
June 14, 2016

Dear Members of the Richmond Planning Commission and Richmond City Council,

I urge the Planning Commission and Richmond City Council to not approve the amended SUP 
application for 1650 Overbrook Road (Ordinance 2016-171) for the following four reasons:

1). The woefully deficient amended SUP application is INCOMPLETE: while the original SUP 
(Ordinance 2014-121-201) included detailed plans for dwelling units in the large 2-story 
addition, the amended SUP (Ordinance 2016-171) has excluded all plans for the interior 
and excluded plans for the front exterior elevation of the huge 44,512 sq. ft. 2-story 
addition ("Section B"), which comprises 40% of the 110,851 square foot building.  The 
lack of plans for 40% of the building is in violation of the Planning Department's “Special Use 
Permit Procedures Manual.”

2). The amended SUP application is inconsistent with the owner's application for state and 
federal historic tax credits.   The owner's tax credit application promises to leave the 
southern elevation intact with no windows, but the amended SUP commits to adding 
windows on a minimum of 30% of the southern facade after five years. 

3). The amended SUP application does not meet the requirements of the Planning 
Commission's Windowless Dwelling Unit Resolution.   The amended SUP proposes adding
windows after five years.  There is nothing in the Windowless Dwelling Unit Resolution 
that allows for a five year delay in adding windows.

4). The applicant can no longer claim that the building is unsuitable for the commercial use 
permitted for this site under the existing M-1 zoning and the city's master plan.  The 
owner's amended SUP  application dated 3/31/15 states that the “Proposed Use” of the property 
will be: “Revision of apartment design to facilitate possible DHR approval and to omit 
apartments in west wing of building for commercial use.”  The west wing of the building has
essentially the same design and lay-out as the rest of the building; if the west wing is suitable 
for commercial use then commercial use is feasible for the rest of the building.

 1). The Planning Department's “Special Use Permit Procedures Manual” indicates that 
complete plans are required to process a SUP, yet the applicant for Ordinance 2016-171 
has submitted no plans for the 44,512 sq. ft. two-story addition at 1650 Overbrook 
Road.  The applicant has not even revealed if there will be residential use of the huge two-
story addition, and if so, how many units? How would light and air be supplied in the 
largely windowless addition?  What square footage would be devoted for commercial use?
 The applicant has an active building permit for retail use of a portion of the property, but
this use is not indicated on the amended SUP application.

Section 30-1050.2 of the city zoning code authorizes the Director of the Planning 
Department to require adequate plans and other data.



Pertinent quotes from the Planning Department's "Special Use Permit Procedures Manual" 
support the need for complete data, plans and elevations:

P. 2) -- The information required to be provided in the application documents is intended to provide a 
thorough review of the proposal, ensuring that, if adopted by City Council, the SUP ordinance will 
have no negative impacts on the surrounding properties.

P. 4) -- Depending on the completeness of the application materials, the staff planner can reject 
the application and require that all materials be provided before the application can be accepted 
for review

P. 5 -- [copies] of site plans, floor plans, and elevation drawings (if applicable) should be 
submitted in sufficient detail to permit the staff to make a determination of the compatibility of 
the proposed project with the surrounding development.

P. 6) -- Generally the plans should provide the following information: ... 2) The location and use 
of all existing buildings on the site ...

P. 6) -- For non-residential development, the description should include the anticipated number of 
employees, hours of operation, and an estimate of the amount of vehicular traffic that will be generated 
by the use.

P. 15) -- The plans should show, if relevant to the request, the specific locations of: 1) existing 
and/or proposed buildings and uses

P. 17) -- Relying on sound planning practices, past policy and lessons learned, the planner must 
distill, from the application materials and a review of the site specifics, the critical issues 
associated with the proposed development of the site.  These issues may include: 1) The proposed 
project's relationship to the Master Plan; 2) Adequacy of submitted materials; 3) 
Appropriateness of the proposed use(s) in the context of the surrounding development; 4) 
Appropriateness of the proposed use(s) as they relate internally; 5) Appropriateness of the 
proposed density; (etc.)

P. 22) – If the plans are not complete, the staff planner will mail or e-mail the applicant another 
comment letter identifying the deficiencies.

The city must be consistent in administering and processing Special Use Permits according to the 
Special Use Permit Procedures Manual.  It is inconsistent to process  Louis Salomonsky's SUP 
application when he has only provided plans for 60% of the building.



The huge 44,512 sq. foot two-story addition, comprising 40% of the square footage of the 
building at 1650 Overbrook Road is shown in these mid-20th century photographs.   The amended
SUP includes no interior plans and no front elevation of the most visible section of the building 
facing Hermitage Road for this huge two-story addition.   (Source: Va. Dept. of Historic 
Resources)



How can the critical issues associated with the development of the site prudently be assessed if 
the plans have not been provided for 40% of the building square footage?  Detailed plans were 
submitted for the two-story addition in the original SUP (Ordinance 2014-121-201).  Is the applicant 
now reluctant to submit plans for the two-story addition because his plans are not consistent with his 
application for state and federal historic tax credits?

