PLANNING COMMISSION
AGENDA
Wednesday, August 21, 2019
6:30 PM
1.

Call to order

2.

Determination of a Quorum

3.

Pledge of Allegiance and a Moment of Silence

4.
Public Hearings
Meteoric Ventures, LLC is requesting a rezone of an approximately 7.76 acres from R-1 (Residential)
to R-2, (Residential) to accommodate apartments. Located on Seminole Trail southbound a quarter
of a mile from the Greene County/Albemarle County line and identified on county Tax Maps as 66-(A)53A & 66-(A)-53C. The Future Land Use Map designates this parcel as Mixed Use Residential.
(RZ#19-001)
Meteoric Ventures, LLC is requesting a special use permit to accommodate 120 apartments as listed
in Article 6-1-2.4 of the Greene County Zoning Ordinance on approximately 7.76 acres pending a
rezone from R-1 (Residential) to R-2, (Residential). Located on Seminole Trail southbound a quarter
of a mile from the Greene County/Albemarle County line and identified on county Tax Maps as 66-(A)53A & 66-(A)-53C. The Future Land Use Map designates this parcel as Mixed Use Residential.
(SUP#19-007)
5.
Old/New Business
Matt and Jaime Snow request a special use permit to allow 6 ducks as listed in Article 5-1-2.15
and defined in Article 5-11 on 0.46-acre tract that is zoned R-1, (Residential), located at 15 John
Boulevard, Ruckersville and identified on County Tax Maps as 65C-(1)-50. The Greene County
Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use Map designates this parcel as “Rural Area”. (SUP#19-006)
6.

Approval of Minutes
a. May 15, 2019
b. July 17, 2019

7.

Other Planning Matters
a. Ruckersville Advisory Group Update
b. Town of Stanardsville Information

8.

Update on Development Activity

9.

Next Month’s Agenda

8.

Adjournment
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Members of the Planning Commission

FROM:

Jim Frydl, Planning Director
Stephanie Golon, County Planner

SUBJECT:

Rezoning Application RZ#19-001

DATE:

August 21, 2019

Meteoric Ventures, LLC is requesting a rezone of an approximate 7.76 acres from R-1
(Residential) to R-2, (Residential) to accommodate age-restricted multi-family dwellings.
Located on Seminole Trail southbound a quarter of a mile from the Greene
County/Albemarle County line and identified on county Tax Maps as 66-(A)-53A & 66(A)-53C. The Future Land Use Map designates this parcel as Mixed Use Residential.
(RZ#19-001)
BACKGROUND
The US Census indicates that in the U.S. in 2010, there were 40.3 million people age 65
and older, 12 times the number in 1900. The percentage of the overall U.S. population
age 65 and over increased from 4.1 percent in 1900 to 13.0 percent in 2010; it is
projected to reach 20.9 percent by 2050. People age 85 and older are the fastestgrowing cohort among older adults in both absolute numbers and percentages.
As a result, the demand is emerging for housing options that offer a more affordable
and convenient lifestyle than is offered by many low-density suburban communities.
During the last Comprehensive Plan review, the community recognized these changes
and identified goals to meet the growing need for more diverse and affordable dwelling
units. Multi-family housing units may be a tool to use to meet the current housing
demand and support aging communities.
The Metlife Report on Aging in Place 2.0 (Metlife Mature Market Institute 2010) groups
older adult housing into two major categories. “Lifestyle housing” is designed for active
older adults and includes single-family or multifamily housing with social or recreational
amenities, such as clubhouses or other recreational facilities, but without any care or
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assistance services. “Service-enriched housing,” also known as “assisted living,” offers
a defined set of services intended to meet residents’ evolving needs, and these
arrangements include cohousing, continued-care retirement communities, assisted
living communities, and skilled-care nursing homes.
The current request is to rezone 7.76 acres from R-1, Residential, to R-2, Residential to
accommodate multi-family dwelling units that are lifestyle housing for citizens 55 and
older.
AUTHORITY UNDER VIRGINIA CODE AND GREENE COUNTY ZONING
ORDINANCE
•

Greene County Zoning Ordinance, Article 18 Amendments and Rezoning

•

Code of Virginia §15.2-2284 and 2285 provide the enabling legislation in regard
to amending a zoning district (rezoning parcels).
ANALYSIS OF REQUEST

Virginia Code § 15.2-2284 states that zoning ordinances and districts must be drawn
and applied by reasonably considering the following:
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o

o

The existing use and character of the property
The comprehensive plan.
The suitability of the property for various uses.
The trends of growth or change.
The current and future requirements of the community as to land for
various purposes as determined by population and economic studies and
other studies.
The transportation requirements of the community.
The requirements for airports, housing, schools, parks, playgrounds,
recreation areas, and other public services.
The conservation of natural resources, the preservation of flood plains, the
protection of life and property from impounding structure failures, the
preservation of agricultural and forestal land and the conservation of
properties and their values.
The encouragement of the most appropriate use of land throughout the
locality.

The Greene County Zoning Ordinance, Article 16-11 Development Impacts, also
indicates the requirement of an applicant to identify and resolve impacts associated with
a rezoning application. The applicant has provided a traffic study, a fiscal impact
analysis, and market analysis, which are included.
Infrastructure
Public water and sewer infrastructure are available and RSA has provided comments
for the proposed rezoning. Final EDU availability and infrastructure capacity are
reviewed by County staff at the time of the site plan submittal.
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Traffic Impacts
A traffic study was created by Engineering and Planning Resources and the following
findings were provided:
• The proposed Seminole Casa Development will generate approximately 866 new daily
trips, 57 new morning peak hour trips, and 69 new afternoon peak hour trips.
• Per the turn lane warrants, it appears that at both impacted median openings (i.e. north
of entrance and south of entrance) exist with the minimum required storage and taper
distances per the VDOT Road Design Manual.
• The turn lane warrant for the right turn movement into the site indicates that only a taper
is required. However, with 100 more southbound through trips, a full turn lane would be
warranted. Given the potential for traffic growth on this corridor, travel speeds, and
rolling topography, a right turn lane should be provided at this entrance.
• For the final site plan process, the entrance should be located a minimum of 495 feet
north of the median opening at the shopping center and 495 feet south of the entrance
to the adjacent residential development. The spacing will need to be verified as part of
the site review process, and if the 495 minimum spacing distance is not provided then
an access management exception may be needed.
• Per Tableau, 36 crashes occurred within 0.25 miles of the study intersections over the
past 5 years.
VDOT has provided comments in an attached letter dated June 28, 2019 which include
sight distance requirements and a recommendation to extend the current left turn lane
located on the southbound lane of Route 29.
School Impacts
The Fiscal Impacts Analysis indicates that Seminole Casa will have no school children.
However, the applicant did not choose to offer voluntary proffers to ensure the housing
units are age-restricted.
Comprehensive Plan
The Comprehensive Plan promotes business and residential development in a manner
that focuses growth in the designated growth area. The parcel is designated on the
Future Land Use Map as a place type of mixed-use residential. The Comprehensive
Plan indicates this place type is the second tier of the growth areas and the primary
intent of this area is to provide traditional high amenity and market-driven residential
with access to services. Commercial and office use complementary to the
neighborhoods are encouraged.
The proposed rezone is in concert with the residential goals of the mixed-use residential
place type.
The Comprehensive Plan provides the following goals for future development:
• Encourage developments in the designated growth area to include traditional
neighborhood design principles
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•
•

Provide a well-designed transportation system that will have a positive influence on
economic development, quality of life and, a sound land use strategy.
In Mixed-Use Residential areas, ensure VDOT’s subdivision standards are to be
applied, which facilitate internal connectivity and walking and biking options.

Zoning District Analysis
In Greene County, there are 72 parcels zoned R-2, with 6 of them being vacant. Two of
the undeveloped parcels are approved for apartments, both in the Ruckersville area.
One parcel was recently approved for townhomes with a special use permit
w/conditions located on Flintstone Dr. Another 0.7-acre parcel on Flintstone Dr. is
undeveloped and zoned R-2. Finally, there are two undeveloped parcels located on
New Life Dr. but they currently do not have public sewer. See Attachment A for more
details on parcels that are currently zoned R-2. All parcels are located in areas that are
located within the identified growth area on the future land use map All but two of the
vacant parcels are found in an established subdivision.
By-Right Residential Density for R-2
If the parcel is rezoned to R-2, a single-family detached and two-family (duplex) dwelling
units will be permitted by-right at a density of 6 dwelling units per acre or 46 units. If the
applicant moves forward with a special use permit, density and impacts will be analyzed
at that time.
Fiscal Impact Analysis
The analysis that was prepared by S. Patz and Associate, Inc. and is dated April 2019
has been provided. Mr. Patz concludes that the fiscal impact analysis is positive at
nearly $140,000, at build-out of the proposed development.
Market Demand Study
The analysis that was prepared by S. Patz and Associate, Inc. and is dated April 2019
has been provided. The study shows sufficient market support for this housing type
along the Route 29 corridor in Greene and the northern part of Albemarle County, north
of Rio Road.
Housing Density
The projected population for Greene County in the next twenty years is 25,596
(American Community Survey) which may equate to 3,000 additional homes. Greene
County has a total area of 157 miles2, of which 11.34 miles2 is situated in the
Ruckersville area.
The current zoning ordinance permits a maximum density in R-1, Residential, of 4
dwelling units /acre (du/ac) and a density of 16 du/ac for multi-family units in the R-2,
Residential, zoning district. The table below compares the du/ac or density for each
development.
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Table 1
Development
Terrace Greene
Lily Ridge
Seminole Casa
(proposed)
Oxford Hills
Holly Hill

Unit Type,
Zoning
Multi-family, R-2
Multi-family, R-2
Multi-family, R-2
Detached single
family, R-1
Detached single
family, R-1

# Units

Acreage

du/ac

350 @ BO
48
120

29
4
7

12
12
15

120

63

2

118

62

2

To provide a comparison, the current single-family dwellings density of 2 du/ac would
require approximately 1,500 acres to accommodate the projected 3,000 new homes in
the next twenty years. If the same ratio were used for the multi-family density of 12
du/ac, then approximately 250 acres would be needed to accommodate the projected
new homes.
RECOMMENDATION
After reviewing the proposal that was submitted by the applicant, the staff is in support
of the proposed rezoning to R-2, Residential, for the following relevant factors to be
considered under Code of Virginia §15.2-2284
• Existing character
• The existing character is described as a parcel with 4 residential
structures located on Route 29 South. The parcel abuts open space for an
adjacent neighborhood and a vacant parcel to the south of the proposed
development. The site plan ordinance will require buffering landscape to
screen the differing uses.
• The Comprehensive Plan
• The proposal is in concert with the designated place type found in the
Comprehensive Plan and addresses the goal of providing affordable
housing options in the County.
• The suitability to the various uses in the district
• The location of the parcel lends itself to all uses provided by the proposed
zoning district.
• The trend of growth
• This area of Route 29 has been planned for development for more than a
decade and was designated within the future land use area in 2010.
• The future requirements of the community
• The development will provide a more diverse housing option in
Ruckersville and will also provide economic development benefits to the
community.
• Transportation
• There is adequate access to this parcel from Route 29 and
interconnectivity will be planned and implemented during the site plan
process.
• The requirements of the schools, housing, parks, playgrounds.
• This rezoning will not increase the need for services for the schools.
• Conservation areas
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•

The proposal is within the growth area and is not infringing on current or
proposed conservation areas.
PROPOSED MOTIONS

1) In accordance with the Greene County Zoning Ordinance, public necessity,
convenience, general welfare, and good zoning practice, I move to recommend
approval of RZ#19-001, rezoning 7.76 acres located on parcel TMP66-(A)-53A &
66-(A)-53C from a zoning designation of an R-1, Residential, to R-2, Residential.
2) In accordance with the Greene County Zoning Ordinance, public necessity,
convenience, general welfare, and good zoning practice, I move to recommend
denial of RZ#19-001, rezoning 7.76 acres located on parcel TMP66-(A)-53A &
66-(A)-53C from a zoning designation of an R-1, Residential, to R-2, Residential.
(List any reason to deny)
3) In accordance with the Greene County Zoning Ordinance, public necessity,
convenience, general welfare, I move to defer action on this application until
_____________________, due to the following:
(Date)
(List any reason to defer)
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Attachment A
R-2 Zoned Parcels
TMP
37A-A-3
37A-A-4
37A-A-5
37A-A-87A
37A-A-78
38-A-22A
37-A-20
37-A-24
46-A-54B
50C-4-Y5
50C-4-Y4
50-35-2
50-35-25
50C-4-Y3
50-35-1
50-35-26
50C-5-3
50C-5-4
50C-5-5
50C-5-6
50C-5-7
50C-5-8
50C-5-9
50C-5-10
50C-5-11A
60A-12-7
60A-12-8A
60A-12-8
60-A-37
60C-A-34C
65C-1-18
65C-1-19
65C-1-20
65C-1-25
65C-1-24
65C-1-22
65C-1-23
65C-1-29

Acreage

Zone

Improvement Value

8.227 AC
8.227 AC
20.09 AC
8.10 AC
3.029 AC
.75 AC
3.22 AC

R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2

0
0
0
111400
1000
134400
309300
40000
288400
365900
88300
86500
84600
87700
82500
81800
158300
158300
67600
60200
65500
65200
79300
72500
133800
0
399800
7000
1060000
0
154700
142300
173200
160000
159600
167200
139700
160900

1.429 AC
2.26 AC
.26 AC
.48 AC
.58 AC
.24 AC
.46 AC
.49 AC
.48 AC
.48 AC
.23 AC
.23 AC
.23 AC
.23 AC
.23 AC
.23 AC
.47 AC
6.62 AC
1.73 AC
.23 AC
28.37 AC
16.92 AC
.44 AC
.44 AC
.45 AC
0.45 AC
0.44 AC
.43 AC
0.43 AC
0.49
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65C-1-26
65C-1-27
65C-A-2A
65C-1-28
65C-A-2
66-A-46
66-A-45
66-A-52
66-A-52C
66A-5-C-5
66A-5-C-4
66A-5-C-6
66A-5-C-3
66A-5-C-7
66A-5-C-2
66A-5-C-8
66A-5-D-6
66A-5-C-1
66A-5-B-1
66A-5-B-5
66A-5-D-5
66A-5-B-3
66A-5-B-4
66A-5-D-4
66A-5-D-3
66A-5-D-2
66A-5-A-1
66A-5-A-2
66A-5-A-3
66A-5-D-1
66A-5-A-4
50C-4-Y1A
37A-A-51-10
37A-A-51-9
60C-A-24
37A-A-51
46-A-54
65C-1-19

0.42 AC
0.42 AC
1.38 AC
0.42 AC
3.61 AC
2.32 AC
1.00 AC
28.51 AC
0.229 AC
.64 AC
.70 AC
.46 AC
.49 AC
.46 AC
.45 AC
.46 AC
.46 AC
.45 AC
.63 AC
.45 AC
.45 AC
.52 AC
.46 AC
.45 AC
.45 AC
0.65 AC
.53 AC
0.74 AC
.45 AC
0.75 AC
.58 AC
.50 AC
1.09 AC
0.26 AC
18.88 AC
2.82 AC
1.871 AC
.44 AC

R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2
R-2

153700
153700
100300
129900
194700
422000
92500
22956600
0
220400
0
185500
123200
242200
134300
167400
137900
147700
230900
190100
169400
159700
170300
167700
153100
135600
213700
211300
198400
236000
196500
122400
0
74300
387300
30000
224100
142300
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Greene County Future Land Use Map
Corner Store Area
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SITE DATA
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AP-201 ........

