
1  

LYNCHBURG CITY COUNCIL 

PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE MEETING HIGHLIGHTS 

Tuesday, September 10, 2019 

8:00 a.m. 

 

 

Members:  Council Member Turner Perrow, Chair, Council Member Mary Jane Dolan, 

Council Member Sterling Wilder, and Mayor Treney Tweedy, ex-officio 

 
Staff Present:  Reid Wodicka, Gaynelle Hart, Kent White, Victoria Glasgow, Kate 

Berger and Patricia Martin 

 

Staff Absent:  Bonnie Svrcek, Lee Newland 

 

Others Present:  Ed Willman, Accu-Point Surveying and Design, LLC 

   Mark Courtney, Airport Director 

Andrew LaGala, Assistant Airport Director 

           

Council Member Perrow convened the PDC Meeting at 8:00 a.m. 

 

Recent/Pending Contract Awards: Gaynelle Hart 

 

Ms. Hart indicated that there were three (3) bids for Indian Hill Bridge Replacement.   

 

1. Engineers Estimate -$1.8 million 

2. Budget Amount- $2.6 million 

3. English Construction in the amount of $1.9 million. 

 

The bid was awarded to English Construction.   

 

Priority Projects:  Gaynelle Hart 

 

Ms. Hart gave a brief report on priority projects and answered questions.  

 

Mr. Wilder spoke of a presentation at the Holiday Inn over the construction and spoke a lot of the 

businesses downtown.  The Free Clinic had some concerns of the bus route.  They did speak to the 

representative from GLTC that day and they have been negotiating routes and how to collect 

people from that Main Street portion and the Park Avenue transfer station during their busy hours.  

I got a note from the Free Clinic they have worked out an agreement of a smaller bus to get people 

from that transfer station to the Free Clinic during those peak hours.   

 

Mr. Perrow spoke of the One Way Pairs that we were working on the NEPA Document Draft but 

the design is underway.  Ms. Hart confirmed that the design is under way.   
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General Business: 

 
1.  VDOT and Airport Easements & Deeds  – Mark Courtney/Andrew LaGala 

 
Mr. Courtney indicated that VDOT came to the City this year to inform us that they needed to 
replace the Rail Road Bridge over Route 29 about a quarter mile from the exit to the airport 
terminal on 29.  As part of that they would need to relocate one (1) pole and abandon another pole.  
They also, because of some widening associated with that bridge they needed to obtain right-of-
way and additional easements to place a new pole on property owned by the City across the street 
from the airport property.  It is actually a detention basin on approximately one (1) acre of property 
that is used for stormwater control for part of the airports parking lot.  The easements and right-of-
ways that we are talking about on the map that you have at the top on the north side there is a 
VDOT Proposed Right-Of-Way of (.007 acres) and a Utility Easement of (.002 acres).  The right-
of-way is for the widening of the road, (.002 acres) is for the relocation of the pole and then there is 
a guide pole on the west side of Route 29 that is for the guide wires.  The pole south of that in red 
is to be removed.  We got an initial offer from VDOT and thought that was a bit low.  They did 
come up to a more reasonable amount to make it at least worth our while.  It doesn’t involve very 
much property at all and we did agree to that.  We are at the point we had to get FFA approvals.  
The City’s Attorney worked on getting a letter to allow them to go forward with the work pending 
all the FFA approvals and we have completed that now.  We have the public hearing tonight we 
will take it from there.   
 
Mr. Perrow questioned the amount we were receiving for the property.  Mr. Courtney indicated that 
one parcel started at $3,200.00 and increased to $5,000.00    The smaller parcel began at $900.00 
and increased to $2,000.00.  Mr. Perrow suggested that this may cover for all of the staff work.  
Mr. Courtney indicated that that was the rationale when they came to us with the offer to request 
more to make it worth our while.  Mr. Courtney indicated that the property is worth quite a bit.  
There was a general discussion of the property’s worth and how it could be developed.   
 
Ms. Berger indicated that the entrance to the pole would not be disrupted by this.  Mr. Perrow 
asked committee members if there were any questions along with any objections to this.  Mr. 
Perrow indicated that there will be a resolution coming to council tonight regarding this.  Without 
objection the committee recommends this to council to approve the resolution.   
 

