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A regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors of Albemarle County, Virginia, was held on 
February 16, 2022 at 1:00 p.m. This meeting was held by electronic communication means using Zoom 
and a telephonic connection, due to the COVID-19 state of emergency.  
 

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: Mr. Ned Gallaway, Ms. Beatrice (Bea) J.S. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. 
Ann H. Mallek, Ms. Diantha H. McKeel, Mr. Jim Andrews, and Ms. Donna P. Price. 

 
 ABSENT: None.  
 

OFFICERS PRESENT: County Executive, Jeffrey B. Richardson; County Attorney, Greg 
Kamptner; and Senior Deputy Clerk, Travis O. Morris. 
 

Agenda Item No. 1. Call to Order. The meeting was called to order at 1:00 p.m. by the Chair, Ms. 
Donna Price. 
 

Ms. Price said the meeting was being held pursuant to and in compliance with Ordinance No. 20-
A(16), “An Ordinance to Ensure the Continuity of Government During the COVID-19 Disaster.” She said 
that the opportunities for the public to access and participate in the electronic meeting were posted on the 
Albemarle County website, on the Board of Supervisors’ homepage, and on the Albemarle County 
calendar. He stated that participation included the opportunity to comment on those matters for which 
comments from the public would be received.  
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 2. Pledge of Allegiance. 
Agenda Item No. 3. Moment of Silence. 

_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 4. Adoption of Final Agenda. 
 

Ms. Price asked if there were any amendments to the agenda, or if there was a motion to adopt 
the final agenda.  

 
Ms. McKeel moved to adopt the final agenda.  
 
Ms. Mallek seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 

recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Mr. Andrews, and Ms. Price.  
NAYS:  None. 
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 5. Brief Announcements by Board Members. 
 

Ms. McKeel reminded everyone that tomorrow at 6:30 p.m., Superintendent Matt Haas would be 
presenting his funding request to the Albemarle County School Board. She said she always enjoyed that 
presentation because they were a large part of their budget, and it was informative to hear Mr. Haas 
present that budget. She said the meeting could be joined by going on the Albemarle County Public 
Schools’ website under the “School Board” menu, and reiterated that it would take place tomorrow night 
on Zoom at 6:30 p.m. She said the other item was that on Thursday, the 24th, the community had two 
opportunities. She said the recommendations from the consultants for the Albemarle County Transit 
Expansion Study were available, and as many people knew, there was a draft document that was out, but 
those recommendations would be presented via Zoom on the 24th to the RTP meeting at 4 p.m. and a 
repeat of only the presentation at 6 p.m. for people interested. She added that their County Executive, Mr. 
Jeff Richardson, would be presenting his funding request next Wednesday at noon. 

 
Ms. Mallek said she would be sharing the materials she had gathered into Board members’ 

inboxes and to anyone else who would like to get links and summary documents from the NACo (National 
Association of Counties) meeting. She said the main focus of her meeting on Saturday was the 
Environment, Energy, and Land Use Committee, and they successfully defeated many bad motions that 
were brought forward. She said they discussed at the Arts and Culture Commission a presentation about 
arts and culture as an economic development driver and how it had been used successfully in other 
communities. She said the Rural Caucus had a large meeting with presentations from government 
authorities such as the EPA, Department of Transportation, and others discussing topics such as opioid 
management and climate change as well as success strategies. 

 
Ms. Price said she recently had the opportunity to participate in the VACo (Virginia Association of 

Counties) chair and vice chair training. She gave thanks to Michael Culp and Jason Inofuentes under the 
leadership of the Assistant County Executive Trevor Henry. She said that during that meeting, the 
Broadband Office had helped to consolidate and coordinate responses from five different counties with 
regard to the CenturyLink issues Albemarle County had experienced and helped them in terms of 
preparing a good response to the state committee that was looking at the sale of this enterprise. She said 
the work they had done, not only to help their community members, but those in the region, had been 
outstanding, and she really wanted to give them a shout-out. She said it was also a good opportunity to 
step away from Albemarle County for a moment and meet with some of the other chairs and vice chairs 
from other boards and come to appreciate how much they had with their people, region, and leadership 
on the County team. 
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Ms. Price said last week, she and Supervisor Diantha McKeel were able to participate in a 

wonderful ceremony with the Albemarle-Charlottesville Historical Society. She said John and Trula 
Wright, longtime residents and benefactors made a very generous donation to help bring back the Hatton 
Ferry. She said as they knew, it had basically been washed up on the banks of the James River for over a 
year now. She said they were not only dedicated and committed community members who wanted to 
share and bring back an important part of their history, but Supervisor McKeel’s relationship cemented 
how this was able to come together. She said that did not usually occur without paying attention to the 
people who lived here and building those relationships. She said she wanted to thank the Wrights, the 
Historical Society, and to Supervisor McKeel for helping bring all of that together.  

 
Ms. Price said her final announcement was how exciting it was to be the Supervisor who 

represented not only the Scottsville Magisterial District, but the town of Scottsville as well. She said there 
was a new company called the James River Bateau Company that was bringing new opportunities for 
bateau tours on the James River. She said she was looking forward to seeing what would be happening 
in the southern part of the County. 
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 6. Proclamations and Recognitions. 
 

Item No. 6.1. Resolution of Appreciation for Police Chief Ron Lantz. 
 

Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley moved to adopt the resolution of appreciation for Police Chief Ron Lantz.  
 
Mr. Andrews seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 

recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Mr. Andrews, and Ms. Price.  
NAYS:  None. 
 

Ms. Price said their County leadership had deferred to make comments until the ceremony that 
would be held for Mr. Lantz, but they did want to thank him here today. She said there would be more 
heard at that event. She asked Mr. Lantz if there were any comments he would like to make and said that 
she knew the Board members would also want to thank him. 

 
Mr. Lantz said that the proclamation made him emotional. He said he did a radio interview in the 

beginning of February and started to get choked up, so he did not want to do that today. He said it had 
been an honor to be the Police Chief and serve the community and the men and women in the Albemarle 
County Police Department. He said he was so excited to be the Chief, and it was hard to believe it had 
been nine years, but it went by pretty quickly. He said the last six years of being Chief were the highlight 
of his career. He said despite there being many ups and downs, including natural disasters, plane and 
train crashes, the tragic events that occurred in August of 2017, and the Covid-19 disaster that 
necessitated pivoting the police departments’ response in order to serve the community as best they 
could. He said it was a challenging almost-six years as Chief, but he would not have traded it for 
anything. 

 
Mr. Lantz said much of the work done by the men and women in the police department went 

unseen and unnoticed, which was how they liked it. He said while the recognitions were not expected and 
the police just wanted to do their jobs, he truly appreciated the Board and the County Executive’s Office, 
and the OLT (Organizational Leadership Team) that he got to work with a blessing, as they were one of 
the best teams he had been around. He said they took the vote for him to be Chief back in May of 2016, 
and he hoped he did not let them down. He said he knew the department was in good hands and that 
Major Sean Reeves would take it to the next level. He said he would be cheering them on from the 
sidelines. He thanked them for the opportunity to say these few words. 

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley said she would really miss him. She asked to speak again after the other 

Supervisors. 
 
Mr. Gallaway said he was sincerely grateful and appreciative of Mr. Lantz’ service. He said he did 

not know if a man in his position, or many police chiefs in general, would use the word “grace,” but he 
certainly had handled his position and not only all that their locality had been through, but the country had 
been through, relative to policing with grace and dignity, and he for one was very grateful for that. He said 
his even-keeled nature and approach had been exactly what was needed and had hoped for anyone who 
held that position, and that was because of his service and his tenure. He said he appreciated when Mr. 
Lantz was there for his questions and the responsiveness as appropriate. He said he knew on behalf of 
the whole County that everyone was appreciative of their service for them. He said he looked forward to 
saying a few more things to him later this month. 

 
Mr. Andrews said he did not meet Mr. Lantz in person, but he very much appreciated his 

leadership and felt that the County was in great hands in terms of the police force for some time, and they 
owed him a debt of gratitude for that. He said he hoped to again help celebrate and thank him again in 
person. 

 
Ms. McKeel said Mr. Lantz would be missed. She said he had been their police chief during 

terribly stressful times, not only locally but nationally. She said Mr. Gallaway had alluded to him handling 
it with great grace and acting as a role model for the other officers. She said she thought that spoke very 
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highly of his work for the County. She said she did not think there was ever a time that she reached out to 
him, or to ask him to speak to a group or even work with herself with a resident that had a problem or 
needed understanding without him stepping up to the plate to immediately inform the public and give a 
sense of reassurance. She said they had a very safe community and thanked him for that. She said today 
she had a call from an Albemarle County resident that she did not know, and he felt it was significant 
enough to contact the police. She said that the resident told her that the police officer chatted with him 
and sent him to her as his supervisor. She said he was new to the area, and he said he did not think in 
his life he had a police officer in any community he had lived in refer him to their commissioner or 
supervisor. She said that the resident said that made him feel good and spoke well of their community. 
She said they were all a team and thanked Mr. Lantz for his service. 

 
Ms. Mallek said as a new Supervisor in 2008, she represented a district that had not had good 

experience with their former police department. She said leadership change was essential. She said this 
began with the arrival of Colonel Sellers in 2010, and he also brought along Mr. Lantz. She said Mr. Lantz 
carried on and strengthened these radical improvements to the department, and she was so grateful they 
came from Fairfax all those years ago. She said geo-policing was such a success and changed the 
experience of citizens with the department. She said sending Jerry Utz on his bicycle to be the day patrol 
in Crozet helped develop wonderful communication with residents there. She said keeping officers in the 
district and having them drop into community meetings when they could was so important to change that 
relationship and to gain the confidence of these folks. She said one of the best increases in budget she 
had ever fought for was to add officers and strengthen the department. She thanked him for leading and 
advocating for the officers. 

 
Ms. Price said that Mr. Lantz may be retiring, but he would always be Chief because he had 

earned that. She said her interaction with the Albemarle County Police Department was long before she 
thought about running for office, and it had been nothing but professional in numerous situations and 
times that she had interacted with them. She said she put all of that squarely at Mr. Lantz’s feet, because 
it was leadership. She said the public only had confidence in law enforcement when they had confidence 
that they would behave and be held responsible commensurate with their authority, because great 
authority was given to their law enforcement. She said what he and the officers under his leadership had 
done was build up a degree of confidence in law enforcement in their community that she suspected was 
unmatched around the country, and she suspected that was to his credit, which he would be able to take 
with him. 

 
Ms. Price said they had great confidence in his relief that the new chief would continue and bring 

it to the next level as he had said. She said she always looked at law enforcement similarly to how she 
viewed her service in the Navy. She said when she retired, there were two things that made her feel 
good, and she hoped he felt them too. She said the first was one was capable of serving longer if they 
wanted to and was leaving at a prime time. She said the second was that everyone as they saw one retire 
wished that they were staying longer, rather than a situation where people said they were glad one was 
leaving. She said they hated to see him leave because he had done such a great job, but he left them 
knowing that they had confidence that the force would continue after his retirement. She said she would 
see him again soon but could not be happier for him and his family, and more thankful for their 
community. 

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley said she knew Chief Lantz well because of their backgrounds. She said he 

had done a phenomenal job in this position, and when their community felt safe, the officers looked good. 
She said their community did feel safe because of their officers, and the way they conducted themselves 
was directly related to Mr. Lantz because he made sure that happened through bringing in community 
policing. She said it had made a big difference and their community could trust police officers because of 
the tactics he brought in. She said she recalled when they first met, he told her that he told his officers 
that he was the future, and he was correct. She said she knew he had passed that down to the incoming 
Chief Reeves. She said she would tell future Chief Reeves what she told Mr. Lantz, which was that she 
“had their six.” She said they were so supportive of the police department because of what he had 
instituted and what they had done for the police department, the professionalism, the caring and 
compassion, and how that made residents feel comfortable. 

 
Ms. Price said he had stood the watch, and for the day he was relieved, although he still had a 

few weeks of service left. 
 

_____ 
 

Resolution of Appreciation for Ron Lee Lantz  
 

WHEREAS, Chief Ron Lee Lantz has completed over thirty-three years of dedicated service as a 
sworn law enforcement officer in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and  

  

WHEREAS, Chief Lantz has faithfully served the County of Albemarle for nearly ten of those 
years, first joining the Albemarle County Police Department as Deputy Chief in 2012 before being 
appointed Chief of Police in 2016; and   

   

WHEREAS, Chief Lantz will leave a lasting legacy as the driving force behind creating and 
successfully implementing the Geo-Policing program, which apportions the County into two service 
districts. This community-based policing model enables police officers to devote more time in the same 
patrol areas, thereby increasing familiarity, and encourages more positive interactions between police 
officers and residents of Albemarle County, which provides officers with a greater sense of local 
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concerns, builds stronger ties within the community, and encourages officers to take ownership of the 
community's concerns within their assigned area; and  

  

WHEREAS, Chief Lantz served the County and the region as chair of the Board of Directors of 
the Central Shenandoah Criminal Justice Training Academy, which is a Certified Criminal Justice Training 
Academy under the authority of the Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services; and    

  

WHEREAS, Chief Lantz served the County and the Commonwealth serving on the Executive 
Committee of the Virginia Association of Chiefs of Police and the Virginia Law Enforcement Professional 
Standards Commission Executive Board; and   

  

WHEREAS, Chief Lantz served Albemarle County on the Alcohol Safety Action Program Board 
for Central Virginia, Charlottesville-UVA-Albemarle Emergency Communications Center Management 
Board, and the Piedmont Region 8 Special Olympics Torch Run.   

  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that we, the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors do 
hereby honor and commend Chief Ron Lantz for his many years of exceptional service to Albemarle 
County and its residents, the Albemarle County Police Department; the broader community in which we 
live; and the Commonwealth of Virginia. The County of Albemarle is strengthened and distinguished by 
Chief Lantz's dedication, commitment, professionalism, and compassion in meeting the community's 
needs.   

  

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this Resolution be spread upon the minutes of this 
meeting of the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors as a lasting, visible testament to the esteem in 
which Chief Lantz is held by this Board and previous Boards for his lasting legacy of community service 
and the tangible results from his work to make Albemarle County better for future generations.  

  

Signed this 16th day of February 2022.  
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 7. From the Public: Matters Not Listed for Public Hearing on the Agenda or on 
Matters Previously Considered by the Board or Matters that are Pending Before the Board. 
 

Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley read the protocol for this part of the agenda and the guidelines for speakers. 
_____ 

 
Ms. Judy Schlussel greeted the Board and introduced herself as a resident of the Rio District and 

member of the Rio 29 CAC (Community Advisory Committee). She said on February 4, David Benish sent 
an email to CAC members of the draft of the phase one portion of the Rio Road Corridor Plan for review 
with notation that there was no subsident change to the recommendations from what was presented in 
October 2021. She said that David Benish stated that once phase two work was completed, the draft plan 
for phase two would be developed, combined with the phase one draft, and both would move forward to 
be presented to them, the Board, for review. She said that maybe she missed the purpose behind 
presentations to the CAC, which she thought was to give input to the presenter, both positive and 
negative. She said she recalled during Daniel Hyers’ presentation, there were questions about the design. 

 
Ms. Schlussel said for them to please keep in mind that early in the process, there was a survey 

to obtain community members to serve on a focus group, however, the right demographics were not 
obtained, so the focus group idea was shelved. She said that therefore, everything in this report appeared 
to be a unilateral input for Line and Grade. She said a few areas along Rio Road were mentioned but not 
indicating any residents’ input. She said those who lived there would be greatly affected in Dunlora, 
Dunlora Park, Shepherd’s Ridge, and Dunlora Forest by the proposed plan had not been asked for any 
input. She said several CAC members who lived in the corridor had questions and gave input, but nothing 
seemed to have been considered. 

 
Ms. Schlussel said she currently awaited a response to an email questioning several items in the 

phase one draft of the Rio Corridor Plan. She said when this report came before them, they should please 
look carefully at the following items to see if anything changed. She said to please not unanimously vote 
for approval, but to ask questions. She said points to ponder were page seven, item three, the peanut-
shaped roundabout located at Old Brook and Hillsdale. She said she thought it was to be eliminated. She 
said page eight, number seven gave renditions of trees planted on the roadway, median, and buffer strip. 
She brought up the issue of the unsightly junipers at the Rio and Dunlora intersection and no one taking 
on maintenance responsibility. She said Daniel Hyer’s response was that she brought up a good point. 
She said page ten indicated that the VDOT roundabout was preferred, yet Line and Grade’s rendition 
showing an alternative concept was still in the document. She said on page thirteen, item eight was a 
summary of demographics and talked about the Greenbriar neighborhood. She asked why this was 
included when that area was located within the City limits. She said previously, David Benish had 
mentioned that the sidewalk would be asphalt, because this was easier to destroy than poured concrete, 
not knowing the exact location of the roundabout. She asked why then was the sidewalk poured concrete. 

 
Ms. Schlussel said at the January 27 CAC meeting, Daniel Hyer mentioned the possibility of a 

roundabout at Penn Park Road. She asked if this was wishful thinking for his company. She said 
roundabouts were the buzz design for road design. She asked if they thought one at Old Brook and 
Hillsdale, and down Warner Parkway in Dunlora and Penn Park was overkill with this design feature all 
within a few miles. She said to please ask questions when phase one and phase two drafts were merged 
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together and reviewed. 
_____ 

 
Mr. Neil Williamson greeted the Board and introduced himself as president of the Free Enterprise 

Forum, a privately funded public policy organization focused on Central Virginia’s local government. He 
said that because this was the week of Valentine’s Day, he really wanted to love the Housing Albemarle 
incentive package they would be discussing later today. He said they had been proponents for more 
housing everywhere for everyone since their inception in 2003. He said that Albemarle staff had 
recognized the need to engage the development community in developing these solutions. He said they 
applauded their outreach. He said the Free Enterprise Forum has been an active member of these 
conversations and was encouraged that many of the concepts discussed had been included in the 
proposal. While they wanted to love it, there was one small change and three substantive changes that 
he believed were needed in Cupid’s quiver to make the proposal a viable valentine. 

