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FLUVANNA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
WORK SESSION AND REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 

Fluvanna County Administration Building, Morris Room 
May 8, 2018 

6:00 PM (Morris Room) 
7:00 PM (Morris Room)  

TAB      AGENDA ITEMS 

WORK SESSION 

A – CALL TO ORDER, PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE, MOMENT OF SILENCE 

B – PLANNING DIRECTOR COMMENTS  

C – PUBLIC COMMENTS (Limited to 3 minutes per speaker) 

D – WORK SESSION 

              Home Occupations – Presented by Brad Robinson, Senior Planner 

              ZTA – Density Updates – Presented by James Newman, Planner 

            

REGULAR MEETING 

1 – CALL TO ORDER, PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE, MOMENT OF SILENCE 

2 – DIRECTOR’S REPORT 

3 – PUBLIC COMMENTS #1 (3 minutes each) 

4 – MINUTES 

Minutes of April 10, 2018  

5 – PUBLIC HEARING 

SUP 18:02 – Lake Monticello Owners Association – Presented by Brad Robinson, Senior Planner 

ZTA 18:04 – BZA Fee – Presented by James Newman, Planner 

6 – PRESENTATIONS 

None 

7 – SITE DEVELOPMENT PLANS 

None 

8 – SUBDIVISIONS 

None 

9 – UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

None 

10 – NEW BUSINESS 

2232 Review of Zion Crossroads Water & Sewer Project – Presented by Wayne Stephens, Public Works 
Director and Jason Stewart, Planning and Zoning Administrator  

11 – PUBLIC COMMENTS #2 (3 minutes each) 

12 – ADJOURN 
 
 

_______________________________________ 
Planning/Zoning Administrator Review 
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********** 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 
I pledge allegiance to the flag  

of the United States of America  
and to the Republic for which it stands,  

one nation, under God, indivisible, 
 with liberty and justice for all. 

 
********** 

 
ORDER 

 
1. It shall be the duty of the Chairman to maintain order and decorum at meetings.  The Chairman shall speak to points of 

order in preference to all other members. 
 
2. In maintaining decorum and propriety of conduct, the Chairman shall not be challenged and no debate shall be allowed 

until after the Chairman declares that order has been restored.  In the event the Commission wishes to debate the 
matter of the disorder or the bringing of order; the regular business may be suspended by vote of the Commission to 
discuss the matter. 

 
3. No member or citizen shall be allowed to use abusive language, excessive noise, or in any way incite persons to use 

such tactics.  The Chairman shall be the judge of such breaches, however, the Commission may vote to overrule both. 
 
4. When a person engages in such breaches, the Chairman shall order the person’s removal from the building, or may 

order the person to stand silent, or may, if necessary, order the person removed from the County property. 
 

PUBLIC HEARING RULES OF PROCEDURE 
 

1. PURPOSE 
• The purpose of a public hearing is to receive testimony from the public on certain resolutions, ordinances or 

amendments prior to taking action. 
• A hearing is not a dialogue or debate.  Its express purpose is to receive additional facts, comments and opinion on 

subject items. 
2. SPEAKERS 

• Speakers should approach the lectern so they may be visible and audible to the Commission. 
• Each speaker should clearly state his/her name and address.  
• All comments should be directed to the Commission. 
• All questions should be directed to the Chairman.  Members of the Commission are not expected to respond to 

questions, and response to questions shall be made at the Chairman's discretion.  
• Speakers are encouraged to contact staff regarding unresolved concerns or to receive additional information. 
• Speakers with questions are encouraged to call County staff prior to the public hearing. 
• Speakers should be brief and avoid repetition of previously presented comments. 

3. ACTION 
• At the conclusion of the public hearing on each item, the Chairman will close the public hearing. 
• The Commission will proceed with its deliberation and will act on or formally postpone action on such item prior to 

proceeding to other agenda items. 
• Further public comment after the public hearing has been closed generally will not be permitted. 



132 Main Street 
P.O. Box 540 

Palmyra, VA 22963 
(434) 591-1910

Fax (434) 591-1911 
www.fluvannacounty.org 

“Responsive & Responsible Government” 

COUNTY OF FLUVANNA 

To:   Fluvanna County Planning Commission 
From:  Jason Stewart, AICP 
Date: May 8, 2018 
Re:   Planning Director’s Report 

Board of Supervisors Actions:  

April 18, 2018 

ZTA 18:02-Telecommunication Facilities Fees: An Ordinance to Amend Chapter 22, Articles 
17 and 27 of the Fluvanna County Code By Certain Amendments to Sections and Subsections 
22-17-7, and 22-27-14, Thereof, Amending the Fluvanna County Zoning Ordinance. The public
purpose of these amendments is to update the fee schedule for telecommunication facilities.
(Approved 5-0)

May 2, 2018 

None 

Board of Zoning Appeals Actions: 

April 17, 2018 

BZA 18:02 Kathleen Sharp: A request for a variance to Fluvanna County Code Sec. 22-4-3.E.3 
of the Zoning Ordinance to allow for the reduction of the minimum setback from a private road, 
from 100 feet to 45 feet, for the purpose of building on the 3.5 acre parcel Tax Map 20, Section 
A, Parcel 43G. The subject property is located in the Columbia Election District along Thomason 
Lane approximately 1,700 feet south-east of the intersection with Ridge Road (Route 632). The 
property is zoned A-1, Agricultural, General. (Approved 4-0) 

Technical Review Committee for April 12, 2018: 

I. SUP 18:02 Lake Monticello Owners Association – A request for a special use permit to
construct an outdoor recreation facility, with respect to 6.134 acres of Tax Map 18,
Section A, Parcel 38E. The property is located between Bunker Boulevard and South
Boston Road (Route 600), approximately 0.1 miles west of the Slice Road gate entrance
to Lake Monticello. The parcel is zoned A-1 Agricultural, General and located within the
Rivanna Community Planning Area and the Palmyra Election District.
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FLUVANNA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
WORK SESSION AND REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

FLUVANNA COUNTY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, MORRIS ROOM 
6:00 p.m. Work Session 7:00 p.m. Regular Meeting 

April 10, 2018 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Barry Bibb, Chairman 
  Ed Zimmer, Vice Chairman  
  Lewis Johnson 
  Sue Cotellessa 
  Howard Lagomarsino 
  Patricia Eager, Board of Supervisors Representative 

        ALSO PRESENT:       Jason Stewart, Planning and Zoning Administrator 
      Brad Robinson, Senior Planner 
      James Newman, Planner 
      Fred Payne, County Attorney 
      Stephanie Keuther, Senior Program Support Assistant 

     Absent:      None 

Open the Work Session: (Mr. Barry Bibb, Chairman) 
Pledge of Allegiance, Moment of Silence 

Director Comments: 
None 

Public Comments: 
None 

Work Session:  
ZTA – Density Updates – Presented by James Newman, Planner 
James Newman: gave a brief presentation showing different amounts of housing density. 