LOT 13
PHASE IV
HOLLY HILL
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HOLLY HILL

TMP 65-15-R
SPRING HAVEN PROP
OWNERS ASSOC., INC.
DB 1293-322
ZONED: R1
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METEORIC VENTURES, LLC
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TMP 66-53A ............ 6.98 ACRES
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GEORGE MAWYER
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ZONED: R1
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METEORIC VENTURES, LLC
DB
ZONED: R1
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Market and Fiscal Impacts Analysis
Seminole Casa Senior Apartments
Greene County, Virginia

Prepared for:

Mr. Jonathan Feldmann
Metoric Ventures

April, 2019

S. Patz and Associates, Inc.
46175 Westlake Drive, Suite 400
Potomac Falls, Virginia 20165
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Introduction
The purpose of this study is to determine market support for a proposed 120±-unit
independent living (IL) apartment building to be built on a 7.8-acre site located at 6035
Seminole Trail, along the Route 29 corridor in Greene County, Virginia, at the southern
end of the corridor, just prior to the Greene County/Albemarle County border. Based on
the results of the market study, a Fiscal Impacts Analysis (FIA) has been prepared to show
the net level of tax benefits that would accrue to Greene County at build out. The results
are very positive.

The report will be submitted to officials of Greene County in support of a proposed
rezoning in order for the senior apartment building to be built. The proposal is to rezone
the property from its current agricultural zone to R-2.

The R-2 zone allows for

development density of 16 units per acre, or 120+ units for the 7.8-acre property. This is
in keeping with recommendations by senior county staff who support a viable, and
attractively designed age-restricted apartment proposal at the study site.

The original concept for the study site, named Seminole Casa, was for a mixed-use
development of residential and commercial space. The site topography, along with the
developable density, under the proposed R-2 zone, will limit the proposal to a 120-unit,
four-story, elevator served, apartment building, with 240 surface parking spaces, as
required by the zoning category. These totals will fully build out the study site.

The concept for age-restricted housing for active adults was determined to be the
most viable option based on our market research, as described below. The 120± unit size
is ideal to cover the cost for an upscale proposal with on-site management, project
amenities, and recommended services.

Site Location and Description

The study site is located on the west side of Route 29, generally across from Brills
Hill Road and just south of the Holly Hill single-family subdivision (see aerials). This is
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an essentially vacant property, with a manor home and some small out buildings. It is a
meadow land property with some topography throughout the site. Access to the property
is directly from Route 29.

The first aerial view shows the property boundary, which is irregular in shape (see
site plan below) and adjacent to the south boundary of Hickory Hill subdivision. The site
fronts directly on Route 29 south. Areas on the west and south sides of the property are
fully wooded.

The second aerial shows the types of development that exist in this part of the
Route 29 corridor, south of Ruckersville. The Seminole Plaza Shopping Center is just
south and across Route 29 from the site. The shopping center is anchored by a Holiday
Inn Express and several small retail businesses. The Blue Ridge Community Church is
south of the shopping center.

Just north of the shopping center, on the east side of Route 29, is the Terrace Greene
Apartments, which is being expanded by 90 new apartment units in an elevator building.
This is currently the only upscale apartment property in Greene County. Net rents are
$1,100± for a one-bedroom and $1,300+ for a two-bedroom.

Site on Route 29
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Generally, this is a low density; quiet section of the Route 29 corridor that has easy
access to a wide range of retail and commercial services, as will be described below. It is
an ideal setting for active older adults in terms of regional proximity

Site Setting South of Ruckersville
The next two aerials show views west into the Seminole Casa site from Route 29.
Of note is the large treed areas, “peaceful” setting, rolling meadowland, and generally
vacant site. The driveway intersects with Route 29 southbound.

Seminole Casa Site – View West from Route 29

The sponsor has not yet decided on whether the manor house will remain, but the
house location on the north side of the property is away from the location of the proposed
apartment building.
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Manor House – Study Site

Second View of Site with Driveway Access to Site

Additional site photos are presented in the report appendix.

Next shown is the site configuration and the close proximity of the property to the
Albermarle County line. The site consists of two properties, with a small parcel on the
north side. The south side of the property is flat and will be the location of the proposed
senior apartment building, as described below.
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Map A – Site Location and Configuration

The next two maps show the site’s proximity to the Charlottesville area on the
south and Ruckersville on the north. On the south, the large Hollymead mixed-use
development is within a 10-minute drive. Hollymead is anchored by Harris Teeter and
offers a wide range of retail and offices. At the intersection of Proffit Road and Route 29
are several medical office buildings.

Route 250, the highway that separates

Charlottesville’s more mature and more urban area from the more rural Albemarle
County, is 10 minutes south of Hollymead.

Ruckersville is the location of much of the commercial uses in Greene County and
the setting of Walmart and Lowe’s. A Food Lion store is also located in Ruckersville.
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Map B - Regional Setting South

Map C - Regional Setting North
7
29

Development Proposal

The proposal is for a four-story elevator building with a mix of one- and two-bedroom
apartment units for active seniors. The target market is for adults with the household head
typically in the 62 to 79 age category. Based on data presented below within the market analysis
section, rents at the proposal will likely be $1,500± net for a one-bedroom and $1,700± net for a
two-bedroom. For the FIA presented below, we used an average net rent (exclusive of all utilities)
of $1,600.

The required rents will necessitate a household income of $35,000 and above, for
affordability. Based on market data, we used an average household income of $40,000 to calculate
parts of the FIA. The number of on-site employees for an apartment of this type is approximately
three-four.

The preliminary site plan is presented below. It shows the building to be primarily located
on the west side of the site, where the property is basically level. The apartment building will
likely have a “T” shape to best conform with the site topography. Following are tthree photos of
age restricted apartment units, as prototypes for the Seminole Casa proposal. Seminole Casa will
likely be more upscale and closer in design with The Arbors of Culpeper and Oakwood, but this
will depend upon final designs and proformas. A building design will not be prepared until
rezoning and county initial approvals are in place.

The Arbors at Culpeper
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Atlantic Colony

The estimated construction cost for the project based on data from the above senior
apartment buildings, is $170,000 per apartment unit, or $20+ million for total project costs. The
building will likely have a unit mix of 40% one’s and 60% two’s, but this is not fully set at this
time.
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The preliminary site plan shows that the site will not front on Route 29 and will have a
green buffer between the apartment building and Route 29. A courtyard area is shown on the
south side of the property.

The current plans are in sufficient detail for the preparation of a FIA. More specific
building designs and features will be completed next.

Preliminary Site Plan
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Overview Market Analysis

To support the data presented in the FIA, we provide a basic market study for the
120±-unit, age-restricted proposal.

Data presented here will substantiate the

need/demand for age-restricted housing and show a near 100 percent occupancy rate for
independent living (IL) apartment units, but most importantly, only one apartment
property in the greater Charlottesville that is comparable to the Seminole Casa proposal.
This property is also the most successful of the area’s IL apartments.

The market analysis section also includes a demographic analysis that “solves” for
the number and growth of active adults with incomes of $35,000 and above, when incomes
are presented in constant 2019 dollars.

Demographic Analysis

Data in Table 1 show the demographic analysis of the defined market area under
study for the Seminole Casa proposal, with the market area being Greene County,
Albemarle County and the City of Charlottesville. This is a traditional market area for
housing in the greater Charlottesville area. The City of Charlottesville is included, as the
number of apartment properties for IL is very limited and many are located in the City.

Data in Table 1 shows that, as of 2018, the market area has 11,000+ households
with the household head in the 62 to 79 age category and with incomes, reported in
constant 2019 dollars, of $35,000 and above. This total is expected to increase by 1,200±
by 2022, or 400± per year on average.

11
33

Table 1: Trends and Projections of Senior Population and Household by Income,
Seminole Casa Market Area, 1990-2022
(Constant 2019 dollars)
Market Area Population
Greene County
Albemarle County
Charlottesville City

1990
118,680
10,300
68,040
40,340

2000
139,530
15,240
79,240
45,050

2010
160,850
18,400
98,970
43,480

2018
177,880 1/
19,960
108,640
49,280

2022
186,400
20,740
113,480
52,180

Group Quarters Population
Household Population
Persons Per Household
Total Households

8,490
110,190
2.49
44,190

8,510
131,020
2.41
54,300

9,440
151,410
2.41
62,720

10,090 2/
167,790
2.40
69,910

10,440 3/
175,960
2.39
73,620

Active Senior Demographics (62-79)
Total Population
Percent of Total Population
Senior Households
Percent of Total Households

12,160
10.3%
7,700
17.4%

14,680
10.5%
9,340
17.2%

19,350
12.0%
12,090
19.3%

23,840
13.4%
14,900
21.3%

26,280
14.1%
16,430
22.3%

Target Market ($35,000+)
Total Households
Percent of Senior Households
Percent of Total Households

5,020
65.2%
11.4%

6,870
73.6%
12.7%

8,950
74.0%
14.3%

11,070
74.3%
15.8%

12,240
74.5%
16.6%

Notes: 1/ Based on population estimates from the Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service.
2/ Includes in on-campus occupancy growth of 630± students at UVA.
3/ Includes new UVA residence hall with 313 beds that will open in 2019.
Source: 1990, 2000 and 2010 Census, U.S. Census Bureau; State Council of Higher Education for
Virginia; Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service; U.S. Department of Commerce; S.
Patz & Associates, Inc.

Two other key points are noted in the table:
1. In 2018, 74± percent of all active senior-headed households have
incomes of $35,000+; and
2. Nearly 16 percent of all market area active senior households are in
the “target” range in terms of incomes and age.
Competitive Independent Apartment Market

This part of the market and fiscal impacts analysis is an overview market study
that shows the types of housing being offered for active adults who require independent
living housing units. Data are provided on the number of apartment properties that offer
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independent living, the types of properties for this housing category and the current rental
rates.

As shown in Table 2, the market area has seven properties that are used as
“comps” for the Seminole Casa proposal. One of these, The Independence, is a good and
direct comparison with Seminole Casa. One, Queen Charlotte, is a condominium, but has
attracted primarily an active adult market. The five other facilities offer independent
living, but these communities provide meals, housekeeping and laundry service within
the monthly fee and typically attract a less active and older population.

Table 2 Base Characteristics of Independent Living Senior Apartments,
Greater Charlottesville Market Area, April, 2019

Rental Housing 1/
Lodge at Old Trail
The Independence
Martha Jefferson House
Manor House at Branchlands
Arbor Crest Apartments
Commonwealth

Map D
Key
6
3
5
1
2
4

Housing
Type
Independent with Services 2/
Independent without Services
Independent with Services
Independent with Services 2/
Independent without Services
Independent with Services 2/

Condominiums
Queen Charlotte
7
Independent without Services
Notes: 1/ Excludes Westminster-Canterbury, as this CCRC has a
large endowment fee.
2/ Excludes assisted living section.
Source: S. Patz & Associates, Inc. field and telephone survey.

The location of these properties are shown on Map D. The Lodge at Old Trail is
located in Crozet and is not shown on Map D. The other properties are located in the City
of Charlottesville or nearby. Two, the Independence and Commonwealth, are located in
Pantops. None are in the north side of Albemarle County or in Greene County.

To restate, all are defined as independent living, but only the Independence is a
direct comp for Seminole Casa.

A brief description of these properties follows Map D. Photos of each are included.
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Map D – Location of Senior Apartment Properties
•
•

Excludes Lodge at Old Trail in Crozet
Excludes assisted living properties

Description of Independent Living Apartment (IL) Properties

Following is a brief description of the IL apartments in the market area. The
purpose is to show the various types of IL that exist, the level of demand for this type of
housing, and the services offered.

