installation details. 

D. Manufacturer's Certificates: Certify products meet or exceed specified requirements. 

E. Operation and Maintenance Data. 

1.6 QUALITY ASSURANCE 

A. Manufacturer Qualifications: Company specializing in manufacturing products 
specified in this section with minimum five years documented experience. 

B. Installer Qualifications: Authorized representative of the manufacturer with minimum 
five years documented experience. 

C. Products Requiring Electrical Connection: Listed and classified by Underwriters 
Laboratories, Inc. acceptable to authority having jurisdiction as suitable for purpose 
specified. 

1.7 DELIVERY, STORAGE, AND HANDLING 

A. Store products in manufacturer's unopened labeled packaging until ready for 
installation. 

B. Protect materials from exposure to moisture until ready for installation. 

C. Store materials in a dry, ventilated weathertight location. 

1.8 PROJECT CONDITIONS 

A. Pre-Installation Conference: Convene a pre-installation conference just prior to 
commencement of field operations, to establish procedures to maintain optimum 
working conditions and to coordinate this work with related and adjacent work. 

1.9 WARRANTY 

08360- Model 511 -2 



    
 

 
 

    
 

  
 

           
               
         

 

     
 

            
  

 
      

 
            

       
            

   
       
        
        
         
    

     
     

    
     
     
     

         
        

   
   
   
   
   
   

  
       
       
        
        
         
       
       
        
       

        
         
        
        
         

PART 2 PRODUCTS 

2.1 MANUFACTURERS 

A. Acceptable Manufacturer: Overhead Door Corporation, 2501 S. State Hwy. 121, 
Suite 200, Lewisville, TX 75067. ASD. Tel. Toll Free: (800) 275-3290. Phone: 
(469) 549-7100. Fax: (972) 906-1499. Web Site: www.overheaddoor.com. E-mail: 
info@overheaddoor.com. 

B. Substitutions: Not permitted. 

C. Requests for substitutions will be considered in accordance with provisions of 
Section 01600. 

2.2 GLAZED ALUMINUM SECTIONAL OVERHEAD DOORS 

A. Glazed Sectional Overhead Doors: Model 511 Aluminum Doors by Overhead Door 
Corporation. Units shall have the following characteristics: 
1. Door Assembly: Stile and rail assembly secured with 1/4 inch (6 

mm).diameter through rods. 
a. Panel Thickness: 1-3/4 inches (44 mm). 
b. Center Stile Width: 21/32 inch (17 mm). 
c. End Stile Width: 2-3/4 inches (70 mm). 
d. Intermediate Rail Pair Width: 1-3/8 inches (35 mm). 
e. Top Rail Width: 

1) 2-3/8 inches (60 mm). 
2) 3-3/4 inches (95 mm). 

f. Bottom Rail Width: 
1) 2-3/8 inches (60 mm). 
2) 3-3/4 inches (95 mm). 
3) 4-1/2 inches (114 mm). 

g. Aluminum Panels: 0.050 inch (1.3 mm) thick, aluminum. 
h. Stiles and Rails: 6063 - T6 aluminum. 
i. Springs: 

1) 10,000 cycles. 
2) 25,000 cycles. 
3) 50,000 cycles. 
4) 75,000 cycles. 
5) 100,000 cycles. 

j. Glazing: 
1) 1/8 inch (3 mm) Acrylic glazing. 
2) 1/4 inch (6 mm) Acrylic glazing. 
3) 1/8 inch (3 mm) Clear Lexan glazing. 
4) 1/4 inch (6 mm) Clear Lexan glazing. 
5) 1/2 inch (12.5 mm) Clear Lexan Insulated glazing. 
6) 1/8 inch (3 mm) Tempered glass. 
7) 1/4 inch (6 mm) Tempered glass. 
8) 1/2 inch (12.5 mm) Tempered Insulating glass. 
9) 1/4 inch (6 mm) Wire glass. 
10) 1/8 inch (3 mm) Double Strength glass. 
11) 1/2 inch (12.5 mm) Double Strength Insulating glass. 
12) 1/8 inch (3 mm) Low E glazing. 
13) 1/4 inch (6 mm) Low E glazing. 
14) 1/2 inch (12.5 mm) Low E Insulated glazing. 

08360- Model 511 -3 
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15) 1/8 inch (3 mm) Solar Bronze glazing. 
16) 1/4 inch (6 mm) Solar Bronze glazing. 
17) 1/2 inch (12.5 mm) Solar Bronze Insulated glazing. 
18) 1/8 inch (3 mm) Obscure glazing. 
19) 1/4 inch (6 mm) Obscure glazing. 
20) 1/2 inch (12.5 mm) Obscure Insulated glazing. 
21) 1/4 inch (6 mm) Twin-Wall Polycarbonate (clear, bronze, white). 
22) 3/8 inch (9.5 mm) Twin-Wall Polycarbonate (clear, bronze, 

white). 
23) 5/8 inch (15.87 mm) Triple-Wall Polycarbonate (clear, bronze, 

white). 
2. Finish and Color: 

a. Anodized Finish: Clear anodized. 
b. Anodized Finish: Bronze anodized. 
c. Powder coat finish bronze light. 
d. Powder coat finish bronze medium. 
e. Powder coat finish bronze dark. 
f. Powder Coating Finish: Color as selected by Architect from 

manufacturer’s standard colors. 
3. Wind Load Design: Design as calculated in accordance with applicable code 

as follows: 
a. Design pressure of ________ lb/sq ft (________kPa). 

4. Hardware: Galvanized steel hinges and fixtures. Ball bearing rollers with 
hardened steel races. 

5. Lock: Interior galvanized single unit. 
6. Weatherstripping: 

a. Flexible bulb-type strip at bottom section. 
b. Flexible Jamb seals. 
c. Flexible Header seal. 

7. Track: Provide track as recommended by manufacturer to suit loading 
required and clearances available. 

8. Manual Operation: Pull rope. 
9. Manual Operation: Chain hoist. 
10. Electric Motor Operation: Provide UL listed electric operator, size and type as 

recommended by manufacturer to move door in either direction at not less 
than 2/3 foot nor more than 1 foot per second. Operator shall meet 
UL325/2010 requirements for continuous monitoring of safety devices. 
a. Entrapment Protection: Required for momentary contact, includes radio 

control operation. 
1) Pneumatic sensing edge up to 18 feet (5.5 m) wide. Constant 

contact only complying with UL 325/2010. 
2) Electric sensing edge monitored to meet UL 325/2010. 
3) Photoelectric sensors monitored to meet UL 325/2010. 

b. Operator Controls: 
1) Push-button operated control stations with open, close, and stop 

buttons. 
2) Key operated control stations with open, close, and stop buttons. 
3) Push-button and key operated control stations with open, close, 

and stop buttons. 
4) Flush mounting. 
5) Surface mounting. 
6) Interior location. 
7) Exterior location. 
8) Both interior and exterior location. 

c. Special Operation: 
1) Pull switch. 

08360- Model 511 -4 



    
 

    
    
    
   
    
    
        

 
    

 
  

 
           

 
             

     
 

          
 

            
    

 
  

 
        

 
           

           
 

  
 

             
    

 
             

 
 

            
 

 
            

  
 

        
 

            
    

 
    

 
             

 
          

 
 

2) Vehicle detector operation. 
3) Radio control operation. 
4) Card reader control. 
5) Photocell operation. 
6) Door timer operation. 
7) Commercial light package. 
8) Explosion and dust ignition proof control wiring. 

PART 3 EXECUTION 

3.1 EXAMINATION 

A. Do not begin installation until openings have been properly prepared. 

B. Verify wall openings are ready to receive work and opening dimensions and 
tolerances are within specified limits. 

C. Verify electric power is available and of correct characteristics. 

D. If preparation is the responsibility of another installer, notify Architect of 
unsatisfactory preparation before proceeding. 

3.2 PREPARATION 

A. Clean adjacent surfaces thoroughly prior to installation. 

B. Prepare surfaces using the methods recommended by the manufacturer for 
achieving the best result for the substrate under the project conditions. 

3.3 INSTALLATION 

A. Install overhead doors and track in accordance with approved shop drawings and 
the manufacturer's printed instructions. 

B. Coordinate installation with adjacent work to ensure proper clearances and allow for 
maintenance. 

C. Anchor assembly to wall construction and building framing without distortion or 
stress. 

D. Securely brace door tracks suspended from structure. Secure tracks to structural 
members only. 

E. Fit and align door assembly including hardware. 

F. Coordinate installation of electrical service. Complete power and control wiring from 
disconnect to unit components. 

3.4 CLEANING AND ADJUSTING 

A. Adjust door assembly to smooth operation and in full contact with weatherstripping. 

B. Clean doors, frames, glass, and polycarbonate according to manufacturer’s 
instructions. 

08360- Model 511 -5 



    
 

            
        

 
  

 
            

  
 

        
 

           
  

 
 

   

C. Remove temporary labels and visible markings. Do not remove polycarbonate care 
and maintenance label required to maintain warranty. 

3.5 PROTECTION 

A. Do not permit construction traffic through overhead door openings after adjustment 
and cleaning. 

B. Protect installed products until completion of project. 

C. Touch-up, damaged coatings and finishes and repair minor damage before 
Substantial Completion. 

END OF SECTION 

08360- Model 511 -6 
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City of Charlottesville 
Board of Architectural Review 
Staff Report 
November 19, 2024 

Certificate of Appropriateness 
BAR # 24-11-03 
301 East Main Street; TMP 33023100  
Downtown ADC District 
Owner: Williams, J & D Petit, Tr. – Advance Auto Ld.  
Applicant: Greg Jackson/TOPIA 
Project: Art installation 

Background 
Year Built:  1920* [Assessor’s office data*.] 
District: Downtown ADC District 
Status: Contributing 
Style: Mid-20th century commercial vernacular 

Per early Sanborn Maps and City Directories, from at least 1886 to 1920, the site was occupied by a 
three-story, brick building operated as a dry goods store. Sometime after 1929, but before c1960, 
either a new, single-story building was constructed here, or the existing building was completely 
altered. (See photos in Appendix.) In 1997, the primary façade was modified, including the existing 
canopies, storefronts, windows, and the EIFS pilasters and cornice. 

Prior BAR Reviews 
1996/1997 – Alterations to primary façade. 

2018 – BAR approved use of wood bench at side café space on 3rd Street, NE. 

Application 
• Submittal: 

o Project Brief dated October 29, 2024, TOPIA design.  

Request CoA for installation of art panels onto the south (primary) and west (side) facades.  