Zimmer: Is 1 unit per 2 acres a by-right density?
Newman: In A-1 you have to have at least two acres per dwelling unit
Eager: And that’s with road frontage on a state road? Newman: Yes.
Payne: The density is one unit per two acres even though the lot size may be different. The difference is, where I live in Two Rivers the density is less than one unit per two acres 
even though the lots are about ¾ of an acre, because it’s a cluster subdivision. For the one that was just shown the lot size is two acres and the density is two acres. But you could
have it be a quarter of that and still have the rest as an open space and still be at a density of two acres even though the lot sizes are small.
Bibb: On Route, 6 going towards Scottsville there’s an R-1 there, that most of the time we don’t realize. How’s that setup?
Newman: For R-1, they’re currently at one unit per one acre.
Stewart: Most of those lots are split zoned.
Bibb: The front is R-1 and the back is A-1. Stewart: Yes
Bibb: I’m just trying to figure out if the new zoning for the Scottsville planning area will overlap that or not.
Newman: The current density (shown as a table in the presentation), is what zoning states we have to have. The table also shows what the comprehensive plan would like to have.
Payne: To answer your question I don’t think it does. I think those properties were rezoned to accommodate existing conditions or something. The lots were non-conforming, and I
think that’s why they did it.
Cotellessa: Again, to clarify you’re talking about quarter acre lots.
Newman: For these particular ones, yes. In Rivanna Community Planning Area, we found it as being an aspirational amount of having it up to six units an acre. This is just shy of
that amount at 5.9. This (photograph in the presentation) gives you an overview of what it looks like.
Eager: Are those also family homes? Newman: Yes 
Payne: Another good example of this is the ones across the bottom (of the photograph) the single-family ones. That density is approximately, what you see in North downtown 
Charlottesville.
Bibb: What is it over in Belmont, do you know?
Payne: It’s about the same, maybe a little bigger.
Cotellessa: The Belmont strikes me as being even closer to quarter acre lots.
Zimmer: But density and lot size are not necessarily a direct correlation.
Payne: They’re an inverse correlation.
Zimmer: Yes, but they’re not directly inverse. So on this you have a greater density every place there’s a triplex and a duplex. And not a 10 or a 9.3 du/acre on the single families 
but the aggregate. Payne: That is correct.
Cotellessa: And in fact, if we’re not talking about single family houses or even duplexes, or triplexes if this turns into townhouses or multifamily then your open space is going to be
quite a bit more. So it will look very different on the ground.
Payne: One example of that in Fluvanna County is the Marina Pointe development at the lake. That is almost exactly the maximum density. But there’s a significant portion that 
was intended to be developed that can’t be developed because it was rezoned or zoned so they couldn’t.
Newman: The reason we’re discussing this is because right now outside of a PUD the most you can get is R-3 which is 2.9 units per acre. Justin Shimp the developer and engineer
had come to you all asking to make 2.9 the by-right amount for R-3 and have upwards of 10 dwelling units per acre for R-3 by special use permit. We’re not recommending that we
go forward with that particular language. We’re just here to show you the different density amounts look like.
Eager: So you would have to have central water and sewer at what point?
Newman: In R-4 if you want to have 2.9 units per 1 acre you need to have water and sewer. Otherwise, in R-4 you can only have 1 unit per 2 acre using a septic and well.
Eager: You can use septic in R-1 too?
Payne: You can but you can’t maximize the density.
Stewart: There’s a difference in lot sizes.
Newman: It depends if you have well and septic or if you have the centralized water and sewer.
Zimmer: If it’s centralized in R-1, you can go to the rural cluster, which is the same density.
Payne: The example of the non-rural cluster is Fox Glen, which was rezoned R-1.
Cotellessa: So your alternative if you have an R-3 piece of land and you want to put 8 dwelling units per acre of density is to rezone to a PUD right. Newman: Yes
Cotellessa: So what he’s seeking to do is make it a special use permit as opposed to a rezoning.
Stewart: Right now PUD’S are only permitted in the Zion Crossroads CPA.
Zimmer: One thing that makes this confusing is the density is based on the zoning and our aspirations are based on comp plan community areas. Can you have rules that apply to
R-4 zoning in the Scottsville comp plan community planning area? In other words, can you have a rule for there that doesn’t apply to R-4 zoning in general for the county?
Cotellessa: Anytime you review a rezoning request one of the main things you do is look for consistencies with the comp plan.
Stewart: Ideally, after we have a new comp plan we want to adopt our ordinances to match the comp plan.
Zimmer: I think the greater densities could work at some level. Maybe not public but central water and sewer is an important aspect today. You don’t want to have too much
density and then not have control over the possible side effects of wells and septic and those kinds of things. Or maybe you have to have some amount of acreage to have those
things solve that problem in it and of itself.
Bibb: Is there a way to have zoning such that they have to prove the availability of water on a piece of property when it comes to us, or for an SUP if there’s not water available
from a centralized system?
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Payne:  That’s actually exactly what came up at Poplar Ridge. That rezoning was conditioned upon compliance with a special use permit for the installation of common utilities, and 
they couldn’t get them.  
Bibb: If we had known already that water would not be available would we have had to go through all the stuff we went through with Walkers Ridge and Poplars Ridge? 
Payne: That was a debate that this commission and the Board actually had in that instance. If you recall there was a substantial sentiment, particularly on the commission, that you 
can’t have this permit unless you show that you’ve got the availability for the utilities. The Board was stronger on making a post approval condition.         
Zimmer: We did turn it down, mostly it seemed like for that reason it was the final straw. Then the Board approved it with the conditions.  
Payne: Another issue is the development by right. One of the proposals I think in the 2002 revision to the zoning ordinance was to require hydrogeological studies for by right 
subdivisions. So you wouldn’t get the “I’m coming in with a 2 acre density subdivision so I’ve got a by right” and get in there and lo-and-behold they can’t find water, can’t establish 
sewer and we didn’t have any alternative systems. The board, largely at the insistence of one of the members who was a developer. (Eager: Cecil Cobb) Payne: Said it’s too 
expensive to do it at that stage. If you get it approved then you know where your lots are, you can get testing done, and you’ve got money to finance that. And if you can’t get it 
done then you just can’t develop the lot. That was the choice the Board made. 
Bibb: With what you have listed up there now could another choice be simply allowed for a SUP to increase density in CPA’s up to a certain amount. 
Payne: I don’t know that you could tie it directly to the CPA. You could do something like an SUP. The real question seems to me is not with R-1, it’s with R-2 and R-4 and to some 
extent R-3. If you got a development, what’s consciously a development-oriented zone like R-2 or R-4 is our current density reasonable? R-2 for example is only 2 units an acre and 
that’s not much of a development district and it’s certainly not practical for anything other than single family detached. R-4 was written for Lake Monticello. So was R-3 at times of 
twenty-five years apart. When Lake Monticello was being developed, we didn’t have a zoning ordinance. I think the historical record would show that R-3 was an attempt to 
provide planned zoning in the county that would accommodate something like Lake Monticello. The developer wasn’t interested and went ahead and developed it without zoning 
because zoning didn’t exist and it wouldn’t provide a plan to allow for R-3. You’ve got to zone it something so the choice was R-1, which really didn’t make a whole lot of sense, 
because nothing in Lake Monticello conforms to R-1. In that same 1992 revision the Lake Monticello came in, complained about it, and said we need a district that accommodates 
us, so we wrote a district for them that would accommodate them pretty much as they wanted, and then they rejected it. So we ended up writing another ordinance and that’s 
what ended up being the R-4. The R-4 density was really written to pretty much accommodate the single-family parts of Lake Monticello. That’s really not a modern development if 
we’re talking about townhouses or whatever. R-4 is kind of minimal. 
Bibb: Last month when you were bringing this up there was the multifamily density of 10 du/acre. Was that from Shimp? 
Newman: He had wanted to have it so that 2.9 was the by right and you could get a SUP to have up to 10 units. He wanted to go through the SUP process. Stewart: He was actually 
looking at 6-8 du/acre. 
Zimmer: Mr. Payne please tell me if I’m wrong, I think our discussions need to center around our comp plan and not what Mr. Shimp wants.  
Payne: I agree. I’m not necessarily endorsing his proposal. I am glad however; he brought it up because it means you’re thinking about it.  
Cotellessa: The way it typically goes is you have a zoning ordinance that has certain densities allowed in each category and then in your long range vision you look in the comp plan 
about what you think your densities should be for each area. The way you accomplish that is either by the locality itself going in and rezoning which very rarely occurs, or as 
developments come in they rezone to match the comp plan and your vision and through that rezoning process you make sure that everything they’re doing meets the other visions 
in the comp plan as well. It seems to me that an SUP process is too light a process for changing the basic underline density of a property. It seems to me if you’re going to go 
towards something that’s a little higher density you would call for a rezoning.  
Payne: I don’t think he’s talking about not having a rezoning. I think he’s talking about having a rezoning and an SUP. 
Zimmer: So much of the percentage of the County is zoned Agricultural. Most anything we have to do is going to have to be rezoned R: 1, 2, 3, or 4, and then he’s saying “Ok I can 
get a bigger density with a SUP”. 
Cotellessa: But if you set it up from R1, 2, 3, or 4 from any of those zones you can rezone to a PUD, then you’ve taken care of your density issue if your PUD allows the maximum 
density in the comp plan.  
Payne: You can certainly do that. But one of the things he’s brought up and I think he’s right is that our conventional district’s don’t have enough density, at least some of them.  
Bibb: Would that include multi family or only single family?  
Payne: R4 includes multi family. 
Bibb: And that is up to six du/acre. 
Bibb: Could you take the R-4 and leave the wording as is and then say up to six per acre with an SUP ? 
Payne: Yes, you could do that. 
Bibb: For instance in all of that could you require that they have centralized water? 
Newman: We already require that.  
Bibb: Would that be practical or would that be, you give a by right in an R-4 of the way it is now but with an SUP of up to six or eight whatever its decided on. 
Payne: Would it be practical yes. Does it serve our objective for the comp plan for the board and the commission and how the county will develop? If you want low-income quote 
un-quote affordable housing, in particular if you want affordable rental housing you have to increase the density.  
Zimmer: And that’s not a bad thing to aspire for even in Fluvanna County because right now there’s a block of affordable housing in Columbia that is essentially slums. And I’m not 
saying we can solve that with this but there is some evidence that maybe there is a lack of affordable housing in Fluvanna. 
Payne: Columbia is the perfect example of a development that occurred long before zoning, that created nothing but non-conformity. There’s not a single parcel in the former 
town Columbia that complies with the zoning. And there’s probably not one without vacating property lines that could comply.  
Eager: How did Sycamore Square get the units it has in front, the attached homes?  
Payne: The building type is permitted.  
Eager: But what about the density? 
Payne: I think it’s at 2.9 units an acre. 
Stewart: Wasn’t that originally supposed to be commercial. Zimmer: Yes, I remember that. 
Lagomarsino: I think the second set of townhomes were supposed to be commercial. 
Eager: So is Sycamore Square townhouses considered affordable? 
Payne: There’s a lot of different ways to look at affordable housing. If your talking about basic 3 bedroom housing, maybe two bathrooms, that’s not affordable housing. The only 
way that’s affordable if there’s some sort of subsidy.  
Cotellessa: I’m not sure a developer coming in at even six or twelve units per acre is even going to build affordable housing. One of the ways you get affordable housing is you 
bump the density up to 10, 12, or even 15 units per acre and you require affordable housing as part of the rezoning process. 
Payne: That’s probably true, I think it may be places in this county where you could have a relatively small parcel say 2 to 2 ½ acres where you could actually put either multi family 
or single family attached and add a density that would be conceivably affordable in that small scale. Again, you’re talking about a non-planned district because the development 
cost would be too high. 
Eager: Just building the roads is phenomenal. We can go up to five-foot lots on a private road, cluster to me that’s the closest we have to affordable housing, possibly. 
Payne: If you’re at Zion Crossroads, urban Albemarle County or the city of Charlottesville the land itself puts you out of the market for affordable housing. That’s where our 
affordable housing could come in, is if you had like the land down in Scottsville. That land, I don’t know what it’s assessed at but that could conceivably be a low enough level that 
the land would not be prohibited to develop at an affordable level. What to do with this is really a policy decision that’s up to you all.   
Eager: Maybe a place to start is to get some ideas of what raw land is trading for in the county. If you want affordable housing and an acre is $10,000 or more then you know you 
have to build a really small home on that acreage.  
Bibb: How do you all feel about what I suggested before with leaving R-4 as it is, but have an exception up to 6 or 8 units per acre with a SUP.? 
Zimmer: And with sewer and water?   
Newman: Yes, if you don’t have sewer and water your density is restricted. 
Zimmer: We would need to maintain that with this change.  
Newman: Section 22-8-3 sub section B is 2.9 du/acre with centralized water and sewer.  We could change that number from 2.9 to higher or we could keep it at 2.9 and have it so 
that you could use a special use permit to get up to 6, 8 or whatever number the commission would like.   
Cotellessa: Most of our R-4 zoning is in Lake Monticello, so were talking about properties outside Lake Monticello that would have to be rezoned to R-4 and then get a SUP. So they 
will have to go through a two-step process. 
Payne: One of the things it has is applying R-4 to all or part of the town of Columbia. Of course, that would involve utilities, but I’m not telling you that it’s impossible on a small 
scale, but you want it to be dense to minimize the percentage of the development cost.   
Newman: If we rely on density increases by an SUP what is the density number you would like to have? 
Bibb: I think a 6 or 8.  
Cotellessa: What would be the difference on the ground between R-3 and R-4 with an SUP to 6 dwelling units per acre and a PUD at 6 dwelling units per acre? What would be the 
difference’s on the ground be in terms of the requirements of the builder. 
Newman: I would have to look that up.  
Cotellessa: That’s something you have to look at because obviously the builder is going to make a decision, which way they’re going to go even if we have an SUP up to 6. I look at 
them and wonder which is more advantageous to him and or the county. 
Newman: Right now, we only allow PUD’s in the Zion Crossroads planning area, outside of that they’re not allowed. 
Cotellessa: Then do you make a distinction in the R-3 and the R-4 between single family and multifamily? 
Payne: You wouldn’t need to; you could control that with the SUP.  
Cotellessa: We would have to have a set of conditions, standards or criteria for an SUP for this increase in density.    
Newman: We will draft something and have it for you next month. 
Cotellessa: I think it’s important to look at the criteria. The distinction being to that you can put conditions on an SUP that you can’t necessarily do on a zoning. So there’s pluses 
and minuses to both directions. I would like to see the amount of control you can have on both of those. 
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BZA Fees – Presented by James Newman, Planner 
James Newman: Gave a brief presentation on Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) fee schedule.  
 
