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JOINT WORK SESSION WITH THE PLANNING COMMISSION AND BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS - GROUND-MOUNTED SOLAR ENERGY FACILITIES
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, COMMUNITY ROOM, ENTRANCE C

6:00 P.M.

CALL TO ORDER – CHAIRMAN RICK L. CHANDLER
INVOCATION – SUPERVISOR DEWEY L. RITCHIE
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE – ASSISTANT COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR
CASEY B. ARMSTRONG

1. Approval of Minutes – Regular Meeting of June 9, 2021
2. Report – Virginia Department of Transportation – Residency Administrator
Donald F. Komara
3. Acceptance of Abstract of Votes Cast in Rockingham County for the June 8,
2021 Democratic Primary Election
4. Staff Reports:
a. County Administrator – Stephen G. King
b. County Attorney – Thomas H. Miller, Jr.
c. Assistant County Administrator – Casey B. Armstrong
d. Director of Finance – Patricia D. Davidson
e. Director of Public Works – Philip S. Rhodes
f. Director of Community Development – Rhonda H. Cooper
5. Committee Reports: Airport, Buildings and Grounds, Central Shenandoah
Planning District Commission, Chamber of Commerce, Community Criminal
Justice Board, Finance, Harrisonburg-Rockingham Metropolitan Planning
Organization, Harrisonburg-Rockingham Regional Sewer Authority,
Massanutten Regional Library, Public Works, Shenandoah Valley Partnership,
Social Services, Technology, VACo Liaison, Chairman, Other
6. Closed Meeting - Pursuant to Section 2.2-3711.A (5), Discussion concerning a
prospective business or industry or the expansion of an existing business or
industry where no previous announcement has been made of the business’ or
industry’s interest in locating or expanding its facilities in the community.
7. Unfinished Business

*** ADJOURN ***

Draft Recommendations & Work Session
Comments
for
Ground-Mounted Solar Energy Facilities
For June 23, 2021, Joint Work Session of
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors

Following
May 26, 2021, Joint Work Session of
Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Solar Study Committee

Prepared by County Staff on Behalf of the
Solar Study Committee:
Brent Trumbo, Chair
Sallie Wolfe-Garrison, District 2 Supervisor
Kevin Flint, District 1 Commissioner
Frank Nolen, Shenandoah Valley Electric Cooperative Engineer
Bob Threewitts, Agriculture
Kim Sandum, Citizen
Todd Rhea, Attorney
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Draft Recommendations
for
Ground-Mounted Solar Energy Facilities
For comparative purposes, the following draft Large Solar Energy Facility ordinance
recommendations includes draft Small Solar Energy Facility ordinance recommendations that would
be a separate entry in Article 6, Supplemental Standards, as seen at the end of this document.

Definitions for Ground-Mounted Solar Energy Facilities
Solar energy facility, large.
An energy conversion system consisting of photovoltaic panels, support structures, and associated
control, conversion, and transmission hardware occupying more than two (2) acres of total land area.
“Occupying” means actual ground coverage, not acreage of the parcel on which the facility is installed.
Solar energy facility, small.
An energy conversion system consisting of photovoltaic panels, support structures, and associated
control, conversion, and transmission hardware occupying no more than 25% coverage of the parcel, not
to exceed two (2) acres.
Energy storage system.
Equipment, facilities, or devices capable of absorbing energy, storing it for a period of time, and
redelivering that energy after it has been stored.
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Recommended Ground-Mounted Large Solar Energy Facilities Ordinance
Aggregate Cap
The aggregate cap shall be no more than XXXX acres of Large Solar Energy Facilities approved by Special
Use Permit or rezoned for a large-scale solar facility.
The committee recommends an aggregate cap of between 1,400 and 1,900 acres for Large Solar Energy
Facilities.
Per-Site Acreage:
Considerable discourse occurred on the topic of what came to be referred to as a per-site acreage cap.
This cap is in addition to, and not to be confused with, the aggregate cap discussed immediately above.
The Committee was unable to reach consensus on a per-site cap. The varying positions, with the number
of committee members that supported each one in parentheses, are:
1.
2.
3.
4.

30-50 acres (3)
50-75 acres (1)
100-200 acres, with a preference for 100 acres (1)
No per-site cap. Leave size to a case-by-case decision of the BOS at the time of issuance of the SUP.
(2)

Also mentioned were combinations of and compromises among the listed options.
Supporting reasons for a per-site cap include:
1. The visual impact is less if it is smaller. The larger a site, the more difficult it will be for it to blend in.
2. Limiting the size of individual projects spreads out the possible income benefits among more property
owners.
3. At some point, a solar project is so large it crosses the line and becomes an industrial land use and
should be on land so zoned.
Supporting reasons for the various specific caps include:
30-50 acres:
1. The conservative approach. We do not yet know where the General Assembly’s push for solar will be
in just a few years. Let’s not have any more land committed to it than necessary.
2. This would allow for 3-5 MW facilities which, in the opinion of some, would be the “ideal” maximum
size.
3. It allows for the currently stated per-site generation needs of Dominion and SVEC.
4. It does the most to distribute the possible financial benefit among landowners, allowing for multiple
“small winners,” rather than picking a few “big winners.”
50-75 acres:
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Commented [RC1]: Kyger: Consider an automatic review
every 3 years to keep up with technological trends and to
evaluate efficacy.

1. A 2019 Virginia Tech report recommended 70 acres as the “sweet spot” to accommodate both
productive generation and preservation of farmland.
2. 50-75 acres allows the Board and the developer more flexibility than the 30-50-acre cap, while still
keeping the size relatively small.
3. Projects much larger than this, and certainly projects of 200 acres or more, are industrial in nature
and therefore incompatible with current and traditional ag land use.
4. Larger projects are not forbidden. They simply must locate on land already zoned Industrial, or land
the Board is willing to rezone to Industrial for this purpose.
100-200 acres:
1. Better balance between efficiency of scale and reducing impact on ag land than either of the lower
caps or no cap.
2. Allows for 10-20 MW facilities, which appear to be considered by the industry to be a more useful
range. Developers of one possible project in Rockingham County, not yet formally submitted to the
County, maintain that they want a minimum of 50 MW (approx. 500 ac).
3. The higher the cap the more flexibility for the BOS and the developer.
The following comments in favor of per-site caps were provided by a committee member and are
reprinted here for the Board’s benefit:
Email dated April 2, 2021:
As the committee looks at per site or per project acreage limits (“Project Cap”), my comments are
prefaced on the following assumptions:
1.
2.
3.

An overall County acreage cap of 1400-2000 as recommended by the committee to be approved
by the Board (“Overall Cap”)
The Project Cap only applying to those utility [large] scale (over 2 acre) projects in areas requiring
a SUP approval – mainly A-1 and A-2 districts
The Overall Cap and Project Caps do not apply to small scale projects and do not apply to districts
in which larger scale projects are by-right permitted (but still subject to regulation) such as the
Industrial District.
Given the above assumptions, we are really considering the appropriate scale limits for utility scale
projects in Agricultural Districts. It is my view after studying the comp plan, existing zoning districts
with locations and acreages, that there is ample opportunity to either utilize industrial or industrial
adjacent planned use tracts in Eastern Rockingham, Pleasant Valley and directly north of
Harrisonburg in the Acorn Drive corridor (and elsewhere) to accommodate very large, utility scale
project of over 200 acres, which I would consider a industrial land use type, not compatible with
Agricultural Zoning Districts.
That has led me to consider the implications and ramifications for large (utility scale) projects in
the range of 2-200 acres for SUP required locations within the County’s Ag Districts. In my view
after considering this issue over the course of the last 4-5 months, a max Project Cap of 200 acres
would be a minimum limitation, and there are good reasons for the Committee and Board to
consider SUP/Ag District Project Caps in the 50-75-acre range for the reasons set forth below.
1.

First, project sizes in the 10-75-acre range are viable under the Community Solar initiatives,
and are scaled and targeted to provide energy to local users and not as farmed out, general
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2.

3.

4.

5.

grid feeding facilities. This size of facility meets most of the community solar goals set out in
the CAAV [Climate memorandum, and keeps projects within scale where they are much more
easily hidden away within larger multi-hundred acre farming parcels, and impacts on
neighbors can be accomplished more by intra-parcel siting and topography and less by
expensive and intrusive screening (no matter how naturally designed).
I also believe societal equity considerations are both valid land use considerations, and
politically important within a traditional agricultural County. Assuming the County is working
under an Overall Cap, then if Project Caps are not utilized, then the bulk of the capped acreage
might easily be consumed by a half dozen large sites. While this is a bonanza to the leasing
landowner, the benefits to the community are highly concentrated and likely to be viewed as
“unfair” to the lucky handful of approved landowner sites. Such a scheme would also
encourage a push to be a “first mover” on a large site approval to be a chosen “winner,” rather
and a more measured pace of development County wide over smaller and more diffuse sites.
In addition, there is a positive benefit to smaller Project Caps in Ag areas under the Overall
Cap, which allow 50 landowning families to get the leasing benefits from parts of their farms,
rather than allowing those benefits to be more highly concentrated. This improves community
buy-in and less “site jealousy.” It also minimizes the impact of a large site in a specific area of
the County. I feel much more comfortable calling a 50-acre site a compatible Agricultural land
use than larger sites. Again, at minimum, I consider sites over 200 acres to be an Industrial
land use, incompatible with current and traditional agricultural land uses. A smaller Project
Cap in Ag Districts also makes it much, much easier to keep a site compatible with neighbors,
local road networks, stormwater regulations, viewsheds, historic and battlefield areas, scenic
drives, tourist destinations, tree cover and wildlife impacts.
Ending up at a smaller scale was something I found instructive in the detailed siting project
analysis conducted in 2019 by Virginia Tech at its Catawba Sustainability Center. This was a
model process that looked at a multi-hundred-acre farming and agricultural site and found
the recommended solar sizing at just under 70-acres as integrated under a model sustainable
farming operation (link to final report below). This was a good test case process that focused
on sustainability and solar with an agricultural needs focus first, not a utility
provider/developer efficiency model or landowner leasing rights as the primary consideration.
A laboratory for how County Staff can collaborate and evaluate future project proposals.
https://www.isce.vt.edu/content/dam/isce_vt_edu/psga/VTREFS%20Catawba%20Sustainability%20Center%20and%20Catawba%20Hospital%20Renewa
ble%20Energy%20Site%20Planning%20Study%202020%20(002).pdf
Granted, there are efficiency gains in the 100-200-acre (10-20MW) tier site range which are
not garnered by Project Caps, but given the other considerations, and the availability to
develop sites of this size in other zoning districts, I would not make that trade-off under the
County ordinance.
If we look at a satellite map view of the Commonwealth, it is evident that Rockingham,
Augusta, and Shenandoah Counties are the core of agriculture in the state. The USDA statistics
bear this out, with these three counties alone accounting for 31-33% of total statewide
agricultural output on around 2.5% of its land mass (under 2% excluding public lands). The
cleared land under productive use is striking compared to areas east of the Blue Ridge,
southwest in the more mountainous areas along 81 and the wide swaths of non-agriculturally
productive but undeveloped land south of 64 to the NC border. There is no pressing need,
and many good reasons to avoid turning the Valley into a solar farm to feed data centers,
office buildings and urban energy needs in Northern Virginia and other urban areas of the
state. There is more than ample land outside of this core Ag region to supply those needs.

I am a strong proponent of solar energy generation, and especially solar generation for personal
and local community needs. However, a thoughtful analysis of the impacts and economic
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pressures to convert core farmland and unique landscapes in the County lead me to be in favor of
a smaller Project Cap for large scale projects to be sited in Agricultural Districts. My vote would be
for a 50-75 acres Project Cap in Ag Districts. I would be modestly opposed to any Project Cap larger
than 100 acres and would be fully opposed to a Project Cap of over 200 acres or not having a
Project Cap for SUP required projects in the County.
Email dated April 13, 2021:
I found the discussion under the various cap scenarios to be geared in specificity and almost
advocacy toward a non-capped, SUP based choice to be evident. Its treatment and points in favor
had a length in this presentation almost equal to all the lower alternatives combined in the
compilation. Contrary to the lack of consensus, it is my view, that there is clear consensus in the
committee for a per project cap in the 30-200-acre range, with a majority on the committee in
favor of a cap of under 100 acres per project. Some of the many (10) reasons in support of no cap
are not those which I can recall being advocated before in open committee meetings, and I wonder
from where they are generated? I do not recall the (2) non-cap committee members such as Mr.
Flint stating or advocating these non-capped points in discussion – perhaps they were forwarded
to Staff outside of wider circulation.
The General Assembly has provided a useful distinction in 56-594.3 in establishing a “community
based” solar program at 5MW. This equates in rough terms to a 50-acre site. I have viewed many
50-acre agricultural properties in the County, and a 50-acre field is a sizeable area, not a minimal
site. The entire new County park at Crossroads is a 60-acre tract. A 50-acre maximum project size
allowing for buffers and access would cover the entire County Park site – hardly a small and limited
opportunity for utility scale solar development.
If one were to expand the maximum project cap to 200 acres, again allowing for buffers and other
open site management areas, the site would fill the entire County Technology and Innovation Park
(which is a 260-acre parcel).
As stated, I would consider even a 200-acre site to be an “industrial use,” incompatible with
surrounding agricultural, tourism and open space resources in the agricultural zoned areas of the
County.
There is no pressing public policy need to allow the unique agricultural and open spaces resources
in the core of the Shenandoah Valley to become rented out solar utility generating sites feeding
the urban areas of the Commonwealth. There are a multitude of acreages across the state much
better suited to utility scale distribution than the leading agriculture production County in the state
(by a large margin) and home to some of the most unique rural landscapes in the Country.
I will amend my recommendation to set a maximum project cap to 50 acres to bring it in accord
with a majority of the committee members, consistent with a community based solar model
defined under 56-594.3, and one which encourages local use for generated solar for local
residents, businesses, and government agencies such as schools, and not an industrial scale
outsources of agricultural and tourist resources to simply feed the grid.

Email dated May 13, 2021:
1.

Smaller solar facilities mitigate the risk of erosion and sedimentation.
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2.
3.

The likelihood of significant tree removal is decreased (which increases the net carbon
reduction).
The likelihood of significant acreage containing prime [soils] and soils of statewide significance
is reduced.

No Per-Site Cap:
Two members of the Committee and all staff members support no per-site cap. Reasons in support of
handling site size on a case-by-case basis include:
1. A no cap, case-by-case basis at the SUP level preserves the greatest flexibility and control to the Board
of Supervisors.
2. Whether it is preferable to have many, little solar sites scattered across the landscape, or a few larger
sites, is an inherently subjective opinion.
3. Maximizing the diffusion of a possible income stream among property owners is not a typical element
of government land use decisions. Maintaining some economic use is; maximizing economic use is
not. Furthermore, setting any cap, including the aggregate cap recommended by the Committee,
picks winners and losers. It just does so at a different point. The rather low aggregate cap being
recommended, if adopted by the Board, will mean there will be many, many property owners who
will not be able to cash in, regardless of site size.
4. There are real, non-hypothetical sites in the County that are larger than any of the proposed caps that
would serve very well as sites for large-scale solar projects. One of the reasons such a site is well
suited to solar is that it is not well suited to most traditional agricultural operations. Nevertheless, it
might not be wise to rezone such a site to Industrial. First of all, there are ag uses that could perform
well on the site. Poultry houses do not care much about soil quality or topography. Neither do
greenhouses or fish farming operations. Secondly, the land could be dual purposed; solar and ag.
But, more importantly, if and when the solar project is decommissioned, the SUP expires unless a
replacement solar facility is built within twenty-four months. The underlying land is still zoned ag. It
would not need to be downzoned from Industrial. Downzoning is almost always difficult to achieve.
(It has been pointed out that Industrial zoned land can be used for ag purposes. That amendment
was done to encourage private investment in Industrial development projects by temporarily reducing
carrying costs, not because there was any desire to have industrial and agricultural uses intermixed.)
5. Only one other county surveyed is looking at a site size limitation, and their discussion is focused in
the 200-450-acre range.
6. Only a few counties have adopted any cap. Those that have, adopted an aggregate cap only.
7. A “per-site” rule can be difficult to draft and administer. Do we mean limited to a parcel surveyed to
be less than XX acres, or the actual footprint of the solar panels and ancillary equipment? How do we
handle land being divided to meet the cap? Can you have one XX acre “per-site” project on one tax
parcel and a second on an adjoining tax parcel? How about a tax parcel that is separated from the
first by a third tax parcel? If two tax parcels away is too close, what is far enough away? How do you
define far enough?
8. If, when considering land use issues, a project is appropriate in every other way, but is too large for
our per-site cap, how do we respond to an allegation of arbitrariness? The Committee has found it
impossible to articulate a rationalization for 50 acres versus 75 acres versus 100 acres. What is the
rational basis in an arbitrariness challenge? Isn’t it just a [an arbitrary] number?
9. Visual impact is the one characteristic supporting the position that at some point a solar facility gets
big enough to be treated as an industrial land use. A solar facility does not appear industrial-like when
characteristics such as traffic on public roads, odor, sound, light, or dust leaving the property, unusual
hours of operation, amount or intensity of activity on the property, air or water pollution, are
9

considered. Those characteristics are of no greater impact for a large solar facility than they are for a
small. In fact, arguably, in each of those categories a solar facility will have less impact than a dairy
farm. It is only visual impact that might be seen as like an industrial use.
10. The fact that the Committee found consensus impossible is an argument in itself for leaving the
decision to the SUP process. It illustrates that this is not a decision that can readily be made on a onesize-fits-all basis. The fact that those in favor of a particular cap could not decide on a number, but
left the recommendation as a range, further underscores the difficulties encountered and argues for
leaving the decision to the Board at the time of presentation of a particular project.

Zoning Districts
Large Solar Energy Facility.
By-right:
Ground-Mounted Large Solar Energy Facilities installed over parking lots shall be permitted by right
in the following zoning districts:
I-1, Industrial
PID, Planned Industrial Development
B-1, General Business
PCD, Planned Commercial Development
PMR, Planned Medical and Research
R-4, Planned Resort
R-5, Planned Neighborhood
S-1, Public Services
By right:
Ground-Mounted Large Solar Energy Facilities shall be permitted by right in the following zoning
districts:
PID, Planned Industrial Development
PCD, Planned Commercial Development
PMR, Planned Medical and Research
R-4, Planned Resort
R-5, Planned Neighborhood
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By SUP:
Large Solar Energy Facilities shall be considered through the SUP process in the following zoning
districts:
A-1, Prime Agricultural
A-2, General Agricultural
B-1, General Business
B-2, Neighborhood Business
RV, Rural Village (on commercial sites)
I-1, Industrial
S-1, Public Services
Small Solar Energy Facility.
Ground-Mounted Small Solar Energy Facilities are permitted by-right in all zoning districts.

Setbacks
Large Solar Energy Facility.
Setbacks for facility requiring a SUP:
•

2-30 acres of land occupied by a solar energy facility: all above-ground infrastructure shall be at
least 100’ from property lines, and 150’ from dwellings reduceable by notarized consent from an
adjoining property owner. Setbacks are not required among and between participating
landowners’ parcels.

•

Over 30 acres of land occupied by a solar energy facility: all above-ground infrastructure shall be
no less than 150’ from property lines, reduceable by notarized consent from an adjoining property
owner. Setbacks are not required among and between participating landowners’ parcels.

For all transformers and inverters, 150’ setback from property lines.
Setbacks for By-right Facilities Over Parking Lots:
From public and private roads and streets, 10’ setback.
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Small Solar Energy Facility.
Setbacks for Small Solar Energy facility, occupying between a half-acre and two acres:
A Small Solar Energy Facility shall be located at least 100’ from existing dwellings not on the same
parcel as the facility. Setback distance is reduceable by notarized consent from the owner(s) of the
dwelling.
Setbacks for Small Solar Energy Facility panels, occupying less than a half-acre:
When total Small Solar Energy Facility panel area is 580 square feet or less, the solar array shall meet
the same setback as accessory structures that are less than 580 square foot.
When total Small Solar Energy Facility panel area is more than 580 square feet and less than a halfacre, the solar array shall meet the same setbacks as primary structures.

Maximum Height
Large Solar Energy Facility.
All parts of a Large Solar Energy Facility shall be kept as close to the ground as possible, taking into account
best engineering practices and possible dual use of the land, but shall not be higher than 15’.
Variations to the maximum height may be approved by the Board of Supervisors on a case-by-case basis
when exceeding a 15’ height would better accommodate a dual use of land or other unique site
characteristics warrant a variation.
Small Solar Energy Facility.
No part of a Small Solar Energy Facility shall exceed 15’ in height.

Mass Grading
With the SUP application, the applicant shall provide a preliminary narrative and sequence of construction
for anticipated land-disturbing activities.
Consistent with Chapter 6B, Erosion and Sediment Control, and Chapter 6C, Management of Post
Construction Stormwater Runoff, prior to issuance of a land-disturbance permit by the County, the
applicant shall provide a comprehensive erosion and sediment control plan and stormwater management
plan to minimize the risk to properties and waterways downstream from the proposed development.
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Stormwater [Would be located in Stormwater Ordinance]
In Large Solar Energy Facilities, as defined in Chapter 17 of the Rockingham County Code, the height of
solar panels, not installed over parking lots or similar impervious surfaces, shall be 10’ or less at the
dripline.

Compliance (Locate in Article 1, Provisions and/or Article 6, Supplemental Standards)
All land uses shall comply with all applicable federal, state, and local statutes, ordinances, and regulations.

Easements
Addressed in Sec. 17-703.08 (d) & (e).

Fire Code Amendment [Language was determined by the Department of Fire & Rescue.]
The following items shall be included in every SUP permit:
•
•
•
•

A Knox Box or Knox Lock shall be provided at all access gates, as approved on the site plan by the Fire
Marshal.
Main power disconnects shall be located as labelled on the preliminary site plan submitted with the
SUP application and on all subsequent site plans.
Controls shall be in place for hazardous materials spills, as approved on the site plan by the Fire
Marshal.
A clear, brush-free area shall be maintained 10 foot around ground mounted photovoltaic arrays.

Commented [RC2]: Kyger: Ask Chief Holloway if applicant
needs to offer special training onsite, either by ordinance or
on case-by-case basis.
Miller: Chief Holloway is aware of the considerations, but
didn’t request a separate requirement be added since most
new sites include pre-project assessments.

Lighting
No part of the site shall have outdoor lighting, except during emergency situations and unexpected
maintenance. During unexpected maintenance, lighting shall use shielded fixtures to minimize off-site
glare toward public rights-of-way and adjacent properties, and shall not exceed 0.5-foot candle at the
property lines.

Community Meeting
Prior to submittal of a special use permit application for a Large Solar Energy Facility, the applicant shall
hold a meeting to inform the community about the proposed facility. This meeting shall be open to the
public.
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Commented [RC3]: Flint: Should not be held 6-12
months before submittal to avoid major lag time.
Harvey: Are small facilities also required to hold a
community meeting?
Staff: Only large facilities would require a community mtg.
Small facilities do not required to hold meeting since they
would be permitted by right in most districts.

Notice of the date, time, and location of the meeting, a contact name and phone number of the project
representative, and a summary of the proposed facility, shall be delivered by first-class mail to all property
owners located within one (1) mile of the parcel boundary of the proposed facility, as noted in the
Rockingham County tax records. Such notice shall be mailed not less than fourteen (14) working days prior
to the community meeting.
The meeting shall be held within the one (1) mile radius or at the nearest location open to the public
with adequate parking and seating facilities which may accommodate persons with disabilities.
The meeting shall give members of the public the opportunity to review application materials, ask
questions of the applicant, and provide feedback.
Upon conclusion of the community meeting, a certified mailing list of property owners notified, a sign-in
sheet from the meeting, and a written summary of the meeting shall be included with the application.

Vegetated buffer within setback areas
Within the setback areas, a vegetated buffer of year-round effectiveness shall be installed and maintained
by the solar facility operator or landowner. All plants shall be climate-hardy. No monoculture shall be
permitted; at least 5 different species of shrubs and 6’ trees shall be installed, with preference given to
indigenous trees and shrubs. Selected species shall have mixed leaf- and branch-types of varying mature
heights. Two or three of the same species should be grouped to ensure a naturalized effect; avoid
uniform, staggered rows of plantings. Existing vegetation in the setback area shall be supplemented with
new plantings to gain the expected result. However, all existing, invasive species shall be removed prior
to new plantings being installed. Land within the setback, not in trees and shrubs, shall have a stabilizing
ground cover.
Any fencing shall be located interior to the vegetated buffer.
Trees and shrubs are not required where utility easements cross the setback.
Maintenance:
All vegetation (trees, shrubs, and ground covers) in the setback areas shall be maintained from
installation through decommissioning. Ground covers shall provide continuous coverage for the life
of the project.
The solar facility operator or landowner shall manage non-invasive species and remove invasive
species for the life of the project.
Trees and shrubs shall be replaced if needed to maintain intended, camouflage effect.
Vegetated buffers and ground covers shall be addressed in the SUP application and on the site plan.
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Commented [RC4]: Chandler: Add “operator and
landowner” are responsible.

