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Orange County Planning Commission Agenda
Gordon Building
112 West Main Street, Orange, Virginia 22960
Thursday, May 2, 2019 – 6:00 p.m.

1. Call to order and determination of quorum
2. Approval of agenda
3. Approval of minutes
a. April 4, 2019 regular meeting
4. Public comment
5. Public hearings
a. SUP 19-02: Special Use Permit to allow the keeping of livestock on Tax Map Parcel 4222 zoned R-2.
b. STA 19-02: Proposal to amend Section 54-123 of the Orange County Subdivision
Ordinance to clarify the approval procedure for a subdivision on an existing private road
already subject to a maintenance agreement and requiring no extension.
c.

ZTA 19-01: Proposal to amend Division 13 - Planned Development-Mixed Use of the
Orange County Zoning Ordinance to further the intent of the PDM District

6. Worksession
a. CPA 18-02 – revised Institutional Land Use Map/Orange County Comprehensive Plan
Update
7. New business
a. PRA 19-02 – Stanley & Sheek LLC – VDOT comments received
8. Old business
a. Continuation of Glamping discussion
b. Proposed Zoning Ordinance amendments – revised definition of “campground”, add
definition of “travel trailer” and/or “recreational vehicle”.
c. Board of Supervisors report – Jim Crozier
d. Planning Services report – Sandra Thornton

9. Commissioner comments
10. Next meeting date – June 6, 2019
11. Adjourn
Unless otherwise indicated, agenda items will be taken in the order in which they appear above. The
planning Commission reserves upon itself the right to amend a meeting agenda at any point and with any
frequency prior to adoption of said agenda, pursuant to any required public notice. Time limits may be
imposed by the Chairman for speakers addressing the Commission.

Orange County Planning Commission
Regular Meeting
May 2, 2019

Agenda Item 3a

Orange County Planning Commission
Regular Meeting
Gordon Building Meeting Room
112 W. Main Street, Orange, VA 22960
Thursday, April 4, 2019

Present:

George Yancey (Chair); Donald Brooks (Vice Chair); Jason Capelle; Jim
Hutchison; James Crozier, BOS Representative

Absent:

Jennifer Boyer

Staff Present:

R. Bryan David, County Administrator; Sandra Thornton, Principal
Planner; Michelle Williams, Administrative Assistant

1. Call to order and determination of quorum:
Chairman Yancey called the meeting to order at 5:58 pm
2. Approval of agenda:
Mr. Hutchinson made a motion to approve the agenda as presented; motion seconded by
Vice-Chairman Brooks. Motion carried 4-0.
3. Approval of minutes:
A. March 7, 2019 regular meeting:
Mr. Capelle made a motion to approve the minutes as presented; motion seconded
by Mr. Hutchinson. Motion passed 4-0.
4. Public comment:
Chairman Yancey opened the floor for public comments. No one came forward, public
comment closed.
5. Public hearings
a. REZ 19-01:
Ms. Thornton advised initiated by the Board of Supervisors to correct split zoning
and eliminate inconsistent industrial zoning: three (3) parcels in Unionville and
one in Mine Run. Two (2) of the parcels are currently zoned R1 + C1, one parcel
I2 and A, and the fourth zoned commercial. She advised the recommended future
land use in Unionville is Village, and the parcel in Mine Run is Agricultural 2.
Staff recommended approval of the rezonings as presented.
Chairman Yancey advised he received a call from one of the property owners who
agreed with the rezoning. He advised the reason for the rezoning is to make
corrections to zoning created decades ago.
Mr. Hutchinson made a motion to approve the rezoning; motion seconded by
Vice-Chairman Brooks. The motion passed 4-0
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b. REZ 19-02:
Ms. Thornton advised this application was submitted on behalf of property owner
Bond, by authorized agent Drew Taylor, seeking to rezone Tax Map Parcel 44-42
from Industrial to Agricultural, for the purpose of building a residence and the
potential keeping of animals, other than household pets. The property is between
the railroad right-of-way and Woodcrest subdivision off Old Gordonsville Road.
Ms. Thornton advised the Comprehensive Plan’s recommended land use for this
property is Economic Development, and the pipestem to the road is zoned
Town/Suburban. The property is currently vacant and someone has been mowing
the hay for quite some time. It is in the midst of Industrial zoned property, and
adjacent to Woodcrest subdivision which is zoned General Residential (R-2).
She advised staff recommended the rezoning of the application not be approved.as
presented because it is not in conformance with the surrounding zoning
classifications or future use map in the Comprehensive Plan.
Vice-Chairman Brooks asked why staff disapproves. Ms. Thornton advised the
rezoning would not be consistent with other current surrounding zoning
classifications and is not consistent with the Comprehensive Plan
recommendation for the area which is Economic Development.
Chairman Yancey pointed out that per the staff report, including the entire parcel
in the General Residential District (R-2) would be more appropriate
Mr. Crozier pointed out the parcel is directly behind Central Virginia Regional
Jail.
Mr. Capelle advised it is also directly adjacent to Virginia Tech Agriculture
Research Station and across the street from the largest contiguous farm in the
state of Virginia, so he did not agree it could not be Agricultural.
Ms. Thornton confirmed she spoke with the Director of Economic Development.
He stated that inventory of industrially zoned property near the railroad tracks
state-wide is limited and the presence of this current zoning and proximity to the
railroad does gives the County a competitive advantage with business recruitment.
Mr. David explained the “keeping of animals”, other than companion animals,
was triggering the question of classification. Chairman Yancey advised the
application does not indicate what type of animals or how many.
Extensive discussion ensued.
When there were no questions or comments, Chairman Yancey closed the public
hearing.
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Mr. Capelle made a motion to approve the rezoning to Agriculture; motion
seconded by Mr. Hutchinson. The motion passed 4-0.
Vice-Chairman Brooks asked what would be the downside to the county if the
rezoning is approved. Ms. Thornton advised area multiple zonings and current
uses that are in conflict with the County’s adopted planning documents. Mr.
David advised there is no downside except the practice of going from Industrial to
Agriculture without some level of scrutiny by the Planning Commission. .
The Planning Commission recommended approval of REZ 19-02
Vote 4-0