Open the Regular Session at 7: 00pm (Mr. Barry Bibb, Chairman) 
The Pledge of Allegiance followed by a Moment of Silence. 
 
Director’s Report: Mr. Stewart: 
Board of Supervisors Actions:   
 
March 28, 2018 
 

I. ZMP 17:05 – 2428 Richmond Road LLC – A request to rezone, from A-1 Agricultural, General to I-1 Industrial, Limited and I-2 Industrial, General, 29.4 acres of Tax Map 
4, Section A, Parcel 27. The property is located along Richmond Road (U.S. Route 250), approximately 0.16 miles west of the intersection of Zion Road (State Route 627) 
and Memory Lane (State Route 698). The parcel is within the Zion Crossroads Community Planning Area and the Palmyra Election District. (Denied 5-0) 

II. SUP 18:01 – Amber Hill LLC – A request to establish a Salvage and scrap yard with respect to 90.17 acres of Tax Map 4, Section A, Parcel 27A. The property is zoned I-2 
(Industrial, General) and located along Memory Lane (State Route 698), approximately 0.35 miles south of the intersection of Richmond Road (U.S. Route 250). The 
parcel is within the Rural Residential Planning Area and the Palmyra Election District.  (Approved 5-0) 

 
April 4, 2018 
None 
 
Board of Zoning Appeals Actions: 
None 
 
Public Comments: 
None 
 
Approval of Minutes 
Minutes of March 13, 2018 
 
Motion: 
Lagomarsino made a motion to approve the minutes of March 13, 2018 Planning Commission meeting as presented. Seconded by Zimmer. The motion was approved with a 
vote of 5-0 AYE: Cotellessa, Johnson, Bibb, Zimmer, and Lagomarsino. NAY: None ABSTAIN: None ABSENT: None  
 
Public Hearing: 
ZTA – Telecom Fees – Presented by James Newman, Planner 
 
Current issues: 

• 3 different fees listed for telecomm applications: 
• 22-17-7. Fees: $1,500 plus $5,500 with consultant review 
• 22-17-14. Fees for supplemental review: third party review is $4,000 
• Current application: $900 for consultant review (The Atlantic Group has replaced Cityscape as our reviewer). 

 
Possible Solution: 
Amend ordinance to change fee. 
 