Ground cover
Ground cover throughout the site shall be climate-hardy, non-invasive, and pollinator-friendly species,
with preference given to indigenous plants. Shade-tolerant plants shall be installed under the solar
panels.
Ground cover shall be installed throughout the site, including the setback area.
Ongoing maintenance:
Ground covers shall meet then-current erosion and sediment control and stormwater management
regulations.
The solar facility operator and landowner shall manage non-invasive species and remove invasive
species for the life of the project.

Wildlife Corridors
The establishment of wildlife corridors shall be as determined by the Virginia Department of Wildlife
Resources.

Historic Sites
No facility shall be located on a property in the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (VDHR)
Landmarks Registry, National Registry, or within the Study Area, Core Area, and Field of Fire Area as
designated in the Cross Keys and Port Republic Battlefields Preservation Plan.
The County discourages large-scale solar facilities in the near vicinity of any recognized historic resource.
However, any facility adjoining a significant “Historic Resource,” as designated in the Comprehensive Plan
or as defined by the Virginia Department of Historic Resources shall have a vegetated buffer, and any
facility in the near vicinity may be required to have a vegetated buffer.

Viewshed
A viewshed simulation, from points selected by the County, shall be included in the SUP application.

Soils and Tree Cover
No facility shall be permitted on land that has been clear-cut or heavily timbered in the five (5) years
immediately preceding the date of the application.
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Glare and Appearance
a. All solar energy facility structures, racks, and associated facilities shall have a non-reflective finish or
appearance. Solar collectors shall be designed to maximize absorption and minimize glare outward
toward adjoining properties and upward toward aircraft. Vehicles travelling on adjoining interstate
and state-maintained roads shall also be protected from potential glare, including elevated tractor
trailer cabs.
b. The design of support buildings and related structures shall use materials, colors, textures, and
landscaping that will camouflage the solar energy facility from surrounding residences.
c. FAA approvals shall be submitted with formal application to the County.

Decommissioning
Definition of Decommissioning Plan: The decommissioning plan specifies the procedure by which the
applicant or its successor would remove the solar energy facility after the end of its useful life and to
restore the property for prior or future usage consistent with the Comprehensive Plan or future zoning.
a. Decommissioning Plan. A decommissioning plan shall be developed by the applicant, owner, or
operator prior to the approval of a site plan being issued for a solar energy facility. If the solar energy
facility is inactive completely or has substantially discontinued the delivery of electricity to a grid for a
continuous 6-month period it shall be considered an inactive solar energy facility. The applicant, owner of
the real estate, or owner or operator of the facility, jointly and severally responsible, shall provide notice
to Rockingham County in writing once the property becomes an inactive solar energy facility. The
decommissioning of the site shall commence within six (6) months of receipt of such notice by Rockingham
County. The Decommissioning Plan shall include:
1. Anticipated life of the solar energy facility;
2. The estimated cost of the decommissioning in the future, as expressed in current dollars by a Virginia
State-licensed professional engineer;
3. Method used to determine the estimate;
4. The manner in which the project will be decommissioned; and
5. The name and physical address of the person or entity responsible for the decommissioning plan.
b. Surety. Unless the solar energy facility project is owned by a public utility within the Commonwealth of
Virginia, the gross costs of decommissioning shall be secured by an adequate surety in a form agreed to
by the County Attorney, including but not limited to a letter of credit, cash, or a guarantee by an
investment grade entity, and posted prior to the project receiving its certificate of completion, or
equivalent, from Rockingham County to operate the use. If an adequate surety is required, the cost
estimates of the decommissioning shall be updated at least every five (5) years by the applicant, owner,
or operator, and provided to the County. If the solar energy facility is sold to an entity that is not a public
utility, the Special Use Permit shall not transfer to the purchaser until such time as adequate replacement
surety is provided for the solar energy facility. “Gross cost” shall not include a deduction for salvage value.
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Commented [RC5]: Flint: “Investment grade entity”
status can come & go. Pick a grade. Define the grading
agency the County would accept.
Loomis: BBB+ is considered investment grade.
Miller: Reviewed every 5 years per proposed ordinance
language. Recommended he and Flint discuss separately
and suggest any needed revisions.

c. Applicant, Facility Owner and Property Owner Obligation. Within six (6) months after the cessation of
use of the solar energy facility for electrical power generation or transmission, the applicant or its
successor, at its sole cost and expense, shall decommission the solar energy facility in accordance with
the decommissioning plan approved by the County. If the applicant or its successor fails to commence
decommissioning in a timely manner so that decommissioning may be completed within six (6) months of
the facility becoming an inactive solar energy facility, the property owner shall conduct the
decommissioning in accordance with the plan and may use bonded resources to do so, as approved and
released by the County. Following completion of decommissioning of the entire solar energy facility the
bond shall be released, and if the County has called upon the bond and taken control of bond resources,
any remaining resources held by the County shall be distributed to the property owners in proportion to
their ownership interests.
d. Applicant, Owner Default; Decommissioning by the County.
1. If the applicant, its successor, or the property owners fail to decommission the solar energy facility
within six (6) months, the County shall have the right, but not the obligation, to commence
decommissioning activities and shall have access to the property, access to the full amount of the
decommissioning surety, and the rights to the solar energy equipment and materials on the property.
2. If applicable, any excess decommissioning surety funds shall be returned to the current owner of the
property after the County has completed the decommissioning activities.
3. Prior to the issuance of any permits, the applicant and the property owners shall deliver a legal
instrument to the County granting the County (1) the right to access the property, and (2) an interest
in the solar energy facility equipment and materials to complete the decommissioning upon the
applicant’s and property owner’s default. Such instrument(s) shall bind the applicant and property
owners and their successors, heirs, and assigns. Nothing herein shall limit other rights or remedies
that may be available to the County to enforce the obligations of the applicant, including under the
County’s zoning powers.
e. Equipment, Structure and Building Removal. Unless otherwise approved by the County, all physical
improvements, materials, and equipment related to solar energy generation, both surface and subsurface
components, regardless of depth underground, shall be removed in the removal process.
f. Infrastructure Removal. All above-ground and underground infrastructure shall be removed and
recycled or reused, unless a written request is received from the then current property owner proposing
the retention of any infrastructure, as approved by the County.
g. Partial Decommissioning. Any reference to decommissioning the solar energy facility shall include the
obligation to decommission all or a portion of the solar energy facility, whichever is applicable with respect
to a particular situation. If decommissioning is triggered for a portion, but not the entire solar energy
facility, then the partial decommissioning shall be completed in accordance with the decommissioning
plan and this section for the applicable portion of the solar energy facility.
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Recommended Ground-Mounted Small Solar Energy Facility Ordinance
Definition
Solar energy facility, small.
An energy conversion system consisting of photovoltaic panels, support structures, and associated
control, conversion, and transmission hardware occupying no more than 25% coverage of the parcel, not
to exceed two (2) acres.

Zoning Districts
Small Solar Energy Facility.
Ground-Mounted Small Solar Energy Facilities are permitted by-right in all zoning districts.

Maximum Height
Small Solar energy facility.
No part of a Small Solar Energy Facility shall exceed 15’ in height.

Setbacks
Small Solar Energy Facility.
Setbacks for Small Solar Energy Facility, occupying between a half-acre and two acres:
A Small Solar Energy Facility shall be located at least 100’ from existing dwellings not on the same
parcel as the facility. Setback distance is reduceable by notarized consent from the owner(s) of the
dwelling.
Setbacks for Small Solar Energy Facility panels, occupying less than a half-acre:
When total Small Solar Energy Facility panel area is 580 square feet or less, the solar array shall meet
the same setback as accessory structures that are less than 580 square foot.
When total Small Solar Energy Facility panel area is more than 580 square feet and less than a halfacre, the solar array shall meet the same setback as primary structures.
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Commented [RC6]: Harvey: Would an easement be
needed for recordation of reduction in setbacks by
notarized consent?
Chandler: Not sure an easement would be required since
consent of setback reduction documented on site plan.
Ritchie: Are panel components recyclable? Won’t most
elements be landfilled?
Kyger: Necessity is the mother of invention. Private
companies could arise to address future recycling
opportunities.
Joe Lerch: The State Corporation Commission has
established a task force to review energy storage and
battery recycling issues. Most inverters have a lifespan of
10 to 15 years. Will need a disposal/recycling method.
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Recommended Large Solar Energy Facility Policy
Rockingham County is the top agricultural producer in Virginia and serves an international market. The
County is also recognized as a premier tourist destination. The Board of Supervisors will show preference
to the location of solar facilities in non-agricultural areas of the County to encourage the preservation and
proper use of land to ensure a readily available source of agricultural, horticultural, and forest products
and of open space. Preference will be given to sites showing a dual use of the land, such as for grazing or
crops and solar facilities, or parking lots and solar facilities.
The aggregate cap set by the Board is a maximum acreage, not a goal to be achieved. All projects shall
undergo careful consideration, whether the proposed facility requires a SUP or is permitted by-right in a
planned development zoning district, which will require a master plan and plan description.
The Board can reference the Virginia Natural Heritage Data Explorer’s and ConserveVirginia’s future GIS
data layers to identify possible sensitive areas.

Ground Cover
The solar facility operator or landowner should consult the Virginia Pollinator Smart Program, and work
with the County during the site plan development phase to determine the best options.

Soils and Tree Cover
The County discourages locating facilities on any of the following:
•
•
•

in A-1- and A-2-zoned land,
on Prime Soils and Soils of Statewide Importance, or
on wooded sites.

Commented [RC7]: Flint: Connect the first 2 bullets with
“and”
Commented [RC8]: Flint: Does the criteria restrict
development on all A-1/A-2 parcels or only those with Prime
Soils, and wooded sites?
Armstrong: Should old growth timber be preserved rather
than wooded scrub? Do cedars count?
Sheets: If applying this set of criteria and the proposed
supplemental standards, how much land countywide
remains for siting solar energy facilities?
Trumbo: Worldwide food supply needs to increase 60% in
the next 30 years & this County is by far the leading
agricultural producer. Must protect as much productive
agricultural land as possible to continue this output;
therefore, the committee recommended steering solar
energy facilities towards industrial parcels or over parking
areas. Other counties do not come close to our agricultural
production.

The County encourages locating facilities on impervious surfaces in business and industrial areas.
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Recommended Text for Elsewhere in County Ordinance
Stormwater [To be located in Stormwater Ordinance]
In Large Solar Energy Facilities, as defined in Chapter 17 of the Rockingham County Code, the height of
solar panels not installed over parking lots, or similar impervious surfaces, shall be 10’ or less at the
dripline.

Compliance (Locate in Article 1, Provisions and/or Article 6, Supplemental Standards)
All land uses shall comply with all applicable federal, state, and local statutes, ordinances, and regulations.

Easements
Addressed in Sec. 17-703.08 (d) & (e).
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Potential Impacts of Committee Recommendations on Hypothetical Solar Energy Facility Requests
Scenario
1. Existing Industrial

2. Isolated Wooded Site

Location & Acreage
~10 acres (or larger).
Along primary roads and
distant from residential
uses.

Relevant Recommendation(s)
SUP required for large facilities in I-1.

10-20 acres; Agricultural
parcel, but obscured
from view of
neighboring
residences/farms.

No facility shall be permitted on land that
has been clear-cut or heavily timbered in
the five (5) years immediately preceding
the date of the application.

Potentially conflicts with: Steer large
facilities to industrial areas and I-1

Potential Impacts
• Large facilities are currently permitted uses in I-1. Sites where a business is already
established or undeveloped sites in locations distanced from residential uses may be
burdened by additional requirements.
• Only parking lot or roof-mounted facilities would remain permitted uses under the
Committee recommendations.
• If the recommendations seek to steer large facilities towards I-1 districts, this
requirement complicates the process and provides a disincentive to locate in I-1 since the
same requirements would apply there as with A-1 and A-2 districts.
•
•
•

Not all wooded areas or quality of forests are equal of health or importance to the
ecosystem.
Scrub or non-native wooded areas are not ideal conservation sites.
Certain wooded areas would provide natural screening and be of minimal impact yet are
discouraged under the policy recommendation.

Discourage facilities on wooded sites.
3. Site with both Prime Soils
and underutilized land

25-50 acres

Discourage facilities on Prime Soils and
Soils of Statewide Importance

•
•
•

4. Large agriculturallyzoned parcel, not suited
for customary farming

200-500 acres. Isolated
and shielded from public
view with rolling hills,
varied exposure to adj.
parcels

Discourage facilities in A-1- and A-2zoned land.

•
•

5. Facilities Dispersed across
Multiple Neighboring
Parcels

30-100 acres each site.
Several sites clustered
nearby

Per site acreage cap

6. Constricting setbacks

10-20 acres. Irregularly
shaped, small parcel

Setbacks = minimum of 100’ (<30 acres).
Minimum of 150’ if >50 acres.

•
•
•
•

Prime Soils may be ill-defined or pockmarked throughout the site.
What threshold or percentage of the parcel would need to remain undisturbed?
Some Prime Soils locations are not conducive to active agriculture use due to access or
topography and my hinder solar facility siting where it may otherwise be appropriate.
Not suited for I-1 rezoning if outside of UGAs.
The required community meeting enables the acreage, site elements, and community
buy-in to be addressed.
Undeveloped land would otherwise not be able to be used agriculturally nor able to be
rezoned. Economic potential is thereby greatly diminished.
A per-site cap may inadvertently steer some facilities to concentrate across several
discrete parcels near each other.
How would clustering of smaller sites in a concentrated area be treated?
The Board would retain the ability to limit scale in each case through the SUP process to
consider site-specific factors.

Several agricultural parcels may be narrow or form an irregular shape. This matter is of
particular concern when a landowner may wish to retain a large swathe of the parcel in active
agriculture, while developing a rear or unproductive section as a large solar facility.

Draft Large Solar Energy Facility Ordinance
Staff’s Recommendations
for June 23, 2021 BOS & PC Work Session
Element

1. Aggregate Cap
2. Per-Site Acreage Cap
3. Zoning Districts: Permitted
& SUP

Policy
Omit

4. Setbacks

5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Maximum Height
Mass Grading
Stormwater
Compliance
Easements
Fire Code Amendment
Lighting

Policy
Omit
Omit

12. Community Meeting
13. Vegetated Buffer
14. Ground Cover
15. Wildlife Corridors
16. Historic Sites
17.
18.
19.
20.

Viewshed
Soils and Tree Cover
Glare and Appearance
Decommissioning

Yes
Yes
Include Battlefield Study Area
as a consideration.
Yes

Ordinance

Yes
Omit
I-1, Industrial: allow as
permitted by-right use
• Setback for inverters is not
necessary.
• Change “parking lot” to
“impervious surface.”
• Infrastructure installed over
impervious area: same as
Article 8.
Omit
Omit
Elsewhere in Code
Elsewhere in Code
Elsewhere in Code
Lighting required for
emergencies or unexpected
maintenance, should not be
required to meet .5-foot-candle
at the property line.
Yes
Add “If needed to mitigate offsite visual impact, the following
shall be required…”
Yes
Yes
Yes, but consider excepting
Battlefield Study Area from
ordinance.
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Staff-Proposed Ordinance
Ground-Mounted Large Solar Energy Facility
Article 2. Definitions.
Aggregate Cap.
For purposes related to Large Solar Energy Facilities, an aggregate cap is the countywide maximum
acreage occupied by such facilities.
Decommissioning Plan.
A decommissioning plan specifies the procedure by which the applicant or its successor would remove a
Solar Energy Facility after the end of its useful life and to restore the property for prior or future usage
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan or future zoning.
Energy storage system.
Equipment, facilities, or devices capable of absorbing energy, storing it for a period of time, and
redelivering that energy after it has been stored.
Solar energy facility, large.
An energy conversion system consisting of photovoltaic panels, support structures, and associated
control, conversion, and transmission hardware occupying more than two (2) acres of total land area.
“Occupying” means actual ground coverage, not acreage of the parcel on which the facility is installed.
Joint and several responsibility.
With respect to Ground-mounted Large Solar Energy Facilities, wherever responsibility is assigned to two
or more private parties, such as but not limited to, the operator and the landowner, the responsibility
shall be construed to be jointly and severally borne by the parties assigned, and shall be so construed
regardless of whether the wording is conjunctive or disjunctive.

Article 6. Land Uses.
Table 17-606. Land Use and Zoning Table.
Amend to reflect which zoning districts ground-mounted Large Solar Energy Facilities are permitted by
right and permitted by special use.
Allow as a permitted by-right use in I-1, Industrial.
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P: Permitted;
Table 17-606. Land Use and Zoning Table
SU: Special
Use; A:
Permitted
Accessory;
M M M
A- ARR R- R- R- PS P P R- RB- B- B
Asterisk *:
H- H X
RV
1 2
-1 1 2 3 F MF G 4 5
1 2 X
Supplemental
1 P U
Standards
Apply
Solar energy,
large

SU SU SU SU
* * * *

SU
P* P*
*

Solar energy,
large installed
over
impervious
surfaces
Solar energy,
small

P* P*

PC PM
PI SI-1
D R
D 1

S S
P* U U
* *

P*
P* P* P* P* SU
*

P*

P* P* P* P* P*

P* P* P* P* P* P* P* P* P* P* P* P* P* P* P* P* P* P* P* P* P* P* P*

Sec. 17-607. Supplemental standards for certain land uses.
Solar Energy Facility, Large.
(a) Ground-mounted:
(1) Commencing on ______, 2021, and continuing until amended by the Board of Supervisors, no
more than 1,900 acres, in aggregate, may be approved for Large Solar Energy Facilities by Special
Use Permit or rezoning .
(2) Setbacks for a Large Solar Energy Facility requiring a Special Use Permit:
a. When 2 acres to 30 acres of land, inclusive, are occupied by a solar energy facility, all aboveground infrastructure shall be at least 100 feet from property lines and 150 feet from preexisting dwellings, reduceable by notarized consent from an adjoining property owner.
Setbacks are not required among and between participating landowners’ parcels.
b. When more than 30 acres of land are occupied by a solar energy facility, all above-ground
infrastructure shall be no less than 150 feet from property lines, reduceable by notarized
consent from an adjoining property owner. Setbacks are not required among and between
participating landowners’ parcels.
c. Transformers shall be set back 150 feet from property lines.

Staff-Proposed Ordinance | Page 2 of 6

(3) Setbacks for a Large Solar Energy Facility installed over impervious surfaces, shall be set back 10
feet from public and private roads and streets.
(4) Community meeting:
a. No more than six months prior to the submittal of a special use permit or rezoning application
for a Large Solar Energy Facility, the applicant shall hold a meeting to inform the community
about the proposed facility. This meeting shall be open to the public.
b. Notice of the date, time, and location of the meeting, a contact name and phone number of
the project representative, and a summary of the proposed facility, shall be delivered by firstclass mail to all property owners located within one (1) mile of the parcel boundary of the
proposed facility, as noted in the Rockingham County tax records. Such notice shall be mailed
not less than fourteen (14) working days prior to the community meeting.
c. The meeting shall be held within the one (1) mile radius or at the nearest location open to
the public with adequate parking and seating facilities which may accommodate persons
with disabilities.
d. The meeting shall give members of the public the opportunity to review application
materials, ask questions of the applicant, and provide feedback.
e. Upon conclusion of the community meeting, a certified mailing list of property owners
notified, a sign-in sheet from the meeting, and a written summary of the meeting shall be
included with the application.
(5) Vegetated buffer: If needed to mitigate off-site visual impact, as determined by the Board of
Supervisors at the time of issuance of a special use permit or rezoning, a vegetated buffer of yearround effectiveness, shall be installed and maintained within the setback area by the solar facility
operator or landowner as follows:
a. All plants shall be climate-hardy.
b. No monoculture shall be permitted; at least 5 different species of shrubs and 6-foot-high trees
shall be installed, with preference given to indigenous trees and shrubs.
c. Selected species shall have mixed leaf- and branch-types of varying mature heights.
d. Two or three of the same species should be grouped to ensure a naturalized effect; avoid
uniform, staggered rows of plantings.
e. Existing vegetation in the setback area shall be supplemented with new plantings to gain the
expected result. However, all existing, invasive species shall be removed prior to new
plantings being installed.
f. Land within the setback, not in trees and shrubs, shall have a stabilizing ground cover.
g. Any fencing shall be located interior to the vegetated buffer.
h. Trees and shrubs are not required where utility easements cross the setback.
i. Ongoing maintenance:
1. All vegetation (trees, shrubs, and ground covers) in the setback areas shall be maintained
from installation through decommissioning. Ground covers shall provide continuous
coverage for the life of the project.
2. The solar facility operator and landowner shall manage non-invasive species and remove
invasive species for the life of the project.
3. Trees and shrubs shall be replaced if needed to maintain intended, camouflage effect.
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(6) Ground cover: Ground cover shall be installed and maintained throughout the site, including the
setback area, as follows:
a. Ground cover shall be climate-hardy, non-invasive, and pollinator-friendly species, with
preference given to indigenous plants.
b. Shade-tolerant plants shall be installed under the solar panels.
c. Ground covers shall meet then-current erosion and sediment control and stormwater
management regulations.
d. Ongoing maintenance: The solar facility operator and landowner shall manage non-invasive
species and remove invasive species for the life of the project.
(7) Vegetated buffers and ground covers shall be addressed in the SUP application and on the site
plan.
(8) Wildlife corridors: The establishment of wildlife corridors shall be as determined by the Virginia
Department of Wildlife Resources.
(9) Historic Sites: No facility shall be located on a property in the Virginia Department of Historic
Resources (VDHR) Landmarks Registry, National Registry, or within the Core Area and Field of Fire
Area as designated in the Cross Keys and Port Republic Battlefields Preservation Plan.
(10)Viewshed: A viewshed simulation, from points selected by the County, shall be included in the
SUP application.
(11)Tree cover. No facility shall be permitted on land that has been clear-cut or heavily timbered in
the five (5) years immediately preceding the date of the application.
(12)Glare and Appearance:
a. All solar energy facility structures, racks, and associated facilities shall have a non-reflective
finish or appearance. Solar collectors shall be designed to maximize absorption and minimize
glare outward toward adjoining properties and upward toward aircraft. Vehicles travelling on
adjoining interstate and state-maintained roads shall also be protected from potential glare,
including elevated tractor trailer cabs.
b. The design of support buildings and related structures shall use materials, colors, textures,
and landscaping that will camouflage the solar energy facility from surrounding residences.
c. FAA approvals shall be submitted with formal application to the County.
(13)Decommissioning
a.

Decommissioning Plan. A decommissioning plan shall be developed by the applicant, owner,
or operator prior to the approval of a site plan being issued for a solar energy facility. If the
solar energy facility is inactive completely or has substantially discontinued the delivery of
electricity to a grid for a continuous 6-month period it shall be considered an inactive solar
energy facility. The applicant, owner of the real estate, or owner or operator of the facility,
shall provide notice to Rockingham County in writing once the property becomes an inactive
solar energy facility. The decommissioning of the site shall commence within six (6) months
of receipt of such notice by Rockingham County. The Decommissioning Plan shall include:
1. Anticipated life of the solar energy facility;
2. The estimated cost of the decommissioning in the future, as expressed in current dollars
by a Virginia State-licensed professional engineer;
3. Method used to determine the estimate;
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4. The manner in which the project will be decommissioned; and
5. The name and physical address of the person or entity responsible for the
decommissioning plan.
b. Surety. Unless the solar energy facility project is owned by a public utility within the
Commonwealth of Virginia, the gross costs of decommissioning shall be secured by an
adequate surety in a form agreed to by the County Attorney, including but not limited to cash,
or a letter of credit, bond or other guarantee issued by an entity whose debt is rated as
investment grade by either Standard and Poor’s or by Moody’s, and posted prior to the
project receiving its certificate of completion, or equivalent, from Rockingham County to
operate the use. If an adequate surety is required, the cost estimates of the decommissioning
shall be updated at least every five (5) years by the applicant, owner, or operator, and
provided to the County. If the solar energy facility is sold to an entity that is not a public utility,
the Special Use Permit shall not transfer to the purchaser until such time as adequate
replacement surety is provided for the solar energy facility. “Gross cost” shall not include a
deduction for salvage value.
c. Applicant, Facility Owner and Property Owner Obligation. Within six (6) months after the
cessation of use of the solar energy facility for electrical power generation or transmission,
the applicant or its successor, at its sole cost and expense, shall decommission the solar
energy facility in accordance with the decommissioning plan approved by the County. If the
applicant or its successor fails to commence decommissioning in a timely manner so that
decommissioning may be completed within six (6) months of the facility becoming an inactive
solar energy facility, the property owner shall conduct the decommissioning in accordance
with the plan and may use bonded resources to do so, as approved and released by the
County. Following completion of decommissioning of the entire solar energy facility the bond
shall be released, and if the County has called upon the bond and taken control of bond
resources, any remaining resources held by the County shall be distributed to the property
owners in proportion to their ownership interests.
d. Applicant, Owner Default; Decommissioning by the County.
1. If the applicant, its successor, and the property owners fail to decommission the solar
energy facility within six (6) months, the County shall have the right, but not the
obligation, to commence decommissioning activities and shall have access to the
property, access to the full amount of the decommissioning surety, and the rights to the
solar energy equipment and materials on the property. The applicant, and property
owners, or successors, shall be responsible for reimbursing the County for all costs and
expenses of decommissioning in excess of the decommissioning surety, and all such
excess amounts shall attach to the real estate as a tax lien until paid in full.
2. Any excess decommissioning surety funds shall be released to the then owners of the
property after completion of decommissioning.
3. Prior to the issuance of any permits, the applicant and the property owners shall deliver
a legal instrument to the County granting the County the right to access the property and
the solar energy facility equipment and materials so the County can complete the
decommissioning, should it chose to do so, upon the applicant’s and property owner’s
default. Such instrument shall bind the applicant and property owners and their
successors, heirs, and assigns. Nothing herein shall limit other rights or remedies that
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may be available to the County to enforce the obligations of the applicant, operator or
property owner, including remedies under the County’s zoning powers.
e.