From the applicant’s submittal: 
Exterior improvements to the facade of 301 E. Main Street with the addition of art panels 
and a change of color of the spandrel area. The art panels are derived from Japanese 
woodblock prints of the Edo period (1615 – 1868), and the spandrel background color will 

301 East Main Street - Art Installation - November 19, 2024 (11/13) 1 



      

  
  
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

   
  

 
 

 
 

    
   

 
 

 
  

 
  

  
 

  
 

  
 

 
 

 
    
  

 
   

 
 

 
  

 

 
  

 

be medium warm grey. There will be three 2’ x 8’ panels (5 portraits) in three bays and one 
2’ x 11’ panels (7 portraits) in the wider central bay. The panels would be attached to the 
building using stainless steel rods screwed into the bolts on the back of the panel and 
epoxied into the building. There would be a gap between the panel and the building, and 
the panels would be removable. 

Note: No lightning is proposed. 

Discussion and Recommendation 
The BAR should determine if this is a request to: 

o introduce new architectural elements—for which the design guidelines for 
Rehabilitations should be applied; or 

o install artwork-- for which the design guidelines for Public Art should be applied.  

Design Guidelines for Rehabilitations 
The guidelines recommend against installing new, inappropriate architectural elements; however, 
the existing facades are not original, therefore the proposed installation will not alter or add an 
element onto a historic façade. The guidelines suggest that, in some cases, there may be an 
opportunity to create a more contemporary façade design when undertaking a renovation project. 

Design Guidelines for Public Art 
(Note: The BAR has traditionally applied these guidelines to art installations on private buildings.) 

The proposed art work will be installed non-permanently--the panels can be removed and the wall 
repaired. The work will not cover, obscure, or distort architectural elements. The art does not 
represent a commercial sign. The guidelines discourage murals on primary facades; however, the art 
panels differ from a mural, and will be installed on the façade, where ornamentation is typically 
applied. The primary question is whether or not this proposal is appropriate for the current general 
character of the site, and for this ADC District? And, if considered inappropriate, is it any more so 
than decorative elements applied onto other historic and contemporary facades within the ADC 
District? 

Should the BAR approve the CoA, staff recommends the following conditions be considered: 
• The artwork will be maintained in good-condition. 
• If the art panels are removed, the underlying facade will be repaired and repainted. 
• The green lights [lamps] be removed from the exterior fixtures on the south and west 

elevations. 
• The wood bench at the 3rd Street café space be repaired, refinished, and maintained in good 

condition. 

Suggested Motions 
Approval: Having considered the standards set forth within the City Code, including the ADC 
District Design Guidelines, I move to find the proposed art installation at 301 East Main Street 
satisfies the BAR’s criteria and is compatible with this property and other properties in this ADC 
District, and that the BAR approves the request [as submitted].  

Or, [as submitted with the following conditions…] 

301 East Main Street - Art Installation - November 19, 2024 (11/13) 2 



      

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

   
  

  
  

  

   
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

  
 

  
 

 
  

   
   

  
     
  

 
 

   

Denial: Having considered the standards set forth within the City Code, including the ADC District 
Design Guidelines, I move to find the proposed art installation at 301 East Main Street does not 
satisfy the BAR’s criteria and is not compatible with this property and other properties in this ADC 
District, and that for the following reasons the BAR denies the request: […] 

Criteria, Standards and Guidelines 
Note re: BAR authority: Per Code, the BAR is charged only with the authority to approve or deny a 
design review CoA, following an evaluation applying the criteria under Code Sec. 34-5.2.7. Major 
Historic Review. The BAR does not evaluate a proposed use. Additionally, per Code Sec. 34-
5.2.7.E.2., the issuance of a CoA “cannot, in and of itself, authorize any construction, 
reconstruction, alteration, repair, demolition, or other improvements or activities requiring a 
building permit. Where a building permit is required, no activity authorized by a [CoA] is lawful 
unless conducted in accordance with the required building permit and all applicable building code 
requirements.” 

Review Criteria Generally 
Per Chapter 34, Div. 5.2.7. C.2: 
a. In considering a particular application the BAR will approve the application unless it finds: 

i. That the proposal does not meet specific standards set forth within this Section or applicable 
provisions of the City’s design guidelines; and  

ii. ii. The proposal is incompatible with the historic, cultural or architectural character of the 
district in which the property is located or the IPP that is the subject of the application. 

b. The BAR will approve, approve with conditions, or deny applications for Certificates of 
Appropriateness in accordance with the provisions of this Section. 

c. The BAR, or City Council on appeal, may require conditions of approval as are necessary or 
desirable to ensure that any new construction or addition is compatible with the scale and 
character of the Architecture Design Control District, Individually Protected Property, or 
Historic Conservation District. Prior to attaching conditions to an approval, due consideration 
will be given to the cost of compliance with the proposed conditions as well as the goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan. Conditions may require a reduction in height or massing, consistent with 
the City’s design guidelines and subject to the following limitations: [not germane]. 

Standards for Review and Decision 
Per Chapter 34, Div. 5.2.7. D.1: 
a. Review of the proposed construction, reconstruction, alteration or restoration of a building or 

structure is limited to exterior architectural features, including signs, and the following features 
and factors: 

i. Whether the material, texture, color, height, scale, mass, and placement of the proposed 
addition, modification or construction are visually and architecturally compatible with 
the site and the applicable District; 

ii. The harmony of the proposed change in terms of overall proportion and the size and 
placement of entrances, windows, awnings, exterior stairs, and signs; 

iii. The Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation set forth within the Code of 
Federal Regulations (36 C.F.R. §67.7(b)), as may be relevant; 

iv. The effect of the proposed change on the adjacent building or structures; 
v. The impact of the proposed change on other protected features on the property, such as 

gardens, landscaping, fences, walls, and walks; 
vi. Whether the proposed method of construction, renovation, or restoration could have an 

adverse impact on the structure or site, or adjacent buildings or structures; 

301 East Main Street - Art Installation - November 19, 2024 (11/13) 3 



      

   
  

 
 

   
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

  
   
 
  

 
   

 
  

  
   

 
   

  
  

 
 

  
 

   

 
 

  
  
   

  

    
 
 
   

  

vii. When reviewing any proposed sign as part of an application under consideration, the 
standards set forth within Div. 4.11. Signs will be applied; and 

viii. Any applicable provisions of the City’s design guidelines. 

Links to ADC District Design Guidelines 
Chapter 1 Introduction (Part 1) 
Chapter 1 Introduction (Part 2) 
Chapter 2 Site Design and Elements 
Chapter 3 New Construction and Additions 
Chapter 4 Rehabilitation 
Chapter 5 Signs, Awnings, Vending, and Cafes 
Chapter 6 Public Improvements 
Chapter 7 Demolition and Moving 

Chapter 4 – Rehabilitation 
B. Facades and Storefronts 
1) Conduct pictorial research to determine the design of the original building or early changes. 
2) Conduct exploratory demolition to determine what original fabric remains and its condition. 
3) Remove any inappropriate materials, signs, or canopies covering the façade. 
4) Retain all elements, materials, and features that are original to the building or are contextual 

remodelings, and repair as necessary. 
5) Restore as many original elements as possible, particularly the materials, windows, decorative 

details, and cornice. 
6) When designing new building elements, base the design on the “Typical elements of a 

commercial façade and storefront” (see drawing next page). 
7) Reconstruct missing or original elements, such as cornices, windows, and storefronts, if 

documentation is available. 
8) Design new elements that respect the character, materials, and design of the building, yet 

are distinguished from the original building. 
9) Depending on the existing building’s age, originality of the design and architectural 

significance, in some cases there may be an opportunity to create a more contemporary 
façade design when undertaking a renovation project. 

10) Avoid using materials that are incompatible with the building or within the specific districts, 
including textured wood siding, vinyl or aluminum siding, and pressure-treated wood, 

11) Avoid introducing inappropriate architectural elements where they never previously 
existed. 

Chapter 6 – Public Design and Improvements 
J. Public Art, Statues, & Fountains 
1. Maintain existing features related to public art, statues and fountains. 
2. Public art is preferred that offers a place-making role in celebrating and communicating the 

history and culture of the districts. 
3. Develop an appropriate relationship between materials, the scale of artwork and the surrounding 

environment. 
4. Choose artwork that is appropriate for the current general character of the site. 
5. Consider the appropriateness of the sculpture base. 
6. Public art, statues, and fountains shall be maintained as accessible to the public. 
7. A mural’s appearance, materials, colors, size, and scale should be compatible with the 

building and historic district of which the building is a part. 

301 East Main Street - Art Installation - November 19, 2024 (11/13) 4 
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8. The use of neon, luminescent, or reflective paint or materials is discouraged. 
9. A mural should not obscure or distort the historic features of a building, and should not 

cover an entire wall. 
10. Murals painted on primary facades are rarely permitted and strongly discouraged. 
11. In general, previously unpainted masonry should be left unpainted. 
12. Painting directly onto the walls of a non-contributing building, or adding a mural to a 

previously-painted, non-primary elevation of a contributing building will be considered on a 
case-by-case basis. 

13. In general, murals should be created on removable material, not directly on a building 
wall; installed on framing that allows water to weep between the mural and the wall; and 
attachments should not irrevocably damage the building. 

14. Mural art that constitutes a sign shall conform to the sign regulations. 

Appendix: 

301 East Main Street, c1970s 

301 East Main Street - Art Installation - November 19, 2024 (11/13) 5 



                  

 

            
            

          
          

           
           

          
               
     

P R O J E C T  B R I E F  

Exterior improvements to the facade of 301 E. Main Street with the addition of
art panels and a change of color of the spandrel area. The art panels are
derived from Japanese woodblock prints of the Edo period (1615 – 1868), and 
the spandrel background color will be medium warm grey. There will be three 
2’ x 8’ panels (5 portraits) in three bays and one 2’ x 11’ panels (7 portraits) in 
the wider central bay. The panels would be attached to the building using
stainless steel rods screwed into the bolts on the back of the panel and
epoxied into the building. There would be a gap between the panel and the
building and the panels would be removable. 
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SOUTHWEST CORNER 
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SOUTH FACADE 
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 WEST FACADE 
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VIEW FROM WEST ALONG E. MAIN STREET 
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     VIEW FROM WEST ALONG E. MAIN STREET 
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     VIEW FROM SOUTH ALONG 3RD ST. SE 
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     VIEW FROM NORTH ALONG 3RD ST. NE 
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 SOUTH FACADE 
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 SOUTH FACADE 

301 E. MAIN ST. EXTERIOR IMPROVEMENTS PROPOSED TOPIA design  10.29.2024 /10 15 



                          

 WEST FACADE 
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 WEST FACADE 
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 ART PANELS 
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City of Charlottesville 
Board of Architectural Review 
Staff Report  
November 19, 2024 
 
BAR Consultation 
116 West Jefferson Street, TMP 330183000 
North Downtown ADC District 
Owner: Jefferson Street Properties, LLC 
Project: Egress stairs at rear porches.  
 