 
Mr. Williamson said on the last page regarding waiver/reduction of development standards, they 

should change the word “may” to “shall.” The reality of Albemarle’s fast diminishing development areas 
was that those parcels easiest to develop had been developed. He said that meant parcels left to develop 
will likely require special use permits. He said while the policy under consideration anticipated this reality, 
the option for staff denial was too great. He said if the language could be changed to allow specific 
performance agreements to be used, then the use of “shall” should be approved. He said absent this 
change, the entire paragraph would be made meaningless by this enormous loophole to be exploited by 
those opposed to development in the designated development areas. He said in any relationship, both 
sides should be giving something. He said the Free Enterprise Forum does not believe the current 
incentives package was robust enough and suggested additional incentives to make this relationship 
work. 

 
Mr. Williamson said the first was for Albemarle County to pay for ACSA hookup fees. He said this 

would result with Albemarle having a real investment in the project. He said considering the importance of 
affordable housing to the community, certainly providing $20K per affordable unit was not too much to 
ask. He said the second was tax abatement with performance agreements. He said to rebate the increase 
of property taxes incurred by the residential development. He said by building this into the plan, 
Albemarle retains the ability to draft each performance agreement to the specific project. He said the third 
was to expand the Development Area. He said at the end of the day, there was not enough supply to 
meet the demand. He said this was in their control. He said the Free Enterprise Forum, using Albemarle’s 
own numbers, had projected the development areas will be fully exhausted by 2044. He said in the 
meantime, the government induced land scarcity would result in ever increasing lot and housing costs.  

 
Mr. Williamson said that absent these additions, they anticipated most residential development 

projects would bypass the rezoning and develop at lower density without any affordable housing included. 
He said this would be an unintended consequence from the lack of robust incentives. He thanked them 
for the opportunity to speak. 
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 8. Consent Agenda. 
 

Ms. Price said there were no items to pull from the consent agenda. 
 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley moved to approve the consent agenda as presented.  
 
Mr. Andrews seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 

recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Mr. Andrews, and Ms. Price.  
NAYS:  None.  

_____ 
 
Item No. 8.1. Approval of Minutes: April 15 and August 5, 2020. 

 
Mr. Gallaway had read the minutes of April 15, 2020 and found them to be in order. 
 
Ms. McKeel had read the minutes of August 5, 2020 and found them to be in order. 

 
By the above-recorded vote, the Board approved the minutes of April 15 and August 5, 

2020 as read. 
_____ 

 
Item No. 8.2. Ordinance to Amend County Code Chapter 13, Solid Waste Disposal and 

Recycling, to Address Clutter. 
 

The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that Virginia Code § 15.2-901 (as 
amended in 2021) now enables localities to adopt an ordinance requiring landowners to remove or 
dispose of trash, garbage, refuse, litter, clutter (excepting that on land zoned for farming or in active 
farming), and other substances that might endanger the health or safety of other residents. The statute 
authorizes the County to impose civil and criminal penalties. 

 
The attached draft ordinance would: 



February 16, 2022 (Regular Meeting) 
(Page 6) 

 

1) make it unlawful for any owner or occupant of property not zoned for farming or used for 
farming to store or accumulate clutter (mechanical equipment, household furniture, 
containers, and similar items that may be detrimental to the well-being of the community 
when left in public view), along with existing prohibitions against the storage or accumulation 
of trash and other refuse, on their property; 

2) allow the County to require the owner or occupant to remove clutter or for the County to 
remove clutter itself as it is already authorized to do with trash and other refuse upon 
reasonable notice to the owner or occupant;  

3) allow the County to charge the owner for the costs of removal and to impose a lien for the 
unpaid expenses on the property that would be treated the same as a lien for unpaid real 
estate taxes; 

4) allow for the imposition of civil penalties for the unlawful storage or accumulation of clutter 
($50 for each business day a violation continues under the same operative; $200 for 
violations arising from different set of operative facts; penalties limited to $3,000 per 12-
month period); 

5) allow for criminal charges (Class 3 misdemeanor, punishable by a fine of not more than 
$500) for fourth or subsequent offenses not arising from the same set of operative facts 
within a 24-month period; and  

6) declare that the remedies set forth in Chapter 13, Article III, are not exclusive and do not 
preclude the County from pursuing other remedied such as injunctive relief, orders of abate, 
or nuisance declarations. Code Compliance Officers in the Community Development 
Department will enforce the proposed ordinance in the same manner as they enforce zoning 
violations involving unlawful trash and inoperable vehicle storage and accumulation, 
uncontrolled vegetation growth, and stagnant water.  Enforcement will be complaint-based. 
Consistent with current practices, staff will educate and cooperate with property owners and 
occupants to obtain voluntary compliance.  
 

No budget impact is anticipated. Staff expects that the Code Compliance team in the Community 
Development Department will enforce this ordinance similar to how they address zoning violations 
involving trash and inoperable vehicle storage and accumulation. When voluntary compliance is not 
achieved, the County will continue to seek civil penalties and judicial decrees (abatement orders and 
injunctions) to resolve violations. The County has yet to use staff or outside contractors to remedy 
violations involving unlawful trash storage or accumulation. 

 
Staff recommends that the Board schedule the attached draft ordinance (Attachment A) for a 

public hearing. 
 
By the above-recorded vote, the Board authorized the Clerk to schedule a public hearing 

to consider adoption of the attached draft ordinance (Attachment A): 
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_____ 
 

Item No. 8.3. Resolution to Request Split Precinct Waiver from State Board of Elections. 
 

The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that Virginia Code § 24.2-307 now 
requires the elimination of split voting precincts. It provides that, if a split precinct cannot be eliminated, 
the local governing body may request a waiver to administer a split precinct. 

 
As a part of 2022 state redistricting, the majority of Albemarle County has been placed in the 5 th 

District of the US House of Representatives. However, a sliver of land in the northwest corner of 
Albemarle County has been placed in the 7th District. The sliver has fewer than 100 registered voters. 
Virginia Code §24.2-307 prohibits the creation of a voting precinct that has fewer than 100 registered 
voters. However “[i]f a governing body is unable to establish a precinct with the minimum number of 
registered voters without splitting the precinct between 2 or more congressional districts . . . it shall apply 
to the State Board for a waiver to administer a split precinct.” Because the sliver has fewer than 100 
registered voters, staff recommends that the Board of Supervisors apply to the State Board for a waiver to 
administer a split precinct. Staff anticipates that, regardless of which local redistricting plan is adopted, 
the sliver will remain within the Free Union precinct. Although distributing the correct ballots to voters in 
this precinct will present the same challenges as administering a split precinct always has, experience 
indicates that this will be manageable. Accordingly, the Electoral Board and registrar ask that the Board of 
Supervisors request a split precinct waiver from the State Board of Elections. 

 
Staff recommends that the Board adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment A) to authorize the 
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submission of a request for a waiter to the State Board of Elections (Attachment B) to create a split voting 
precinct as part of the 2022 local redistricting process. 

 
By the above-recorded vote, the Board adopted the attached Resolution (Attachment A) to 

authorize the submission of a request for a waiter to the State Board of Elections (Attachment B) 
to create a split voting precinct as part of the 2022 local redistricting process:  

 
RESOLUTION TO REQUEST PERMISSION TO ADMINISTER SPLIT PRECINCTS 

 
WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 24.2-307 mandates that "[e]ach precinct shall be wholly contained 

within a single congressional district . . . used for the election of one or more members of the governing 
body or school board for the county or city"; and  

  

WHEREAS, there is a portion of the current Free Union precinct in the White Hall magisterial 
district that state-level redistricting has placed into the U.S. House of  

Representatives’ 7th district, while the rest of Albemarle County is in the 5th district; and  
  

WHEREAS, that portion, having fewer than 100 registered voters, is not eligible to be its own 
precinct under state law; and  

  

WHEREAS, Albemarle County (the "County") must therefore, under any of the alternate 
redistricting maps now being considered by the Board, split the Free Union precinct between the U.S. 
House of Representatives’ 5th and 7th districts; and  

  

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 24.2-307 requires the Board apply for a waiver from the State Board 
of Elections to administer a split precinct.  

  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors authorizes the General 
Registrar to submit, on the Board’s behalf, a request for a waiver from the State Board of Elections 
pursuant to Virginia Code § 24.2-307 to administer the Free Union precinct as a split precinct for elections 
held in 2022 onward.  

_____ 
 

Item No. 8.4 Smart Scale Project Agreements. 
 

The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that the Smart Scale grant program is the 
primary method for funding large-scale transportation projects in the State. The program provides State 
and Federal funds for the design/engineering, right-of-way, and construction of transportation projects, 
and runs on a biennial cycle. At the June 17, 2020 meeting, the Board of Supervisors adopted a 
Resolution in support of Smart Scale funding applications for the following projects: Old Lynchburg/5th 
Street Extended Intersection Improvements; US 250 Pantops Corridor Improvements (Route 20 to 
Hansen Road); and Route 20/Route 53 Intersection Improvements, among others. 

 
Also at the June meeting, the Board expressed its desire to contribute local funds through the 

Transportation Leveraging Program CIP Line Item in order to buy down the project costs and improve the 
scoring of these projects. 

 
At the August 19, 2020 meeting, following VDOT’s extension of the Smart Scale application 

deadline, the Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution in support of the Rio Road/John Warner Parkway 
Intersection Improvements project as an additional Smart Scale funding application. The Board approved 
the inclusion of local funds through the Transportation Leveraging Program CIP Line Item for this 
application, as well. 

 

Submitted Application Project Name Estimated Project Cost Local Fund Contributions 

Old Lynchburg Road/5th Street Extended 

Intersection Improvements 

$7,263,075 $2 million 

US 250 Pantops Corridor Improvements 

(Route 20 to Hansen Road) 

$5,939,563 $2 million 

Route 20/Route 53 Intersection 

Improvements 

$9,536,258 $1 million 

Rio Road/John Warner Parkway 

Intersection Improvements 

$10,126,306 $2 million 

 
All four of these projects received Smart Scale funding. 
 
While it was expected that funding would become available for these projects and preliminary 

engineering would begin in Fiscal Year 2025, these projects have been fast-tracked by VDOT. VDOT is 
requesting the local funds for Old Lynchburg Road/5th Street Extended Intersection Improvements, Rio 
Road/John Warner Parkway Intersection Improvements, and Route 20/Route 53 Intersection 
Improvements in FY23. VDOT is requesting the local funds for US 250 Corridor Improvements projects in 
FY25. 
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All four projects would be administered by VDOT, which requires project agreements for all 
projects that it administers. The project Agreements (Attachments A, B, C, and D) outline the County’s 
commitment of the local share for each project and VDOT’s administration of the project. The proposed 
Resolution (Attachment E) would provide the County Executive with authority to sign the Agreements. 

 
In the Smart Scale applications, the County already committed a total of $7 million of local funds 

from the Transportation Leveraging Program CIP Line Item. The attached Agreements specify that the 
County will pay a total of $5 million to VDOT in FY 23 for the Old Lynchburg Road/5th Street Extended 
Intersection Improvements, Rio Road/John Warner Parkway Intersection Improvements, and Route 
20/Route 53 Intersection Improvements, and $2 million in FY25 for US 250 Corridor Improvements. This 
local funding will leverage approximately $25.8 million in State funding for the design/engineering, right-
of-way acquisition, and construction of all four projects. 

 
Additional costs related to staff time that would impact the County budget are expected to be 

minimal, as all four projects will be administered by VDOT and therefore will not require large amounts of 
staff time. 

 
Staff recommends that the Board of Supervisors adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment E) 

approving the attached Agreements (Attachments A, B, C, and D), and authorizing the County Executive 
to sign the Agreements on behalf of the County.  
 

By the above-recorded vote, the Board adopted the attached Resolution (Attachment E) 
approving the attached Agreements (Attachments A, B, C, and D), and authorizing the County 
Executive to sign the Agreements on behalf of the County: 

 
A RESOLUTION FOR THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF  

ALBEMARLE, VIRGINIA AS AN ENDORSEMENT OF FOUR SMART SCALE  

PROJECTS AND AUTHORIZATION TO APPROVE THOSE PROJECT  

ADMINISTRATION AGREEMENTS  

  

WHEREAS, in accordance with the Commonwealth Transportation Board construction allocation 
procedures, it is necessary that a resolution be received from the sponsoring local jurisdiction or agency 
requesting the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) to establish a project in the County of 
Albemarle, Virginia.  

  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the County of Albemarle, Virginia requests the 
Commonwealth Transportation Board to establish a project for the construction of the following Smart 
Scale projects: Old Lynchburg Road/5th Street Extended Intersection Improvements, US 250 Pantops 
Corridor Improvements (Route 20 to Hansen Road), Route 20/Route 53 Intersection Improvements, and 
Rio Road/John Warner Parkway Intersection Improvements.  

  

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the County of Albemarle, Virginia hereby agrees to provide its 
share of the total cost for preliminary engineering, right-of-way and construction of each of these projects 
in accordance with the project financial documents subject to appropriation.  

  

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the County of Albemarle, Virginia hereby agrees to enter into 
project administration agreements with VDOT and provide the necessary oversight to ensure the projects 
are developed in accordance with all applicable federal, state and local requirements for design, right-of-
way acquisition, and construction of the projects.  

  

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that if the County of Albemarle, Virginia subsequently elects to 
cancel any of the projects, the County of Albemarle, Virginia hereby agrees to reimburse VDOT for the 
total amount of costs expended by VDOT through the date VDOT is notified of such cancellation.  The 
County of Albemarle, Virginia also agrees to repay any funds previously reimbursed that are later deemed 
ineligible by the Federal Highway Administration or VDOT.  

  

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of Albemarle County, Virginia hereby 
grants authority for the County Executive to execute the Project Administration Agreements, as well as 
other documents necessary for the approved projects.  

 
* * * * *  
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_____ 

 
Item No. 8.5 SE202100044 Belvedere Special Exception - Variation to Belvedere Code of 

Development (ZMA200400007).  
 

The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that the applicant requests a special 
exception for a variation to the Belvedere Code of Development (COD) approved with ZMA200400007. 
The specific request is summarized below:  

  
1. Variation #67 – Modification of Block 10 Open Space Location  
  
Staff analysis of the request is provided as Attachment C.  
  
Staff recommends that the Board adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment D) to approve the 

special exception request.  
 
By the above-recorded vote, the Board adopted the attached Resolution (Attachment D) to 

approve the special exception request: 
 

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE SE 2021-00044 BELVEDERE  

REQUEST FOR VARIATION TO CODE OF DEVELOPMENT (ZMA200400007) 

  

WHEREAS, upon consideration of the Memorandum prepared in conjunction with the SE 2021-00044 
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Belvedere Request for Variation to Code of Development application and the attachments thereto, 
including staff’s supporting analysis, any comments received, and all of the factors relevant to the special 
exceptions in Albemarle County Code §§ 18-8.2(b), 18-8.5.5.3, and 18-33.9, the Albemarle County Board 
of Supervisors hereby finds that the proposed special exception:  

(1) would be consistent with the goals and objectives of the Comprehensive Plan,   

(2) would not increase the approved development density or intensity of development,  

(3) would not adversely affect the timing and phasing of development of any other development in 

the zoning district,  

(4) would not require a special use permit, and   

(5) would be in general accord with the purpose and intent of the approved application.  

   

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby 
approves as a special exception Variation #67 to the Belvedere Code of Development, in general accord 
with the special exception application submitted by Roudabush, Gale & Assoc., Inc. dated October 21, 
2021.   

_____ 
 

Item No. 8.6 SE202100047 Old Trail Block 33 - Minimum Lot Size. 
 

The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that The Applicant requests a special 
exception to vary the Code of Development approved in conjunction with ZMA201500001 to reduce the 
minimum lot size for Block 33 from 8,000 square feet to 4,000 square feet. This special exception is 
permitted under County Code § 18-8.5.5.3, which permits minor changes to Codes of Development for 
Neighborhood Model Districts. The Applicant requests the special exception to allow for a variety of 
housing options while not changing the overall density of the Block or the permitted number of units.   

  
Staff recommends that the Board adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment C) to approve the 

special exception. 
 
By the above-recorded vote, the Board adopted the attached Resolution (Attachment C) to 

approve the special exception: 
 

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE  

SE 2021-00047 OLD TRAIL BLOCK 33 – MINIMUM LOT SIZE   

  

WHEREAS, upon consideration of the Memorandum prepared in conjunction with the SE 2021-00047 
Old Trail Block 33 – Minimum Lot Size application and the attachments thereto, including staff’s 
supporting analysis, any comments received, and all of the factors relevant to the special exception in 
Albemarle County Code §§ 18-8.5.5.3 and 18-33.9, the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby 
finds that the proposed special exception:  

(1) would be consistent with the goals and objectives of the Comprehensive Plan,   

(2) would not increase the approved development density or intensity of development,  

(3) would not adversely affect the timing and phasing of development of any other development in 

the zoning district,  

(4) would not require a special use permit, and   

(5) would be in general accord with the purpose and intent of the approved application.  

   

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby 
approves the special exception request to vary the Old Trail Village Code of Development approved in 
conjunction with ZMA 201500001 to reduce the minimum lot size in Block 33 from 8,000 square feet to 
4,000 square feet, in general accord with the special exception application submitted by Williams Mullen 
dated November 22, 2021.   

_____ 
 

Item No. 8.7 SE202100048 Wawa - 1215 Seminole Trail. 
 

The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that the Applicant requests a special 
exception to modify County Code § 18-4.12.17, which provides design requirements and minimum 
improvements for vehicle access aisles. This request is in association with a site development plan under 
review (SDP202100073) to redevelop the parcel.  The Applicant is requesting to increase the grade of the 
access aisle on Greenbrier Drive from the permitted maximum of 10% up to a maximum of 16% because 
of existing topography and an existing gas line (Attachment A).   

  
County Code § 18-4.12.2(c)(2) provides that the Board of Supervisors may modify this design 

requirement only after consultation with the County Engineer, who shall advise the Zoning Administrator 
whether the proposed waiver or modification would equally or better serve the public health, safety, and 
welfare. The County Engineer has provided a detailed analysis (Attachment B) recommending approval 
of this vehicle access aisle modification.   

  
Staff recommends that the Board adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment D). 
 