Proposed fee for new towers is: 

• Special Use Permit, plus 
• Site Development Plan, plus 
• Mailing costs, plus 
• Consultant Review fee ($3,200) 

 
Proposed fee for collocation/addition to/ modification of existing towers is: 

• $550 (cost of a minor site plan), plus 
• Mailing costs, plus 
• Consultant review fee ($900) 

 
Amending Sec 22-17-7 language to read: 

 
 
 

 
 

Amending Sec 22-27-14 language to read: 

 
 
Public Comments: 
None 
 



Draf
t

Cotellessa: I noticed on the Transactions User Report that there are two SUP’s for telecommunication tower, and telecommunication tower consultant review fee each, which are 
listed at $900.00. I wondered how those fees were derived; they don’t seem to match up with any of these numbers and I wasn’t sure. 
Newman: It may be a categorization issue with how we take fees. We are working with a new system: EnerGov. Those listed were only for tower co location, modifications, or 
additions, which is in line with the $900.00 fee. We have not received any SUP for a new tower in quite some time. The $900.00 fees that are on the report are correct. 
Cotellessa: As of the current ordinance, not the new proposal? 
Newman: Based on what our third party reviewer The Atlantic Group charges. They only charge $900 so that’s what we’ve collected.  
Cotellessa: So for others we’ve been collecting $900 even though the ordinance said $4,000. Newman: Yes 
Payne: This whole discussion was triggered by a complaint that was by one of the tower companies that wanted to put additional equipment on an existing tower. Obviously, they 
needed to have an engineer study the tower to tell them it’s good enough to do it. That is apparently a simple thing. Our consultant at the time was going to charge $4,000 for it. 
The complaint was you need to put in something that reflects the actual cost of the review. 
Cotellessa: At that point, that consultant’s fee was $4,000  
Newman: When that was written yes, but now we have different consultants that have their own fee schedule. 
 
Motion:  
Cotellessa moved that the Planning Commission recommend approval of ZTA 18:02, to amend Chapter 22, Article 17 and Article 27 of the Fluvanna County Code By Certain 
Amendments to Sections and Subsections 22-17-7, and 22-27-14, Thereof, Amending the Fluvanna County Zoning Ordinance. The public purpose of these amendments is to 
update the fee schedule for telecommunication facilities. Seconded by Johnson. The motion was approved with a vote of 5-0 AYE: Cotellessa, Johnson, Bibb, Zimmer, and 
Lagomarsino. NAY: None ABSTAIN: None ABSENT: None  
 
PRESENTATIONS:  
2017 Development Activity Report – James Newman, Planner 
James Newman: Gave a brief presentation on the 2017 Development Activity Report. The DAR allows land use comparisons and trends to be seen over a 15-year span, which 
provides important clues for future needs, such as new school bus routes and traffic systems. This report reflects the outcome of development by Election District and Land Use 
Planning Area, and evaluates Fluvanna County’s preservation initiatives. 
 
Motion: 
Zimmer made a motion to approve the 2017 Development Activity Report. Seconded by Lagomarsino to include the corrections on pages 53 & 55 to amend the year from 
2016 to 2017 the motion was approved, subject to two changes, with a vote of 5-0 AYE: Cotellessa, Johnson, Bibb, Zimmer, and Lagomarsino. NAY: None ABSTAIN: None 
ABSENT: None 
 
Site Development Plans:  
None 

Subdivisions: 
None 
 
Unfinished Business:  
None 
 
New Business:  
BZA Fees – Presented by James Newman, Planner 
 
MOTION:  
Cotellessa moved that the Fluvanna County Planning Commission direct staff to initiate a Zoning Text Amendment to amend “Section 22-17-7 Fees”, to amend the fees for 
applications to the Board of Zoning Appeals, and to schedule a future public hearing for formal Planning Commission consideration and recommendation to the Board of 
Supervisors. The public purpose of these amendments is to bring fees in line with costs. 
Seconded by Lagomarsino. The motion was approved with a vote of 5-0 AYE: Cotellessa, Johnson, Bibb, Zimmer, and Lagomarsino. NAY: None ABSTAIN: None ABSENT: None 
 
Public Comments: 
None 
 
Adjourn: 
Chairman Bibb adjourned the Planning Commission meeting of April 10, 2018 at 7:17 pm. 
 
Minutes recorded by Stephanie Keuther, Senior Program Support Assistant. 

 
 

__________________________________ 
Barry A. Bibb, Chairman 

Fluvanna County Planning Commission 
 



TRANSACTIONS BY USER REPORT (04/01/2018 TO 04/30/2018) FOR 

FLUVANNA COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Selected Users: Stephanie Keuther

Payment 

Method
Fee Name Paid  Amount

Transaction 

Type

Transaction

Date
Invoice #

Stephanie Keuther

BR18-0142

INV-00000183 2% State Surcharge Check #1629504/06/2018 $17.54 Fee Payment

E&S: Single Family, $125 per lot Check #1629504/06/2018 $125.00 Fee Payment

Electrical: Base fee Check #1629504/06/2018 $45.00 Fee Payment

Electrical: Per SqFt Check #1629504/06/2018 $170.46 Fee Payment

HVAC: Residential (Use Groups R5) - each system Check #1629504/06/2018 $90.00 Fee Payment

New 9-1-1 Address Fee Check #1629504/06/2018 $90.00 Fee Payment

One/two fam. dwelling, R5, finished living space Check #1629504/06/2018 $421.74 Fee Payment

Plumbing flat fee Check #1629504/06/2018 $30.00 Fee Payment

Plumbing, per fixture Check #1629504/06/2018 $120.00 Fee Payment

Zoning Permit: $100.00 Primary Structures Check #1629504/06/2018 $100.00 Fee Payment

BZA18:0002

INV-00000059 Sign Deposit for Public Hearing Check #004/23/2018 ($90.00)Refund

ER18-0129

INV-00000182 2% State Surcharge Check #709604/06/2018 $0.90 Fee Payment

Electrical: Base fee Check #709604/06/2018 $45.00 Fee Payment

Misc Fee

INV-00000205 Copy of Ordinances Cash04/19/2018 $30.00 Fee Payment

Cash04/19/2018 $30.00 Fee Payment

SUB18:0010

INV-00000176 Subdivision: Family Check #240604/03/2018 $200.00 Fee Payment

Subdivision: GIS Fee (per lot) Check #240604/03/2018 $200.00 Fee Payment

SUB18:0011

INV-00000198 Subdivision: Family Check #160504/18/2018 $200.00 Fee Payment

Subdivision: GIS Fee (per lot) Check #160504/18/2018 $100.00 Fee Payment

SUB18:0012

INV-00000219 Subdivision: Ordinance of Vacation Check #634404/23/2018 $225.00 Fee Payment

SUB18:0013

INV-00000221 Subdivision: Family Check #202004/23/2018 $200.00 Fee Payment

Subdivision: GIS Fee (per lot) Check #202004/23/2018 $100.00 Fee Payment

SUB18:0014

INV-00000222 Subdivision: GIS Fee (per lot) Check #137904/23/2018 $100.00 Fee Payment

Subdivision: Minor Check #137904/23/2018 $500.00 Fee Payment

SUP18:0001

INV-00000046 Sign Deposit for Public Hearing Check #004/04/2018 ($90.00)Refund

SUP18:0002

INV-00000173 Sign Deposit for Public Hearing Check 

#006387

04/03/2018 $90.00 Fee Payment

Special Use Permit Check 

#006387

04/03/2018 $800.00 Fee Payment
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TRANSACTIONS BY USER REPORT (04/01/2018 TO 04/30/2018)

Payment 

Method
Fee Name Paid  Amount

Transaction 

Type

Transaction

Date
Invoice #

STEPHANIE KEUTHER TOTAL CASH: $60.00

TOTAL CHECK: $3,970.64

TOTAL REFUND: ($180.00)

NET TOTAL: $3,850.64

GRAND TOTALS TOTAL CASH: $60.00

TOTAL CHECK: $3,970.64

TOTAL REFUND: ($180.00)

NET TOTAL: $3,850.64
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BUILDING INSPECTIONS MONTHLY REPORT
County of Fluvanna

Category Year Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec TOTAL

2014 7 1 4 6 9 16 5 12 6 8 4 9 87
2015 4 5 10 9 12 12 14 13 2 4 7 3 95
2016 11 11 8 15 9 18 6 5 9 2 6 8 108
2017 3 2 16 6 4 10 6 5 14 5 7 13 91

2018 8 3 15 26

2014 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 8
2015 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 4
2016 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
2017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2018 0 0 0 0

2014 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 5
2015 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 4
2016 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2

2017 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4

2018 0 0 1 1

2014 22 12 17 29 31 28 18 28 31 36 25 25 302
2015 21 30 38 28 21 30 22 25 23 27 35 18 318