    
Background 
Year Built: 1913 (the rear structure is contemporary) 
District: North Downtown ADC District 
Status:  Contributing 
 
The Revercomb House follows the Colonial Revival style. The front porch was removed in 1974. 
 
Prior BAR Reviews 
January 2011 – BAR approved CoA for fencing under the rear porch and breezeway. 
January 20, 2021 – BAR deferred the request. Applicant unable to attend the meeting. 
February 17, 2021 – BAR approved CoA with conditions. (BAR # 21-01-06) Reconstruction of the north 
porch and misc. alterations to the contemporary rear addition. 
December 20, 2022 – BAR approved CoA for alterations to the design approved Feb 2021. 
116 West Jefferson - BAR c 20 2022 
 
Request 
Staff seeks BAR guidance on deign solution at rear egress stairs, required by Building Code. 
 
Discussion and Staff Recommendation 
The existing upper and lower floor porches on the rear elevation are original to the house; however, it is 
many of the current elements--posts, railings, floor decking, ceiling boards—appear to be later 
replacements. Per the approved CoA, these porches were to rehabbed where necessary, but left in-place. 
 
Alterations underway will allow the building to be used for lodging, which, per the Building Code, 
requires upper story egress at the rear of the historic house. Following consultation with the City’s Code 
Official, it was determined stairs must be constructed at the rear elevation.  
 
Staff reviewed the options with the architect and contractor, and in lieu of attempting to incorporate the 
new stairs into the porches, staff suggested it was better to simplify the design and focus on 
accommodating the required stairs. With that, staff suggested eliminating the lower porch deck and 
railing. And at the upper porch, retain the railings (above a boxed-in beam), but eliminate the decking. 
(Retaining the upper porch perimeter eliminates the need for, and appearance of, two-story posts.) 

https://weblink.charlottesville.org/public/0/edoc/800447/2022-12_116%20West%20Jefferson%20Street_BAR.pdf
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Porches 

Porches with egress stairs Egress stairs only 

Solution proposed by staff 

Per approved CoA 
With required egress stairs 
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Upper floor porch Upper floor porch with egress stairs 

Egress stairs. 

No porch deck.  

Open to below. 

Porch deck 

Railing over  

boxed-in beams. 

Railing. 

Railing 

Solution proposed by staff Per approved CoA 
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Open to below. 

Install railing over  
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lower porch. 

Egress stairs.  

Required by Building Code 
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City of Charlottesville 
Board of Architectural Review 
Staff Report 
November 19, 2024 

Pre-application Discussion – No action will be taken. 
218 West Market Street, Tax Parcel 330276000 
Downtown ADC District 
Owner/Applicant: Heirloom Downtown Mall Development, LLC 
Project: New hotel 

Background 
Year Built: 1938 (former A&P). November 2021 the BAR approved demolition CoA; extension to  

March 2025 was approved by NDS Director. 
District: Downtown ADC District 
Status: Contributing 

Additional information re: the history of this site is included in the November 2021 staff report. See 
link in Appendix. 

Prior BAR Reviews (See Appendix for complete summary.) 
April 16, 2024 – BAR held a pre-application discussion for the proposed hotel project. Meeting notes 
in Appendix. Link to submittal and staff report: 218 W Market - BAR Prelim April 2024 

Application 
• Applicant submittal: Nitkin Kulkarni drawings Proposed Hotel Building at 218 West Market St, 

dated September 25, 2024, sheets A-100, A-100A – A-100H, A-100J – A-100L, A-400A, A-400B, 
A-401 – A-402, A-501 – A-504 (22 sheets). 

Proposed multi-story hotel: Seven stories facing Old Preston Avenue; six stories facing West Market 
Street. (Maximum height allowed under DX zoning is 10 stories, 142-ft. Summary pages for DX 
zoning are attached.) 

The applicant requested a formal review for a Certificate of Appropriateness (CoA); however, for 
several reasons, including the following, staff has deemed this not a complete application. In lieu of 
formally presenting this submittal with a recommendation the BAR either defer action to December 
17, 2024, or deny the request, staff is presenting this to the BAR as a continuation of the April 2024 
pre-application conference. This will allow the applicant to address issues raised by the BAR and not, 
due to a BAR deferral, require a resubmittal by November 26, the application deadline for the 
December 17, 2024, meeting. 

218 West Market Street – Preapplication Discussion Nov 19, 2024 (11-13) 1 
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• The project architect has changed. 
• The application does not adequately address several issues raised during the April discussion. (See 

notes in the Discussion.) 
• There are conflicts between the renderings and the building elevations. (See examples in the 

attached.) 
• During the October 23, 2024, Development Review meeting (at NDS), the applicant was informed 

of several zoning requirements that must be met. (Note: Relative to the BAR offering comments on 
the general design, materiality, or color palette, resolution of the zoning issues is not likely to 
significantly affect those elements.) 

Note: The previously approved SUP for a proposed residential use is not being applied to this project.  

Note: The wall signage represented on the renderings and elevations is not permitted per the sign regs. 
Additionally, all signage requires a separate sign permit. 

Discussion 
This is a pre-application conference, and no BAR formal action will be taken; however, by consensus, 
the BAR may express an opinion about the project as presented. (For example, the BAR might express 
consensus support for certain materials, identify features that require revision or clarification, or 
request additional analysis or modeling of specific elements.) Such comments will not constitute a 
formal motion and the result will have no legal bearing, nor will it represent an incremental decision on 
the required CoA. 

The key objectives of this pre-application conference: 
o Re-introduce the project and the new design team to the BAR. 
o Allow the applicant to present to the BAR any questions they have. 
o Allow the BAR to provide guidance on what information is necessary, with the formal submittal. 

for the BAR to evaluate the requested CoA. (Refer to BAR comments from the April 2024 
discussion. See the Appendix.) 

Regarding a pre-application conference: In response to any questions from the applicant and/or for any 
recommendations to the applicant, the BAR should rely on the germane sections of the ADC District 
Design Guidelines and related review criteria. While elements of other chapters may be relevant, staff 
recommends that the BAR refer to the criteria in Chapter 2--Site Design and Elements, Chapter 3--New 
Construction and Additions, and Chapter 6 – Public Design and Improvements. 

Of assistance are the following criteria from Chapter 3: 
• Setback • Roof • Materials & Textures 
• Spacing • Orientation • Paint [Color palette] 
• Massing & Footprint • Windows & Doors • Details & Decoration 
• Height & Width • Porches 
• Scale • Foundation & Cornice 

Elements: 
• Roof • Doors & Windows • Plantings/Landscaping 
• Gutters & Downspouts • Lighting • Patios & walks 
• Exterior walls • Railings • Public spaces 
• Trim • Balcony details • Screening (HVAC, utilities) 

218 West Market Street – Preapplication Discussion Nov 19, 2024 (11-13) 2 



 

     

 

    

 
 

 
 

 

 
    

 
 

 
   

   
  

 

 
 

From ADC District Design Guidelines, Chapter 1: Downtown ADC District 
Charlottesville’s traditional, late 19th-century commercial core centered on Main Street, originally the 
Three Notched Road. Seven blocks now comprise a pedestrian mall designed by Lawrence Halprin in 
1971. To the west, “Vinegar Hill” was an area of African-American commercial, civic, and residential 
buildings razed in a 1964 urban renewal project. 333 West Main, formerly Inge’s Grocery, and 
Jefferson School are surviving structures. To the south, Water Street contained railroad-oriented 
warehouses and industrial buildings. 

The project site straddles three of the ADC District’s subareas: 
Subarea a - Market Street: some turn-of-the-century residences with shallow setbacks converted to 
commercial uses, parking lots, late-nineteenth to mid-twentieth century commercial with no 
setback, vertical expression, 2 to 3 stories. 

Subarea b - Mall: traditional Main Street, attached buildings, 2 to 4 stories with some larger 
buildings, masonry, no setbacks, traditional three-part facades: storefront, upper stories with 
windows, and cornice, tall proportions, flat or shed roofs, many mall amenities, tree canopies, 
outdoor eating, lively pedestrian atmosphere. 

Subarea e - Vinegar Hill: eclectic area with remnants of traditional neighborhood patterns and a 
rich African-American cultural history; generally, a mix of medium scaled institutional and 
commercial buildings with intermittent residential structures; open lots and topographic change 
create a unique transitional urban fabric and opportunity for mixed uses. 

218 West Market Street – Preapplication Discussion - November 19, 2024 (11-13) 3 



 

     

 
 

  
   

 
 

  
  

  
 

 
 

  
 

    
 

   
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

  
  

 

 
  

Regarding the design as presented, staff suggests the BAR include in their discussions the following, 
excerpted from Chapter 3 of the ADC District Design Guidelines: 
A. Introduction 

Building Types within the Historic Districts 
• Traditional commercial infill buildings are the forms that fill in holes in a larger block of 

buildings in the downtown mall or in certain areas of the West Main Street corridor. This 
type of building generally has a limited setback, attaches to or is very close to neighboring 
structures, and takes many of its design cues from the adjoining buildings. Its typical lot 
width would be 25 to 40 feet. 

B. Setback 
• Construct new commercial buildings with a minimal or no setback in order to reinforce the 

traditional street wall. 
• Use a minimal setback if the desire is to create a strong street wall or setback consistent with 

the surrounding area. 
• Modify setback as necessary for sub-areas that do not have well-defined street walls. 
• Avoid deep setbacks or open corner plazas on corner buildings in the downtown in order to 

maintain the traditional grid of the commercial district. 

C. Spacing 
• Commercial and office buildings in the areas that have a well-defined street wall should 

have minimal spacing between them. 

D. Massing & Footprint 
• New commercial infill buildings’ footprints will be limited by the size of the existing lot in 

the downtown or along the West Main Street corridor. Their massing in most cases should 
be simple rectangles like neighboring buildings. 

E. Height & Width 

218 West Market Street – Preapplication Discussion - November 19, 2024 (11-13) 4 



 

     

  
 

 
   

 
 

 
 

  

 
  

  
  

 
  

  

  
 

  

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
  

 
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

 
  

 
  

 

• Respect the directional expression of the majority of surrounding buildings. In commercial
areas, respect the expression of any adjacent historic buildings, which generally will have a
more vertical expression.