•

The Independence is the one true comp for the Seminole Casa proposal. It
is located in Pantops and is the only upscale IL apartment property in the
Charlottesville area. The Independence has no meal plans or other
services. It is a 55+ age community with a wide range of on-site facilities,
such as:




Fitness center
Outdoor spaces
Activities director





TV lounge
Security system
On-site transportation
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The apartment unit sizes are spacious and include internet service. The
building is elevator served. Surface parking is available.
The apartment units have in-unit washer/dryers and upgraded unit
finishes.
•

Arbor Crest, a three-story garden apartment property located off of
Hydraulic Road, is also an IL apartment property. However, this is a very
basic three-story garden apartment buildings with elevators and with
small apartment units. All units are two-bedroom, one bath units with
rents at garden apartments of $1,100+. The units were recently renovated
and a clubhouse exists on site. The buildings are elevator served, but look
like 1970’s or 1980’s garden properties. This is not a good comp as it is well
below the quality expected at Seminole Casa.

•

Independent and Assisted Living Properties. The Lodge at Old Trail,
Martha Jefferson House, Manor House at Branchlands and
Commonwealth Senior Living are all senior properties with a mix of
independent living and assisted living apartment units. Some of these
properties also offer respite care and memory care.
Three independent living sections at these four properties are full-service
facilities, with two or three meals per day, weekly housekeeping and
laundry services and other services for older adults. These properties
advertise as “55” and above age category, but attract a much older
population. Monthly fees primarily range from $3,000 and above. Manor
House’s rates are slightly lower, as this property is not as fully amenitized
and has smaller units. Services at Manor House are also more modest.

As will be shown below, The Independence is fully occupied, with a waiting list.
Arbor Crest has only one apartment unit available. The market area vacancy rate is 2.3
percent, but the newer and more direct comps are full and maintain waiting lists. Pictures
are presented below.

Other Senior Housing. Other than these six senior properties, the Charlottesville
area has a large assisted living housing market. These are in addition to the properties
with assisted living units listed above.
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Also, there are condominiums, primarily upscale, in downtown Charlottesville,
that attract primarily seniors. The one condominium that is reported to be fully occupied
by seniors is:

•

Queen Charlotte is the one condominium that attracts mostly (if not
all) seniors. It is a 48-unit four-story elevator building at 247 East
Jefferson Street in the historic downtown area. The condominium
building was built in 1987. It typically stays full, but has one vacant
unit at this time, a 1,150 square foot two-bedroom apartment that is on
the market at a $525,000 price; or $450± per square foot.

Queen Charlotte
There are five other upscale condominiums in Charlottesville that
primarily attract older adults, but one of these, the Barringer, is near UVA
and has not been a property that has attracted seniors. The other four
condominiums have a combined total of 100± apartment units with an
average sales price of $700,000+.

These data present a very strong and stable market for senior/age-restricted
housing. Rents/monthly fees are high and sale prices have increased by 10+ percent since
2016. There are no pipeline age-restricted properties in the market area at this time.
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The Lodge
(330 Claremont Lane, Crozet)

Martha Jefferson House
(1600 Gordon Ave.)
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Branchlands
(1300 Branchlands Dr.)

Commonwealth Senior
(1550 Pantops Mountain Place)
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The Independence

Arbor Crest Apartments

Independent Living Apartments Characteristics

Table 3 shows:
1. That the Lodge at Old Trail is the newest IL facility in the market area, with
a 2011/12 opening. None of the other properties were built since 2010.
2. The Independence is now 10 years old and does not have the more modern
“high tech” features.
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3. All of the other IL apartments were built during the 1980’s and 1990’s.

At this time, there are no other IL apartment properties in the pipeline.

Table 3 Apartment Unit Characteristics of Independent Living Senior
Housing, Greater Charlottesville Market Area, April, 2019
Year
Built
2011/12
2009
1990’s
1988/97
1985
1999/15

Total
Units
62
92
11
69
70
40
344

Lodge at Old Trail 1/
The Independence
Martha Jefferson House 1/
Manor House at Branchlands 1/
Arbor Crest Apartments
Commonwealth Senior 1/
Total
Notes: 1/ Project includes AL section.
2/ Wait list.
Source: S. Patz & Associates, Inc. field and telephone survey.

Vacant
Units
0 2/
0 2/
1
3
1
3
8

Rental Rates

Data in Table 4 present the monthly fees for one- and two-bedroom apartment
units. Key to these data are the difference in fees at The Independence with the IL
properties with meals and other services. Also of note is the low rates at Arbor Crest.

Table 4 Monthly Fees at Independent Living Senior Properties,
Charlottesville Market Area, April, 2019
One-Bedroom
Two-Bedroom
Lodge at Old Trail
$3,600-$3,800
$4,600-$6,000
The Independence
$1,445-$1,772
$1,860-$2,645
Martha Jefferson House
$4,500
$5,400-$6,000
Manor House at Branchlands
$2,300+
$3,500+
Arbor Crest
-$1,130
Source: S. Patz & Associates, Inc. field and telephone survey.

The properties with services also have extra fees for other services.
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Summary

These data show a strong and underserved market for age-restricted, IL
apartments. A pent-up demand currently exists. There are no active proposal for IL
apartments at this time. The Seminole Casa site is well located to compete for this sector
of the housing market.
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Fiscal and Economic Impacts
This section of the report presents the methodology and findings of a Fiscal and
Economic Impacts study for the proposed Seminole Casa Senior Apartments. The fiscal
impacts analysis compares the revenues to be forthcoming from a project, with the costs
that Greene County will entail to serve the project once it is built out and stabilized
occupancies have been achieved. The net fiscal benefit from the project will be the
difference between those revenues and County costs.

The fiscal impacts for the Seminole Casa Senior Apartments will include both
impacts directly on the site and indirectly off-site, as spin-off impacts. The off-site impacts
show how resident expenditures will stimulate business within Greene County, also
giving the new business receipts, employment and employee earnings resulting from
those expenditures. As noted, a fiscal impacts analysis will also be undertaken for these
off-site impacts.

Revenues are tax revenues and costs are supporting County

expenditures that must be supported by local taxes. This makes both revenues and costs
tax-based.

Summary of Impacts

Table 5 presents a summary of the revenues, costs, and net fiscal benefit (revenue
surplus or deficit) for the Seminole Casa Senior Apartments, including the economic
businesses that are generated in the County by the apartments. The net fiscal benefit for
the apartments once built out will be $142,000. This is the difference between $352,000 in
revenues generated and $212,000 in costs to be incurred by the County for services and
facilities. The data in Table 5 will be explained fully in the body of this report.

The $142,000± net fiscal benefits of the senior apartments proposal is considerable,
and due in part, to the fact that, once built, Seminole Casa will have no school children.
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Table 5. Summary of On-site and Off-site Fiscal Impacts, Seminole Casa
Senior Apartments, Greene County, Virginia,
(constant 2019 dollars)
Source of Fiscal Impacts
Revenue Generated
Less: County Costs Incurred
Net Fiscal Benefit

On-site

Off-site

$251,310
-$144,200
$107,100

$100,720
-$65,970
$34,720

Total
$352,030
-$210,160
$141,820

Note: Data are rounded to the nearest ten dollars.
Source: S. Patz & Associates, Inc.

In addition to the fiscal impacts, the economic impacts off-site in the County from
residences at the Seminole Casa Senior Apartments would be appreciable. Apartment
residents would spend $3.6 million in expenditures at businesses in the County, with
another $9.5 million in business expenditures being generated by the “spin-off” or “ripple
effect” of apartment resident expenditures throughout the local economy. This would
add a total of $13.1 million in business activity in the County. (All dollar amounts are in
constant 2019 dollars.) Total new employment generated would be 69, with annual
earnings of $2.2 million. These new off-site impacts would also generate a fiscal impact
for the County and are included in Table 5. These economic impacts are based on
multipliers provided by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis for the Greene County
economy. These impacts should be viewed as potentials for new development, as there
may not be sufficient existing business in the County to support all the impacts.

On-site Fiscal Impacts

Real Estate Taxes

The first part of this report derives the tax revenues generated “on-site” for the
County from the construction of Seminole Casa Senior Apartments.

The revenues
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considered are tax revenues only. Not included in this part of the analysis are $0.85
million in non-tax General Fund revenue for the County. The purpose is to compare tax
revenue from the apartments with the General Fund tax-supported costs incurred by the
County to provide services and facilities to the apartments. These tax-supported costs
will be computed below.

“On-site” denotes those tax revenues that are derived directly from the Seminole
Casa Senior Apartments, excluding “off-site” impacts on local businesses. Those off-site
impacts will be calculated along with the on-site impacts.

Real Estate Tax. Real estate taxes are levied on the assessed value of real property.
At buildout, it is projected that the assessed value of the Seminole Casa Senior Apartments
property will be $20.0 million – 120 units at $170,000 per unit. This assessed values will
be taxed at the rate of $0.84 per $100 of value. The total real estate taxes produced will be
$171,360.

The $20 million dollar cost estimate is based on costs of other similar projects and
may be revised once the apartments are fully designed.

Personal Property Tax. Personal property taxes for residences in Virginia are
based on the depreciated values of vehicles used solely for residential purposes. The first
step in calculating the personal property tax for the Seminole Casa Senior Apartments is
to estimate the average depreciated value of vehicles in the County. This is done by
dividing the personal property tax that is residential by the number of vehicles in the
County. Added to the tax is the Personal Property Tax Relief Act (PPTRA) reimbursement
from the Commonwealth to the County.
The residential proportion of the property tax budgeted for 2019 is 90 percent,
based on the percentage of the real estate tax base that is residential of the total residential
plus commercial and other. The personal property tax rate of $5.00 per $100 has been
reduced by 70 percent, giving an effective tax rate of $3.50. As shown in Table 6, the total
residential personal property tax, including PPTRA, is divided by the effective tax rate of
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$3.50 per $100 valuation to give the total depreciated value of vehicles in the County as
$171 million. This total value divided by 15,500 estimated vehicles in the County gives an
average depreciated value of about $11,000 per vehicle.

The $11,000 vehicle estimate is likely low for seniors who can afford the vehicular
value expected at Seminole Casa would be at least 25% higher. To be conservative, we
did not increase the vehicle average value.

Table 6. Estimate of the Average Depreciated Value Per
Vehicle, Greene County, Virginia, 2018
Amount
FY 2018 Personal Property Tax
Proportion Residential
Residential Personal Property Tax
PPTRA
Total Residential Personal Property Tax
Tax Rate/$100 of Depreciated Value
Effective Tax Rate at 705
Total Residential Depreciated Value
Estimated Number of Vehicles
Average Depreciated Value per Vehicle

$4,140,486
90.0%
$3,726,437
$2,249,911
$5,976,348
$5.00
$3.50
$170,752,811
15,490
$11,020

Sources: FY 2019 Budget for Greene County Virginia, the
American Community Survey of the U.S. Census
Bureau, and the Commissioner of Revenue for
Greene County.

There are about 15,500 vehicles in the County according to the U.S. Census; for
over 7,000 households; this averages to 2.19 vehicles per household. This figure is higher
than would be the case in apartments, particularly senior apartments. Instead, a rate of
1.25 vehicles per household is estimated and used to project personal property taxes for
residents of Seminole Casa Senior Apartments.

Table 7, which calculates the personal property taxes to be generated at Seminole
Casa, at build-out, begins by deriving the number of households expected to be at the
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Seminole Casa Senior Apartments. Households are occupied dwelling units; based on the
occupancy rate of 97 percent at the apartments. at Seminole Casa Senior Apartments, there
are projected to be 116 households, and 145 vehicles at the property, based on 1.25 vehicles
per household. At about $11,000 in depreciated value per vehicle, the total on-site
personal property value for residents would come to about $1.6 million. At the effective
tax rate of $3.50 per $100 of valuation, the on-site personal property tax would be about
$56,000 annually in constant 2019 dollars. This is shown in Table 7.

Table 7. Personal Property Taxes Generated
at Seminole Casa Senior
Apartments at Buildout, Greene
County, Virginia (constant $2019)
(rounded)

Number of Units
Occupancy Rate
Households
Vehicles Per Household
Number of Vehicles
Assessed Value/Vehicle
Total Assessed Value
Tax at $3.50/$100

120
0.97
116
1.25
145
$11,000
$1,604,240
$56,100

Sources: FY 2019 Adopted Budget for Greene
County, Virginia

Consumer Utility Tax. Consumer utility taxes are taxes on expenditures on
consumer utilities such as electric, gas, telephone, cell, internet, and cable. While the tax
rates for the different utilities vary, experience has shown that the average tax is about
$2.50 per utility per month.

For 116 occupied apartment units, the five utilities per

household average $12.50 per utility per month for 12 months, or total annual taxes per
household of $150. The total utility tax for Seminole Casa Senior Apartments would be
about $17,500 annually.
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Table 8. Consumer Utility Taxes at the Ruckersville
Apartments, at Buildout, Greene County,
Virginia (constant $2018)
Total
Number of Households
Number of Utilities
Ave. Monthly Tax Per Utility
Annual Utility Tax/Household
Total Utility Taxes

116
5
$2.50
$150
$17,460

Motor Vehicle Licenses. Each motor vehicle in Greene County is subject to a
license fee of $25 per vehicle. In the derivation of the personal property tax, it was shown
that there would be 146 vehicles at the apartments. At a fee of $25 per vehicle, the total
for the apartments would be about $3,600 annually, as the following chart shows.

Recordation Tax.

