
NELSON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
Meeting Agenda 

February 28th, 2024 

General District Courtroom, 3rd Floor, Nelson County Courthouse, Lovingston 

− 7:00 – Meeting Convenes / Call to Order

− Review of Meeting Minutes:

− January 24th, 2024 – Planning Commission

− January 31st, 2024 – Planning Commission Draft Comprehensive Plan 2042 Public Hearing

− Discussion and Recommendation of Draft Comprehensive Plan 2042

− Other Business

− Board of Supervisors Report

− Next Regularly Scheduled Meeting: March 27th, 2024 



 

 
1 

 

Nelson County Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 
January 24, 2024 

 
Present:  Chair Mary Kathryn Allen and Commissioners Mike Harman, Phil Proulx, Chuck Amante, 
Robin Hauschner.  

Staff Present: Dylan Bishop, Director - Emily Hjulstrom, Planner/Secretary - Pam Self, Administrative 
Assistant 

Call to Order:  Chair Allen called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM in the General District Courtroom, 
County Courthouse, Lovingston.  

 

Officer Elections 

 

Chair: 

Ms. Proulx nominated Ms. Allen to be Chair. Mr. Hauschner seconded the motion.  

Yes: 

Mary Kathryn Allen 

Phil Proulx 

Chuck Amante 

Robin Hauschner 

Mike Harman 

 

Vice Chair: 

Mr. Amante nominated Mr. Hauschner to be Vice Chair. Ms. Proulx seconded the motion.  

Yes: 

Mary Kathryn Allen 

Phil Proulx 

Chuck Amante 

Robin Hauschner 

Mike Harman 
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Secretary: 

Ms. Proulx nominated Ms. Hjulstrom to be Secretary. Mr. Amante seconded the motion.  

Yes: 

Mary Kathryn Allen 

Phil Proulx 

Chuck Amante 

Robin Hauschner 

Mike Harman 

 

Planning Commission Officers for 2024: 

Chair: Mary Kathryn Allen 

Vice Chair: Robin Hauschner 

Secretary: Emily Hjulstrom 

 

2024 schedule  
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Mr. Harman made a motion to accept the 2024 Schedule. Mr. Hauschner seconded the motion.  

Yes: 

Mary Kathryn Allen 

Phil Proulx 

Chuck Amante 

Robin Hauschner 

Mike Harman 

 

Annual Report 
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Ms. Hjulstrom presented the following information:  
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Review of Meeting Minutes 

 

June 29th, 2023 Joint Work Session: 

Ms. Proulx made a motion to approve the June 29th, 2023 Joint Work Session minutes. Mr. Hauschner 
seconded the motion.  

 Yes: 

Mary Kathryn Allen 

Phil Proulx 
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Chuck Amante 

Robin Hauschner 

Mike Harman 

 

 

September 28th, 2023 Joint Work Session: 

Ms. Proulx made a motion to approve the September 28th, 2023 Joint Work Session minutes. Mr. 
Amante seconded the motion.  

Yes: 

Mary Kathryn Allen 

Phil Proulx 

Chuck Amante 

Robin Hauschner 

Mike Harman 

 

 

October 25th, 2023 Planning Commission: 

Mr. Hauschner made a motion to approve the October 25th, 2023 Planning Commission minutes. Mr. 
Harman seconded the motion.  

Yes: 

Mary Kathryn Allen 

Phil Proulx 

Chuck Amante 

Robin Hauschner 

Mike Harman 

 

 

Wild Rose Solar Project 

Jeannine Johnson of 17 Pressley Ct in Asheville, NC and Lauren Devine of 303 Spruce St in Chapel Hill, NC 
are here to present the project.  Mr. Amante stated that he did not accept this presentation and read 
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the disclaimer from the presentation “By accepting this presentation, the recipient agrees that neither 
the recipient nor the recipient’s agents or representatives will directly contact the Company, its affiliates 
or any of its or its affiliates’ respective directors, officers, employees, shareholders, customers, vendors, 
consultants, advisors, representatives, agents or related parties at any time with respect to the 
Transaction or the information contained herein.” He stated that he could not promise this. Ms. Johnson 
noted that it is part of the template provided by their department. She explained that they were here 
today to present the project to the Planning Commission and answer any questions that come up. Ms. 
Bishop noted that the intention seemed to be to direct inquiries to their marketing department. She 
added that this presentation had already been given to the Board of Supervisors. Mr. Hauschner added 
that this was being presented at a public hearing and nothing in the presentation wouldn’t be disclosed 
to the public. Ms. Johnson agreed that it was the intention for this presentation to be shared with the 
public.  
 