2.  Revenue Sharing Applications  - Gaynelle Hart 
 
Ms. Hart indicated that at the July 9

th
 PDC Newland, our City Engineer presented the pre-

application for the list of projects we were going to pre-apply for on the VDOT website.  Now they 
have been reviewed by VDOT and have been accepted.  We do plan to apply for these through 
revenue sharing.  The revenue sharing is due October 1

st
 so we need to get final approval from 

PDC to submit these applications.  The projects are Fifth Street Phase 4 and again this is some 
street scape work.  We are trying to repair the sidewalks and the street in that area all the way up to 
Fifth Street Bridge.  It is doing Phase 3 the final step to finishing out Breezewood Drive down to 
the apartments.  Wards Ferry Road Turn Lane to Atlanta would tremendously help us with traffic 
in that area and we are applying for revenue sharing because we believe the roundabout at CVCC 
would be a better use of the SMARTSCALE.  We believe that will score very well.  Link Road 
Intersection improvements is the right turn lane from Link Road onto Boonsboro with additional 
pedestrian improvements in that area.  Lakeside Drive improvements are basically the back 
driveway entrance to the library on down to Murrell Road.  Improvements to widen the road so that 
delivery trucks can get to the back of the Plaza.  Nothing has changed from the July 9

th
 PDC 

Meeting.  The total cost of the project, and this would be the City’s share with an understanding 
that on 5

th
 Street Phase 4 we have already applied for revenue sharing in the amount of $2 Million 

State/$2 Million City so the total project cost is going to be $6 Million. 
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Mr. Perrow opened it up for questions from committee members.  Ms. Dolan questioned what is 
being done on Breezewood Drive.  Ms. Hart responded by stating that we did Phase 1 and Phase 2 
widening and pedestrian features starting in 2008 and then the recession hit and we were unable to 
finish it.  Phase 3 takes it from were about Tharp Funeral Home down to the dead end of the new 
apartments.  She also stated that the road had changed significantly.  It used to be somewhat of a 
country road and now you have those apartments and there is a subdivision down there.  There is a 
lot more going on and we need to finish that project.  Ms. Hart also indicated that she has gotten 
numerous complaints regarding us finishing and adding pedestrian features to that area.   
 
Mr. Wilder questioned Fifth Street Phase 4.  He questioned this being the last piece that goes to the 
bridge.  Ms. Hart indicated that was correct.  Mr. Wilder questioned if it was the road or the 
sidewalk.  Ms. Hart responded by stating that it was the road and the sidewalk.  Ms. Hart indicated 
that there are a bunch of cracks that have been filled in to get us through the winter.  There is 
concreate underneath that pavement and that is causing all those cracks to occur.  Just milling and 
paving it is not going a good final solution.  We need to take the pavement and concrete up and 
work to improve the sidewalks.  We have one section of sidewalk that is not ADA acceptable.  She 
indicated that there is a tilted section in front of a home that we should close.  Mr. Wilder has 
received a lot of complaints about the sidewalk.  Mr. Wilder questioned the timeframe.  Ms. Hart 
responded by stating that is set to begin 2020 and estimate a year for completion as taking up that 
concreate is going to take a lot of work.   
 
Mr. Wilder questioned if other parts of Fifth Street would be totally closed.  Ms. Hart responded by 
stating that she didn’t believe that decision had been made, she would not be shocked if it wasn’t 
totally closed.  There was a general discussion of the consequences of closing off Fifth Street.  Mr. 
Wilder questioned if the process with this phase would be the same as the other phases, in that 
there will community meetings.  Mr. Hart responded by stating yes, that there will a community 
meeting and a pre-construction meeting.  Mr. Wilder indicated whether the cemetery would be 
affected.  Ms. Hart responded by stating that she believed that the Taylor entrance would remain 
open.  The water resource project took it just past Taylor Street.   
 
The Wise Street entrance to the old cemetery may be affected.  The cemetery has two (2) entrances.  
The Wise Street entrance will be in the project area.  We will work with the cemetery to make sure 
none of their activities will be impacted as did Water Resources.  Ms. Dolan indicated that driving 
down Fifth Street looks so much nicer.   
 
Ms. Tweedy questioned Wards Ferry Road to Atlanta Avenue.  She indicated that some complaints 
had been coming in regarding traffic.  It is hope that this will ease up traffic in this area around the 
5:00 p.m. timeframe.  Mr. Perrow indicated that he thought the right turn lane was to be part of the 
Preserve.  Ms. Hart responded by indicating it was a left turn lane into the Preserve on Link Road.  
That is where the utilities got moved back.  It is her understanding that the developer now doesn’t 
want to do the project.  Mr. Perrow indicated that this would not be going to council tonight.  Ms. 
Hart responded by stating it would be the second council meeting.  Mr. Perrow questioned if there 
were any objections to moving this issue forward to be presented to council.  The consensus of the 
PDC is to present to council with approval of the proposed projects for Revenue Sharing.   
 