Equipment, Structure and Building Removal. Unless otherwise approved by the County, all
physical improvements, materials, and equipment related to solar energy generation, both
surface and subsurface components, regardless of depth underground, shall be removed in
the removal process.

f.

Infrastructure Removal. All above-ground and underground infrastructure shall be removed
and recycled or reused, unless a written request is received from the then current property
owner proposing the retention of any infrastructure, and the request is approved by the
County.

g.

Partial Decommissioning. Any reference to decommissioning the solar energy facility shall
include the obligation to decommission all or a portion of the solar energy facility, whichever
is applicable with respect to a particular situation. If decommissioning is triggered for a
portion, but not the entire solar energy facility, then the partial decommissioning shall be
completed in accordance with the decommissioning plan and this section for the applicable
portion of the solar energy facility.

Staff-Proposed Ordinance | Page 6 of 6

Staff-Recommended Large Solar Energy Facility Policy
Rockingham County is the top agricultural producer in Virginia and serves an international market. The
County is also recognized as a premier tourist destination. The Board of Supervisors will show preference
to the location of solar facilities in non-agricultural areas of the County to encourage the preservation and
proper use of land to ensure a readily available source of agricultural, horticultural, and forestal products
and open space.
Dual Use
Preference will be given to sites showing a dual use of the land, such as for grazing or crops and solar
facilities, or parking lots and solar facilities.
Impervious Surfaces
The County encourages locating facilities on impervious surfaces in areas already developed with
commercial, apartment, and industrial land uses.
Aggregate Cap
The aggregate cap set by the Board is a maximum acreage, not a goal to be achieved. All projects shall
undergo careful consideration, whether the proposed facility requires a special use permit or is permitted
by-right in a planned development zoning district, which will require a master plan and plan description.
Maximum Height
The County encourages developers to keep all parts of a Large Solar Energy Facility as close to the ground
as possible, taking into account best engineering practices and possible dual use of the land. The Board
of Supervisors will not look favorably upon any part of a Large Solar Energy Facility rising higher than 15
feet above the ground unless, after careful consideration on a case-by-case basis, exceeding 15 feet would
better accommodate a dual use of land or other unique site characteristics.
The Board may reference the Virginia Natural Heritage Data Explorer’s and ConserveVirginia’s future GIS
data layers to identify possible sensitive areas.
Ground Cover
The solar facility operator or landowner should consult the Virginia Pollinator Smart Program, and work
with the County during the site plan development phase to determine the best options.
Historic Sites
A facility may be considered on a property within the Study Area as designated in the Cross Keys and Port
Republic Battlefields Preservation Plan, so long as impacts to the battlefield commemoration that are
deemed significant by the Board are mitigated to the Board’s satisfaction.

The County discourages large-scale solar facilities in the near vicinity of any recognized historic resource.
However, any facility adjoining a significant “Historic Resource,” as designated in the Comprehensive Plan
or as defined by the Virginia Department of Historic Resources shall have a vegetated buffer, and any
facility in the near vicinity may be required to have a vegetated buffer.
Soils and Tree Cover
The County discourages locating solar facilities on any A-1- or A-2-zoned land that contain Prime Soils and
Soils of Statewide Importance, and on wooded sites.

Commented [RC1]: Armstrong: Should old growth timber
be preserved rather than wooded scrub? Do cedars count?

Staff-Proposed Ordinance
Ground-Mounted Small Solar Energy Facility
Article 2. Definitions.
Decommissioning Plan.
A decommissioning plan specifies the procedure by which the applicant or its successor would remove a
Solar Energy Facility after the end of its useful life and to restore the property for prior or future usage
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan or future zoning.
Energy storage system.
Equipment, facilities, or devices capable of absorbing energy, storing it for a period of time, and
redelivering that energy after it has been stored.
Solar energy facility, small.
An energy conversion system consisting of photovoltaic panels, support structures, and associated
control, conversion, and transmission hardware occupying no more than 25% coverage of the parcel, not
to exceed two (2) acres.
Article 6. Land Uses.
Table 17-606. Land Use and Zoning Table.
Amend to reflect which zoning districts ground-mounted Small Solar Energy Facilities are permitted by
right and permitted by special use.

Sec. 17-607. Supplemental standards for certain land uses.
Solar Energy Facility, Small.
(a) Ground-mounted:
(1) Setbacks for Small Solar Energy facility, occupying between a half-acre and two acres:
a. A Small Solar Energy Facility shall be located at least 100’ from existing dwellings not on the
same parcel as the facility.
b. Setback distance is reduceable by notarized consent from the owner(s) of the dwelling.
(2) Setbacks for Small Solar Energy Facility panels, occupying less than a half-acre:
a. When total Small Solar Energy Facility panel area is 580 square feet or less, the solar array
shall meet the same setback as accessory structures that are less than 580 square foot.
b. When total Small Solar Energy Facility panel area is more than 580 square feet and less than
a half-acre, the solar array shall meet the same setbacks as primary structures.
(3) Maximum Height: No part of a Small Solar Energy Facility shall exceed 15’ in height.

Bradford Dyjak
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bishop Dansby <hbdansby@gmail.com>
Monday, May 31, 2021 10:10 PM
William Kyger; Rhonda Cooper; Rick Chandler; Sallie Wolfe-Garrison; Stephen King
Comment on solar ordinance

Your solar committee has determined what Rockingham's fair share of solar would be. They did this
by looking at the total solar that Dominion Power intended to implement. Rockingham's figure came
to about 2000 acres.
Rockingham's fair share might arguably be even less than that, on the grounds that its land is more
important for agriculture than other counties. In any event, the figure of 2000 acres is less than one
percent of the agricultural land in the county, so it is not a big factor.
If Rockingham were serious about minimizing the amount of agricultural land consumed by solar, it
could require solar on all new buildings and parking lots. California does this. The county could use
other incentives to increase the solar on buildings. Rockingham has a huge number of poultry and
dairy houses. The energy production from those structures would be huge. (Reinforcement of roofing
structure might be necessary in some cases.)
Studies show that putting solar on the built environment can more than provide for all of the energy
of community, not just its fair share of the state's total solar. Rockingham's solution is staring it in the
face: those huge poultry and dairy buildings. This approach would also put money in the pockets of
local farm residents.
As to the size of solar farms, to consider small acreages like 50 to 200, you would have to find vendors
that are interested in such small parcels. My understanding is they prefer a minimum 500 acres. So,
this might solve Rockingham's problem without an ordinance! Small maximums of 50 to 200 might
spread the wealth around, and accommodate Rockingham's hilly terrain, but it is not clear any
legitimate solar installer would be interested.
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Bradford Dyjak
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Linger, Brian <brian.linger@merck.com>
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 1:14 PM
Rhonda Cooper; mike.breeden@eabreeden.com
Linger, Brian
RE: Solar Study Cmte Final Recommendations

Rhonda & Mike,
I wanted to provide my feedback on the proposed new solar ordinance in Rockingham County. As I became familiar with
the process and work that was done prior to the meeting I attended last week, I was disappointed to learn there was no
representation from “industry” on the Solar Study Committee. I don’t believe the interests of industrial land owners
were represented in the Solar Study Committee. As part of this, I believe that consideration should be given to continue
to allow ground mounted solar installations larger than 2 acres by right on industrially zoned land. I understand wanting
to place a 2 acre cap on other zoning areas. I also understand the desire to have a limit for the size on industrial land
without a SUP, but 2 acers is too small for industry. There are a lot of additional requirements being listed as necessary
for a SUP for ground‐mounted solar that should not be necessary for land that is already zoned industrial. I also wanted
to comment regarding cutting down trees for the installation. I understand the county’s desire to want to persuade
people to not cutdown old growth forest for solar installations. I think the ordinance should give consideration to allow
the solar project to replant trees in a higher ratio than was cleared and/or make an appropriate contribution to a tree
land bank.
Please let me know if you would like any further information or clarification on these items. I appreciate your time and
consideration.
Thanks,

Brian Linger
Elkton Facilities Engineering
Merck
A. 2778 S. Eastside Highway, Elkton, VA 22827
O. 540‐298‐5982
M. 540‐471‐5555
Merck.com

From: Rhonda Cooper <rcooper@rockinghamcountyva.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, May 25, 2021 12:39 PM
To: Linger, Brian <brian.linger@merck.com>
Subject: RE: Solar Study Cmte Final Recommendations
EXTERNAL EMAIL – Use caution with any links or file attachments.
Perfectly fine. If that changes later, comments can be submitted anytime before the Board of Supervisors takes action at
a public hearing. I’ll send updated drafts periodically.
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6/2/2021
Rhonda H. Cooper
Director of Community Development
Rockingham County Administration Center
20 East Gay Street
Harrisonburg, VA 22802
RE:

Comments on Draft Recommendations for Ground-Mounted Solar Energy Facilities for the May
26, 2021, Joint Work Session (Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Solar Study
Commission)

Dear Ms. Cooper,
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed recommended changes for the
Rockingham County solar ordinance, and thank you for including me on the invitations to listen to
study committee meetings and to review materials and emails provided from the staff, committee
members, and participating stakeholders throughout the study process. I appreciate the considerable
time and effort spent by county staff and the study committee members to develop the proposed
recommendations.
My recommendations (in italics) and supporting comments are as follows, by topic:
RECOMMENDATION: Before adoption of the committee’s recommendations without modification,
ample time and opportunity should be allowed for input from a broader set of interested stakeholders.
The committee meetings were limited to discussion by committee members and county staff,
committee membership was limited to a small group of seven individuals, and attendance for the
meetings was not widely publicized or solicited. The public notification and meeting requirements for
a single 30 to 50 acre solar project, according to the community meeting (p. 13-14) requirements in
these recommendations, would need to be far more widely publicized and formally required than the
stakeholder involvement (to date) of this study process for a county-wide ordinance revision. Because
of those restrictions and limitations, valuable input from other local stakeholders has not yet been part
of this process. Missing from active meeting participation were: existing industrial landowners, a
broader group of interested agricultural landowners, local business and industry representation, and a
broader group of citizens. Much of the discussions and recommendations of the study group centered
around issues of significant interest to these missing stakeholders. These comments are not meant as
a criticism of the members of the committee or the product of their effort to date. I believe the study
group produced a very useful document for other stakeholders to react to and comment on, and I
hope those stakeholders are given fair opportunity to do so while also bringing the process to closure
in a reasonable period of time.

RECOMMENDATION: Large ground-mounted solar facilities should be allowed, as is the case in the
current ordinance, as a by-right use on existing industrial property (Zoned I-1). The draft
recommendations include ground-mounted large solar energy facilities installed over parking lots as a
by-right use, but would require other “large” ground-mounted solar facilities on existing industrial
zoned land to go through a Special Use Permit (SUP) process which would require additional time and
expense for those industrial landowners compared to the provisions in the existing solar ordinance.
The existing ordinance’s by-right treatment of “large” solar on industrial zoned property has been in
place for about five years and I’m aware of only one project that has been built on industrial land
under the existing ordinance. That one (less than 20 acre) project was almost entirely in keeping with
the new recommendations from this committee, but was not required to pass through a SUP process.
According to the county’s GIS land use data, a small fraction of the county’s land is currently zoned
industrial (only about 1%)—see attached county land use map. That land, except in very special
circumstances, is not an attractive target for solar due to the significantly higher value (cost) of the
land compared to most other land in the county, and due to the existing, planned, or potential future
industrial use of that land for manufacturing and related activities. For the reasons stated above, and
as demonstrated by recent years of experience in the county, preserving the existing by-right use for
solar on existing industrial zoned property will not lead to a significant number of new solar projects in
the county that are approved outside of a SUP process. It will, however, allow one project to proceed
along it’s intended project schedule and costs while also remaining in keeping with almost all aspects
of the committee’s recommendations. I believe that important industrial landowner, a client of ours,
should not have new requirements imposed on their project, in the middle of their development
process, when the additional requirements would serve no practical benefit to the county or the
project’s nearest neighbors. By virtue of its location and existing surroundings, the project will be
hidden from adjacent neighbors (no viewshed impacts), will greatly exceed all of the setback
requirements in the draft recommendations, and is less than 50 acres in size. Additional details about
this project are available upon request, pending our client’s prior approval.
RECOMMENDATION: Do not implement the recommended new requirement (p.15) in the Soils and
Tree Cover section that states “No facility shall be permitted on land that has been clear-cut or heavily
timbered in the five (5) years immediately preceding the date of the application.” According to the
county’s land use data, about 33% of county land is already in conservation districts (C-1), most of
which is forested. Also see attached county land use map. We are already blessed with abundant
protected forests in Rockingham County. Strictly interpreted, this recommendation would prevent the
removal of scrub trees and brush for a solar project, when other portions of the county code don’t
prohibit such clearing for other land uses (residential, commercial, agricultural, etc.). This is likely a
well-intended recommendation, but it places an unusual requirement on a solar project for little if any
practical benefit. Again, if implemented as recommended, this would prevent the development of an
already-planned project on existing industrial zoned land, from an important county industrial
landowner, for a project less than 50 acres in size and with fewer acres covered in scrub trees and
brush, and where the landowner is requiring a 2-to-1 replacement of trees for those trees that do have
to be removed due to land clearing for the solar array.
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RECOMMENDATION: Revise item “c.” in the Glare and Appearance (p.16) section of the draft
recommendations to read “FAA approvals (where required by FAA guidelines) shall be submitted with
formal application to the County. Where FAA approval is not required, provide written justification and
explanation as to why FAA approval is not applicable for the project.” (or similarly intended wording)
According to FAA guidelines, most solar projects will not require formal FAA review or approval,
therefore if the county requires this by ordinance, this will be difficult or impossible to provide except
in the limited circumstances where FAA approvals are required by FAA guidelines. (FAA approvals are
required for sites within about 5-miles of an airport, which is not applicable for the large majority of
the county.)
RECOMMENDATION: The wording in the Soils and Tree Cover section (p.21) stating that “The County
discourages locating facilities on any of the following:
 in A-1 and A-2 zoned land
 on Prime Soils and Soils of Statewide Importance
 on wooded lots”
is abundantly redundant with other portions of the recommendations and is unnecessary, given the
significant other limitations placed on solar development in these recommendations. According to the
county’s land use data, A-1 and A-2 land represents about 60 percent of total county land. Adding in
land that’s in conservation districts (C-1), which is not applicable for solar development and represents
an additional nearly 33% of total county land, the total land either discouraged or prohibited from
solar development is about 93% of the total county land. Recognizing the lack of applicability of nearly
all of the remaining land for “large” solar projects because most of that land is zoned residential,
commercial, or industrial, the collective interpretation one might take away from reading these draft
recommendations is that the county wants no “large” ground-mounted solar projects anywhere,
except over impervious surfaces which are already very limited as a fraction of total available land area
for practical development of solar projects. By limiting the total acreage for “large” solar development
to only 1,900 acres or less, out of a total of about 546,000 acres in the County, and potentially
imposing per-project size restrictions that are smaller than limits imposed in all other counties in the
state to date (as described on p. 9), the recommendations are significantly aggressively restrictive
without having to re-state that solar on agricultural zoned land is discouraged. That’s already implied
by the recommended limits. Some level of deference should be paid to the priorities and the decisionmaking of the landowners, whether their land is agricultural or industrial.
Thanks again for the opportunity to comment on the draft recommendations, and for your staff’s
significant efforts throughout this study process. Please feel free to reach out for additional input or
clarification.
Best regards,

Kevin S. Comer, Principal
Email: kcomer@antaresgroupinc.com
Office: 540-227-8866 ; Cell: 540-421-2254
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Bradford Dyjak
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

noreply@rockinghamcountyva.gov
Thursday, June 3, 2021 1:16 PM
Bradford Dyjak; Rhonda Cooper
Online Form Submittal: Public Comment

Public Comment
Use this form to request assistance or report a concern. Your name, telephone
number and email address are requested so we may contact you should questions
arise.
First Name

Rick

Last Name

Yoder

Phone Number

5408103839

Email Address

richard.yoder@gmail.com

Street Address

3358 Ft. Lynne Rd

Request or Concern:
Nature of Request

I'm writing about the county solar farm proposal being
considered by the Board of Supervisors. If we acknowledge
that climate change is real, and that renewable energy sources
such as solar is a way to mitigate climate change, then I think it
is important that decision makers do what is within their power
to create incentives for using solar power and reducing reliance
on large carbon generators such as oil and gas. Encourage
creation of solar farms.
Thank you.
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Bradford Dyjak
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

noreply@rockinghamcountyva.gov
Tuesday, June 8, 2021 5:32 PM
publiccomment; Bradford Dyjak; Rhonda Cooper
Online Form Submittal: Public Comment

Public Comment
Use this form to request assistance or report a concern. Your name, telephone
number and email address are requested so we may contact you should questions
arise.
First Name

Julia

Last Name

Pilipenko

Phone Number

540-255-7692

Email Address

julia.d.pilipenko@dominionenergy.com

Street Address

Dominion Energy

Request or Concern:
Nature of Request

Rockingham County Board of Supervisors
20 E. Gay St.
Harrisonburg, VA 22802
Dear Rockingham County Board of Supervisors, Planning
Commission, and Solar Facility Study Committee:
At Dominion Energy, we're eager to achieve our vision of
building a clean and sustainable energy future. We are focused
on doing so in several responsible and thoughtful ways – as an
energy provider and a Rockingham County corporate citizen –
like taking care of our 25,400+ customers, protecting our
environment, and delivering on our fundamental mission of
delivering clean, reliable, affordable energy.
Recently, we have reviewed Rockingham County’s draft
recommendations for ground-mounted solar energy facilities,
and we would like to respectfully provide comments/questions
on some of the items in the draft:
• Aggregate Cap and Per-Site Acreage: The committee
recommends an aggregate cap of between 1,400 and 1,900
acres for Large Solar Energy Facilities. This recommendation
1

would limit utility-scale solar to approximately 200MWs countywide. Additionally, a per-site cap that is under consideration
recommends each site be less than 20-50 acres which would
preclude any projects from connecting to transmission voltage.
• Height: Large Solar Energy Facility shall be kept as close to
the ground as possible, taking into account best engineering
practices and possible dual use of the land, but shall not be
higher than 15'. We recommend adding language to address
whether switch yards will be included in the height limitations.
• Stormwater: Large Solar Energy Facilities - the height of solar
panels, not installed over parking lots or similar impervious
surfaces, shall be 10' or less at the dripline. The dripline can
vary based on panel type and angle, and this limitation could
prevent future technologies from being utilized.
• Soils and Tree Cover: No facility shall be permitted on land
that has been clear-cut or heavily timbered in the five (5) years
immediately preceding the date of the application. This could
potentially further reduce available land if large tracks of timber
land do not meet such criteria.
• Surety: Unless the solar energy facility project is owned by a
public utility within the Commonwealth of Virginia. Does “public
utility” include “investor owned utilities (IOUs)” like Dominion
Energy?
Dominion Energy appreciates our relationship with
Rockingham County, and we thank you for taking the time to
consider our comments. Please do not hesitate to reach out
with any questions or if we can be of assistance.
Sincerely,
Julia D. Pilipenko
External Affairs Representative
Regional Public Policy, Central & Western Virginia
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Solar Energy Facility Ordinance and Policy Schedule
May 26

Joint Solar Study Committee, PC, & BOS Work Session

June 11

Public Comment Deadline

June 14-16 Compile Public Comment and May 26 Ordinance and Policy with Addition of Work Session
Comments
June 17

Distribute Work Session Packet to PC and BOS

June 23

Joint PC & BOS Work Session at 3 p.m.

June 24

Submit Ad to DNR (for publication on June 30 and July 7)

July 14

Joint PC & BOS Public Hearing after 6 p.m.
(If PC tables the Solar Ordinance, use the July 28 BOS meeting for PC action on ordinance
and BOS action on ordinance and policy.)
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June 9, 2021

The Regular Meeting of the Rockingham County Board of Supervisors was held on
Wednesday, June 9, 2021, at 3:00 p.m., at the Rockingham County Administration Center,
Harrisonburg, Virginia.
The following members were present:
DEWEY L. RITCHIE, Election District #1
SALLIE WOLFE-GARRISON, Election District #2
RICK L. CHANDLER, Election District #3
WILLIAM B. KYGER, JR., Election District #4
MICHAEL A. BREEDEN, Election District #5
Also present:

STEPHEN G. KING, County Administrator
THOMAS H. MILLER, JR., County Attorney
CASEY B. ARMSTRONG, Assistant County Administrator
RHONDA H. COOPER, Director of Community Development
PATRICIA D. DAVIDSON, Director of Finance
KIRBY W. DEAN, Director of Parks & Recreation
ANN MARIE FREEMAN, Director of Court Services
JEREMY C. HOLLOWAY, Fire & Rescue Chief
JENNIFER J. MONGOLD, Director of Human Resources
TERRI M. PERRY, Director of Technology
PHILIP S. RHODES, Director of Public Works
BRADFORD R. R. DYJAK, Director of Planning
KELLY S. GETZ, Zoning Administrator
CARLEY A. STACKPOLE, Code Compliance Officer
JESSICA G. KILBY, Deputy Clerk
DONALD F. KOMARA, Residency Administrator
Virginia Department of Transportation
C. BURGESS LINDSEY, Assistant Residency Administrator
Virginia Department of Transportation
oooooOooooo
CALL TO ORDER
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
INVOCATION.
Chairman Chandler called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m.
Supervisor Ritchie provided the invocation, and Assistant County Administrator
Armstrong led the Pledge of Allegiance.
oooooOooooo
APPROVAL OF MINUTES.
Chairman Chandler noted the June Community Criminal Justice Board (CCJB) meeting
date listed in the May 26 draft minutes should be revised to state “June 7”.
On motion by Supervisor Kyger, seconded by Supervisor Ritchie, and carried by a vote
of 5 to 0, voting recorded as follows: BREEDEN – AYE; CHANDLER – AYE; KYGER –
AYE; RITCHIE – AYE; WOLFE-GARRISON – AYE; the Board approved the minutes of the
regular meeting of May 26, 2021.
oooooOooooo
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AWARD OF SERVICE WEAPON – SERGEANT MICHAEL HARDESTY.
Chairman Chandler announced that Sergeant Hardesty retired on June 1, 2021 with 27
years of service with the Sheriff’s Office and Jail. Supervisor Ritchie expressed appreciation
for Sergeant Hardesty’s service to the citizens of Rockingham County.
On motion by Supervisor Ritchie, seconded by Supervisor Breeden, and carried by a
roll call vote of 5 to 0, voting recorded as follows: BREEDEN – AYE; CHANDLER – AYE;
KYGER – AYE; RITCHIE– AYE; WOLFE-GARRISON – AYE; in accordance with Virginia
Code Section 59.1-148.3, the Board declared Sergeant Hardesty’s Glock Model 22 with serial
number KYY454 as surplus, to be awarded as a retirement gift.
oooooOooooo
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT.
The Board heard Mr. Komara’s report on the activities of the Transportation
Department, including updates to recent bridge, road, and rural rustic projects.
Supervisor Breeden asked VDOT to keep the intersection of Island Ford Road (Route
649) and East Side Highway (Route 340) on the radar for safety improvements.
Chairman Chandler reminded Mr. Komara of a request for a stop bar on Mill Creek
Church Road, and suggested considering a traffic study for Boyers Road (Route 704) since
there have been several development buildouts since the last study in 2018.
Supervisor Kyger reminded Mr. Komara about the increased amount of truck traffic on
Cecil Wampler Road (Route 704) and suggested a traffic count.
oooooOooooo
PRESENTATION – COMMUNITY SENIOR NEEDS ASSESSMENT.
Carrie Budd, Vice President of Development and Community Relations for
Bridgewater Retirement Community reviewed results of a Senior Community Profile
conducted from April 2019 to October 2019 by Holleran Consulting. The senior community
needs assessment was initiated by Bridgewater Retirement Community in partnership with
Valley Program for Aging Services (VPAS) to help better understand and prioritize the needs
of older adults and their families in the community.
The study was comprised of multiple data sources including three surveys along with
statistical and demographic data. Key findings of the study were focused on Affordable
Housing, Social Isolation, and Navigating the Healthcare System. Among the findings, Key
Informants, Seniors and Caregivers reported concerns over lack of transportation services,
knowledge of health care services offered, financial insecurity, chronic disease management,
and lack of Alzheimer’s disease/dementia/memory loss care.
Ms. Budd indicated the Senior Community Profile enables Bridgewater Retirement
Community and VPAS to take an in-depth look at the issues facing older adults. The findings
from the profile will be used to inform and engage the community in a collective initiative to
improve the quality of life of older adults. The full report is available at Valleyseniors.info.
oooooOooooo
COURT SERVICES DIRECTOR’S STAFF REPORT.
The Board received and reviewed Mrs. Freeman’s staff report dated June 9, 2021.
oooooOooooo
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COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR’S STAFF REPORT.
The Board received and reviewed Administrator King’s staff reported dated June 9,
2021.
Administrator King reported that based on concurrence from the Board of Supervisors
at the May 26 meeting, staff will discontinue virtual broadcasting of Board meetings and
Planning Commission meetings effective July 1, 2021.
Mr. King reported that the Middle River Regional Jail Board voted to proceed with
core infrastructure renovations of the existing facility. He pointed out that the project does not
include the addition of any bed space, but pointed out that in his opinion, it is short-sighted to
undertake a capital project that does not add capacity to provide more appropriate housing for
those with mental health conditions and housing to better facilitate a work release program.
He said the MRRJ Board will move forward in addressing the needs where there is the
collective will to do so.
Administrator King mentioned he recently met with Huck Nawaz, Executive Director
of Harrisonburg-Rockingham SPCA. Mr. King commended Mr. Nawaz for successful
operations at the SPCA and indicated meetings will be arranged for Mr. Nawaz to provide an
update to Board members.
Related to the Lake Shenandoah Stormwater Control Authority, Administrator King
reported that staff continue to push FEMA for consideration. He said although the process is
long, there is a high degree of certainty the grant will be awarded.
oooooOooooo
ASSISTANT COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR’S STAFF REPORT.
The Board received and reviewed Mr. Armstrong’s staff report dated June 9, 2021.
oooooOooooo
FINANCE DIRECTOR’S STAFF REPORT.
The Board received and reviewed Mrs. Davidson’s staff report dated June 9, 2021.
Mrs. Davidson reported that the County received a quote for the purchase of an
ambulance through the HGAC Cooperative Procurement contract. She indicated funding for
the proposed purchase would be provided by the American Rescue Plan. Mrs. Davidson
requested permission to issue a purchase order to Atlantic Emergency Solutions, Inc. at an
amount not to exceed $330,000.
On behalf of the Finance Committee, on motion by Supervisor Kyger, seconded by
Supervisor Breeden, and carried by a roll call vote of 5 to 0, voting recorded as follows:
BREEDEN – AYE; CHANDLER – AYE; KYGER – AYE; RITCHIE– AYE; WOLFEGARRISON – AYE; the Board authorized staff to issue a purchase order to Atlantic
Emergency Solutions, Inc., for an amount not to exceed $330,000 for the purchase of an
ambulance.
----On behalf of the Finance Committee, on motion by Supervisor Kyger, seconded by
Supervisor Wolfe-Garrison, and carried by a roll call vote of 5 to 0, voting recorded as follows:
BREEDEN – AYE; CHANDLER – AYE; KYGER – AYE; RITCHIE– AYE; WOLFEGARRISON – AYE; the Board adopted the following FY2022 supplemental appropriation:
Dental Insurance Fund
A supplemental appropriation of $750,000 to start a self-funded dental insurance fund. Once
the dental fund is established and collecting its own fund balance, the dental insurance fund
will pay back the health insurance fund. Moving the dental insurance from fully funded to
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self-funded is a strategy the County can use to help achieve better dental rates and benefits for
its employees. The monthly premiums for the self-funded dental insurance program will still
be 100 percent employee paid.
Supplemental Appropriation: $750,000
$750,000
$750,000
$750,000
$750,000

GL Code:
GL Code
GL Code:
GL Code:

1310-09401-00000-000-508399-000
1310-00000-15201-000-352000-000
1311-09301-00000-000-509511-000
1311-00000-15201-000-352000-000

Transfer to Dental Insurance Fund
Health Insurance Fund Reserve
Dental Insurance Fund Reserve
Transfer from Dental Insurance Fund

oooooOooooo
HUMAN RESOURCES DIRECTOR’S STAFF REPORT.
The Board received and reviewed Mrs. Mongold’s staff report dated June 9, 2021.
Mrs. Mongold reported that due to increased enrollment, the County’s dental claims
were higher than the premiums collected. Staff researched several options and determined a
self-funded method for the 2022-2023 plan year, with no change in premium, and the
employee still paying 100% of the premium is the best option.
Concerning health insurance, Mrs. Mongold pointed out the number of large claims
continue to remain high, however, overall claim costs have trended in a positive manner this
year. The insurance consultants recommended increasing the Specific Stop Loss to $250,000
from $200,000; though the County will assume more risk with large claims, this will offset
administrative costs with Anthem. It was also recommended to eliminate Aggregate Stop
Loss, which the County pays for but will unlikely use. Other recommended changes were to
cover insulin at no more than a $50 co-pay; cover formula and enteral nutrition products for
individuals with an inherited metabolic disorder; and coverage of certified nurse specialists.
There is federal legislation planned for 2022 that should cover State Surprise Billing. The
recommendations result in no premium increase for the upcoming plan year. The proposed
rates for the plan year beginning October 2021 are the same as the current year’s rates.
On behalf of the Finance Committee, on motion by Supervisor Kyger, seconded by
Supervisor Ritchie, and carried by a roll call vote of 5 to 0, voting recorded as follows:
BREEDEN – AYE; CHANDLER – AYE; KYGER – AYE; RITCHIE– AYE; WOLFEGARRISON – AYE; the Board awarded the health insurance plan as presented to Anthem, and
awarded the dental insurance plan to MetLife Dental, for the plan year 2021-2022, effective
October 1, 2021, with insurance rates as follows:

Anthem
KC 20

2021-22
Employee

2021-2022
County

2021-2022
Total

Employee
Only
Employee +
Spouse
Employee + 1
Child
Employee +
Children
Employee +
Family

$66

$602

$688

$356

$1,044

$1,400

$280

$820

$1,100

$420

$1,230

$1,650

$480

$1,400

$1,880

2021-22
Employee
$40

2021-2022
County
$480

2021-2022
Total
$520

$180

$940

$1,120

HDHP
Employee
Only
Employee +
Spouse
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Employee + 1
Child
Employee +
Children
Employee +
Family
*HSA

$146

$766

$912

$212

$1,110

$1,322

$242

$1,270

$1,512

$750 for
employee
only;
$1,500 for
employee
plus
dependent
options

$750 for
employee
only; $1,500
for employee
plus
dependent
options

MetLife Dental
Rates
100% Employee
Paid
10/1/2021 Per
Pay Check

10/1/2021
Monthly
Employee Only
Employee +
Spouse

$ 34.10

$

17.05

$ 63.44

$

31.72

Employee + Child
Employee +
Children
Employee +
Family

$ 63.44

$

31.72

$ 100.38

$

50.19

$ 100.38

$

50.19

-----

Mrs. Mongold reported the Commonwealth legalized the use of marijuana effective
July 1, 2021 and recommended updating the current drug free workplace policy to reflect the
change. She pointed out employees working in safety sensitive positions including Fire and
Rescue, Sheriff’s Office, and all other positions falling under OSHA and/or DOT rules will
continue to be drug tested per policy/practice, including marijuana due to the safety sensitive
nature of those positions.
On motion by Supervisor Ritchie, seconded by Supervisor Kyger, and carried by a roll
call vote of 5 to 0, voting recorded as follows: BREEDEN – AYE; CHANDLER – AYE;
KYGER – AYE; RITCHIE– AYE; WOLFE-GARRISON – AYE; the Board adopted the
following Drug Free Workplace/Substance Abuse Policy:
Drug Free Workplace/Substance Abuse Policy
If we are to continue to fulfill our responsibility to provide reliable and safe service to
our customers and a safe working environment for our employees, employees of
Rockingham County must be physically and mentally fit to perform duties in a safe
and efficient manner. Therefore, no employee shall work or report to work while
under the influence of alcohol or drugs (drugs include prescription medications that
impair or might impair the employee’s mental or cognitive abilities). Violation of this
policy shall lead to disciplinary action, up to and including termination of
employment.
Should an employee be required to take any kind of prescription or non-prescription
medication that might affect job performance, including impair mental or cognitive
abilities, the employee is required to report this immediately to his or her supervisor.
The supervisor, in consultation with Human Resources, will determine if it is
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necessary to temporarily place the employee on another assignment to ensure safety
of the employee and other employees, and the public.
An employee suspected of being under the influence of alcohol or drugs at work,
including a state-registered medical marijuana user, may be sent for a drug or alcohol
screening at an approved medical facility chosen and paid for by the County.
An employee involved in an accident on the job and who requires the care of a
physician as a result of the accident may be required to cooperate with a drug test at
the time of care for the accident.
Employees in safety sensitive positions including Fire and Rescue, Sheriff’s Office,
and all other staff falling under OSHA and/or DOT rules, will be drug and alcohol
tested from time-to-time as required by federal, state, and local regulations, and good
management practices. Due to the nature of these positions and their public health and
safety elements, marijuana will be treated similarly to alcohol and other substances
that might impair mental and cognitive abilities. If a test returns positive, the
employee will be subject to disciplinary action, up to and including termination.
An employee failing to consent to drug or alcohol screening as required will be
subject to termination of employment.
All samples required for the tests will be taken under supervision at the testing facility
designated by the County. Samples shall be taken in sufficient quantity to allow for a
second test, as described below. The testing facility will be responsible for sending
the samples to the certified laboratory and receiving the reports from the laboratory.
The County’s Director of Human Resources will be notified of the test results in
writing. Results of drug tests may be forwarded to the employee’s supervisor and
others in management who have an employment or management duty with respect to
the suspected violation.
If an employee questions the accuracy of a test, he or she may have a portion of the
sample taken sent to another testing facility of the employee’s choice, at the
employee’s expense.
If test results are positive, the employee will be subject to disciplinary action, up to
and including termination.
To protect the best interests of employees and the public, the County will take
whatever measures necessary to determine if alcohol or drugs are located on or are
being used on County property, in vehicles or at job sites. Measures that may be used
will include, but not be limited to, searches of people and of personal property located
on County premises. Searches may be conducted by law enforcement authorities or
management. The above-mentioned searches and drug tests will not be conducted if
an individual refuses to consent; however, refusal to consent to a drug test or search
will result in termination of employment.
Employees experiencing problems with alcohol or other drugs are urged to
voluntarily seek assistance to resolve such problems. The County provides an
Employee Assistance Program (EAP) to help in these matters. Please contact the
Human Resources Department for additional information. Successful treatment will
be viewed positively but will not prevent normal disciplinary action for a violation
which may have already occurred; nor will it relieve an employee of the
responsibility to perform assigned duties in a safe and efficient manner.
oooooOooooo
PUBLIC WORKS STAFF REPORT.
The Board received and reviewed Mr. Rhodes’ staff report dated June 9, 2021.
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Mr. Rhodes reported that fifteen proposals were reviewed by staff for general
engineering services in four categories: Water/Sewer, Landfill, Environmental/Stormwater, and
Civil Transportation & Land Development. He stated that each proposal was ranked in the
category that it was being submitted for using weighted criteria, followed by interviews with
top firms.
Mr. Rhodes noted staff felt that awarding contracts to multiple firms per category
would allow the County flexibility in utilizing each company’s strengths. The exception to
having multiple firms is the landfill category, which requires coordination and overlap on
many of its projects, he explained.
On behalf of the Public Works Committee, on motion by Supervisor Ritchie, seconded
by Supervisor Wolfe-Garrison, and carried by a vote of 5 to 0, voting recorded as follows:
BREEDEN – AYE; CHANDLER – AYE; KYGER – AYE; RITCHIE – AYE; WOLFEGARRISON – AYE; the Board authorized staff to contract with the following engineering
firms as listed per category, for a three-year period, July 1, 2021 until June 30, 2024, with an
option of two, one-year renewals:
Water/Sewer
Peed and
Bortz, LLC
Wiley Wilson
Valley
Engineering

Landfill

Environmental/
Stormwater

Civil Transportation
& Land
Development

SCS Engineers

Timmons Group

Timmons Group

Wiley Wilson
Valley
Engineering
Thompson &
Litton

McCormick Taylor

Monteverde
Engineering

Valley Engineering
Thompson & Litton
Monteverde
Engineering

oooooOooooo
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR’S STAFF REPORT.
The Board received and reviewed Ms. Cooper’s staff report dated June 9, 2021.
Planning Director Dyjak noted the Bicycle Advisory Committee Update was included
with the staff report.
Additionally, on behalf of staff, Mr. Dyjak requested authorization to draft a zoning
ordinance to establish a Business Interchange District. The proposed zoning district would
enable services to be provided to the interstate-travelling public within concentrated locations
at interchanges, which could be situated either within or outside of Urban Growth Areas.
Since the proposed district would adjoin interchanges, it would offer targeted, yet flexible,
options for applicants seeking opportunities to better serve motorists.
On motion by Supervisor Ritchie, seconded by Supervisor Kyger, and carried by a roll
call vote of 5 to 0, voting recorded as follows: BREEDEN – AYE; CHANDLER – AYE;
KYGER – AYE; RITCHIE– AYE; WOLFE-GARRISON – AYE; the Board authorized staff
to draft a proposed ordinance establishing a Business Interchange District for future
consideration.
oooooOooooo
TECHNOLOGY DIRECTOR’S STAFF REPORT.
The Board received and reviewed Mrs. Perry’s staff report dated June 2021.
oooooOooooo
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FIRE AND RESCUE CHIEF’S STAFF REPORT.
The Board received and reviewed Chief Holloway’s staff report dated June 2021.
Chief Holloway provided an update concerning COVID vaccination clinics in the
County.
oooooOooooo
PARKS AND RECREATION DIRECTOR’S STAFF REPORT.
The Board received and reviewed Mr. Dean’s staff report dated June 3, 2021.
oooooOooooo
COMMITTEE REPORTS.

COMMUNITY CRIMINAL JUSTICE BOARD (CCJB)
Chairman Chandler reported the next CCJB meeting is scheduled for Monday,
September 13, 2021.
VIRGINIA ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES (VACo) LIAISON
Supervisor Kyger reviewed the following VACo Steering Committee appointments:
- Economic Development and Planning – Casey B. Armstrong
- Education – William B. Kyger, Jr.
- Environment and Agriculture – Sallie Wolfe-Garrison/Dewey L. Ritchie
- Energy – Sallie Wolfe-Garrison
- Finance – Patricia D. Davidson
- General Government – Thomas H. Miller
- Health and Human Resources – Rick L. Chandler/Michael A. Breeden
- Transportation – Stephen G. King
He reminded staff of the VACo County Officials Summit on August 19 in Richmond;
that the deadline to register for the Certified County Supervisor Program is August 13, 2021;
and, VACo’s Annual Conference is scheduled for November 13-16 at the Norfolk Hilton in
Norfolk Virginia.
Supervisor Kyger also reported that the National Association of Counties (NACo)
Annual Conference will be available in-person and virtually July 9-12, 2021, in Prince
George’s County. He indicated a voting delegate will need to be assigned prior to the
conference.
On motion by Supervisor Wolfe-Garrison, seconded by Supervisor Ritchie, and carried
by a vote of 5 to 0, voting recorded as follows: BREEDEN – AYE; CHANDLER – AYE;
KYGER – AYE; RITCHIE – AYE; WOLFE-GARRISON – AYE; the Board designated
William B. Kyger, Jr. as primary voting delegate to cast the County’s vote at the 2021 Annual
NACo Conference in Prince George’s County.
OTHER
County Attorney Miller announced that the application for REZ20-333, Baum
Investments, LLC had been withdrawn. Mr. Miller pointed out that as a result of the
applicants’ withdrawal, no public hearing or Board action would be required on the matter.
oooooOooooo

June 9, 2021 (9)

CLOSED MEETING.
On motion by Supervisor Wolfe-Garrison, seconded by Supervisor Kyger, and carried
by a roll call vote of 5 to 0, voting recorded as follows: BREEDEN – AYE; CHANDLER –
AYE; KYGER – AYE; RITCHIE – AYE; WOLFE-GARRISON – AYE; the Board recessed
the meeting from 4:30 p.m. to 4:44 p.m., for a closed meeting pursuant to Section 2.23711.A(5), Discussion concerning a prospective business or industry or the expansion of an
existing business or industry where no previous announcement has been made of the business’
or industry’s interest in locating or expanding its facilities in the community.
MOTION: SUPERVISOR WOLFE-GARRISON
SECOND: SUPERVISOR KYGER

RESOLUTION NO: 21-09
MEETING DATE: June 9, 2021

CERTIFICATION OF CLOSED MEETING
WHEREAS, the Rockingham County Board of Supervisors has convened a Closed
Meeting on this date pursuant to an affirmative recorded vote and in accordance with the
provisions of The Virginia Freedom of Information Act; and
WHEREAS, Section 2.2-3712 of the Code of Virginia requires a certification by this
Board of Supervisors that such Closed Meeting was conducted in conformity with Virginia
law.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Rockingham County Board of
Supervisors hereby certifies that, to the best of each member’s knowledge, (i) only public
business matters lawfully exempted from open meeting requirements by Virginia law were
discussed in the Closed Meeting to which this certification resolution applies; and (ii) only
such public business matters as were identified in the motion convening the Closed Meeting
were heard, discussed or considered by the Board of Supervisors.
VOTE:
AYES:
BREEDEN, CHANDLER, KYGER, RITCHIE, WOLFE-GARRISON
NAYS:
NONE
ABSENT:
oooooOooooo
RECESS.
Chairman Chandler recessed the meeting for dinner at 4:45 p.m.
oooooOooooo
PUBLIC HEARING – SPECIAL USE PERMITS.
Chairman Chandler opened the public hearing at 6:02 p.m.
County Attorney Miller announced that REZ20-333, Baum Investments, LLC was
withdrawn by the applicant and no public hearing will occur. Additionally, SUP21-092 and
SUP21-103 were withdrawn.
Zoning Administrator Getz reviewed the following special use permit requests:
SUP21-075 Hank Hensley, 4765 Pleasant Valley Road, Rockingham, for a small
contractor business, located on the northeast side of Pleasant Valley Road
(Rt. 679) approximately .4 mile west of Cross Keys Road (Rt. 276) in
Election District 3. Zoned A2-General Agricultural. Tax Map # 139-(A)L120B3.
The applicant was present.
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In response to questions from Supervisor Wolfe-Garrison, Mr. Hensley said he built the
storage building on the property less than a year ago and indicated he has operated his business
without a special use permit.
Adjacent property owner, David Brown, provided Board members with a letter
including concerns and offering conditions for consideration if the request is approved. He
asked the Board to consider a sunset clause revoking the permit upon the applicant’s
retirement, limit hours of operation, and require OSHA-approved storage containers on the
property. Mr. Brown asked how conditions of special use permits are enforced. In response,
Zoning Administrator Getz stated that the County’s Code Compliance Officer is responsible
for enforcing conditions of special use permits.
Neighbor Karen Robertson indicated she is opposed to the request as currently
presented. She indicated if and when there is an effective way to enforce conditions, and if the
applicant is willing to respect neighbors and abide by proper zoning regulations, she would
then consider supporting the request.
----SUP21-112 Dave Yutzy, 15638 Sparmine Road, Timberville, for an event center and
bed and breakfast located on the east and west side of North Valley Pike,
(Rt. 11) .33 mile north of Moore Mill Road in Election District #1. Zoned
A1-Prime Agricultural. Tax Map # 53-(A)-L105 & 54-(A)-L19 & 54(A)-L19A.
Mr. Yutzy stated that he was fortunate to be able to purchase the property last year. He
said the property is special and deserves to be used by the community and not as a private
residence. The manor house was originally built in the 1800’s and has great potential to be
used as a bed and breakfast. He said he is a fulltime farmer and would like to use the historic
round barn and manor house for weddings and/or farm activities. The lake is secluded and
would provide a great location for weddings.
Nearby property owner, Thomas Garth, asked how guests would access the lake from
the main house, inquired about the specific details of parking areas, expressed numerous
concerns related to additional traffic, noise, rowdy events, alcohol use, and an increase of
strangers coming into the neighborhood.
Barbara Blay Sutmoller indicated she lives close to the property in the request. She
expressed concerns over viewshed, increased noise, lights and traffic. She prefers the
surrounding agricultural property remain quiet and harmonious, and urged the Board to set
limitations if the request is approved.
Neighbor Carolyn Snow expressed concerns over the amount of land that could be used
for events, the types of events which would be permitted, the number of attendees, increased
traffic, trash, noise, and lights.
----Chairman Chandler closed the public hearing at 6:40 p.m.
For clarification, Mr. Yutzy explained parking areas would be gravel, any required
lighting would meet County zoning requirements, and he said there would be no lake access
from Moores Mill Road. In response to a question from Supervisor Ritchie, Mr. Yutzy
clarified that the property encompasses 865 acres, but his intent is to use less than 50-acres for
events. The 500-acre figure listed in the report was incorrect and should be revised to 50acres. Mr. Getz pointed out the site plan defines the specific areas for events.
In response to a question from Carolyn Snow, Mr. Getz said agritourism activities do
not require special use permits.
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SUP21-075, HANK HENSLEY
Chairman Chandler said there are a number of concerns about the proposed request that
should be addressed before he proceeds with a recommendation.
On behalf of Chairman Chandler, on motion by Supervisor Kyger, seconded by
Supervisor Breeden, and carried by a roll call vote of 5 to 0, voting recorded as follows:
BREEDEN – AYE; CHANDLER – AYE; KYGER – AYE; RITCHIE – AYE; WOLFEGARRISON – AYE; the Board tabled SUP21-075 Hank Hensley, 4765 Pleasant Valley Road,
Rockingham, for a small contractor business, located on the northeast side of Pleasant Valley
Road (Rt. 679) approximately .4 mile west of Cross Keys Road (Rt. 276) in Election District 3.
Zoned A2-General Agricultural. Tax Map # 139-(A)-L120B3.
SUP21-112, DAVE YUTZY
Supervisor Ritchie pointed out that he is familiar with the area. He stated that the
proposed use will supplement the agricultural enterprise and will be limited to the 50-acres
designated in the site plan governed by a proper special use permit.
On motion by Supervisor Ritchie, seconded by Supervisor Kyger, and carried by a roll
call vote of 5 to 0, voting recorded as follows: BREEDEN – AYE; CHANDLER – AYE;
KYGER – AYE; RITCHIE – AYE; WOLFE-GARRISON – AYE; the Board, subject to the
following conditions, approved SUP21-112 Dave Yutzy, 15638 Sparmine Road, Timberville,
for an event center and bed and breakfast located on the east and west side of North Valley
Pike, (Rt. 11) .33 mile north of Moore Mill Road in Election District #1. Zoned A1-Prime
Agricultural. Tax Map # 53-(A)-L105 & 54-(A)-L19 & 54-(A)-L19A.
Conditions:
1. Use shall be in substantial accordance with the submitted site plan.
2. The use and structures shall comply with all applicable federal. State, and local
regulations.
oooooOooooo
RECESS.
Chairman Chandler recessed the meeting at 6:56 p.m.
oooooOooooo
PUBLIC HEARING – ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS.
At 7:00 p.m., Chair Chandler opened the public hearing and Director of Planning Dyjak
reviewed two ordinance amendments: the first, a result of a County initiated review of the
Ottobine Agricultural & Forestal District (AFD) according to the Code of Virginia, §15.2-4300
through §15.2-4314; and the second, a housekeeping amendment for codification.
OA/AFD21-122 Amending Section 17-508 Ottobine AFD to revise the total acreage
and renew the District for a 10-year period.
OA/AFD21-126 Amendment to Sections 17-504, 505, 506, and 509 Dry River,
Keezletown North & South, and Spring Creek Agricultural &
Forestal Districts to update the parcels and total acreage within each
respective district resulting from prior Board action.
No members of the public spoke regarding the ordinance amendments.
----At 7:05 p.m., Chair Chandler closed the public hearing.
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On motion by Supervisor Kyger, seconded by Supervisor Ritchie , and carried by a roll
call vote of 5 to 0, voting recorded as follows: BREEDEN – AYE; CHANDLER – AYE;
KYGER – AYE; RITCHIE – AYE; WOLFE-GARRISON – AYE; the Board adopted the
following ordinance amendments:
ORDINANCE
REPEALING AND RE-ENACTING
SECTION 17-508
OF THE CODE OF ORDINANCES
OF
ROCKINGHAM COUNTY, VIRGINIA
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF ROCKINGHAM COUNTY,
VIRGINIA:
That Section 17-508. Ottobine Agricultural and Forestal district be repealed and reenacted as follows:
Sec. 17-508.01. Creation.
Pursuant to the Agricultural and Forestal Districts Act of the Commonwealth of Virginia, the
Ottobine Agricultural and Forestal district (hereinafter referred to as district) is hereby created
subject to the conditions and district term set forth in this division and as otherwise provided
by sections 15.2-4300 through 15.2-4314 of the Code of Virginia, mutatis mutandis, the
provisions of which, except as specifically modified herein, are adopted and incorporated
herein by reference.
Sec. 17-508.02. Description.
The Ottobine Agricultural and Forestal district shall consist of the following land: twenty-six
(26) parcels spanning a one thousand one hundred forty two (1,142,) acres core area west of
Ottobine in the southwestern portion of Rockingham County. In relation to the other nearby
agricultural-forestal districts, the district is west of Dry River, northwest of Spring Creek and
southwest of Western Rockingham. The district is compact rather than sprawling, extending in
the north to Wheelbarger Hollow (Layman Hollow Lane), in the northeast to Union Springs
Road, and to Briery Branch in the south. An isolated one-acre parcel, surrounded by the Spring
Creek Agricultural and Forestal district, is even farther south at the southeast junction of
Briery Branch Road and Spring Creek Road (Route 613). In the east, the district is adjacent to
Ottobine Elementary School and on the west borders George Washington National Forest. The
following parcels shown on county real estate maps, as of the effective date of this district, are
part of the Ottobine district and numbered as:

89-(A)- L35A1, 90-(A)- L101, 90-(A)- L101A, 90-(A)- L102, 90-(A)- L103, 103-(A)- L171C,
103-(A)- L173, 104-(A)- L1, 104-(A)- L1C, 104-(A)- L8, 104-(A)- L13, 104-(A)- L14, 104(A)- L14A, 104-(A)- L20, 104-(A)- L21, 104-(A)- L22, 104-(A)- L23, 104-(A)- L24, 104-(A)L24A, 104-(A)- L25, 104-(A)-L127, 104-(A)- L127A, 104-(A)- L133, 104-(A)- L133B, 104(A)- L134, and 104-(A)- L145A.
Sec. 17-508.03. Conditions.
The intent of these conditions is to strengthen the existing agricultural community in order to
ensure its continued economic viability. The Ottobine Agricultural and Forestal district shall
comply with the following conditions:
(a) Uses, structures, and accessory businesses shall be permitted on a parcel in
compliance with the regulations that apply to the zoning of that parcel. However, the
following uses shall be prohibited throughout the district:
(1)

Golf courses;
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(2)

Golf driving ranges;

(3)

Campgrounds;

(4)

Shooting ranges;

(5)

Auto graveyards or junkyards;

(6)

Recreational or amusement enterprises operating outside a building for profit.

