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A regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors of Albemarle County, Virginia, was held on April 
16, 2025, at 1:01 p.m. in Lane Auditorium, Second Floor, Albemarle County Office Building, 401 McIntire 
Road, Charlottesville, Virginia, 22902. 
 

PRESENT: Mr. Jim H. Andrews, Mr. Ned Gallaway (absent from 3:51 p.m. to 5:05 p.m.), Ms. 
Beatrice (Bea) J.S. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Ann H. Mallek, Ms. Diantha H. McKeel, and Mr. Mike O. D. Pruitt. 

 
 ABSENT: none. 
 

OFFICERS PRESENT: County Executive, Jeffrey B. Richardson; County Attorney, Andy Herrick; 
Clerk, Claudette K. Borgersen; and Senior Deputy Clerk, Travis O. Morris. 
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 1.  Call to Order.  The meeting was called to order at 1:01 p.m., by the Chair, 
Mr. Jim Andrews. 

 
Mr. Andrews introduced the Albemarle County Police Department Officers present to provide their 

services at the meeting, Jerry Schenk and Caden Painter. 
_______________ 
 

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

_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 4. Adoption of Final Agenda. 
 

Ms. Mallek moved  to adopt the final agenda.  Ms. McKeel seconded  the motion.  Roll was called 
and the motion carried by the following recorded vote: 
 
AYES:  Mr. Andrews, Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, and Mr. Pruitt. 
NAYS:  None.  
_______________ 
 

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

Ms. McKeel extended her gratitude to the staff for hosting her budget town hall on Monday 
evening. She said that approximately 25 citizens attended the event at Journey Middle School, and 
around 30 staff members. She said that overall, the event was a success, with attendees asking 
thoughtful questions and they were glad to have the opportunity to learn more about the budget. 

 
Ms. Mallek expressed her appreciation to all citizens and staff who attended the Western 

Albemarle High School meeting, despite its smaller size compared to previous events. She said that the 
turnout was still excellent, with many thoughtful questions. She said that as a reminder to the community 
and building occupants, this Friday, April 18 at 11:00 a.m. would mark the 59th rededication of the 
Dogwood Vietnam Memorial, located down the road at McIntire. She said that parking would be available 
in the field, accessible through the skate park for that event. 

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley thanked all of those who attended the budget town hall at North Fork. She 

said that the event was well-organized, and the staff did an excellent job. She said that they received 
many thoughtful questions from the public, and she appreciated the effort by concerned residents to 
understand the proposed tax increase. She said that while they acknowledged the challenges this may 
pose, she believed the majority of residents understood the reasoning behind their proposal and 
appreciated their efforts to educate them. She said that her goal was to inform and engage the 
community, and she was grateful for the opportunity to do so. 

 
Mr. Andrews stated that he had a few announcements on events scheduled on their calendar. He 

reported that Saturday, April 19, would be the Rivanna Solid Waste Authority (RSWA) Household Waste 
Unwanted Electronic Devices Collection. He said that although this event may be fully booked, he 
encouraged people to sign up in case cancellations occurred, and if someone had already signed up but 
no longer intended to attend, he asked them to cancel so that someone else could take their spot. 

 
Mr. Andrews said that there would be hazardous household waste collection days on April 25 and 

April 26, from 8:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., on May 3 for mattresses and furniture, on May 10 for appliances, 
and on May 17 for tire collection. He said that the Solid Waste and Recycling Center would be hosting 
these events.  

 
Mr. Andrews said that April 26 was National Drug Takeback Day, an important event for the 

community. He explained that individuals should not dispose of unused medications by throwing them 
away or down the drain but rather take them to one of the designated locations: the 5th Street Police 
Station, Wegmans, Sentara Martha Jefferson Outpatient Care Center, or the Crozet Family Practice 
Medicine at Park Ridge. He said that any of these locations would accept medications. 

 
Mr. Andrews stated that despite some challenges in managing grants, the Resilient Together 

Community Design Nights would be held starting April 28 at the Carver Recreation Center, followed by 
events on May 12 at Stony Point Elementary, May 20 at Yancey Community Center, and May 29 at 
Greenwood Community Center. He said that these events would provide opportunities for discussion on 
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making their community more climate resilient. 
 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley thanked Mr. Andrews for bringing up the topic of recycling medications. She 

said that she was very interested in reading about it, and it was worth noting that it was not just 
prescription medications that can be recycled, but also over-the-counter medications such as Tylenol or 
Advil, and any other medications they may have. 
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 6.  Proclamations and Recognitions. 
 

There were none. 
_______________ 
 

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

Mr. Gary Grant, Rio District, thanked the staff who remained calm and competent throughout the 
six budget town hall meetings he attended. He said that Albemarle Government held seven town halls 
this spring, of which he attended six. He said that he had asked two questions, but he had a few more. He 
said that he would like to address the shift in terminology used in the budget discussions. He said that 
terms like "contributions" and "investments" were being used instead of "expenses" and "expenditures". 