By the above-recorded vote, the Board adopted the attached Resolution (Attachment D) to 

approve the special exception: 
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RESOLUTION TO APPROVE  

SE 2021-00048 WAWA - 1215 SEMINOLE TRAIL  

  

WHEREAS, upon consideration of the Memorandum prepared in conjunction with the SE 2021-00048 
Wawa - 1215 Seminole Trail application and the attachments thereto, including staff’s supporting 
analysis, any comments received, and all of the factors relevant to the special exception in Albemarle 
County Code  §§ 18-4.12.2(c), 18-4.12.17(a), and 18-33.9, the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors 
hereby finds that:  

(1) the public health, safety or welfare would be equally or better served by the modification,  

(2) the modification would not otherwise be contrary to the purpose and intent of the Zoning 

Ordinance;  

(3) no reasonable design alternative would reduce or alleviate the need; and  

(4) the increase in grade would be in the best interest of public health, safety, and welfare.  

  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby 
approves the special exception request to modify the 10% maximum access aisle grade otherwise 
permitted by County Code § 18-4.12.17(a), in general accord with the special exception application 
submitted by Kimley Horn dated November 19, 2021.  

_____ 
 
Item No. 8.8 VDOT Monthly Report (February) 2022, was received for information. 

_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 9. Work Session – Developer Incentives for Affordable Housing. 
 

The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that on July 7, 2021 the Board of 
Supervisors approved Housing Albemarle, the County's new housing policy, with delayed implementation 
of 1) the increased percentage of affordable housing units in residential developments subject to 
rezonings or special use permits; 2) the increase in compliance periods for affordable housing units; and 
3) the new price levels for both affordable for-sale and affordable for-rent units, until a package of 
developer incentives to support the construction of affordable housing is approved and implemented. 

 
Staff met with members of the development community four times between June and October 

2021 to discuss the components of an incentives package to support the provision of affordable dwelling 
units, and developers' efforts to meet the County's affordable housing goals as outlined in the new 
housing policy. Feedback collected during those sessions, as well as research into developer incentive 
programs implemented in other Virginia localities and in cities throughout the nation, informed the 
development of a proposal for an Affordable Housing Overlay (Attachment A). 

 
Included in the proposal are four incentives: 

1. Bonus densities for affordable housing; 
2. Waivers or reductions in development standards;     
3. Waivers or reductions in development fees; and 
4. Waivers or reductions in parking standards. 

 
Staff is proposing the Affordable Housing Overlay be applied to the County's Development Areas. 

An Overlay would offer property owners the ability to develop their properties through a 'by-right' 
administrative process in exchange for providing affordable housing in accordance with the goals outlined 
in Housing Albemarle, the County's recently adopted housing policy. 

 
The proposed Affordable Housing Overlay was presented to developers during a meeting on 

December 22, 2021. Meeting participants were generally supportive of the overlay. A copy of the 
feedback received since the December 22 meeting is found in Attachment B. 

 
Implementation of an Affordable Housing Overlay may impact the Community Development 

Department's budget. The amount of the impact would depend on the number of developers opting to 
work under the overlay, and the size of their projects. 

 
Staff recommends that the Board provide direction and feedback on the attached proposal for an 

Affordable Housing Overlay. If the Board supports creation of an overlay, staff can draft a proposed 
Resolution of Intent for the Board to consider amending the Albemarle County Zoning Ordinance for an 
Affordable Housing Overlay and begin work on drafting the proposed Overlay, inclusive of the feedback 
received during this discussion. 

_____ 
 

Ms. Pethia said she was there today to present an overview of a potential developer incentive 
program to support efforts to provide affordable housing. She said the incentives program that was being 
presented today was in the form of an affordable housing overlay. She said while overlay districts were 
not a new concept in the County, an overlay to incentivize affordable housing was, so staff thought it was 
important to bring this to the Board early in the process and go over a broad scope for a potential 
program to receive their feedback before working their program details. 

 
Ms. Pethia said to start with some background, on July 7, 2021, the Board adopted Housing 

Albemarle, the County’s new housing policy. She said at that time, staff delayed some of the 
implementation of three strategies as shown on the slide, so a package of developer incentives could be 
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approved and implemented. She said staff began working on that package shortly after that. She said 
they engaged with developers, and they had four meetings with developers between June and October of 
last year. She said during the first two meetings, staff listened to developer concerns and discussed 
housing policy goals. She said based on that feedback collected during those meetings and research and 
incentive programs implemented in localities within Virginia and across the country, staff developed a list 
of potential incentives that could be in a package. She said these were discussed with developers in their 
two meetings between July and October of last year. She said staff took that feedback and developed a 
broad outline of an affordable housing overlay district. She said that was shared with developers in a 
meeting in December of last year.  

 
Ms. Pethia said that the overlay would work to meet the overall housing goal of promoting a full 

range of housing choice and encouraging the construction and preservation of housing for low- and 
moderate-income households. She said the overlay was structured as optional, which would be applied to 
the development areas. She said it would offer a bonus density, reduction in permit fees, and flexibility in 
design and parking standards. She said more specifically, the overlay would allow parcels to develop to 
the comprehensive plan maximum density without the need for rezoning. She said it would require a 
minimum of 20% affordable housing to be provided in those projects, and the units should be priced at 
the levels recommended in the housing policy. She said that would be in exchange for that higher density. 
She said the overlay would also offer additional incentives. 

 
Ms. Pethia said that in terms of the bonus density, the overlay would offer up to a 45% increase in 

the maximum allowable gross residential density allowed under the zoning ordinance and comprehensive 
plan. She said if there was a disagreement between the maximum density between the zoning ordinance 
and the comprehensive plan, the comprehensive plan would take precedence. She said the amount of 
density bonus provided could be on a sliding scale and could be linked to the percentage of affordable 
units in the project, with higher density bonuses being provided for higher percentages of affordable units. 
She said the number of affordable units to be required would be calculated prior to applying the density 
bonus. She said this would provide developers with additional market rate units to help offset the cost of 
making the affordable units available. 

 
Ms. Pethia said the overlay would also reimburse building permit fees associated with the 

affordable units. She said these would be reimbursed after certificates of occupancy had been issued and 
the County verified that the affordable units were occupied by income qualified households. She said the 
fees would be reimbursed on a sliding scale based on the percentage of affordable housing provided, 
with higher amounts of building fees being reimbursed for higher percentages of affordable units. She 
said they also would offer additional rebates and fees on another sliding scale for projects that provided 
housing at lower affordability levels which was shown on the slide. 

 
Ms. Pethia said an additional incentive would be some flexibility in design standards. She said 

several of the incentive programs reviewed by staff included this type of flexibility, as well as the 
requirements shown on the slide. She said locally, staff could identify a number of design standards such 
as additional building height, reduced setbacks, and others that the developers could choose from. She 
said it would be similar to an a la carte menu that was predetermined and could applied to a project. She 
continued that a final incentive that could be included was flexibility on parking standards. She said the 
County zoning ordinance already included this type of incentive, so this would just be wrapped into the 
package itself. 

 
Ms. Pethia said that staff received feedback from developers after the December meeting. She 

said three of those questions were addressed under the overlay itself, which included the density bonus 
questions, design standards, and parking standards. She said concerns about site constraints to the 
optimum limit of density that could be achieved on that site could be addressed by basing the affordable 
unit and density bonus calculations on a site’s developable acreage, not just the gross acreage. She said 
it had not yet been determined how density would be calculated on mixed-use projects, and it would be 
determined as a draft overlay was developed should the Board wish to move forward with that. 

 
Ms. Pethia said the final bullet on the list was not something discussed directly with developers in 

meetings but had been something that staff had seen as an issue for multiple years in the County. She 
said that was that it was very difficult to market the affordable units to income-qualified households. She 
said that was an important issue. She said it had meant that many of their for-sale units in particular had 
returned to market rate without being purchased by low-income qualifying households. She said there 
were several localities in Virginia that had implemented affordable dwelling unit programs, and three of 
those programs had established waiting lists for their affordable units, which included both affordable 
units for sale and affordable units for rent. She said these waiting lists helped preserve a ready stream of 
potential buyers and renters for those units, which the County may consider establishing if this moved 
forward. 

 
Ms. Pethia said there were alternative options for the affordable housing overlay. She said the 

staff believed the overlay could be an effective tool to support affordable housing and development with 
minimal past investment of public dollars, but there were several others to choose from. She said the first 
was a reimbursement of the residential wastewater and water connection fees. She said this varied by 
project but based on the FY22 Albemarle County Service Authority budget document, the average per 
unit cost was approximately $13,470. She said staff looked at three projects that were approved through 
the rezonings in 2021. She said those included Premier Circle, RST Residences, and Rio Point. She said 
those three projects would provide a total of 414 affordable units. She said reimbursing 100% of those tap 
fees would cost the County approximately $5.6 million. She said refunding half of those fees would thus 
be approximately $2.3 million. She said that could increase depending on how many affordable units 
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came forward. 
 
Ms. Pethia said there was also an option for real estate tax rebates through public-private 

partnerships. She said this was already offered by the County through the Project ENABLE grant program 
that was administered by the Economic Development Office. She said that grant provided a rebate of a 
percentage of increased real estate property taxes, and projects applying for the grant must meet a “but 
for” provision, which meant that if it were not for the grant, the project would not be able to move forward. 
She said the County had two of those partnerships currently for affordable housing, one of which was 
supporting the Brookdale apartments for an amount of $1.5 million over 20 years. She said there also 
was an agreement with the Southwood redevelopment project which provided $1.4 million in tax rebates 
over 10 years. She said the longer the grant term was, the lower the per-unit cost. She said for 
Brookdale, the cost per unit was $781, and at Southwood the cost per unit was $1,867.  

 
Ms. Pethia said that staff found one final option, which was the creation and implementation of an 

affordable dwelling unit program. She said this was a type of inclusionary zoning that must be 
implemented through a zoning text amendment. She said in other words, this was not a voluntary 
program and was mandatory. She said it would apply to projects undergoing rezoning or a special use 
permit approval process. She stated that it would require 20% affordable units to be included in 
residential projects and could incorporate other incentives into program design. She said that Loudoun 
County had an example of a successful affordable dwelling unit program.  

 
Ms. Pethia said their program offered a 20% increase in maximum gross density in exchange for 

17% of units in the project being affordable. She said they set their affordable unit pricing at 30-70% AMI 
for their for-sale units and 30-50% AMI for rental units. She said as of December 2021, they had built 
2,272 affordable dwelling units for purchase, and 85% of those were bought by income qualified 
households. She said they had 289 affordable rental units in their program, and those had served more 
than 2,000 residents throughout the entirety of the program. She said that Loudoun County was a county 
that had a waiting list for their affordable dwelling units, which helped them place people into the units 
automatically.  

 
Ms. Pethia said that, should the Board support the development and creation of an affordable 

housing overlay, the next steps would be that staff would perform a full analysis of program component 
resource needs for implementation, work with developers to specify the program’s components, and 
schedule a work session with the Board in May to review those. She showed the two questions that staff 
was interested in receiving feedback on. She said the first was if the Board supported an affordable 
housing overlay that rebated building permit fees for affordable housing units, and the second question 
was if the Board supported an affordable housing overlay that offered consideration of some modified 
development standards. 

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley said her answers to those two questions were that she did not have a problem 

with them. She said she had a few questions with regard to some other things in the presentation. She 
said that Ms. Pethia mentioned that Loudoun County had a waiting list for both buyers and renters of 
affordable housing, and the previous policy that Albemarle’s previous policy that was held for over 10 
years had only 44 homes sold had a problem with not having a waiting list. She asked if there was a 
waiting list being developed or would be developed in the future, because it seemed crucial that they had 
one for renters and owners. 

 
Ms. Pethia said that was something that they would like to establish, however they currently did 

not have the staff capacity to manage that as well as managing all of the programs. She said it was a 
matter of how to do that effectively with the resources they had. 

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley said that if they built all these affordable units and did not have a waiting list, 

they were doomed to fail. She said her other question was about Ms. Pethia’s discussion of parking. She 
said she had brought up the subject of underground parking before, which was allowed. She said she did 
not want development to move into rural areas and wanted to keep it in the development areas. She said 
as they moved forward, they should consider underground parking for some of these units so that 
additional green space could be kept. She said she realized that underground parking was more 
expensive, but it would be a future tool to keep development in the development areas. 

 
Ms. Price asked if Ms. Pethia had any response to those questions or if she would like to address 

all the questions after they were asked.  
 
Ms. Pethia said they could go through the questions and come back to her for answers.  
 
Mr. Gallaway said he wanted to stymie that approach. He said this was a question that she 

probably would want to answer right away. He said he believed it was Supervisor Price who asked some 
questions beforehand about using Rio Point as an example for densities and such. He said he thought it 
was important to talk through what Ms. Pethia had explained in the writing, but in addition, the process. 
He said if the Rio Point overlay were in existence with the current processes for special use and 
rezonings, in addition to explaining what could have happened to the Rio Point property under these 
density calculations and overlays in place, he would like her to explain what the Board’s role would be in 
the process, if it had any.  

 
Ms. Pethia said that it would work similarly to how the form-based code was operating. She said 

there would be an application process. She apologized for not being fully aware of every step of the form-
based code approval process, but there would be an application first. 
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Mr. Gallaway said that they were not fully aware either, because they had never had an 

application come forward with a form-based code, so all of this was theoretical. He said that he did not 
know how to analyze the processes of rezonings without the form-based code. He asked what the 
process was for the Board and Planning Commission. 

 
Ms. Pethia said many of those process checkpoints would happen as the overlay was being 

developed. She said it was a possibility to identify density levels and development standards the Board 
was comfortable with and working them into the overlay itself so that there was a checklist, and when a 
developer applied to develop under the affordable housing overlay, if it met the standards laid out in the 
overlay, it could move forward without any other type of review. She said if it varied from that, the 
developer would then have to get additional approval from the Planning Commission and Board. 

 
Mr. Gallaway asked if all the topics that were usually debated while an application was before the 

Board would be defined beforehand in the overlay so they did not have to have those debates. 
 
Ms. Pethia said that was correct. 
 
Mr. Gallaway asked if something went outside of what was defined in there, there would be a 

special exception or something to the overlay. 
 
Ms. Pethia said yes, and that it could be worked into the process.  
 
Mr. Gallaway asked, if he understood correctly, that Rio Point could have had 1,300 units allowed 

with the calculations presented. 
 
Ms. Pethia said that was correct. 
 
Mr. Gallaway said that currently, it was around 380. He said at some point they had to deal with 

the net density and gross density. He said he understood why she picked the gross density based on 
looking at other practices. He said as the Supervisor of record for 380 units, if 1,300 or more were going 
in there, he may have to move out of the state. He asked if how they got between the theory of how it was 
calculated when there were variances in the actual developable land. He asked how they dealt with an 
area like Rio Point having such increased density.  

 
Ms. Pethia said that the 45% increase in density was selected based on programs selected in 

other areas across the country, so that was a number that could be reduced to make people feel more 
comfortable. She said as she did the calculations, she understood that 1,300 was a large number, so it 
could definitely be decreased below that 45%. She said that was something she could bring back to the 
Board. She said looking at the gross density versus net density, one of the ways to deal with that issue 
was to base those calculations on the land that was available to be developed. She said after the 
easements were removed, any required land for open space or parks could be removed from the 
equation because they were provided by the developer in applications anyway. She said the information 
was there and they could base the density increase on that number as opposed to the entire site. 

 
Mr. Rapp introduced himself as Charles Rapp, Deputy Director of Community Development. He 

said he was viewing the Rio Point property and wanted to clarify the numbers associated with it. He said 
45% of the maximum allowed density was designated in the future land use map as “urban density 
residential,” which was 34 units per acre. He said 45% of that would drop that down to 15 units per acre. 
He continued that 15 units per acre on the entirety of that site of 25 acres would equal approximately 375 
units, which was fairly close what ended up being built at Rio Point. He said the difference was that they 
did not have the rezoning aspects through proffers. 

 
Mr. Gallaway asked if he misunderstood when he calculated the number for 1,300 units. 
 
Mr. Rapp said he was unsure where he got that number, because when he did the calculation of 

25 acres and 15 units per acre was much less, and even with double units per acre maximum it would 
only be about 700 units. 

 
Ms. Pethia said she was slightly confused by that but ran those numbers by CDD the day before 

so that was where she got the numbers from.  
 
Mr. Gallaway said that that explanation and what he read were not aligning. He said he would not 

belabor it right now. 
 
Ms. Pethia said they would redo those numbers and pass them out to the Board. 
 
Mr. Gallaway said the small area plan was a place that they had said was targeted for density 

and mixed-use development and redevelopment and allowed for height. He said under some of the 
density numbers that he believed an overlay would help them achieve, that seemed to be a target area 
for that to occur. He said they also had form-based code built in. He said it seemed that doing an overlay 
for the entire development area, knowing that there were significant differences depending on which 
development area was being discussed, that a small area plan such as the Rio 29 one could be a place 
where if overlays were carved off for affordable housing, in conjunction with the infrastructure and 
allowances already present in the area, it could be another way to do a pilot for form-based code as they 
continued to work through the consideration of the entire development area. He said he did not know if 
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there had been many considerations or conversations about the overlay specific to the small area plan. 
 
Ms. Pethia said they had not yet. 
 
Mr. Gallaway said it had to be calculated in there somehow. He said his point was that it should 

be a priority, because they had already identified that this was where the most density could go and was 
in alignment with other parts of the overlay. He said Mr. Williamson’s comment about the tax abatement 
for the performance agreement. He asked if they approved something with the overlay and the incentives 
in it, if all the incentives were available for the developer to choose from. 

 
Ms. Pethia said yes, that was correct. 
 
Mr. Gallaway said he did not see why they had to limit or define specific incentives to the 

exclusion of other possible incentives that may make a project work that the Board could consider at any 
given time. He said regardless of what the County did, he hoped they were saying that the incentives 
were not definitive, and that there was more flexibility. He said he would have to ponder the fact that they 
were putting all of the incentives on the table. He said the big concern for the small area plan and the 
housing was the rental piece moving to 60% AMI. He said to help that pencil a certain way, it would seem 
that two of those incentives helped to do that, but he was unsure if all of them were necessary to be 
offered at the same time. He said that could become expensive. He said maybe that should be the case, 
but since he was unclear about whether it was all or nothing, he would have to ponder that one. He asked 
if there were incentives in there for meeting old targets. He said he thought he saw something that said if 
they met at least a 60% rental AMI, there was an incentive, but if 80% was hit, there was a different 
incentive. 

