Acquisition of Conservation

County Of Albemarle Easements Appraisal Review
Community Development Department Committee

Draft Meeting Minutes - August 16, 2022, Room 246, COB Mclntire, 10:00 AM

1.

Call to order
e Pete Lynch called the meeting to order at 10:08 AM.

Establish a Quorum
e Attendees

o Committee Members: Ross Stevens, Roger Ray, Pete Lynch (Chair)
o Staff: Richie DeLoria, Scott Clark, Margaret Maliszewski

Disclosures: None

Regular Review Items

a.

Fiscal Year 2019-2020 ACE Applications

Attach. 1: ACE Scorecard
Attach. 2: 8/1/2022 Letter to Betty Campbell

b.

Pete Lynch noted that the committee is not considering the appraisal on the Campbell property at
this time and that the scorecard is the scoring of the properties based on various criteria. He stated
that the division rights issue is a big component of what the committee has been discussing, that the
scorecard notes that Henley has 20 points with 2 division rights eliminated. He said that how the 2
rights are calculated could be part of the conversation. He noted that the committee’s duty is to
review the appraisal and how anything applies to it, including the division rights.

Henley Property Appraisal Review

Attach. 3: Henley Appraisal Report
Attach. 4: Henley Critical Zones

Attach. 5: Henley Deed of Easement
Attach. 6: Henley Letter of Determination

Mr. Lynch noted that there are 4 attachments that go with Henley appraisal.

Roger Ray referenced his letter from July 2 and said he wanted to discuss the score, though that is
not what the committee is meeting for. He noted that the ACE ordinance has a specific definition of
division rights; that County staff and Appraiser use theoretical division rights rather than actual
division rights (as required by ACE ordinance) in scoring the Henley property; and that if this
property could not have been divided, that number would be zero, which would make this property
not qualify. He asked how the “county fund leveraging” criteria worked.

Richie DeLoria said that if property doesn’t reach the 20-point threshold, then the ACE committee
can consider third party/outside sources. It is unclear whether this has to be an outside source. The
landowner is making the contribution in the Henley case.

Mr. Lynch asked for the committee to discuss division potential. He said he did a quick estimate,
looking at obvious things, like 5 theoretical development rights, no flood plain, no critical slope
except at the edge, no excessive topography.

Committee members noted that road access might limit development potential. What effect would
the curved road, bridge, and the requirement for VDOT approval of a commercial entrance have?
The property would likely be able to be broken into 2 lots with a private road. The members


https://www.albemarle.org/home/showdocument?id=14548&t=637957344277012906
https://www.albemarle.org/home/showdocument?id=14558&t=637957344954853240
https://www.albemarle.org/home/showdocument?id=14550&t=637957344285919402
https://www.albemarle.org/home/showdocument?id=14552&t=637957344289513677
https://www.albemarle.org/home/showdocument?id=14554&t=637957344293107496
https://www.albemarle.org/home/showdocument?id=14556&t=637957344300450897

discussed the steps needed to determine if 5 lots are feasible (look at the road, draw a sketch of the
configuration of 5 lots along with an internal road, building sites, etc.). The road is the restricting
factor. How we get access to the property is first step.
Ross Stevens noted the difficulty of having no survey in the appraisal report. The report doesn’t
indicate how much road frontage there is.
Mr. Lynch summarized a discussion with an appraiser who previously worked with the committee,
noting that appraiser does that work because the IRS requires it for federal tax write-offs. He said
that the committee is at an impasse with that topic (theoretical vs. usable development rights and
who provides the information). He suggested moving forward by analyzing the appraisal based on
what the committee thinks — that 2 lots are feasible.
The committee discussed the feasibility of 2 lots and 5 lots, ultimately clarifying that 2 would be
doable, but 5 would be more difficult, hasn’t been demonstrated, and can’t be confirmed with the
information provided.
Mr. Lynch suggested critiquing the appraisal based on only doing 1 additional lot with a driveway.
Mr. Stevens noted that with 2 lots, each lot could still do a guest house. Scott Clark confirmed that
multiple dwellings can be located on a single parcel; more than 2 requires a site plan.
Mr. Lynch asked the committee to look at the Henley appraisal based on the belief that it could only
be divided into 2 parcels. He directed attention to the appraisal sales grid.
Mr. DeLoria noted that the owner intends to keep one division right; there must be one for the parcel
to exist.
Mr. Ray highlighted several objections in the appraisal report, some relating to theoretical
development rights. He questioned the accuracy of statements on page 73 regarding road frontage
and division into 5 parcels. (See attachment) He noted that in 2000 Sherry Buttrick (ACE
committee) stated somewhat to the effect that properties that have theoretical development rights
that can’t be used in actual lots have little appeal for conservation easements.
Mr. DeLoria said that the BOS has expressed interest in the Henley property. As of January 1, the
land value is 426,200.
Mr. Lynch confirmed that the group agreed that it would be possible to have 2 houses on the parcel,
if public road frontage and you division rights are available.
Mr. Stevens that the appraisal is fine for 2 lots. There are some other sales that could be considered.
Mr. DeLoria reminded the committee of its charge. He noted that there is a significant question as to
whether there are 5 division rights. How does that affect the appraisal? The group discussed pre-
value figures.
Mr. Lynch said that the committee could recommend to CDD that ordinance section 1.1-104 b5 be
removed or that the work be done in advance.
Mr. Lynch referenced the sales grids on pages 90 (before) and 114 (after). He said the “before”
figures were really based on 2 division rights.
Mr. Stevens said the value is reasonable for a before value for 2 lots; it should be higher for 5.
Mr. Lynch and Mr. Stevens agreed that the “before” value is reasonable for 2 division rights. Mr.
Ray had no opinion on it.
Mr. Lynch said that there is nothing questionable about the “after” value (p. 114).
Mr. Stevens said that there are several 2020 sales in White Hall that did not have development rights
that should have been considered. He said the 2018 Lockhart sale in Keswick was included, but
comparable White Hall sales were left out.
Mr. Lynch suggested recommending that the appraiser consider the effect on the appraisal if the
maximum development potential was only 2 lots. The committee would then wait for a response
from the appraiser before making a recommendation to the BOS.
Mr. Stevens made the following motion: The ACE Appraisal Review Committee believes, based on
the available information, that a 2-lot division on the Henley property is more feasible than a 5-lot
division due to the potential difficulty of establishing a commercial entrance, and that there are



additional comparable sales that should be considered in the appraisal. Consequently, the ARC
requests that CDD ask the appraiser to consider these items and revise the Henley appraisal
accordingly.
e Mr. Ray seconded the motion.
Mr. DeLoria clarified that the committee wants CDD to reach out to appraiser for that information.
e The vote was unanimous (3-0).
e Mr. Lynch added that the next appraiser should be instructed to fully develop the development rights
section of the appraisal. The committee agreed that they “need to see the work” and the current
appraisal didn’t go far enough because it didn’t address the road issue.

c. Other Business
a. Minutes
e Mr. Stevens made a motion to adopt the July 7 ACE ARC meeting minutes. Mr. Lynch seconded the
motion. The vote was unanimous (2-0, Mr. Ray abstained because he did not attend the meeting.)

d. Adjourn
e Mr. Ray made a motion to adjourn. Mr. Stevens seconded the motion. The vote was unanimous (3-

0).
e The meeting was adjourned at 11:22 AM.

Attachment to Minutes: Excerpts from Henley Appraisal Report with Highlights by R. Ray