 
Mr. Grant asked why Supervisors and the County Executive struggled to say "raise". He asked 

why they did not discuss the hold harmless or lowered tax rate for FY26, which is $0.813 cents by State 
law. He asked why the County Executive did not use slides to illustrate the assessment increases, which 
would provide a more transparent calculation of the tax burden on property owners. 

 
Mr. Grant asked why they did not hear Supervisors or the County Executive express empathy or 

sympathy towards taxpayers regarding the increased tax burden from assessment increases and tax rate 
increases in the same year. He asked why they did not hear Supervisors or the County Executive thank 
taxpayers for the money already taken and for the additional amount that will be taken in FY26, with the 
unanimously approved $0.894 cent increased tax rate for public hearing. Mr. Grant said that he had a 
question regarding the Scottsville Supervisor's statement at the March 20 town hall. He said that when he 
heard him say, "If I were to describe the thing that Albemarle County does best, we are deeply 
professional," he wondered if he intended to imply that the elite group of Supervisors included himself. He 
said that he had two follow-up questions from the April 10 Town Hall. He asked when taxpayers could 
examine the public records for the Rivanna Supervisorôs personal expenses, including the 1,000-plus 
snow cones, and the Rio Supervisorôs snow cones budget move, or if such a silly bit of engagement first 
required a FOIA (Freedom of Information Act) request. 

_____ 
 
Mr. Neil Williamson stated that he served as president of the Free Enterprise Forum, a privately 

funded public policy organization focused on Central Virginia's local governments. He said that it was 
hard to believe that nearly four years of work, there was a typo in the title of one of the AC44 
Comprehensive Plan chapters, which would be discussed later in the work session. Instead of a chapter 
on economic development, the Free Enterprise Forum suggested the title "Driving Economy Chapter." He 
said that in yesterday's Economic Development Authority meeting, Albemarle County Economic 
Development Director Emily Kilroy indicated that two days of intense focus groups with employer 
segments revealed consistent themes across industry sectors, including housing availability and housing 
affordability. 

 
Mr. Williamson said that at the Charlottesville Chamber of Commerce event that many 

Supervisors attended, Hamilton Lombard, a demographer from Weldon Cooper, noted that 40% of the 
region's workforce commuted from outside the region. He said that at the last meeting, Supervisor 
McKeel's recent declaration that "we are Aspen" highlighted the need for expansion of the Nixonian-era 
development area boundaries. He said that restricting economic and residential activity to less than 5% of 
the landmass was shortsighted and potentially planning malfeasance. 

 
Mr. Williamson said that Albemarle County needed room to grow economically. He said that 

attracting and retaining employers was a competitive effort, and they must recognize that other regional 
competitors had successfully marketed themselves as desirable places to live and work. He said that 
without an increase in permitted supply, projected demand would drive up land prices, pricing more 
workers, including teachers, firefighters, and police officers, out of the region. 

 
Mr. Williamson said that the challenge with a Comprehensive Plan was that everything was 

interconnected. He said that the politics of change could be hard, but the politics of no change were 
harder. He said that if Albemarle County maintained its Nixonian-era development boundaries, it would 
continue to need service workers, teachers, and public safety employees, who would have to drive further 
to get to work. He was curious to know how this would impact absenteeism, employee retention, and the 
significant impacts of driving two hours every day. Ultimately, it was the Boardôs choice: did they want a 
driving economy or a thriving economy? 
_______________ 
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Agenda Item No. 8.  Consent Agenda. 

 
Ms. McKeel moved to approve the consent agenda.  Ms. Mallek seconded  the motion.  Roll was 

called and the motion carried by the following recorded vote: 
 
AYES:  Mr. Andrews, Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Ms. McKeel, and Mr. Pruitt. 
NAYS:  None.  

_____ 
 

Item No. 8.1.  Approval of Minutes: March 24, June 7, June 22, July 12, August 5, September 20, 
and October 4, 2023 

 
Mr. Gallaway had read the minutes of March 24, 2023, and found them to be in order. 
 
Mr. Andrews had read the minutes of June 7 and October 4, 2023, and found them to be in order. 
 
Ms. Mallek had read the minutes of June 22, 2023, and found them to be in order. 
 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley had read the minutes of July 12, 2023, and found them to be in order. 
 
Ms. McKeel had read the minutes of August 5 and September 20, 2023, and found them to be in 

order. 
 
By the above -recorded vote, the Board approved the minutes of March 24, June 7, June 22, 

July 12, August 5, September 20, and October 4, 2023  as read.  
_____ 

 
Item No. 8.2. Piedmont Liability Trust Tax Agreement. 
 