 
Ms. Pethia said that was based on the new housing policy recommendations. She said the 

housing policy recommended that rental housing pricing be set at 60% AMI, and for-sale units be set at 
80% AMI. She said then there would be an additional higher percentage of building permit rebates if they 
went below 60% AMI for rental housing and below 80% AMI for-sale housing. 

 
Mr. Gallaway said he misunderstood that when he first saw it. He said he would end his 

comments for now to allow the other Board members a chance to speak. He said in regard to her specific 
questions, he was not opposed to anything at this point. He said he wanted everything to be on the table 
to be discussed and considered, so he would not be opposed to any thoughts or ideas at this time.  

 
Mr. Andrews said he shared a lot of Mr. Gallaway’s concerns about the sample with Rio, and he 

did not understand where they got to in that discussion. He said he would not belabor that at this time. He 
said that there seemed to be a discussion about how this compared to a form-based code, which he felt 
were very different. He said form-based code could look at an area very carefully where the code was 
applied and know in advance what was going to be accomplished, whereas this overlay was opening it up 
to different routes being taken when affordable housing was involved in a proposed plan. He said he 
applauded that they were trying to help find affordable housing. He said until he got clarity on how much 
affordable housing would be involved in this, he felt like Albemarle County was unique in that to go with 
gross numbers was doing a disservice to the terrain and nature of the land that needed to be considered, 
and site development and acreage in order to make sense of how much housing could be developed.  

 
Mr. Andrews said he would advocate to look very hard at sliding scales for a lot of these. He said 

he thought that perhaps the fees involved could be more graded with more options depending upon what 
the amount of affordable housing was. He said he was open to the ideas there and open to 
considerations of some adjustment of standards, but it was something that still troubled him. He said 
Supervisor Gallaway was approaching the subject that they now had a process by which a developer’s 
proposal was looked at by perhaps a CAC and had an open hearing about it at Planning Commission and 
then it came before the Board, which was an expensive and time-consuming process, but at the same 
time, it meant that when they were looking at what they were going to compromise on, they had some 
clear notion, and the neighbors had some clear notion, of what was being put in. He said it would take a 
lot of thought to think about what was on the table and what was not. 

 
Mr. Andrews said he did not have a definite problem with some of it, and parking for example 

could probably work. He said there were obligations that would come with that in terms of transportation, 
but he thought it was something that could be considered. He said there had been a lot of discussion 
about having looked at a lot of different jurisdictions, but he would be interested in hearing about not only 
what they were doing, but how successful they were at what they were doing, so Loudoun County’s 
program had some history to it and looked like it was having some success. He said those were programs 
they should try to emulate if possible if it worked for their own circumstances. 

 
Ms. McKeel thanked everyone who sent in questions and those who helped answer those 

questions. She said she agreed that they had to figure out what Mr. Gallaway had mentioned, because 
she also was confused about that. She said she appreciated all of the work that had gone into this, and all 
of the meetings with the developers along the way. She said while she agreed with Mr. Andrews’ 
comment that they needed to look at other communities, there was no reason to reinvent the wheel. She 
asked if Ms. Pethia ever looked at another community without looking at the successes they had. 

 
Ms. Pethia said she did look to see how successful they were. She said in looking at Virginia 

localities that had affordable dwelling unit programs, they knew that Charlottesville had one for a number 
of years, but they were looking to change theirs. She said theirs had not been as successful as they had 
hoped it would be, so there were lessons to be learned from that program. She said Loudoun County’s 
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program was one that she found to be successful as well as easy to implement and understand. She said 
Fairfax County had a fairly robust affordable dwelling unit program that had a great deal of success and 
had been in place since 1971. She believed Fairfax County was more complicated, so she shied away 
from that. She said she would be very happy to pull together information about those types of programs in 
Virginia if that would be helpful.  

 
Ms. McKeel said Ms. Pethia had referenced them in the report, but there was not much 

information about the successes. She said perhaps in the future it would be good to mention that these 
concepts were based on these successes as a baseline. She said in response to her two questions, her 
answer was yes for the most part. She said she liked a lot of what Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley discussed about 
forming a waiting list, and while she understood the challenges of the details, it would be a critical piece to 
make the program work, so it was worth the effort, even if there was a budgetary implication to it. She 
asked if the bonus density units were all listed at market-rate. 

 
Ms. Pethia said that was correct, and that was so that the income received through the sale or 

rental of those could help offset the cost of developing the affordable units. 
 
Ms. McKeel asked if the bonus units were on top of the affordable units if thought about that way. 
 
Ms. Pethia said that was correct. 
 
Ms. McKeel said that form-based code was referenced a lot, and she was trying to figure out how 

these two concepts married, but it may be a discussion for another day. 
 
Ms. Pethia said she would have to look into how exactly those two worked together. 
 
Ms. McKeel said it seemed a few other people had questions about form-based code as well. 
 
Mr. Gallaway said that he recalled Ms. Pethia brought up form-based code meaning that process 

wise, the housing overlay would work the same way that if someone came in under their form-based code 
for development in the form-based code. He said if they came to the small area plan of Rio 29, and a 
project was brought forward that met the parameters of what was defined in the form-based code, it 
would go through. He said it was like picking out development by a catalogue to get a more expedient 
process done. He said in similar fashion, the affordable housing overlay would do the exact same thing; if 
the parameters were met for that overlay, then the process would be expedited and move forward. 

 
Ms. McKeel asked Ms. Pethia if Mr. Gallaway was correct. 
 
Ms. Pethia said that was correct, and ideally is how this would work. 
 
Ms. McKeel said they were not actually intertwining at all.  
 
Mr. Walker said that staff thought this would be a good illustration since they just went through 

the process of how the overlay worked. He said it was not necessarily an attempt to try and connect 
them, and he apologized for any confusion. 

 
Ms. McKeel thanked him. She said she knew they already had more parking required now than 

they oftentimes actually did. She said their options were interesting about the daily cycles of parking, and 
while she thought it may be challenging, she was interested in that. She said Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley’s idea of 
underground was very expensive in their area because there was so much rock. She asked if Mr. 
Andrews had something to say. 

 
Ms. Price asked for Ms. Mallek to be given a chance to speak. 
 
Ms. Mallek said that for her, this was the first day of a much longer conversation because more 

details were required. She said uncertainty raised great concern. She said in the beginning of the 
presentation, Ms. Pethia mentioned the preservation of housing as the purpose of this, and she would like 
more clarity on how preservation of existing working-class neighborhoods was the highest risk to loss, 
and there were thousands of them in the County. She asked if they were speaking about taking existing 
houses into consideration, or if they were talking about numbers overall that would likely put all those 
lower value places at risk of demolition. 

 
Ms. Pethia said that initial goal was the housing goal that was put into the housing plan and the 

housing policy, so this was to help fulfill a part of that goal, which would leave the preservation part out, 
as it was strictly for new housing at the moment. She said they would have to research how to use the 
overlay to preserve housing, but she believed working through their partnership with AHIP has been vital 
to preserving that type of housing that Ms. Mallek was speaking of, and she did not see that changing. 

 
Ms. Mallek said that was a good step. She said it seemed they were looking at a transfer in the 

process change from a process where there was transparency all the way along to a process where 
information was provided to staff, staff had a checklist, and they decided without any other public process 
what was going to be allowed. She said getting from where they were today to that point was where there 
would be a lot of details discussed. She said they had made the mistake in the past of putting staff in the 
position of making policy, and that was not fair for them to have to do, and it was risky that they would be 
accused of something. She said it was much more important for the Board to be in the process in order to 
take the heat if a decision was made and challenge it, debate it, or defend it. She said it was unfair to put 
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that on staff people who were trying to implement something when there was lack of clarity in the way the 
checklist would be interpreted. She said when she heard things like “a la carte menu for people to choose 
from,” she would like to learn more. She said this was one example of how the individual topography and 
size and capability of an individual property was absolutely the core element to whether they succeeded 
or not. 

 
Ms. Mallek said she was very concerned about an overlay that applied to every piece of dirt, 

because there was a great difference between the capability of one lot versus another to actually 
accomplish something and have a product where people would want to live. She said she was concerned 
that on one end of this proposal was a future with substandard, crowded places with no recreational 
spaces, which was the worst outcome, because it was forcing lower-income people to live with standards 
radically different from what other people had. She said she would do anything to prevent that loss of 
accountability and process. She said their residents who lived in these places would pay the cost for it. 

 
Ms. Mallek said regarding the ACSA fees, the Service Authority had built its budget upon the 

users who were benefiting from the expansion of service who paid the cost, and that was why there was a 
tap fee. She said if the Board were in the thought of offsetting some of that cost for affordable units, the 
Board would have to come up with the money. She said it was not fair to dump that allocation on the 
current water users, and it took 25 or 30 years to get to the level of fairness that they were at now. She 
said keeping the ratepayers in mind, this was important for future discussion. 

 
Ms. Mallek said regarding the rebate, she was very supportive of what they accomplished at 

Brookdale, because until that application was submitted, they had zero 60% AMI housing. She said with 
that one project, they added 96 units and because it had that public process that happened through the 
EDA and the Board, she believed it would be successful. She said it also had requirements and service 
standards that were individually detailed for that process, which was very important. She said the staff 
demand ten years ago was that they could not manage the voucher list, so that was dropped. She said 
she fought unsuccessfully about that, because they could not expect people that had no place to live to 
somehow keep managing to keep themselves on an ever-changing list. She said she understood the staff 
requirement that would be needed, but without a functioning list, the entire program was doomed, so she 
put that as a very high priority to be completed. 

 
Ms. Mallek said there were two sides to the question of parking. She said when the downtown 

Crozet district was developed, they reduced the parking requirements by about 90%, and it had created a 
disaster, because the reduction was based upon the plans other communities had where the communities 
did some sort of public-private partnership infrastructure parking. She said that never happened, so now 
there were people fighting for spaces. She said she wanted everyone to be aware of how they changed 
things, because not everyone would be able to rely on mass transit for everything. She said she thought it 
was important that if they went forward with this change that it be based upon net density, because it was 
the way to reduce or eliminate the concern that she just raised about the lots that were not appropriate for 
the application. She said when she saw a plan that said that any lot that came in, if they claimed they 
were going to do certain things, would get all sorts of changes. She said it was of great concern that it 
was also based on gross acreage. She said if they were going to be predetermining what the site 
minimums were, and removing all those non-usable things at the beginning was probably the simplest 
way. She said there may be some small cottage colony that would be perfect for a two- or three-acre site 
such as Bamboo Grove. She said there was a reason why there was a larger acreage with the old 
minimum for mixed-use buildings, so that there would be space to accomplish what the goal was. 

 
Ms. Mallek said she read very carefully about the Rio Point numbers, and the explanation she 

heard made her even more confused because they had so many by-right numbers under the 
comprehensive plan, and the proposal was that they would get 45% more based upon 34 units per acre, 
which was why she asked if her math was wrong. She said the way it was described the first time made 
perfect sense with what they were told to understand, and that Mr. Gallaway was correct that 1,400 units 
would be something completely different in character to what they had so far. She said she would like 
more information on the additional units and the sliding scale. She said “one size fits all” was a problem 
for them going forward because it was not simple for staff or for the Board. She said her understanding of 
the current proposal was that the BOS would not be included in applications and only staff would be. She 
said that was where the checklist and deliberation for the next year or so would be incredibly important. 
She said this would be an incredible leap of faith for their citizens, because they had been working toward 
more participation, inclusion and transparency, and this was a completely different approach. She said 
she would be interested to hear their responses. She said she looked forward to more details in the 
future. 

 
Ms. Price asked if the Supervisors had any other comments at the moment. 
 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley said she had a question but offered that Ms. Price could share her remarks if 

she wanted to.  
 
Ms. Price asked her to go ahead. 
 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley said that about Mr. Gallaway’s question regarding Rio Point, if even only 

1,000 units were on that property, it would necessitate smaller units or higher units. She asked if that was 
correct. 

 
Ms. Pethia said that was correct.  
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Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley said her other question was that she did not understand Ms. Mallek 
mentioning that she did not want this to apply to a smaller lot, but she did not understand why it would 
impact a small parcel unless she was talking about a large home on a small piece of property. 

 
Ms. Mallek said that she was speaking about the fact that a lot to be developed under this new 

plan would need to have sufficient acreage to do that job, and there may be some very small pieces of 
property that could be done the old-fashioned way but would not be appropriate with their various site 
efficiencies and other things, so that was why the “one size fits all” was of concern to her. 

 
Ms. Price said that form-based code may be good for comparison, but it was limited to a specific 

area within a single development area, whereas what they were discussing currently was a housing 
overlay that would apply throughout all of the development areas. She said that raised some great 
concerns in her mind when moving from an open-ended “shall” as opposed to the Board having to review 
these applications. She said she would submit that perhaps more in line with what they were doing with 
their homestays was having all of them come before the Board, where over time they had been able to 
evaluate them, and the 125-foot setback went more towards the consent agenda. She said she was very 
concerned right now about a grant of a “shall” without Board oversight with something as major as this. 

 
Ms. Price said having said that, she was supportive of an affordable housing overlay as well as 

both of the two questions, which she was open to. She said for their community, it was important to 
realize that with their plan, a 5% development area and 95% non-development area, there would come a 
time when their population numbers increased and population numbers increased, and they were already 
at that point, where they would have to fill in more, build higher, or expand the development area.  

 
Ms. Price said it was important for community members to understand that they had to look for 

different ways to achieve all of their different objectives, which included limiting the amount of the 
development area. She said she was also confused as some of the other supervisors were as to what the 
count would have been at Rio Point. She said she believed they had largely spoken in favor of applying 
net density rather than gross density in most of their calculations, so she would continue to push more 
towards that. She said with regard to parking, she appreciated that in their area, underground parking 
was very expensive, and not quite as expensive as ground-level parking would be with the building built 
on top of it, although she recognized that may increase construction costs as well, as the construction 
would rely less on wood and more on steel and concrete. 

 
Ms. Price said she was very concerned about reducing the parking, because they did not have a 

comprehensive transportation system that could get everyone throughout the community where they 
needed to go, and she knew many people in her district where people lived in multi-family apartment 
complexes where parking was already a problem. She said anything they did that made that more 
complicated for them ultimately would lead to unnecessary frustration and anger, so she was concerned 
about actions that would make parking in these multi-family areas or high-density areas even more 
complex. 

 
Ms. Price said she thoroughly agreed with the comments made by the other Supervisors in terms 

of ensuring they had green spaces because they knew of the failures of the densely populated urban 
renewal in years past. She said she was in favor of the project, and very much supported a graduated 
scale of benefits, and with regard to the ACSA hookups, perhaps they were not able to afford the full 
amount, but a partial amount instead. She said in that regard, affordable housing was not only new 
housing, but it was also existing housing, and they knew particularly in the Jack Jouett, there should be a 
way to come up with those residents that were not hooked up to water and sewer to have an opportunity 
to do that through the affordable housing plan. 

 
Mr. Andrews said as they looked at a menu, he asked if it defeated the purpose to design it so 

that certain things could be chosen and not require additional review, but still have the expectation that 
there were other things that were open under the special use permit process that would take people right 
back to where they were now and would be there if there was some way in which the development could 
work, but it needed their approval. He said they did not have to go to the extreme where they were not 
reviewing anything. 

 
Mr. Gallaway asked Mr. Kamptner if they did not have an overlay and they wanted to provide 

incentive to help stimulate affordable housing, what other mechanisms were there. He asked if an 
application came in front if they were limited to something like the economic development like they had 
done with Southwood. He asked how they would go about the process of advertising to developers, if 
they were allowed, that they were interested in providing some incentives for affordable housing. He 
asked what the logistics would be. 

 
Mr. Kamptner said with Southwood as an example, they separated the two processes. He said 

one was the development of the performance agreement, and the other was the rezoning process, which 
was up to the Board to decide as well. He said that applicant did not have that absolute certainty that the 
rezoning that got the density that made the performance agreement viable, and it was not in the rezoning 
process. He said some basic elements of incentives for zoning could just be put into the ordinance, and 
they had that forever. He said it was not heavily used, but a more dynamic approach similar to what they 
had discussed today, and being open to new ideas that came from the development community gave 
them more opportunities to address this issue. 

 
Mr. Gallaway said even if everyone today wanted to do this, the timing and how long it would take 

was of great concern to him. He said they were having applications come through on big pieces of 
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property that were still targeting the old policy and not the new. He said they should be aspiring to the 
new policy now because they were not going to go back to the new policy and ask again. He said 
whatever they did, they needed to be flexible enough to help this along, and he was very concerned 
about this incentive conversation taking until February, but with the timeline provided, it would be past the 
one-year anniversary of when they voted on Housing Albemarle. He said in the meantime, he would like 
for developers to come forward and say that they wanted to aspire to the program but wanted to have the 
conversation about incentive help. He said he did not want their overlay or plan to include any waiting 
because they were losing the opportunity of getting affordable units into these rezonings. He said that 
was a huge concern of his and while it did not need to be addressed right now, he wanted to voice it. 

 
Mr. Gallaway said if they wanted an overlay, targeting pilot areas like they did with the small area 

plan may be a way to get there, and then the Board could decide if they had places where the 
infrastructure was in place and the density could be supported so that concerns were lower than in 
another part of the development area. He said that may be a way to get it done faster than lay it over the 
entire development area. He said that Supervisor Mallek’s point was spot-on about these properties in the 
development areas. He said he would ask the staff to do the following: the case study at Rio Point 
needed to be fleshed out so that it was understood by all, and other development applications for projects 
such as RST and Breezy Hill and put them into a written case study so the Board can see if an overlay 
existed with the current proposed incentives and those applications moved through to see what would 
have happened. He said it would be helpful to him to understand the process and also the impacts that 
could have occurred with those three examples. He said he hoped it could come to them sooner rather 
than later, but with reasonable time to make those case studies worthwhile. 

 
Mr. Gallaway said the Rio North CAC just had a presentation from the UVA Foundation’s 

redevelopment, and they were not targeting this new housing policy, and he would have more to say 
about that at later dates. He said that was a target area for affordable housing and it should be aspiring to 
more than what was presented in that particular meeting, and if their incentive program needed to help 
them get there, then they needed something at their disposal now to help that along.  

 
Ms. Price asked Ms. Pethia if they had been able to address the questions and give guidance.  
 