The Commonwealth of Virginia taxes all exchanges of real

property. The tax for grantees is at the rate of $0.25 per $100 of value, or $.0025, of which
one-third is returned to the municipality (or at net rate of $0.8333 per $100). The tax for
grantors is $0.10 per $100, of which one-half is returned to the municipality (or a net tax
rate of $0.05 per $100). It is assumed that the Seminole Casa Apartments will be taxed two
times in 20 years for this tax, once at initial completion of the construction of the project,
and once at sale in the future. At the given tax rate, the share of the grantee tax for Greene
County for the property assessed at $20 million over (say) 20 years would be $1,680; for
the grantor tax it would be $1,020, for a total tax of $2,700.
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Table 9. Recordation Taxes for the Ruckersville Apartments, Greene County,
Virginia (constant $2018)

Real Estate Assessed Value
Initial Sale & Sale at 20 Years
Grantee Tax Rate/$100
Local Share
Local Grantee Tax/$100
Total Tax
Average for 20 Years

Grantee

Grantor

Total

$20,400,000
$40,800,000
0.25
0.33
0.0825
$33,660
$1,680

$20,400,000
$40,800,000
0.1
0.5
0.05
$20,400
$1,020

$20,400,000
$40,800,000

$54,060
$2,700

Summary of Tax Revenues On-site

The tax revenues tabulated from on-site development at the Seminole Casa Senior
Apartments is given in Table 10 below. The two property taxes account for 96 percent of
the total revenue; roar other small taxes account of the remaining four percent. Total onsite tax revenue is expected to exceed $250,000.

Table 10. Summary of Tax Revenues
Generated On-site at Build-Out,
Seminole Casa Senior Apartments,
Greene County, Va
Impacts
On-site
(rounded)
$171,400
$56,100
$3,600
$17,500
$2,700
$251,300

Real Property Tax
Personal Property Tax
Motor Vehicle Fee
Utility Tax
Recordation Tax
Total Tax Revenue
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Costs Generated On-site

The focus of the fiscal impacts analysis of costs to Greene County are the budgeted
expenditures of the County’s General Fund, expressed on a per capita basis. Expenditures
are allocated by type to residents, public school pupils, and businesses (in terms of
numbers of employees) on a proportional basis according to utilization by those three
types of persons. These costs cover both operations for services and capital improvements
in the form of annual debt service to support the capital improvements programs of the
County. Budget expenditures will be discussed below, and per capita costs will be
calculated.

Applying these per capita costs to the characteristics of Seminole Casa

Apartments produces an estimate of the annual costs to the County for service to the
apartments.

Budgeted Expenditures. The fiscal impacts methodology for determining costs of
new development to the County is to express budget expenditures on a per capita basis.
For residents, this will be per person residing in the County, and for businesses, this will
be per employee working in the County. The allocation of General Fund budgeted
expenditures to persons and employees is derived in Table 11.

For most expenditure items, except schools, the total budgeted expenditures for
FY 2019 are allocated proportionally to population (84 percent) and employees (16
percent). However, for two expenditure categories, all expenditures are allocated to
population. These are Health and Welfare, and Recreation and Culture, including parks.
When the expenditure for each type of user are summed and divided by the number of
persons of that type, the per capita expenditures result.

Expenditures except schools are multiplied by the relative tax burden to give taxsupported expenditures – that is, that proportion that must be made up by local taxes. The
Chart below shows that the relative tax burden for the County is 76.1 percent.
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General Property taxes
Other Local Taxes
Total Local Taxes
Total General Fund Revenue
Percent Local Taxes

$20,689,049
$4,974,500
$25,663,549
$33,710,820
76.1%

Table 11 gives the per person costs associated with County services. It shows that
for residents, this is $850 per person; for businesses; this is $950 per employee.

Schools are treated separately, as shown in Table 10. When transfers of local funds
to the schools are divided by the number of pupils, the result is a per capita cost of $5,670
per pupil. It is presumed that the transfer from the General Fund to Schools will be 100
percent tax-supported. (Total costs including Intergovernmental revenues would be
much higher.)

30
52

Table 11. FY 2019 Adopted Budget for Greene County Allocated to Users
Population
General Government
Judicial
Public Safety
Public Works
Health and Welfare
Culture and Recreation
Community Development
Non-departmental
Debt Service
SUBTOTAL EXCEPT
SCHOOLS
Relative Tax Burden
TAX-SUPPORTED EXPEND.

Employment

Total Persons

$1,367,751
$742,144
$6,736,616
$2,817,695
$3,932,157
$637,608
$3,142,725
$167,091
$2,306,760

$262,015
$142,170
$1,290,509
$539,776
$0
$0
$602,041
$32,009
$441,898

$1,629,766
$884,314
$8,027,125
$3,357,471
$3,932,157
$637,608
$3,744,766
$199,100
$2,748,658

$21,850,548
0.761
$16,634,499

$4,689,827
0.761
$3,570,296

$26,540,375
0.761
$20,204,795

19,612
$850

3,757
$950

SCHOOL FUND
Transfers to Schools
Number of Pupils
Transfer Per Pupil

$38,546,882
$17,586,945
3,100
$5,670

$0
$0
0
$0

$38,546,882
$17,586,945
3100
$5,670

TOTAL EXPENDITURES
Less: Transfers Out
NET EXPENDITURES

$60,397,430

$4,689,827

$65,087,257
-$1,079,384
$64,007,873

Number of Persons
Expenditures Per Person

Sources: Adopted FY 2019 Budget for Greene County, Virginia: U.S. Census of
Population; and Virginia Employment Commission

The steps for calculating costs to the County from Seminole Casa Apartments are
set forth in the chart below.

This gives a total annual cost of $144,000 after buildout in

constant year 2019 dollars.

31
53

Number of Units
Households @97% Occupied
Average Household Size
Population
Cost Per Capita
Total Costs

120
116
1.5
170
$850
$144,200

On-site Net Fiscal Impacts

Preceding paragraphs have estimated the annual revenues and costs accruing to
Greene County from the Seminole Casa Apartments, after buildout. These are
summarized in Table 12, below. The result is a net fiscal impact, or revenue surplus, of
$107,100 annually after buildout, in constant 2019 dollars.

Further, it will be shown in

following sections that the “spin-off” or “ripple effect” from resident expenditures off-site
in the County will produce an additional revenue surplus.

Table 12. Summary of On-site Revenues and Costs
for the County from the Seminole Casa
Apartments, and Net Fiscal Benefit,
Greene County, Virginia (constant
$2018)
Total
Revenue Generated On-site
Costs Generated On-site
Total Net Fiscal Impact

$251,300
-$144,200
$107,100

Source: S. Patz & Assoc., Inc.

Off-site Impacts

In addition to the revenues and costs that accrue to the Greene County from the
apartments “on-site”, that is, due to the apartments and residents themselves in their
dwellings, there are also significant off-site impacts that occur as residents spend their
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income in the County, and as businesses re-spend the income from purchases from
residents by the purchase of goods and services from other vendors in the County.
Consumer budgets are identified by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics by area and income
level. There is no direct budget information for Greene County, and the income level for
the Washington, D.C. area is too high to be applicable here. Instead, national data for a
budget for income in the $50,000’s has been chosen. This is the income level of households
in a comparable apartment complex.

Consumer expenditures made off-site in the County are translated into economic
impacts in the County using multiplier matrices provided for the local area by the U.S.
Bureau of Economic Analysis. These multipliers capture the round-by-round flows of
expenditures in the County initiated by residents at the apartments. There are separate
matrices for business receipts, employment and employee earnings. The items in the
consumer budget are multiplied in turn by these expenditure-specific categories in each
matrix and summed to give the “ripple effect” of circulation of money through the
economy. The ripple effects, plus the original consumer expenditures, equal the total
economic impacts of apartment residents on the County economy.

Business Receipts

Residents at Seminole Casa Apartments will spend about 80 percent of their
income, or about $32,000 per household, for goods, services, housing, etc. Other uses of
income are for taxes, income transfers to other persons or family, and savings, for
example. Overall, this is $3.7 million in expenditures from all apartment residents. The
ripple or multiplier effect will generate another $9.5 million in receipts among County
businesses, for a total business receipts impact of $13.1 million. This is a multiplier ratio
of about 3.6, which indicates the strength of consumer expenditures in an area. These
business receipts are broken down by business sector in the multiplier matrices and will
form the basis for many tax receipts for the County from the impacted businesses.
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Source of Impact

Business Receipts

Direct Consumer Expenditures
Indirect Ripple Effect
Total Business Receipts

$3,700,000
$9,500,302
$13,200,030

Employment and Earnings. Since there are few employees on-site at the
apartments, we conservatively calculated employment and employee earnings impacts to
come from the ripple or multiplier effects on businesses, i.e., these are the employees, and
their earnings, that support the increased business receipts in the County. There will be
69 new full-time equivalent employment positions created in Greene County, with
earnings for these employees of $2.9 million, for average earnings of $32,200 per person.
This is a relatively modest earnings level because so much of the impact is on retail trade
and consumer services such as cleaning and laundries and other household services.

Off-site Fiscal Impact

Table 13 summarizes the revenues and costs for Greene County from the off-site
impacts of the Seminole Casa Apartments. These impacts derive primarily from the $13.2
million in new business receipts in the County, plus estimates of real property and
business personal property for a typical commercial operation. These overall off-site net
fiscal impacts will come to about $100,000 annually.

It is proper to look at these impacts as long-term. That is, it is not likely that new
employees in many different firms will lead to immediate expansion of the property tax
base, but this should happen over time as part of business expansion in the County. Other
tax receipts should accrue as soon as consumers at Seminole Casa Senior Apartments
begin making expenditures, that is, as soon as the property is built out and stable
occupancies are achieved. Costs are based on 69 new employees at a cost to the County
of $950+ per employee, as derived above in Table 13.
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Table 13. Summary of Annual Off-site Revenues and
Costs from Seminole Casa Apartments at
Buildout, Greene County, Virginia
(constant $2019)

Real Property Tax
Business Property Tax
BPOL Tax
Utility Tax
Sales Tax
Meals Tax
Hotel Tax

$24,210
$18,220
$19,670
$3,510
$11,120
$12,710
$6,070

Recordation Tax
TOTAL OFF-SITE REVENUE

$5,210
$100,720

COSTS GENERATED OFF-SITE

-$66,000

NET FISCAL IMPACTS OFF-SITE

$34,720

Sources: Bureau of Economic Analysis, Department of
Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Commerce,
and S. Patz & Assoc., Inc.

Total On- and Off-site Fiscal Impacts

Table 14 following combines the findings of the on-site and of the off-site fiscal
impacts for the Seminole Casa Apartments for Greene County. The table shows that the
total fiscal benefits of the apartments when built out, with stable occupancies, will be
almost $142,000 annually. These will have a real but modest impact on the finances of
Greene County. In any event, revenues will substantially cover costs to the County.
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Table 14. Total On-site and Off-site Fiscal Impacts from the
Seminole Casa Senior Apartments, Greene County
Virginia (constant $2019)

Revenues Generated
Less: Costs Generated
Net Fiscal Impacts

On-site

Off-site

Total

$251,300
-$144,200
$107,100

$100,720
-$66,000
$34,720

$352,020
-$210,200
$141,820

Source: S. Patz & Assoc., Inc.
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Appendix: Site Photos
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MEMORANDUM

TO: TIM MILLER, P.E., L.S.
ORGANIZATION: MERIDIAN PLANNING GROUP

FROM: BILL WUENSCH, P.E., PTOE
YE WANG
DATE: APRIL 22, 2019

PHONE NUMBER:

SENDER’S REFERENCE NUMBER:

RE: SEMINOLE CASA TRAFFIC STUDY

YOUR REFERENCE NUMBER:

 URGENT

X FOR YOUR USE

 PLEASE COMMENT

 PLEASE REPLY

 PLEASE RECYCLE

Seminole Casa Traffic Study
1. Introduction
The purpose of this memorandum is to report the results of the traffic analysis for the proposed
Seminole Casa development.
The proposed Seminole Casa development will be located in Greene County, on the West side of
US Route 29 (Seminole Trail), just north of the county border of Albemarle County, Virginia.
Figure 1 illustrate the site vicinity and location. The Seminole Casa Development is estimated to
be 120 apartment dwelling units. Figure 2 illustrates the proposed site plan and the study
intersection.

2. Existing Conditions
The proposed Seminole Casa development is touching the south boundary line of Holly Hill
development. The new development will be served by one right in right out site entrance. A
description of the study area land use, roadway, intersection, and current traffic volumes follows.
Land Use Characteristics
Based on the information provided by Greene County documents (Figure 5), the future land use
for the study area is shown to be mixed use residential.
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Figure 5 Future Land Use – Route 29 Corridor

Roadway Characteristics
US Route 29 (Seminole Trail) is classified as a principal arterial facility with a posted speed limit
of 55 mph.
Study Intersections
Three intersections will be included in this study:
1. Site Entrance (Right in right out)
2. Median opening at Shopping center
3. Median opening at Holly Hills
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3. Trip Generation and Distribution

Trip Generation
The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual 10th Edition was used to
estimate the traffic volumes projected to be generated by the proposed Seminole Casa
Development. Table 1 contains the land use descriptions, ITE land use code, size and anticipated
trips. Per VDOT traffic study guidelines, no internal capture or pass-by rate was assumed.
Table 1 Site Trip Generation
Use
Description

ITE
Code

Dwelling
Unit

Apartment

220

120

Daily
866
Total

AM
In
13

PM
Out
44

57

In
43

Out
26
69

As shown in Table 1, approximately 866 new daily trips, 57 new morning peak hour trips, and 69
new afternoon peak hour trips were estimated for the proposed Seminole Casa Development.
Trip Distribution and Assignment
In this memorandum, the trip distribution was assumed the same as the existing patterns passing
the site. The peak hour volume was derived from 2017 ADT data provided on VDOT website. The
dominant direction for site traffic is assumed to be southbound in AM (egress) and northbound
in PM (ingress). Since the proposed site entrance is right in right out, the northbound ingress and
egress traffic need to utilize the median openings provided at Holly Hill and shopping center to
access this development.
Inspection of the existing traffic pattern on US Route 29 informed estimates of the traffic
distribution as illustrated in Figure 3. The estimated site-generated trips shown above were
distributed and assigned to the roadway network.