• Attempt to keep the height and width of new buildings within a maximum of 200 percent of
the prevailing height and width in the surrounding sub-area.

• In commercial areas at street front, the height should be within 130 percent of the prevailing
average of both sides of the block. […] Additional stories should be stepped back so that the
additional height is not readily visible from the street.

• When the primary façade of a new building in a commercial area, such as downtown […] is
wider than the surrounding historic buildings or the traditional lot size, consider modulating
it with bays or varying planes.

• Reinforce the human scale of the historic districts by including elements such as porches,
entrances, storefronts, and decorative features depending on the character of the particular
sub-area.

Note: re: the BAR’s purview when evaluating the height of a proposed structure: 
• Per Code Sec. 34-2.10.9.A.3.ii. “In Downtown Mixed Use (DX), where the BAR has

authority, the maximum height is determined based on BAR review using their design
guidelines. In areas outside of BAR authority, the maximum height is determined by the
maximum number of stories and feet allowed by the zoning district.”

• Per Code Sec. 34-5.2.7.B.2.c. In approving a CoA, the BAR may apply conditions that
“require a reduction in height or massing, consistent with the City’s design guidelines and
subject to the following limitations:

i. Along the Downtown Mall, the BAR may limit story height to within 2 stories of
the prevailing story height of the block;

ii. In all other areas subject to review, the BAR may reduce the allowed height by no
more than 2 stories; and

iii. The BAR may require upper story stepbacks of up to 25’."

I. Windows and Doors
• Glass shall be clear. Opaque spandrel glass or translucent glass may be approved by the

BAR for specific applications. [Note: Refer to the BAR’s 2018 guidance re: clear glass.]

K. Street-Level Design
• Street level facades of all building types, whether commercial, office, or institutional, should

not have blank walls; they should provide visual interest to the passing pedestrian.
• When designing new storefronts or elements for storefronts, conform to the general

configuration of traditional storefronts depending on the context of the sub-area. New
structures do offer the opportunity for more contemporary storefront designs.

• Keep the ground level facades(s) of new retail commercial buildings at least eighty percent
transparent up to a level of ten feet.

• Include doors in all storefronts to reinforce street level vitality.

M. Materials & Textures:
• The selection of materials and textures for a new building should be compatible with and

complementary to neighboring buildings.
• In order to strengthen the traditional image of the residential areas of the historic districts,

brick, stucco, and wood siding are the most appropriate materials for new buildings.
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• In commercial/office areas, brick is generally the most appropriate material for new 
structures. “Thin set” brick is not permitted. Stone is more commonly used for site walls 
than buildings. 

• Large-scale, multi-lot buildings, whose primary facades have been divided into different 
bays and planes to relate to existing neighboring buildings, can have varied materials, 
shades, and textures. 

• Synthetic siding and trim, including, vinyl and aluminum, are not historic cladding 
materials in the historic districts, and their use should be avoided. 

• The use of Exterior Insulation and Finish Systems (EIFS) is discouraged but may be 
approved on items such as gables where it cannot be seen or damaged. It requires careful 
design of the location of control joints. 

• All exterior trim woodwork, decking and flooring must be painted, or may be stained solid 
if not visible from public right-of-way. 

O. Details and Decoration 
The details and decoration of Charlottesville’s historic buildings vary tremendously with the 
different styles, periods, and types. […]. The important factor to recognize is that many of the 
older buildings in the districts have decoration and noticeable details. Also, many of the 
buildings were simply constructed, often without architects and on limited budgets that 
precluded costly specialized building features. 

At the same time, some of Charlottesville’s more recent commercial historic structures have 
minimal architectural decoration. It is a challenge to create new designs that use historic details 
successfully. One extreme is to simply copy the complete design of a historic building and the 
other is to “paste on” historic details on a modern unadorned design. Neither solution is 
appropriate for designing architecture that relates to its historic context and yet still reads as a 
contemporary building. More successful new buildings may take their clues from historic 
images and reintroduce and reinterpret designs of traditional decorative elements or may have a 
modernist approach in which details and decoration are minimal. 

Regarding specific elements: 
The BAR should discuss and advise the applicant on the following (italicized from the design 
guidelines): 
• At Preston Avenue, brick pavers are shown at the sidewalk and at the building. Is it appropriate to 

continue the Mall brick (type, size, pattern, etc.)? Is it appropriate to transition the Mall brick 
pavers to the paving on the parcel? [Note: Extension of the Mall brick may require a policy level 
discussion, and not necessarily be within the BAR’s purview.) 

• Is the vertical wood siding appropriate? Is it appropriate to have the appearance* of stained wood? 
Guidelines require painted wood. (*Staff assumes this will be a metal product.) 

• Is the use of EIFS appropriate? 
• Is the overall design appropriate? Materiality, color palette, architectural style, etc. 

o Selection of materials and textures for a new building should be compatible with and 
complementary to neighboring buildings. 

o Which should prevail here? More successful new buildings may take their clues from 
historic images and reintroduce and reinterpret designs of traditional decorative elements 
or may have a modernist approach in which details and decoration are minimal. 

o In commercial areas, respect the expression of any adjacent historic buildings, which 
generally will have a more vertical expression. 

218 West Market Street – Preapplication Discussion - November 19, 2024 (11-13) 6 



 

     

   
 

  
  

 
  
  

 
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

 
 

   
  
   

 
  

   
   
   
 

 
 

 

 
  

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

   
  

 
  

  
  

   

o When the primary façade […] is wider than the surrounding historic buildings or the 
traditional lot size, [modulate] it with bays or varying planes. 

• Provide information re: glass specification. 
• Landscaping plan. Project will remove several significant, large trees. (See notes on attached site 

plans.) 
o Provide a plan to replace the street trees on site. 
o Retain existing trees and plants that help define the character of the district, especially 

street trees and hedges. 
o When constructing new buildings, identify and take care to protect significant existing trees 

and other plantings. 
• Does the street-level design meet the guidelines? 

o should not have blank walls; they should provide visual interest to the passing pedestrian. 
• Show rooftop mechanical screening. Location, material. 

Additionally, while the previously approved SUP will not be applied to this project, the following from 
the BAR’s September 17, 2019 discussion are still germane to any development at this site, as was 
noted during the April 16, 2024 discussion for this project. 

The BAR recommended to Council the SUP would not adversely impact the district with the 
understanding that the building design will have the flexibility to mitigate potential impacts on 
the Downtown ADC District by addressing these items of considerations and concern: 
o The building’s massing will be broken up to provide compatibility with the character-

defining features of the historic district. 
o Provide adequate protection of adjacent historic structures. 
o Provide a plan to replace the street trees on site. 
o Improve pedestrian character of Old Preston and Market Street 
o Provide pedestrian through access between Market Street and Old Preston. 

Note re: BAR authority: Per Code, the BAR is charged only with the authority to approve or deny a 
design review CoA, following an evaluation applying the criteria under Code Sec. 34-5.2.7. Major 
Historic Review. The BAR does not evaluate a proposed use. Additionally, per Code Sec. 34-
5.2.7.E.2., the issuance of a CoA “cannot, in and of itself, authorize any construction, reconstruction, 
alteration, repair, demolition, or other improvements or activities requiring a building permit. Where a 
building permit is required, no activity authorized by a [CoA] is lawful unless conducted in accordance 
with the required building permit and all applicable building code requirements.” 

Suggested Motions 
Pre-application conference, no action to be taken. 

Criteria, Standards and Guidelines 
Note: A pre-application conference is required by Code Sec. 34-5.2.7.B.2.c. No formal action will be 
taken by the Board of Architectural Review (BAR). Per the Code, prior to the formal application for a 
Certificate of Appropriateness (CoA) request, an applicant is required to “schedule a pre-application 
conference with the Administrator to discuss the procedures, standards, and regulations required for 
approval.” For projects “having a projected construction cost of $350,000.00 or more” this code 
section further requires a “pre-application conference with the entire BAR[.]” The Code does not 
proscribe what information must be presented for a pre-application conference; however, the BAR has 
historically required at least a general representation of the location, context, and massing and scale of 
the proposed building. 
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Review Criteria Generally 
Per Chapter 34, Div. 5.2.7. C.2: 
a. In considering a particular application the BAR will approve the application unless it finds: 

i. That the proposal does not meet specific standards set forth within this Section or applicable 
provisions of the City’s design guidelines; and  

ii. ii. The proposal is incompatible with the historic, cultural or architectural character of the 
district in which the property is located or the IPP that is the subject of the application. 

b. The BAR will approve, approve with conditions, or deny applications for Certificates of 
Appropriateness in accordance with the provisions of this Section. 

c. The BAR, or City Council on appeal, may require conditions of approval as are necessary or 
desirable to ensure that any new construction or addition is compatible with the scale and character 
of the Architecture Design Control District, Individually Protected Property, or Historic 
Conservation District. Prior to attaching conditions to an approval, due consideration will be given 
to the cost of compliance with the proposed conditions as well as the goals of the Comprehensive 
Plan. Conditions may require a reduction in height or massing, consistent with the City’s design 
guidelines and subject to the following limitations: 

i. Along the Downtown Mall, the BAR may limit story height to within 2 stories of the 
prevailing story height of the block; 

ii. In all other areas subject to review, the BAR may reduce the allowed height by no more 
than 2 stories; and 

iii. The BAR may require upper story stepbacks of up to 25’. 

Standards for Review and Decision 
Per Chapter 34, Div. 5.2.7. D.1: 
a. Review of the proposed construction, reconstruction, alteration or restoration of a building or 

structure is limited to exterior architectural features, including signs, and the following features and 
factors: 

i. Whether the material, texture, color, height, scale, mass, and placement of the proposed 
addition, modification or construction are visually and architecturally compatible with the 
site and the applicable District; 

ii. The harmony of the proposed change in terms of overall proportion and the size and 
placement of entrances, windows, awnings, exterior stairs, and signs; 

iii. The Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation set forth within the Code of 
Federal Regulations (36 C.F.R. §67.7(b)), as may be relevant; 

iv. The effect of the proposed change on the adjacent building or structures; 
v. The impact of the proposed change on other protected features on the property, such as 

gardens, landscaping, fences, walls, and walks; 
vi. Whether the proposed method of construction, renovation, or restoration could have an 

adverse impact on the structure or site, or adjacent buildings or structures; 
vii. When reviewing any proposed sign as part of an application under consideration, the 

standards set forth within Div. 4.11. Signs will be applied; and 
viii. Any applicable provisions of the City’s design guidelines. 