c. SUP 19-01: Proposed amendment to an existing Special Use Permit to allow the
addition of a structure on Tax Map Parcel 35-6A.
Ms. Thornton advised the applicants are proposing the addition of a 12’ x 28’
trailer on their property to house six (6) rescue dogs that would not be housed
with boarded animals in their existing kennel. She advised staff recommends
approval of the proposal which is an amendment to an existing special use permit.
Mr. Crozier advised the application is strictly for boarding of dogs.
Property Owner Austin Nammack advised he has been in business since 2003.
He is requesting a trailer for the temporary housing of rescue dogs, until such time
as permanent homes are found for these dogs. Mr. Nammack advised the rescue
dogs would be separated from the boarded dogs.
Vice-Chairman Brooks asked about vicious animals since the County does not
want to recycle violent animals. Mr. Nammack advised the rescue groups vet the
animals and gave his word he would never accept violent animals. This service is
for the rescue dog community and is not for profit.
Ms. Thornton discussed rewording some of the conditions to the existing SUP so
that in the future the owner would be able to add additional small units to the
property without having to come back before the Planning Commission. Ms.
Thornton made suggestions to amend the prior special use permit. Chairman
Yancey agreed to removing specificity in the resolution.
Mr. Crozier came forth as a citizen and described the boarding facility as a “pet
hotel” and advised the Nammacks are wonderful neighbors. He explained the
restrictions on the Special Use Permit from 2009 were imposed by the owners as
they were concerned about doing the right thing.
Vice-Chairman Brooks made a motion to recommend the approval of the
resolution of the existing Special Use Permit; motion was seconded by Mr.
Hutchinson. The motion passed 4-0.
The Planning Commission recommended approval of SUP 19-01.
Vote 4-0
Page 3 of 6

d. STA 19-01:
Proposal to amend Sec. 54-121 of the Orange County Subdivision Ordinance
regarding approval, construction, and maintenance standards for roads.
Ms. Thornton referenced the presentation given by County Attorney Eric Lansing
at a private meeting, and County Attorney Thomas Lacheney’s memo of Feb 13,
2019, and advised she had nothing to add.
She explained the reason for the amendment is to clarify the board’s intent
concerning private roads and the Planning Commission’s review of such. The
amendment advises that private roads are not considered a right by the county, but
if there is a demonstrable hardship, the county is providing provisions whereby
private roads may be considered by the Planning Commission.
There were no questions and no public comment.
Vice-Chairman Brooks made a motion to approve; motion was seconded by Mr.
Hutchinson. The motion passed 4-0.
6. Work session:
a. GIS Presentation – Jim Whipp, GIS Analyst
Jim Whipp, GIS Analyst, presented the County’s Geographic Information System
(GIS).
Mr. Whipp will develop an Institutional Land Use Map & Comprehensive Plan
dashboard to be presented at the next meeting May 2, 2019.
b. Glamping Presentation – Rusty Speidel
Rusty Speidel, owner of Outside Stay, gave a presentation on glamping. The goal
of his company is to try to help rural property owners create an additional value,
by giving them high-end, upscale places for people to stay, and to monetize the
property they may not already be using, and promotes economic development and
tourism for the County.
The Planning Commission will have further discussion at their next meeting, on
May 2, 2019, to discuss potential text amendments.
c. Proposed amendment to Subdivision Ordinance Sec. 54-123 Road
Maintenance Agreements for Existing Private Roads
Ms. Thornton advised the County Attorney requested the Planning Commission
review the proposed text amendment to subdivision ordinance 54-123 in reference
to private roads. She explained the amendment would provide that if there is a
recorded Road Maintenance Agreement on an existing private road, and no
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extension of the private road is required, the subdivision agent may approve the
subdivision.
Mr. Capelle asked, what is a recorded road maintenance agreement and what
constitutes a private road? And did we just create a way for someone who already
has a private road to get around having to come for approval.
Ms. Thornton advised a driveway serves 2 lots, and 3 or more lots would be
considered a private road.
Mr. Capelle then asked if any road in the County, that is not a state road,
regardless of how it was constructed; if there is a private road and there is a
maintenance agreement recorded in the Clerk’s office, at what point would it be
recorded. He stated, “There is an odd thing going on”.
Mr. Capelle advised he owns 33 acres with a road that goes thru it, serving his
house and his neighbor’s house. He then asked if he went to the Clerk’s office
tomorrow to record a road maintenance agreement with his neighbor, did he just
create a way to cut his land into 2 acres, and put a house on every one, and not
have to come to the Planning Commission to get private road approval? ViceChairman Brooks advised yes, based on what he is saying here, but there are other
requirements, such as only having the road serve 10 lots.
Mr. Davis suggested deferring this matter until the planning Commission’s next
meeting when the County Attorney can be present.
Vice-Chairman Brooks made motion authorizing staff to advertise public hearing,
motion was seconded by Mr. Capelle. The motion passed 4-0.
d. Proposed amendment to Subdivision Ordinance SEC 70-567 Planned
Development
Mr. David suggested these text amendments also be open to public hearing.
Mr. Brooks made motion authorizing staff to advertise public hearing for SEC 70567, all agreed by stating Aye
7. New Business
No new business was presented.
8. Old business:
a. CPA 18-02: Revised Mapping for the Orange County Comprehensive Plan
update
The Planning Commission requested a draft Institutional Land and Use map to be
presented at next month’s meeting
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b. Proposed Zoning Ordinance amendments – revised definition of
“campground,” add definition of “travel trailer” and/or “recreational
vehicle”
Vice-Chairman Brooks suggested continuing discussion along with glamping at
May 2, 2019 meeting (see item 6.b. notes), all agreed
c. Board of Supervisors Report – Jim Crozier
Supervisor Crozier reported the fiber optics broadband project is moving along, and
Orange County’s new Broad Band Manager starts May 6, 2019. The Public Safety
Building should begin foundation work the following week. Staff at the Berryhill
EMS station should be occupied within the week. The Germanna Wilderness Area
has a tremendous amount of work going on, dealing with multiple issues from
wastewater to roads. The work is more on a staff level at this time.
Mr. Capelle inquired when broadband will be available. Mr. Crozier stated again
the new Broad Band Manager will start May 6 and he will be providing information
in the future.
d. Planning Services Report – Sandra Thornton
Ms. Thornton advised the Commission of a private road application expected to
be included on the May 2, 2019 meeting agenda
9. Commissioner comments
Chairman Yancey had no comments.
10. Next meeting date – May 2, 2019
11. Adjourn
Mr. Capelle made a motion to adjourn; motion seconded by Mr. Hutchinson. Meeting
adjourned at 8:32 p.m.

