- Jeftis House ,

Year 2000 US Census Data

Employed persons over 16

Percentage of Employed Persons

Avg Commute Public
Locality (in minutes) Drove Transit Walk/Bike | Other | Density
Greene 28.60 94.30 0.50 1.20 4.00 0.18
Albemarle 22.30 90.80 1.70 1.70 5.80 0.20
Madison 30.30 89.30 0.20 3.70 6.80 0.07
Charlottesville 16.60 70.20 5.10 18.40 6.30 5.89




Change as a Function of 1980 Values
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Where shou
people be
walking TO?




Can they even
walk to those
places?













When did
density become
Bad Word?




Fontaine Faculty Housing
20 acres
48 Dwelling Units
Approximately 120 people

Housing Units per Acre = 2.4

University Circle

Approximately 16-acres
Approximately 167 housing units
Housing Units per Acre = 10

Density = approximately 27 persons per acre




“ A delightful blend [of] homes
in the heart of Charlottesville....”

“16 prime lots in the City, close
to UVA, Downtown, bus line....”

Approximately 2-acres

Density:
8 dwelling units per Acre
Approximately 12 persons per acre

North
Downtown
Charlottesville
Residential Area

* Density — 5 persons per acre
¢ Grid Street Pattern

2nd Street, NW  density: 10 dwelling units per acre
Approximately 24 persons per acre
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...what 1f we

thought outside of
he box?

i

Conventional Devéloprhen Neighborhood Model

Dwelling Units: 713 Dwelling Units: 807
Paved Area: 1,743,000 SF Paved Area: 935,000 SF
Open Space: 45.4 acres Open Space: 141.4 acres
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29 North Corridor

In Growth Area

City of Charlottesville

29 North Growth Area
9,232 acres

24,000 people T

Density 2.6 persons per acre

Redeveloped at a density similar
to Charlottesville’s...
...capacity for an additional
25,000 to 30,000 residents

City of Charlottesville
7,000 acres
41,000 people
Density 5.9 persons per acre
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29 North Corridor

Sprawl Transportation Solution

S Concept Gri

/%
iy

29 North Corridor
“Concept Grid”

A Smarter Growth Solution

An urban transportation network
allows for an urban pattern of
infill and redevelopment.
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roads, local

transit [k oty tarei]

Town Centers Scenario
12 (vs. 16)  27% (vs. 44%)
driven daily ~ congested

~ Rural
Buburban

© Uman

9% Enhancad

Dispersed Scenario

$1 billion “Business As Usual”
invested in :
bypasses and mﬂm

widnr_ roads, not
transit i i:nihs N
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HOW THE SCENARIOS COMPARE

PERFORMANCE MEASURE/ DISPERSED TOWN CENTERS URBAN CORE
Sustainabiiny Accord(s) Goals (in izlics)
Percent Farms & Forests 55 % 64 % 65%
Retain resources/habitat farmsforests
Percent Developed 45 36 35
Retain resourceshabitat/farmsfforests
Percent Living in Clustered Communities 13 61 68
Optimize wsefuman soale
Percent Non-Auto Trips 4 15 18
Transportation Alterratives
Annual Gallons Gas Consumed (billions) 155 121 110
Conserve Energy
Percent Travel Congested 44 27 20
Emplogment/Education Access
Water Quality & Quantity Poor Good Good
Water Onality & Quantity

Daily Travel Characteristics |

!
5.9 5o

73/4% | 274/16%

1,300 1,100 |

v a1 3.4

e 15700 | 12,200

49.1 38.1

730 460

2.3 1.4

22 27

44% 29%




Transportation Impacts

9.0

87.4 67.9
11.1 8.6
155.4 120.8
$606 $471

$4,700 $3,500| 7

1

Roadway Improvements
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Myth 1 - We Can Build Our Way Out Of Congestion

Building new freeways and widening roads encourages development to
spread, making trips longer and causing growth in overall vehicle miles
traveled. The net result is more congestion. The EPI found that the
number of congested miles driven under the Dispersed Scenario is nearly
twice that of the Town Centers and Urban Core Scenarios despite adding
twice the number of roadway lane miles.

Myth - Density Causes Congestion

It is logical to think that more density leads to more congestion. But
combining local trips into well designed compact development areas
actually reduces congestion for two reasons: 1) typical trips are shorter,
resulting in fewer vehicle miles driven, and 2) people can choose to
walk, bicycle or take transit at least some of the time. The EPI analysis
confirms this. The more compact Town Centers and Urban Core
Scenarios result in half the congestion of the Dispersed Scenario with far
fewer road investments.
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Myth - Everywhere Will Look Like Downtown Charlottesville
Participants at EPI workshops and the Advisory Committee agreed that a
wide variety of community types and land uses were desirable. The key
to improving future development is to make enhancements to several
community types, especially in suburban areas, such as giving them focal
points and making them walkable. The alternative scenarios feature a
variety of community types including urban, enhanced suburban, and
traditional suburban areas as well as small towns and villages. Many
people will also choose to live in rural areas, but the convenience and
attractiveness of the targeted development centers will help localities
target most new growth to community centers and preserve open spaces
rather than having no choice but to spread out into farm and forestland.
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Downtown

Charlottesville

* Approx. 100 Acres

 approx 3-million SF ft. of
commercial, retail,
residential

* 5,000 parking spaces

* Parks and open space

* 11 vacant acres

* No 8-lane roads
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