4. Turn Lane Warrant and Crash Analysis
Turn Lane Warrants
VDOT turn lane warrants were evaluated for the study intersections in build condition and
summarized in Table 2. Notice that for this analysis, volumes were estimated based on the ADT,
K, and D values provided on VDOT’s website for historical traffic data.
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The results of the turn lane analyses indicate the followings:
•

•

For the southbound right turn movement: A taper is warranted for both AM and PM peak
hour. However, in the PM peak period the full right turn lane warrant is close to being
met and will be met with approximately 100 additional southbound through trips. Given
the potential for traffic growth in the corridor, prevailing observed speeds, and rolling
topography, a full right turn lane is recommended at this entrance.
For traffic making U-turns at median openings: Refer to Table 3 below, both median
openings at Holly Hills and Shopping Center satisfy the required criteria of 200 feet
storage lane plus 200 feet taper.

Table 2 Right Turn Lane Warrant Summary
Right Turn Warrant

SB-AM

SB-PM

PHV Approach Total

1553

1038

PHV Right Turns

13

43

Design Speed

55

55

Conclusion

Taper Required

Taper Required

Table 3 Design Criteria for Turn Lanes

The nomograph graphics for the right turn lane warrant are included in Appendix A
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Crash Data Analysis
Five years of crash data for the intersection area (0.25 miles each side) was collected using the
Tableau Crashtool provided by VDOT. There were 36 crashes that occurred over the past 5 years
and over 40% of those crashes are rear-end as shown in Figure 8. A crash summary diagram
illustrating the Tableau information (type of crash and location) is summarized in Figure 4.
Access Management Standard
Per VDOT’s requirement for the minimum spacing between median crossovers and partial site
entrances, considering a principal arterial with a posted speed limit of 50 mph or higher the
minimum required spacing distance is 495 feet or greater (Figure 6). The proposed site entrance
is located roughly 700 feet away from the median crossover in both north and south direction.
Figure 6 Minimum Spacing Standards
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5. Findings
Based on the analysis performed in this memorandum, below are the principal findings:
•
•

•

•

•

The proposed Seminole Casa Development will generate approximately 866 new daily
trips, 57 new morning peak hour trips, and 69 new afternoon peak hour trips.
Per the turn lane warrants, it appears that at both impacted median openings (i.e. north
of entrance and south of entrance) exist with the minimum required storage and taper
distances per the VDOT Road Design Manual.
The turn lane warrant for the right turn movement into the site indicates that only a taper
is required. However, with 100 more southbound through trips, a full turn lane would be
warranted. Given the potential for traffic growth on this corridor, travel speeds, and
rolling topography, a right turn lane should be provided at this entrance.
For the final site plan process, the entrance should be located a minimum of 495 feet
north of the median opening at the shopping center and 495 feet south of the entrance
to the adjacent residential development. The spacing will need to be verified as part of
the site review process, and if the 495 minimum spacing distance is not provided then an
access management exception may be needed.
Per Tableau, 36 crashes occurred within 0.25 miles of the study intersections over the
past 5 years.

End of Memorandum
Attachments –
Figures
Figure 1
Figure 2
Figure 3
Figure 4
Figure 5
Figure 6

Site Vicinity and Location
Concept Plan and Study Intersection
Peak Hour Traffic Volume and Trip Generation
Crash Diagram
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Tables
Table 1 Site Trip Generation
Table 2 Right Turn Lane Warrant Summary
Table 3
Design Criteria for Turn Lanes
Appendices
Appendix A

Turn Warrant Figures
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Figure 1 Site Vinicity and Location
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Figure 2 Concept Plan and Study Intersection
N

3

Site
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Figure 3 Peak Hour Traffic Volume and Trip Generation
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Figure 4 Crash Diagram
N

Crash Type Legend:
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3/17/2013 - 8/27/2018

Rear-End
Angle
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Non-Collision
Fixed Object - Off Road
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Appendix A
Right Turn Warrant Figures
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Warrant for Right-Turn Storage Lanes on Four-Lane Highway
Project: 		
Intersection:

Seminole Casa Development
US 29/Site Entrance

Approach Direction: SouthBound
Peak Hour:
AM		
PHV Approach Total: 1558 vph
PHV Right Turns: 13 vph
Conclusion: Tapers Required.
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Warrant for Right-Turn Storage Lanes on Four-Lane Highway
Project: 		
Intersection:

Seminole Casa Development
US 29/Site Entrance

Approach Direction: SouthBound
Peak Hour:
PM		
PHV Approach Total: 1064 vph
PHV Right Turns: 43 vph
Conclusion: Tapers Required.
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APO List RZ 19-001 and SUP 19-007
Name
66 A 53C
65 A 53A1
65 15 R
66H A F
66 A 53B
66A 3 G
66A 3 B
66A 2 A

RENAME
METEORIC VENTURES LLC
Tom Hicks
SPRING HAVEN PROP OWNERS ASSOC
INC
GREENE DEVELOPMENT CO LLC
GEORGE MAWYER
FRIED COMPANIES
GREENE DEVELOPMENT CO LLC
GREENE DEVELOPMENT CO LLC

READR1
3973 ORANGE RD
168 Warmar Road

READR3
ARODA VA
Ruckersville VA

177 SPRING HAVEN LAN
18 COMMERCE DRIVE
6153 SEMINOLE TRL
5924 FRIED FARM RD
1949 NORTHSIDE DR
1949 NORTHSIDE DR

RUCKERSVILLE, VA
RUCKERSVILLE, VA
BARBOURSVILLE, VA
CROZET, VA
CHVILLE, VA
CHVILLE, VA
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Members of the Planning Commission

FROM:

Jim Frydl, Planning Director
Stephanie Golon, County Planner

SUBJECT:

Special Use Permit (SUP#19-006) 120 multi-family units

DATE:

August 21, 2019

Meteoric Ventures, LLC is requesting a special use permit to accommodate 120 apartments as
listed in Article 6-1-2.4 pf the Greene County Zoning Ordinance on approximately 7.76 acres
pending a rezone from R-1 (Residential) to R-2, (Residential). Located on Seminole Trail
southbound a quarter of a mile from the Greene County/Albemarle County line and identified on
county Tax Maps as 66-(A)-53A & 66-(A)-53C. The Future Land Use Map designates this parcel
as Mixed Use Residential. (SUP#19-007)

BACKGROUND
The US Census indicates that in the U.S. in 2010, there were 40.3 million people age 65
and older, 12 times the number in 1900. The percentage of the overall U.S. population
age 65 and over increased from 4.1 percent in 1900 to 13.0 percent in 2010; it is
projected to reach 20.9 percent by 2050. People age 85 and older are the fastestgrowing cohort among older adults in both absolute numbers and percentages.
As a result, the demand is emerging for housing options that offer a more affordable
and convenient lifestyle than is offered by many low-density suburban communities.
During the last Comprehensive Plan review, the community recognized these changes
and identified goals to meet the growing need for more diverse and affordable dwelling
units. Multi-family housing units may be a tool to use to meet the current housing
demand and support aging communities.
The Metlife Report on Aging in Place 2.0 (Metlife Mature Market Institute 2010) groups
older adult housing into two major categories. “Lifestyle housing” is designed for active
older adults and includes single-family or multifamily housing with social or recreational
amenities, such as clubhouses or other recreational facilities, but without any care or
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assistance services. “Service-enriched housing,” also known as “assisted living,” offers
a defined set of services intended to meet residents’ evolving needs, and these
arrangements include cohousing, continued-care retirement communities, assisted
living communities, and skilled-care nursing homes.
The current request is a special use permit to accommodate multi-family dwelling units
that are lifestyle housing for citizens 55 and older.
AUTHORITY UNDER VIRGINIA CODE AND ZONING ORDINANCE
Under Virginia Code §15.2-2286 (A) (3), a governing body is authorized to grant a
special use with suitable conditions. As stated in the (2018, February) The Albemarle
County Land Use Law Handbook, pp. 12-1. Greg Kamptner: Author, the following
principles shall be followed and known for the decisions about a special use permit.
•
Special Use Permits are legislative in nature.
•
Uses allowed by special use permits are considered to have a potentially
greater impact than those allowed as a matter of right.
•
Must be evaluated under reasonable standards and based on zoning
principles.
•
Impacts from special uses are addressed through conditions and
conditions must be reasonably related to impacts to be addressed. The
extent of the conditions must be roughly proportional to the impacts.
•
Those decisions that grant or deny special use permits are presumed
correct and reviewed under the fairly debatable standard.
As stated in the Greene County Zoning Ordinance (Article 16-2) the decision to grant, to
grant conditionally or to deny, the following guidelines and standards shall be
considered:
a.
The use shall not tend to change the character and established pattern of
development of the area or community in which it wishes to locate.
b.
The use shall be in harmony with the uses permitted by right under a
Zoning Permit in the zoning district and shall not affect adversely the use
of neighboring property.
c.
The requested or related conditions shall be such that the use will not
hinder or discourage the appropriate development and use of adjacent
land and buildings or impair the value thereof.
d.
Due consideration shall be given to the suitability of the property for the
use applied for with respect to trends of growth or change; the effect of the
proposed use upon the community; requirements for transportation,
school, parks, playgrounds, recreational areas; conservation of natural
resources, preservation of flood-plains, and encouraging the most
appropriate use of the land. (Revised 3/22/16)
The Greene County Zoning Ordinance, Article 16-11 Development Impacts, also
indicates the requirement of an applicant to identify and resolve impacts associated with
the special use permit application. The applicant has provided a traffic study, a fiscal
impact analysis, and market analysis, which are included.
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Infrastructure
Public water and sewer infrastructure are available and RSA has provided comments
for the proposed rezoning. Final EDU availability and infrastructure capacity are
reviewed by County staff at the time of the site plan submittal.
Traffic Impacts
A traffic study was created by Engineering and Planning Resources and the following
findings were provided:
• The proposed Seminole Casa Development will generate approximately 866 new daily
trips, 57 new morning peak hour trips, and 69 new afternoon peak hour trips.
• Per the turn lane warrants, it appears that at both impacted median openings (i.e. north
of entrance and south of entrance) exist with the minimum required storage and taper
distances per the VDOT Road Design Manual.
• The turn lane warrant for the right turn movement into the site indicates that only a taper
is required. However, with 100 more southbound through trips, a full turn lane would be
warranted. Given the potential for traffic growth on this corridor, travel speeds, and
rolling topography, a right turn lane should be provided at this entrance.
• For the final site plan process, the entrance should be located a minimum of 495 feet
north of the median opening at the shopping center and 495 feet south of the entrance
to the adjacent residential development. The spacing will need to be verified as part of
the site review process, and if the 495 minimum spacing distance is not provided then
an access management exception may be needed.
• Per Tableau, 36 crashes occurred within 0.25 miles of the study intersections over the
past 5 years.
VDOT has provided comments in an attached letter dated June 28, 2019, which include
sight distance requirements and a recommendation to extend the current left turn lane
located on the southbound lane of Route 29.
School Impacts
The Fiscal Impacts Analysis indicates that Seminole Casa will not have school children
associated with the development.
Comprehensive Plan
The Comprehensive Plan promotes business and residential development in a manner
that focuses growth in the designated growth area. The parcel is designated on the
Future Land Use Map as a place type of mixed-use residential. The Comprehensive
Plan indicates this place type is the second tier of the growth areas and the primary
intent of this area is to provide traditional high amenity and market-driven residential
with access to services. Commercial and office use complementary to the
neighborhoods are encouraged.
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The proposed special use permit is in concert with the residential goals of the mixeduse residential place type.
The Comprehensive Plan provides the following goals for future development:
• Encourage developments in the designated growth area to include traditional
neighborhood design principles
• Provide a well-designed transportation system that will have a positive influence on
economic development, quality of life and, a sound land use strategy.
• In Mixed-Use Residential areas, ensure VDOT’s subdivision standards are to be
applied, which facilitate internal connectivity and walking and biking options.
Fiscal Impact Analysis
The analysis that was prepared by S. Patz and Associate, Inc. and is dated April 2019
has been provided. Mr. Patz concludes that the fiscal impact analysis is positive at
nearly $140,000, at build-out of the proposed development.
Market Demand Study
The analysis that was prepared by S. Patz and Associate, Inc. and is dated April 2019
has been provided. The study shows sufficient market support for this housing type
along the Route 29 corridor in Greene and the northern part of Albemarle County, north
of Rio Road.
Housing Density
The projected population for Greene County in the next twenty years is 25,596
(American Community Survey) which may equate to 3,000 additional homes. Greene
County has a total area of 157 miles2, of which 11.34 miles2 is situated in the
Ruckersville area. Table 1 provides a density comparison of existing and proposed
developments.
Table 1
Development
Terrace Greene
Lily Ridge
Seminole Casa
(proposed)
Oxford Hills
Holly Hill

Unit Type,
Zoning
Multi-family, R-2
Multi-family, R-2
Multi-family, R-2
Detached single
family, R-1
Detached single
family, R-1