(b) All parcels included in the district must be located fully within the district; no portion
of a district parcel shall lie outside the district.
(c) Parcels of land, as now defined in the county real estate records, within the district
may be sold in their entirety but not subdivided to a nonfamily member during the
term of district status. However, the parcel under new ownership shall remain in
district status at least until the time of the next scheduled district renewal.
(d) Parcels of land, as now defined in the county real estate records, within the district
may only be subdivided by purchase or gift to immediate family members. However,
this family subdivision shall remain in district status for at least as long as the parent
parcel remains in the district.
(e) Residences for persons who earn a substantial part of their livelihood from
agricultural or forestal operations on the same property, or for members of the
immediate family of the owner, shall be permitted in accordance with the County
Code.
Sec. 17-508.04. Term review.
The district shall be in effect for ten (10) years, from July 12, 2021, to July 12, 2031. A review
of the district, including any additions to the district, may be made by the board of supervisors
as provided by, and in accordance with sections 15.2-4309 through 15.2-4312 of the Code of
Virginia.
This ordinance shall be effective from the 9th day of June 2021.
----ORDINANCE
REPEALING AND RE-ENACTING
SECTIONS 17-504, 505, 506, AND 509
OF THE CODE OF ORDINANCES
OF
ROCKINGHAM COUNTY, VIRGINIA
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF ROCKINGHAM COUNTY,
VIRGINIA:
SECTION ONE.
That Section 17-504. Dry River Agricultural and Forestal district be repealed and reenacted as follows:
Sec. 17-504.01. Creation.
Pursuant to the Agricultural and Forestal Districts Act of the Commonwealth of Virginia, the
Dry River Agricultural-Forestal District (hereinafter referred to as district) is hereby created
subject to the conditions and district term set forth in this division and as otherwise provided
by sections 15.2-4300 through 15.2-4314 of the Code of Virginia, mutatis mutandis, the
provisions of which, except as specifically modified herein, are adopted and incorporated
herein by reference.
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Sec. 17-504.02. Description.
The Dry River Agricultural and Forestal district shall consist of the following land: two
hundred thirty (230) parcels spanning five thousand seven hundred (5,700) acres, generally
located south of Hinton, west of John Wayland Highway (Route 42), east of Ottobine, and
north of the Town of Bridgewater, which includes the parcels shown on Rockingham County
real estate maps, as of the effective date of this district, numbered as:
90-(A)- L135, 90-(A)- L136, 90-(A)- L137, 91-(8)- L1, 91-(8)- L1A, 91-(8)- L2, 91-(8)- L3,
91-(A)- L69, 91-(A)- L71, 91-(A)- L214A, 104-(2)- L1, 104-(2)- L1G, 104-(A)- L96, 104-(A)L149A, 104-(A)- L149C, 104-(A)- L152, 105-(2)- L1, 105-(2)- L2, 105-(A)- L51, 105-(A)L65A, 105-(A)- L66B, 105-(A)- L67, 105-(A)- L69, 105-(A)- L70, 105-(A)- L71, 105-(A)L72,105-(A)- L76, 105-(A)- L82D, 105-(A)- L115E, 105-(A)- L121, 105-(A)- L122, 105-(A)L148, 105-(A)- L149, 105-(A)- L149A, 105-(A)- L150, 105-(A)- L150A, 105-(A)- L151, 105(A)- L152, 105-(A)- L153, 105-(A)- L154, 105-(A)- L155, 105-(A)- L156, 105-(A)- L165,
105-(A)- L167, 105-(A)- L169, 105-(A)- L171, 105-(A)- L172A, 105-(A)- L172B1, 105-(A)L172C, 105-(A)- L173, 105-(A)- L173A, 105-(A)- L175, 105-(A)- L176, 105-(A)- L177, 105(A)- L178A, 105-(A)- L178B, 105-(A)- L183F, 105-(A)- L189B, 105-(A)- L190, 105-(A)L191, 106-(1)- L1, 106-(1)- L2B, 106-(A)- L2A, 106-(A)- L2A1, 106-(A)- L3, 106-(A)- L4,
106-(A)- L6, 106-(A)- L10, 106-(A)- L17, 106-(A)- L18, 106-(A)- L21, 106-(A)- L25, 106(A)- L25A, 106-(A)- L27, 106-(A)- L28, 106-(A)- L28A, 106-(A)- L30, 106-(A)- L31, 106(A)- L32, 106-(A)- L33, 106-(A)- L33A, 106-(A)- L34A, 106-(A)- L35, 106-(A)- L35A, 106(A)- L36, 106-(A)- L37, 106-(A)- L46, 106-(A)- L47A, 106-(A)- L48, 106-(A)- L49, 106-(A)L49A, 106-(A)- L52A1, 106-(A)- L53, 106-(A)- L62A, 106-(A)- L62B, 106-(A)- L62D, 106(A)- L62F, 106-(A)- L63A, 106-(A)- L63B, 106-(A)- L69, 106-(A)- L70, 106-(A)- L70A, 106(A)- L71, 106-(A)- L73, 106-(A)- L75, 106-(A)- L75A, 106-(A)- L76, 106-(A)- L80, 106-(A)L80A, 106-(A)- L80B, 106-(A)- L91, 106-(A)- L92, 106-(A)- L93, 106-(A)- L94, 106-(A)L95, 106-(A)- L96, 106-(A)- L97, 106-(A)- L98, 106-(A)- L98A, 106-(A)- L99A, 106-(A)L101, 106-(A)- L101A, 106-(A)- L105, 106-(A)- L107, 106-(A)- L108, 106-(A)- L120, 106(A)- L121, 106-(A)- L124, 106-(A)- L128, 106-(A)- L128A, 106-(A)- L129, 106-(A)- L130,
106-(A)- L132A, 106-(A)- L133, 106-(A)- L134, 106-(A)- L136, 106-(A)- L137, 106-(A)L140, 106-(A)- L141, 106-(A)- L141A, 106-(A)- L142, 106-(A)- L144, 106-(A)- L146, 106(A)- L147, 106-(A)- L148, 106-(A)- L149, 106-(A)- L149B, 106-(A)- L150A, 106-(A)- L151,
106-(A)- L152, 107-(A)- L2A6, 107-(A)- L85, 107-(A)- L86, 107-(A)- L88, 107-(A)- L88B,
107-(A)- L90, 107-(A)- L91, 107-(A)- L92, 107-(A)- L95, 107-(A)- L96, 107-(A)- L100, 107(A)- L103, 107-(A)- L105, 107-(A)- L106, 107-(A)- L107, 107-(A)- L108, 107-(A)- L109,
107-(A)- L112, 107-(A)- L116, 107-(A)- L117, 107-(A)- L118, 107-(A)- L122A1, 107-(A)L123A, 107-(A)- L130B, 107-(A)- L131, 107-(A)- L133A, 107-(A)- L144B, 107-(A)L144B1, 107-(A)- L149, 107-(A)- L150, 122-(4)- L1A, 122-(4)- L3A, 122-(4)- L4B, 122-(4)L5, 122-(5)- L1, 122-(5)- L2, 122-(5)- L3, 122-(A)- L1, 122-(A)- L1C, 122-(A)- L28, 122-(A)L33, 122-(A)- L34A, 122-(A)- L77, 122-(A)- L78, 122-(A)- L80, 122-(A)- L85, 122-(A)L85A, 122-(A)- L85B, 122-(A)- L87, 122-(A)- L88, 122-(A)- L94B, 122-(A)- L94B1, 122(A)- L94B2, 122-(A)- L98, 122-(A)- L107A, 122-(A)- L107B, 122-(A)- L109, 122-(A)- L110,
122-(A)- L111, 122-(A)- L114, 122-(A)- L132, 122-(A)- L133, 122-(A)- L134, 122-(A)L142, 122-(A)- L144, 122-(A)- L144A1, 122-(A)- L144A2, 122-(A)- L145, 122-(A)- L145A,
122-(A)- L145B, 122-(A)- L145C, 122-(A)- L147A, 122-(A)- L148, 122-(A)- L148A, 122(A)- L150, 123-(1)- L1, 123-(1)- L1B, 123-(1)- L2C, 123-(A)- L8, and 123-(A)- L24.
Sec. 17-504.03. Conditions.
(a) District landowners recognize that some of the land parcels included in the district may be
in the Town of Dayton; or in the designated growth areas of Dayton, Bridgewater, or the
county, as indicated in the comprehensive plans of both towns and of the county; or in the
agreements defining annexation rights between the county and the Towns of Dayton and
Bridgewater. Also, some parcels may be within the Harrisonburg Area Transportation
Study plan area.
(b) The Dry River Agricultural-Forestal District shall comply with chapter 16 and with
sections 15.2-4300 through 15.2-4314 of the Code of Virginia.
(c) Parcels of land owned by sole owners, co-owners, partnerships, trusts, corporations, or
limited liability companies shall be eligible for inclusion in this agricultural and forestal
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district as long as all owners, or their designated representatives, sign the application
indicating their desire that the parcel be included in the district.
(d) Any new nonagricultural or nonforestal uses and/or buildings, including dwellings, shall be
in compliance with the following:
1) The uses shall be located on property where there is an ongoing agricultural or forestal
operation that qualifies for land use taxation.
2) The use shall be permitted to operate only as long as the agricultural or forestal
operation continues on the property.
3) Construction of a dwelling shall be for: (1) persons who earn a substantial part of their
livelihood from agricultural or forestal operations on the same property, or (2)
members of the immediate family of the owner.
4) Construction of community churches, with or without adjunctive cemeteries and/or
church-related private schools shall be permitted. Land for this purpose may be
transferred by gift or purchase from district landowners.
(e) Parcels of land (as now defined on the Rockingham County real estate maps) within the
district may be sold to a nonfamily member during the term of district status. However, the
parcel under new ownership shall remain in district status at least until the time of the next
scheduled district renewal.
(f) Land within the district may be subdivided by purchase or gift to immediate family
members in compliance with chapter 16. However, this subdivision shall remain in district
status for at least as long as the parent parcel remains in the district.
(g) All included tracts shall be shown as separate parcels on the county real estate maps.
Sec. 17-504.04. Term review.
The district shall be in effect for ten (10) years, from January 27, 2020, to January 27, 2030. A
review of the district, including any additions to the district, may be made by the board of
supervisors as provided by, and in accordance with sections 15.2-4309 through 15.2-4312 of
the Code of Virginia.

SECTION TWO.
That Section 17-505. Keezletown North Agricultural and Forestal district be repealed
and re-enacted as follows:
Sec. 17-505.01. Creation.
Pursuant to the Agricultural and Forestal Districts Act of the Commonwealth of Virginia, the
Keezletown North Agricultural and Forestal district (hereinafter referred to as "district") is
hereby created subject to the conditions and district term set forth in this division and as
otherwise provided by section 15.2-4300 through section 15.2-4314 of the Code of Virginia,
mutatis mutandis, the provisions of which, except as specifically modified herein, are adopted
and incorporated herein by reference.
Sec. 17-505.02. Description.
The Keezletown North Agricultural and Forestal district shall consist of the following land:
fifty nine (59) parcels spanning one thousand eight hundred twenty two (1,822) acres generally
located north of the intersection of Indian Trail Road (Route 620) and Caverns Drive (Route
685), east of the intersection of Indian Trail Road (Route 717) and Minnie Ball Lane (Route
718), south of the intersection of Armentrout Path (Route 722) and Airey Lane (Route 868),
and west of Lairds Knob, which includes the parcels shown on Rockingham County Real
Estate Maps, as of the effective date of this district, numbered as:
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96-(A)- L36A, 96-(A)- L50, 96-(A)- L53A, 97-(A)- L38, 97-(A)- L41, 97-(A)- L46, 97-(A)L47, 97-(A)- L54, 97-(A)- L55, 97-(A)- L57, 97-(A)- L57A, 97-(A)- L57A1, 97-(A)- L61, 97(A)- L62, 97-(A)- L62A, 97-(A)- L62B, 97-(A)- L62C, 97-(A)- L62D, 97-(A)- L63, 110-(A)L124, 110-(A)- L125A, 111-(4)- L1E, 111-(4)- L1F, 111-(A)- L8B, 111-(A)- L13, 111-(A)L15A, 111-(A)- L33, 111-(A)- L35, 111-(A)- L36, 111-(A)- L42, 111-(A)- L43, 111-(A)L44D1, 111-(A)- L48, 111-(A)- L49, 111-(A)- L49A, 111-(A)- L49B, 111-(A)- L49B1, 111(A)- L49B2, 111-(A)- L57A, 111-(A)- L57B, 111-(A)- L71, 111-(A)- L71A, 111-(A)- L72,
111-(A)- L72A, 111-(A)- L72B, 111-(A)- L88, 111-(A)- L90, 111-(A)- L98, 111-(A)- L100A,
111-(A)- L101, 111-(A)- L101C, 111-(A)- L101D, 111-(A)- L101E, 112-(A)- L1, 126-(A)L174, 126-(A)- L177, and 126-(A)- L177A.
Sec. 17-505.03. Conditions.
The Keezletown North Agricultural and Forestal district shall comply with the following
conditions:
(a)

Uses, structures, and accessory businesses shall be permitted on a parcel in compliance
with the regulations that apply to the zoning of that parcel. However, the following uses
shall be prohibited throughout the district:
(1)

Golf courses;

(2)

Golf driving ranges;

(3)

Public campgrounds; and

(4)

Auto graveyards or junkyards.

(b)

All parcels included in the district must be located fully within the district; no portion of
the district parcel shall lie outside the district.

(c)

Parcels of land, as now defined in the county real estate records, within the district may
be sold in their entirety but not subdivided to a nonfamily member during the term of the
district status. However, the parcel under new ownership shall remain in the district
status at least until the time of the next scheduled district renewal.

(d)

Parcels of land, as now defined in the county real estate records, within the district may
only be subdivided by purchase or gift to immediate family members. However, this
family subdivision shall remain in the district status for at least as long as the parent
parcel remains in the district.

(e)

Residences for persons who earn a substantial part of their livelihood from agricultural or
forestal operations on the same property, or for members of immediate family of the
owner, shall be permitted in accordance with the Rockingham County Code.

(f)

The existing commercial transmission towers and supporting structures on Lairds Knob
on parcel 112 (A) L1 may be expanded in compliance with then-current county
permitting guidelines.

Sec. 17-505.04. Term review.
The district shall be in effect for seven (7) years, from June 24, 2019, to June 24, 2026. A
review of the district, including any additions to the district, may be made by the board of
supervisors as provided by, and in accordance with, sections 15.2-4309 through 15.2-4312 of
the Code of Virginia.

SECTION THREE.
That Section 17-506. Keezletown South Agricultural and Forestal district be repealed
and re-enacted as follows:
Sec. 17-506.01. Creation.
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Pursuant to the Agricultural and Forestal Districts Act of the Commonwealth of Virginia, the
Keezletown South Agricultural and Forestal district (hereinafter referred to as "district") is
hereby created subject to the conditions and district term set forth in this division and as
otherwise provided by section 15.2-4300 through section 15.2-4314 of the Code of Virginia,
mutatis mutandis, the provisions of which, except as specifically modified herein, are adopted
and incorporated herein by reference.
Sec. 17-506.02. Description.
The Keezletown South Agricultural and Forestal district shall consist of the following land:
seventeen (17) parcels spanning four hundred forty-two (442) acres generally located north of
Spotswood Trail (Route 33), east of Indian Trail Road (Route 620), south of the intersection of
Indian Trail Road (Route 717) and Mountain Valley Road (Route 620), and west of
Massanutten Peak, which includes the parcels shown on Rockingham County Real Estate
Maps, as of the effective date of this district, numbered as:
126-(2)- LB, 126-(2)- LB3, 126-(2)- LB4, 126-(2)- LE, 126-(A)- L103, 126-(A)- L107A, 126(A)- L108, 126-(A)- L112, 126-(A)- L112A, 126-(A)- L112B, 126-(A)- L150, 126-(A)- L171,
126-(A)- L172, 126A-(A)- L11, 126A-(A)- L14, 126A-(A)- L16, and 127-(A)- L4.
Sec. 17-506.03. Conditions.
The Keezletown South Agricultural and Forestal district shall comply with the following
conditions:
(a) Uses, structures, and accessory businesses shall be permitted on a parcel in compliance
with the regulations that apply to the zoning of that parcel. However, the following uses
shall be prohibited throughout the district:
(1)

Golf courses;

(2)

Golf driving ranges;

(3)

Public campgrounds; and

(4)

Auto graveyards or junkyards.

(b) All parcels included in the district must be located fully within the district; no portion of
the district parcel shall lie outside the district.
(c) Parcels of land, as now defined in the county real estate records, within the district may be
sold in their entirety but not subdivided to a nonfamily member during the term of the
district status. However, the parcel under new ownership shall remain in the district status
at least until the time of the next scheduled district renewal.
(d) Parcels of land, as now defined in the county real estate records, within the district may
only be subdivided by purchase or gift to immediate family members. However, this family
subdivision shall remain in the district status for at least as long as the parent parcel
remains in the district.
(e) Residences, for persons who earn a substantial part of their livelihood from agricultural or
forestal operations on the same property or for members of immediate family of the owner,
shall be permitted in accordance with chapter 17.
Sec. 17-506.04. Term review.
The district shall be in effect for seven (7) years, from June 24, 2012 2019, to June 24, 2019
2026. A review of the district, including any additions to the district, may be made by the
board of supervisors as provided by, and in accordance with sections 15.2-4309 through 15.24312 of the Code of Virginia.
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SECTION FOUR.
That Section 17-509. Spring Creek Agricultural and Forestal district be repealed and reenacted as follows:
Sec. 17-509.01. Creation.
Pursuant to the Agricultural and Forestal Districts Act of the Commonwealth of Virginia, the
Spring Creek Agricultural and Forestal district (hereinafter referred to as district) is hereby
created subject to the conditions and district term set forth in this division and as otherwise
provided by sections 15.2-4300 through 15.2-4314 of the Code of Virginia, mutatis mutandis,
the provisions of which, except as specifically modified herein, are adopted and incorporated
herein by reference.
Sec. 17-509.02. Description.
The Spring Creek Agricultural and Forestal district shall consist of the following land: sixty
two (62) parcels spanning two thousand four hundred six (2,406) acres, more or less, generally
located south of Ottobine, west of the Town of Bridgewater, east of Windy Cove
Road/Lambert Town Road (Route 755), and north of the Augusta County line, which includes
the parcels, shown on the county real estate maps, as of the effective date of this district,
numbered as:
104-(A)- L121, 104-(A)- L126, 104-(A)- L129, 105-(A)- L91A, 105-(A)- L103, 105-(A)L111, 105-(A)- L111B, 105-(A)- L113, 105-(A)- L181B, 105-(A)- L189C, 105-(A)- L189D,
120-(1)- L1, 120-(1)- L1B, 120-(1)- L2, 120-(1)- L3, 120-(1)- L3A, 120-(1)- L4, 120-(A)L59, 120-(A)- L65, 121-(1)- L1, 121-(1)- L2, 121-(A)- L1, 121-(A)- L1A, 121-(A)- L2, 121(A)- L4, 121-(A)- L5, 121-(A)- L9, 121-(A)- L15, 121-(A)- L24, 121-(A)- L24A, 121-(A)L32, 121-(A)- L38H, 121-(A)- L39A, 121-(A)- L39A1, 121-(A)- L40, 121-(A)- L42, 121-(A)L43A, 121-(A)- L45, 121-(A)- L50A,121-(A)- L52, 121-(A)- L54B, 121-(A)- L61A, 121-(A)L66A, 121-(A)- L70, 121-(A)- L71, 121-(A)- L73, 121-(A)- L74, 121-(A)- L75, 121-(A)L75B, , 121-(A)- L77, 121-(A)- L84, 121-(A)- L84A, 121-(A)- L84D, 121-(A)- L96, 121A(1)- L12, 122-(A)- L3, 122-(A)- L20A, 122-(A)- L25A, 122-(A)- L26, 122-(A)- L26A, 135(A)- L1, 135-(A)- L2, and 135-(A)- L20.
Sec. 17-509.03. Conditions.
The Spring Creek Agricultural and Forestal district shall comply with the following conditions:
(a) District landowners recognize that some of the land parcels included in the district may be
in the designated growth areas of the Town of Bridgewater or the county, as indicated in
the Comprehensive Plans of Bridgewater and of the county; or in the agreements defining
annexation rights between the county and the Town of Bridgewater. Also, some parcels
may be within the Harrisonburg Area Transportation Study plan area.
(b) The Spring Creek Agricultural and Forestal district shall comply with chapter 16
(subdivision of land) of the County Code and with sections 15.2-4300 through 15.2-4314
(Agricultural and Forestal Districts Act) of the Code of Virginia.
(c) Parcels of land owned by sole owners, co-owners, partnerships, trusts, corporations, or
limited liability companies shall be eligible for inclusion in this agricultural and forestal
district as long as all owners, or their designated representatives, sign the application
indicating their desire that the parcel be included in the district.
(d) Any new nonagricultural or nonforestal uses and/or buildings, including dwellings, shall be
in compliance with the following:
(1) The uses shall be located on property where there is an ongoing agricultural or
forestal operation that qualifies for land use taxation.
(2) The use shall be permitted to operate only as long as the agricultural or forestal
operation continues on the property.
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(3) Construction of a dwelling shall be for: (1) persons who earn a substantial part of
their livelihood from agricultural or forestal operations on the same property, or (2)
members of the immediate family of the owner. The uses shall be located on
property where there is an ongoing agricultural or forestal operation that qualifies
for land use taxation.
(4) Construction of community churches, with or without adjunctive cemeteries and/or
church-related private schools shall be permitted. Land for this purpose may be
transferred by gift or purchase from district landowners.
(e) Parcels of land (as now defined on the county real estate maps) within the district may be
sold to a nonfamily member during the term of district status. However, the parcel under
new ownership shall remain in district status at least until the time of the next scheduled
district renewal.
(f) Land within the district may be subdivided by purchase or gift to immediate family
members in compliance with subsection 16-9(c) of the County Code. However, this
subdivision shall remain in district status for at least as long as the parent parcel remains in
the district.
(g) All included tracts shall be shown as separate parcels on the county real estate maps.
Sec. 17-509.04. Term review.
The district shall be in effect for ten (10) years, from January 27, 2020, to January 27, 2030. A
review of the district, including any additions to the district, may be made by the board of
supervisors as provided by, and in accordance with sections 15.2-4309 through 15.2-4312 of
the Code of Virginia.
This ordinance shall be effective from the 9th day of June 2021.
oooooOooooo

ADJOURN.
Chairman Chandler declared the meeting adjourned at 7:06 p.m.