By the above -recorded vote, the Board  adopt ed the attached Resolution (Attachment A) 

approving an agreement with the Piedmont Liability Trust for payment in lieu of taxation  and 
authorize d the County Executive to sign such an agreement once it has been approved as to form 
and content by the County Attorney : 

 
RESOLUTION APPROVING AN AGREEMENT WITH  

THE PIEDMONT LIABILITY TRUST FOR PAYMENT IN LIEU OF TAXATION  
 

 WHEREAS, the Board finds it is in the best interest of Albemarle County to enter into an 
agreement with the Piedmont Liability Trust providing for payment in lieu of taxation. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby 
approves entering an agreement with the Piedmont Liability Trust providing for payment in lieu of taxation 
and authorizes the County Executive to sign such an agreement once it has been approved as to form 
and content by the County Attorney. 

 
* * * * * 
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_____ 

 
Item No. 8.3. Board of Supervisors and Economic Development Authority Memorandum of 

Understanding. 
 
The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that in August 2024, the Board and the 

Economic Development Authority (EDA) met for a joint session to discuss the EDA's interest in adopting a 
revised Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to facilitate the County's current economic development 
priorities, especially as it related to the Rivanna Futures project. Based on the discussion during that 
session, in December 2024, the EDA presented the Board with a draft term sheet and the Chair of the 
EDA facilitated a work session with the Board to gain additional feedback to inform the development of a 
draft MOU.   

 
Using the draft term sheet and the feedback provided by the Board of Supervisors, a draft MOU 

has been prepared (Attachment A). The terms included on the MOU closely parallel the term sheet, with 
one exception - in discussion with staff, the matter of administrative fees to paid by the EDA would be 
detailed in a Fiscal Services Agreement, to be drafted and entered into as a separate agreement at a 
later date. The EDA approved the draft MOU at its March meeting. 

 
There is no budget impact associated with adoption of the MOU. When the Fiscal Services 

Agreement is drafted, however, it will include an administrative fee to be paid by the EDA to Albemarle 
County, which will generate revenue for Albemarle County. 
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Staff recommend that the Board approve the MOU provided as Attachment A. 
 
By the above -recorded vote, the Board  approved the MOU (Attachment A ): 
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_____ 

 
Item No. 8.4. SE-2025-00006 Avon Court Industrial (Stepback Waiver). 
 
The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that the applicant requests a special 

exception to waive the minimum stepback required by County Code § 18-4.20. (Attachment A) In 
industrial districts, the County Code requires that for each story that begins above 40 feet in height or for 
each story above the third story, whichever is less, the minimum stepback is 15 feet.  However, County 
Code § 18-4.20(b)(3) allows the minimum 15-foot stepback to be reduced by special exception.  

 
The proposed building is 64ô10ò in height with four stories fronting along Avon Court. The 

applicant has proposed for the building to be set back 64ô from Avon Court. Additionally, the finished floor 
elevation of the building is proposed to be lower than the elevation at the entrance of the site.  

 
Staff analysis is provided as Attachment B. 
 
Staff recommends that the Board adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment C) to approve a 

special exception to waive the 15-foot stepback requirement for the proposed industrial building. 
 
By the above -recorded vote, the Board  adopt ed the attached Resolution (Attachment C) to 

approve a special exception to waive the 15 -foot stepback requirement for the proposed industrial 
building : 
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RESOLUTION TO APPROVE SE 2025-00006 
AVON COURT INDUSTRIAL STEPBACK WAIVER  

 
WHEREAS, upon consideration of the staff reports prepared for SE2025-00006 Avon Court 

Industrial Stepback Waiver and the attachments thereto, including staffôs supporting analysis, any 
comments received, and all relevant factors in Albemarle County Code §§ 18-4.20(b)(3), and 18-33.9, 
the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby finds that the proposed special exception is 
consistent with both (i) the intent of the Neighborhood Model Principles of the Comprehensive Plan 
and  (ii) the designation of Industrial in the Southern and Western Master Plan. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby 
approves a special exception on Parcel 07700-00-00-008B0 to waive the 15-foot minimum stepback 
otherwise required by County Code § 18-4.20(b)(3).  

_____ 
 

Item No. 8.5. Rivanna Water and Sewer Authority (RWSA) Quarterly Report, was received for 
information . 

_____ 
 

Item No. 8.6. Albemarle County Service Authority (ACSA) Quarterly Report, was received for 
information . 

_____ 
 

Item No. 8.7. VDOT Monthly Report (April) 2025, was received for information . 
_______________ 

 
Agenda Item No. 9.  Action Item:   SE-2025-00005 3130 Sugar Hill Lane Homestay. (White Hall 

Magisterial District). 
 

The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that the applicants are requesting a 
special exception for a homestay at 3130 Sugar Hill Lane, in Crozet. 

 
Accessory Structure. Pursuant to County Code § 18-5.1.48(d), the applicants are requesting 

authorization under County Code § 18-5.1.48(c)(2)(ii) to use an accessory structure built after August 7, 
2019 for a homestay use on a parcel of five acres or more in the Rural Areas zoning district. 