Ms. Pethia said yes. 
 
Ms. Mallek asked if there was sufficient feedback on the breadth of the waivers being offered for 

the site development side.  
 
Ms. Pethia said this was all very helpful and gave good direction for them to work with. She said 

they would first start with some case studies and get those back to the Board as soon as she could.  
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 10. Work Session – Tax Exemption and Relief Programs. 
 

The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that in accordance with the budget 
development schedule, the Board of Supervisors holds a series of work sessions in the fall and early 
winter to review long-range financial planning information prior to the annual budget process. 

 
During the December 15 work session, the Board of Supervisors reviewed and discussed 

opportunities to diversify the County’s tax base and expand tax exemption/relief programs.  Further 
information regarding the tax exemption/relief programs was requested by the Board. 

 
During the February 16 work session, the Board of Supervisors will receive and discuss 

information on current real estate and personal property tax relief/exemption programs, as well as the 
opportunity to add new programs or modify existing programs. The County has authority, under State 
Code, to modify the current tax relief/exemption program offerings and as such, staff will provide 
programmatic details on implementing a Surviving Spouses of Persons Killed in the Line of Duty real 
estate tax exemption program. Further, staff will review opportunities to expand the real estate tax relief 
for the elderly and disabled by increasing the income and financial net worth limits. Staff will also present, 
for Board discussion, an extension of the tax relief for the elderly and disabled program to include 
personal property. 

 
Expanding tax relief/exemption programs would affect the budget as these programs lower the 

amount of collectable revenue, as well as increase program-related expenditures. 
 
Staff recommends that the Board of Supervisors discuss tax exemption and relief programs and 

provide direction to staff that will inform program development and the upcoming budget process. 
_____ 

 
Ms. Birch introduced herself as Nelsie Birch, the County CFO. She said she would begin the 

presentation and then let Jacob Sumner, the Assistant CFO for Policy and Partnerships continue it. She 
said as they may recall, at the Board’s request last December, they had brought forward their current tax 
exemption and relief programs that were offered by the County. She said they specifically described those 
that were available to them as granted through the State and providing that authority to them. She said 
the Board asked at that moment for additional analysis, and today, the Department of Finance and Budget 
team would be going through this, led by Jacob Sumner. She said the team was comprised of herself, Mr. 
Sumner, Jian Lin, Chief of Revenue Administration, and Peter Lynch, County Assessor. 
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Ms. Birch said as they went through the current tax exemption programs offered were notated by 
the color blue, and the new local options would be shown in green, and the staff had shown some of 
those options at the end of the presentation. She said the options they were discussing today with the 
Board included a real estate exemption for surviving spouses for persons killed in the line of duty for State 
and local officials, which did not apply to military. She said there were options to modify their current real 
estate tax relief program for elderly and disabled people, which they would go through. She said there 
was an option to provide an alternative tax rate on the personal property tax side for elderly and disabled 
people, which was a relief option not currently provided on personal property. She said the fourth was 
BPOL, which was the business, professional, and occupational license, and they would discuss with the 
Board the Board’s authority over that license fee and what changes or modifications could be made if the 
Board so chose. She said they would leave it up for Board discussion. 

 
Mr. Sumner introduced himself as Jacob Sumner, the Assistant CFO for Policy and Partnerships. 

He said the slide was color coded in blue for their current real estate, personal property, tax exemption, 
and tax relief programs currently available to their residents. He said he would start with the real estate 
tax relief for the elderly and disabled. He said for this program, the applicant must be 65 years old or was 
totally and permanently disabled and must be the title holder of the property. He said the property they 
were seeking the tax relief for may not be used for a business. He said there were some criteria to qualify 
for these programs based on total income, personal income, and total net worth. He said the guidelines 
for this were a maximum for the net income level of $69,452 and that net worth shall not exceed 
$200,000. 

 
Mr. Sumner said that was a local option provided by State Code, and they would discuss 

opportunity for potential modifications later on, but this was the current program. He said the table at the 
bottom of the slide was their current tiering structure for how the relief was administered for those that 
qualified across the income and net worth thresholds, going all the way from 100% relief to 20% relief. He 
said for reference, in the calendar year 2021, $1.2 million of relief was provided as a part of this program. 

 
Mr. Sumner said the second program he would detail today was the disabled veterans’ real estate 

tax exemption program. He said for this program, the applicant must own real property for which the 
exemption was sought, and it must be occupied as their principal residence. He said the surviving spouse 
of a disabled veteran also qualified for this exemption. He said as part of the application process, they 
were asking the applicant to provide certain documentation and to complete an affidavit certifying their 
eligibility. He said this program was prescribed and required to be offered per State Code. He said the 
amounts for the exemption included a full exemption of the home and any supporting structures, plus an 
additional ten acres. He said any ten acres beyond those initial ten were not eligible under this program. 
He said for perspective, in the calendar year 2021, they had 162 exempt properties under this category, 
and that yielded about $580,000 exempted for real estate taxes. 

 
Mr. Sumner said the third program they offered was the surviving spouses for members of armed 

forces killed in action real estate tax exemption. He said this was prescribed by State Code and was 
required to be offered by State Code. He said like the other opportunities, the applicant must own real 
property to get the exemption and occupy it as their principal residence. He said the surviving spouse 
should qualify as long as they did not remarry. He said the exemption amount was slightly different than 
the other programs. He said for this one, the full exemption was up to the average assessed value of a 
single-family residence, and if that value of the home were more than the average, only the amount in the 
excess of that average would be subject to real property taxes. He said currently in the County there were 
no participants in that program.  

 
Mr. Sumner said that there was a disabled veterans’ personal property tax exemption. He said 

the applicant for this program must have a service-connected, permanent and total disability. He said this 
exemption applied to the applicant’s personal vehicle, but leased vehicles and business vehicles did not 
apply. He said this program was also required by State Code, and for reference, there were about 169 
exempt vehicles under this program in 2021. He said the State Code said the exemption was for one 
vehicle, so if an applicant had multiple vehicles, it could only be applied to one.  

 
Mr. Sumner said the final current program he would go over was the personal property tax relief 

program. He said this program was also required by State Code and was administered very closely with 
the State. He said under this program, all individuals in the County automatically received personal 
property tax relief for up to $20,000 personal property tax value. He said the percentage of the tax 
discount was calculated on an annual basis and was based on the values on the vehicles registered in the 
County in relation to the amount that they received by the State to offset the tax. He noted that for any 
vehicle that was assessed at less than $1,000, there was 100% relief for that. He said the discount was 
automatically applied into personal property bills, so their citizens did not have to do anything from an 
application standpoint. He said for reference, the 2021 personal property tax rate was 45% and from a 
dollar standpoint, they received about $14.9 million annually from the State to help offset the program. He 
said that was a quick review of the programs the County currently offered, and they would now transition 
to some options that the Board could consider and were available should the Board want to pursue them. 

 
Mr. Sumner said the first option for consideration was for surviving spouses of persons killed in 

the line of duty for State and local officials. He said the applicant for this real estate program must be the 
surviving spouse of certain persons killed in the line of duty. He said that was defined as someone who 
was a Virginia Retirement Systems beneficiary. He said this could be a police officer, local law 
enforcement officer, sheriff, correctional officer, emergency medical services, and other public safety 
officials were eligible VRS beneficiaries. He said under this program, the applicant must own the property 
for which the tax exemption was sought, and the property must be the surviving spouse’s principal 
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residence. He said the surviving spouse would be eligible so long as they did not remarry. 
 
Mr. Sumner said unlike some of the other options mentioned, this one was a local option, so 

State Code gave the localities authority to implement this program, but it took action at the local level. He 
said under this program, the amount of the full exemption was up to the average assessed value of a 
single-family residence, and similar to the other programs, any value above that average assessed value 
would be subject to real property taxes. He said they did their best guess and estimated what the 
magnitude that this program would entail, and he said they estimated now that there would be about 15 
eligible properties for this program. He said based on the 2021 values for assessed single-family 
residences, the tax relief provided by this program would be about $45,000 to $55,000 in tax relief. He 
said from administration standpoints and implementation standpoints, they felt that there would be 
minimal cost in implementing this program, although it would require some system updates.  

 
Mr. Sumner said the second option for the Board to consider was a modification to the current 

real estate tax relief for the elderly and disabled program. He said the blue chart on the slide showed the 
current structure for the program. He said State Code gave the option to define the metrics on income in 
the financial network, so that was where localities had the decision to make the authority and could modify 
this program should they choose. He said the green table on the slide was an alternative to the current 
program. He said this modification to the current program would increase relief for those with lower asset 
values. He said it could be seen on the income threshold side, they were looking to increase the income 
threshold to match the AMI, which was $75,100. He said that would increase those that would be eligible 
from an income standpoint. He said they were simplifying the percentage brackets, going from a nine-
tiered structure to only three. He said hopefully it would be easier to communicate and to implement. 

 
Mr. Sumner said from an analysis on the financial side, increasing the income level and 

expanding the asset threshold to be $200,000 across all income tiers would increase approximately 
$100,000 of tax relief to their citizens. He said from an administration side, there was some minimal cost 
that would be associated with this, mainly on the systems side. He said again that this was a program that 
was currently underway, but it may take some modification to consolidate some of the asset structures 
and income thresholds.  

 
Mr. Sumner displayed a table of other localities and their current tax relief for the elderly and 

disabled programs. He said he highlighted at the bottom of the chart where the County landed in regard to 
their current program, as well as the alternative, should the Board decide to pursue the alternate tiering 
structure. He said the County was approximately in the middle of relief provided among the localities 
according to the chart shown. 

 
Mr. Sumner said a third option for the Board to consider was an alternative personal property tax 

rate for the elderly and disabled. He said State Code gave localities the option to offer an alternative and 
personal property tax rate. He said it was not necessarily defined as a program, but in addition to the 
regular rate, an alternative rate in addition for those that qualified under this section. He said the applicant 
for this alternative rate would need to be 65 years old or totally and permanently disabled and meet the 
income and financial net worth thresholds. He said the total net income must be less than $30,000, and 
net worth could not exceed $75,000. He said the caps and thresholds were prescribed in the State Code, 
and unlike some of the other programs, there were maximums for this rate. 

 
Mr. Sumner said staff found that approximately 500 vehicles would be eligible for this program, 

and assuming zero dollars was the percent taxed rate, which would be at the maximum, they estimated it 
would be a little over $56,000 in tax relief. He said this program did require an application process, so 
there would be additional applications that needed review and additional processing time to accommodate 
those additional applications, and this would require some additional considerations regarding system 
updates. He said also, because of the timing, and when these applications were due, it would create a 
workload challenge that staff would have to work through in terms of processing the application.  

 
Mr. Sumner said that the final option for consideration today was regarding the BPOL fee 

structure. He said the business, professional, and occupational license fee structure was based upon two 
metrics, which were business gross receipts and set classification rates. He said as the Board was 
considering different options, and as they discussed tax relief and tax exemption, this was one that 
affected the business community, although there were other options for them to engage with the business 
community outside of the fee structure that was presented, but for full transparency, as part of their work 
session today, this was another option the Board could consider. 

 
Mr. Sumner said that because it was a work session, staff was seeking feedback and direction 

from the Board. He said the question for the Board today was if the Board was interested in implementing 
any of these potential tax relief or tax exemption programs. He said from a staff perspective, they were 
seeking the Board’s direction for the first two, which was exemption for surviving spouses of persons 
killed in the line of duty, and the modification for real estate tax relief for the elderly and disabled. 

 
Mr. Gallaway asked if the costs for the tax relief programs for the elderly and the disabled would 

be apportioned before the 60/40 split.  
 
Ms. Birch responded that Mr. Gallaway was correct.  
 
Mr. Gallaway noted one of the income brackets thresholds had been adjusted from $69,452 to 

$75,100. He asked if staff had considered changing the threshold ranges for the other two income 
brackets.  
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Mr. Sumner explained staff wanted to change the income thresholds to tie the figures into the 

housing metrics. He said tying the tax program to the housing metric would enable the program to grow 
overtime. 

 
Mr. Gallaway asked if staff had considered ways to offset the increased administrative costs from 

the programs. He noted staff members could be reassigned to different positions, and business efficiency 
practices could be used to reduce the administrative burden.  

 
Ms. Birch said staff had internal conversations regarding ways to reduce administrative costs. 

She said efficiencies could be gained through online customer service portals. She noted a challenge to 
online systems was the need for document validation, which took human interaction to determine the 
information was correct. She said the new tax program for personal property would have more 
participants than the real estate program. She explained the information had to be verified and validated, 
and the staff did not have a system to automatically perform the validations.  

 
Ms. Birch said the staff constantly looked at the technologies and innovations available to local 

governments. She said staff examined how to improve the core systems modernization and the business 
process optimizations.  

 
Mr. Gallaway wanted to know if the Board was asked to vote on the fee structure or if there were 

other changes to be considered. 
 
Ms. Birch said the staff was not ready to recommend a Board decision on the BPOL fee structure. 

She explained the costs could be hefty, and a discussion about business licenses and structures was 
required as the County moved forward with its strategic planning efforts. She said the staff wanted to 
inform the Board of its authority regarding the fees. She explained the Board had the authority to set the 
threshold rates for gross receipts to whatever rate it desired. She said there was an associated cost with 
rate changes. She noted the Board also had the authority to set the classification rates. She said the 
enabling authority could change due to bills working through the General Assembly.  

 
Mr. Gallaway said he was supportive of staff's recommendation to the real estate exemption and 

modification as presented.  
 
Mr. Andrews said he was supportive of the recommendations. He said he shared Mr. Gallaway's 

concern. He said inflation should be reflected in the personal property and real estate tax relief programs.  
 
Ms. McKeel said she supported the staff recommendations. She said she would like to return to a 

discussion about BPOL. She noted BPOL had been a topic of discussion for many years. She said she 
wanted to know if there was an expected date for the systems updates to take effect; would they occur 
before the upcoming budget session. 

 
Ms. Birch said the County Executives budget would be released the following week. She 

explained the budget would address how the funding and systems updates were planned. She said more 
information was coming with the budget update and there would be further discussion before the Board.  

 
Ms. Mallek said she supported the staff recommendations. She asked for clarification on whether 

spouses of volunteer firefighters killed in the line of duty who had reached eligibility through the State 
were included in the programs.  

 
Mr. Sumner said the volunteer fire companies were covered as part of the VRS-eligible 

beneficiaries.  
 
Ms. Mallek noted one of the biggest problems over the years was getting eligible people to apply. 

She said she carried the application forms with her in her car. She said people were reluctant to share 
their information, but the human validation gave citizens comfort that they could participate. She asked if it 
was possible to have the validation information be part of the application for the personal property tax 
relief program. She wanted to know if there was State information a vehicle owner could access to relieve 
the County staff of work.  

 
Ms. Price said she supported the staff recommendations. She noted the Board did not have the 

legal authority to provide rental relief to tenants. She asked that the Board seek the authority to provide 
tax relief to tenants as part of the next year's legislative agenda. She said housing prices had increased 
and people were forced to rent, so there should be comparable relief provided to tenants.  

 
Ms. Price noted the language regarding benefits for the surviving spouse of disabled veterans 

denied the benefit if the surviving spouse remarried. She said she understood the reason; the benefit was 
intended for families who needed support because they had lost the main wage earner. She said she was 
against an absolute ban on remarriage. She said the law as-is would force older people into a life alone. 
She noted cohabitating people did not have rights to make healthcare decisions for each other.  

 
Ms. Price explained in the military, there was a survivor benefit program where a retired service 

member could buy insurance for their surviving spouse so the spouse would receive up to 55% of the 
service member's retirement income. She said the surviving spouse could not remarry or they would lose 
the benefit unless they remarried after age 55. She asked that the County add similar language to the 
surviving spouse benefit. She suggested adding an age limit of 65; that the applicant and spouse must 
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each be 65. She said if State law did not allow the County to add such language, she wanted to add the 
item to the legislative agenda to seek the authority to do so.  

 
Ms. Price said the tax relief for real estate should only cover the average cost of residence in the 

County. She said she had a problem with an unlimited benefit based on the value of the house. She said 
seniors could have expensive properties that would receive a benefit beyond what the County should 
provide. She said the County should provide affordable housing, not a specific kind of housing. She 
encouraged that the average house value be added as a limitation for each program.  

 
Ms. Price said she had an issue with the exclusion of leased vehicles from the personal property 

tax program. She said leasing a vehicle was comparable to renting housing. She said the County should 
look to have comparable benefits for those who leased vehicles to those who owned. She added that if 
State law prevented the County from providing such benefits, it should seek to gain the authority from the 
General Assembly.  

 
Ms. Price agreed with Mr. Gallaway that the income thresholds should be increased to $0 - $35K, 

$35K - $55K, and $55K - $75K so that the benefit was spread through all the categories. She supported 
the Board having a discussion to modify the BPOL tax. She said the Board should examine gross receipts 
and net income because not all businesses had equivalent overhead expenses.  

 
Ms. Mallek wanted to know if there was a State option for tax relief for tenants. She asked 

whether a landlord who received tax relief was required to pass the relief on to the tenants. 
 
Ms. Price said her idea regarding tenant tax relief could be a rebate to simplify the process. She 

said for example, if there was a tenant in an apartment complex who qualified for tax relief if they were to 
own the property instead of rent it, then there would be a rebate. She said the County did not have the 
authority to give such benefits. She said there was a problem in the County of only providing benefits to 
property owners in an era where people were forced into tenancy.  

 
Ms. Mallek said the tax increases to cover the programs would create more people who would be 

impacted by the programs. She said there could be other ways to fund the programs, such as through 
economic development, to avoid increases to taxes. 

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley said she was concerned landlords would receive the relief and increase rental 

prices without passing the benefit along to the tenant. She said she was concerned about unintended 
consequences. She said the personal property tax program was being addressed at a later point because 
of staff limitations, and she wanted to revisit the inclusion of leased vehicles in the program. 

 
Mr. Gallaway explained that for leased vehicles, the sales tax on the full price of the vehicle was 

due at the time of lease signing, and the property tax was billed to the owner of the vehicle who would 
typically charge the cost to the leaser. He said more people would lease their vehicles if it was a way to 
avoid the personal property tax. He said leasing a vehicle was not a way to avoid the tax burden.  