3.  Public Safety Complex Demolition  - Gaynelle Hart 
 
Ms. Hart began by explaining that we have been working on the demolition at the old GLTC site.  
As part of our initial investigation we planned on removing two (2) underground storage tanks that 
were known at the time of the bid.  Because we didn’t know the quantity of unsuitable soil or 
contaminated soil in the bid there was 500 cubic feet allowed.  As we moved through the project 
several more things were encountered.  One was a concrete crawl space.  We found two (2) 
additional storage tanks.  We found additional asbestos material and unsuitable soil, meaning the 
soil was unsuitable to build on so we replaced all those.  That was the reason we were asking for a 
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change order.  The total soil removed was 4,200 cubic yards.  We found an additional tank.  We 
found seven (7) tanks that last of which was discovered last Thursday/Friday so we had to change 
the council report so that we reflect those.  So we are continuing find things on site and this is not 
unexpected for a demolition project.  You can only do so much investigation and there are always 
unknowns when you are doing a demolition project.   
 
The first change order was for $108,000.00 and knoworder was for $108,000.00 and knows with 
these additional tanks 5

th
, 6

th
, and 7

th
 tank we are asking for $45,378 for Change Order #2 and that 

is greater than 25% of the original contract all totaled so we need to take this to City Council for 
approval.  We are doing the work and are just formalizing the request.  Mr. Perrow asked the 
committee members if there were any questions.  There was a group discussion on the tanks that 
were located underground as well as the crawl space.  They questioned whether the engineer did 
their job in the investigative stage to prevent these additional findings.  Mr. Wilder questioned 
whether the tanks recovered were fuel tanks.  Ms. Hart responded by stating yes.  Mr. Wilder 
questioned if there was a record of those tanks being there before.  Ms. Hart indicated that due to 
the date the building was constructed no.  Ms. Tweedy questioned if we were on the same time line 
with what has been recovered.  Ms. Hart responded by stating that the demolition should be 
completed this fall.  Once the demolition is complete it will be maintained by mowing and keep it 
presentable until we are ready to build.  Mr. Wilder questioned when the bid process begins for the 
building.  Ms. Hart indicated that was scheduled for 2024.  Mr. Wodika indicated that the design 
phase will begin later this fiscal year which will be about 18 months to 2 years of design work.  
Then we will be in construction for about 2 years.   
 
Mr. Perrow discussed his feelings that the engineer didn’t do his job.  He discussed the fact that 
with 1,500 cubic yards of material removed and that was change order 1.  That was a large change 
order for about ¼ of the project.  He felt that more information should have been available.  Then 
you turn around and do 8 x at 4200 cubic yards.  Ms. Hart responded by stating that unit quantities 
were requested in the bidding process so we knew if additional things were found what the cost 
would be.  Mr. Perrow indicated that made him feel better.   
 
Ryan Zuidema spoke to say that most of that cost was the crawl space that was found underneath 

the tanks.  The tanks take up a good amount of space but then there was a 5-6 ft. crawl space under 

almost the entire maintenance shop.  There was a huge void there that took a significant amount of 

fill.  Mr. Perrow indicated then there is over excavation also.  The reports are not clear to that level 

of detail whether that was over excavation or fill being brought in.  There was a general discussion 

of the bid containing quantity pricing.  Mr. Perrow indicated that he was disappointed that we were 

exceeding our contract by 25% on the initial part of the project so hopefully we won’t have this 

going forward.  Mr. Perrow briefly discussed controlling expenditures on a project and that is why 

it comes to PDC.   

 

Mr. Perrow called on the committee members for any objections they may have for approving the 

change order.  ConsenusConsensus of PDC the item will go forward to City Council with its 

recommendation for approval.  This item is coming to council tonight.   

 
4. Blackford Street R/W Vacation  - Victoria Glasgow/Ed Willman 

 
Ms. Glasgow indicated that Victoria’s Inventory, LLC, is petitioning to vacate an undeveloped 
portion of the Blackford Street right-of-way located off of D Street.  The total area of the proposed 
vacation is approximately eighteen thousandths (0.018) of an acre and has a fiscal impact of 
$2,745.00 to $5,490.00.   The right-of-way vacation includes road and an active water main which 
would be accessible via a public utility easement.  .  The vacation would not impact vehicle or 
pedestrian access along Blackford Street.  Victoria’s Inventory, LLC plans are to build sidewalk.   