______________________________________
George Yancey, Chair

______________________________________
Planning and Zoning Secretary
The events of this meeting were captured via digital audio recording. These written minutes shall
serve as the official record of actions taken during the meeting.
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STAFF REPORT
Application Number / Name:
SUP 19-02: Herndon – keeping of livestock
Planning Commission Public Hearing:
May 2, 2019
Owner(s):
William & Elizabeth Herndon
Tax Parcel Number(s):
42-22
Voting District(s):
District 1
Affected Acreage:
9.275 acres
Staff Report Date:
April 25, 2019

Application Type:
Special Use Permit
Board of Supervisors Public Hearing:
TBD
Applicant(s):
William & Elizabeth Herndon
Location:
11334 Laurel Lane
Current Zoning District(s):
R-2 General Residential
Recommended Future Land Use:
Agricultural A2
Staff Report Prepared By:
Sandra Thornton

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Planning Staff recommend conditional approval of this SUP. A previous owner of this property
was granted conditional approval of a special use permit to allow the keeping of up to four (4)
horses in 2008; see staff report and recommended conditions for SUP 08-04 attached. Since the
use approved was never pursued, the prior SUP expired after two (2) years. The current applicants
have expressed their intent primarily to keep up to four (4) cows, although approval of the
application as presented could allow up to four (4) livestock animals.
APPLICATION OVERVIEW & BACKGROUND
Application Summary:
This is a special use permit application submitted by William and Elizabeth Herndon to allow the
keeping of up to four livestock animals on property located at 11334 Laurel Lane, referenced by
county tax parcel 44-22. The property contains 9.275 acres and is situated at the terminus of Laurel
Lane.
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Proposed pasture area west of home site
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Proposed pasture area west of home site
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Proposed pasture area northwest of home site
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Character of the Area:
The immediate area is generally characterized by low-to-medium density residential development,
although the subject parcel abuts an agriculturally-zoned parcel exceeding 1800 acres in area and
owned by the National Trust for Historic Preservation, the site of Montpelier. Other than the
National Trust property, the subject parcel is among the larger properties in the immediate vicinity.

Planning & Zoning History:
As previously noted, this parcel was the subject of a special use permit granted with conditions in
2008 for the keeping of up to four (4) horses. Zoning and future land use recommendations for
the parcel and surrounding area remain essentially the same as at the time the prior permit was
approved.
Community Input:
The public hearing notice for this SUP application was advertised in the April 18 and 25, 2019,
editions of the Orange County Review. Adjoining property owners were sent notices via certified
mail on April 22, 2019, and the public hearing notice sign was posted on the property on April 22,
2019. At the time this staff report was written, no public comments had been received concerning
this application.
Application Review Committee (ARC):
The ARC was not asked to review this application due to the low-intensity nature of the proposed
use.
ANALYSIS & REVIEW OF IMPACTS
In granting a special use permit, Sec. 70-141 of the Zoning Ordinance states that the Planning
Commission and the Board of Supervisors shall consider whether the proposed use would further
the purposes of the Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning Ordinance; whether it would threaten the
public health, safety or welfare; whether it would be compatible with its surroundings; whether it
would impact the environment or any natural, scenic, or historic features; and whether it would
result in a substantial detriment to the surrounding property.
Zoning / Uses:
This SUP request is pursuant to Sec. 70-363 (2) of the Zoning Ordinance which allows for
“keeping of animals other than those customarily kept as household pets.” The property is situated
in an area of R-2 General Residential zoning, adjacent to extensive area zoned Agricultural situated
south of the subject parcel.
Comprehensive Plan:
The subject property is located within the Agricultural A2 future land use category as shown on
the Comprehensive Plan Recommended Land Use Map. To fulfill its vision, the Plan offers the
following relevant guidance, goals, and objectives related to this application:
This land use category covers areas of the County that feature a mix of agricultural activities and
single-family residential neighborhoods…Agricultural 2 preserves the rural character of this part
of the County by protecting the predominant land use, agriculture, from conflicts with
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incompatible residential, commercial, or industrial uses. The land in the area identified as A2
generally shares one or more of the following characteristics:
•
•

Agricultural activity as permitted by the Zoning Ordinance.
Scattered groupings of residences and subdivisions along primary highways, secondary
roads, and areas that are easily accessible or in close proximity to such highways...