 
Please see Attachment A for full details of staffôs analysis and recommendations. 
 
Staff recommends that the Board adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment F) to approve the 

special exception. 
_____ 

 
Ms. Lea Brumfield, Senior Planner II, stated that she would be presenting a special exception 

request for a homestay at 3130 Sugar Hill Lane. She explained that the special exception was relatively 
straightforward, as it was a small space above the garage to be used as the homestay. She stated that 
the property, owned and occupied by Stella and Albert Kim, was a 7.27-acre parcel located in a rural 
area. The special exception was being requested under County Code 18-5.1.48. (c)(2)(ii), which required 
that homestays on large rural area properties be operated within the primary dwelling or an accessory 
structure built before 2019. 

 
Ms. Brumfield explained that the dwelling and its accompanying garage were built in 2023, and 

the applicants were seeking an exception to permit use of the garage as a homestay. She said that a 
review of the aerial and surrounding parcels revealed that the area was heavily forested and primarily 
used for residential purposes. The Kimsô parcel was situated near the Moormans River, and the property 
was accessed by a private driveway. The applicants' accessory structure, shown in the parking and 
structures exhibit, was perpendicular to their home and created a surround around the large parking area. 
She noted that the classification of the garage as an accessory structure was due to the lack of 
conditioned space between the primary dwelling and the garage; however, there was a breezeway that 
attached the primary and accessory structures. 

 
Ms. Brumfield said that the applicants, who owned and occupied the parcel, were requesting 

permission to use the accessory structure for a homestay on a large rural area parcel. Staff had received 
no negative feedback from neighbors regarding this application. One neighbor had called in asking about 
which property was the subject of the request. When she was informed that the applicants were the 
Kimôs, she stated that they would be exemplary hosts and had no concerns. Additionally, she would like 
to note that, upon reviewing the background of the displayed photo, it was clear that the garage space did 
not constitute a full dwelling. The presence of a sink and a mini fridge was the extent of the kitchen 
spaces here, and staff had no concerns about that. 

 
Ms. Brumfield stated that staff did not believe that this homestay would create any adverse 

impacts to the surrounding neighborhood or general public health, safety, or welfare. The homestay use 
itself was by right in an accessory structure built previous to 2019. She said that the use was considered 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan as its accessory to the dwelling. The proposed accessory 
structure was consistent with the size and type in the neighborhood, and their analysis of the use itself, 
based on the property and in the greater context of the neighborhood, led staff to recommend approval 
for this application. 
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Ms. Mallek asked if it goes with the owner or with the land. 
 
Ms. Brumfield said that the special exception runs with the land and that it needs to be re-

registered every year for safety inspections. She said that staff did not require new owners to reapply for 
another special exception. She said that the new owner would need to get a new homestay clearance, 
continue to get safety inspections, and register every year which informs staff of the primary contact 
information. She said if the application meets all those requirements, it is by right.   

 
Mr. Andrews asked if it was possible for the accessory structure to be a long-term rental, even 

though it was not classified as a dwelling. 
 
Ms. Brumfield replied that she was uncertain about the building code requirements for a rental 

property. She said that according to zoning regulations, it would not be considered a dwelling. 
 
Ms. Mallek moved  that the Board of Supervisors adopt the Resolution for SE202500005 3130 

Sugar Hill Lane Homestay, attached to the staff report as Attachment F. Ms. McKeel seconded  the 
motion. 

 
Roll was called and the motion carried by the following recorded vote: 

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

_____ 
 

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE SE-2025-00005 
3130 SUGAR HILL LANE HOMESTAY  

 
WHEREAS, upon consideration of the Memorandum prepared in conjunction with the SE-2025-

00005 3130 Sugar Hill Lane Homestay application and the attachments thereto, including staffôs supporting 
analysis, any comments received, and all of the relevant factors in Albemarle County Code §§ 18-5.1.48 
and 18-33.9, the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby finds that a modified regulation would 
satisfy the purposes of the Zoning Ordinance to at least an equivalent degree as the specified requirement, 
and that the requested special exception: 

(i) would not cause adverse impacts to the surrounding neighborhood; 
(ii) would not cause adverse impacts to the public health, safety, or welfare; 
(iii) would be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and any applicable master or small-area 

plan(s); and 
(iv) would be consistent in size and scale with the surrounding neighborhood. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that in association with the SE-2025-00005 3130 Sugar Hill 
Lane Homestay application, the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby grants a special 
exception to authorize the use of an accessory structure for a homestay use on Parcel 04100-00-00-
041A2. 
_______________ 

 
Agenda Item No. 10.  Action Item :  Old Dominion Village - Private Central Sewerage System 

Request. 
 