# Units

Acreage

du/ac

350 @ BO
48
120

29
4
7

12
12
15

120

63

2

118

62

2

To provide a comparison, the current single-family dwellings density of 2 du/ac would
require approximately 1,500 acres to accommodate the projected 3,000 new homes in
the next twenty years. If the same ratio were used for the multi-family density of 12
du/ac, then approximately 250 acres would be needed to accommodate the projected
new homes.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
After reviewing the Zoning Ordinance, the Comprehensive Plan, and comments
from the reviewing agencies, Staff recommends approval with the following
conditions:
1. To ensure the character of the neighborhood, all development shall be in
general accord with the Conceptual Development Plan created by Meridan
Planning Group (dated 4/4/19), except as may be modified due to the final
engineering.
2. To ensure the character of the neighborhood, the exterior building
materials shall be brick and horizontal siding, such as vinyl, aluminum or
Hardiplank, with complementary architectural details. All materials shall
require the preapproval of the Planning Director, which shall be granted in
his/her sole discretion.
3. To mitigate impacts related to traffic safety and capacity, the parcels may
only contain 120 multi-family dwelling units.
4. To mitigate overcrowding and traffic capacity, the dwelling units shall only
occur as 1- or 2-bedroom units.
5. To mitigate the potential increase in capacities at the Greene County
Public Schools, the proposed 120 multi-family dwelling units shall only
house individuals who are 55 or greater in age.
6. To alleviate transportation congestion and mitigate the capacity of
transportation infrastructure, the development shall provide a bus stop.
7. To mitigate over the capacity of the transportation infrastructure, the
development shall provide a sidewalk or multi-use trail to the adjacent
southern parcel.
8. To ensure interconnectivity of the parcels, the applicant shall provide a 24’
access road, with easements, to the adjacent southern parcel.
9. To preserve the character of the existing R-1 zoned neighborhoods to the
north and west of the parcel, a 30’ wide screening yard shall be planted.
The screening yard shall consist of at least 8’ evergreen vegetation
planted and spaced in staggered rows, at a 15-foot center.
10. To preserve the character of the area, a 20’ wide vegetated front buffer
strip shall be planted between the parking lot and Route 29. The front
buffer strip shall consist of at least 8’ trees/shrubs planted and spaced in
staggered rows, at a 15-foot center.
11. To mitigate nutrient and soil runoff to the stream, which is a tributary to
Lake Saponi and Preddy Creek, a 25-foot vegetated riparian buffer shall
be provided the entire length of the stream located on the property.
12. To ensure public safety and welfare, the parcel shall be served by public
water and public sewer, provided by Rapidan Service Authority.
13. To ensure the public safety and welfare, the applicant shall build and
provide a right turn lane to the entrance, with necessary easements, built
to VDOT standards.
14. To ensure public safety and welfare and due to the proximity between the
proposed entrance and the nearest 29 median crossover, the applicant
shall extend the existing left turn lane (located on Route 29 southbound) to
the location of the proposed entrance.
15. To mitigate overcrowding of existing public recreational areas, the
multi-family development shall include a fitness center, outdoor
recreation space, and an activities director.
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PROPOSED MOTIONS
1) In accordance with the Greene County Zoning Ordinance, public necessity,
convenience, general welfare, and good zoning practice, I move to recommend
approval of SUP#19-007, a special use permit for 120 multi-family units to be
located on parcel TMP66-(A)-53A & 66-(A)-53C, as submitted.
2) In accordance with the Greene County Zoning Ordinance, public necessity,
convenience, general welfare, and good zoning practice, I move to recommend
approval of SUP#19-007, a special use permit for 120 multi-family units to be
located on parcel TMP66-(A)-53A & 66-(A)-53C with the following conditions:
(List conditions)
3) In accordance with the Greene County Zoning Ordinance, public necessity,
convenience, general welfare, and good zoning practice, I move to recommend
denial of SUP#19-007, a special use permit for 120 multi-family units to be
located on parcel TMP66-(A)-53A & 66-(A)-53C, as submitted.
(List any reason to deny)
4) In accordance with the Greene County Zoning Ordinance, public necessity,
convenience, general welfare, I move to defer action on this application until
_____________________, due to the following:
(Date)
(List any reason to defer)
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Members of the Planning Commission

FROM:

Jim Frydl, Planning Director
Stephanie Golon, County Planner

SUBJECT:

Special Use Permit (SUP#19-006)

DATE:

August 21, 2019
STATUS

Matt and Jaime Snow request a special use permit to allow six ducks as listed in Article
5-1-2.15 and defined in Article 5-11 on 0.46-acre tract that is zoned R-1, (Residential),
located at 15 John Boulevard, Ruckersville and identified on County Tax Maps as 65C(1)-50. The Greene County Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use Map designates this
parcel as “Rural Area”. (SUP#19-006)
PROPOSAL
The applicant is requesting a special use permit for the keeping of six ducks, in addition
to 6 chickens (allowed by-right) in a 1,110 square feet enclosure located in the back
yard of the parcel. The 20,000 ft2 parcel is located in the R-1 zoning district and as
permitted in Article 5-11 of the Greene County Zoning Ordinance, the following are byright uses:
Article 5-11 KEEPING OF DOMESTIC LAYING HENS (Revised 3/22/16)
Keeping of domestic laying hens in the R-1, Residential district shall be limited to:
• A maximum of six (6) chickens on a parcel one-half acre or less in size.
• A maximum of ten (10) chickens on a parcel more than one-half acre in size.
The yard regulations associated with the keeping of domestic hens shall be in
accordance to the following:
• 25 feet from the property line for enclosures and litter storage.
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•
•
•

50 feet from any neighboring dwelling unit.
25 feet from a well head.
50 feet from any stream, pond, lake, or waterway for enclosures and litter
storage.
• Chicken coop includes any fully enclosed and covered hen house and
associated run space providing a predator resistant shelter that is
thoroughly ventilated, provides adequate sun and shade and all-season
protection from the elements, and designed to be easily accessed and
cleaned where chicken live.
• Chicken tractor means a movable fully enclosed structure commonly used
for pastured chickens that graze on fresh grass daily. The tractor is
moved every day or week as needed for the chickens to have fresh grass
underneath them. Chicken tractors can be used as permanent or
temporary housing for chickens and are considered a type of chicken
coop.
• Domestic laying hens include any variety of egg laying female chicken.

Keeping of fowl other than domestic laying hens and/or at a greater density than
permitted by Article 5-11 requires a special use permit as listed in Article 5-1-2.15 and
may be conditioned to address specific impacts as a result of the use.
AUTHORITY UNDER VIRGINIA CODE AND ZONING ORDINANCE
Under Virginia Code §15.2-2286 (A) (3), a governing body is authorized to grant a
special use with suitable conditions. As stated in the (2018, February) The Albemarle
County Land Use Law Handbook, pp. 12-1. Greg Kamptner: Author, the following
principles shall be followed and known for the decisions about a special use permit.
•
Special Use Permits are legislative in nature.
•
Uses allowed by special use permits are considered to have a potentially
greater impact than those allowed as a matter of right.
•
Must be evaluated under reasonable standards and based on zoning
principles.
•
Impacts from special uses are addressed through conditions and
conditions must be reasonably related to impacts to be addressed. The
extent of the conditions must be roughly proportional to the impacts.
•
Those decisions that grant or deny special use permits are presumed
correct and reviewed under the fairly debatable standard.
As stated in the Greene County Zoning Ordinance (Article 16-2) the decision to grant, to
grant conditionally or to deny, the following guidelines and standards shall be
considered:
a.
The use shall not tend to change the character and established pattern of
development of the area or community in which it wishes to locate.
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b.

The use shall be in harmony with the uses permitted by right under a
Zoning Permit in the zoning district and shall not affect adversely the use
of neighboring property.
The requested or related conditions shall be such that the use will not
hinder or discourage the appropriate development and use of adjacent
land and buildings or impair the value thereof.
Due consideration shall be given to the suitability of the property for the
use applied for with respect to trends of growth or change; the effect of the
proposed use upon the community; requirements for transportation,
school, parks, playgrounds, recreational areas; conservation of natural
resources, preservation of flood-plains, and encouraging the most
appropriate use of the land. (Revised 3/22/16)

c.

d.

AGENCY COMMENTS
Staff requested agency review from the Virginia Cooperative Extension/Virginia
Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services and the Virginia Department of
Health. They offer the following comments:
Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (VDACS), Dr. Jessica
Walters – Poultry Veterinarian:
•
•
•
•
•

National Chicken Council standards recommend 1.5 sq. ft. per bird.
Ducks create significantly more waste than other poultry
The number of birds that is proposed may cause nitrogen rich runoff from
the waste produced by the animals. This runoff may cause water pollution
problems downstream.
A waste management plan is needed
Ducks are very loud and social and may be significantly louder than
chickens

Virginia Department of Health: No concerns at this time
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
The Future Land Use map designates the parcel to be in the rural area of the County.
The Comprehensive Plan is not specific regarding better management practices for the
keeping of fowl, however, it does discuss desirable and attractive places to live and
work while retaining the rural appearance of the County.
RECCOMENDATIONS
At the July 17, 2017 public hearing, the Planning Commission recommended deferral of
the application so that the applicant could review the considerations regarding density,
waste management, and animal gender. The applicant provided an updated request
and letter of justification, dated July 28, 2019.
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PROPOSED MOTIONS
1)

2)

In accordance with the Greene County Zoning Ordinance, public necessity,
convenience, general welfare, and good zoning practice, I move to recommend
approval of a special use permit (SUP#19-006) to allow six ducks as listed in
Article 5-1-2.15 and defined in Article 5-11 on 0.46-acre tract that is zoned R-1,
(Residential), located at 15 John Boulevard, Ruckersville and identified on
County Tax Maps as 65C-(1)-50 as submitted.
In accordance with the Greene County Zoning Ordinance, public necessity,
convenience, general welfare, and good zoning practice, I move to recommend
approval of a special use permit (SUP#19-006) to allow six ducks as listed in
Article 5-1-2.15 and defined in Article 5-11 on 0.46-acre tract that is zoned R-1,
(Residential), located at 15 John Boulevard, Ruckersville and identified on
County Tax Maps as 65C-(1)-50 with the following conditions:
1.
2.

3.

To ensure the character of the residential neighborhood, there shall
be no more than six female ducks located on the property.
To ensure the character of the residential neighborhood, the animals
are to remain within the backyard of the property and a privacy
mesh shall be maintained on the existing chain link fence.
To ensure the character of the residential neighborhood, the use
shall expire with the conveyance of the property from Matt and
Jamie Snow.

3) In accordance with the Greene County Zoning Ordinance, public necessity,
convenience, general welfare, and good zoning practice, I move to recommend
denial of a special use permit (SUP#19-006) to allow six ducks as listed in Article
5-1-2.15 and defined in Article 5-11 on 0.46-acre tract that is zoned R-1,
(Residential), located at 15 John Boulevard, Ruckersville and identified on
County Tax Maps as 65C-(1)-50 for the following reasons:
(List reasons for denial)

4) I move to defer action on this application until___________________________.
Date
(List any reason to defer)
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Future Land Use - Growth Area: Context Map
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Adjoining property owners SUP19-006 Snow.Ducks.Chickens

David & Rocio Goloversic 39 John Blvd Ruckersville, VA 22968

TMP 65C-(1)-51

Donna Ryan

105 Cordelia Road Ruckersville, VA 22968

TMP 65C-(1)-49

Kentry Snow

161 Cordelia Road Ruckersville, VA 22968

TMP 65C-(1)-63

Leonard McDaniel

791 Cedar Grove Road Ruckersville, VA 22968 TMP 65C-(A)-3

Property Owners

15 John Blvd Ruckersville, VA 22968

TMP 65C-(1)-50
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PLANNING COMMISSION
May 15, 2019
THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE GREENE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION WAS
HELD ON WEDNESDAY, May 15, 2019 AT 6:30 PM IN THE COUNTY MEETING ROOM.
Members present:

Jay Willer, Chairman
William Saunders, III, Vice-Chairman
John McCloskey, Member
Ron Williams, Member

Staff present:

Bill Martin, Ex-Officio Member
Jim Frydl, Planning and Zoning Director
Shawn Leake, Zoning Official
Cristy Snead, Secretary

CALL TO ORDER
The Chairman called the meeting to order.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE & MOMENT OF SILENCE
Mr. Willer led the group in the Pledge of Allegiance and a Moment of Silence
DETERMINATION OF QUORUM
Each Commissioner stated their name to establish a quorum, a quorum was established. Mr.
Kruskamp was absent.
PUBLIC HEARING # 1
Ms. Haley Yost requests a special use permit for Tourist Lodging as listed in Article 5-12.4 of the Greene County Zoning Ordinance. The subject property is approximately 0.64
acres, zoned R-1, located at 376 Sunset Drive, Stanardsville and Identified as County Tax
Map Number 37C-(7)-47. The Greene County Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use Map
designates this parcel as “Rural Area”. (SUP#19-002)
Mr. Frydl addressed the commission and provided a description of the property. He stated the
applicant is requesting a special use permit for Tourist Lodging. There were several maps of
the property that he presented to the commission.
Mr. Frydl briefly went over the definition of tourist lodging, the Virginia State Code and Greene
County Zoning Ordinance regarding special use permits.
Mr. Frydl reviewed agency comments. This is a private subdivision road, and off-street parking
is available in the driveway. Public water is provided by Mountain Lake Water Company.
Virginia Department of Health stated the existing septic system is adequate for the property and
use.
The Comprehensive Plan supports this application Mr. Frydl stated.
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Mr. Willer asked Mr. Frydl if he got a good definition from the county attorney for “owner
occupied”. Mr. Frydl stated the county attorney agreed that the proper wording is “owner
occupied” because that is the language that is used in the Virginia State Code.
Mr. Willer stated to Mr. Frydl that Mountain Lake Water is not a public water company. Mr. Frydl
explained to Mr. Willer private systems serving multiple people are considered public per the
zoning definition.
Applicant
Ms. Yost addressed the commission. She explained to the commission that she had a request
from a neighbor to a condition outdoor sound amplification. Ms. Yost agreed to this condition
and supports it.
Mr. Willer opened the public hearing. No one signed up to speak. The public hearing was
closed.
Mr. Williams asked Mr. Frydl if the commission could make greater restrictions on outdoor
sound amplification when there is already a county code in place. Mr. Frydl advised the
commission that the sup request allows them to place conditions that are more restrictive.
The commission discussed outdoor sound amplification among themselves a little more. Mr.
Saunders then stated that there has been a concern in the past regarding outdoor sound
amplification. He reminded the commission the sup request is evaluated differently.
Mr. Saunders made a motion: In accordance with the Greene County Zoning Ordinance, public
necessity, convenience, general welfare, and good zoning practice; he moved to approve
SUP#19-002 for Tourist Lodging as listed in Article 5-1-2.4 in the Greene County Zoning
Ordinance. The parcel is approximately 0.64 acres, zoned R-1, located at 376 Sunset Drive,
Stanardsville and Identified as County Tax Map Number 37C-(7)-47. The Greene County
Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use Map designates this parcel as “Rural Area”. With the
following three conditions:
1.