2016 13 10 31 27 29 29 15 32 31 28 27 27 299

2017 29 20 29 43 20 29 32 18 23 27 43 28 341

2018 19 6 10 35

2014 2 0 2 0 4 1 3 5 1 2 2 1 23

2015 4 4 3 4 1 0 0 2 6 0 0 3 27

2016 3 4 4 6 2 2 1 2 1 3 3 6 37

2017 0 4 2 3 2 2 2 4 2 0 2 2 25
2018 2 3 3 8

2014 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2

2015 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2

2016 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2

2017 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 4

2018 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

2014 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 4

2015 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 1 6

2016 0 0 2 2 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 9

2017 1 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 9

2018 0 0 0 0

2014 39 14 30 36 44 48 28 45 39 46 33 37 431

2015 32 39 51 41 35 43 38 45 32 32 43 25 456

2016 27 26 45 50 40 55 24 40 42 34 37 42 462

2017 36 31 65 59 35 43 42 30 39 40 60 85 565

2018 39 17 45 101

2014 8 1 10 4 8 16 3 10 5 9 6 10 90

2015 6 5 9 10 10 12 15 16 3 5 10 5 106

2016 12 11 8 14 10 17 7 6 11 3 9 9 117

2017 3 2 17 7 7 9 6 6 15 8 7 14 101

2018 10 4 16 30

2014 1,902,399 458,326 1,783,992 2,540,111 2,570,600 3,119,933 1,724,192 2,586,705 1,353,471 1,922,260 1,461,680 2,563,409 23,981,478$   
2015 1,384,631 1,560,716 2,916,520 3,567,237 2,999,918 4,280,357 5,272,378 3,107,731 2,625,563 2,203,913 1,931,893 6,252,403 38,103,260$   
2016 1,817,981 2,555,455 5,542,458 3,711,821 2,447,891 5,181,921 3,611,179 1,817,783 3,089,971 1,889,279 2,028,590 2,937,783 36,342,112$   
2017 857,767 827,724 4,859,777 2,066,132 1,512,789 3,676,118 1,904,915 2,359,988 2,846,545 1,957,646 1,897,110 3,479,285 28,245,796$        

2018 2,541,433 1,075,551 3,544,096 7,161,080$          

2014 135 149 103 180 113 168 173 148 155 167 112 162 1,765$              

2015 105 137 146 214 113 232 193 181 208 206 149 149 2,033$              

2016 116 91 153 157 155 214 249 230 197 181 184 172 2,099$              

2017 159 144 171 141 177 152 202 182 153 183 181 169 2,014$              

2018 163 148 173 484$                 

2014 9,160 2,655 10,041 11,601 11,808 18,950 6,913 12,848 8,080 11,602 9,740 11,568 124,966$         
2015 6,731 8,351 13,711 16,037 13,508 16,628 14,931 18,895 10,411 8,558 10,381 9,575 147,717$         

2016 11,850 11,954 11,576 14,889 8,447 18,588 12,947 7,537 11,285 12,548 8,361 11,213 141,195$         

2017 $4,060 $3,660 $22,692 $9,249 $6,703 $11,948 $9,494 $7,790 $13,169 $6,895 $9,022 $12,886 117,568$         

2018 $8,988 $4,311 $9,939 23,238$           

2014 2,125 1,225 2,400 2,300 1,310 8,500 2,739 2,850 625 2,839 2,450 2,850 32,213$           

2015 1,775 875 1,425 3,425 1,750 1,850 2,325 3,338 1,085 2,819 10,450 2,298 33,415$           

2016 3,200 2,575 1,700 1,950 2,250 2,200 4,020 875 28,074 2,000 1,450 1,200 51,494$           

2017 $475 $800 $7,000 $1,523 $2,366 $2,425 $1,733 $7,784 $2,100 $2,050 $1,000 $1,625 30,881$           

2018 $1,450 $5,975 $1,890 9,315$              

2014 1,000 250 1,800 1,100 14,200 2,400 1,050 19,900 1,400 1,350 950 1,700 47,100.00$     
2015 1,200 1,000 1,650 2,600 1,500 1,850 1,850 2,400 1,650 1,050 900 850 18,500.00$     
2016 1,150 1,250 1,800 2,450 1,650 2,700 1,150 1,150 1,900 1,050 900 850 18,000.00$     

2017 $400 $1,000 $2,400 $950 $1,500 $1,800 $1,245 $1,250 $1,600 $1,050 $1,250 $1,550 15,995.00$     

2018 $1,400 $800 $1,750 3,950.00$        

2014 12,285 4,130 14,241 15,001 27,318 29,850 10,702 35,598 10,105 15,791 13,140 16,118 204,279$         
2015 9,706 10,226 16,786 22,062 16,578 20,328 19,106 24,633 13,146 12,427 21,731 12,723 199,631$         
2016 16,200 15,779 15,076 19,289 12,347 23,488 18,117 9,562 41,259 15,348 11,411 13,763 199,631$         

2017 $4,935 $5,460 $32,092 $11,722 $10,569 $16,173 $12,472 $16,824 $16,869 $9,995 $11,272 $16,061 164,444$         

2018 $11,838 $11,086 $13,579 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 36,503$           

Zoning 
Permits/ 
Proffers

TOTAL
FEES

Land 
Disturbing 

Permits

BUILDING VALUES FOR PERMITS ISSUED

INSPECTIONS COMPLETED

FEES COLLECTED

TOTAL
BUILDING
VALUES

TOTAL 
INSPECTIONS

Building 
Permits

Land 
Disturbing 

Permits

Building Official: Period:

Kevin Zoll March, 2018

BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED

Swimming 
Pools

Commercial/ 
Industrial 
Build/Cell 

Towers

TOTAL Building 
PERMITS

NEW - Single 
Family 

Detached

NEW - Single 
Family 

Attached

NEW - Mobil 
Homes

Additions and 
Alterations

Accessory 
Buildings



CODE COMPLIANCE VIOLATION STATISTICS  April - 2018 
Scott B. Miller, CZO, Code Inspector, Building Site Inspector 
 

Case No.  Tax Map 
Number Property Owner Address Date of 

Complaint Violation Type Status* Deadline District 

1611-01 18-(A)-25B Stevens, Roger Thomas Farm La. (Vacant) 11/3/2016 Junk/Inoperable Vehicle 
Court 

Agreement 
4/05/2018 

6 months to abate 
11/05/2018 Palmyra 

1709-03 4-(A)-114 Herrion, Vernon L. 15 Blue Ridge Dr. 9/20/2017 Violation of SUP 04-10 Permit Pend 05/20/2018 Palmyra 

1710-01 43-(A)-39 Partusch, Brian D. 4855 Stage Junction Rd. 10/17/2017 Improper Use - Junkyard 
Extended 

(15 vehicles 
Removed) 

05/17/2018 Columbia 

1801-05 36-(A)-97 Patterson, Hilton & Carolyn 1404 West River Rd. 01/26/2018 Junk/Debris Extended 05/26/2018 Cunningham 

1802-03 4-(A)-27 2428 Richmond Road, LLC. 2428 Richmond Rd. 02/14/2018 Improper Use Pending 05/15/2018 BZA Palmyra 

1802-04 36-(A)-92B Audrey H. Davis, Et Als. 100 Ridgecrest La. 02/21/2018 Junk/Debris Cleared  n/a Cunningham 

1803-01 4-(12)-1 Meredith, White Et Al 251 Country La. 03/02/2018 Inoperable Vehicles Extended 05/02/2018 Palmyra 

1803-03 30A-(A)-5 Vaughan, Brian K. & Andrea 316 Main St. 03/12/2018 Junk/Debris Cleared n/a Palmyra 

1804-01 4-(17)-2 Preston, Jessie Lynn 1322 Oliver Creek Rd. 04/09/2018 Trash/Junk/Debris Extended 05/09/2018 Palmyra 

1804-02 40-(A)-64A Nelson, Frederic & Deann 1860 Haden Martin Rd. 04/09/2018 Inoperable Vehicles Extended 05/09/2018 Fork Union 

1804-03 4-(A)-109A Bahr, Kenneth 3180 Richmond Rd. 04/10/2018 Violation of SDP 06-009  Pending 05/17/2018 Palmyra 

1804-04 4-(A)-99 Bahr, Kenneth 2969 Richmond Rd. 04/10/2018 Violation of ZMP 08-004 Pending 05/17/2018 Palmyra 

STATUS DEFINITIONS* 

Board - Case is pending Board Approval Court Pending - Summons to be issued Permit Pending - Applied for Permit to Abate Violation 

Cleared - Violation Abated Extended - Extension Given/Making Progress to Abate Violations Rezoning - Property is in Rezoning Process 