The Executive Summary forwarded to the Board states that As required by County Code § 16-
102, the property owner has notified the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of its request to establish a 
central sewerage system (Attachment A) to service the proposed development. Under County Code §§ 
16-104 and 16-105, the Board is to consider this proposal and either approve or deny this request. This 
request is for a central sewerage system to serve one existing business and 110 proposed townhomes 
(111 total connections) on Parcels 56-67B and 56-74A. The development is in the Crozet Comprehensive 
Plan Area and the Albemarle County Service Authority (ACSA) Jurisdictional Area.   

 
STRATEGIC PLAN: Infrastructure & Placemaking - Invest in infrastructure and amenities that 

create connection, opportunity, and well-being 
 
DISCUSSION:  On August 17, 2022, the Board approved Zoning Map Amendment 

ZMA20200005 for Old Dominion Village (with conditions) to allow rezoning of two parcels from Rural 
Areas to Neighborhood Model District, with both residential (max of 110 units) and non-residential (max of 
5,000 sq. ft.) components.  That day, the Board also approved an amendment to the Albemarle County 
Service Authority (ACSA) Jurisdictional Area Map to include Parcel IDs 05600-00-00-067B0 and 05600-
00-00-074A0 in the Jurisdictional Area. The subject property is in the Countyôs Jurisdictional Area for 
public water and sewer. 

 
Because most of the subject property is below the elevation of Three Notchôd Road, a gravity 

sewer connection to the existing ACSA facilities is not feasible. The existing veterinarian business is 
currently served by a conventional septic tank with drain field system.   

 
This proposal is to allow for the construction of a new central sewerage system, which would 

consist of gravity mains, two pump stations, and a private force main to connect to the existing ACSA 
manhole on Parcel 056A3-00-00-00700.  
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Though the subject property is in the Countyôs Jurisdictional Area for public water and sewer, the 
ACSA has determined that there is no cost-effective means of providing public sewer service to the 
development and does not envision that a public pump station in this location could ever serve a large 
enough population to justify the ongoing maintenance cost. The ACSA suggested that the developer 
consider an alternative low-pressure central sewer system with individual owner grinder pumps and a 
private sewer force main to eliminate the need for private central pump stations and gravity mains. This 
system would then have connected to a shared ACSA-owned sewer force main along Route 240. This 
system would still be considered a central system requiring board approval, as it would still have more 
than three connections. 

 
The Applicantôs Engineer indicated it was more cost effective to build the two private stations 

instead of having a private pump at each lot. Therefore, the ACSA recommended that the owner connect 
its proposed design to the existing ACSA manhole on Parcel 056A3-00-00-00700 using a private force 
main.   County Code § 16-101(1) defines a central sewerage system as a system ñdesigned to serve 
three or more connectionsò. Because there would be more than three connections, this system is 
considered a ñcentral systemò requiring Board approval. The owner proposes 111 total individual 
connections, including one business connection. 

 
Staff believes that given the current ACSA Policy, allowing a central system is the only way to 

provide sewerage services to the new development. For this reason, staff supports the request and 
recommends approval of the proposed central sewerage system as presented, consisting of a private 
gravity main, a force main, and two pump stations. 

 
Staff recommends that, if approved, the Board impose the following conditions:  
 
1. The central sewerage system must be constructed in accord with the Old Dominion Village 

CSW-2025-00002 preliminary plan (Attachment B) and the DEQ Reliability Classification 
Worksheets (Attachment C).  

2. Final plans and specifications require County Engineer approval with the final site plan prior 
to commencing construction of the sewerage system.  

3. Prior to issuance of any certificate of occupancy for any building to be served by the 
sewerage system, the owner must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the County Engineer 
that the system was constructed in accord with public utility standards.  

4. The Old Dominion Village property owners association must assume full responsibility for the 
operation and maintenance of the sewerage system.  

5. The Old Dominion Village property owners association must annually document compliance 
with all state operation and maintenance requirements. 

 
No budget impact is anticipated beyond the staff time to perform document reviews. 
 
Staff recommends the Board adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment D) approving the 

installation of a central sewerage system, subject to the conditions therein. 
_____ 

 
Mr. Gregory Krystyniak, Civil Engineer II, stated that he would present the Old Dominion 

development request for a central sewer system. The location was on the east side of the Crozet Master 
Plan area, on the north side of Route 240. A notable landmark in the area was the Old Dominion Vet 
Hospital. To provide more detail, the location was in the White Hall District, with the local address being 
5258 Three Notched Way. As they could see on the screen in the corner, the property included a single-
family home, which would be removed, and the vet building, which was adjacent to Parkview and Route 
240. The property was zoned as a neighborhood model. The jurisdictional area was the Albemarle 
County Service Authority (ACSA), and it was located within a water supply protection area. 