There is an active building permit, B15111809, that was issued in December 9, 2015 [after the owner 
submitted the application for an amended SUP].  The building permit notes, “HEAVY 
REMODELING RETAIL STORE.”  The area currently being used as retail is the furniture store in 
the two-story addition.  But where are the plans that show this remodeling of the retail space on the 
amended SUP (Ordinance 2016-171)?  This building permit number is cited on the owner's application 
for city Application for Partial Tax Exemption #2016-0172.

The Richmond City Council is authorized by Section 30-1050.1 of the city's zoning code to approve a 
SUP whenever the Council determines that a SUP will not, among other conditions, interfere with 
adequate light and air or cause excessive crowding.  How can the Planning Commission or City 
Council possibly make such a determination when the SUP lacks plans for 40% of the 110,851 square 
foot building?

 

Although the building is within the city's M-1 (Commercial) zoning, where dwelling units are not a 
permitted use, Section (i) of the amended SUP specifically states that the permitted uses under the B-6 
zoning regulations will apply for the 2-story addition "Section B": 

"i) Principal uses permitted in the B-6 Mixed-Use Business District shall be permitted in the 
“Section B” building." [Why is B-6 zoning cited in the SUP when the building is in the M-1 zoning?]

Section 30-444.2(7) of the city zoning code authorizes dwelling units as a principal permitted use under
the B-6 zoning.    Without submitted plans, we do not know how many dwelling units the owner plans 
for the huge 2-story addition "Section B".  The ordinance would give the owner carte blanche use of the
huge 44,512 sq. ft. two-story "Section B" building so long as it complies with the B-6 zoning.

The Planning Commission and City Council cannot exercise due diligence in answering these questions
without interior and exterior plans for the huge 44,512 sq. ft. 2-story addition "Section B":

• How many dwelling units and commercial units does the developer plan for the 2-story 
addition?  

• How will any dwelling units accommodate the Richmond City Planning Commission's 
Windowless Dwelling Unit Resolution? 

• How will light and air be provided for any dwelling units in the 2-story addition, which has few 
windows?  

• Does the developer plan to create many new windows apertures in the historically significant 2-
story addition in five years after he has reaped the historic tax credits for building "Section A"?

• Are the plans for the 2-story addition omitted because they would be inconsistent with the 
owners concurrent application for state and federal historic tax credits?

A site plan should contain all complete information about the parcel.  Conditions and activities on one 
part of the parcel may have an impact on other parts of the parcel.  



Will the development of the huge 2-story addition result in traffic and parking problems or result in 
overcrowding?  Will it be detrimental to the general welfare of the community if the applicant creates 
hundreds of new window openings on the historically significant 2-story addition after receiving 
millions of dollars in public tax credit subsidy for an historic rehabilitation?
_________________________________________________

2). Furthermore, there are significant conflicts regarding  Mr. Salomonsky's application for 
historic tax credits, his application for an amended Special Use Permit, and the Planning 
Commission's Windowless Dwelling Unit Resolution:   In the historic tax credit application for 
1650 Overbrook Road, Mr. Salomonsky states that he will "preserve intact" the south elevation 
of the building, in order to receive the historic tax credits.  But in the application for an amended 
Special Use Permit, the applicant commits, after five years, to installing windows covering not 
less than 30% of the south facade of the building.  It is not the intention of the Planning 
Commission's Windowless Dwelling Unit Resolution that applicants are relieved of the obligation to 
comply with the Resolution for five years to enable the applicant to reap historic tax credits before 
adding windows to the outside. 

• In an application dated 4-3-2015, Louis Salomonsky submitted to the Va. Department of 
Historic Resources (DHR) an amended application for historic tax credits for 1650 Overbrook 
Road.  The applicant states on page 2 of the amended application, "As proposed in the Part 2 
application, the south elevation will be preserved intact ..." 

• In a response to the amended application,  DHR staff on May 5, 2015 wrote, "We were happy 
to see that the southern elevation will be retained in its historic configuration.  As was 
discussed, this is one of the primary elevations and was of particular significance as it is 
readily visible." 

• On March 31, 2015, Louis Salomonsky submitted to the City of Richmond an application for an
amended Special Use Permit for 1650 Overbrook Road.  The applicant states under Proposed 
Use, "Revision of apartment design to facilitate possible DHR approval and to omit 
apartments in west wing of building for commercial use."

• On May 11, 2015, the owner submitted a city rehabilitation tax credit application for 1650 
Overbrook Road.  The application acknowledges that the property is in a Registered Historic 
District.

• On May 23, 2016, Ordinance 2016-171 was introduced to amend the Special Use Permit for 
1650 Overbrook Road.   According to Section (p) of this ordinance: "Between five and six 
years after issuance of the final certificates of occupancy fo “Section A” and “Section B” 
and upon request of the Director of Planning and Development Review, the property 
owner shall install windows on the south elevation of “Section A” that allow views into and
out of occupied building space and shall comprise a minimum of 30 percent of the building
façade between two and eight feet in height or as otherwise approved by the Director." 