Links to ADC District Design Guidelines 
Chapter 1 Introduction (Part 1) 
Chapter 1 Introduction (Part 2) 
Chapter 2 Site Design and Elements 
Chapter 3 New Construction and Additions 
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Chapter 4 Rehabilitation 

APPENDIX 

Prior BAR reviews: 
May 21, 2013 - BAR approved CoA for signage. 
BAR_May 2013_sign CoA_218_W_Market_St 

March 13, 2019 – BAR approved CoA for demolition of 218 W. Market Street. Demolition is 
contingent upon the granting of a COA and building permit for its replacement.  
BAR_March 2019_demo_CoA_218_W_Market_St 

April 6, 2019 – Informa discussion re: proposed building. No formal submittal or report. 

September 17, 2019 - BAR recommended the SUP, with conditions, would not have an adverse 
impact. BAR_Sept_2019_SUP review 218_W_Market_St 

September 17, 2019 – BAR approved CoA for demolition of 218 W. Market Street. 
BAR_Sept_2019_demo_CoA_218_W_Market_St 

November 16, 2021 - BAR approved CoA for demolition of 218 W. Market Street. (2019 CoA 
expired. 2021 CoA extended to March 2025.) BAR Nov 2021 demo CoA 218 W Market St 

October 18, 2022 – BAR discussion. Supportive of the modifications to height stepbacks on W. Market 
Street (to a min. 10-ft) and Old Preston Avenue (to a min. 5-ft). Applicant sought BAR input prior to 
formally submitting for the SUP amendment necessary to modify the step backs. No action taken. 
BAR_Oct_2022_Discussion_SUP_changes_218_W_Market_St 

April 18, 2023 – BAR recommended modifying the SUP to allow revised stepbacks would not have an 
adverse impact on the ADC District. At building height of 45-ft, on West Market Street a minimum 
10-ft stepback, on Old Preston Avenue a minimum 5-ft stepback. 
BAR_April_2023_Discussion_SUP_changes_218 W_Market_St 

April 16, 2024 – BAR preliminary discussion for new hotel featuring seven stories at Old Preston 
Avenue and six stories at West Market Street. Links: Discussion video, Packet (pg. 35), Meeting 
Minutes. 

BAR Minutes – Excerpts 218 West Market 
City of Charlottesville Board of Architectural Review 
Regular Meeting, April 16, 2024 – 5:00 PM 
1. CoA – Preliminary Discussion 

218 West Market Street, Tax Parcel 330276000 
Downtown ADC District 
Owner/Applicant: Heirloom Downtown Mall Development, LLC 
Project: New hotel (six stories at West Market St; seven at Old Preston Ave.) 
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• Staff introduced the proposed project to the BAR for feedback and suggestions from the BAR. 
Project has changed from a residential use to a hotel. Prior project had an approved SUP, 
which will not be applied for the proposed hotel. 

• Applicant presented the project, aiming for a formal CoA application for the June BAR 
meeting. 

• Mr. Whitney had a question about the outdoor amenity space for the proposed project. 
• Applicant replied that amenity space on the 3rd floor will be for the guests at the hotel. The 

amount of amenity space will far exceed the amount of public amenity space that is required. 
• There was discussion and feedback surrounding the streetscape and the street trees on the site. 
• Mr. Gastinger found it difficult to review the proposal with the surrounding and existing 

buildings context not provided in the applicant’s submittal. 
• Ms. Lewis reminded the applicant that the purview of the BAR is only on the exterior 

appearance of the building, not on the interior programming. 
• Ms. Lewis reminded applicant of the associated conditions of the SUP approval by the 

Planning Commission in 2019. 
• Mr. Schwarz noted the guidelines recommend durable and long-lasting materials, especially 

near the ground. 
• The walk through from Old Preston and Market Street is much easier if it is a hotel versus a 

residential building according to the applicant. 
• Mr. Gastinger suggested the applicant to review the guidelines for guidance on verticality and 

the context. 
• Mr. Gastinger asked about the parking and the potential of the building sitting on top of two 

stories of parking. Applicant replied the parking on the first story will be concealed, the rest of 
the building will be pulled back. 

• Ms. Lewis recommended the applicant reach out to the other members of the BAR not present 
for the preliminary discussion. 

• Several members noted the prominence of the site and will be visible from multiple points. 
• Applicant expressed a desire to bring something to the BAR in May, when there might be 

more members of the BAR present to provide feedback in another preliminary discussion. 
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218 West Market Street 

All noted trees are deciduous 

12” 
30” 

30” 

10” 12” 12” 10” 10” 10” 

12” 

16” 

30” 

16” 

18” 

NOTE: Site plan provided for the October 17, 2019 BAR discussion of the SUP request. Not part of the current, November 2024 application—a current plan was not provided; however it may be useful 
relative to existing conditions at the site. 

https://weblink.charlottesville.org/Public/0/edoc/791628/2019-09_218%20West%20Market%20Street_BAR.pdf 

https://weblink.charlottesville.org/Public/0/edoc/791628/2019-09_218%20West%20Market%20Street_BAR.pdf


   
  

 

 
 

218 West Market Street: 
Proposed site plan (from Nov 2024 BAR submittal). Trees to be removed identified from the 2019 site plan. 

Trees to be removed. 
(Not indicated on Nov 2024 plan.) 

New tree 



 
      

 

 
 

    

 
 

  
  

 
 

   
    

  
 

  
   

   
   

    
 

  
   

   
      

   

     
 

      
 

 
 

   

 

 
 

 
   

 
 

 
     

  
 

  

  
 

 
   

  
 

CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE 

BOARD OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW 

Summary of BAR Discussion on July 17, 2018 re: Clear Glass 

On July 17, 2018, at the request of the ERB, the BAR regarding the definition of clear glass and the 
corresponding 70 VLT that has become the city’s standard. 

Background: 
While one of several factors used in specifying glass, Visible Light Transmission (VLT) is generally accepted 
as the measure of the clearness and reflectivity of glass. High VLT indicates the glass is clearer and less 
reflective; low VLT indicate less clear, more reflective glass. 

The city’s Design Guidelines for Architectural Design Control Districts and Entrance Corridors (EC projects 
are reviewed by the Entrance Corridor Review Board, or ERB) both recommend “clear glass.” However 
neither guidelines refers to a specific VLT—see citations below. Several years ago, after evaluating the 
criteria used to specify glass, the BAR (and the ERB) began using 70 VLT as the threshold for clear glass; 
tacitly establishing it as the standard. 

Summary of BAR Discussion: 
BAR concluded that VLT 70 should remain the preference relative to clear glass. However, they 
acknowledged the case-by-case flexibility offered in the Design Guidelines; specifically, though not 
exclusively, that this allows for the consideration of alternatives—e.g. VLTs below 70--and that subsequent 
BAR decisions regarding glass should be guided by the project’s location (e.g. on the Downtown Mall versus 
a side street), the type of windows and location on the building (e.g. a street level storefront versus the upper 
floors of an office building), the fenestration design (e.g. continuous glass walls versus punched windows), 
energy conservation goals, the intent of the architectural design, matching historical glass, and so on. 

Additionally, the BAR recommends that the ERB consider a similar approach in its evaluation of the glass 
proposed for EC projects. 

References to Glass in Design Guidelines 

ADC Design Guidelines 

Chapter 3. New construction; I. Windows & Doors 
(5) Darkly tinted mirrored glass is not an appropriate material for windows in new buildings within the 
historic districts. 
(9) Glass shall be clear. Opaque spandrel glass or translucent glass may be approved by the BAR for specific 
applications. 

Chapter 4. Rehabilitations; C. Windows 
(15) Do not use tinted or mirrored glass on major facades of the building.  Translucent or low (e) glass may 
be strategies to keep heat gain down. 

Entrance Corridor Design Guidelines 

IV. Guidelines for Buildings; E. Materials and Textures 
(6) Clear glass windows are preferred. 

Note: The Historic Conservation District guidelines state: Clear glass windows (VLT of 70% or more) are 

preferred. These were adopted after the 70 VLT became the tacit standard for ADC and EC projects. 

Glass Discussion Report (August 14, 2018) 1 



    

  

 

 

Other AC Hotels by Marriott: For discussion only. 

Raleigh, NC Durham, NC 

North Hills, Raleigh, NC Reston, VA 



  

  

Asheville, NC 

Miami, FL Austin, Texas 



  

  

Little Rock, AR 

Bozeman, MT Worcester, MA 



  

  

Columbus, Georgia Salt Lake City, Utah 

Boston, MA Ridgeland, MS 



  

  

Waco, TX Chesterfield, MO 

Lansing, MI Bellevue, WA 



  

    

 

Palo Alto, CA Sunnyvale, CA 

Madison, WI Spartanburg, SC 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

  
 

 
 
 

 
  

 
           

      
 

 
  

 
  

   
   

     
  

 
 

      
   
      

 
   

 
    

   
    

    
  

 
 
 
 

    

    
  

  
 

   
 

           
 

 

  

 NITIN KULKARNI 
 NCARB AIA 
HOSPITALITY / MULTI FAMILY DESIGN ARCHITECTURE 

5340 AVERY GREEN DRIVE GLEN ALLEN VA 23059 
PH.: +1-804-200-4085 
E-mail: dgnclave@gmail.com 

October 3, 2024 

DESIGN NARRATIVE 

PROPOSED AC HOTEL BY MARRIOTT 
218 W MARKET STREET CHARLOTTESVILLE VA. 

Design concept: Overall design theme is to blend into the context 
and not create another monument while respecting surrounding 
Architecture, material and activities. 

Old Preston Avenue front: 

Activity continuation of the mall: One of the main features of the design is due to 
the immediate proximity of the Downtown mall on Old Preston Ave; we made 
every effort to provide a continuity of activities by providing a brick paved 
pedestrian link to the mall and provide storefront of the proposed store, as well 
as a connectivity to the hotel lobby / bar by good signage, blade signs for 
pedestrian flow. 

Materials: First two floors on Old Preston Ave. have the brick used, which is 
similar in character to the brick used in the “Code” Building, which is also highly 
visible from the mall. Brick pavers will be the one matching the mall paving. 
Upper floor will be a neutral color off white stucco making the building less 
imposing in the pedestrian context. 

Activities: We have made conscious efforts to introduce the outdoor patio area 
overlooking the mall to connect the activity, where people from the lounge can 
enjoy the mall views as well as mall pedestrian traffic gets aware of the lounge 
activity making it more inviting. First floor will be a store (yet to be decided) which 
will be continuity of mall activity) 

mailto:dgnclave@gmail.com


   
 

      
   

 
 

   
  

       
  

     
  

 
   

  
 

 
    

 
 

   
 

    
    

 
 

   
      

  
   

  
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
  

  

Market Street front: 

This is main Hotel entry side of the building having main vehicle drop off, check 
in entry to the building.  We have made every effort to create an Architectural 
style to give a unique identity to the hotel building. 