In the future, land in the A2 area is intended to promote the agricultural lifestyle and to protect
the characteristics of both our small neighborhoods and farming communities. (pp. 27-28, 2013
Orange County Comprehensive Plan)

Impacts to Public Health, Safety, and Welfare:
There are no anticipated negative impacts to the public health, safety, and welfare of the citizens
of Orange County.
Impacts to Environmental, Scenic, and Historic Assets:
There are no anticipated environmental impacts, nor any negative impacts to scenic or historic
assets of the County associated with the proposed use.
Compatibility with Surroundings:
This proposal should be compatible with the surrounding land uses provided the pasture areas are
adequately fenced.
Impacts to County Services:
There are no anticipated impacts to services provided by the County. n.
Fiscal Impacts:
No significant fiscal impacts are expected in association with the proposed land use.
Transportation:
No impacts with regards to transportation infrastructure are anticipated.
PROFFERS / CONDITIONS REVIEW
Conditions recommended for this SUP by Planning Staff are intended to ensure that the proposed
use is compatible with the surrounding area.
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Proposed Conditions
SUP 19-02, William & Elizabeth Herndon
Orange County TM 42-22
April 25, 2019
The following conditions are intended to offset impacts of the proposed use and to render the
application consistent with applicable provisions of the Orange County Comprehensive Plan. If
the conditions of this special use permit conflict with one another or with the Zoning Ordinance,
the more restrictive shall apply, unless specifically modified, waived, or otherwise specified in
these conditions. Violation of these conditions, in whole or in part, may be cause for revocation
of the special use permit.
Term of Special Use Permit:
1. This special use permit is to allow the keeping of animals other than those customarily
kept as household pets on the property identified on county tax maps as parcel 42-22.
Uses and Site Design:
1. This special use permit is to allow the keeping of up to four (4) livestock animals on
property zoned R-2, General Residential. Any additional livestock would require an
amendment to this SUP.
2. The property owner shall be responsible for obtaining all required zoning permits, site
plan approvals, land disturbance permits, and building permits as may be required in
association with this use.
3. Parts of the property where livestock will be kept shall be fenced with wood, plastic, split
rail, high tensile, or equivalent, as necessary to maintain reasonable pasture and safety for
all concerned. No barbed wire, electrified, or similar fencing shall be used to enclose
pasture areas.
4. Trees will be removed to the extent necessary to provide safe pasture for livestock.
5. If the property is subdivided in the future, this special use permit will become invalid.
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ORANGE COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BUILDING
128 W EST MAIN STREET
ORANGE, VIRGINIA 22960

PLANNING & ZONING: (540) 672-4347
BUILDING: (540) 672-4574
FAX: (540) 672-0164
orangecountyva.gov

TO:

Orange County Planning Commission

FROM:

David B. Grover, AICP
Director of Community Development

DATE:

June 17, 2008

RE:

SUP 08-04, George Kenneth Isaac – Allow keeping of horses

I. Background is as follows:
A. Request – This is an application from George Kenneth Isaac for a Special Use Permit
(SUP) to allow the keeping of animals other than those customarily kept as household
pets. The site is zoned General Residential (R-2), requiring an SUP for such activity.
B. Location – The subject site is located east of the intersection of Rte. 641 (Liberty
Mills Rd.) and Rte. 693 (Montpelier Rd.), at the end of Laurel Lane. The area is in
the vicinity of Montpelier Station, north of Rte. 20 (Constitution Highway). The
property address is 11334 Laurel Lane. The site is identified on County maps as Tax
Map # 42-22.
C. Comprehensive Plan – The subject site is designated Agricultural on the 2006 Orange
County Future Land Use Map.
D. Zoning / Acreage – The subject site is zoned R-2, General Residential, and comprises
approximately 9.275 acres.
E. Adjacent Land Uses – The adjacent lands are zoned R-2 to the west, north, and east;
and Agricultural (A) to the southwest. The surrounding uses are residential and parts
of Montpelier Plantation, property owned by the National Trust for Historic
Preservation.
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LOCATION MAP

FUTURE LAND USE MAP

2

CURRENT ZONING AND USES

II. Current Situation is as follows:
A. Zoning Requirements - Section 70-363 (2) of the County Zoning Ordinance requires
that a SUP be approved by the Board of Supervisors for “keeping of animals other
than those customarily kept as household pets” within the General Residential (R-2)
zoning district.
B. Agency Comments – This application was not submitted for comments to any review
agency. A meeting of the Application Review Committee (ARC) was not scheduled
due to the low intensity nature of the proposed use.
C. Public Hearing – A public hearing has been scheduled for July 17, 2008, before the
Planning Commission.
III. Issues in order of importance are:
A. Comprehensive Plan
1. Future Land Use – Is the proposed use consistent with the Comprehensive
Plan policies to guide land use decisions for the Agricultural land use
designation?
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2. Housing – Will the proposed use support the Comprehensive Plan goals and
strategies for housing in the county?
3. Economic Development – Will the proposed use further the Comprehensive
Plan economic development goals in a manner compatible with the
environment and resources of the county that would be beneficial to both
residents and the local economy?
4. Public Services and Facilities – Will the proposed use adversely impact the
Comprehensive Plan goal of providing adequate public services and facilities
to meet the needs of county citizens?
5. Transportation – Will the proposed use adversely impact the Comprehensive
Plan goal of providing the citizens of Orange County with the safest and most
efficient transportation system that is consistent with environmental protection
and sound fiscal policy?
B. Community Input – Staff has not received any public comment on this application as
of the date of this staff report.
C. Legal Uses of Property – The subject site is designated as “Agricultural” on the
Orange County Future Land Use Map. The “keeping of animals other than those
customarily kept as household pets” may be permitted within the General Residential
(R-2) district upon approval of a SUP by the Board of Supervisors.
IV. Alternatives, beginning with the staff recommendation, are as follows:
A. Approve SUP 08-04: Application for Special Use Permit to allow the “keeping of
animals other than those customarily kept as household pets,” subject to the attached
conditions dated June 17, 2008.
1. Comprehensive Plan
a) Future Land Use – The SUP is consistent with those uses intended in the
Agricultural classification as the “keeping of animals other than those
customarily kept as household pets,” subject to conditions mitigating
potential adverse impacts on adjacent properties.
b) Housing – The proposed use will have no adverse impacts on the County’s
housing goals as stated in the Comprehensive Plan.
c) Economic Development – The proposed use will have no negative or
discernable positive impacts on existing and future economic development
efforts for Orange County.
d) Public Services and Facilities – The proposed use will have no impacts on
the County’s goal of providing adequate sewage treatment infrastructure
to support existing and future development.
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e) Transportation – This proposed use will generate no discernable long term
impacts along any of the adjacent roads.
2. Community Input – The application has been transmitted to adjacent property
owners. No comments for or against this application have been received by
staff as of the date of this report.
3. Legal Uses of the Property – The subject site is zoned R-2, General
Residential and is designated as Agricultural on the Orange County Future
Land Use Map. The “keeping of animals other than those customarily kept as
household pets” may be permitted within the R-2 (General Residential)
district upon approval of a SUP by the Board of Supervisors.