________________________,
Chairman
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Circuit Court

Legislative Authorization
Fee
Courthouse Maintenance Fees

Courthouse Maintenance Fees
Code of Virginia § 17.1-281
County Code Chapter 12, Section 12-7
Effective Date
Description
November 13,
2002

Fee Amount

$2
Fee as part of the costs against each defendant for each conviction of a
violation of any civil, criminal or traffic case prosecuted in the county circuit
court, general district court, or juvenile domestic relations court. Shall be
used by the board of supervisors of the county for the construction,
renovation, or maintenance of courthouse or jail and court-related facilities
and to defray increases in heating, cooling, electricity, and ordinary
maintenance.

Legislative Authorization
Fee
Courthouse Security Fees

Courthouse Security Fees
Code of Virginia § 17.1-281
County Code Chapter 12, Section 12-8
Effective Date
Description
June 13, 2007

Fee as part of the costs against each defendant for each conviction of a
violation of any statute or ordinance in any criminal or traffic case
prosecuted in the circuit court, general district court, or juvenile and

Fee Amount
$10

domestic relations district court. Shall be appropriated by the county board
of supervisors to the county sheriff's office for the funding of courthouse
security personnel.

County of Rockingham, Virginia
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Clerk of Circuit Court

Legislative Authorization
Fee
Courthouse Processing Fees

Courthouse Processing Fees
Code of Virginia § 17.1-281
County Code Chapter 12, Section 12-9
Effective Date
Description
June 12, 2002

Fee charged to each individual admitted to any county, city, or regional
jail following conviction in any court within the county of any crime,
misdemeanor or violation of any local ordinance of the county, the City
of Harrisonburg, or any town within the county. The fee shall be used
by the county sheriff’s office to defray the cost of processing arrested

Fee Amount
$25

persons into the county jail.
Other Fees
Legislative Authorization
Fee
Law Library

Code of Virginia § 18.2-308.02, 06
County Code Chapter 1, Article 1 Section 7
Other
Effective Date
April 22, 2009

Description

Fee assessed as a part of the costs to each civil action filed in the Circuit

Fee Amount
$4

Court and General District Court. This shall be used for the establishment,
use and maintenance of a law library.
Concealed Handgun Filing Fee

Unknown

$40
Any person 21 years of age or older may apply in writing to the Clerk of
the Circuit Court in which he or she resides, or if he or she is a member of
the United States Armed Forces, the county, or city in which he or she is
domiciled, for a five-year permit to carry a concealed handgun.

Marriage License

Unknown

Marriage License

$30

Other Rockingham County Clerk of Circuit Court Fees
Information on fees paid to the Rockingham County Clerk of Circuit Court as set by the Commonwealth of Virginia can be found by following the link:
http://webdev.courts.state.va.us/cgi-bin/DJIT/ef djs ccfees calc.cgi

County of Rockingham, Virginia
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Commissioner of the Revenue

Legislative Authorization
Fee
Dance Halls

Miscellaneous Licenses
Code of Virginia § 58.1-3700
County Code Chapter 10 Article 1, Section 10-1-10-4
Effective Date
Description
September 11,
1979

Fortune-tellers, Clairvoyants and June 18, 1956
Practitioners of Phrenology and
Palmistry

Yearly license tax for every person operating or conducting a public dance $200 annually
hall.
Any person who, for compensation, shall pretend to tell fortunes or assume $500 annually
to act as a clairvoyant or to practice phrenology or palmistry in the county.

Carnivals, Shows, Circuses, etc.

Unknown

Coin Operated Machines

Unknown

Legislative Authorization

Land Use Fees
Code of Virginia: Title 58.1, Chapter 32, Article 4

Fee
Land Use Fee
Initial Enrollment Fee,
Revalidation Fee and Late Filing
Fee

Effective Date
Unknown

Fee Amount

$100 daily
Every person who exhibits or gives a performance or exhibition in the
county of any show, carnival, circus, menagerie or exhibition as described in
Section 58.1-3728 of the Code of Virginia.
Every person having in the county a slot machine or coin-operated machine Unknown
as defined by the Code of Virginia, shall obtain a license. Amount shall be ½
the state license tax imposed under section 58-355 of the Code of Virginia.

Description
The Land Use Program is designed to encourage the preservation of land,
while conserving natural beauty and open spaces within Rockingham
County. For landowners that qualify for this program, enrollment fees are
required. Revalidation is every 6 years for landowners already

Fee Amount
• $60
• $60
• $10

participating in the program. A late filing fee is charged if the land owner
applies late.

County of Rockingham, Virginia
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Community Development
Building and Permit Fees
Legislative Authorization
Fee

County Code Chapter 6, Article 1I, Section 6-11 to 6-21
Effective Date

Building Permit for one and two June 9, 2010
family residential units
Commercial Building Permit for
structure with estimated value
under $19,000

June 9, 2010

Description
The fee for alterations, additions, and repairs based on the gross finished
floor area including the basement area.
•

New Construction and additions with or without outdoor
recreation

•

Alterations, additions, and repairs

•

Swimming Pools

•

Elevators, escalators and lifts

Fee Amount
$0.19 per sq ft.
Minimum of $25
• $95
• $0.19 per sq ft.
Minimum of $25
• $50
• $50

Commercial Building Permit for
structure with estimated value
of between $19,000 and
$30 000
Commercial Building Permit for
structure with estimated value
of between $30,000 and

June 9, 2010

Any building permit application for new structure with estimated value of
between $19,000 and $30,000.

$95 for first
$19,000 value plus
$4.40 per $1,000 of
estimated value

June 9, 2010

Any building permit application for new structure with estimated value of
between $30,000 and $100,000.

Commercial Building Permit for
structure with estimated value

June 9, 2010

Any building permit application for new structure with estimated value of
between $100,000 and $500,000.

$146.65 for first
$30,000 value plus
$3.80 per $1,000 of
estimated value
$412.75 for first
$100,000 value plus
$3.00 per $1,000 of
estimated value

of between $100,000 and
$500 000

County of Rockingham, Virginia
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Building and Permit Fees Continued
Fee

Effective Date

Description

Fee Amount

June 9, 2010

Any building permit application for new structure with estimated value
over $1,000,000

$2,860 for first
$1,000,000 value
plus $1.45 per
$1,000 of estimated
value

Building Permit for Accessory
Structure R-5

June 9, 2010

The fee for attached garages, detached garages, sheds and decks, and
porches over nine (9) square feet shall be calculated based on gross floor
area of the structure.

$0.15 per sq ft.
Minimum of $50

Building Permit Moving

June 9, 2010

Building Permit for structure
with estimated value over
$1,000,000



For the moving of any building or structure, when no movement

 $25



on any public street or highway is required.
For the movement of any building or structure when movement on
any public street or highway is required.

 $35

Building Permit Demolition

June 9, 2010

For the demolition of any building or structure

$25

Building Permit Farms

June 9, 2010

No person shall commence the construction, repair or improvement of
any farm building or structure exempt from the provisions of the building
code, as amended, until there shall have been first obtained a permit from
the building inspection office. Fine not to exceed $300.

$25

Building Permit Miscellaneous

June 9, 2010








County of Rockingham, Virginia

Request to add, delete or change the designation of a mechanic’s
lean
Tent Installation
Sign Permit






Asbestos removal
Temporary construction trailer
Inspection not listed the fee shall be based on the value of the
project

 $75 & $50
electric fee
 $25 minimum

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium
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$50
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Building and Permit Fees Continued
Fee
Building Permit Miscellaneous

Effective Date
June 9, 2010

Description



Footer/foundation only permit
If a refund is requested the county shall retain 25% of the total
permit fee to cover processing, inspections, and plan review costs.
The state levy is nonrefundable

Plumbing Permit- R5

Fee Amount
 $200

 $25 minimum
$51.75

June 9, 2010

New construction, addition to single family dwellings, alterations or repairs
shall be charged a fee

Plumbing Permit- All Other Use June 9, 2010
Groups

New construction, additions, alterations and repairs shall be charged a fee.

Plumbing Permit- Solar Hot
Water Heater
Electrical Permit- New
Residential Construction

June 9, 2010

Installation of a solar hot water heater shall be charged a fee.

June 9, 2010

Electrical Permit- New

June 9, 2010

Electrical permit fee for a single-family dwelling or a single-family dwelling unit $57.50
in an apartment building having a separate electric service, service not
exceeding 200 amp.
Electrical permit fee for a single-family dwelling or a single-family dwelling unit $69
in an apartment building having a separate electric service, service not
exceeding 400 amp.
Electrical permit fee for a single-family dwelling or a single-family dwelling unit $86.25
in an apartment building having a separate electric service, service not
exceeding 600 amp.

Residential Construction

$50
plus $0.02 per
square foot
$50

Electrical Permit- New
Residential Construction

Unknown

Electrical Permit- Early Service

Unknown

Early Service Electrical permit fee for a single-family dwelling or a single-family $50
dwelling unit in an apartment building having a separate electric service, early
service

June 9, 2010

Electrical permit fees for service (includes meter equipment and feeders).
Upgrading Service

$50

June 9, 2010

New construction, additions, alterations and repairs

$50 plus $0.04 per
square foot

June 9, 2010

Electrical permit fees for service (includes meter equipment and feeders).

$50 plus $0.04 per
square foot

New Residential Construction
Electrical Permit- New
Residential Construction
Electrical Permit- New
Residential Construction
Electrical Permit- New
Construction for all Other Use
County of Rockingham, Virginia
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Building and Permit Fees Continued
Fee

Effective Date

Description

Fee Amount

Electrical Permit- Swimming
Pools

Unknown

Electrical Fees for Electrical

June 9, 2010

For service not exceeding 10 amp.

$17.25

June 9, 2010

For each additional 5 amp or fraction thereof.

$3.45 each

June 9, 2010

For the first 15 devices

$40.25

June 9, 2010

For each additional 5 devices or fraction thereof

$5.75 each

June 9, 2010

For the first 2 pneumatic circuits

$40.25

Electrical Fees for Protective
Signaling Systems

June 9, 2010

For each additional pneumatic circuit

$5.75 each

Electrical Fees Temporary

June 9, 2010

For temporary installation and decorative displays installations and decorative
displays installed for not over 60 days

$25

Reintroduction of Service

June 9, 2010

For reintroduction of service

$25

Solar Electrical System

June 9, 2010

Discharge Lighting Systems
Signs
Electrical Fees for Electrical
Discharge Lighting Systems
Signs
Electrical Fees for Protective
Signaling Systems
Electrical Fees for Protective

•

Electrical Permit In Ground Swimming Pool

•

Electrical Permit Above Ground Swimming Pool

 $36.80
 $50

Signaling Systems
Electrical Fees for Protective
Signaling Systems

Mechanical Permits- R5

June 9, 2010



Installation, alteration or repair of a solar electrical system for the

 $17.25



first 500 watts
For each additional 500 watts or part thereof

 $3.45 each

Mechanical permit for new construction or additions to single

$50

family, alterations or repairs.

County of Rockingham, Virginia
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Building and Permit Fees Continued
Fee
Mechanical Permits- All Other
Use Groups
Mechanical Permits- Wood
Stove or Range Hood
Mechanical Permits- Above and
In-Ground Tanks

Effective Date
June 9, 2010

Description

Fee Amount

Mechanical permit for new construction, additions, alterations and
repairs for all other use groups.
Mechanical permit for the installation of a wood stove or range
hood.
Mechanical permit for the installation and piping for above and in-ground
tanks.

$50 plus $0.02 per
square foot

Mechanical Permits- Removal of June 9, 2010
Above and In-Ground Tanks

Mechanical permit for the removal of above and in-ground tanks.

$25

Mechanical Permits- Gas and

Mechanical permit for gas and oil lines for residential and commercial uses

$25

June 9, 2010
June 9, 2010

June 9, 2010

Oil Lines
Mechanical Permits-

$50
$50

groups.
June 9, 2010

Mechanical permit for manufactured or prefabricated homes.

$25

June 9, 2010

Mechanical permit for the installation of a hood suppression system.

$350

Mechanical Permits- Sprinkler
Systems

June 9, 2010

Mechanical permit for sprinkler systems and each sprinkler head.

$350 plus $1.10
each

Mechanical Permits- Fire Alarm
Systems

June 9, 2010

Mechanical permit for fire alarm systems and each associated device.

$350 plus $2.50
each

Mechanical Permits- Fire
Standpipe System
Mechanical Permits- Fire Pump

June 9, 2010

Mechanical permit for fire standpipe system and each riser.

$350 plus $5 each
riser

June 9, 2010

Mechanical permit for fire pump system

$350

Mechanical permit for private fire main system

$350 plus $10 per
fire hydrant

Manufactured Home
Mechanical Permits- Hood
Suppression System

System
Mechanical Permits- Private Fire June 9, 2010
Main System

County of Rockingham, Virginia

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium
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Building and Permit Fees Continued
Fee

Effective Date

Description

Fee Amount

Mechanical Permits- Spray
Booth System
Mechanical Permits- Other Fire
Prevention Permits Required
State Levy

June 9, 2010

Mechanical permit for a spray booth system

$350

June 9, 2010

Mechanical permit for other fire prevention permits required, but not
elsewhere listed. There shall be a fee plus any applicable costs.
A levy set by the Virginia Department of Housing and Community
Development shall be applied to fees charged and transmitted for Permits.

$75 plus applicable
costs

Fire Prevention Levy

June 9, 2010

A levy of 5% to all residential building permits and 10% to all commercial

Manufactured Homes

June 9, 2010

building permits to be transferred to Rockingham County Department Fire
and Rescue.
In lieu of the fee schedule charged for building, electrical, and plumbing
permits for single-family dwellings, a fee will be charged for manufactured
homes.

5%- Residential
10%- Commercial

Amusement Devices

June 9, 2010

For inspections and certifications provided by the operator of the
amusement devices by a qualified inspector.

All Other InspectionsAmusement Devices

June 9, 2010

For all other inspections of Amusement Devices

Temporary Certificates of
Occupancy- R-5

County of Rockingham, Virginia

June 9, 2010

June 9, 2010

2%

$75- Single Wide
$100- Double Wide

$2 per device

•

Kiddie

 $35

•

Major

 $55

•

Spectacular

 $75

•

Roller Coaster

•

Generators

 $150
 $55

Fee for a temporary certificate of occupancy for residential use groups R-5
shall be offered in 30 day increments.
•

30 Days

•

60 Days

 $30
 $60

•

90 Days

 $90

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium
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Building and Permit Fees Continued
Fee

Effective Date

Description

Temporary Certificates of
Occupancy- All Other Fee

June 9, 2010

Reinspection

June 9, 2010

A fee for reinspection

$75

Credit Card Fee

Unknown

Credit Card Fee

2.5% of Transaction

County of Rockingham, Virginia

Fee for a temporary certificate of occupancy for all other use groups. Valid

Fee Amount
$200

for 30 days only. An extension is not permitted.

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium
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Community Development
Erosion & Sediment Control Plan Review/Permit Fees
Legislative Authorization
Fee
Erosion & Sediment Control
Plan Review Fee- Single Family
Residential Unit or Similar

County Code Chapter 6B
Effective Date
Description
February 22,
Erosion & Sediment Control Plan Review/Permit Fee- Single Family
Residential Unit or Similar
2017

Fee Amount
$150

Erosion & Sediment Control
Plan Review Fee- Commercial
and Industrial and Other
Residential Land Disturbing

February 22,
2017

Erosion & Sediment Control Plan Review/Permit Fee- Commercial and
Industrial and Other Residential Land Disturbing Activities

$500 plus $200 per
acre or part
thereof, not to
exceed $12,500

Incomplete/Resubmitted Plan

February 22,
2017
February 22,
2017

If a plan is incomplete there shall be a fee for plan review of a resubmitted
plan.

$100

February 22,

Erosion & Sediment Control Plan Permit Fee- For all Other Land Disturbing
Activities in lieu of a plan.

$150

Erosion & Sediment Control
Plan Permit Fee- Commercial
and Industrial and Other
Residential Land Disturbing
A
Erosion & Sediment Control
Plan Permit Fee- For all
Other Land Disturbing

2017

Erosion & Sediment Control Plan Permit Fee- Commercial and Industrial and $500 plus $100 per
Other Residential Land Disturbing Activities.
acre or part
thereof, not to
exceed $12,500

Re-inspection of a Site

February 22,
2017

Re-inspection of a site previously found deficient

$100

Bonding Fees

February 15,

For a list of Unit Prices to Determine Bond Fees see the link below:
https://www.rockinghamcountyva.gov/DocumentCenter/View/49/BondingSchedule?bidId=

Varies

2006

County of Rockingham, Virginia

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium
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Community Development

Legislative Authorization
Fee

Subdivision Plat Review Fees
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 22
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code Chapter 17
Effective Date
Description

Subdivision Plats (Includes Fire April 28, 2016
Marshal’s Review)- Preliminary

Fee Amount

Subdivision Plat Preliminary Review

$450 plus $25/lot

Subdivision Plats (Includes Fire
Marshal’s Review)- Final

April 28, 2016

Subdivision Plat Final Review

$325

Subdivision Plats (Includes Fire
Marshal’s Review)- Single Lot

April 28, 2016

Subdivision Plat Single Lot (Sec. 16-9 Deed Exception) Review

$100

Subdivision Plats (Includes Fire
Marshal’s Review)- Resubmittal

April 28, 2016

Subdivision Plat Resubmittal Lot (Sec. 16-9 Deed Exception) Review

$75

Subdivision Plats (Includes Fire
Marshal’s Review)- Vacation of
Plat

April 28, 2016

•

$50

•

$75

•

$150

Subdivision Plats (Includes Fire
Marshal’s Review)- Vacation of
Boundary Lines

April 28, 2016

Vacation of Plat
• Before sale of any lot
• After sale of any lot, instrumental
• After sale of any lot, ordinance
Subdivision Plat Vacation of Boundary Lines

Subdivision Plats (Includes Fire
Marshal’s Review)- Variance

April 28, 2016

Subdivision Plat Variance (Sec. 16-10)

$350

County of Rockingham, Virginia

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium

$25 per line
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Community Development

Legislative Authorization
Fee

Site Plan Review Fees
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 22
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code Chapter 17
Effective Date
Description

Fee Amount

Site Plan Review- Residential

April 28, 2016

Full Review (Including Fire Marshal’s Review)- Residential

$450 plus $25/unit

Site Plan Review- Agricultural

April 28, 2016

Full Review (Including Fire Marshal’s Review)- Agricultural

No Fee

Site Plan Review- Business,
Industrial, Institutional
Site Plan Review- Business,

April 28, 2016

Full Review (Including Fire Marshal’s Review)- Business, Industrial,
Institutional

$450 plus $25/acre

April 28, 2016

Full Review (Including Fire Marshal’s Review)- Mixed Development

$450 plus $25/unit
and $25/acre

April 28, 2016

Administrative Review (Including Fire Marshal’s Review)- Minor Site Plan
Review

$250

Industrial, Institutional
Site Plan Review- Administrative
Review

County of Rockingham, Virginia

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium
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Community Development
Stormwater Management Permit Fees
Legislative Authorization
Fee
Virginia Stormwater Management

Code of Virginia, Section 62.1-44.15:28
Virginia Water Control Board regulations 9VAC25-870-700 through 9VAC25-870-830
County Code Chapter 6
Effective Date
May 14, 2014

Description
Statewide permit fee established by the State Board of Water Control.

Fee Amount
$290
($209 to Rockingham
County $81 to State)

General Coverage Permit (VSMP)
Small Construction less than 1
acre

Small construction activity/land clearing (areas within common plans of
development or sale with land-disturbance acreage less than 1 acre)

Virginia Stormwater Management May 14, 2014
General Coverage Permit (VSMP)

Statewide permit fee established by the State Board of Water Control. $209
For single-family detached residential structure within or outside

Single Family Residential less than
5 acres

common plans of development or sale with land disturbance acreage
equal to or greater than 1 acre and less than 5 acres.

Virginia Stormwater Management May 14, 2014
General Coverage Permit (VSMP)
Small Construction between 1 and
5 acres
Virginia Stormwater Management May 14, 2014

Statewide permit fee established by the State Board of Water Control.
Small construction activity/land clearing (areas within common plans of
development or sale with land-disturbance acreage equal to or greater
than 1 acre and less than 5 acres)
Statewide permit fee established by the State Board of Water Control.

General Coverage Permit (VSMP)
Agricultural Projects between 1

Agricultural projects with land-disturbance acreage equal to or greater
than 1 acre and less than 5 acres)

$2,700
($1,944 to
Rockingham County,
$756 to State)
$1,944

and 5 acres
Virginia Stormwater Management May 14, 2014
General Coverage Permit (VSMP)

Statewide permit fee established by the State Board of Water Control.
Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites, or areas within

Large Construction between 5
and 10 acres

common plans of development or sale, with land-disturbance acreage
equal to or greater than 5 acres and less than 10 acres)

County of Rockingham, Virginia

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium

$3,400
($2,448 to Rockingham
County, $952 to State)

Page 14 of 52

Stormwater Management Permit Fees Continued
Fee
Virginia Stormwater Management
General Coverage Permit (VSMP)
Agricultural Projects between 5
and 10 acres
Virginia Stormwater Management
General Coverage Permit (VSMP)
Large Construction between 10
and 50 acres
Virginia Stormwater Management
General Coverage Permit (VSMP)
Agricultural Projects between 10
and 50 acres
Virginia Stormwater Management
General Coverage Permit (VSMP)
Large Construction between 50
and 100 acres
Virginia Stormwater Management
General Coverage Permit (VSMP)
Large Construction greater than
100 acres
Modification or Transfer of Virginia
Stormwater Management General
Coverage Permit (VSMP) Small
Construction less than 1 acre
Modification or Transfer of Virginia
Stormwater Management General
Coverage Permit (VSMP) Small
Construction between 1 and 5

Effective Date
May 14, 2014

Description
Statewide permit fee established by the State Board of Water Control.

Fee Amount
$2,448

Agricultural projects with land-disturbance acreage equal to or greater
than 5 acres and less than 10 acres)
May 14, 2014

May 14, 2014

Statewide permit fee established by the State Board of Water Control.
Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites, or areas within
common plans of development or sale, with land-disturbance acreage
equal to or greater than 10 acres and less than 50 acres)
Statewide permit fee established by the State Board of Water Control.

$4,500
($3,240 to
Rockingham County,
$1,260 to State)
$3,240

Agricultural projects with land-disturbance acreage equal to or greater
than 10 acres and less than 50 acres)
May 14, 2014

May 14, 2014

May 14, 2014

May 14, 2014

Statewide permit fee established by the State Board of Water Control.
Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites, or areas within
common plans of development or sale, with land-disturbance acreage
equal to or greater than 50 acres and less than 100 acres)
Statewide permit fee established by the State Board of Water Control.
Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites, or areas within
common plans of development or sale, with land-disturbance acreage
equal to or greater than 100 acres)
Small Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Areas within common plans
of development or sale with land disturbance acreage less than 1 acre)

$6,100
($4,392 to
Rockingham County,
$1,708 to State)

Small Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites, or areas within
common plans of development or sale, with land-disturbance acreage

$200

$9,600
($6,912 to Roanoke
County,
$2,688 to State)
$20

equal to or greater than 1 and less than 5 acres)

acres
County of Rockingham, Virginia

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium
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Stormwater Management Permit Fees Continued
Effective Date
Fee
Description
Modification or Transfer of Virginia May 14, 2014
Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites, or areas within
Stormwater Management General
common plans of development or sale, with land-disturbance
Coverage Permit (VSMP) Large
acreage equal to or greater than 5 acres and less than 10 acres)
Construction between 5 and 10
acres

Fee Amount
$250

Modification or Transfer of Virginia May 14, 2014
Stormwater Management General
Coverage Permit (VSMP) Large

Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites, or areas within
common plans of development or sale, with land-disturbance
acreage equal to or greater than 10 acres and less than 50 acres)

$300

Modification or Transfer of Virginia May 14, 2014

Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites, or areas within

$450

Stormwater Management General
Coverage Permit (VSMP) Large
Construction between 50 and 100
acres

common plans of development or sale, with land-disturbance
acreage equal to or greater than 50 acres and less than 100 acres)

Modification or Transfer of Virginia May 14, 2014
Stormwater Management General

Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites, or areas within
common plans of development or sale, with land-disturbance

Coverage Permit (VSMP) Large

acreage equal to or greater than 100 acres)

Construction between 10 and 50
acres

$700

Construction greater than 100
acres
Annual Maintenance Fee of Virginia May 14, 2014

Small Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Areas within common

Stormwater Management General

plans of development or sale with land disturbance acreage less

Coverage Permit (VSMP) Small
construction less than 1 acre

than 1 acre) except for single family detached residential
structures.