Materials: Just like the Old Preston Front, we have maintained the brick frontage 
on the pedestrian levels and added a lot more brick to break the stucco mass, as 
this building will be more visible for vehicular as well as pedestrian traffic. Entry is 
well defined by a vertical blade sign mounted on an entry canopy and for the 
main hotel signage, we have created an interesting pallet of wood panel on a 
brick background, which is essentially a staircase block. 

Activities: To enhance the pedestrian traffic on this street, we have introduced a 
sit out patio, which will provide some outdoor activity area for pedestrians as well 
as hotel guests. 

Visibility from the intersection of Market Street and Old Preston 
Avenue: 

Due to existing low rise buildings next to the proposed hotel towards the 
intersection, we have made efforts to break the mass of this relatively taller 
building visible from the intersection using the material as well as plan. To 
demonstrate, some of the contextual views are presented in the attached 
presentation. 

Parking: We have also made every effort to provide the parking below grade, 
which will support the hotel and not creating undue burden on existing parking 
infrastructure of the area. There are two levels of parking created while taking 
advantage of the level difference of the two roads fronting the building, making 
the parking level almost not visible from the pedestrian level except the entry to 
the ramps. 

Thank you. 

NITIN KULKARNI 
B. ARCH. M.ARCH (URBAN DESIGN) M.L.A. NCARB AIA 
Cell- 804-514-2455 



A-100 COVER SHEET 

C-001 MARKET STREET HOTEL CONCEPTUAL LAYOUT 

A-100A VIEW FROM MARKET STREET 
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City of Charlottesville 
Board of Architectural Review 
Staff Report 
November 19, 2024 

Pre-application Conference (No action will be taken) 
200 West Main Street; TMP 280010000 
Downtown ADC District 
Owner: Violet Crown Cinema Charlottesville LLC 
Applicant: Jeff Levien / Heirloom Development (contract purchaser) 
Project: Multi-story residential building. 

Background 
Year Built: 1898, 1938 rear extension. Alterations to primary façade c1956, 1996, and 2014-2016.  
District: Downtown ADC District 
Status: Contributing. Primary façade is non-contributing. 

Constructed in 1898, two-story brick structure. (Replacing existing, mid-19th century brick structures.) 
East portions used as a department store. West portions used as a steam laundry, a grocer, a furniture 
store, and, per the 1913 Sanborn Map, as a Moving Pictures theatre. In 1929 or 1938, building was 
expanded to the rear. Between 1956 and 1958, the façade was enclosed with enameled metal panels. In 
1996, the building was converted from a Leggett’s department store to a Regal movie theatre, with the 
metal façade replaced with bricks. In 2014-2016, the current, contemporary façade was constructed for 
the Violet Crown theatre. 

Prior BAR Reviews 
See Appendix. [Note: No prior reviews related to this request.] 

Application 
• Applicant submittal: Heirloom Development and Kahler Slater, Inc. Draft BAR submittal for Two-

Hundred W. Main St. CVL, dated October 22, 2024: Photos of current street views, cover sheet, and
pages 02, 03, 04, and 05.

Pre-application conference re: a multistory residential building, with the proposed height of 13-stories 
at 184-ft, which is allowed under the provisions of Division 4.2 of the Development Code (“Code”), 
Development Bonuses. Without the bonus allowance, the maximum height allowed under DX zoning is 
10 stories / 142-ft. (Summary pages for DX zoning are attached.) 

Note: A pre-application conference is required by Code Sec. 34-5.2.7.B.2.c. No formal action will be 
taken by the Board of Architectural Review (BAR). Per the Code, prior to the formal application for a 
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Certificate of Appropriateness (CoA) request, an applicant is required to “schedule a pre-application 
conference with the Administrator to discuss the procedures, standards, and regulations required for 
approval.” For projects “having a projected construction cost of $350,000.00 or more”, this code 
section further requires a “pre-application conference with the entire BAR”. The Code does not 
proscribe what information must be presented for a pre-application conference; however, the BAR has 
historically required at least a general representation of the location, context, massing and scale of the 
proposed building. 

Note: re: the BAR’s purview when evaluating the height of a proposed structure: 
• Per Code Sec. 34-2.10.9.A.3.ii. “In Downtown Mixed Use (DX), where the BAR has authority, the 

maximum height is determined based on BAR review using their design guidelines. In areas 
outside of BAR authority, the maximum height is determined by the maximum number of stories 
and feet allowed by the zoning district.” 

• Per Code Sec. 34-5.2.7.B.2.c. In approving a CoA, the BAR may apply conditions that “require a 
reduction in height or massing, consistent with the City’s design guidelines and subject to the 
following limitations: 

i. Along the Downtown Mall, the BAR may limit story height to within 2 stories of the 
prevailing story height of the block; 

ii. In all other areas subject to review, the BAR may reduce the allowed height by no more 
than 2 stories; and 

iii. The BAR may require upper story stepbacks of up to 25’.” 

Discussion 
This is a pre-application conference, and no BAR formal action will be taken; however, by consensus, 
the BAR may express an opinion about the project as presented. (For example, the BAR might express 
consensus support for certain materials, identify features that require revision or clarification, or 
request additional analysis or modeling of specific elements.) Such comments will not constitute a 
formal motion and the result will have no legal bearing, nor will it represent an incremental decision on 
the required CoA. 

The key objectives of a pre-application conference: 
o Introduce the project and applicant to the BAR. 
o Allow the applicant to present to the BAR any questions they have. 
o Allow the BAR to provide guidance on what information is necessary, with the formal submittal, 

for the BAR to evaluate the requested CoA. 

Regarding a pre-application conference: In response to any questions from the applicant and/or for any 
recommendations to the applicant, the BAR should rely on the germane sections of the ADC District 
Design Guidelines and related review criteria. While elements of other chapters may be relevant, staff 
recommends that the BAR refer to the criteria in Chapter 2--Site Design and Elements, Chapter 3--New 
Construction and Additions, and Chapter 6 – Public Design and Improvements. 

Of assistance are the following criteria from Chapter 3: 
• Setback • Roof • Materials & Textures 
• Spacing • Orientation • Paint [Color palette] 
• Massing & Footprint • Windows & Doors • Details & Decoration 
• Height & Width • Porches 
• Scale • Foundation & Cornice 

200 West Main Street – Prelim Disc Nov 19, 2024 (11-7) 2 
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Elements: 
• Roof • Doors & Windows • Plantings/Landscaping 
• Gutters & Downspouts • Lighting • Patios & walks 
• Exterior walls • Railings • Public spaces 
• Trim • Balcony details • Screening (HVAC, utilities) 

From ADC District Design Guidelines, Chapter 1: Downtown ADC District 
Charlottesville’s traditional, late 19th-century commercial core centered on Main Street, originally the 
Three Notched Road. Seven blocks now comprise a pedestrian mall designed by Lawrence Halprin in 
1971. To the west, “Vinegar Hill” was an area of African-American commercial, civic, and residential 
buildings razed in a 1964 urban renewal project. 333 West Main, formerly Inge’s Grocery, and 
Jefferson School are surviving structures. To the south, Water Street contained railroad-oriented 
warehouses and industrial buildings. 

Sub-area b. Mall: traditional Main Street, attached buildings, 2 to 4 stories with some larger 
buildings, masonry, no setbacks, traditional three-part facades: storefront, upper stories with 
windows, and cornice, tall proportions, flat or shed roofs, many mall amenities, tree canopies, 
outdoor eating, lively pedestrian atmosphere. 

Sub-area c. Water/South Street: industrial, parking, narrow sidewalks, hard edges, larger 
warehouse scale, masonry, open space, backyard of Main Street, downhill, auto oriented, quirky 
modern style. 

200 West Main Street – Prelim Disc Nov 19, 2024 (11-7) 3 



 

     

 
 

  
 

 
  

  
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

   
 

   
 

 
 

 
   

 
 

 
  

  
 

 
 

  
 

 
   

 

From ADC District Design Guidelines, Chapter 3: Criteria specific to Setback, Spacing, Massing & 
Footprint, Height & Width, and Scale: 

Building Types within the Historic Districts 
• Traditional commercial infill buildings are the forms that fill in holes in a larger block of 

buildings in the downtown mall or in certain areas of the West Main Street corridor. This type 
of building generally has a limited setback, attaches to or is very close to neighboring 
structures, and takes many of its design cues from the adjoining buildings. Its typical lot width 
would be 25 to 40 feet. 

Setback 
• Construct new commercial buildings with a minimal or no setback in order to reinforce the 

traditional street wall. 
• Use a minimal setback if the desire is to create a strong street wall or setback consistent with 

the surrounding area. 
• Modify setback as necessary for sub-areas that do not have well-defined street walls. 
• Avoid deep setbacks or open corner plazas on corner buildings in the downtown in order to 

maintain the traditional grid of the commercial district. 

Spacing 
• Commercial and office buildings in the areas that have a well-defined street wall should have 

minimal spacing between them. 

Massing & Footprint 
• New commercial infill buildings’ footprints will be limited by the size of the existing lot in the 

downtown or along the West Main Street corridor. Their massing in most cases should be 
simple rectangles like neighboring buildings. 

Height & Width 
• Respect the directional expression of the majority of surrounding buildings. In commercial 

areas, respect the expression of any adjacent historic buildings, which generally will have a 
more vertical expression. 

• Attempt to keep the height and width of new buildings within a maximum of 200 percent of the 
prevailing height and width in the surrounding sub-area. 
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• In commercial areas at street front, the height should be within 130 percent of the prevailing 
average of both sides of the block. […] Additional stories should be stepped back so that the 
additional height is not readily visible from the street. 

• When the primary façade of a new building in a commercial area, such as downtown […] is 
wider than the surrounding historic buildings or the traditional lot size, consider modulating it 
with bays or varying planes. 

• Reinforce the human scale of the historic districts by including elements such as porches, 
entrances, storefronts, and decorative features depending on the character of the particular sub-
area. 

Note re: BAR authority: Per Code, the BAR is charged only with the authority to approve or deny a 
design review CoA, following an evaluation applying the criteria under Code Sec. 34-5.2.7. Major 
Historic Review. The BAR does not evaluate a proposed use. Additionally, per Code Sec. 34-
5.2.7.E.2., the issuance of a CoA “cannot, in and of itself, authorize any construction, reconstruction, 
alteration, repair, demolition, or other improvements or activities requiring a building permit. Where a 
building permit is required, no activity authorized by a [CoA] is lawful unless conducted in accordance 
with the required building permit and all applicable building code requirements.” 