To ensure the character of the neighborhood, and protect the welfare of adjacent
property owners there shall be a review every three years by the board of supervisors.

2. To ensure the character of the neighborhood, the single-family dwelling shall be owneroccupied.
3. To ensure the character of the neighborhood, and protect the welfare of adjacent
property owners, outdoor sound amplification shall be prohibited.
Mr. McCloskey seconded the motion
By a roll call vote of 4-0 special use permit (SUP#19-002) was approved.
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PUBLIC HEARING # 2
Gallivanter, LLC/Kenneth, Kimberly & Mark Lawson request a special use permit for a
Church listed in Article 3-1-2.14 and meeting places for clubs, fraternal and civic
organizations listed in Article 4-1-2.15 in the Greene County Zoning Ordinance on
approximately 21.94 acres, zoned A-1, located on Amicus Road approximately a quarter
of a mile from Spotswood Trail. The parcel is identified on County Tax Maps as 50-(A)38C. The Greene County Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use Map designates this
parcel as “Rural Area”. (SUP#19-003)
Mr. Frydl addressed the commission and provided a description of the property. He stated the
applicant is requesting a special use permit for a meeting place for clubs, fraternal and civic
organizations and a Church. He gave the definitions of club and church. There were several
maps of the property that Mr. Frydl presented to the commission.
Mr. Frydl reviewed agency comments. There is already a commercial entrance to this parcel.
Mr. Frydl advised that the commission the applicant plans to work with the planning and zoning,
and building department to ensure that the building meets all building code and site plan
regulations. The applicant also stated that he will eventually have cattle back on the property.
The comprehensive Plan for Greene County encourages the development of niche farming,
specialty crops, agriculture-based tourism opportunities, event venues and transient lodging
facilities to add to revenue options for local farms.
Mr. Willer asked Mr. Frydl if the proposed building is allowed by right, and that the special use
permit request is only for civic events and church events being held there.
Mr. Frydl stated that was correct.
Applicant
Mr. Lawson addressed the commission informing them that he and his family purchased this
property together. He stated that he has applied for a building permit for the barn, and he stated
he has read the zoning ordinance. Mr. Lawson went on to say most churches in Greene County
are in rural areas. He stated that this use has no adverse effect on the surrounding properties,
and will benefit the community.
Mr. McCloskey asked Mr. Frydl about outdoor sound amplification.
Mr. Frydl stated that the by right, agritourism use limits outdoor sound amplification from 10 a.m.
to 10 p.m.
Mr. Lawson asked the commission to clarify that they are speaking of “outdoor” sound
amplification.
Mr. Willer stated yes.
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Mr. Lawson stated that he has no issue with a condition limiting outdoor sound amplification
being from 10 p.m. to 10 a.m.
Mr. Willer opened the public hearing.
Mr. Willer closed the public hearing. No one signed up to speak.
Mr. Williams made a motion, in accordance with the Greene County Zoning Ordinance, public
necessity, convenience, general welfare, and good zoning practice; he moved to approve
SUP#19-003 for a Church listed in Article 3-1-2.14 and meeting places for clubs, fraternal and
civic organizations listed in Article 4-1-2.15 in the Greene County Zoning Ordinance on
approximately 21.94 acres, zoned A-1, located on Amicus Road approximately a quarter of a
mile from Spotswood Trail. The parcel is identified on County Tax Maps as 50-(A)-38C. The
Greene County Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use Map designates this parcel as “Rural
Area”. With the following condition, no outdoor sound amplification between the hours of 10
a.m. and 10 p.m.
Mr. Saunders seconded the motion.
By a roll call vote of 4-0 special use permit (SUP#19-003) was approved.

PUBLIC HEARING # 3
Greenstone Development, LLC/Shimp Engineering request a special use permit to allow
for a maximum of 165 townhomes, and pending a rezone request to R-2 (Residential).
(RZ#18-004) Listed in the Greene County Zoning Ordinance as Article 6-1-2.3 on 17.12
acres identified as County Tax Maps as 66-(A)-2A, 66A-(1)-1, 66A-(1)-2, 66A-(2)-D, 66A-(3)B that is zoned R-1, (Residential), which is adjacent to the northbound side of Route 29
North of the Albemarle County line. The Greene County Comprehensive Plan, Future
Land Use Map designates this parcel as “Mixed Use Residential”. (SUP#19-005)
Mr. Frydl addressed the commission and provided a description of the property. He stated this
is a sup request to build townhomes at a density of 10/units per acre. Mr. Frydl advised the
commission on May 14, 2019 the Board of Supervisors approved Greenstone Development,
LLC’s Ordinance Revision request. The Ordinance Revision allows townhomes to be built up to
a density of 10 units per acre by special use permit.
Mr. Frydl then showed the concept plan, and two other maps of the parcels. He advised the
commission that the comprehensive plan supports this request.
Agency comments were presented, RSA comments stated public water and sewer are available
along route 29, and there is sufficient capacity for the proposed development. It was estimated
that $3.3 million in EDU fees may be collected to support the current infrastructure
maintenance, and future construction and waterline upgrades.
VDOT determined the proposed development would not create a substantial traffic impact, Mr.
Frydl stated.
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Mr. Frydl stated that the school impacts still indicate that Ruckersville Elementary is over
capacity, and there is a need to build an additional Elementary School.
Mr. Frydl advised the commission there is a nationwide demand for low density attached
affordable housing. He then briefly went over the state code and zoning ordinance.
Mr. Frydl discussed with the commission staff recommendations to address impacts through
conditions for this request. The suggested conditions are as follows:
a) To ensure the character of the surrounding neighborhood, the sup shall only permit 165
townhomes on TMP 66A-(2)-A, 66A-(1)-1&2, 66A-(2)-D, and 66A-(3)-B.
b) To protect the water quality and quantity of the adjacent stream and downstream water
bodies, a 25-foot riparian buffer shall be established and maintained along the entire
eastern boundary of TMP 66A-(2)-D.
c) To ensure public safety and welfare, the 165 townhouses shall hook to public water and
sewer infrastructure owned by RSA.
Applicant and Engineer
Mr. Hall explained to the commission where the bicycle/walking trails (connectivity) are going to
be. He also advised where the proposed soccer field will be located. The soccer field will be
permeable, when it rains water will not run off, it will soak into it. Mr. Hall pointed out the
location of the picnic area that will also house the playground area.
Ms. Kelsey Schlein of Shimp Engineering addressed the commission. She stated they agree to
the conditions.
Mr. Willer opened the public hearing.
Mr. Willer closed the public hearing. No one signed up to speak.
Mr. Willer asked Mr. Hall about the proposed interconnectivity. Mr. Hall gave a description of
what he is proposing, but then stated it would all be reviewed during the site plan.
Mr. McCloskey made a motion, in accordance with the Greene County Zoning Ordinance, public
necessity, convenience, general welfare, and good zoning practice; he moved to approve
SUP#19-005 to allow for a maximum of 65 townhomes and pending a rezone request to R-2
(Residential). (RZ#18-004) Listed in the Greene County Zoning Ordinance as Article 6-1-2.3 on
17.12 acres identified as County Tax Maps as 66-(A)-2A, 66A-(1)-1, 66A-(1)-2, 66A-(2)-D, 66A(3)-B.
Mr. Frydl asked Mr. McCloskey to clarify that he said 165, because it sounded as if he said 65.

113

Mr. McCloskey corrected the motion, in accordance with the Greene County Zoning Ordinance,
public necessity, convenience, general welfare, and good zoning practice; he moved to approve
SUP#19-005 to allow for a maximum of 165 townhomes and pending a rezone request to R-2
(Residential). (RZ#18-004) Listed in the Greene County Zoning Ordinance as Article 6-1-2.3 on
17.12 acres identified as County Tax Maps as 66-(A)-2A, 66A-(1)-1, 66A-(1)-2, 66A-(2)-D, 66A(3)-B that is zoned R-1, (Residential), which is adjacent to the northbound side of Route 29
North of the Albemarle County line. The Greene County Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use
Map designates this parcel as “Mixed Use Residential”. With the following conditions:
a) To ensure the character of the surrounding neighborhood, the sup shall only permit 165
townhomes on TMP 66A-(2)-A, 66A-(1)-1&2, 66A-(2)-D, and 66A-(3)-B.
b) To protect the water quality and quantity of the adjacent stream and downstream water
bodies, a 25-foot riparian buffer shall be established and maintained along the entire
eastern boundary of TMP 66A-(2)-D.
c) To ensure public safety and welfare, the 165 townhouses shall hook to public water and
sewer infrastructure owned by RSA.
Mr. Williams seconded the motion.
By a roll call vote of 4-0 special use permit (SUP#19-005) was approved.
PUBLIC HEARING # 4
Agricultural Forestral District review and renewal
Mr. Frydl explained the AFD’s background, he stated there are now two districts instead of
seven. The Rappahannock District is north of Spotswood Trail, and the James District is South
of Spotswood Trail.
Mr. Frydl provided a map that showed the citizens that were removing their property from AFD
and the citizens that are renewing their properties.
The current County Code – Appendix B Article III was presented, as well as a redline version
making recommended changes to be more specific by adding each tax map number of parcels
in each district. There was also some language changed better describing the uses, Mr. Frydl
explained.
Mr. Frydl advised the commission that the AFD committee did recommend the proposed
language, and the renewals and removals from the AFD.
Mr. Willer asked Mr. Frydl about adding broadband poles and removing telephone booth from
the language.
Mr. Leake recommended to utilize E. which is shown as reserved at this time for
Telecommunications Infrastructure.
Mr. Willer advised Mr. Frydl of a typo on number three beneath the uses in the second
sentence. The word should be within not with.
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Mr. Saunders made a motion, to conserve and protect and to encourage the development and
improvement of the Greene County’s agricultural and forestal land for the production of food and
other agricultural and forestal products, I move to recommend approval of the renewal of the
James AFD with the language as revised to the following:
Mark ups as received (red line version)
Section 2. E. changed from reserved to Telecommunications Infrastructure.
Section 2. G. Telephone Booth be removed.
Section 3. Second sentence the word “with” be changed to “within”
Mr. Williams seconded the motion.
By a roll call vote of 4-0 the planning commission recommended approval of these changes
Mr. Saunders made a motion, to conserve and protect and to encourage the development and
improvement of the Greene County’s agricultural and forestal land for the production of food and
other agricultural and forestal products, I move to recommend approval of the renewal of the
Rappahannock AFD with the language as revised to the following:
Mark ups as received (red line version)
Section 2. E. changed from reserved to Telecommunications Infrastructure.
Section 2. G. Telephone Booth be removed.
Section 3. Second sentence the word “with” be changed to “within”
Mr. McCloskey seconded the motion.
By a roll call vote of 4-0 the planning commission recommended approval of these changes

Mr. Willer stated that we forgot the public hearing, however no one has signed up and no one is
here. The public hearing is closed.
Mr. Frydl stated that there is no old/new business.
Mr. Willer asked to vote on the approval of the April minutes. He stated that he had one
change. On page two last paragraph the word “would” should be changed to “could”.
Mr. McCloskey moved to approve the minutes with the requested change from Mr. Willer.
Mr. Williams seconded the motion.
By a roll call vote of 4-0 the April 17, 2019 minutes were approved.
OTHER BUSINESS
Ruckersville Advisory Committee recently met and discussed the meet and greet that VDOT is
having at Holiday Inn Express on May 21, 2019. The committee also discussed how they could
make Ruckersville more physically attractive.
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ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned.
Respectfully submitted,

Cristy Snead
Secretary
__________________________________________
Planning Commission, Chairman
Date
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PLANNING COMMISSION
July 17, 2019
THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE GREENE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION WAS
HELD ON WEDNESDAY, July 17, 2019, AT 6:30 PM IN THE COUNTY MEETING ROOM.
Members present:

Jay Willer, Chairman
William Saunders, III, Vice-Chairman
John McCloskey, Member
Ron Williams, Member
Steve Kruskamp, Member

Staff present:

Dale Herring, Ex-Officio Member
Stephanie Golon, Planning Director
Shawn Leake, Zoning Official
Cristy Snead, Secretary