 
Ms. Birch said the housing programming would be discussed in more detail with the Board during 

the budget work sessions. She reiterated that the Board was interested in modifying the thresholds of the 
lower income brackets for the real estate tax exemption program for elderly and disabled people. She said 
staff would run an analysis to determine the impact that changing the thresholds would have on the 
budget. She explained staff needed to tie the thresholds to a metric so they would grow proportionally. 
She noted that Ms. Price had asked whether other tax exemption programs could limit the benefit to the 
average home value in the County. She said she did not know the answer to her question.  

 
Mr. Peter Lynch said Ms. Price was likely referring to the veteran's exemption which was based 

on the entire home and 10 acres and not on the average home value. He said the section of State Code 
that referred to the veteran's exemption explicitly referred to the entire property value. He explained the 
other two programs, which were adopted later, explicitly stated the average home value be the maximum 
benefit. He said the Board would have to add the item to its legislative agenda. He noted three sections of 
State Code stated in relation to the exemption programs that a spouse cannot remarry, and a change 
would require legislative action.  

 
Ms. Mallek noted the recent changes were constitutional amendments as well.  
 
Mr. Kamptner said that was his recollection.  

_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 11. Closed Meeting. 
 

At 3:36 p.m., Mr. Andrews moved that the Board go into a Closed Meeting pursuant to Section 
2.2-3711(A) of the Code of Virginia: 

  
• Under Subsection (1), to discuss and consider the appointment of the County Attorney; and 
 
• Under Subsection (7), to consult with legal counsel and briefings by staff members pertaining 

to actual litigation regarding zoning matters where consultation or briefing in an open meeting 
would adversely affect the negotiating or litigating posture of the Board.  

 
• Under Subsection (8), to consult with and be briefed by legal counsel regarding specific legal 
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matters requiring legal advice related to the First Amendment and symbolic or expressive 
speech. 

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 

recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Mr. Andrews, and Ms. Price.  
NAYS:  None.  
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 12. Certify Closed Meeting. 
 

At 6:00 p.m., Mr. Andrews moved that the Board of Supervisors certify by a recorded vote that, to 
the best of each supervisor’s knowledge, only public business matters lawfully exempted from the open 
meeting requirements of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act and identified in the motion authorizing 
the closed meeting, were heard, discussed, or considered in the closed meeting.  

 
The motion was seconded by Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley. Roll was called and the motion carried by the 

following recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Mr. Andrews, and Ms. Price.  
NAYS:  None.  
_______________ 

 
Non-Agenda Item. Motion Coming Out of Closed Meeting 

 
Mr. Andrews moved that the Board authorized the Chair to respond to the Daily Progress on a 

matter of local public interest.  
 
Ms. McKeel seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 

recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Mr. Andrews, and Ms. Price.  
NAYS:  None.  
_______________ 

 
Agenda Item No. 13. From the County Executive: Report on Matters Not Listed on the Agenda. 
 
Mr. Richardson said Ms. Price and Ms. McKeel attended a celebration for the Hatton Ferry, a pole 

operated ferry that crossed the James River between Albemarle and Buckingham County. He said the 
ferry was reopening due to a donation from a local family.  

 
He said the City, the County, and the University of Virginia hosted a community forum as part of 

the Regional Climate Action Together. Mr. Richardson explained the climate action community forum 
focused on how climate change would affect the community. He said attendees learned of specific 
challenges associated with extreme rainfall, heatwaves and seasonal changes from the perspective of 
several public servants. He noted over 150 community members attended the event. He said the 
roundtable discussion included Kaki Dimock, Albemarle Director of Social Services; Kim Biasiolli, 
Albemarle Natural Resources Manager; Matthew Meyer, M.D., Critical Care Anesthesiologist and 
Assistant Professor of Anesthesiology at the University of Virginia; and Emily Pelliccia, Charlottesville 
Deputy Chief of Emergency Preparedness.  

 
Mr. Richardson said FES had two major sidewalk projects under construction in four locations 

around the County. He said a $5 million project spanned three sites: East Rio Road, Avon Street, and 
Route 250 East near Crozet. He explained an at-grade flashing crosswalk on Route 250 would provide 
safe crossing to the Blue Ridge shopping center. He explained a $3.6 million project along the length of 
Ivy Road would provide a connection from the City sidewalk network to new sidewalk on the far west end 
of the road. He said new sidewalks, curbs, gutters, painted crosswalks, and ADA-compliant ramps would 
be placed at all sites. He noted that construction began in October and would be completed by the end of 
summer.  

 
Mr. Richardson said the Albemarle Police Department's motor unit participated in the memorial 

service for two Bridgewater College campus officers who died; Officer John Painter and Campus Security 
Officer J.J. Jefferson. He said more than 100 police motor units from across the country participated in 
the service.  

 
Mr. Richardson said there was a fire at a restaurant in Pantops during diner hours. He said the 

first response unit was on the scene within five minutes, and they were able to minimize the damage. He 
noted that the fire began in the restaurant's kitchen. 

 
Mr. Richardson said the County Career Center had become the Virginia Career Works (VCW) 

Affiliate. He said the County announced in January new resources available for area job seekers at the 
County office building at 1600 5th Street Extension. He said the Career Center became an official affiliate 
of the VCW Center in December 2021. He explained the designation brought an expansion of services 
from community partners that offered employment resources.  
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Mr. Richardson said the redistricting process and the comprehensive plan update process (AC44) 
were officially underway. He announced a new virtual engagement hub had been launched where people 
could access project documents and resources and provide feedback. He said the new website was 
accessible at engage.albemarle.org. He said the website offered staff a suite of analytical tools to 
understand engagement metrics and refine outreach. He said the redistricting comment period ran 
through March 4, and the comprehensive plan update would be active for several years. He said work 
group applications were due by February 28.  

 
Mr. Richardson said the Let's Talk engagement van had been traveling around the County and 

had made stops at the Northside Library, Crossroad Corner Shops, Wyant's Store, and Hydraulic Wash. 
He said the Let's Talk schedule was available on the County calendar, and a kickoff virtual event was 
scheduled for February 25. He said Spanish translation would be available for the event. 

 
Mr. Richardson said recruitment for the Director of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion was active. He 

said a job posting would be open through mid-March, and the Board would be updated periodically on the 
status of the process.  

 
Mr. Richardson said the annual 2021 Community Report had been released online and print 

copies would be available the following week. He said the report highlighted projects, events and 
initiatives from 2021.  

 
Mr. Richardson said he would be joining several Board members and staff members as part of 

the Chamber of Commerce's first annual State of the Community event. He said leadership from the City, 
the County, and the University would reflect on the theme and the vision for 2022 and beyond. 

 
Mr. Trevor Henry said that he, along with Retired Colonel Lettie Bien, would be presenting in 

Richmond to the General Assembly's Military and Veterans Affairs caucus. He said he would discuss the 
Defense Affairs Committee's work in the region and in the County, including Rivanna Station.  

 
Ms. McKeel asked if Board members would receive physical copies of the community report. She 

said Ms. Kilroy was nodding yes. She asked if a recording of the Climate Action Together discussion was 
available. 

 
Ms. Kilroy said all virtual public meetings were on the County's YouTube page. She said she 

would send a copy to Ms. McKeel through her work email. She noted that if anyone was interested in 
reviewing past County virtual events, they would be available on YouTube.  

 
Ms. Price said the sidewalk reports were welcomed by the community, and she mentioned the 

Avon Street community looked forward to the improvements. She said she recently read 511 law 
enforcement officers had been killed in the line of duty in 2021 in the U.S.   
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 14. From the Public: Matters Not Listed for Public Hearing on the Agenda or on 
Matters Previously Considered by the Board or Matters that are Pending Before the Board. 
 

There were none. 
_______________ 

 
Agenda Item No. 15. Public Hearing – SP202100003 Caliber Collision. 
PROJECT: SP202100003 Caliber Collision  
MAGISTERIAL DISTRICT: Rio  
TAX MAP/PARCEL: 04500000010600  
LOCATION: 1720 Seminole Trl, Charlottesville, VA,22901  
PROPOSAL: Special Use Permit request for a body shop use in an existing 9,200 square foot 
building on a 1.02-acre parcel.  
PETITION: Body shop use allowed by special use permit under Section 24.2.2.17 of 
the Zoning Ordinance. No new dwelling units proposed.  
ZONING: HC Highway Commercial – commercial and service; residential by special use 
permit (15 units/ acre)  
OVERLAY DISTRICT(S): AIA – Airport Impact Area Overlay, EC – Entrance Corridor, Managed 
Steep Slopes 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: Core Area within Rio 29 Small Area Plan – area intended to have a 
mixture of uses including residential, commercial, retail, office, institutional and employment uses. 
Buildings with heights of 3-6 stories, built close to the street, with pedestrian access and 
relegated parking. 
 
The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board stated that at its meeting on December 7, 2021, 

the Planning Commission (PC) conducted a public hearing and voted 6:0 to recommend approval of 
SP202100003 with revisions to the conditions provided in the staff report. The PC's staff report, action 
letter, and meeting minutes are attached (Attachments A, B, and C, respectively).  

  
The PC's discussion on the special use permit covered several topics, including the amount of 

time the existing building has been vacant, the current character of the area, the recommendations of the 
Rio29 Small Area Plan, and additional mitigating elements that could be incorporated on the site. The PC 
expressed concerns about the width of the shared use path, specifically the ability to continue the path on 
neighboring parcels due to area topography and the increase in onsite impervious surfaces.  
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No members of the public spoke during the public comment portion of the public hearing for this 

item.  
  
The PC voted 6:0 to recommend approval of the special use application "with the conditions as 

listed in the staff report, with the following revisions: that the planting strip be 14 feet wide and that the 
shared use path be 8 feet wide with permeable pavement, with flexibility for staff to adjust as necessary 
with the applicant to best fit the site with the permeable pavement." Proposed revised conditions reflecting 
the PC's recommendation were developed in coordination with the County Attorney's Office and are 
provided below.   

  
ORIGINAL CONDITIONS PROVIDED IN THE STAFF REPORT  

1. Development of the use must be in general accord (as determined by the Director of Planning 
and the Zoning Administrator) with the Conceptual Plan titled "Caliber Collision: Conceptual Site Plan 01," 
prepared by Bret Flory, dated October 1, 2021. To be in general accord with the Conceptual Plan, 
development must reflect the following essential major elements:    

• Building footprint  
• Parking areas  
• Eight (8) foot wide planting strip  
• Fourteen (14) foot wide shared use path   

Minor modifications to the plan which do not conflict with the elements above may be made to 
ensure compliance with the Zoning Ordinance.  

  
CONDITIONS BASED ON THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION   

1. Development  of the use must be in general accord (as determined by the Director of Planning 
and the Zoning Administrator) with the Conceptual Plan titled "Caliber Collision: Conceptual Site Plan 01," 
prepared by Bret Flory, dated October 1, 2021. To be in general accord with the Conceptual Plan, 
development must reflect the following essential major elements:    

• Building footprint  
• Parking areas  

2. Development also must reflect the following additional major elements:  
• A Fourteen (14)-foot wide planting strip  
• An Eight (8)-foot wide shared use path constructed of permeable pavement (subject to 

existing easements and other site constraints)  
Minor modifications to the plan that do not conflict with the elements above may be made to 

ensure compliance with the Zoning Ordinance.  
  
If the special use permit were approved, the revised conditions are agreeable to staff. The 

applicant has also indicated that it is agreeable to the revised conditions.  
  
Staff recommends disapproval of special use permit SP202100003 based on the findings 

contained in the staff report, and recommends that the Board adopt the attached Resolution to 
disapprove the special use permit (Attachment D). If the Board chooses to approve SP202100003, staff 
recommends that the Board adopt the attached Resolution to approve the special use permit (Attachment 
E), subject to the conditions attached thereto.  

_____ 
 
Ms. Mariah Gleason, Senior Planner, said she would be presenting a special use permit request, 

SP202100003 Caliber Collision, for the Board's consideration. She said the subject property for the 
application was located at 1720 Seminole Trail on Tax Map Parcel (TMP) 45-106. She said the property 
was about 500 feet north of the intersection of Rio Road and Route 29/Seminole Trail. She said 
businesses and uses in the area were diverse and included retail and commercial businesses, 
restaurants, storage facilities, motor vehicle sales, rentals, and repairs, medical facilities, grocery stores, 
and public facilities.  

 
Ms. Gleason said the businesses adjacent to the subject property were Storage Solution Center 

to the north and west and Jefferson Coin to the south. She said Albemarle Square was located across 
Route 29. She said about 300 feet north of the property was Carter Myers Automotive (CMA) Colonial 
Nissan and CMA's Volvo, and south of the property at the intersection of Route 29 and Rio Road, about 
750 feet from the subject property, was a recently approved auto dealership, a National Tire and Battery, 
and an Enterprise Rent-a-Car. 

 
Ms. Gleason explained that there was a by-right development under review by staff for the 

redevelopment of the neighboring Wendy's site into a discount tire. She noted businesses in the area 
were forming a cluster of auto oriented services. She said the subject property and neighboring properties 
were zoned for highway commercial use which was indicated by the bright red zones on the displayed 
map. She said the further surrounding properties were zoned for commercial use, indicated by pink. She 
said permitted uses in the highway commercial zoning district were diverse, but the body shop use 
required a special use permit.  

 
Ms. Gleason said the applicant proposed to use the existing property structure for a body shop 

use. She said all work and repair activities for the body shop would occur in the enclosed structure; a 
9,200 square foot building. She said vehicles awaiting repair would be parked to the side and rear of the 
parcel behind a screened fence. She said the proposal would require a site plan due to changes to the 
parking area as well as areas in front of the building to make the parcel consistent with the 
recommendations in the Rio29 Small Area Plan.  
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Ms. Gleason said staff found many positive aspects with the proposal, however, the proposal was 

inconsistent with the use and form recommendations of the Rio29 Small Area Plan, which serves as the 
comprehensive plan and vision document for the area. She said the differences were explained in the 
staff report in detail. She explained the small area plan designated the property as a core area, which was 
characterized by an urban and pedestrian friendly environment with 3 to 6 story buildings built close to the 
street with street level windows and active first floor uses.  

 
Ms. Gleason said the small area plan did not readily recommend auto service uses, like body 

shops, in the core area, but such uses were permitted by exception if there was minimal impact to the 
surrounding parcels and if a certain building form was achieved. She said the plan recommended auto-
oriented uses be part of mixed-use developments, where the use would be located in the back of the 
properties. She said the proposal was not consistent with the form and use recommendations of the small 
area plan, and because of the inconsistencies, staff recommended denial of the proposal. 

 
Ms. Gleason said a public hearing was held before the Planning Commission on December 7, 

2021 for the proposal. She said the Planning Commission supported and recommended approval of the 
special use permit with revised conditions. She said the revisions primarily worked to swap the widths of 
the planting strip and shared-use path that were based on recommendations of the Rio29 Small Area 
Plan. She said the switch was an acknowledgement of the area's topography and the number of 
impermeable surfaces on the site. She said the change would result in the planting strip having a 14-foot 
width instead of 18 feet, and the shared use path would be 8 feet wide instead of 14 feet. She said the 
Board had a transmittal summary and the staff report before them. She said she was open to questions, 
and she had prepared motions for when the Board was ready to make a decision.  

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley asked if there was a rendering of the proposed site with the proposed 

changes from the Planning Commission. 
 
Ms. Gleason said the applicant had submitted a site plan. She said the 14-foot-wide planting strip 

provided more space between the shared-use path and the travel way. She said the applicant had also 
submitted a landscaping plan.  

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley asked if the 14-foot-wide strip was a sidewalk or walking area.  
 
Ms. Gleason said in the first version of the plan, the shared-use path was 14 feet wide. She said 

with the recommendation from planning staff, the shared-use path was 8 feet wide, and the planting strip 
was 14 feet wide.  

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley asked if the shared-use path would be like a sidewalk. 
 
Ms. Gleason said the shared-use path was intended to be a facility that offered biking and 

pedestrian use. She said it could look like a sidewalk. She said the Commission had specified that the 
material of the shared-use path be made of permeable pavers.  

 
Mr. Gallaway asked if the reason for narrowing the shared-use path was because the grading of 

the site posed development issues for a 14-foot-wide path.  
 
Ms. Gleason said Mr. Gallaway was correct. 
 
Mr. Andrews said he was interested in information about the surrounding neighborhoods and the 

neighborhood plans.  
 
Ms. McKeel asked where the chain-linked fence would be located on the property.  
 
Ms. Gleason said the fencing would be considered during the site planning stage and the 

Architectural Review Board (ARB) would review the fencing specifically. 
 
Ms. McKeel said permeable pavers were great, but because of the County's soil, they did not 

work. She asked whether there was a reason for the pavers. 
 
Ms. Gleason said she had misspoken. She said the Planning Commission had recommended 

permeable pavement because they cited permeable pavers had a tendency to move as they settled 
which could be costly in maintenance.  

 
Ms. Mallek asked if there were two entrances or one combined entrance and exit to the site.  
 
Ms. Gleason said there were two entrances to the site. She said the northern entrance was 

shared with the abutting parcel. She noted the travel way was one-way along the northern property 
boundary, and Fire Rescue found the travel way would be needed to allow emergency services access to 
all parts of the building. She said the southern entrance only served the subject property and allowed two-
way entrance and exit.  

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley read the rules for public hearing. 
 
Mr. Bret Flory said he was the architect for the applicant. He said Caliber Collision was the 

world's largest automotive collision repair company. He said the company had over 20,000 employees 
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and 1450 locations across the country. He explained insurance companies suggested where the 
company should locate. He said he had begun working on the project a year and a half ago. He noted 
Caliber Collision worked with all the major insurance companies.  

 
Mr. Flory said the location was a smaller location, but the company could manage the space. He 

said there would be one paint booth, and all the work would occur inside the building. He said they 
worked with a company called GNC Enviro-Safe, which helped them stay in compliance with federal, 
state, and local environment requirements. He said the site would likely employ 20 people. He said there 
was outdoor vehicle storage, and the fence would be wood with a decorative steel ornamental picket 
runner. He said the fence would meet County requirements for outdoor vehicle screening. He said the 
applicant had received ARB approval.  