Suggested Motions 
Pre-application conference, no action to be taken. 

Criteria, Standards and Guidelines 
Review Criteria Generally 
Per Chapter 34, Div. 5.2.7. C.2: 
a. In considering a particular application the BAR will approve the application unless it finds: 

i. That the proposal does not meet specific standards set forth within this Section or applicable 
provisions of the City’s design guidelines; and  

ii. ii. The proposal is incompatible with the historic, cultural or architectural character of the 
district in which the property is located or the IPP that is the subject of the application. 

b. The BAR will approve, approve with conditions, or deny applications for Certificates of 
Appropriateness in accordance with the provisions of this Section. 

c. The BAR, or City Council on appeal, may require conditions of approval as are necessary or 
desirable to ensure that any new construction or addition is compatible with the scale and character 
of the Architecture Design Control District, Individually Protected Property, or Historic 
Conservation District. Prior to attaching conditions to an approval, due consideration will be given 
to the cost of compliance with the proposed conditions as well as the goals of the Comprehensive 
Plan. Conditions may require a reduction in height or massing, consistent with the City’s design 
guidelines and subject to the following limitations: 

i. Along the Downtown Mall, the BAR may limit story height to within 2 stories of the 
prevailing story height of the block; 

ii. In all other areas subject to review, the BAR may reduce the allowed height by no more 
than 2 stories; and 

iii. The BAR may require upper story stepbacks of up to 25’. 

Standards for Review and Decision 
Per Chapter 34, Div. 5.2.7. D.1: 
a. Review of the proposed construction, reconstruction, alteration or restoration of a building or 

structure is limited to exterior architectural features, including signs, and the following features and 
factors: 
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i. Whether the material, texture, color, height, scale, mass, and placement of the proposed 
addition, modification or construction are visually and architecturally compatible with the 
site and the applicable District; 

ii. The harmony of the proposed change in terms of overall proportion and the size and 
placement of entrances, windows, awnings, exterior stairs, and signs; 

iii. The Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation set forth within the Code of 
Federal Regulations (36 C.F.R. §67.7(b)), as may be relevant; 

iv. The effect of the proposed change on the adjacent building or structures; 
v. The impact of the proposed change on other protected features on the property, such as 

gardens, landscaping, fences, walls, and walks; 
vi. Whether the proposed method of construction, renovation, or restoration could have an 

adverse impact on the structure or site, or adjacent buildings or structures; 
vii. When reviewing any proposed sign as part of an application under consideration, the 

standards set forth within Div. 4.11. Signs will be applied; and 
viii. Any applicable provisions of the City’s design guidelines. 

Links to ADC District Design Guidelines 
Chapter 1 Introduction (Part 1) 
Chapter 1 Introduction (Part 2) 
Chapter 2 Site Design and Elements 
Chapter 3 New Construction and Additions 
Chapter 4 Rehabilitation 
Chapter 5 Signs, Awnings, Vending, and Cafes 
Chapter 6 Public Improvements 
Chapter 7 Demolition and Moving 

APPENDIX 
Prior BAR reviews: None related to the current request. 

September 26, 1995 - BAR approved COA for Regal Six Cinema. The original brick under the 
Woolworth’s building was to be preserved, with brick veneer used on the west end of the 
façade. 

June 14, 1996 – BAR held a discussion regarding a revised design because the theater was 
under construction and not being built as approved. The older façade had been demolished, and 
Dry-vit was being used instead of brick. 

June 18, 1996 – BAR disapproved the latest submitted plans dated June 17, 1996, because they 
are not in keeping with the original approved plans and not in keeping with the historic 
character of Downtown and surrounding buildings in design, materials, details and 
fenestration….The BAR asked for a stop-work order. 

June 18, 1996 – BAR Subcommittee met and agreed upon principles to guide the resolution of 
the project. Regarding the West Main Street façade: To use brick as the primary material and 
not stucco…there needs to be some articulation the reflect the second story character of this 
area….the front should still have windows and doors at the street level…the importance of 
careful detailing of the front façade so that the building is honest and compatible with the use 
and character of the area. 
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June 27, 1996 – BAR approved with conditions a concept plan, with revisions to return to the 
BAR. 

July 3, 1996 – BAR approved a revised design. 

February 18, 2014 – Prelim discussion. No action. BAR liked design, except glass canopy over 
patio. 

March 18, 2014 – BAR approved new façade as submitted with modifications: 1996 façade is 
determined to be non-contributing and may be demolished; wood soffit material shall be 
submitted to staff for approval; programmable LED white lighting is approved, with color 
lighting for special events subject to (on-site) approval. 

April 2015 – Administrative approval (after consulting BAR) for Belden Brick #661 to replace 
original brick (Calstar light gray) with matching mortar, horizontal joints raked ¼” deep, and 
vertical joints tooled flush with brick face. 

October 2015 – BAR approved the following design changes: 
• The entry doors on the west side, at the center at the restaurant, and at the entrance are 

approved as built ; 
• The window wall system which has been changed to storefront is approved as built with an 

exception to be detailed on the east side on our not-approved list; 
• Movie poster holders are approved as installed; 
• Purple sign lighting as installed. 

BAR did approved the following design changes. Intent was to handle the items not approved 
not as a denial, but as a deferral until the December meeting. 

• The Hardie panels – the BAR requests a change in finish with higher contrast, different 
texture, and much lighter [color]; 

• The marquee depth – the BAR wants to see alternative trim or other detailing in order to 
lighten the appearance ; 

• The [tinted] glass shall be a clear glass; 
• The smaller transom on the east side lower window shall be revised [to match upper 

window]; 
• More information in the form of a rendering for the request for paint color on 2nd 
Street. 

BAR said their recommendation was for the City to grant a Temporary Certificate of 
Occupancy (TCO). 

February 2016 – Applicant appealed to City Council the BAR’s denial of a CoA for darkly 
tinted glass.  

August 2019 – BAR approved CoA for a mural on the wall facing 2nd Street SW. 
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Photographs of primary facade 
c1956 alterations 

Post-1996 alterations 

Current (rendering from 2014 BAR application) 
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1877 Gray Map 

Sanborn Maps 
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~tenlijlcall{)/J1/ 
STREET ADDRESS: 200-204 W. Main Street HISTORIC NAME: Gl eas orr- Robey Bui 1di ng 

MAP a PARCEL: 28-11 
" 

DATE I PERIOD: 1898, 1939, 1956-58 

CENSUS TRACT AND BLOCK: STYLE: Victorian Vernacular 

PRESENT ZONING: B-4 HEIGHT (to cornice) OR STORIES: 2 sto reys 
ORIGINAL OWNER: James E. Gleason DIMENSIONS AND LAND AREA: 49

1 
x 163

1 
(7987 sq. f t .) 

ORIGINAL USE: Depa rtmen t Sto re CONDITION : Godd 

PRESENT USE: Furniture Store SURVEYOR: Bibb 
PRESENT OWNER: E. F. Robey, Jr., J. Wallace McNulty, DATE OF SURVEV:Winter 1983 

ADDRESS: et a l , Trustees SOURCES: Ci ty Records - Ch1vi lle Ci ty Di recto ri es 
P.O. Box 351 The Daily Pro~ress, Ch1vi'lle Bicentennial edition 
Charlottesville, Virginia 22901 PictoriaL H-istory .of Charlottesvi l l e ",~" ~4/.t3/62 

ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION 

The facades of th l s 2-storey, 6-bay bui lding and the adjacent one are now covered by a single metal false front 
consisting of square panels of enameled metal, beige with a green border. There is a wide recessed entrance in the 
western half of this building. The storefront is faced with greenish gray stone around the display windows. Wall 
construction is of brick laid in 5-course American bond on the eastern elevation, which is still exposed. The 
bui lding was originally a duplex, with each storefront having a recessed entrance. There was a single storefront 
cornice and frieze. The store rooms were combined and the storefront was rebui It c. 1929 or 1938. Recessed 
entrances centered in each half opened off a large loggia with an island, providing the maximum amount of display 
window area. Below the cornice and frieze, the storefront walls were faced with white enameled metal with black 
trim. Behind the false front, the upper level of the original facade probably remains relatively intact. There are 
corner and center piers of rusticated brick. Windows are double-sash, l-over-l light, with rock-faced stone sills 
and single 1 intels extended between the piers. Between the windows within each group of three, there are coupled 
attached columns on pedestals. The projecting parapet cornice with modi 11 ions and frieze, which extended one bay 
along the Second Street elevation as well as the facade, has been removed. The roof appears to be a low-pitched 
semi-hip. All openings on the Second Street elevation have been bricked up. There were three half-round window 
n non 1'" r h d w r I 'h f l rs t 1 ve l , Th n d 1 v 1 w I x b y wIn I III Y 11 V I 

1111 I I III il. III I II III I I I I II I II flf II All 11111111111. '"I 
I 1 III 



HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION 

James E. Gleason bought this lot in 1893 (City DB 4-81) and removed a mid-19thcentury2-storey brick building on the 
site. An' 1898 party wall agreement stated that Gleason"s new bui lding was under construction (DB 9-379). G. S. 
Bruce purchased it in 1899 (DB 9-379) and later sold to J.R. Hidy, whose department store, Hidy & Company» 
occupl d h n I r building. In 1912 he sold to E. F. Robey and L. D. McNulty (DB 24-80), who for se v r 1 y 
I I I n III I I m n In h w m II II 1 11 II r n I I h Inn in h lU 1 
bu11 I n (2 I 2 W. M In). y nd • W 11 U I n h 1 1 2 I , u h w tn' I I I 111u wn 
the building (DB 177-111,332-160). A. D. Cox D partment Stor 1 as d the building in 1929 (DB 67-401). Leggett's 
Department Store occupied the building from 1939 until 1980. The storefront was remodeled c. 1929 and/or 1938. The 
bui lding was extended to the rear, probably c. 1939. Leggett's expanded into the adjacent bui lding (212-214 West 
Main) c. 1956-58 and covered the facades of both bui ldings with an enameled metal false front. 