CALL TO ORDER
The Chairman called the meeting to order.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE & MOMENT OF SILENCE
Mr. Willer led the group in the Pledge of Allegiance and a Moment of Silence
DETERMINATION OF QUORUM
Each Commissioner stated their name to establish a quorum. All five Commissioners were
present.
PUBLIC HEARING # 1
Jamie Shiflett for Francis Shiflett (Owner)/Legacy Church (Tenant) request a special use
permit for meeting place for clubs, fraternal and civic organizations as listed in Article 41-2.15 on a 2.41acre tract that is zoned A-1, (Agriculture), located at 14865 Spotswood
Trail and identified on County Tax Maps as 60C-(A)-6. The Greene County
Comprehensive Plan, Future Land Use Map designates this parcel as “Mixed-Use Village
Center”. (SUP#19-004)
Mrs. Golon addressed the Commission and provided a description of the property. She stated
the applicant is requesting to renew their special use permit.
Mrs. Golon reminded the
Commissioners that the current special use permit expires in 2020. There were several maps of
the property that she presented to the Commission.
Mrs. Golon advised the Commission that staff recommended approval of the special use permit
with the only condition of the use remaining in the existing two-story structure.
Mr. McCloskey asked Mrs. Golon what would make the zoning change for this parcel?
Mrs. Golon stated the owner of the property would need to apply for a rezoning.
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Mr. Willer asked the applicant if she wanted to speak.
Applicant
The representative from Legacy Church stated they would be using the property for more than
three years as long as the property owner does not sell the property.
Mr. Willer asked for a motion.
Mr. Williams made a motion; in accordance with the Greene County Zoning Ordinance, public
necessity, convenience, general welfare, and good zoning practice I move to recommend
approval of special use permit application SUP#19-004 for meeting places for clubs, fraternal,
and civic organizations with the following condition(s):
1. The special use permit is limited to the existing two-story structure (14865 Spotswood
Trail) located on TMP 60C-(A)-6.
Mr. Kruskamp seconded the motion
Mr. Willer took a roll call vote from his left starting with Mr. Kruskamp
Mr. Kruskamp – Aye
Mr. McCloskey – Aye
Mr. Saunders – Aye
Mr. Williams – Aye
Mr. Willer – Aye
With a roll call vote of 5-0 SUP#19-004 has been approved.
PUBLIC HEARING # 2
Matt and Jaime Snow request a special use permit to allow twenty ducks and fifteen
chickens as listed in Article 5-1-2.15 and defined in Article 5-11 on the 0.46-acre tract that
is zoned R-1, (Residential), located at 15 John Boulevard, Ruckersville and identified on
County Tax Maps as 65C-(1)-50. The Greene County Comprehensive Plan, Future Land
Use Map designates this parcel as “Rural Area”. (SUP#19-006)
Mrs. Golon reminded the Commission that an ordinance revision occurred in 2016 to allow a
certain density of domestic laying hens. It was also stated that in that amendment that if a
landowner wished to have more than what the zoning ordinance in the R-1 (Residential)
provided they could request a special use permit.
Mrs. Golon showed the plat, Google aerial, and two zoning maps. It was explained to the
Commission that they may recommend or impose upon a special use permit conditions that are
deemed necessary to address impacts on public health, safety or welfare and to be consistent
with the comprehensive plan.
Mrs. Golon stated the request was sent to the Health Department, and to the Agricultural
Extension Agent. The Health Department did not have issues with this request because there
are no wells in this subdivision. The Agricultural Extension Agent contacted the Virginia
Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services and spoke to a Poultry Veterinarian, Dr.
Jessica Walters.
Dr. Walters gave several National Chicken Council Standard
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recommendations and her opinion of some issues that may arise.
Mrs. Golon showed the pictures that Mr. and Mrs. Snow provided of the chickens, ducks and
their chicken coop.
Applicant
Mrs. Snow explained the information in her justification letter to the Commission. Mrs. Snow
advised the Commission that she and her husband have changed the location of the chicken
coop to meet setbacks as requested by the Zoning Officer, and she showed a new plat with the
current location of the chicken coop and pen.
Mrs. Snow explained that they have relocated most of the male ducks into another pen to
alleviate some of the noise the ducks were making.
Mr. Snow explained to the Commission that he is a disabled veteran and having the chickens
and ducks help him. He also explained how they are using chickens and ducks to teach their
children.
Mr. Willer opened the public hearing.
Mrs. Donna Ryan stated that she is the complainant because the ducks are loud, noisy animals.
Mrs. Ryan said that her son was mowing her lawn and he told her that he would not mow her
lawn anymore if there continued to be duck feathers in the yard. Mrs. Ryan stated because of
these ducks there is an impact on her life. Mrs. Ryan also stated that the ducks make her very
anxious.
Mrs. Ryan stated that she spoke to Mrs. Snow, and asked her if they are planning on running a
business. Mrs. Ryan said that Mrs. Snow indicated that they were going to sell fertilized eggs.
Mrs. Ryan stated that when she moved to the neighborhood, she made sure that it was in a
residential zone because it is her retirement home.
Mr. Willer closed the public hearing.
Mr. Willer stated for the record that they received a letter in support of the application from Mr.
Kentry Snow, a neighbor of Mr. and Mrs. Snow, who was unable to attend the meeting.
Mrs. Snow stated that the neighbor Kentry Snow is not a relative.
Mr. Kruskamp stated that he made a site visit and spoke to four neighbors. He stated that he
asked the neighbors very specific questions in reference to smell, noise, and feathers. Mr.
Kruskamp said that there were no complaints at that time. Mr. Kruskamp stated that he was in
the area for approximately forty-five minutes, and he said he did not hear anything.
Mr. Saunders stated that he has a concern that if this special use permit is approved, it will
affect the surrounding properties.
Mrs. Snow explained to the Commission that there was a property that was adjoining to hers
and it was for sale recently and it sold in two months. She indicated that the new owner of the
property did not even realize the chicken and ducks were there and when he did, he wasn’t
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upset at all.

Mrs. Snow also stated that she wanted to address the egg selling business. She stated that
there were only two batches sold and it was over two months ago. Mrs. Snow stated that they
now donate the eggs.
Mr. Willer stated the selling of the eggs is not an issue for the Planning Commission.
Mr. McCloskey said that he was on the Planning Commission when they originally amended this
ordinance. He stated that initially, they were only going to allow citizens in R-1 Residential
district be permitted three egg-laying hens. He then stated that one of the Commissioners at
the time said that Tractor Supply only sells chickens five at a time, Mr. McCloskey said and now
we are up to allowing six. Mr. McCloskey stated that he believes that it is an impact on other
surrounding properties and that special use permits should not impact other surrounding
properties.
Mr. Willer explained what the current ordinance stated and reviewed the density of chickens on
different parcels according to the acreage in R-1 (Residential) zoning district.
Mr. Willer thanked Mr. Snow for his service to our country, and for him to come forward to the
Planning Commission with his diagnosis of P.T.S.D.
Mr. Saunders stated that he is torn because he understands what the applicant is going
through, as he has a family member with P.T.S.D. However, Mr. Saunders said the Planning
Commission is constrained to the purpose and use of R-1 (Residential). He stated if they could
find a way to compromise within the ordinance, but the ordinance is clear.
Mr. Kruskamp stated he is in agreement that the rules are the rules, however, he wanted to
know if there was a creative solution that the Planning Commission could come up with so that if
this is denied, it will not cause the immediate removal of this family’s pets.
A discussion took place between the Planning Commission members regarding what could
possibly be done to help this from being another traumatic event by removing all of this family’s
pets.
Mr. Willer stated all that the Planning Commission makes a recommendation to the Board,
nothing would have to happen tomorrow.
Mrs. Golon explained to the Commission that in the zoning ordinance, there is a provision that
states the Zoning Administrator or his designee may establish a reasonable time period for the
correction of the violation.
Mr. Willer reminded the Planning Commission that they are a recommending body to the Board.
The Commission and Mrs. Golon discussed conditions that the applicant can choose to offer to
mitigate impacts.
Mr. Williams stated that this request’s density is over six times the amount that is allowed in the
ordinance. Mr. Williams also thanked Mr. Snow for his service and for him explaining his
struggles with P.T.S.D. and how this is helpful. He stated this is really a quality versus quantity
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kind of discussion. All of the positives of having the birds will still be there with the quantity of
six laying hens when is in compliance with the ordinance. It is still good and instructional for the
children. The animals may still provide availability of egg and some therapeutic benefit.
Mr. Kruskamp requested clarification on Article 5 in reference to the definition of fowl.
Mrs. Golon advised Mr. Kruskamp that the Zoning Administrator determined that the only thing
that is allowed by right are the domestic laying hens and raising ducks requires a special use
permit.
The Commission discussed among themselves the size of the parcel and the density of the
chickens and ducks.
Mr. Willer asked Mr. Snow about the sanitation and what they do with the animal waste.
Mr. Snow answered Mr. Willer by stating that the waste is used for fertilizer in the garden.
However, he stated about sixty to seventy percent of the waste gets washed into his yard.
Mr. and Mrs. Snow stated that they would rather relocate ten ducks then getting rid of the
animals. Mr. Snow then stated that they do have options for them. He indicated a friend has
land that we could take the ducks to and the children/we can go see them.
Mrs. Golon stated this is not a rezoning request, we are unable to have proffers in a special use
permit. She said you are able to have conditions, and they have to be very specific to an
impact.
Mr. Saunders stated that they could vote to defer and let the applicants come up with a revised
plan.
Mr. Kruskamp stated that he likes Mr. Saunders recommendation of deferring this and letting
the applicants come up with an updated number of chickens and ducks.
Mrs. Donna Ryan raised her hand to speak again and Mr. Willer permitted her to speak.
Mrs. Ryan stated the noise is the worse part. It appears to be caused by the male ducks.
Mr. Willer asked Mrs. Ryan if the male ducks were gone would this help?
Mrs. Ryan said she believes having twenty ducks is too many.
Mr. Willer stated that the Commission has a few options. To say no, to amend the numbers and
gender of birds, to defer so that the Snow’s can come back with a different number or say yes to
their proposal.
Mrs. Snow asked the Commission several “what if “questions about the number of ducks and in
what area it may be acceptable to have the male ducks.
Mr. Saunders said we need to vote on what has been presented to the Commission or we need
to defer this request and let Mr. and Mrs. Snow amend their request.
Mr. Williams stated the property rights of the adjoining property owners need to be taken into
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consideration. He then said to eliminate noise to only have female birds, and as chickens keep
the number of ducks to six. He then stated that having only female birds may eliminate the
noise. He also suggested only having six ducks.
Mrs. Golon advised the Commission if they did choose to defer this request to defer it to a
specific date of August 21, 2019.
Mr. Saunders made a motion to defer this request to August 21, 2019, in order for the applicant
to revise their plan based on discussion the Commission had during the Public Hearing.
Mr. Kruskamp seconded the motion
Mr. Willer started a roll call vote to his right.
Mr. Williams – Aye
Mr. Saunders – Aye
Mr. McCloskey – Aye
Mr. Kruskamp – Aye
Mr. Willer – Aye
With a vote of 5-0, this request was deferred to August 21, 2019, Planning Commission
meeting.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Mr. Willer requested a few corrections be made by next month’s meeting on the May 15, 2019
minutes. These minutes were deferred until August 21, 2019.
With a roll call vote 4-0 (Mr. Kruskamp abstained as he was absent) the minutes from May 15,
2019, were deferred for corrections until the August 21, 2019, Planning Commission meeting.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mrs. Golon advised the Planning Commission there will be a rezone and special use permit
hearing at the next meeting. The applicant is requesting one hundred and twenty apartments
for active seniors on two parcels Seminole Trail southbound approximately a quarter-mile from
the Albemarle county line. Meteoric Ventures, LLC is requesting a rezone of an approximate
6.71 acres from R-1 (Residential) to R-2, (Residential) to accommodate apartments. Located
on Seminole Trail southbound a quarter of a mile from the Greene County/Albemarle County
line and identified on county Tax Maps as 66-(A)-53A & 66-(A)-53C. The Future Land Use Map
designates this parcel as Mixed Use Residential. (RZ#19-001)
Meteoric Ventures, LLC is requesting a special use permit to accommodate 120 apartments as
listed in Article 6-1-2.4 pf the Greene County Zoning Ordinance on approximately 6.71 acres
pending a rezone from R-1 (Residential) to R-2, (Residential). Located on Seminole Trail
southbound a quarter of a mile from the Greene County/Albemarle County line and identified on
county Tax Maps as 66-(A)-53A & 66-(A)-53C. The Future Land Use Map designates this parcel
as Mixed Use Residential. (SUP#19-007)
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ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned.
Respectfully submitted,

Cristy Snead
Secretary
__________________________________________
Planning Commission, Chairman
Date
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MEMORANDUM

•
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•

•
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•

To:

The Greene County Planning Commission

From:

Community Development

Re:

Monthly Report

Date:

August 21, 2019

Ruckersville Area Plan:
o A small sub-committee has been created to discuss beautification goals for Ruckersville.
A few of the ideas discussed are signage, light poles, and architecture design
requirements.
Pre-Application Meeting:
o Site Plan for the redevelopment of Dyke Store
o Site Plan for the connector road located between Route 29 North and Moore Road
o Site Plan for the apartments (The Knoll) located on Moore Road
o Site Plan for the townhomes located on Route 29 North near Terrace Greene
o Site Plan discussion with Ken Lawson regarding a church and agritourism event space
located on Amicus Road
Site Plan Submittals:
o All American Storage has submitted a site plan for 99 additional units.
o O’Reilly’s has received the necessary access management exception from VDOT and
will submit an amended plan this month.
Sewer Connections: Staff and RSA are discussing a new sewer connection at the Pic N Pac
store located in Quinque. The connection would eliminate an aging septic system for this
location.
Cell Tower Antennae: Staff has reviewed and approved new antenna colocation on three
separate tower sites.
Flood Maps: The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) is proposing updates to the
Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for Greene County and is inviting community stakeholders to
participate in a 90-day appeal and comment period. The appeal period begins on August 8,
2019. Please visit https://www.greenecountyva.gov/government/depts/planning-zoning for
additional information.
2020 US Census: The Census Bureau has asked that staff and the board help get the word out
about the 2020 Census Count. Federal and State funding allocations are based upon the results
of the count, so it is very important that the count be as complete and accurate as possible.
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