B. Deny SUP 08-04: Application for Special Use Permit to allow the “keeping of
animals other than those customarily kept as household pets” in the General
Residential (R-2) district.
1. Comprehensive Plan
a) Future Land Use –The land has a single-family home and would be
available for other uses permitted within the General Residential zoning
classification.
b) Housing – Denying the proposed use would have no adverse impacts on
the County’s housing goals as stated in the Comprehensive Plan.
c) Economic Development – Denying the proposed use would make it
difficult for Mr. Isaac to sell his property to a perspective buyer.
d) Public Services and Facilities – Denying the proposed use would not
impact the County’s goal of providing adequate sewage treatment
infrastructure to support existing and future development.
e) Transportation – No impact to the surrounding transportation network is
associated with a denial.
2. Community Input – The application has been transmitted to adjacent property
owners. No input from citizens has been received by staff with regard to this
application.
3. Legal Uses of the Property – The subject site is zoned R-2, General
Residential. The land has a single-family home. Uses permitted in that zoning
classification would continue to be permitted on this site.
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V. Recommendation
The proposed “keeping of animals other than those customarily kept as household pets”
use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. Staff recommends that the Planning
Commission accept alternative A and recommend approval of the special use permit,
subject to the conditions dated June 17, 2008, to the Board of Supervisors.

Staff: David B. Grover, AICP
Attachments
A. Proposed Conditions
B. Physical Survey of Property
C. Applicant’s SUP Narrative
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Proposed Conditions
SUP 08-04, George Kenneth Isaac – Allow keeping of horses
Orange County T.M. #42-22
June 17, 2008
The following conditions are intended to offset some of the impacts of the proposal and to render
the application consistent with the applicable provisions of the Comprehensive Plan. If the
conditions of this special use permit or the information on the SUP plans are in conflict with one
another or with the Zoning Ordinance or approved proffers, the more restrictive shall apply,
unless specifically modified, waived or otherwise specified in these conditions. Violation of
these conditions, in whole or in part, may be cause for revocation of the special use permit.
Uses and Site Design:
1. This special use permit is to allow George Kenneth Isaac to keep up to four (4) horses on a
property zoned R-2, General Residential. Any additional farm animals would require an
amendment to this SUP.
2. The property owner shall be responsible for obtaining all required zoning permits, site plan
approvals, land disturbance permits, and building permits prior to commencing development
of the site.
3. Parts of the property where horses will be kept shall be fenced with 4 board fencing, as
necessary to maintain reasonable pasture and safety for all concerned. No barbed wire or
similar fencing material shall be used to corral horses.

Physical Survey of Property
7

Applicant’s SUP Narrative
8
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Proposed Conditions
SUP 08-04, George Kenneth Isaac
Orange County T.M. # 42-22
August 12, 2008
The following conditions are intended to offset some of the impacts of the proposal and to render the application
consistent with the applicable provisions of the Comprehensive Plan. If the conditions of this special use permit
are in conflict with one another or with the Zoning Ordinance or approved proffers, the more restrictive shall
apply, unless specifically modified, waived or otherwise specified in these conditions. Violation of these
conditions, in whole or in part, may be cause for revocation of the special use permit.
Term of Special Use Permit:
1. This special use permit is to allow the keeping of animals other those customarily kept as household pets, on
the property identified on county maps as parcel 42-22.
Uses and Site Design:
1. This special use permit is to allow the keeping of up to four (4) horses on a property zoned R-2, General
Residential. Any additional farm animals would require an amendment to this SUP.
2. The property owner shall be responsible for obtaining all required zoning permits, site plan approvals, land
disturbance permits, and building permits prior to commencing development of the site.
3. Parts of the property where horses will be kept shall be fenced with wood, plastic, split rail, high tensile, or
equivalent, as necessary to maintain reasonable pasture and safety for all concerned. No barbed wire,
electrified, or similar fencing material shall be used to corral horses.
4. If the property is ever subdivided, this special use permit will become invalid.
5. The property owner who erects the horse corral fence is responsible for paying for the entire cost of the fence.
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MEMORANDUM

TO:

Orange County Planning Commission

FROM:

Sandra Thornton, Principal Planner

DATE:

April 25, 2019

SUBJECT:

STA 19-02 Orange County Board of Supervisors

The following subdivision ordinance text amendment application has been submitted and will be
heard at public hearing on May 2, 2019.
STA 19-02: The Orange County Board of Supervisors proposes to amend Section 54-123 of the
Orange County Subdivision Ordinance to add clarifying language to the approval procedure for a
subdivision on an existing private road which is already subject to a recorded road maintenance
agreement and when no extension of such a road is required.

