MINUTES

The Lexington Planning Commission
Thursday, April 9, 2026 — 5:00 p.m.
Rockbridge County Administrative Offices — First Floor Meeting Room
150 South Main Street, Lexington, VA 24450

Planning Commission: City Staff:
Presiding: Shannon Spencer, Chair Arne Glaeser, Planning Director
Present: Jon Eastwood, Vice-Chair Brinsley Leadbetter, Administrative Specialist
Mary Stuart Harlow
Charlie Hall
Krista Anderson
Absent: Leslie Straughan, Council Liaison
Tori Bates
CALL TO ORDER

S. Spencer called the meeting to order at 5:00 p.m.

AGENDA
The agenda was unanimously approved as presented. (C. Hall/ M.S. Harlow)

MINUTES
The minutes from the March 26, 2026 meeting were unanimously approved as presented. (J.

Eastwood/C. Hall)

CITIZENS’ COMMENTS ON MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA
None.

NEW BUSINESS
A. EC COA 2026-03: An application by Drew Kepley of Washington and Lee University
for a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) for construction of Founders Hall at 204 W.
Washington Street, on a portion of the 2.39 acre parcel (TM #16-1-1).

Commissioner Eastwood reiterated his disclosure statement concerning personal interest
and left the dais and joined the public. His disclosure statement is attached with the meeting
minutes from March 12th and made part of the record.

1) Staff Report — A. Glaeser opened the discussion by stating that this is a continuation of a
request for a Certificate of Appropriateness for the construction of a new building at the
southwest corner of Washington Street and Lee Avenue. The parcel is located in the
General Residential (R-1) zoning district and in the Institutional Overlay District (I-1). It
is the Institutional Overlay District that requires design review be accomplished through
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the Entrance Corridor regulations. He noted what the Commission had approved at the
previous meeting on March 26th and stated that the tree line plantings along Lee Avenue
would be discussed today. The Commission had asked for two revised elevations at a 5
foot high perspective showing the additional tree plantings in an effort to reduce the
effective visual mass of Founders Hall. The drawings were provided for discussion.

2) Applicant Statement — Applicant Tom Kalasky, the Executive Director of Facilities at
Washington Lee University, stated that after the meeting on March 26™, the revised
landscape plan was developed collaboratively with landscape architects. Additionally,
Arthur Bartenstein, a local architect, participated in a peer review of the amended plan. T.
Kalasky noted that in the architect’s professional opinions, the landscape is sufficient to
reduce the visual mass of the building.

3) Public Comment — None.

4) Commission Discussion & Decision —S. Spencer and C. Hall stated that they appreciated
the efforts in creating the revised plan. M.S. Harlow agreed that the Hornbeam trees are
appropriate for the City and will fit the space nicely. M.S. Harlow also noted that it
would have been nice to have more people available for discussion, specifically
Commissioners L. Straughan and J. Eastwood, who had recused themselves due to
personal interest. The Commission agreed that they did not want the building to appear
“canyonlike.” Overall, they felt that the revised plan looked nice and were hopeful that
the new landscaping would effectively reduce the visual mass of the building. M.S.
Harlow moved to approve the Lee Avenue landscape design elements for Entrance
Corridor Certificate Appropriateness ECCOA 2026-03 for construction of Founders
Hall at 204 W. Washington Street as proposed by the applicant. C. Hall seconded
and the motion passed unanimously. (4-0)

Commissioner Eastwood rejoined the other Commissioners on the dais.

B. PUD: Zoning Text Amendment

1) Staff report — A. Glaeser opened the discussion by stating the purpose of a PUD and its
ability to increase flexibility. He stated that the Commission is tasked with looking at the
residential portion and added that the City is now looking at infill development and thus
flexibility is necessary. He asked the Commission to either amend the existing 1990
ordinance or create new regulations. The Commission decided to go line by line through the
intent and purpose section. He gave the Commission the option to make modifications or do
a wholesale review and compose something new based on other jurisdictions.

2) Public Comment — Natalie Eger, a student at W&L shared her ideas about the enormous
amount of space in the “new town area”, specifically Providence Hill. She agrees that infill
can be useful but would like to see some of the land used more efficiently.

3) Commission Discussion — A. Glaeser emphasized the intent and purpose of PUD’s. He
noted that they aim to provide flexibility and variation in residential development, allowing
for more creative and environmentally sensitive housing options than traditional zoning
regulations permit. The Commission then discussed how PUDs differ from cottage housing
and considered the need to protect neighborhood character while allowing for greater
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development flexibility. They explored the possibility of adding protections for existing
cottage housing developments and debated how to balance flexibility with maintaining
residential character in neighborhoods.

A. Glaeser explained that PUDs would allow flexibility for development on smaller or
irregular lots within R1, R2, RM, and potentially RLC zoning districts, requiring case-by-
case review through a public hearing process similar to conditional use permits. Some
concern was shared about the relaxation of development standards for these neighborhoods.
The Commission then identified several key development standards that should be
evaluated closely, including lot area, width, coverage, building type, height, setbacks, and
street frontage. They agreed there should be clear criteria to evaluate proposals, and
questions were raised about density limitations.

They also discussed cottage housing requirements, which specify minimum lot sizes of
16,000 square feet (approximately 2.7 acres) for up to 12 cottages, and considered whether
to include density flexibility provisions in the overlay or address it through the proposal
process. The Commission continued with reviewing open space provisions, building height
limitations, and utility undergrounding requirements for parcels of two contiguous acres or
more. They discussed the need for flexibility in building heights, particularly downtown and
in traditional neighborhoods, and considered using a percentage of the current allowed
height as a guideline. They also addressed the challenge of identifying vacant or underbuilt
lots in residential districts and discussed using GIS mapping to locate these properties.

The discussion followed with regulations, particularly regarding vehicular circulation
systems and public access requirements. The Commission discussed removing restrictive
language about public streets to increase flexibility while maintaining safety standards for
emergency vehicles through fire department review. The conversation also covered
management standards for common open space properties and the process for renewing or
modifying PUD approvals, with a note that any amendments would require going through
the public hearing process again.

Additionally, the Commissioners debated how to balance development flexibility with
maintaining character through elements like materials, mass, and height. They debated
whether to create a new zoning code by drawing from other PUD codes, similar to their
previous cottage housing development discussion. Potential conflicts between clustering
single-family dwellings and preserving open space and natural features were also noted.
Largely, there was support for more flexible development standards to address housing
supply constraints and affordability issues in the city.

The Commission mostly expressed support for keeping certain guidelines (like items 6 and
8) to provide them with necessary decision-making power while maintaining reasonable
development standards. They agreed to move forward with amending the current text rather
than starting from scratch, with plans to research examples from other localities including
Charlottesville and Blacksburg for comparison.

A. Glaeser then presented examples of historical cases where PUDs were used to modify lot
sizes, setbacks etc. There was brief discussion about how PUDs affect housing affordability.
They noted that while PUDs can increase housing supply and potentially lower prices, they
are not specifically designed for affordable housing unless designated through additional
mechanisms like community land trusts. It was also noted that the fire department should
review prospective PUDs. At their next meeting, the Commission will review maps
showing undeveloped parcels in Lexington and A. Glaeser will also provide visual
examples of previous PUDs using GIS mapping and/or Google Earth.
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OTHER BUSINESS

A. Zoning and Planning Report
None.

CITY COUNCIL REPORT
None.

ADJOURN
The meeting adjourned at 6:22 p.m. (K. Anderson/ C. Hall)

Shannon Spencer, Chair, Planning Commission
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