 
Mr. Flory said the building had been vacant for 2 or 3 years. He said the site was challenging 

because there was no parking at the front of the building, and customers had to come in and park in the 
L-shaped lot. He said there was just enough parking. He said there would be heavy landscaping in the 
front and side of the building. He said it was screened to some extent because of the hill and neighboring 
storage facility.  

 
Mr. Flory said the applicant had received waivers for the driveway spacing and the right turn lane 

from VDOT. He noted that Caliber Collision was a low-trip generator. He said the applicant received 
Commission approval with revised conditions, and the applicant did not take any issue with the 
conditions. He displayed renderings of the building and the site for the Board. He said the site was fairly 
wooded in the back, and the applicant would install a fence around the property. He said he was open for 
questions. 

 
Mr. Gallaway reiterated that all of the paintwork would be done inside. He said people were often 

concerned about autobody work occurring outside. 
 
Mr. Flory said the shops were even air conditioned, and all the work would occur inside.  
 
Mr. Andrews asked for clarification regarding the two entrances. He asked if both entrances 

would be used by cars and trucks or if they were reserved. 
 
Mr. Flory said the entrances would remain. He said the reason the applicant requested a waiver 

from VDOT was because customers would have had to drive through the outdoor vehicle storage area to 
get to the front of the building if the travel way was one-way. He said VDOT approved the waiver. He 
explained customers would enter through the south entrance and then be able to park and maneuver in 
the rear area. He said if a truck needed to unload a vehicle, it would enter and exit through the north 
entrance. He said the applicant worked with the fire department on vehicle access. He said there was an 
extended T turnaround on the northside of the building to allow a truck to turn around. 

 
Ms. Price noted there were no speakers signed up for public comment. 
 
Mr. Andrews asked how long it took for the equipment and facilities to depreciate.  
 
Mr. Flory asked if Mr. Andrews meant the improvements being made to the property. 
 
Mr. Andrews said he meant the operations generally. He asked if the business would last. 
 
Mr. Flory said there were concerns about electric and self-driving cars because they could reduce 

accidents. He said Caliber Collisions had made proactive business decisions. He said the company had 
purchased an automotive glass company. He noted cars had an Advance Driver Awareness System 
(ADAS) that had to be recalibrated after an accident. He said Caliber Collisions bought a company called 
ProTech that owned ADAS calibration technology. He said the company was growing. He noted all the 
leases were 10-year leases with 5-year extensions.  

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley asked if Caliber Collisions did windshield repair and replacement. 
 
Mr. Flory explained there was a partner company that replaced windshields onsite called Caliber 

Auto Glass. He said he did not know if the partner had operations in the area, so a local company could 
be called.  

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley asked if a vehicle's head's up display would be calibrated. 
 
Mr. Flory said the company performed the calibration onsite.  
 
Mr. Gallaway said there had been few developers who tried to meet the small area plan. He said 

the quadrant would be the last to redevelop because of the automotive dealerships that were present. He 
said uses had to be approved so business space was not left vacant. He noted that other areas had to 
finish development before this area of the small area plan could develop. He said he was supportive of 
the project. He said it did not inhibit the work or efforts of the small area plan.  

 
Mr. Andrews said he agreed with Mr. Gallaway's comments. He said he was supportive of the 

project.  
 
Ms. McKeel said she believed development for the small area plan would begin on the other side 
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of Route 29. She said she did not have an issue with the proposal. 
 
Ms. Mallek said she was supportive of the proposal. 
 
Ms. Price said she supported the proposal. 
 
Mr. Gallaway said the sidewalks and shared-use path would be constructed in patches as the 

developments filled out the road. 
 
Mr. Gallaway moved that the Board adopt the resolution to approve the special use permit, 

SP202100003 Caliber Collision (Attachment E), subject to the conditions attached thereto.  
 
Ms. McKeel seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 

recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Mr. Andrews, and Ms. Price.  
NAYS:  None.  

_____ 
 

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE   

SP202100003 CALIBER COLLISION  

  

WHEREAS, upon consideration of the staff report prepared for SP 202100003 Caliber Collision and 
the attachments thereto, including staff’s supporting analysis, the information presented at the public 
hearing, any comments received, and all of the factors relevant to the special use permit in Albemarle 
County Code §§ 18-24.2.2(17) and 18-33.8(A), the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby finds 
that the proposed special use would:  

1. not be a substantial detriment to adjacent parcels;   

2. not change the character of the adjacent parcels and the nearby area; 

3. be in harmony with the purpose and intent of the Zoning Ordinance, with the uses permitted by 

right in the Highway Commercial zoning district, with the regulations related to body shops in § 

18-5.1.31, and with the public health, safety, and general welfare (including equity); and  

4. be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  

  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby 
approves SP 202100003 Caliber Collision, subject to the conditions attached hereto.   

* * * 
 

CONDITIONS – SP202100003 CALIBER COLLISION 
 

1.  Development  of the use must be in general accord (as determined by the Director of Planning 
and the Zoning Administrator) with the Conceptual Plan titled "Caliber Collision: Conceptual Site 
Plan 01," prepared by Bret Flory, dated October 1, 2021. To be in general accord with the 
Conceptual Plan, development must reflect the following essential major elements:    

• Building footprint  
• Parking areas  

 
2. Development also must reflect the following additional major elements:  

• A Fourteen (14)-foot wide planting strip  
• An Eight (8)-foot wide shared use path constructed of permeable pavement (subject 

to existing easements and other site constraints)  
 

Minor modifications to the plan that do not conflict with the elements above may be made to 
ensure compliance with the Zoning Ordinance.  
 
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 16. Public Hearing – STA202100002 Maintenance of Private Improvements. 
To receive comments on a proposed ordinance to amend Secs. 14-234 (Procedure to authorize private 
street and related matters), 14-235 (Effect of approval of private street), 14-303 (Contents of final plat), 
and 14-317 (Instrument evidencing maintenance of certain improvements) of Chapter 14 (Subdivision of 
Land) of the Albemarle County Code. This proposed ordinance would amend Sec. 14-234 (Procedure to 
authorize private street and related matters) by eliminating the reference to an agreement required by 
Sec. 14-317, and Sec. 14-235 (Effect of approval of private street) by eliminating the existing requirement 
that a subdivider submit a maintenance agreement for private streets. This proposed ordinance would 
also amend Sec. 14-303(N) (Contents of final plat) to require a statement on final plats that private streets 
and other improvements will not be maintained by any public entity and must be maintained by the 
affected lot owners, and that failure to maintain required improvements may constitute a violation of 
County ordinance(s). This proposed ordinance would also repeal Sec. 14-317 (Instrument evidencing 
maintenance of certain improvements). 

 
The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that at its meeting on January 11, 2022, 

the Planning Commission voted unanimously to recommend approval of STA 202100002 Maintenance of 
Private Improvements.  
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The Planning Commission had limited comment on the proposed amendment.  The Planning 

Commission confirmed that the County currently has no obligation to maintain private improvements and 
the proposed amendment would not create an obligation for the County to maintain those improvements.  
No one from the public spoke at the meeting.  During the meeting the Planning Commission requested 
that the allowance of private streets and other private improvements be discussed during the upcoming 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment.      

  
Staff recommends that the Board adopt the attached proposed ordinance (Attachment D).  

_____ 
 

Mr. Bill Fritz, Development Process Manager, said Subdivision Texts Amendments (STA) started 
before the Planning Commission while zoning text amendments began before the Board. He said the 
Planning Commission adopted a resolution of intent to amend the subdivision ordinance and address the 
maintenance of private improvements in December 2021. He said in January, the Commission 
recommended approval of the STA with limited discussion.  

 
Mr. Fritz explained if private improvements were proposed in a subdivision, the ordinance 

required the submission of a maintenance agreement. He said the agreement was reviewed by CDD staff 
and was subject to approval by the County Attorney. He said to review the document, it was time and 
resource consuming, and ultimately, the document was approved. He said the County was not a party to 
the agreement, could not interpret or enforce the agreement, and the ordinance did not require that the 
document be recorded. He summarized that the County required an expensive document that was not 
enforceable.  

 
Mr. Fritz said the ordinance required a note on the plat if private streets were involved in the 

subdivision. He explained the note acknowledged there were private streets and that they may not meet 
VDOT standards and would not be maintained by VDOT or the County. He said the note did not require 
maintenance or state that failure to maintain the improvements would be a violation. He continued that 
the note only applied to private streets.  

 
Mr. Fritz said staff recommended that the note regarding private streets be amended. He said the 

current note stated, “the streets in subdivisions may not meet the standards for acceptance into the 
secondary system of state highways and will not be maintained by Viginia Department of Transportation 
or the County.” He said staff proposed more inclusive language, “Unless specifically denoted as public, 
the streets and other requirements in the subdivision are private in nature and will not be maintained by 
either Viginia Department of Transportation or any other public agency. The maintenance thereof was the 
mutual obligation of the affected lot owners, and failure to maintain the improvements in substantially the 
same condition as originally approved by the County may constitute a violation of County ordinances.”  

 
Mr. Fritz said the change eliminated the need to review a maintenance agreement. He said the 

note established the improvements must be maintained by the lot owners and established a standard to 
which the improvements must be maintained. He said the State code included a property owners 
association act. He noted the provision stated what was required for subdivisions that included privately 
maintained features, and the provision of the State code was self-acting and did not require incorporation 
into the County code.  

 
Mr. Fritz explained that in addition to the subdivision section changes requiring notation on the 

plat, the sections of the code that referenced the maintenance agreement were proposed to be amended. 
He said the Planning Commission recommended approval of the STA. He noted that during the 
discussion, the Commission asked that staff relay a comment to the Board that the Planning Commission 
would like to discuss private streets and other private improvements during the upcoming comprehensive 
plan amendment discussion. 

 
Mr. Andrews clarified that the amendment did not change the standards for private streets. 
 
Mr. Fritz said no standards were changed by the amendment.  
 
Ms. Mallek asked if there was implied or explicitly stated public access to the amenities that were 

referred to beyond the private roads. She asked if any improvements were considered. 
 
Mr. Fritz said recreation improvements were almost never associated with subdivisions. He said 

recreation improvements were rather associated with site plans because they were required with multi-
family developments. He said improvements shown on site plans were enforced through the zoning 
ordinance. He said this amendment brought the subdivision ordinance into alignment with the zoning 
ordinance. He said recreational improvements were not shown on subdivision plats.  

 
Mr. Kamptner explained that the other type of improvements he had discussed with Mr. Fritz were 

proffered improvements, which were enforced under the zoning ordinance as a proffer. 
 
Ms. Price said there were no speakers signed up for public comment.  
 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley moved that the Board adopt the proposed Ordinance to approve 

STA202100002 Maintenance of Private Improvements.  
 
Ms. McKeel seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 
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recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Mr. Andrews, and Ms. Price.  
NAYS:  None.  
 

Ms. McKeel said she agreed with the Planning Commission, and she would like to discuss the 
issue of private and public roads during the comprehensive plan review. 

_____ 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 22-14(1) 
 
AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND CHAPTER 14 SUBDIVISION OF LAND, ARTICLE II, ADMINISTRATION 
AND PROCEDURE AND ARTICLE III, SUBDIVISION PLAT REQUIREMENTS AND DOCUMENTS TO 
BE SUBMITTED, OF THE CODE OF THE COUNTY OF ALBEMARLE, VIRGINIA 
BE IT ORDAINED By the Board of Supervisors of the County of Albemarle, Virginia, that Chapter 14, 
Subdivision of Land, Article II, Administration and Procedure and Article III, Subdivision Plat 
Requirements and Documents to be Submitted, are hereby amended and reordained as follows: 
By Amending: 
Sec. 14-234 Procedure to authorize private streets and related matters 
Sec. 14-235 Effect of approval of private street 
Sec. 14-303 Contents of final plat 
 
By Repealing: 
Sec. 14-317 Instrument evidencing maintenance of certain improvements 
 

CHAPTER 14. SUBDIVISION OF LAND 
 

ARTICLE II. ADMINISTRATION AND PROCEDURE 
 
Sec. 14-234 Procedure to authorize private street and related matters. 
 
Requests under sections 14-232 and 14-233 shall be submitted, processed and acted upon as follows: 

A.  A subdivider shall submit a request in writing to the agent at the time of the submittal of the 
preliminary plat or may, within the development areas, submit the written request prior to submittal of a 
preliminary plat or with an application to rezone the land. 

1.  The request shall state the reasons and justifications for the request, and shall particularly 
address one or more applicable bases for granting the request as identified in sections  14-
232 or 14-233, and each of the five findings identified in paragraph (C) required to be made.  

(a)  The request shall include: (i) a map of the subdivision having contour intervals of 
not greater than 20 feet showing the horizontal alignment; (ii) field-run profiles and 
typical cross-sections of the proposed streets; (iii) the maximum number of lots to be 
served by each private street; and (iv) documentation explaining how the perpetual 
maintenance of the private street including, within the development areas, the curb, 
curb and gutter, sidewalks, and planting strip landscaping will be funded, and 
identifying the person or entity that will be responsible for maintaining the 
improvements. The county engineer may waive the requirement for the field-run profile 
in the case of an existing street or where deemed appropriate due to topography, or if 
the topographic map is based on aerial or field collected data with a contour interval 
accuracy of five vertical feet or better. A request under section 14-232(A)(1) shall 
include earthwork computations demonstrating significant degradation.  

(b)  If the request is made prior to submittal of a preliminary plat or with an  application 
to rezone the land, it also shall include: (i) a justification for the request; (ii) a vicinity 
map showing a larger street network at a scale no smaller than one inch equals 600 
feet; (iii) a conceptual plan at a scale no smaller than one inch equals 200 feet showing 
surveyed boundaries of the property; (iv) topography of the property at five-foot 
intervals for the property being subdivided and on abutting lands to a distance of 500 
feet from the boundary line or a lesser distance determined to be sufficient by the 
agent; (v) the locations of streams, stream buffers, steep slopes, floodplains, known 
wetlands; (vi) the proposed layout of streets and lots, unit types, uses, and location of 
parking, as applicable; (vii) proposed private street profiles; and (viii) the maximum 
number of lots to be served. 

2.  The agent shall forward the map to the county engineer for review and comment. When the 
agent has received comments on the map from the county engineer, the agent shall then 
consider the request. The agent shall then proceed as follows: 

(a)  If the request for a private street is made under sections 14-232(A) or 14-233(A), 
he may recommend approval, approval with conditions, or denial. A recommendation of 
approval or conditional approval shall be accompanied by a statement by the agent as 
to the public purpose served by the recommendation, particularly in regard to the 

https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIIADPR_DIV5PRAPPRSTSHDRAL_S14-232WHPRSTRUARMABEAU
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIIADPR_DIV5PRAPPRSTSHDRAL_S14-233WHPRSTDEARMABEAU
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIIADPR_DIV5PRAPPRSTSHDRAL_S14-232WHPRSTRUARMABEAU
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIIADPR_DIV5PRAPPRSTSHDRAL_S14-232WHPRSTRUARMABEAU
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIIADPR_DIV5PRAPPRSTSHDRAL_S14-233WHPRSTDEARMABEAU
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIIADPR_DIV5PRAPPRSTSHDRAL_S14-232WHPRSTRUARMABEAU
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIIADPR_DIV5PRAPPRSTSHDRAL_S14-232WHPRSTRUARMABEAU
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIIADPR_DIV5PRAPPRSTSHDRAL_S14-233WHPRSTDEARMABEAU
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purpose and intent of this chapter, the zoning ordinance, and the comprehensive plan; 
or 

(b)  If the request for a private street is made under sections 14-232(B) or 14-233(B), 
he may approve, approve with conditions, or deny the request. 

3.  The commission shall not consider a request until it has received and considered the 
recommendation of the agent. 

B.  In considering a request for approval of one or more private streets, the agent and commission shall 
consider that: (i) private streets are intended to be the exception to public streets; and (ii) absent 
compelling circumstances, private streets should not cross over dams or bridges or involve other 
infrastructure that would be reasonably prohibitive to maintain, should not serve as the primary or sole 
interconnection between the subdivision and abutting property, or serve through traffic by being the 
connector between two or more public streets. 

C.  The agent and the commission may authorize one or more private streets in a subdivision if it finds 
that one or more of the circumstances described in sections 14-232 or 14-233 exist and it determines 
that: 

1.  The private street will be adequate to carry the traffic volume which may be reasonably 
expected to be generated by the subdivision. 

2.  The comprehensive plan does not provide for a public street in the approximate location of 
the proposed private street; 

3.  The fee of the private street will be owned by the owner of each lot abutting the right -of-way 
thereof or by an association composed of the owners of all lots in the subdivision, subject in 
either case to any easement for the benefit of all lots served by the street; 

4.  Except where required by the commission to serve a specific public purpose, the private 
street will not serve through traffic nor intersect the state highway system in more than one 
location; and 

5.  If applicable, the private street has been approved in accordance with section 30.3, flood 
hazard overlay district, of the zoning ordinance and other applicable law.  

D.  In considering a request for a private street, the commission may waive the requirements of 
sections 14-404 and/or 14-412 as provided therein, provided that all of the applicable requirements of 
sections 14-232, 14-233 and this section are satisfied. 

E.  In approving a request for a private street, the commission or the agent may impose any condition 
pertaining to the private street it deems reasonable and necessary, including any condition pertaining 
to the funding or responsibility for maintaining the private street, including the curb, curb and gutter, 
sidewalks, and planting strip landscaping. 

(8-28-74; § 18-36, 9-5-96; § 14-234, Ord. 98-A(1), 8-5-98; § 14-233 (part); Ord. 05-14(1), 4-20-05, 
effective 6-20-05; Ord. 22-14(1), 2-16-22) 

State law reference(s)—Va. Code § 15.2-2242(3).  

Sec. 14-235 - Effect of approval of private street. 
 
If the agent or the commission approves one or more private streets in a subdivision, the following 
requirements apply: 
 
A.  The final plat must contain the statement required by section 14-303(N). 
 
B.  The subdivider must provide surety for the completion of the private street as required by  section 
14-435 if the private street will not be completed prior to approval of the final plat, unless the private 
street was authorized under sections 14-232(B)(1), 14-232(B)(2), or 14-233(B)(2). 
 

(8-28-74; § 18-36, 9-5-96; § 14-235, Ord. 98-A(1), 8-5-98; Ord. 05-14(1), 4-20-05, effective 6-20-05; Ord. 
22-14(1), 2-16-22) 

State law reference(s)—Va. Code § 15.2-2242(3).  