Cc:

R. Bryan David, County Administrator
Tom Lacheney, County Attorney
Eric Lansing, Asst. County Attorney
File

Cc w/o attachments: Board of Supervisors
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STAFF REPORT
Application Number / Name:
STA 19-02 Road Maintenance Agreements
for Existing Private Roads
Planning Commission Public Hearing
May 2, 2019
Owner(s):
n/a
Tax Parcel Number(s):
n/a
Voting District(s):
n/a
Affected Acreage:
n/a
Staff Report Date:
April 25, 2019

Application Type:
Subdivision Ordinance Amendment
Board of Supervisors Public Hearing:
May 28, 2019
Applicant(s):
Orange County Board of Supervisors
Location:
n/a
Current Zoning District(s):
n/a
Recommended Future Land Use:
n/a
Staff Report Prepared By:
Sandra B. Thornton, Principal Planner

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Planning staff recommends approval of the amendments as drafted by the County Attorney.
APPLICATION OVERVIEW & BACKGROUND
Application Summary:
The proposed amendments were drafted by the County Attorney at the request of the Board of
Supervisors with the intent of clarifying the review and approval process for any subdivision on
an existing private road which is already subject to a recorded road maintenance agreement and
requiring no extension. The proposed amendment would change the circumstance in which the
Subdivision Agent may approve the subdivision on an existing private road to be one in which no
extension of said road is required.
The County Attorney has indicated that if the property owners record a road maintenance
agreement for an existing private road that meets our code requirements prior to applying for a
subdivision, the subdivision agent could make the approval for the subdivision.
Community Input: As of the writing of this staff report, no public comments have been received
concerning this application.
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Article VIII – Road and Access Standards.
Division I. – Generally.
Sec. 54-123. – Road Maintenance Agreements for Existing Private Roads.
(a) Any subdivision on an existing private road which does not require extension of said road,
but where said road lacks a recorded road maintenance agreement, Planning Commission
approval of the subdivision shall be required pursuant to Sec. 54-121 above. If said road is
already subject to a recorded road maintenance agreement, and no extension of said road
is required, approval of the subdivision may be provided by the Subdivision Agent.
pursuant to this Ordinance.
(a)

Formatted: Font: Bold
Formatted: Font: Bold

(b) For any extension of an existing private road, so approved by the Planning Commission,
which lacks a recorded road maintenance agreement, as a requisite for plat approval a road
maintenance agreement shall be required for at least eighty percent (80%) of existing lots
which utilize the private road, in addition to the newly-created lots. The agreement shall
comply with the requirements of Sec. 54-122.
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MEMORANDUM

TO:

Orange County Planning Commission

FROM:

Sandra Thornton, Principal Planner

DATE:

April 25, 2019

SUBJECT:

ZTA 19-01 Orange County Board of Supervisors

The following proposed zoning text amendments will be heard at public hearing on May 2, 2019.
ZTA 19-01: The Orange County Board of Supervisors proposes to amend Division 13 – Planned
Development-Mixed Use (PDM) of the Orange County Zoning Ordinance to further the intent of
the PDM District, part of which is to permit flexibility and promote high-quality design for mixeduse developments while providing for efficient use of land that preserves open space and limits
impacts to surrounding properties. Specifically, revisions are proposed to Sec. 70-567C.
Development Plans. (d) Implementation; Sec. 70-567D. Area Standards (b) Minimum area
devoted to nonresidential development; Sec. 70-567E.General Site Layout Guidelines 5. Street
criteria, 6. Sidewalk criteria, and 9. Parking criteria.
The purpose of the proposed amendments is to promote flexibility in the rezoning process for
Planned Development-Mixed Use projects in the designated Germanna-Wilderness Area while
ensuring high-quality design and efficient land use. Staff recommends approval of the
amendments as presented.

Cc:

R. Bryan David, County Administrator
Tom Lacheney, County Attorney
Eric Lansing, Asst. County Attorney
File

Cc w/o attachments: Board of Supervisors
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Article IV - District Regulations
DIVISION 13 - PLANNED DEVELOPMENT – MIXED USE (PDM)
Sec. 70-567A. – Purpose and Intent.
1. The Planned Development – Mixed Use district implements the policies,
objectives, and purposes of the Comprehensive Plan, the Germanna-Wilderness
Area Plan, and the Code of Virginia § 15.2-2283 by allowing for interrelated and
compatible commercial, institutional, residential, and recreational uses within an
interconnected pedestrian-oriented neighborhood.
2. The intent of this district is to permit flexibility and a focus on high-quality design
for mixed-use developments which:
a) Provide a level of density and intensity in order to promote a dynamic and
convenient neighborhood;
b) Exemplify traditional communities that are pedestrian-oriented and offer a
variety of transportation, housing, commercial and recreational options;
c) Take a creative approach in preserving and protecting natural site features
through innovative site planning and the use of low impact development
(LID) principles; and
d) Provide for the efficient use of land which preserves open space and limits
impacts to surrounding properties;
Sec. 70-567B. – Applicability.
Any property qualifying for a zoning map amendment to the PDM district shall be identified
as being within the Germanna-Wilderness Area on the Future Land Use Map of the
Comprehensive Plan.
Sec. 70-567C. – Development plans.
(a) Form. Any PDM district shall be regulated by an overall development plan or
master plan, as otherwise required as part of the zoning map amendment submittal
requirements specified in Article II of this Chapter. Such plans shall be prepared
by a licensed surveyor, engineer, or architect, and in addition to said submittal
requirements shall also include:
1. Design guidelines and generalized elevation drawings for the overall site;
2. A circulation/transportation plan, including a transportation impact analysis
(TIA);
3. An open space and recreational facilities plan;
4. A master signage plan;