 
Mr. Krystyniak stated that a bit of history was relevant here. In 2022, the Board had taken several 

actions to stage this development. The first was a zoning amendment, which had changed the property's 
zoning from rural to neighborhood model, allowing for a maximum of 110 units and a non-residential unit 
for the vet. There was also an amendment to incorporate the two tax map parcels, TMP 05600-00-00-
067B0 and TMP 0560-00-00-074A0, into the jurisdictional area for the Albemarle County Service 
Authority. The existing conditions did not support any other development options, with only two drain 
fields for the existing businesses and residential units. 

 
Mr. Krystyniak stated that the proposed system was an 111-unit connection, consisting of gravity, 

force main, and two pump stations. He said as this was a central system, County Code Chapter 16 
required that it have three or more connections, which it did. This required a public hearing and Board 
action to approve the central system. He said that the next couple of slides would show the system in the 
development, and he had colored in a couple of key colors to help illustrate the plan. The dark green 
represented gravity, the light green represented the force main, and they had five branches of gravity that 
extended from the laterals to the individual homes, connecting to pump stations one and two. 

 
Mr. Krystyniak continued that from there, the lime green pathway led out of the development and 

off site to the closest Albemarle County Service Authority sanitary sewers. He said that the next slide 
showed 1,100 feet to demonstrate the offsite utility plan would require the force main to be 1,100 feet 
from the nearest manhole. He stated that analyzing the factors, both favorable and unfavorable, it did 
support goal number three of the County's strategic goals, infrastructure, and placemaking. The 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) would issue the construction permit and regulate the 
system's operation. 
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Mr. Krystyniak said that the system would be privately maintained, with a maintenance cost per 

connection that would be shared among 111 connections. He explained that staff recommended five 
conditions as part of the resolution to support the project and the central system. He said that these 
conditions included the assumption of full responsibility for operating, maintaining, and performing annual 
documentation of the system by the property ownerôs association. He added that Engineer Tim Miller was 
also present to answer any questions from the Board. 

 
Mr. Gallaway said that the staff report and review were straightforward and clear. He said that he 

had a question regarding Condition 4 for assumed full responsibility. He said that he would like to know 
what specific requirement must meet to fulfill that condition from the Countyôs perspective. He asked if it 
was a provision in a Homeowners Association (HOA) covenant or bylaw that mandated a certain reserve 
level. He said that the statement in the condition seemed to be a simple affirmation, but he would like to 
understand the legal compliance aspect of this agreement. 

 
Mr. Krystyniak stated that when the HOA was created, it should be part of that condition. He 

noted that Condition 5 was that prior approvals for central systems mandated that they submit 
documentation on an annual basis. 

 
Mr. Gallaway said that he understood the process the HOA would follow. He said that he was 

seeking clarification on the requirement for the County, specifically regarding the annual requirement and 
why is it different from the previous four-year requirement. He said that he was trying to understand the 
legal basis for the County's assumption of full responsibility, and how they legally committed to this 
responsibility. He said that he wanted to know if there was a signed contract or document that outlined 
their obligations. 

 
Mr. Bart Svoboda, Deputy Director of Community Development, clarified that the County was not 

responsible for this matter. He said that the permitting process through the Department of Environmental 
Quality would handle it. He said that the permit would be issued to the Homeowners Association, which 
would be responsible for the entity they created to manage this process. 

 
Mr. Gallaway said that at the end of the day, he believed that if a community association or 

homeowners association failed to maintain its system, they should be held accountable for the costs of 
repair or replacement. He said that when they came to them seeking assistance, there should be a clear 
expectation that they would take responsibility for their own costs, rather than shifting the burden to the 
County. 

 
Mr. Gallaway said that he would be satisfied with measures that were put in place to prevent 

future issues, such as special assessments or bylaw provisions. He said that what he was trying to 
convey was that simply stating the issue was not enough; they needed to take proactive steps to reduce 
their liability in 25 years when potential problems arose. He said that he was not suggesting that the 
owners and engineers here would not do the right thing; he was simply trying to think of ways to mitigate 
the Countyôs risk. 

 
Mr. Svoboda said that Mr. Herrick may be able to assist him if he was incorrect, but he did not 

believe there was a mechanism or enabling legislation that allowed them to bond the private utilities in a 
subdivision. 

 
Mr. Andy Herrick, County Attorney, confirmed that that was correct. Condition 4 would require a 

straightforward agreement, which the County Engineer could certify. However, since this was not part of 
the zoning ordinance, it could not be enforced as a zoning violation. He said that the County would not be 
a party to it, and it would not be something the County could take enforcement action on. He said that 
nevertheless, the County Engineer could certify that the agreement was met before it was approved. He 
said that in terms of continuing enforcement, unfortunately, that option was not available under the zoning 
ordinance. 

 
Mr. Pruitt said that he was curious to know if they currently had information on how the 

deployment of this project would be financed and delivered. 
 
Mr. Tim Miller, Meridian Civil Survey, stated that he was the design engineer, and that Katurah 

Roell would be here shortly to answer financial questions. 
 