Court - Case is before Judge Pending - Violation Notice Sent SUP Pending - SUP Application made to Abate Violation 

MISCELLANEOUS ACTIONS / TASKS 

Biosolids Applied and Signs Displayed (Total – 37 Sites) 

Compliance with Tenaska Virginia Sound Levels 04/17/2017 

Signs Removed From Public Rights-Of-Way (Total – 42) 

Placed and removed "Public Hearing Signs" as needed 

Deliver packets to BOS, PC Members and Library 

Code Enforcement Officer assaulted by constituent 04/10/2018, warrant served, General District Court Arraignment 05/01/2018 

 



  11  

113322  MMaaiinn  SSttrreeeett  
PP..OO..  BBooxx  554400  

PPaallmmyyrraa,,  VVAA  2222996633  
((443344))  559911--11991100  

FFaaxx  ((443344))  559911--11991111  
wwwwww..fflluuvvaannnnaaccoouunnttyy..oorrgg  

““RReessppoonnssiivvee  &&  RReessppoonnssiibbllee  GGoovveerrnnmmeenntt””  

COUNTY OF FLUVANNA   
  
  

  
  
 

STAFF REPORT 
 

To: Fluvanna County Planning Commission    From: Brad Robinson 
Case Number: SUP 18:02      District: Palmyra 
Tax Map: Tax Map 18, Section A, Parcel 38E   Date: May 8, 2018                                                              
  
 
General Information: This request is to be heard by the Planning Commission on 

Tuesday, May 8, 2018 at 7:00 p.m. in the Circuit Court Room in 
the Courts Building. 

 
Applicant:   Lake Monticello Owners Association (LMOA) 
 
Owner:   Gina C. Pervall et al 
   
Representative:  Jim Boyd, Grimm + Parker Architects 
 
Requested Action:  Request for a special use permit to establish an outdoor recreation 

facility with respect to 6.134 acres of Tax Map 18, Section A, 
Parcel 38E. (Attachment A) 

  
Location: The property is located between Bunker Boulevard and South 

Boston Road (Route 600), approximately 0.1 miles west of the 
Slice Road gate entrance to Lake Monticello. The parcel is within 
the Rivanna Community Planning Area and the Palmyra Election 
District. 

 
Existing Zoning:  A-1, Agricultural, General (Attachment B) 
 
Existing Land Use:  Vacant (Attachment C) 
 
Planning Area:                      Rivanna Community Planning Area 
 
Adjacent Land Use:   Adjacent properties are zoned A-1 and R-4. 
 
Zoning History:  None 
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Comprehensive Plan: 
 
Land Use: 
The Comprehensive Plan designates this property as within the Rivanna Community Planning 
Area.  According to this chapter, “The Lake Monticello area of Fluvanna County has grown 
rapidly in recent years. As the Lake approaches build-out, its proportion of the county’s growth 
has diminished, although the area surrounding the Lake still sees robust growth. The private 
Lake Monticello community has a dominant presence in this part of the county, and a significant 
number of residents live close by. Lake Monticello and the surrounding area make up most of the 
Rivanna District and a portion of the Cunningham and Palmyra Districts of Fluvanna County.” 
This chapter also states “The desirable form of growth at the ‘Lake gates’ is neighborhood 
mixed-use. Beyond the gates, growth should be neighborhood residential development.”  
 
Parks and Recreation: 
According to this chapter, “Recreational opportunities are vital to the health and well-being of 
Fluvanna’s citizens.” Lake Monticello “offers a wide array of recreational opportunities for its 
residents” and “has a summer pool, tennis courts, an eighteen-hole golf course (open to public 
play), playgrounds, picnic facilities, and a sports field. The lake’s amenities serve nearly 40 
percent of the county’s residents.” 
 
Analysis: 
 
This is a special use permit application for a new golf course maintenance building. The existing 
maintenance building has become too small for the needs of the Lake Monticello Owners 
Association. The proposed building will be constructed in a new location within Lake Monticello 
and allow consolidation of two buildings. The existing maintenance building will either be 
repurposed or demolished. 
 
The subject use is classified as an “outdoor recreation facility” and defined in the Zoning 
Ordinance as “Predominantly participant uses conducted in open or partially enclosed or 
screened facilities, but not including public facilities. Typical uses include, but are not limited to, 
golf courses, driving ranges, tennis courts, motorized cart and motorcycle tracks, paintball 
facilities, swimming pools, athletic ball fields.” Although the proposed building is associated 
with the golf course and similar to an accessory building, it is proposed on vacant property 
currently not within Lake Monticello and will not be subordinate to a use on the same lot. 
Outdoor recreation facilities are permitted by special use permit in the A-1 zoning district and are 
subject to an approved site development plan.  The detail of the site development plan that is 
required is at the discretion of the Director of Planning, and many times the sketch plan provided 
with the SUP application is sufficient. 
 
In accordance with the concept plan, the project will consist of a 6,473 sq. ft. building with 
parking area and a concrete pad for gasoline tanks. The building will include space for an office, 
garage, and storage area for equipment. The property is currently undeveloped and completely 
wooded. The concept plans shows vegetation will be cleared only for the portion of the property 
that will contain the proposed building and parking area. The remainder of the property will 
remain wooded and no other buildings or additional expansion are planned or anticipated at this 
time per the applicant. 
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When evaluating proposed uses for a special use permit, in addition to analyzing the potential 
adverse impacts of the use, staff utilizes two (2) general guidelines for evaluation as set forth in 
the zoning ordinance. 
 
First, the proposed use should not tend to change the character and established pattern of 
the area or community. 
 
The subject property is located within the Rivanna Community Planning Area and adjacent to the 
Lake Monticello residential community. The proposed use will complement the golf course 
which is integrated into this community and situated amongst residential uses. The character of 
the area is expected to remain unchanged. 
 
Second, the proposed use should be compatible with the uses permitted by-right in that 
zoning district and shall not adversely affect the use/or value of neighboring property.  
 
Outdoor recreation facilities are allowed by a special use permit in the A-1 district.  By-right uses 
that are similar, in operation or size of structures, to this application may include public parks 
and recreational areas, public uses and accessory uses. The subject property is located near an 
area of the county that is planned for additional growth. 
 
Sec. 22-1-2 of the zoning ordinance states its purpose is “to facilitate the creation of a 
convenient, attractive and harmonious community” as well as “to protect against over-crowding 
of land”.  Additionally, the zoning ordinance encourages “economic development activities”.  
This request would permit business expansion and potential to generate more revenue. 
 
(Attachment D) 
 
Neighborhood Meeting: 
 
There were no attendees for this item at the April 11, 2018 Neighborhood Meeting. 
 
Technical Review Committee: 
 
The following comments were generated from the April 12, 2018 Technical Review Committee 
meeting: 
 

1. Planning staff had the following questions: 

- How were setback requirements determined? The minimum setbacks shown on the 
concept plan do not correspond to the A-1 zoning of the property. 

- Where will the portable storage buildings be located? 
- Is any future expansion or additional phase proposed? 
- Will the parking area be paved? 
- Will the property also be rezoned to match the zoning of other common areas within 

Lake Monticello? 
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2. Chamber of Commerce had no comments. 

3. Department of Forestry had no comments. 

4. Erosion and Sediment Control did not have any comments. 

5. Fire Chief requested a hydrant be installed on Bunker Blvd. near the entrance to the 
facility. Either side of Bunker is acceptable due to location of main water line. The 
nearest hydrant is over 1,000 feet away. 

6. Health Dept. had no comments. 

7. Sheriff’s Office had no comments. 

8. VDOT has not provided any comments at the date of this letter. The property is not 
located on a state-maintained road. 

Please note that several of the items or questions above from Planning staff have been addressed 
on a revised concept plan submitted by the applicant. 
 
(Attachment E) 
 
Conclusion: 
 
The Planning Commission should consider any potential adverse impacts, such as traffic entering 
and exiting the property, noise, dust, vibration, or visual clutter, and whether the minimum 
requirements of the ordinance will effectively mitigate these impacts. The Planning Commission 
can recommend conditions to ensure the proposed use will not be detrimental to the character 
and development of the adjacent area. 
 
Recommended Conditions: 
 
If approved, Staff recommends the following conditions: 
 

1. Prior to development of the site, a site development plan that meets the requirements of 
the Fluvanna County Zoning Ordinance must be submitted for review and approval. 