County of Rockingham, Virginia

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium

$50

Page 16 of 52

Stormwater Management Permit Fees Continued
Effective Date
Fee
Description
Annual Maintenance Fee of Virginia May 14, 2014
Small Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites, or areas within
Stormwater Management General
common plans of development or sale, with land-disturbance
Coverage Permit (VSMP) Small
construction between 1 and 5
acres

acreage equal to or greater than 1 and less than 5 acres)

Annual Maintenance Fee of Virginia May 14, 2014
Stormwater Management General

Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites, or areas within
common plans of development or sale, with land-disturbance

Coverage Permit (VSMP) Large
construction between 5 and 10
acres

acreage equal to or greater than 5 acres and less than 10 acres)

Annual Maintenance Fee of Virginia May 14, 2014

Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites, or areas within

Stormwater Management General
Coverage Permit (VSMP) Large
Construction between 10 and 50
acres

common plans of development or sale, with land-disturbance
acreage equal to or greater than 10 acres and less than 50 acres)

Annual Maintenance Fee of Virginia May 14, 2014

Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites, or areas within

Stormwater Management General
Coverage Permit (VSMP) Large

common plans of development or sale, with land-disturbance
acreage equal to or greater than 50 acres and less than 100 acres)

Fee Amount
$400

$500

$650

$900

construction between 50 and 100
acres
Annual Maintenance Fee of Virginia May 14, 2014
Stormwater Management General
Coverage Permit (VSMP) Large
construction greater than 100

Large Construction Activity/Land Clearing (Sites, or areas within
common plans of development or sale, with land-disturbance
acreage equal to or greater than 100 acres)

$1,400

acres

County of Rockingham, Virginia

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium
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Community Development

Legislative Authorization

Fee
Planned Development District
Rezoning Requests- Fee

Planning & Zoning Fees
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 22
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code Chapter 17
Effective Date
April 28, 2016

Description

Fee Amount

Planned Development District (Sec. 17-400 et seq) Rezoning Requests $750 plus $25/acre
(Including Fire Marshal’s Review)- Fee

Planned Development District
April 28, 2016
Rezoning Requests- Amendments

Planned Development District (Sec. 17-400 et seq) Rezoning Requests $750 plus $25/acre of
affected area
(Including Fire Marshal’s Review)- Amendments involving a public

Planned Development District
Rezoning Requests- Proffer

hearing (based on affected area)
Planned Development District (Sec. 17-400 et seq) Rezoning Requests $750
(Including Fire Marshal’s Review)- Proffer Amendments not involving a

April 28, 2016

Amendments

public hearing

Conventional District (Article April 28, 2016
3) Rezoning RequestsAgricultural
Conventional District (Article April 28, 2016
3) Rezoning Requests- Single or
Two-Family Residential

Conventional District (Article 3) Rezoning Requests (Including Fire
Marshal’s Review)- Agricultural (for agricultural uses)

$150

Conventional District (Article 3) Rezoning Requests (Including
Fire Marshal’s Review)- Single or Two-Family Residential

$525 plus $25/acre or
$10/unit

Conventional District (Article 3) Rezoning Requests (Including Fire
Marshal’s Review)- Residential for more than two families

$525 plus $25/acre or
$10/unit

Conventional District (Article 3) Rezoning Requests (Including Fire
Marshal’s Review)- Commercial/Industrial

$525 plus $25/acre

Conventional District (Article April 28, 2016
3) Rezoning RequestsResidential for More than Two
Families
Conventional District (Article April 28, 2016
3) Rezoning RequestsCommercial/Industrial

County of Rockingham, Virginia

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium
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Planning & Zoning Fees Continued
Fee

Effective Date

Fee Amount

Conventional District (Article 3) Rezoning Requests (Including Fire
Marshal’s Review)- Other

$525 plus $25/acre or
$10/unit

Conventional District (Article April 28, 2016
3) Rezoning Requests- Proffer
Amendments not Involving a
Public Hearing

Conventional District (Article 3) Rezoning Requests (Including Fire
Marshal’s Review)- Proffer Amendments not involving a public hearing

$525

April 28, 2016
Home Occupation Permit
Review
Home Business Permit Review April 28, 2016

Home Occupation Permit Review

$25

Home Business Permit Review

$50

April 28, 2016

Special Use Permit- Traffic Impact Analysis Not Required

$550

April 28, 2016

Special Use Permit- Traffic Impact Analysis Required

$800

Conventional District (Article
3) Rezoning Requests- Other

Special Use Permit- Traffic
Impact Analysis Not Required
Special Use Permit- Traffic
Impact Analysis Required

Legislative Authorization
Fee

Towers- Special Use Permit
Process
Stealth Structure- Special Use
Permit Process
Adapted Support Structure
Collocation
County of Rockingham, Virginia

April 28, 2016

Description

Telecommunication Facilities
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 22
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code Chapter 17
Effective Date
Description
April 28, 2016
Towers- Special Use Permit Process (Including Consultant Review
Fee)
April 28, 2016
Stealth Structure- Special Use Permit Process (Including Consultant
Review Fee)

Fee Amount
$550

April 28, 2016

Adapted Support Structure (Including Consultant Review Fee)

$500

April 28, 2016

Collocation

$500

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium

$550
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Community Development
Legislative Authorization
Fee

Wind Energy Conversion Systems
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 22
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code Chapter 17
Effective Date

Description

Large Wind Energy Conversion April 28, 2016

Large wind energy conversion system requiring a special use

System Requiring a Special Use
Permit
Large Wind Energy Conversion April 28, 2016

permit.

System not Requiring a Special

permit.

Use Permit
Small Wind Energy Conversion April 28, 2016
System

Small wind energy conversion system

Legislative Authorization
Fee

Fee Amount
$550 plus Consultant
Review Fees

Large wind energy conversion system not requiring a special use Any Consultant
Review Fees

Any Consultant
Review Fees

Solar Energy Facilities
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 22
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code Chapter 17
Effective Date

Description

Large Solar Energy Facility
April 28, 2016
Requiring a Special Use Permit

Large solar energy facility requiring a special use permit.

Fee Amount
$550 plus Consultant
Review Fees

Large Solar Energy Facility Not April 28, 2016

Large solar energy facility not requiring a special use permit.

Any Consultant
Review Fees

Small solar energy facility

Any Consultant
Review Fees

Requiring a Special Use Permit
Small Solar Energy Facility

County of Rockingham, Virginia

April 28, 2016

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium
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Community Development

Legislative Authorization

Fee

Other Fees
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 22
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code Chapter 17
County Code Chapter 2 Article VIII Section 2-45
Effective Date

Description

Zoning Ordinance Text
Amendment
Comprehensive Plan AmendmentMap Amendment
Comprehensive Plan AmendmentText Amendment
Board of Zoning AppealsVariance
Board of Zoning Appeals- Appeals

April 28, 2016

Zoning ordinance text amendment

Fee Amount
$500

April 28, 2016

Comprehensive plan amendment- Map amendment

$350 plus $25/acre

April 28, 2016

Comprehensive plan amendment- Text amendment

$300

April 28, 2016

Board of zoning appeals- Variance

$350

April 28, 2016

Board of zoning appeals- Appeals

$250

Agricultural & Forestal DistrictsNew District
Agricultural & Forestal DistrictsAdding Parcels
Agricultural & Forestal DistrictsRemoving Parcels
Zoning Verification Letter

April 28, 2016

Agricultural & forestall districts- New district

$500/application

April 28, 2016

Agricultural & forestall districts- Adding parcels

$250/application

April 28, 2016

Agricultural & forestall districts- Removing parcels

April 28, 2016

Fee for any verification of zoning required on site or property.

$500/application plus
postage
$50

Temporary family health care structure
Temporary Family Health Care
April 28, 2016
Structure
GIS- Printed Data- Letter or Legal February 2, 2017
• Fewer than 20 copies
• 20 to 40 copies
• Each additional 20 copies
GIS- Printed Data- Tabloid
• Fewer than 10 copies
February 2, 2017
• 10 to 20 copies
• Each additional 10 copies
County of Rockingham, Virginia

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium

$100
• $0
• $5
• $5
• $0
• $5
• $5
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Other Fees Continued
Fee

Effective Date

Description
•
•

GIS- Printed Data- Oversize

February 2, 2017

GIS- VBMP Orthophotography

February 2, 2017 Virginia Base Mapping Program- Entire County or a portion thereof

24 inches x 36 inches
36 inches x 48 inches

Fee Amount
• $5
• $10
$90

Fire and Rescue
CPR- AHA Maintenance and Processing Fee List
Legislative Authorization
Fee
Course Rosters

Unknown

Course Rosters:
• ACLS
• PALS
• CPR

•
•
•

$15
$15
$10

Certification Cards

Unknown

Certification Cards
• BLS Cards (No charge for active EMS Providers)
• Heartsaver Cards

•
•

$5 per student
$18 per student

Equipment Rentals

Unknown

Equipment Rental
• Adult Manikin- per class per manikin
• Adult Feedback- per class per manikin
• Child Manikin- per class per manikin
• Infant Manikin- per class per manikin
• Defib Trainer- per class per training unit
• Choking Charlie- per class

County of Rockingham, Virginia

Effective Date

Description

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium

Fee Amount

$5
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Fire and Rescue

Legislative Authorization

Fire Prevention Permit Fees
County Code Chapter 8

Fee
Effective Date
Description
Fee Amount
Nightclub Occupant Load 100 or less Unknown
Nightclub Occupant Load 100 or less- Initial inspection and first
$360
follow-up included in permit fee. Additional follow-up(s) subject to reinspection fee.
Nightclub Occupant Load 101 to 200 Unknown
Nightclub Occupant Load 101to 200- Initial inspection and first follow- $460
up included in permit fee. Additional follow-up(s) subject to reinspection fee.
Nightclub Occupant Load 201 to 300 Unknown

Nightclub Occupant Load 201 to 300- Initial inspection and first
$510
follow-up included in permit fee. Additional follow-up(s) subject to reinspection fee.

Nightclub Occupant Load 301 or
Greater

Unknown

Child Day Centers, Assisted Living
Facilities and Adult Day Care
Centers with Licensed Capacity for
1 – 8 persons

Unknown

Nightclub Occupant Load 301 or Greater- Initial inspection and first $510 plus $50 for
follow-up included in permit fee. Additional follow-up(s) subject to re- each additional 100
inspection fee.
occupants or portion
thereof
Child Day Centers, Assisted Living Facilities and Adult Day Care
$60
Centers with Licensed Capacity for 1- 8 persons- Initial inspection and
first follow-up included in permit fee. Additional follow-up(s) subject
to re-inspection fee.

Child Day Centers, Assisted Living
Unknown
Facilities and Adult Day Care Centers
with Licensed Capacity for 9-20
persons
Child Day Centers, Assisted Living
Unknown
Facilities and Adult Day Care Centers
with Licensed Capacity for 21-50
persons

County of Rockingham, Virginia

Child Day Centers, Assisted Living Facilities and Adult Day Care
Centers with Licensed Capacity for 9- 20 persons- Initial inspection
and first follow-up included in permit fee. Additional follow-up(s)
subject to re-inspection fee.
Child Day Centers, Assisted Living Facilities and Adult Day Care
Centers with Licensed Capacity for 21- 50 persons- Initial inspection
and first follow-up included in permit fee. Additional follow-up(s)
subject to re-inspection fee.

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium

$85

$110
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Fire Prevention Permit Fees Continued
Fee

Effective Date

Description

Fee Amount

Child Day Centers, Assisted Living
Unknown
Facilities and Adult Day Care Centers
with Licensed Capacity for 51-100
persons
Child Day Centers, Assisted Living
Unknown
Facilities and Adult Day Care Centers
with Licensed Capacity for 101 or
more persons
Hospitals or Nursing Homes; 1 to 50 Unknown
Beds

Child Day Centers, Assisted Living Facilities and Adult Day Care
$210
Centers with Licensed Capacity for 51- 100 persons- Initial inspection
and first follow-up included in permit fee. Additional follow-up(s)
subject to re-inspection fee.
Child Day Centers, Assisted Living Facilities and Adult Day Care
$410
Centers with Licensed Capacity for 101 or more persons- Initial
inspection and first follow-up included in permit fee. Additional
follow-up(s) subject to re-inspection fee.
Hospitals or Nursing Homes; 1 to 50 Beds- Initial inspection and first $110
follow-up included in permit fee. Additional follow-up(s) subject to reinspection fee.

Hospitals or Nursing Homes; 51 to
100 Beds

Unknown

Hospitals or Nursing Homes; 51 to 1000 Beds- Initial inspection and $210
first follow-up included in permit fee. Additional follow-up(s) subject
to re-inspection fee.

Hospitals or Nursing Homes; 101 to
150 Beds

Unknown

Hospitals or Nursing Homes;
Greater than 200 Beds

Unknown

Hospitals or Nursing Homes; 101 to 150 Beds- Initial inspection and
first follow-up included in permit fee. Additional follow-up(s) subject
to re-inspection fee.
Hospitals or Nursing Homes; Greater than 200 Beds- Initial inspection
and first follow-up included in permit fee. Additional follow-up(s)
subject to re-inspection fee.

Magazine to Store Explosives or
Blasting Agents

Unknown

Magazine to Store Explosives or Blasting Agents- Initial inspection and $110 per magazine
first follow-up included in permit fee. Additional follow-up(s) subject located at same site
to re-inspection fee.

Use of Explosives or Blasting Agents

Unknown

Use of Explosives or Blasting Agents

Use of Fireworks or Pyrotechnics

Unknown

Use of Fireworks or Pyrotechnics- An additional fee of $150 for each $160 per event
subsequent day after initial inspection if event is repeat event or if
event is postponed and rescheduled within 48 hours.
Inside Sale of Permissible Fireworks at Approved Business Location - $160
Initial inspection and first follow-up included in permit fee. Additional
follow-up(s) subject to re-inspection fee.

Inside Sale of Permissible Fireworks at Unknown
Approved Business Location
County of Rockingham, Virginia

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium

$310
$410 plus $100 for
each additional 100
beds or portion
thereof.

$160
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Fire Prevention Permit Fees Continued
Effective Date
Description
Fee
Sale of Permissible Fireworks Outside Unknown
Sale of Permissible Fireworks Outside at Temporary Site - Initial
inspection and first follow-up included in permit fee. Additional
at Temporary Site
follow-up(s) subject to re-inspection fee.
Clean Agent Suppression System
Unknown
Clean Agent Suppression System
Bon Fire

Unknown

Re-inspection Fee Outside of Initial
Fee

Unknown

Bon Fire- An additional fee of $50 per hour, per inspector if event
schedule necessitates inspection occurring after normal business
hours.
Re-inspection fee Outside of Initial Fee

Fee Amount
$160
$350 per system
$10 per bon fire
$75 per visit

Ambulance Fees
Legislative Authorization
Fee
A2 Comprehensive Transport

Unknown

Description
A2 Comprehensive Transport

Fee Amount
$936.33

ALS Emergency Transport

Unknown

ALS Emergency Transport

$646.92

ALS Mileage

Unknown

ALS Mileage

$11.05

ALS Non-Emergency Transport

Unknown

ALS Non-Emergency Transport

$310

BLS Emergency Transport

Unknown

BLS Emergency Transport

$544.77

BLS Mileage

Unknown

BLS Mileage

$11.05

BLS Non-Emergency Transport

Unknown

BLS Non-Emergency Transport

$255

BLS Disp. Supplies

BLS Disp. Supplies

$60

IV Disp. Supplies

Unknown
Unknown

IV Disp. Supplies

$50

Oxygen Disp. Supplies

Unknown

Oxygen Disp. Supplies

$50

Specialty Care Transport

Unknown

Specialty Care Transport

$1,106.56

Mileage

Unknown

Mileage

$11.05

County of Rockingham, Virginia

Effective Date

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium
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Landfill- Solid Waste

Legislative Authorization
Fee

Tipping Fees
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 21
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code- Chapter 14 Article II
Effective Date

Description

Fee Amount

Commercial and Industrial
Construction and Wood Debris

Unknown
Unknown

Commercial and industrial
Construction and Wood Debris

$54 per ton
$60 per ton

Residential Over 1,000 lbs

Unknown

Residential over 1,000 lbs.

$54 per ton

Residential Under 1,000 lbs

Unknown

Residential under 1,000 lbs.

No charge

Legislative Authorization
Fee

Tire Charge
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 21
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code- Chapter 14 Article II
Effective Date
Description

Fee Amount

County and City Small, Off

Unknown

County and City small, off rim

$2

Rim
County and City Large, Off Rim

Unknown

County and City large, off rim

$3

County and City Tire on Rim

Unknown

County and City tire on rim

$5

Per Ton Tires Larger than 18 In.

July 1, 2020

Per ton tires larger than 18. In.

$165 per ton

Per Ton Tires for 15 or more
tires (any size on rim)

July 1, 2020

Per ton tires for 15 or more tires (any size on rim)

$165 per ton

County of Rockingham, Virginia

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium
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Landfill- Solid Waste

Legislative Authorization
Fee

Brush Charge
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 21
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code- Chapter 14 Article II
Effective Date
Description

Fee Amount

Brush Charge- County Resident

Unknown

Brush charge- County resident

N/A

Brush Charge- County Business

Unknown

Brush charge- County business

$25 per ton

Brush Charge- City Resident

Unknown

Brush charge- City resident

N/A

Brush Charge- City Business

Unknown

Brush charge- City business

$25 per ton

Brush Charge- Stumps County
and City

Unknown

Brush charge- stumps County and City

$14.50 per ton

Legislative Authorization
Fee

Miscellaneous
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 21
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code- Chapter 14 Article II
Effective Date
Description

Fee Amount

Yard Debris/Grass Clippings

Unknown

Yard debris/grass clippings

N/A

Dead Animals

Unknown

Dead animals

$58 per ton

White goods

Unknown

White goods

N/A

Freon Appliances

Unknown

Freon appliances

N/A

Bulk Glass

Unknown

Bulk glass- City/County businesses

$14.50 per ton

Console Style TV’s

Unknown

Console style TV’s

$52 per ton

County of Rockingham, Virginia

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium
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Parks & Recreation
Adult Athletics
Legislative Authorization
Fee

Effective Date

Fee Amount

Description

Adult Basketball
Adult Co-Ed Kickball

Unknown
Unknown

Adult Basketball
Adult Co-Ed Kickball

$350 per team
$200 per team

Adult Co-Ed Softball

Unknown

Adult Co-Ed Softball

$200 per team

Adult Men’s Softball

Unknown

Adult Men’s Softball

$200 per team

Adult Co-Ed Volleyball

Unknown

Adult Co-Ed Volleyball

$175 per team

Adult Women’s Volleyball

Unknown

Adult Women’s Volleyball

$175 per team

Adult Co-Ed Dodgeball

Unknown

Adult Co-Ed Dodgeball

$100 per team

Adult Grass Volleyball

Unknown

Adult Grass Volleyball

$175 per team

Child Care
Legislative Authorization
Fee

Effective Date

Fee Amount

Description

After School Registration
After School Monthly

Unknown
Unknown

After School Registration Fee
After School Monthly Fee

$50
$110 per month

After School Monthly- 3 Day

Unknown

After School Monthly 3 Day Fee

$80 per month

Summer Day Camp Weekly Fee

Unknown

Summer Day Camp Weekly Fee

$85

After School (COVID) Monthly
Fee- 2 Day
After School (COVID) Monthly
Fee- 4 Day

Unknown

After School (COVID) Monthly Fee- 2 Day

$50

Unknown

After School (COVID) Monthly Fee- 4 Day

$100

County of Rockingham, Virginia

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium

Page 28 of 52

Parks & Recreation
Youth Athletics
Legislative Authorization
Fee

Effective Date

Description

Fee Amount

Tackle Football
Boys Basketball

Unknown
Unknown

Tackle Football
Boys Basketball

$55
$40

Girls Basketball

Unknown

Girls Basketball

$40

Co-Ed Basketball Clinic

Unknown

Co-Ed Basketball Clinic

$40

NFL Flag Football

Unknown

NFL Flag Football

$40

Cheerleading

Unknown

Cheerleading

$35

Cheer Clinic

Unknown

Cheer Clinic

$35

Wrestling Clinic- Hillyard

Unknown

Wrestling Clinic- Hillyard

$35

Boys Basketball Clinic

Unknown

Boys Basketball Clinic

$40

Girls Basketball Clinic

Unknown

Girls Basketball Clinic

$40

Youth Kickball League

Unknown

Youth Kickball League

$20

Parks & Recreation
Trips, Special Events, General Programs
Legislative Authorization

Fees for trips and special events are determined after calculating complete trip cost and then adding 10%
Fees for General Programs are based on instructor pay + 10%
Rental Fees

Legislative Authorization
Fee
Rockingham Park Single Use
(County Resident)
County of Rockingham, Virginia

Effective Date
April 1, 2021

Description
Rockingham Park Single Use (County Resident) per field

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium

Fee Amount
$20 per hour
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April 1, 2021

Rockingham Park Single Use (Non-County Resident) per field

$30 per hour

Rockingham Park Seasonal Use

April 1, 2021

Rockingham Park Seasonal Use (Reoccurring use) per field

$10 per hour

Rockingham Park All
Day/Tournament Use

April 1, 2021

Rockingham Park All Day/Tournament use per field

$125 per day

Rockingham Park Shelter (at

April 1, 2021

Rockingham Park Shelter at the Playground

$40 per day

Playground)
PDCC- Community Room

Unknown

Rental of Plains District Community Center- Community Room- 200 $25 per hour

PDCC- Arts & Crafts Room

Unknown

Rental of Plains District Community Center- Arts & Crafts Room- 60 $15 per hour
capacity

PDCC- Meeting Room

Unknown

Rental of Plains District Community Center- Meeting Room- 45

$10 per hour

PDCC- Chamber Room

Unknown

Rental of Plains District Community Center- Chamber Room- 10

$5 per hour

PDCC- Kitchen

Unknown

Rental of Plains District Community Center- Kitchen

$25 Flat Fee

PDCC- Alcohol Fee

Unknown

Rental of Plains District Community Center- Alcohol Fee

$100 Flat Fee

Rockingham Park Single Use
(Non-County Resident)

Public Information
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) Charges
Legislative Authorization
Fee
Freedom of Information Act
(FOIA)

Code of Virginia § 2.2-3700 through 2.2-3714
Effective Date
Unknown

Description
FOIA Request for Information- The County may make reasonable
charges not to exceed its actual cost incurred in accessing,

Fee Amount
Varies

duplicating, supplying, or searching for the requested records.

Sheriff and Jail
Canteen Fees
Legislative Authorization
Fee
County of Rockingham, Virginia

Code of Virginia 53.1-127.1
Effective Date

Description
FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium

Fee Amount
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Canteen Fees

Unknown

The Sheriff may establish a canteen or store for inmates to purchase

Varies

certain goods and food. Revenue from these fees must be used for
educational, recreational, or other purposes for the benefit of the
inmates.
Daily Jail Fees
Legislative Authorization
Fee
Daily Jail Fees

Code of Virginia 53.1-131.3
Effective Date
Unknown

Description

Fee Amount

Daily fee charged to inmates to offset jail costs. Revenue must be
$1 per day
used for jail or sheriff purposes. Indigent inmates with no ability to
pay are not charged. Per state code, fee is not to exceed $3 per day.
Medical Costs

Legislative Authorization
Fee
Medical Costs

Code of Virginia 53.1-32
Effective Date
Unknown

Description
Inmates requiring medical care while in confinement may be

Fee Amount
Varies

charged for a portion of the care provided. Indigent inmates with
no ability to pay cannot be denied care.
Solicitation Fee
Legislative Authorization
Fee
Solicitation Fee

County Code Chapter 15, Article IV, Section 15-4
Effective Date
1987

Description
Permit for people to solicit items like magazines door to door.

Fee Amount
$10 per day

Sheriff and Jail
FOIA Fees
Legislative Authorization
Fee

Code of Virginia 2.2-3704
Effective Date

Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) Unknown
Mugshot
County of Rockingham, Virginia

Description
FOIA request for mugshots.
FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium

Fee Amount
$5
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Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) Unknown

FOIA request for information.

$19.34 per hour

Sale of Records of Arrests, Offenses and Traffic Accident Reports
Legislative Authorization
Fee

Effective Date

Sale of Records of Arrests and
Offenses

Unknown

Traffic Accident Report Requests

Unknown

Description
Sheriff’s Department may charge a fee of $2 to defray the
administrative cost of searching for and providing any records of
arrests and offenses.
Police Department may charge a fee of $10 to defray the
administrative cost of searching for and providing any records of
accident reports.

Fee Amount
$2

$2

Motor Vehicles and Traffic
Legislative Authorization
Fine
Passing a Stopped School Bus

County Code Chapter 11
Effective Date
June 26, 2013

Description

Fine Amount

A driver of any motor vehicle recorded passing a stopped school
bus in Rockingham County will be subject to a civil penalty.