Mr. Pruitt stated that he was familiar with the concept of specialized investment organizations that 

provided capital for sewage infrastructure development in communities. He said that they deployed funds, 
undertook capital outlays, and then collected loans, capturing the returns. He said that he assumed the 
HOA lacked sufficient liquid capital to deliver this project. He said that this was something he was 
considering. 

 
Mr. Pruitt said that although it appeared there was no alternative to a privately developed project, 

he believed it was prudent to consider the possibility of an additional party profiting at the public's 
expense, resulting in a net loss. He said that this was something he would like to highlight whenever they 
discussed additional costs associated with HOA infrastructure. He said that the investment trust's capture 
of dividends from their investments may not be a net benefit to the public, so he would like to point this 
out. 

 
Ms. McKeel agreed with Mr. Gallaway that it was important to provide a clear standard to the 
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HOA so they understood the burden of the maintenance was on them rather than the County. It was 
important to ensure they prevented it from becoming a major issue for the County to resolve in the future. 

 
Mr. Svoboda said that this was normally handled through covenants, requiring realtors to provide 

the necessary documents to the property owners, including information on maintenance, fees, and the 
free structure. He said that, as Mr. Pruitt had mentioned, this would be factored into the development 
costs, with the maintenance handled through the HOA or community. He said that to get it up and 
running, a business would need to be established, with someone owning it. 

 
Mr. Svoboda said that there had been a previous discussion about a central well system, which 

was either here or at the Planning Commission, and the outcome was that the neighborhood came 
together to address the need for water. He said that Ms. McKeel pointed out that the system was 
approximately 30 years old, but the community had bonded together to find a solution, determining 
whether to hire a contractor or establish their own entity to meet the requirements and keep the system 
viable. 

 
Ms. McKeel said often times entities come to the County first. She asked if it was a law for the 

covenant to be in the contract. 
 
Mr. Svoboda said he believed that to be true, that when you close on a house that has restrictive 

covenants, it is in the closing package.  
 
Mr. Pruitt stated that his earlier question was regarding how this development would be financed. 
 
Mr. Katurah Roell, Owner of Design Builders Remodelers, stated that the First National Bank 

would be financing it. 
 
Mr. Pruitt asked if the HOA would be taking out the loan. 
 
Mr. Roell replied that the developer would be responsible for the debt. 
 
Ms. Mallek asked who would be financing the ongoing maintenance. She asked how the HOA 

would source the funds necessary. 
 
Mr. Roell said that it would come from contributions from the 110 lots as part of the HOA fees. 
 
Ms. Mallek said that when the rezoning proposal came up for discussion, there was assurance 

that everything would be fine, with no risk or problem. However, upon reviewing slide five, she noticed 
that the gravity was flowing north in that water line, affecting the lots on the east side. This meant that the 
slope was downhill, directly impacting the stream that ran through those lots. 

 
Mr. Roell confirmed that all of the lines flowed downhill to the main sewer. 
 
Ms. Mallek said that she was not concerned about the sewer; her concern lay in the fact that a 

major stream for Beaver Creek Reservoir was located directly above the map. Given that this area was 
part of a drinking water watershed, she found this situation to be a significant concern. She said this was 
a concern shared by many, including those who spoke at the public hearing, which was held during the 
COVID-19 pandemic and proved to be challenging to manage. She asked what alternative options were 
available to this privately maintained system. 

 
Mr. Roell replied that there were none. He explained that this was what led them to design this 

system. They had searched high and low for a gravity sewer line out, but there was nothing to be done. 
 
Ms. Mallek said that Emerson Commons also had a pump system, but nowhere near the density 

of 111 different units. She also had concerns about the maintenance and inspection requirements for this 
facility; she was unsure who would be responsible for addressing these concerns. She said that she 
would appreciate information on the frequency of maintenance and inspections for this facility, as she 
considered it to be an extremely high-risk location for failure. She said that if a failure were to occur, it 
could pose a significant risk to the drinking water system serving 12,000 residents in Crozet. She would 
appreciate more details on this matter, including the frequency of inspections and the potential County 
and DEQ involvement. 

 
Mr. Roell explained that in terms of systems maintenance, there were two pump station locations. 

They were designed by the engineer and constructed by a competent contractor. They had backup 
generators in case of a power failure to ensure continued operation, and they would receive routine 
inspections, which would be scheduled by the contractor who installed them. 

 
Ms. Mallek asked if the same contractor who installed the system would perform the inspections. 
 
Mr. Roell confirmed that that was correct. 
 
Mr. Svoboda said that the DEQ would issue the permit, and that particular office would also 

monitor the permit to ensure compliance with the regulations. 
 
Ms. Mallek asked if the Harrisonburg office would come on a regular basis to check on things. 
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Mr. Svoboda said that while it may not be as cumbersome as the Countyôs own water and sewer 
treatment plants, there were still regulations that applied to this type of facility. He said that ACSA would 
likely be interested in this development, as it would be integrated into their system. He said that as a 
result, there would be coordination involved in the process. 