HISTORIC~ LANDMARKS COMMISSION - DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
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W  M A I N  S T  .  C V L  

B A R  S U B M I T TA L  

O C T O B E R  2  9  ,  2 0 2 4  

ZONING ANALYSIS, MASSING AND PRELIMINARY ARCHITECTURE PREPARED BY: 

DISCLAIMER AND CONFIDENTIALTIY: 
This presentation has been prepared solely for informational purposes and does not make any representations or warranties, expressed or implied, and all images and text, both design oriented and/or financial oriented, are for illustrative 
purposes only and do not necessarily reflect anticipated project design or project financial data. This is designed to assist City officials and other community members in a preliminary review of a potential real estate development in downtown 
Charlottesville and provide initial feedback thereto.  Everything contained in this presentation and the proposed transaction it refers to is confidential and not to be disclosed except to the extent it is already in the public domain or per express 
prior written consent by Heirloom Development .  This presentation is provided subject to errors, omissions and changes in the information, and is subject to 
modification or withdrawal as due diligence advances. 



      

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

PROPOSED |  MASSING 

HIGH-LEVEL METRICS 

10 STORIES OF RESIDENTIAL 
~122 ,000 SF 

4 STORIES OF PARKING/AMENITY PODIUM ( INCLUDING 1  SUB-GRADE LEVEL) 
~73,400 SF 
~140 PARKING STALLS 

13 TOTAL STORIES ABOVE GRADE 
184’  HEIGHT TO ROOF STRUCTURE FROM AVERAGE GRADE PLANE 

UNIT COUNT 
~150 

PARKING RATIO 
~ . 93:1  (93%) 
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PROPOSED |  MASSING 

GROUND VIEW FROM W MARKET ST.  
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PROPOSED |  MASSING 

GROUND VIEW FROM W MAIN ST.  GROUND VIEW FROM 2ND ST.  
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SECTION DIAGRAM 

STEPBACK 

PROPOSED  
13-STORY 

150 MARKET RATE UNITS 
140 PARKING STALLS 

( .9 : 1  RATIO) 

PARKING / MEZZANINE 

PARKING / MEZZANINE 

RESIDENTIAL 

RESIDENTIAL 

RESIDENTIAL 

RESIDENTIAL 

RESIDENTIAL 

RESIDENTIAL 

RESIDENTIAL 

RESIDENTIAL 

RESIDENTIAL 

RESIDENTIAL 

MECHANICAL 

RETAIL & LOBBY / PARKING 

PARKING 

184’  

172 ’  

160’  

148’  

136’  

124’  

1 12 ’  

100’  

88’  

76’ 

64’  

44’  

24’ 

GRADE 
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purposes only and do not necessarily reflect anticipated project design or project financial data. This is designed to assist City officials and other community members in a preliminary review of a potential real estate development in downtown 
Charlottesville and provide initial feedback thereto.  Everything contained in this presentation and the proposed transaction it refers to is confidential and not to be disclosed except to the extent it is already in the public domain or per express 
prior written consent by Heirloom Development .  This presentation is provided subject to errors, omissions and changes in the information, and is subject to
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INTRODUCTION

•	 WHO WE ARE

•	 IMPORTANCE

•	 RESPECT

•	 FIRST (VERY SMALL) STEP,  BUT CRITICAL TO “UNLOCK”

•	 PRELIMINARY DISCUSSION
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CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS REQUEST

•	 PERMISSION TO DEMOLISH

•	 APPROVAL OF MASSING AND SATISFACTION OF SECTION 
5.2 .7(C)(2)(C)

• 	 PARTIAL COA GRANTED
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LOCATOR MAP
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CONTEXT |  STREET VIEWS
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PERMISSION TO DEMOLISH 

REGARDING THE EXISTING STRUCTURE LOCATED AT 200 W MAIN ST, 

THE VIOLET CROWN CINEMA.  

BACKGROUND

 

YEAR BUILT:  1898,  1938 REAR EXTENSION.  ALTERATIONS TO PRIMARY 

FAÇADE C1956,  1996,  AND 2014-2016.

 

DISTRICT:  DOWNTOWN ADC DISTRICT

 

STATUS:  CONTRIBUTING.  PRIMARY FAÇADE IS NON-CONTRIBUTING.

 

TWO-STORY BRICK STRUCTURE WITH HISTORICAL USES OF 

DEPARTMENT STORE,  STEAM LAUNDRY,   GROCER,  FURNITURE 

STORE,  AND A MOVING PICTURES THEATRE.  IN THE 50’S ,  BUILDING 

WAS EXPANDED TO THE REAR AND FAÇADE WAS ENCLOSED WITH 

ENAMELED METAL PANELS.  IN 1996,  BUILDING WAS CONVERTED FROM 

A LEGGETT’S DEPARTMENT STORE TO A REGAL MOVIE THEATRE, 

WITH THE METAL FAÇADE REPLACED WITH BRICKS.  IN 2014-2016,  THE 

CURRENT CONTEMPORARY FAÇADE WAS CONSTRUCTED FOR THE 

VIOLET CROWN THEATRE.

THE CASE FOR DEMOLITION ( IN SHORT)

THE STRUCTURE DOES NOT RESEMBLE ANY HISTORICAL 

SIGNIFICANCE AS IT STANDS TODAY,  DUE TO ITS REMODELED AND 

CONTEMPORARY APPEARANCE AS OF 2016.

ALLOWING THIS STRUCTURE TO REMAIN AS IS AND IN PLACE 

WOULD PERPETUATE AN UNDERUTILIZED PROPERTY AND 

MAKE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT ON THE SITE LIMITING AND 

UNREASONABLY DIFFICULT,  WHILE CONTRADICTING THE LATEST 

EFFORTS THE CITY HAS MADE TO EXPAND DEVELOPMENT AND 

ACTIVATE DOWNTOWN CHARLOTTESVILLE.

EXISTING VIOLET CROWN CINEMA
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AS-OF-RIGHT MASSING DX ZONE
184’  HIGH,  13  STORIES
0’  STEPBACK
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PROPOSED MASSING
184’  HIGH,  13  STORIES ABOVE GRADE AT APPROXIMATELY 200,000 GSF
5’-25’  STEPBACKS,  SUBTRACTING APROX.  6 ,300 GSF FROM FOOTPRINT

2ND S
TREET

W
ATER STREET

MAIN ST

25’

10’

15 ’

10’

10’

15 ’

5 ’

5 ’

STEPBACKS

STEPBACKS



HEIRLOOM DEVELOPMENT   |  KAHLER SLATER, INC.  |   COPYRIGHT 2024  |   11.19.2024 | PAGE 09

PROPOSED 
MASSING 
184’

6-STORY 
BUILDING 
89’

SPRING EQUINOX AUTUMNAL EQUINOX

PROPOSED 
MASSING 
184’

6-STORY 
BUILDING 
89’

SPRING EQUINOX AUTUMNAL EQUINOX

SHADOW STUDY PERTINENT SUMMARY

3PM

12PM

CONCLUSION:

MINIMAL DIFFERENCE IN TREE SHADING BETWEEN THE TWO OPTIONS.
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EXISTING

PROPOSED 
MASSING 
184’

6-STORY 
BUILDING 
89’

SPRING EQUINOX SUMMER SOLSTICE AUTUMNAL EQUINOX WINTER SOLSTICE

DETAILED SHADOW STUDY |  9AM
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DETAILED SHADOW STUDY |  12PM

EXISTING

PROPOSED 
MASSING 
184’

6-STORY 
BUILDING 
89’

SPRING EQUINOX SUMMER SOLSTICE AUTUMNAL EQUINOX WINTER SOLSTICE
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DETAILED SHADOW STUDY |  3PM

EXISTING

PROPOSED 
MASSING 
184’

6-STORY 
BUILDING 
89’

SPRING EQUINOX SUMMER SOLSTICE AUTUMNAL EQUINOX WINTER SOLSTICE
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PARTIAL CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

REQUEST:

• 	 PERMISSION TO DEMOLISH

•	 SATISFACTION OF SECTION PERMITTING BROAD RIGHTS (PARAPHRASED)

	 -  ON THE MALL,  BAR MAY LIMIT HEIGHT TO WITHIN 2 STORIES OF 			 

	 “PREVAILING STORY HEIGHT OF THE BLOCK”

	 -  BAR MAY REQUIRE UPPER STORY STEPBACKS OF UP TO 25’

(NOT LEGALLY PROHIBITED AND WITHOUT IT,  PROJECT IMPEDED)



Milwaukee | Madison | Chicago | Richmond
www.kahlerslater.com



COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 

Travis A. Voyles 
Secretary of Natural 
and Historic Resources 

Department of Historic Resources 
2801 Kensington Avenue, Richmond, Virginia 23221 

October 10, 2024 
Jeff Werner, Preservation Planner 
Department of Neighborhood Development Services 
City Hall 
P.O. Box 911 
Charlottesville, VA 22902 

Re: James Minor House, City of Charlottesville 

Dear Mr. Werner: 

Jul.ie V. Langan 
Director 

Tel: (804) 367-2323 
Fax: (804) 367-2391 
www.dhr.virginia.gov 

The Department of Historic Resources (OHR), Virginia's historic preservation office, is planning to 
present the enclosed National Register nomination for Virginia's State Review Board and Historic 
Resources Board for recommendation to the National Register of Historic Places and inclusion in the 
Virginia Landmarks Register. 

Because this resource is within your Certified Local Government, the Architectural Review Board 
(ARB) is ertitled to a sixty-day comment period during which the ARB may review the draft 
nominatio'ri and relay any comments or concerns to the OHR. I hope you will consider the enclosed 
nomination at your next meeting and relay your comments to us. All comments will be forwarded to 
the SHPO Director and the Boards for consideration along with the nomination. We have scheduled 
the nomination for presentation to our boards on Thursday, December 12, 2024, and would like to 
receive your comments by that time in fulfillment of the comment period. This letter serves as 
notification initiating the sixty-day comment period and no further action will be taken on the 
nomination until we have received your comments, or the full sixty-day period has passed. 

I look forward to receiving your comments. Should you have any further questions regarding the 
nomination or the register program, please contact Austin Walker, National Register Program 
Manager, at (804) 482-6439 or austin.walker@dhr.virginia.gov. 

Sincerely, 

9� 
Jolene L. U. Smith 
Director, Division of Resource Information & Register 

cc: Mayor Juandiego Wade; Samuel Sanders, Jr. 

Enclosure 
W estem Region Office 

962 Kime Lane 
Salem, VA 24153 

Tel: (540) 387-5443 
Fax: (540) 387-5446 

Northern Region Office 
5357 Main Street 

POBox519 
Stephens City, VA 22655 

Tel: (540) 868-7029 
fax: (540) 868-7033 

Eastern Region Office 
2801 Kensington Avenue 

Richmond, VA 23221 
Tel: (804) 367-2323 
Fax: (804) 367-2391 

DRAFT NOMINATION
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