$250- penalty

Other Traffic Violations in Chapter August 26, 2015
11- 1st Infraction

Every person convicted of a traffic infraction by reason of a
violation of any provisions of Chapter 11 and no other specific
penalty is listed.

$25-$100

Other Traffic Violations in Chapter August 26, 2015
11- 2nd Infraction

Every person convicted of a traffic infraction by reason of a
violation of any provisions of Chapter 11 and no other specific
penalty is listed.

$50-$100

Motor Vehicles and Traffic Continued
Fine

Effective Date

Other Traffic Violations in Chapter August 26, 2015
11- 3rd Infraction

Description
Every person convicted of a traffic infraction by reason of a
violation of any provisions of Chapter 11 and no other specific

Fine Amount
$75-$500

penalty is listed.

County of Rockingham, Virginia
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Parking Within Designated
Lines

December 18, 1996 Fee for a person parking outside of a designated parking spot in a
lot that can accommodate 50 or more vehicles. If paid within the
first 48 hours the fee is $3. If paid between 48-72 hours the fee is

$3
$5
$10-$100

$5. If not paid within 72 hours a misdemeanor summons will be
issued. The fine will be no less than $10 nor more than $100.
Parking Within Restricted
Areas

August 22, 2001

Fee for a person parking in a “loading zone”, “no parking zone” or
in an area designated for the exclusive use of public transportation
vehicles in a lot that can accommodate 50 or more vehicles. If paid

$3
$5
$10-$100

within the first 48 hours the fee is $3. If paid between 48-72 hours
the fee is $5. If not paid within 72 hours a misdemeanor summons
will be issued. The fine will be no less than $10 nor more than
$100.
Blocking Highways, Streets,
etc.

June 12, 1978

Fee for a person block a public highway, street, alley, private
driveway or a public parking lot that can accommodate 50 or more
vehicles. If paid within the first 48 hours the fee is $3. If paid
between 48-72 hours the fee is $5. If not paid within 72 hours a
misdemeanor summons will be issued. The fine will be no less than
$10 nor more than $100.

Speeding on Certain Parking
Lots

November 9, 1978 Fee for a person traveling at a speed in excess of 15 miles per hour
in a lot that can accommodate 50 or more vehicles. A
misdemeanor summons will be issued. The fine will be no less than
$10 nor more than $100.

$3
$5
$10-$100

$10-$100

Treasurer
Animal Control - Disposal
Legislative Authorization
Fee

County of Rockingham, Virginia

County Code Chapter 4, Article 1, Section 4-4
Effective Date

Description

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium

Fee Amount
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Disposal of Dead Animals
and Fowl

July 24, 1991

If an owner fails to dispose of their dead animal or fowl and shall cause any
such dead animal or fowl to be disposed of by an officer or other person

$5 per animal and
$2.50 per fowl

designated for the purpose the owner of each such animal so disposed will be
responsible for a fee.
Animal Control - Dog Tags
Legislative Authorization
Fee

County Code Chapter 4, Article 2, Section 4-27
Effective Date

Description

Fee Amount

Dog Tag, 1 Year

August 8, 2018

License for dogs of owners who reside within Rockingham County. Fees
are per dog and must be accompanied by proof of rabies vaccination.

$4,
$2 if neutered

Dog Tag, Lifetime

August 8, 2018

License for dogs of owners who reside within Rockingham County. Fees are
per dog and must be accompanied by proof of rabies vaccination.

$10

Multiple Dog permit, up to
20

August 8, 2018

License for up to 20 dogs of owners who reside within Rockingham County.
Fees are per dog and must be accompanied by proof of rabies vaccination.

$25 per year

Duplicate Tag

1987

If a dog license tag shall become lost, destroyed or stolen, the owner or
custodian shall at once apply to the treasurer for a duplicate license tag.

$1

Treasurer

Legislative Authorization
Fee
Dangerous Dog

Animal Control - Dangerous Dogs
Code of Virginia § 3.2-6540
County Code Chapter 4, Article II, Section 4-11
Effective Date
August 26, 2015

Description

Fee Amount

If a dog is legally declared a dangerous dog by any general district court or
$150 first year,
circuit court in the Commonwealth of Virginia, the license fee is initially $150, $85 each
then $85 to update and renew.
subsequent year
Real Estate Administrative Fee

County of Rockingham, Virginia

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium
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Legislative Authorization
Fee
Real Estate Administrative
Fee

Code of Virginia § 58.1-3965
Effective Date
Unknown

Description
Sales may be held on properties which have delinquent taxes on or after
December 31 following the second anniversary on which such taxes have

Fee Amount
Varies by sale

become due. Fees for conducting the sale including advertising fees, any
attorney fees, fees for title search, and any administrative fees may be
charged as a part of the sale.
Debt Collection Fee
Legislative Authorization
Fee
Debt Collection Fee

County Code Chapter 7, Article XIV, Section 7-67
Effective Date
March 10, 2015

Description

Fee Amount

Fees to cover the administrative costs and reasonable attorney's or collection $30- prior to
agency's fees for past due taxes or charges. The attorney's or collection
Judgement
agency's fees shall not exceed 20 percent of the taxes or other charges so
collected. Prior to judgement shall not exceed $30. Subsequent to
judgement not to exceed $35. If the collection is for a nuisance abatement
lien the fee is $150 or 25% of the cost whichever is less.

$35- after
judgement
$150- nuisance

Treasurer
Passport Fees
Legislative Authorization
Fee
Passport Execution
Passport Application Fee

Effective Date
Unknown
Unknown

Description
Passport Execution (Acceptance Fee)
Passport Application Fee per individual application. The amount varies based

Fee Amount
$35
Varies

on document(s) applied for and processing time.
Passport Expedited

Unknown

Passport Expedited Service

$60

Personal Property Administrative Fee
County of Rockingham, Virginia

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium
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Legislative Authorization
Fee

Effective Date

Description

Personal Property
Administrative Fee

Unknown

Legislative Authorization

Code of Virginia § 15.2-106

Fee Amount

Fees to cover the cost of collection action and also to release the $25 DMV
Stop for any personal property tax bill.

$30

Returned Check Fee
Fee
Returned Check Fee

Effective Date
Unknown

Description

Fee Amount

Any check returned to the County due to insufficient funds in the account it
was drawn on or if such account does not exist, a charge of $35 will apply.

$35

Code of Virginia allows up to $50.

Treasurer
Vehicle License Fee
Legislative Authorization
Fee

Code of Virginia § 46.2-752
County Code Chapter 11, Article 6, Sec. 11.39
Effective Date

Description

Fee Amount

Vehicle License Fee – Cars,
Trucks and Buses

August 25, 2010 Annual license fee for all general cars, trucks and buses

$20

Vehicle License Fee -

August 25, 2010 Annual license fee for motorcycles

$7.50

August 25, 2010 Annual license fee for all trailers or semitrailers 1,500 lbs or less

$6.50

August 25,
2010

$15

Motorcycles
Vehicle License Fee –
Trailer or semitrailer
1,500 lbs or less
Vehicle License Fee –
Trailer or Semitrailer
greater than 1,500 lbs

Annual license fee for all trailers or semitrailers greater than 1,500 lbs

Water/Sewer
County of Rockingham, Virginia

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium
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Legislative Authorization
Fee
First 3,500 Gallons
Over 3,500 Gallons

Legislative Authorization
Fee

Three Springs Rates- Water
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 21
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code- Chapter 16A
Effective Date
Description
Unknown
Unknown

First 4,000 gallons
Over 4,000 gallons

Three Springs Rates- Sewer
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 21
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code- Chapter 16A
Effective Date
Description

Fee Amount
$15.00 minimum bill
$4.00 per 1,000 gal.

Fee Amount

First 1,000 Gallons

Unknown

First 1,000 gallons

$7 minimum bill

Over 1,000 Gallons

Unknown

Over 1,000 gallons

$5.40 per 1,000 gal.

Legislative Authorization
Fee

Three Springs Rates- Connection Fees Water
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 21
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code- Chapter 16A
Effective Date
Description

Fee Amount

Meter Size ¾”
Meter Size 1”

Unknown
Unknown

Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge
Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$3,275
$8,175

Meter Size 1 ½”

Unknown

Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$16,400

Meter Size 2”

Unknown

Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$26,250

Meter Size 3”

Unknown

Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$52,450

Meter Size 4”

Unknown

Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$81,925

Meter Size 6”

Unknown

Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$163,875

Meter Size 8”

Unknown

Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$245,825

Meter Size 10”

Unknown

Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$409,650

Meter Size 12”

Unknown

Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$491,625

County of Rockingham, Virginia

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium
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Water/Sewer
Legislative Authorization
Fee

Three Springs Rates- Connection Fees Sewer
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 21
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code- Chapter 16A
Effective Date
Description

Fee Amount

Meter Size ¾”

Unknown

Sewer Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$5,925

Meter Size 1”

Unknown

Sewer Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$14,800

Meter Size 1 ½”

Unknown

Sewer Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$29,625

Meter Size 2”

Unknown

Sewer Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$47,400

Meter Size 3”

Unknown

Sewer Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$94,775

Meter Size 4”

Unknown

Sewer Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$148,050

Meter Size 6”

Unknown

Sewer Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$296,125

Meter Size 8”

Unknown

Sewer Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$444,200

Meter Size 10”

Unknown

Sewer Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$739,900

Meter Size 12”

Unknown

Sewer Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$887,800

Legislative Authorization
Fee
First 1,000 Gallons
Over 1,000 Gallons

Penn Laird Rates- Sewer
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 21
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code- Chapter 16A
Effective Date
Description
Unknown
Unknown

First 1,000 gallons
Over 1,000 gallons

Fee Amount
$6 minimum bill
$5.15 per 1,000
gallons

Water/Sewer
Legislative Authorization
Fee
County of Rockingham, Virginia

Countryside Rates- Water
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 21
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code- Chapter 16A
Effective Date
Description
FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium

Fee Amount
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First 5,000 Gallons

Unknown

First 5,000 gallons

$50 minimum bill

Over 5,000 Gallons

Unknown

Over 5,000 gallons

$10 per1,000 gallons

Legislative Authorization
Fee

Lilly Rates- Water
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 21
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code- Chapter 16A
Effective Date
Description

Fee Amount

First 4,000 Gallons

Unknown

First 4,000 gallons

$40 minimum

4,000 – 8,000 Gallons

Unknown

4,000 – 8,000 gallons

$10 per 1,000

Over 8,000 Gallons

Unknown

Over 8,000 gallons

$15 per 1,000

Legislative Authorization
Fee

Lilly Rates- Connection Fees Water
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 21
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code- Chapter 16A
Effective Date
Description

Fee Amount

Meter Size ¾”

August 2020

Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge- Along Clover Hill Road

$7,500

Meter Size ¾”

August 2020

Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge- Does not front Clover Hill
Road. Fee Plus per Linear foot from Clover Hill Road.

$7,500 plus $35 per
linear foot

Water/Sewer
Legislative Authorization
Fee

Smith Creek Rates- Water
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 21
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code- Chapter 16A
Effective Date
Description

Fee Amount

First 4,000 Gallons

Unknown

First 4,000 gallons

$20 minimum

Over 4,000 Gallons

Unknown

Over 4,000 gallons

$4 per 1,000 gallons

County of Rockingham, Virginia

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium

Page 39 of 52

Legislative Authorization
Fee
First 4,000 Gallons
Over 4,000 Gallons

Legislative Authorization
Fee

Smith Creek Rates- Sewer
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 21
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code- Chapter 16A
Effective Date
Description
Unknown
Unknown

Fee Amount
$30 minimum
$6 per 1,000 gallons

First 4,000 gallons
Over 4,000 gallons

Smith Creek Rates- Connection Fees Water
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 21
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code- Chapter 16A
Effective Date
Description

Fee Amount

Meter Size ¾”

Unknown

Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$3,275

Meter Size 1”

Unknown

Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$8,175

Meter Size 1 ½”

Unknown

Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$16,400

Meter Size 2”

Unknown

Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$26,250

Meter Size 3”

Unknown

Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$52,450

Meter Size 4”

Unknown

Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$81,925

Meter Size 6”

Unknown

Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$163,875

Smith Creek Rates- Connection Fees Water Continued
Fee

Effective Date

Description

Fee Amount

Meter Size 8”

Unknown

Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$245,825

Meter Size 10”

Unknown

Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$409,650

Meter Size 12”

Unknown

Water Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$491,625

Legislative Authorization

Smith Creek Rates- Connection Fees Sewer
Code of Virginia: Title 15.2, Chapter 21
Adopted in accordance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-107
County Code- Chapter 16A

County of Rockingham, Virginia
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Fee

Effective Date

Description

Fee Amount

Meter Size ¾”

Unknown

Sewer Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$5,925

Meter Size 1”
Meter Size 1 ½”
Meter Size 2”
Meter Size 3”

Unknown
Unknown
Unknown
Unknown

Sewer Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge
Sewer Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge
Sewer Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge
Sewer Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$14,800
$29,625
$47,400
$94,775

Meter Size 4”

Unknown

Sewer Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$148,050

Meter Size 6”

Unknown

Sewer Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$296,125

Meter Size 8”
Meter Size 10”

Unknown
Unknown

Sewer Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge
Sewer Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$444,200
$739,900

Meter Size 12”

Unknown

Sewer Connection Fee and Hook Up Charge

$887,800

Water/Sewer
Miscellaneous Fees
Legislative Authorization
Fee

County Code- Chapter 16A
Effective Date

Description

Fee Amount

Service Fee
Lock Meter Fee
Quick Set Fee

Unknown
Unknown
Unknown

Disconnection of Service Fee
Lock Meter Fee
Quick Set Fee

$25
$25
$200

Irrigation Meter- ¾”

Unknown

Irrigation Meter Connection Fee- 3/4”

$750 minimum or
actual cost
$750 minimum plus
$500 per ¼” in size
above ¾” or actual
cost

Irrigation Meter- Above ¾” Unknown

Irrigation Meter Connection Fee- Above ¾”. Fee is $750 minimum plus $500
per ¼” in additional size above ¾” or actual cost of installation.

Court Services
Various Fees
Legislative Authorization
Fee

County Code- Chapter 2 Article XIV
Effective Date

Local Placement < 6 months Unknown
County of Rockingham, Virginia

Description
Local Placement- 1st 6 Months
FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium

Fee Amount
$150
Page 41 of 52

Local Placement> 6 Months Unknown

Local Placement> 6 Months

$25

Subsequent Placement

Unknown

Subsequent Placement

$25

Transfer in W/O Program
Fee
Transfer in with Program
Fee

Unknown

Transfer in W/O Program Fee

$150

Unknown

Transfer in with Program Fee

$125

Transfer Out

Unknown

Transfer Out

$25

Indigent

Unknown

Indigent

$25

Drug Test (JDR)

Unknown

Drug Test (JDR)

$15

Intervention Fee

Unknown

Intervention Fee

$25

Lab Fees

Unknown

Lab Fees

$25

Drug Court Fees

Unknown

Drug Court Fees

$80

County of Rockingham, Virginia

FY 2021-2022 Fee Compendium
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Finance Department Staff
Report
June 23, 2021

FY22 Fee Compendium – A complete fee schedule has been
prepared for all fees charged by the County and is ready for the
Board’s adoption. The fees will be set for FY22 and will be rereviewed during the FY23 budget process. If you have any
questions about the fee or this process, please let me know.
Landfill Write-offs – The following accounts have been
determined uncollectable:
 ABAB Construction $8,078.59 Edgar Contreras 1/1/18
 PAGD Rebuilding Construction $736.97 Jonathan Lopez
8/1/16
 Joseph Wayne Meadows $162.99 12/1/18
Action: Staff requests approval to write-off the Accounts
Water/Sewer Write-offs – The following accounts have been
determined uncollectable:
 Marcus Eric $123.84 the debtor paid the debt from set-off
debt and only interest remains
Action: Staff requests approval to write-off the Accounts
2022 Reassessment Update –The 2022 reassessment process is
going well. Pearson Appraisal Service has completed 47,684

parcels to date out of approximately 48,237 parcels. Their staff
is currently working in all areas of the County.
Procurement:
No Action:
Emergency Response Station– The County sought proposals
from firms authorized to do business in the State of Virginia, to
design and build an emergency response station at 1589 North
Valley Pike, Harrisonburg, VA 22802. Proposals were due on
Friday, June 11, two responses were received and are currently
being reviewed.

1

STAFF REPORT:

June 23, 2021

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

BOARD ACTION REQUESTED
None.

PROJECTS AND REPORTS
TRANSPORTATION PROJECT APPLICATIONS (Bradford Dyjak)
The Commonwealth Transportation Board is expected to act, at its June 23 meeting, on the following
applications:
Project #
& Name
#7125
Smithland Road
(Route 720)
Widening
#7157
Mt. Crawford
Park & Ride
Expansion

Location

Project Scope

Funding Program & Status

Cost

Between US-11
in and Rt. 718 in
the City
(approx. 0.8
miles)

Widen Rt. 720 to add a
minimum 4-ft shoulder
and increase lane width
from 10-ft to 12-ft
where possible.

SMART Scale Application
submitted 8/17/20; VDOT staff
recommended funding to the
Commonwealth Transportation
Board 1/2021.

$2.503m
(no cost to
County)

VA 257 at I-81
Exit 240

Expansion of the
existing Mt. Crawford
Park and Ride at I-81,
Exit 240

SMART Scale Application
submitted by HRMPO 8/17/20;
VDOT staff recommended
funding to the Commonwealth
Transportation Board 1/2021.

$2.48m
(no cost to
County)

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTIONS
The Planning Commission met on June 1, recommending approval of the two Agricultural and Forestal
District Ordinance Amendments and the Utility Buildings Ordinance Amendment. The Commission next
meets July 6 to consider the following cases:
Case #
REZ21-134

REZ21-141

Applicant

Request (acreage)

Location

Status

Travis R. Lam
(c/o Tyler S.
Austin, PE)

Rezone portion from
R-2 to A-2. (2.744
acres)

495 Willow Rose Drive,
McGaheysville. TM # 128-(A)L62; ED #5.

Scheduled for 7/6
PC Hearing

Karin Flagle (c/o,
Harman Realty,
Inc.)
(Project name:
Peak Mountain)

Rezone from A-1 &
A-2 to PSF-C (41.99
acres)

East side of Power Dam Road
(Route 651) approximately 300’
south of McGaheysville Road
(Route 996). TM # 142-(A)- L57,
142B-(A)- L28, 142B-(A)- L28A,
and 143-(A)- L53; ED #5.

Scheduled for 7/6
PC Hearing
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PRIORITY PROJECTS UNDERWAY BY STAFF
Projects & Committees

Staff
Lead(s)

Lake Shenandoah
Stormwater Authority

Casey,
Adam, &
Ross

Grant was submitted and is under review.

Ongoing

Joe

A new, simplified means of calculating fees
is being created for clarity and to minimize
the potential for error.

Summer 2021

Building Permits Fee
Schedule

Status

Target Date

Implementation of New
Permitting Software

CD & IT
Depts.

Virtual implementation meetings occur
each week.

Implementation
throughout 2021

US 33 Arterial
Management Plan
(from East City Line to
Elkton Plaza)

Rhonda
&
Bradford

Stakeholder interviews during July.
Consultant’s recommended Intersection
improvement options under review.

Study to conclude
by late 2021.

Rockingham Bicycle
Advisory Committee

Bradford
& Patrick

RBAC met 5/27 and elected Valerie Kramer
as Chair and Corrie Green as Vice Chair. The
BOS accepted the RBAC’s recommended
Annual Work Plan.

Next meeting 7/22

Solar Facility Study
Committee

Rhonda
& Staff

Public comment period through 6/11. PC &
BOS joint work session 6/23. Joint public
hearing 7/14.

July 2021

Ongoing Review/Tasks

Staff
Lead(s)

Status

Deed Review

Diane

29 deeds under review as of 6/14/21: 7 pending review, 22 awaiting
revision.

Violations

Kelly &
Carley

64 active complaints & 23 cases pending legal action as of 6/16/21.

Environmental
(E&S/Stormwater) Plan
Review

Adam

14 plans under review & 58 approved and awaiting permit
issuance, as of 6/16/2021

Environmental
Inspections

Adam

178 inspections conducted by 6/16/2021

Building Inspections/Plan
Review

Joe

1,937 inspections conducted in May;
48 plans under review as of 5/28/21.
May average daily inspections: 96.85

UPCOMING PUBLIC HEARINGS
None.
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REQUESTS TABLED BY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
SPECIAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION(S)

Date
Tabled

Case #

Applicant

Request

Election
District

2020

1/8/20

19-286

Soil Health
Technologies

Composting site (like use to
refuse and recycling center)

2

2020

9/9/20 &
10/28/20

20-127

Caden Energix

Large-scale solar facility

1

2020

12/9/20

20-297

Todd White

Two additional dwellings

3

2021

5/12/21

21-068

Rivers Edge
Campground, LLC.

Recreational campground

1

2021

6/9/21

21-075

Hank Hensley

Small contractor business

3

Year Tabled

REZONING REQUEST(S)

Year Tabled

Date
Tabled

Case #

Applicant

Request

Election
District

-

-

-

N/A

N/A

-

ORDINANCE AMENDMENT(S)
Year Tabled

Date
Tabled

OA #

Applicant

2020

1/8/20

19-267

Staff-generated

Request
Section 17-201 & 17-607 using semi-trailers
for storage

COUNTY-INITIATED ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS
Amendment (OA#)

Chapter/
Section(s)

Reason & Scope

Status

1.

Utility Buildings
(OA21-127)

17-201 and
Table 17-606

Change the size in the definition
from < 200 sq. ft. to 580 sq. ft.
Allow utility buildings > 580 sq. ft.
as a special use permit.

PC recommended 5-0 at
6/1 hearing. Scheduled
for 7/14 BOS hearing.

2.

Business
Interchange District
(OA21-074)

17-315, 17-606
& 607, 17-806,
and 17-700

Establish new commercial zoning
district at interchanges to allow
services to be provided to the
interstate-travelling public.

BOS supported drafting
ordinance 6/9.
Scheduled for 7/6 PC
Hearing.

3.

Wireless
Telecommunications
Facilities

17-201 and
Table 17-606

Review Section 17-607
supplemental standards to ensure
consistency with Code of Virginia.

Pending County
Attorney’s review of draft
ordinance amendment.
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SITE PLAN SUBMITTALS (Patrick Wilcox)

Project Name

Location

Proposed
Use

Description

Election
District

Status

Congers Creek
Townhomes,
Phase 2

End of Congers Creek Road,
behind Congers Creek
Apartments and Phase 1 of
rowhouses.

Rowhouse
dwellings

133 units

Approved

3

Oak Grove
Subdivision
(fmr. Island
Ford Road
Subdivision)

Northeast side of Island Ford
Road (VA 649), about 0.2 mile
south of McGaheysville Road
(VA 996)

Single-family
residential

50 lots

Under Review

5

Stone Spring
Storage

Southeast side of Ridgedale
Mini-storage
Road (VA 710), along M & N Dr
facility
and Naomis Way

About 2 acres;
3 buildings

Under Review

4

Preston Lake
Urgent Care

Northwest side of Stone Spring
Road (VA 280), 0.1 mile south Medical clinic
of Spotswood Trail (US 33)

Urgent care
clinic with 32space parking
lot.

Under Review

3

Preston Lake
Hillside

Preston Lake development,
along Boyers Road (VA 704)

Duplex lots

44 dwelling
units

Under Review

3

Mellow
Mushroom

Stone Spring Road (VA 280),
0.1 mile west of Will Spring
Road

Restaurant

5,704-sq. ft.
restaurant
with 96-space
parking lot

Awaiting
Corrections and
Resubmittal

4

Highview
Estates

Just beyond north City line on
east side of Rt. 42 N.

Single-family
& duplex lots

34 lots

Awaiting
Corrections and
Resubmittal

2

Kyger Funeral
Home Addition

115 Nicholson Road, Elkton

Funeral home

6,300 square
foot addition.

Temporarily on
hold per
applicant

5
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BUILDING SERVICES DIVISION & PERMITTING ACTIVITY (Joe Shifflett)
The totals of permit types through May are represented in the first table below. The second table tracks
monthly residential and commercial building permits and fees collected.

Permitting Activity - May 2021 vs. 2020
Permits

80
60
40
20
0

PlbgMechElec

Com/ Ind

Residences

Other

Land Use

Permit Types

Permits

250

2021

2020-21 Monthly Residential and Commercial (all trades)
# of Permits Issued

250000

200

200000

150

150000

100

100000

50

50000

0

Mar
'20

Apr May Jun

Jul

Aug

Sep

Residential

Oct

Nov Dec
Com/ Ind

Jan
'21

Feb Mar

Apr May

Fees

2020

0

Fees

Significant Plans Submitted:
April 2020: Interchange Permit
June 2020: South Peak Subdivision
July 2020: Sunset Spring Subdivision & South Peak Subdivision
September 2020: Congers Creek Apartments & Preston Lake Apartments
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Urban Development Area - Development Status
Harrisonburg
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