2. Any lighting shall not be directed toward adjacent properties and comply with Article 25 
of the Fluvanna County Code. 

3. The property shall be maintained in a neat and orderly manner so that the visual 
appearance from the road and adjacent properties is acceptable to County officials. 

44..  The Board of Supervisors, or its representative, reserves the right to inspect the property 
for compliance with these conditions at any time.  

5. Under Sec. 22-17-4 F (2) of the Fluvanna County Code, the Board of Supervisors has the 
authority to revoke a Special Use Permit if the property owner has substantially breached 
the conditions of the Special Use Permit. 
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Suggested Motion: 
 
I move that the Planning Commission recommend approval/denial/deferral of SUP 18:02, a 
request to establish an outdoor recreation facility with respect to 6.134 acres of Tax Map 18, 
Section A, Parcel 38E, [if approved] subject to the five (5) conditions listed in the staff report. 
 
 
Attachments: 
A – Application and APO letter 
B – Zoning Map 
C – Aerial Vicinity Map 
D – Applicant’s site plan 
E – TRC comment letter 
 
Copy:  Jim Boyd, Grimm + Parker via email – jboyd@gparch.com 
            Angela Cooke, Lake Monticello Owners Assoc. via email – acooke@lmoa.org 
            File 
 
 

mailto:jboyd@gparch.com
mailto:acooke@lmoa.org
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132 Main Street 
P.O. Box 540 

Palmyra, VA 22963 
(434) 591-1910 

Fax (434) 591-1911 
www.fluvannacounty.org 

COUNTY OF FLUVANNA 

“Responsive & Responsible Government” 

 

 
 MEMORANDUM 

Date: April 23, 2018 

From: Stephanie Keuther 

To: Jason Stewart 

Subject: Planning Commission APO Letter 
 
 

Please be advised the attached letter went out to the attached list of Adjacent Property 
Owners for the May 8, 2018 Planning Commission Meeting. 

http://www.fluvannacounty.org/
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132 Main Street 
P.O. Box 540 

Palmyra, VA 22963 
(434) 591-1910 

Fax (434) 591-1911 
www.fluvannacounty.org 

“Responsive & Responsible Government” 

COUNTY OF FLUVANNA 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
April 23, 2018 

 
«Name» 
«Address» 
«City_State» «ZIP» 
TMP#«TMP» 
 
Re: Public Hearing on SUP 18:02 
 
Dear «Name»: 
 
This letter is to notify you that the Fluvanna County Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on 
the above referenced items as noted below: 
 
 Purpose: Planning Commission Public Hearing 
 Day/Date: Tuesday, May 8, 2018 
 Time:  7:00 PM 
 Location: Fluvanna County Administration Building Morris Room, Palmyra, VA 
 
The applicant or applicant’s representative will be present at the Planning Commission meeting for the 
request that is described as follows: 
 
SUP 18:02 Lake Monticello Owners Association – A request for a special use permit to construct an 
outdoor recreation facility, with respect to 6.134 acres of Tax Map 18, Section A, Parcel 38E. The 
property is located between Bunker Boulevard and South Boston Road (Route 600), approximately 0.1 
miles west of the Slice Road gate entrance to Lake Monticello. The parcel is zoned A-1 Agricultural, 
General and located within the Rivanna Community Planning Area and the Palmyra Election District. 
 
You are welcome to attend the Public hearing and you will have an opportunity to comment, if desired.  
The tentative agenda and staff report for this action is available for public review on the County website 
at http://fluvannacounty.org/meetings. You can also view the report in the Fluvanna County Planning 
and Zoning Department during working hours (8:00 am – 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday). 
 
If you have any questions regarding this application or the Public Hearing, please contact me at         
434–591–1910. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Jason Stewart 
Planning and Zoning Administrator 

http://fluvannacounty.org/meetings
brobinson
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TAX MAP NAME ADDRESS CITY/STATE/ZIP 

STACIE L BROWN 101 CHRISTA CT CHARLOTTESVILLE VA  22902

DEBORA L GREEN & JULIA M WEED 4 BUNKER BLVD PALMYRA VA  22963

LAKE MONTICELLO ELECTIFICATION TRST P O BOX 308 PALMYRA VA  22963

GLENN D REUTHER 7 BUNKER BLVD PALMYRA VA  22963

FEDERAL NATIONAL MORTGAGE ASSOC 14523 SW MILLIKAN WAY STE 200 BEAVERTON OR  97005

TANYA HELLER ET AL 6048 HAVENVIEW DR MECHANICSVILLE VA  23111

LAKE MONTICELLO VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPT 926 EAST JEFFERSON DRIVE PALMYRA VA  22963

& RESCUE SQUAD INC

CLIFFORD A & CAROLYN J SHIFFLETT 8 SLICE RD PALMYRA VA  22963

JONATHAN DAVID GENTRY 6 SLICE RD PALMYRA VA  22963

LOUIS A. & NORMA C. KRAMER P.O. BOX 6653 CHARLOTTESVILLE VA  22906

ALBERT T & TONI R MITCHELL 5 BUNKER BLVD PALMYRA VA  22963

ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNERS SUP 18:02
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Fluvanna County, VA WebGIS Parcels - PIN: 18 A 38E

Sources: Esri, HERE, Garmin, USGS, Intermap, INCREMENT P, NRCan,
Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), Esri Korea, Esri (Thailand),

Roads
Interstate
Primary

Secondary
Other
Parcels

Place Names
Town Boundary
Driveways

Building Footprints
Tax Map Grid
County Boundary

May 1, 2018
0 0.06 0.120.03 mi

0 0.1 0.20.05 km

1:3,611
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Fluvanna County, VA WebGIS Parcels - PIN: 18 A 38E

Sources: Esri, HERE, Garmin, USGS, Intermap, INCREMENT P, NRCan,
Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), Esri Korea, Esri (Thailand),

Roads
Interstate
Primary
Secondary
Other
Parcels
Place Names
Town Boundary
Tax Map Grid
County Boundary
Surrounding Counties

Road Labels
Interstate
Primary
Secondary
Other
Tax Map Grid Labels
World Imagery
Citations

May 1, 2018
0 0.06 0.120.03 mi

0 0.1 0.20.05 km

1:3,611
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REVISIONS:

Date:

Sheet Number:

No. DateDescription

Checked By:

Project Number:

Designed By:
Drawn By:

QA/QC By:

LAKE MONTICELLO
MAINTENANCE

FACILITY

FLUVANNA COUNTY,
PALMYRA, VIRGINIA

MRE
MRE / ANL

CAH
CAH

MAY 1, 2018

M17048.00

5701 grove avenue          richmond virginia  23226 
804.740.7500 www.1hg.net

d e s i g n   s t u d i o 

l a n d  p l a n n i n g   |  c i v i l  e n g i n e e r i n g
l a n d s c a p e   a r c h i t e c t u r e

SCALE: 1"=60' 1
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132 Main Street 
P.O. Box 540 

Palmyra, VA 22963 
(434) 591-1910 

Fax (434) 591-1911 
www.fluvannacounty.org 

“Responsive & Responsible Government” 

COUNTY OF FLUVANNA  
 
 
 
 
April 13, 2018 
 
Jim Boyd 
Grimm + Parker Architects 
123 East Main Street, Suite 200 
Charlottesville, VA 22902 
 
Delivered via email to jboyd@gparch.com 
 
Re: SUP 18:02 – Lake Monticello Owners Association 
Tax Map:  18, Section A, Parcel 38A 
 
Dear Mr. Boyd: 
 
The following comments are the result of the Technical Review Committee meeting that was 
held on Thursday, April 12, 2018: 
 

1. Planning staff had the following questions: 

- How were setback requirements determined? The minimum setbacks shown on the 
concept plan do not correspond to the A-1 zoning of the property. 

- Where will the portable storage buildings be located? 
- Is any future expansion or additional phase proposed? 
- Will the parking area be paved? 
- Will the property also be rezoned to match the zoning of other common areas within 

Lake Monticello? 

2. Chamber of Commerce had no comments. 

3. Department of Forestry had no comments. 

4. Erosion and Sediment Control did not have any comments. 

5. Fire Chief requested a hydrant be installed on Bunker Blvd. near the entrance to the 
facility. Either side of Bunker is acceptable due to location of main water line. The 
nearest hydrant is over 1,000 feet away. 