5. A generalized land use plan and list of proposed uses;
6. A Landscaping plan; and
7. A public utilities plan.
(b) Major Revisions. Requests for major revisions to a PDM development plan shall
follow procedural requirements for zoning map amendments. A major revision shall
be characterized by:
1. Significant changes in density;
2. Substantial changes in vehicular circulation or access;
3. Substantial changes in the types of land uses proposed;
4. Substantial changes in building design or site design; and
5. Any other change the Zoning Administrator determines is a major
divergence from the approved development plan.
(c) Minor revisions. All other changes to an approved PDM development plan shall be
considered minor and may be administratively approved by the Zoning
Administrator. Requests for minor revisions shall be in writing by the owner. If the
Zoning Administrator denies such a request, the matter may be brought before the
Board of Supervisors for a public hearing and decision to approve or deny.
(d) Implementation. All properties for which a PDM development plan is approved
shall be under common ownership before construction may beginat the time of
rezoning.
Sec. 70-567D. – Area Standards.
(a) Minimum area required to establish a district: Twenty (20) contiguous acres.
(b) Minimum area devoted to nonresidential development: Thirty (30) percent of the
gross acreage of the site, or 100 acres whichever is less. This area may include
residential uses above the first-floor nonresidential use(s).
(c) Maximum gross residential density: Six (6) dwelling units per acre. A PDM district
shall have at least two (2) different types of dwelling units, and no more than
seventy (70) percent of the total number of units provided shall be any one type of
dwelling unit.
(d) Minimum area devoted to common open space: Twenty (20) percent of the gross
acreage of the site.
(e) Open space criteria:
(1) Open space shall be in the form of plazas, squares, commons, recreational
areas such as playgrounds, ballfields, trails, and bike paths, picnic areas,
and natural/wooded areas.

(2) A minimum of eighty-five (85) percent of dwelling units shall be within onethousand (1,000) feet of a usable, common open space area at least tenthousand (10,000) contiguous square feet in size.
(3) All common open space shall be protected by covenants and open space
easements setting forth the provisions for its ownership and maintenance.
(f) Open space density bonuses: For each additional five (5) percent of open space
provided above the required minimum, the maximum gross residential density may
be increased by two (2) dwelling units per acre. The maximum gross residential
density shall not exceed twelve (12) dwelling units per acre.
Sec. 70-567E. – General Site Layout Guidelines.
1. Neighborhood core: The site shall have a neighborhood core, of between 10% and
30% of the gross project area, which includes a mix of commercial, residential, and
open space uses.
2. Mixing of uses: Residential and nonresidential land uses shall be sufficiently mixed
horizontally across the project and vertically within buildings to facilitate a truly
pedestrian-oriented environment. Multi-family and single-family attached housing
shall generally be located closest to the core of the community and/or central
commercial area.
3. Access. At least two access points to the project site shall be provided. All lots
shall front on a public or private street or on a square or plaza. No residential use
shall have direct access to any road outside of the district.
4. Alleys: Alleys may be utilized to provide access to lots, and shall be the preferred
means of access for lots in residential areas in order to facilitate a street-front
orientation for the structures.
5. Street criteria:
a. Public and private streets may be provided, but all streets shall be designed
in accordance with VDOT Secondary Street Acceptance Requirements
unless it is determined the public health, safety, and welfare would be better
served otherwise.
b. The transportation system shall be generally in the form of a grid of
interconnected streets, alleys and paths, modified as necessary to
accommodate topography and the extent of the project site. Roundabouts
shall be the preferred intersection design.
c. Cul-de-sacs or dead-end roads shall not be permitted unless warranted by
topographical or site design constraints as determined by the Planning
Director.

d. Streets within and adjacent to the neighborhood core shall utilize welldelineated crosswalks and bulb-outs or other similar facilities to minimize
pedestrian crossing distances.
e. Motor vehicle circulation shall be designed to promote pedestrian and
bicycle activity.
6. Sidewalk criteria:
a. Sidewalks shall be provided on both sides of all streets within the project
area unless the Planning Director determines that placing a sidewalk on
only one (1) side of the street is reasonable for the specific development.
b. Sidewalks in residential areas and shall have a minimum width of four (4)
feet.
c. Sidewalks shall have a minimum width of eight (8) feet within and adjacent
to the neighborhood core, and shall be separated from the roadway by a
planting strip and/or parking. Where outdoor restaurant seating or similar
uses are provided on the sidewalk, sidewalks shall be a minimum of sixteen
(16) feet in width. In no case shall the buffer between pedestrians and the
roadway be less than five (5) feet. VDOT standards.
d. Connections shall be made to existing sidewalks if such facilities exist on
adjacent properties, unless otherwise prohibited by VDOT regulations.
7. Landscaping: Established as part of the development plan, which shall at least
meet the intent of any landscaping requirements specified in Article V of this
Chapter. Street trees shall generally be planted throughout the neighborhood core
and any other nonresidential or open space areas in order to form a canopy once
the trees reach maturity. Tree species shall be diversified as a precaution against
blight.
8. Outdoor lighting criteria: See the Exterior Lighting section of the Supplementary
District Regulations section of this chapter.
9. Parking criteria:
a. See the Supplementary District Regulations section of this Chapter.
b. On-street parking may be used to satisfy residential and nonresidential
parking requirements, and shall be provided on streets within and adjacent
to the neighborhood core.
c. Detached garages for single-family attached and detached dwellings shall
be located only in the rear or side yard. Attached garages shall not extend
beyond the front plane of the dwelling by more than six (6) feet.
10. Signage criteria: Established as part of the development plan.
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SANDRA THORNTON
PLANNING SERVICES MANAGER

TO:

Orange County Planning Commission

FROM:

R. Bryan David, County Administrator

DATE:

April 24, 2019

SUBJECT:

Orange County Comprehensive Plan Update

MAILING ADDRESS:
128 WEST MAIN STREET
ORANGE, VIRGINIA 22960
PLANNING SERVICES:
OFFICE: (540) 672-4347
FAX: (540) 672-0164
ORANGECOUNTYVA.GOV