 
Ms. Mallek noted that Brandon Kiracofe was the head of DEQ in Harrisonburg, so she supposed 

he would be involved with that. She said that moving forward, she would like to know the estimated 
annual maintenance cost. She asked if it would be around $10,000 per year. 

 
Mr. Roell stated that he did not think so. He said that the development behind this site was also 

connected to a pump station for that entire project, and it had been in operation for a number of years 
with no maintenance issues. 

 
Ms. Mallek said that she was trying to understand the financial burden on homeowners. She said 

that she was concerned about the annual inspection burden that would be assigned, as well as the 
requirement to save $1,000 per unit per year for maintenance. She said that she was being diligent about 
this issue because, in the past, when a community refused to address a needed dam repair in 2008, the 
situation escalated to a catastrophic failure in 2018, resulting in a five-fold cost to replace it. 

 
Ms. Mallek said that this was a difficult burden to place on individuals. She said that she was 

seeking to determine where the documentation was written that a buyer should be aware of their 
obligations ahead of time. She said that she believed it would be reasonable and fair to provide similar 
notification to buyers, so they could make informed decisions before purchasing and securing a 
mortgage. 

 
Mr. Roell replied that he wholeheartedly agreed. He said that they would be notified about this 

condition, and it would be included in the HOA documents. Before the pump was replaced, they would 
review the necessary procedures. The estimated cost for removal and installation of the new pump was 
between $5,000 and $7,000. He said that he was aware of the costs associated with the new equipment, 
and the largest expense was the cost of digging the hole, installing the tank, setting up the generator, and 
other related costs. He said that they would hopefully have natural gas for the generators as well. 

 
Ms. Mallek asked if there was gas piped in the ground there. 
 
Mr. Roell confirmed that there was. He indicated the 50-foot easement on the left side of the utility 

plan map. 
 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley said that she was somewhat familiar with this system because, where she 

lived, they had their own private water and sewer. She explained that all the details were included in the 
documents that came with purchasing the land, which were also outlined in the HOA documents. She 
said that any documents when they purchased that indicated this was a private system they were 
responsible for. She asked if the residents would pay monthly for treatment and pumping into the County 
system or, if applicable, on-site treatment. 

 
Mr. Roell replied that the sewer was put through a grinder pump that directly transported 

wastewater to the sewer system located up the road. He said that they had public water. 
 
Mr. Andrews stated that Condition 5, which stated they must annually document compliance, 

meant that it required submitting compliance documentation to the County. 
 
Mr. Krystyniak confirmed that that was correct.  
 
Mr. Andrews asked if the operation and maintenance requirements would be subject to State 

regulations and documentation. 
 
Mr. Krystyniak confirmed that that was correct.  
 
Mr. Andrews said that his only other concern was that he was aware of difficulties in finding 

maintenance personnel and contractors for private water systems in the past. He said that this system 
appeared to be more common and accessible for maintenance. 

 
Ms. Mallek moved  that the Board of Supervisors adopt the resolution attached to the staff report 

as Attachment D. Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley seconded  the motion. 
 
Roll was called and the motion carried by the following recorded vote: 

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

_____ 
 

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE OLD DOMINION VILLAGE CENTRAL SEWERAGE SYSTEM  
 

WHEREAS, Old Dominion Village is seeking approval of a central sewerage system to serve 
up to 111 connections on Parcels 05600-00-00-067B0 and 05600-00-00-074A0 (collectively, ñOld 
Dominion Villageò). 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that, upon consideration of the foregoing, the staff 
report prepared for this request and all of its attachments, the information presented to the Board of 
Supervisors, and the factors relevant to central sewerage systems in County Code Chapter 16 and the 
Albemarle County Comprehensive Plan, the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby approves a 
new central sewerage system, as proposed in the submitted materials, to serve up to 111 connections on 
Parcels 05600-00-00-067B0 and 05600-00-00-074A0, subject to the conditions attached hereto. 
 

* * * 

Old Dominion Village Central Sewerage System Conditions  

 
1. The central sewerage system must be constructed in accord with the Old Dominion Village CSW-

2025-00002 preliminary plan and the DEQ Reliability Classification Worksheets. 
 
2. Final plans and specifications require County Engineer approval with the final site plan prior to 

commencing construction of the sewerage system. 
 
3. Prior to issuance of any certificate of occupancy for any building to be served by the sewerage 

system, the owner must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the County Engineer that the system was 
constructed in accord with public utility standards. 

 
4. The Old Dominion Village property owners association must assume full responsibility for the 

operation and maintenance of the sewerage system. 
 
5. The Old Dominion Village property owners association must annually document compliance with all 

State operation and maintenance requirements. 
_____ 
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