 
ARTICLE III. SUBDIVISION PLAT REQUIREMENTS 

AND DOCUMENTS TO BE SUBMITTED 
 
Sec. 14-303 - Contents of final plat. 
 
In addition to containing all of the information required by section 14-302, except for the information 

https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIIADPR_DIV5PRAPPRSTSHDRAL_S14-232WHPRSTRUARMABEAU
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIIADPR_DIV5PRAPPRSTSHDRAL_S14-233WHPRSTDEARMABEAU
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIIADPR_DIV5PRAPPRSTSHDRAL_S14-232WHPRSTRUARMABEAU
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIIADPR_DIV5PRAPPRSTSHDRAL_S14-233WHPRSTDEARMABEAU
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH18ZO_ARTIIIDIRE_S30OVDI_S30.3FLHAOVDIH
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIVTEIMDE_DIV1LOBL_S14-404LOLOALACLOONSTSHDR
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIVTEIMDE_DIV2STAL_S14-412STPRSTON
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIIADPR_DIV5PRAPPRSTSHDRAL_S14-232WHPRSTRUARMABEAU
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIIADPR_DIV5PRAPPRSTSHDRAL_S14-233WHPRSTDEARMABEAU
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIIISUPLREDOBESU_DIV1PLRE_S14-303COFIPL
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIVTEIMDE_DIV5COTEIMSU_S14-435AGSU
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIVTEIMDE_DIV5COTEIMSU_S14-435AGSU
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIIADPR_DIV5PRAPPRSTSHDRAL_S14-232WHPRSTRUARMABEAU
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIIADPR_DIV5PRAPPRSTSHDRAL_S14-232WHPRSTRUARMABEAU
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIIADPR_DIV5PRAPPRSTSHDRAL_S14-233WHPRSTDEARMABEAU
https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIIISUPLREDOBESU_DIV1PLRE_S14-302COPRPL
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required by section 14-302(A)(12), a final plat must contain the following information: 
 

. . . . . 
 
N.  Statement pertaining to private improvements. If the subdivision will contain one or more private 
improvements, as defined in section 14-106, the following statement: “Unless specifically denoted as 
public, the streets and other required improvements in this subdivision are private in nature and will not 
be maintained by either the Virginia Department of Transportation or any other public agency.  The 
maintenance thereof is the mutual obligation of the affected lot owners. Failure to maintain the 
improvements in substantially the same condition as originally approved by the County may constitute 
a violation of County ordinance(s)." 

(§ 8, 8-28-74; 2-4-81; § 18-55, 9-5-96; § 14-303, Ord. 98-A(1), 8-5-98; Ord. 02-14(1), 2-6-02; Ord. 05-
14(1), 4-20-05, effective 6-20-05; Ord. 11-14(1), 6-1-11; Ord. 13-14(1), 12-4-13, effective 1-1-14; Ord. 22-
14(1), 2-16-22) 

State law reference(s)—Va. Code §§ 15.2-2241(1), 15.2-2262, 15.2-2264. 

. . . . . 
 

Sec. 14-317 [Repealed 2-16-22] 
 
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 17. Public Hearing – CACVB Operating Agreement Third Amendment. To 
receive public comment on its intent to adopt an Ordinance to Approve a Third Amended Agreement to 
Operate a Joint Convention and Visitors’ Bureau (CACVB) between the County of Albemarle, Virginia and 
the City of Charlottesville, Virginia. The Agreement amends the composition of the CACVB’s Executive 
Board, sets the process for appointing industry representatives, aligns terms to being on January 1, 2022, 
sets a limitation on fund balance carryover, confirms the CACVB’s commitment to diversity, equity and 
inclusion, makes stylistic changes, and updates references. 

 
The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that the purpose of the Charlottesville 

Albemarle Convention and Visitors Bureau (CACVB) is to promote the resources and advantages of the 
County, the City, and the region pursuant to the terms and conditions of the CACVB Operating 
Agreement, including marketing tourism, and marketing initiatives that: attract travelers to the City and 
County, increase lodging at properties located within the City and County, and generate tourism revenues 
within the City and County. A portion of the Transient Occupancy Tax from each local government funds 
the CACVB operations. The CACVB Operating Agreement is a legal document outlining the roles and 
responsibilities of the City of Charlottesville, Albemarle County, and the CACVB Board. The agreement 
was last amended in Fall 2019, and new terms and conditions were reconstituted to operate a joint 
convention and visitors bureau. Since 2019, the CACVB Board has had 15 members, including 4 elected 
officials (2 from the City and 2 from County), the County Executive, City Manager, and the Economic 
Development Directors from both local governments. 

 
Since 2019, the CACVB Board has been operating under the Second Amended CACVB 

Operating Agreement, and has also been operating with increased transparency and greater 
representation by elected officials. The current CACVB Board indicated that the CACVB operations are in 
good stead and the CACVB Board is prepared to move to the next phase of operations. The CACVB 
Board met on October 25, 2021, to discuss changes to the Operating Agreement. The recommended 
changes included a reduction in the number of elected officials on the Board from 4 to 2 (1 fewer from 
each local government), as well as the elimination of the County Executive and City Manager positions. 
These 4 vacancies will be designated for local industry representatives appointed by elected officials. The 
CACVB Board unanimously agreed in principle to those changes, which are included in the proposed 
draft Third Amended Operating Agreement (Attachment A). The CACVB Board generally agreed that 
further aligning the CACVB Board make-up to include an increase in industry representatives is in the 
best interest of the community. Industry stakeholders are supportive of these proposed changes to the 
CACVB Board. 

 
In addition to changes in syntax and outdated references, the proposed Third Amended 

Operating Agreement includes language that confirms the CACVB’s commitment to diversity, equity and 
inclusion; clarifies the process for appointing industry representatives, aligns terms to begin on January 1, 
2022, and places limitations on fund balance carryover. 

 
City Council approved the Third Amended Agreement on December 6, 2021. Subsequent to the 

City’s approval of the Third Amended Agreement, the agreement was retitled from the Second Amended 
Agreement to the Third Amended Agreement, three comments were removed, underlining was added to 
the new language, amendments were tracked in ordinance formatting in place of track changes, and 
County and City signature blocks were added. 

 
Attached for consideration is an ordinance approving the Third Amended Agreement and 

authorizing the County Executive to execute the Amended Agreement on behalf of the County after it is 
approved as to form by the County Attorney. 

 
There are no budget impacts associated with the Third Amended Agreement. 

https://library.municode.com/va/albemarle_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH14SULA_ARTIIISUPLREDOBESU_DIV1PLRE_S14-302COPRPL
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Staff recommends that the Board of Supervisors adopt the attached Ordinance approving the 

Third Amended Operating Agreement and authorizing the County Executive to execute the Amended 
Agreement on behalf of the County (Attachment B). 

_____ 
 
Mr. Roger Johnson, Director of Economic Development, said he was the chair of the 

Charlottesville Albemarle Convention and Visitors Bureau (CACVB). He explained the CACVB was 
founded in 1979 and was funded primarily by transient occupancy taxes. He said the CACVB provided 
information on the area to visitors, tour operators, meeting planners, weddings, and other groups. He said 
the CACVB’s mission was to enhance the economic prosperity of the City and the County by promoting, 
selling, and marketing the community as a destination. He said there were administrative offices on 
Faulkner Drive. He said the Bureau regularly operated two mobile visitor centers. 

 
Mr. Johnson said the CACVB sought approval for a third amendment agreement to operate a 

joint convention and visitor bureau between the County and City. He said the proposed agreement 
amended the structure of the executive board, set a process for appointing industry representatives, 
aligned terms to January 1, set a limitation on year end fund balances, and confirmed the commitment to 
diversity, equity, and inclusion. He explained the City Council approved the amendment in December 
2021.  

 
Ms. Courtney Cacatian, Executive Director of the CACVB, said she would present the substantial 

edits made to the agreement as well as the City Council’s feedback. She said language was included for 
diversity, equity, and inclusion while fostering a welcoming place of belonging. She said the composition 
of the board had been amended. She explained there were currently two Board of Supervisors members 
and two City Council members on the board, and the amendment would reduce the number to one from 
each jurisdiction. She said the County Executive and City Manager were currently on the board, and 
under the proposed amendment, those positions would no longer be present on the board.  

 
Ms. Cacatian said the four vacant seats on the board would be replaced by two accommodations 

representatives and two food and beverage representatives. She explained the Board of Supervisors and 
City Council would each appoint one of the representatives of each type. She noted the member terms 
would be aligned to January 1 so that there would be the same board throughout an entire calendar year. 
She said the City Council did not make substantial changes; she noted one councilor was an attorney and 
had suggested small changes to the language.  

 
Ms. Cacatian said the representatives of the arts and recreation communities were jointly 

appointed by the Board and the City Council. She said the process was amended to reflect the change. 
She said the fund balance was being addressed. She said the previous practice had been to carry over 
the entirety of the fund balance from fiscal year to fiscal year. She said the amended process clarified 
how much of the fund balance could be carried over.  

 
Mr. Gallaway asked how the figure for carrying over the fund balance had been determined. He 

noted it was 25%.  
 
Ms. Cacatian responded that a similar organization that used the County as its fiscal agent was 

the ECC (Emergency Communications Center), which had language in its bylaws that included the 25% 
limit, and that was where the CACVB got its figure. She said the limit helped for planning purposes and 
ensured there was a similar operating budget year to year.  

 
Mr. Gallaway asked what the fund balance had been used for in the past.  
 
Ms. Cacatian said spending was restricted for marketing purposes. 
 
Ms. McKeel said she did not have the version of the amendment that included the City Council’s 

redlined edits, and she could not read them on the screen. 
 
Ms. Cacatian said the packet before the Board had been submitted in November, and a version 

that included the City’s edits had been submitted to the clerk the day before.  
 
Mr. Kamptner noted that the version displayed by Ms. Cacatian appeared to be available online. 
 
Ms. Mallek said she also could not read the edits. She asked if Ms. Cacatian could read the edits 

aloud. 
 
Ms. Cacatian read through the City Council’s edits of the amendment agreement. She said that in 

the “Fund Balance” (4(B)) it was changed from “Participant” to “Party” because it was used in the rest of 
the document. She said that under 3(A)(2)(b), Appointment of Representatives of Accommodations, Food 
or Beverage and Tourism Industry Organizations; Term, the original language read, “The tourism industry 
representatives identified…”, and the language was changed to, “The representatives of 
Accommodations, Food or Beverage and Tourism Industry Organizations identified…” She noted that it 
made the language parallel with the opening. She went on the read a second change that was made to 
the agreement in section 3(A)(2)(c) the Appointment of the Arts and Recreations Communities: Term 
previously read, “The arts and recreation community representatives identified in Sections 3(A)(1) shall be 
made by a majority of the four members of the County Board of Supervisors and the Charlottesville City 
Council appointed to the Executive Board.” This language had been changed to “…shall be appointed by 
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agreement of the member of the County Board of Supervisors and the Charlottesville City Council 
appointed to the Executive Board.” 

 
Ms. Mallek noted that this implied that the appointment would be discussed with their 

jurisdictional colleagues. She asked how the Board would receive reports from the CACVB.  
 
Ms. Cacatian explained in March, she usually submitted an operating plan that discussed the 

previous fiscal year’s expenditures and the next fiscal year’s goals. She said the report aligned with the 
budget finalization process, so the information was relevant. She said the CACVB waited until the budget 
was approved before finalizing and releasing the operating plan. She said she could present the findings 
of the report to the Board when it was ready.  

 
Mr. Johnson said that in concise terms, the expectation would be an annual written report to the 

Board on the strategic plan and a second annual report on how the CACVB performed against the 
metrics. He said there would be two opportunities for the Board to provide feedback.  

 
Ms. Price said there were no speakers signed up for public comment.  
 
Mr. Andrews said he had a question regarding the mechanism for appointing the Board and 

Council representative and regarding communications with the Board.  
 
Ms. McKeel asked if attachment B was correct because she had an older version of the packet. 
 
Mr. Kamptner said he believed attachment B was uploaded on the County database was correct, 

but he did not know when the document was last updated.  
 
Mr. Gallaway asked if the motion could state “as presented” instead of “Attachment B.” 
 
Mr. Kamptner said “as presented” was fine.  
 
Ms. McKeel moved that the Board adopt the attached Ordinance approving the Third Amended 

Operating Agreement and authorize the County Executive to execute the amended agreement on behalf 
of the County as presented.  

 
Ms. Mallek seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 

recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Mr. Andrews, and Ms. Price.  
NAYS:  None.  

_____ 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 22-A(3) 
 

AN ORDINANCE TO APPROVE A THIRD AMENDED AGREEMENT TO OPERATE 
A JOINT CONVENTION AND VISITORS’ BUREAU BETWEEN THE COUNTY OF ALBEMARLE, 

VIRGINIA AND THE CITY OF CHARLOTTESVILLE, VIRGINIA 
FOR THE JOINT FUNDING AND OPERATION OF THE 

CHARLOTTESVILLE-ALBEMARLE CONVENTION AND VISITORS’ BUREAU 
 
 WHEREAS, the County and the City are each enabled by Virginia Code § 15.2-940 to “expend 
funds from the locally derived revenues of the locality for the purpose of promoting the resources and 
advantages of the locality”; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the County and the City are each enabled by Virginia Code § 15.2-1300 to jointly 
exercise the authority granted to them pursuant to Virginia Code § 15.2-940; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the County and the City entered into an agreement for the joint funding and operation 
of the Charlottesville-Albemarle Convention and Visitors Bureau (“CACVB”) to promote the resources and 
advantages of the County and the City, and that agreement became effective July 1, 2018 (the 
“Agreement”); and 
 
  WHEREAS, on January 16, 2019, the Board approved an Amended Agreement to authorize two 
members of the Board of Supervisors and two members of the City Council to serve on the CACVB’s 
Executive Board and to eliminate the CACVB’s advisory Board; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on October 2, 2019, the Board approved a Second Amended Agreement to eliminate 
the non-voting member from the CACVB Board, to authorize the President of the Chamber of Commerce 
to serve on the CACVB Executive Board without term limits, to remove the Executive Director of the 
CACVB as a member of the Executive Board, and to exempt the CACVB from the County’s Procurement 
and Purchasing regulations to allow the purchase of alcoholic beverages for tourism-related promotional 
activities with executive officer approval; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the County and the City desire to further amend the Agreement to reduce the number 
of elected officials on the Board from four to two (one fewer from each local government), and to eliminate 
the County Executive and City Manager positions. 
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 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED THAT the Third Amended Agreement is hereby approved, 
and that the County Executive is hereby authorized to execute the Third Amended Agreement on behalf 
of the County of Albemarle after it is approved as to form by the County Attorney. 

 
This ordinance shall be effective immediately. 
 

* * * * * 
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_______________ 

 
Agenda Item No. 18. Closed Meeting.  

 
At 7:20 p.m., Mr. Andrews moved that the Board go into a Closed Meeting pursuant to Section 

2.2-3711(A) of the Code of Virginia: 
 
• Under Subsection (1), to discuss and consider appointments to the Charlottesville-Albemarle 

Convention and Visitors’ Bureau’s Executive Board. 
 
Ms. Mallek seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 

recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Mr. Andrews, and Ms. Price.  
NAYS:  None.  
_______________ 

 
Agenda Item No. 19. Certify Closed Meeting. 

 
At 7:32 p.m., Mr. Andrews moved that the Board of Supervisors certify by a recorded vote that, to 

the best of each supervisor’s knowledge, only public business matters lawfully exempted from the open 
meeting requirements of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act and identified in the motion authorizing 
the closed meeting, were heard, discussed, or considered in the closed meeting.  
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Ms. Mallek seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 

recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Mr. Andrews, and Ms. Price.  
NAYS:  None.  
_______________ 

 
Agenda Item No. 20. Boards and Commissions. 

 
Item No. 20.1. Vacancies and Appointments. 

 
Ms. Price moved that the Board approve the following appointments: 
 

• Appoint Mr. Jay Pun to the Charlottesville-Albemarle Convention & Visitors Bureau 
Executive Board, as the Food or Beverage representative, with said term to expire December 
31, 2023. 

• Appoint Mr. Russ F. Cronberg to the Charlottesville-Albemarle Convention & Visitors Bureau 
Executive Board as the Accommodations representative with said term to expire December 
31, 2023.  

• Appoint Supervisor Bea LaPisto-Kirtley to the Charlottesville-Albemarle Convention & 
Visitors Bureau Executive Board with said term to expire December 31, 2023 

 
Ms. Mallek seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 

recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, Mr. Andrews, and Ms. Price.  
NAYS:  None.  
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 21. From the Board: Committee Reports and Matters Not Listed on the Agenda. 
 

Mr. Gallaway said he and Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley participated as judges in the school division's 
spelling bee. He said the elementary school spelling bee was held on Tuesday night, and the middle 
school spelling bee was held on Wednesday night. He said he participated on Wednesday. He said he 
did not know who won the elementary school contest. He said the winners and the runners up would 
participate in the regional spelling bee.  

 
Mr. Andrews said he attended the Solid Waste Alternatives Advisory Committee meeting and the 

Social Services Advisory Committee meeting. He said there would be a presentation from Social Services 
later in the year.  

 
Ms. Mallek said public comment and a pre-meeting for the two pedestrian bridge choices across 

Rivanna River was upcoming. She said more information would come through email. She said one 
location had to be selected to prepare for applications in the fall.  

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley said she and Ms. Price would visit one of the potential sites.  
 
Ms. Mallek suggested that the Board include site visits for members of the public as part of the 

public hearing process.  
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 22. Adjourn to February 23, 2022, 12:00 p.m., electronic meeting pursuant to 
Ordinance No. 20-A(16).  
 

At 7:37 p.m., the Board adjourned its meeting to February 23, 2022 at 12:00 p.m., which would be 
an electronic meeting held pursuant to Ordinance No. 20-A(16), “An Ordinance to Ensure the Continuity 
of Government During the COVID-19 Disaster.” Information on how to participate in the meeting will be 
posted on the Albemarle County website Board of Supervisors homepage. 
 
 
 

 __________________________________     
 Chair    

 
 

 
Approved by Board 

 
Date 09/20/2023 
 
Initials CKB 
 