5  

 
Mr. Perrow questioned what OHCL was.  Mr. Willman spoke to explain that was Overhead 
Electric.  There are some utilities in that section.  Mr. Perrow questioned where the waterline is 
shown.  Mr. Willman indicated that the waterline is out in the street.  There is a water meter in this 
portion.  Mr. Perrow questioned Ms. Glasgow if that is what she was referring to.  Ms. Glasgow 
responding by stating yes.  Ms. Glasgow indicated that may have been her misrepresentation of the 
plans and apologized.  Ms. Willman indicated that Balzer is completing a set up plans and the goal 
is to locate the poles outside the vacated right-of-way.  They are proposing to build a sidewalk 
along Blackford Street.  The purpose of the vacation is they are planning to build an ingress/egress 
fire escape for that end of the building.  There are site plans in the review process now that are 
showing those improvements along Blackford.   
 
Mr. Perrow questioned whether there was going to be a zoning change.  Mr. Willman indicated that 
the rezoning has already been approved.  Mr. Perrow indicated that he asked because in the past the 
rezoning was tied to the vacation.  Mr. Willman indicated that Justin with Baltzer is handling the 
rezoning.  Mr. Willman had provided some legal descriptions to him for the rezoning to when they 
decided to do the street vacation.  There was a couple of month’s separation.   
 
There was a general discussion of the location of the right-of-way line.  Mr. Perrow indicated that 
we would pause the discussion and hear Bridge Street since they are related.   
 
 

5.  Bridge Street R/W Vacation  - Victoria Glasgow/Ed Willman 

 
Ms. Glasgow indicated that Victoria’s Inventory, LLC, is also petitioning to vacate an undeveloped 
portion of the Bridge Street right-of-way located off of Blackford Street.  The total area of the 
proposed vacation is approximately one hundred sixteen hundredths (0.116) of an acre and has a 
fiscal impact of $1,160.00 to $3,480.00.  The right-of-way vacation contains a telephone pole with 
no other improvements and would be accessible via a public utility easement.  The vacation would 
not impact vehicle or pedestrian access along Bridge Street.  Victoria’s Inventory, LLC is planning 
to use this area as a parking lot and is currently under review with the Technical Review 
Committee.   
 
Mr. Perrow called upon the committee members for any questions they may have.  Mr. Perrow 
indicated his surprise that the assessed value for this property is lower than the other.  He also 
indicated that this would increase the value of said property to have parking.  Mr. Perrow spoke of 
the recent change in ordinance of how this property is divided.  If was in the past that if we vacate 
the property then the adjoining owners would split the property.  Ms. Hart indicated that was the 
old way of doing things.  Ms. White indicated that a title search would have to be conducted to 
determine if the city has the right to convey it.   
 
Mr. Willman indicated that Victoria’s right-of-way is on both sides of the street.  Mr. Willman 
indicated that those lot lines will be vacated according to the comments from TRC.  There of a 
general discussion of what this project entails.  Mr. White indicated that the property was rezoned 
in February 2019.  The address was a Rivermont address for the apartments.   It was determined 
that this was the Virginian.  Mr. Perrow guided the discussion back to item #4 which was a narrow 
strip.  Mr. Perrow asked if the committee had any objections.  There were none.  Consensus of the 
committee recommends approval of the vacation Blackford Street.  Discussion moved to item #5 
Bridge Street.  Mr. Perrow asked if the committee had any objections to this item.  There were 
none.  Without objection the committee will recommend approval of vacation in that area.   
 
Roll Call: 
 

Ms. Dolan:  None 
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Mr. Wilder:  Mr. Wilder indicated that he had received a call, but had left the address at the office.  

She was concerned about grass clippings going down the drain.  He was referred to Roanoke and 

how they put flyers in the water build.  Mr. Hart responded by stating it is probably covered under 

illicit discharge and they should call Water Resources.  They will contact the homeowner and 

educate them about putting the clippings down the drain.  Mr. Wodicka indicated that would be 

something they would consider in the spring when people starting mowing again.   

 

Ms. Tweedy:  Ms. Tweedy indicated someone had stopped at the Mall and questioned clipping 

around signs and poles.  There was a general discussion of the need within the city.   

 

Mr. Perrow:  Mr. Perrow questioned Mr. White on citing the Rivermont Post Office for not cutting 

their grass.  Mr. White indicated that they would address the issue.   

 

Mr. Perrow adjourned meeting at 8:42 a.m. 

 

Next meeting:   October 8, 2019 at 8:00 a.m. 