Louis Salomonsky submitted an application for historic tax credits for 1650 Overbrook Road to 
the Va. Dept. of Historic Resources on April 3, 2015. (Source: Va. Dept. of Resources)



In Louis Salomonsky's 4-3-15 application for historic tax credits, he stated that, “the south 
elevation will be preserved intact.”   (Source: Va. Dept. of Historic Resources)



In response to Louis Salomonsky's application for historic tax credits, VHDR responds on 5-5-15,
“We are happy to see that the southern elevation will be retained in its historic configuration.” 
(Source: Va. Dept. of Historic Resources)



It would be unprecedented for the Planning Commission and City Council to support a SUP that 
commits the owner to damaging the integrity of an historic building in five years after the applicant has
reaped approximately $4 million in state and federal historic tax credits.  Obviously, the owner's plans 
for historic tax credits conflict with the Planning Commission's Windowless Dwelling Unit Resolution, 
if the owner plans to add windows in five years to a facade in which he has promised to preserve intact.
 The city Planning Commission and the Richmond City Council should not endorse such duplicity, 
which threatens the integrity of our important historic tax credits.

Like the state and federal tax credits, the city's rehabilitation tax credit is also contingent upon the 
owner following the Secretary of Interior Standards of Rehabilitation for properties, such as 1650 
Overbrook Road, that are listed on the State and National Register of Historic Places.  The city rehab 
tax credit would exempt the applicant from approximately $100,000 in city real estate taxes per year 
for the projected $9 million rehab – if historic standards are followed.  It is not the intent of the city's 
tax abatement program to provide public subsidy for a project where the owner intends to destroy the 
integrity of the historically listed property after five years.

__________________________________________________________

3).  The amended SUP application does not meet the requirements of the Planning Commission's 
Windowless Dwelling Unit Resolution.   The SUP proposes adding windows after five years.  
There is no wording in the Windowless Dwelling Unit Resolution that allows for a five year delay 
in adding windows.

To quote from the Planning Commission's Windowless Dwelling Unit Resolution --
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION: that to provide 
for adequate light and air consistent with provision of the Code of Virginia, the City of Richmond
Zoning Ordinance and the standards for the granting of a special use permit that windowless 
dwelling units should be avoided as a general premise

Many of the proposed units at 1650 Overbrook would not have an exterior wall.  The proposed 
windows onto the proposed interior courtyard are minimal and do not meet the city's definition of 
“operable” windows for air and light.  While additional skylights are added to the warehouse, an 
additional “loft” level is proposed so that the skylights may not have an impact upon the ground floor.  

As previously stated, no plans have been presented for the 44,512 sq. ft. two-story addition, so it is 
unknown how many windowless dwelling units are proposed for the addition.   The most striking 
feature of the two-story addition is that there are no windows.  We are literally and figuratively  left “in 
the dark” as to how the owner plans to accommodate the Planning Commission's Windowless Dwelling
Unit Resolution for the two-story addition.  If the Planning Commission approves the amended SUP as 
written, the owner will have carte blanche to do anything within the two-story addition that would be 
permitted under the city's B-6 zoning regulations.  As mentioned previously, dwelling units are a 
permitted use under the B-6 zoning regulations.  



__________________________________________________________________
4). The applicant can no longer claim that the building is unsuitable for the commercial use 
permitted for this site under the existing M-1 zoning and the city's master plan.  The owner's 
amended SUP  application dated 3/31/15 states under  the “Proposed Use” of the property: 
“Revision of apartment design to facilitate possible DHR approval and to omit apartments in 
west wing of building for commercial use.”  The west wing of the building has essentially the 
same design layout as the rest of the building; if the west wing is suitable for commercial use then
the rest of the building is also.

• This is of particular importance now that the city has placed such an emphasis on the 
commercial use of the nearby city-owned Boulevard property.

• The city's master plan and M-1 zoning mandates commercial use of this site, which would not 
require the introduction of any new windows in the historic building.  

• The Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation strongly encourages a use of the property 
in keeping with its original function.

• The three other nearly identical Overleaf Tobacco warehouses are currently in commercial  use, 
including the home of the Central Va. Foodbank.

In summary, please do not approve the proposed amended SUP (Ordinance 2016-171) for 1650 
Overbrook Road:  The amended SUP application is INCOMPLETE and is missing the required 
plans and data for the huge 44,512 sq. ft. two-story addition that comprises 40% of the building.  
The amended SUP is incompatible with the Planning Commission's Windowless Dwelling Unit 
Resolution because windows are proposed to be added after five years.  The amended SUP 
conflicts with the owner's application historic tax credit application in which the owner has 
committed to preserving intact the south elevation of the building.  Commercial use of the 
building is prudent and feasible, and this would be supportive of the city Master Plan and the 
existing M-1 zoning, and preserve the unusual features of the windowless warehouses.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Sincerely,

Charles Pool
421-1/2 S. Laurel Street
Richmond, VA   23220
(804) 788-0359 