6. Health Dept. had no comments. 

7. Sheriff’s Office had no comments. 

8. VDOT has not provided any comments at the date of this letter. The property is not 
located on a state-maintained road. 
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The Planning Commission will have a meeting to discuss this item on Tuesday, May 8, 2018.  
Your attendance is required at this meeting. 
 
If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at 434-591-1910.    
 
Sincerely, 
 
Brad Robinson 
Senior Planner 
Dept. of Planning & Zoning 
 
cc:   File 

Angela Cooke, Lake Monticello Owners Assoc. – acooke@lmoa.org   
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132 Main Street 
P.O. Box 540 

Palmyra, VA 22963 
(434) 591-1910 

Fax (434) 591-1911 
www.fluvannacounty.org 

“Responsive & Responsible Government” 

COUNTY OF FLUVANNA   
      

  
 

STAFF REPORT 
 

To: Fluvanna County Planning Commission    From:  James Newman 
Case Number: ZTA 18:04                 Date: May 8, 2018 
 
General Information:      This request is to be heard by the Fluvanna County Planning 

Commission on Tuesday May 8, 2018 at 7:00 pm in the Morris 
Room of the Fluvanna County Administration Building. 

 
Applicant/Representative: Fluvanna County  
  
Requested Action::  Amend the Fluvanna County Zoning Ordinance 

 
• An Ordinance to Amend Chapter 22, Article 17 of the Fluvanna County Code By Certain 

Amendments to Section and Subsection 22-17-7, Thereof, Amending the Fluvanna County 
Zoning Ordinance. The public purpose of these amendments is to bring fees in line with 
costs. 
 

Background 

Project Timeline: 

Item discussed by the Planning Commission at their work session on April 10, 2018. 
  
Analysis 
The proposed amendments amend the Fluvanna County Zoning Ordinance. The amendments are 
made to update the fee schedule for the Board of Zoning Appeals. The change will affect the fee 
charged for an Appeal of Zoning Administrator application, increasing it from $125 to $550. 
 
Application Cost Comparison 

County BZA Fee for Variance Appeal of Zoning Admin Other fees 
Fluvanna $550 $125 Interpretation of map- $50 
Buckingham $300 $250 - 
Louisa $500 $250 - 
Albemarle $538 $258 Interpretation of map- $258; 

SUPs for signs: $538 
Goochland $450 $450 - 
Cumberland $300 - - 
Dinwiddie $500 $500 - 
Stafford $600 residential, 

$1,375 commercial 
$600 residential, $1,900 
commercial 

- 



County Costs 

An Appeal of the Zoning Administrator application currently costs $125. The cost to run an 
1/8 horizontal ad in the Fluvanna Review is $78.75. Since an ad must be run two weeks in a 
row, the ad costs totals $157.50. The cost of advertisements alone is not covered by the 
application fee, let alone costs for staff. 

Analysis by the Financial Department (see table below) last year showed that Staff costs come 
out to around $530 (this does not include County attorney fees, Board of Zoning Appeals pay, 
or Zoning Administrator pay). The breakeven cost for staff and ads is just under $700.  

Staff is not recommending an increase to $700; the point is not to recoup all losses and price 
people out; the point of this amendment is to bring fees more in line with costs to a reasonable 
level. $550 is our Variance application fee, and both a Variance and Appeal of the Zoning 
Administrator go through the same process. Charging the same amount for both is reasonable 
and done by other counties such as Goochland, Dinwiddie, and Stafford. 

 
James  BE Rate  Brad  BE Rate  Stephanie  BE Rate  Scott  BE Rate  

 Submittal Processing N/A  $ -    N/A  $ -    20 minutes  $7.18  N/A  $   -    
 

Initial Review 1 hr  $ 21.75  1 hr  $ 21.75  N/A  $ -    N/A  $  -    
 

Creating and mailing letters 1 hr  $21.75  1-2 hrs $21.75  1 hr  $21.75  N/A  $   -    
 

Public Meeting Sign N/A  $ -    N/A  $  -    N/A  $    -    2 hrs*  $43.50  

*Depends 
on location 
in county 

Staff Report for BZA 7 hrs  $152.25  5-8 hrs  $108.75  N/A  $    -    N/A  $  -    
 Minutes and Action Report 

write-up N/A  $ -    N/A  $  -    1 hr  $21.75  N/A  $ -    
 

Action letter 1 hr  $21.75  1 hr  $21.75  N/A  $   -    N/A  $   -    
 Final review, approval, and GIS 

map update 1 hr  $21.75  1 hr  $21.75  N/A  $  -    N/A  $-    
 

Total time: 17 hrs  $239.25  13 HRS  $195.75  2 hrs 20 min  $50.68  2 hr 
 $             
43.50  

 

   
19 HRS  $413.25  

     
Break-Even Rate Total (Low)  $ 529.18  34.33 HRS 

       
Break-Even Rate Total (High)  $ 746.68  40.33 HRS 

       
          Break-Even Rate  $ 21.75  

        Increased Rate  $ 25.00  
         

Section 22-17-7: Appeal of Zoning Administrator Proposed fee 

The proposed fee change for the Appeal of Zoning Administrator is from $125 to $550. This fee 
will bring fees more in line with the actual costs associated with this application, but not raise the 
fee to such a height that it prices out people from applying. 
 
 



Conclusion 
 
The proposed amendment to the Fluvanna County Zoning Ordinance will: 
 

• Bring the fee schedule in line with costs 
 
Suggested Motion 

I move that the Planning Commission recommend [approval/denial/deferral] of ZTA 18-04, an 
Ordinance to Amend Chapter 22, Article 17 of the Fluvanna County Code By Certain 
Amendments to Section and Subsection 22-17-7, Thereof, Amending the Fluvanna County 
Zoning Ordinance. The public purpose of these amendments is to bring fees in line with costs. 
 
Attachments: A: General Provisions Chapter: Zoning Chapter 22, Article 17, proposed changes  
 



BE   IT  ORDAINED   BY  THE  FLUVANNA   BOARD  OF SUPERVISORS, 
pursuant to Virginia Code Sections 15.2-2285, that the Fluvanna County Code be, and it 
is hereby, amended, by the addition thereto of a Section 22-17-7 as follows: 

Sec. 22-17-7. – Fees 

The following schedule of fees shall be applicable for zoning submittals and shall 
supersede any schedule of fees heretofore adopted: 

Site Plan Review 
Sketch Plan $   150.00 
Minor Plan $   550.00 
Major Plan $1,100.00 
Amendment of Plan $   150.00 

Landscape Plan Review* $  50.00 
Outdoor Lighting Plan Review* $  50.00 
Tree Protection Plan Review* $  50.00 

* If not part of a site plan review

Special Use Permit $ 800.00 plus 
Mailing costs• 

Amendment of Condition $ 400.00 plus 
Mailing costs• 

Telecommunications Towers 
$550 for colocation, modification, 
or addition, plus consultant review 
fees as set by contract from time 
to time, plus mailing costs 

New towers require a Special Use 
Permit, a Site Development Plan, 
plus consultant review fees as set 
by contract from time to time, plus 
mailing costs 

Mobile Home $   350.00 plus mailing costs• 

Permit Extension (Mobile Home) $   200.00 plus mailing costs• 

Rezoning $1,000.00 plus mailing costs• 

Proffer or Master Plan Amendment $750.00 plus mailing costs• 
Zoning Text Amendment $550.00 

Map $750.00 plus $  50.00 per acre 
Variance $550.00 plus mailing costs• 

Appeal of Administrator $125.00 $550 

ATTACHMENT A



BZA Interpretation of Map $  50.00 

Zoning Permit $100.00 Primary Structures 
$  50.00 Accessory Bldgs. 

Sign Permit $155.00 
Copy of Ordinances•• $  30.00 

Comprehensive Plan•• $  50.00 
Tax Map Book•• $  30.00 
Request for Temporary Exception 

Outdoor Light Control $  50.00 

Street Sign Installation $200.00 per intersection 
Sign Deposit for Public Hearing $  90.00 per sign 

•Mailing Costs – $20.00 per Adjacent Property Owner (APO) after 1st 15 APO’s, Certified
Mail,
••Available on-line for free

And be it further resolved that the public purpose for the proposed amendments is to bring fees in 
line with costs. 

ATTACHMENT A
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