At the Planning Commission’s April 4th meeting, Mr. Jim Whipp, GIS Analyst, discussed with the
Planning Commission the mapping elements used to develop an Institutional Land Uses map.
Responsive to the Planning Commission’s guidance, attached is a map which depicts the current
institutional land uses in Orange County for your review and approval.
With the finalization of the Institutional Land Uses map the Planning Commission could consider
scheduling a public hearing to receive public comment on the draft Comprehensive Plan update.
It is recognized and understandable that the Planning Commission has had the update under
development for an amount time. The constraints of regular meeting matters have limited the
Planning Commissions’ ability to work efficiently on the update. Compounding this limitation has
been significant staff turnover.
There are two (2) additional considerations for the Planning Commission. First, there is the
pendency of the Healthy Watersheds project and the need to incorporate certain, limited elements
into the Orange County Comprehensive Plan. These elements will likely be sufficiently developed
in the next month or so to be presented to the Planning Commission.
The second consideration is to position the Planning Commission’s recommended draft of the
Comprehensive Plan update in a way which facilitates the Board of Supervisors’ review and
ultimate adoption of the plan.
In light of the foregoing, I recommend that a Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors work
group be convened to review the current draft of the Comprehensive Plan update, and to review
and incorporate in the Healthy Watersheds project elements. The work group would be
comprised of the Planning Commission’s Chair and Vice Chair joined by the Board of Supervisors’
Chair and Vice Chair. The work group would report to the Planning Commission the substance
of its review and recommend any revisions to the current draft along with the Healthy Watersheds
elements. The duration of the work group’s review is unknown, but likely no more than a couple
of months. Sandra Thornton and I would provide the staff support to the work group.
I have spoken with Chair and Vice Chair from the Planning Commission and the Board of
Supervisors about the proposed work group. Each of these individuals is supportive.

ORANGE COUNTY
PLANNING COMMISSION
Recommended Action:
Appoint the Chair and Vice Chair to join the Board of Supervisors Chair and Vice Chair to
participate in a work group which will review the current draft of the Comprehensive Plan
update and to review and incorporate the Healthy Watersheds project elements. Further,
the work group will report to the Planning Commission the substance of its review and any
recommended revisions to the current draft along with the Healthy Watershed elments.

Attachment
cc:

Sandra Thornton, Planning Services Manager
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STAFF REPORT
Application Number / Name:
PRA 19-02
Planning Commission Public Hearing:
n/a
Owner(s):
Stanley & Shenk LLC
Tax Parcel Number(s):
32-48
Voting District(s):
District 2
Affected Acreage:
4.562 acres
Staff Report Date:
April 25, 2019

Application Type:
Subdivision Preliminary Plat & Plan
Board of Supervisors Public Hearing:
n/a
Applicant(s):
Wesley Stanley
Location:
Village Road (SR 671)
Current Zoning District(s):
R-1 Limited Residential
Recommended Future Land Use:
Village
Staff Report Prepared By:
Sandra B. Thornton, Principal Planner

APPLICATION OVERVIEW & BACKGROUND
Application Summary:
This is an application by Wesley Stanley on behalf of Stanley & Shenk LLC for approval of a
private road to serve a proposed 3-lot subdivision.
Character of the Area: The area is characterized by medium-density residential development mixed
with some larger wooded and undeveloped parcels. The subject property is currently the site of a
single-family dwelling at 23094 Village Road.
REQUIRED FINDINGS

In its assessment of the application, the Planning Commission is required to find that the proposal
and resulting development will meet the future land use objectives of the Comprehensive Plan;
that the state road network in the area is adequate to handle the development; that there is no other
means of accessing the property; that any sensitive environmental areas will not be adversely
affected; that the land is suitable for installation of utilities; and whether neighboring properties
would be adversely impacted. The Commission may impose reasonable conditions on any
approval to address identified impacts. [County Code, Chapter 54 – Subdivision Ordinance, Art.
VIII, Sec. 54-121 (b)]
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ORANGE COUNTY
PLANNING SERVICES
ANALYSIS & REVIEW OF IMPACTS
Zoning / Uses: The subject property is zoned R-1 Limited Residential and abuts other parcels
zoned R-1 to the north, east, and west. Property south of the subject parcel is zoned Agricultural.
The predominant land use in the vicinity is residential.
Comprehensive Plan: The property is situated designated Rhoadesville Village on the
Recommended Land Use Map in the 2013 Comprehensive Plan. The Plan sets forth the intent of
this land use category as follows, in pertinent part: The Village land use category is intended to
retain the small village and community living atmosphere and identity of longstanding hamlets in
the County. The three designated villages are Barboursville, Unionville-Rhoadesville, and Locust
Grove. Public water and sewer are not available.
The areas designated as such include:
• Concentration of residential development along with areas of open land…

Impacts to Public Health, Safety, and Welfare: This proposal is consistent with the character of
the area and is not expected to pose any impacts to public health, safety, or welfare.
Impacts to Environmental, Scenic, and Historic Assets: None anticipated.
Suitability for Utilities: There is currently electric service in place. Well and septic installations
will need to be approved by the Virginia Department of Health.
Compatibility with Surroundings: The proposal is compatible with the surrounding area.
Impacts to County Services: No adverse impacts to county services are anticipated.
Transportation: The Virginia Department of Transportation has reviewed the proposal, and their
comments are attached. If the application is approved, a road maintenance agreement will be
required.

Page 2 of 2

PRA 19-02 Zoning Map

April 25, 2019
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Orange County Planning Commission

FROM:

Sandra B. Thornton, Principal Planner

SUBJECT:

Proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendments – revised definition of “campground,”
add definition of “travel trailer” and/or “recreational vehicle”

DATE:

April 25, 2019

If the Commission is inclined to pursue potential zoning ordinance amendments as discussed at
prior meetings, based upon the glamping presentation during the April 4, 2019, work session,
material previously assembled by staff is attached for your reference.
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