Ms. Johnson explained that they had presented to the Board of Supervisors in November of 2023.  

She noted that they had submitted their Special Use Permit application the previous week and hoped to 
provide information on the project and receive any questions before coming back for public hearings.   

Ms. Johnson presented the following: 
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Ms. Johnson noted that they were a utility scale solar company that developed utility scale projects and 
provided energy to utilities like AEP.   
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Ms. Johnson showed the following photos of solar panel construction and operations: 

 

The left picture depicts pile drivers setting up the racking for the panels. The right picture depicts the 
tracking system.  
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Ms. Johnson added that a solar farm can be a silent revenue generator for a county.  



 

 
16 

 

 

Ms. Johnson noted that AEP was the utility that they would be working with. She added that the project 
life was expected to be 35-40 years and then the project would be decommissioned. She noted that they 
would comply with Nelson County’s decommissioning requirements. She added that as part of their 
application they are commiting to panels that have been approved by EPA TCLP to not be hazardous. 
She noted that once the site is decommissioned the land would go back to the landowner who utilizes 
the land as silviculture.  
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Ms. Devine noted that she was the permitting and environmental manager for the Wild Rose Solar 
Project. She explained that the project was about two miles North East of Gladstone and about ¼ mile 
from the Amherst County line.  

Ms. Devine noted that there were three different acreages worked with in the project:  

• Subject Parcel - the greatest extent of the parcels that the project would be on. Approximately 
4600 acres.  

• Project Limits – the area of the parcels that would be used for the project. Approximately 2500 
acres.  

• Project Footprint – the area that would be developed. Approximately 550 acres. 

Ms. Devine explained that the panels would be dispersed around the site due to topography and 
environmental constraints. She noted that they would only have site control over the project area while 
the rest of the land would remain in silvicultural use through the property owner.  

Ms. Devine displayed the project map and showed that the light green indicated where they would be 
required by the Zoning Ordinance to put in buffer. She noted that they would be going above and 
beyond what the ordinance required and implementing a 125’ buffer of existing vegitation (blue on 
map). She added that they would plant supplemental buffering in the areas where the existing 
vegitation did not meet the requirement (orange on map). She explained that the visual impacts would 
be mitigated from the start of construction by utilizing the existing vegetation.  

Ms. Devine noted that the Zoning Ordinance had required setbacks of 100 feet from property lines and 
200 feet from residentially zoned property. She explained that there were no residentially zoned 
properties adjacent to the project limits. She noted that they utilized the county’s GIS to identify parcels 
that appeared to have residential structures on them. She explained that they would be implementing 
the residential setback for these properties.  

Ms. Devine noted that they are working closely with the landowner to ensure that their actions would 
not impact the current silvicultural operation surrounding the proposed project or the area of the 
proposed project after decommissioning. She explained that when the project is decommissioned the 
project area would return to the property owner and return to a silvicultural use.  
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Ms. Johnson presented the above slide and added that they have filed a notice of intent to locate a 
project which gives them the opprtunity to work with Nelson County to determine what the tax revenue 
would be for the project. She added that there would be an increase in traffic during construction but 
once constructed their would be minimal traffic. She noted that she was hoping to work with the 
Gladstone Fire Department so that they are familiar with the project and how to access the site. She 
added that they were working on a job training program in hopes to train local residents to be able to 
work on the project.  
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Ms. Devine added that they have gathered best practices from other solar projects in the state and 
added them as conditions to their Special Use Permit application. For example, proactively commiting to 
a construction management plan, construction traffic management plan, road repair plan, etc. 

 

Ms. Devine added that Permit By Rule was a pretty onerous state process that would ensure any 
impacts to environmental features are either avoided, minimized, or mitigated. She explained that this 
would take about a year but could not be started until the local permit is acquired. 



 

 
23 
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Mr. Harman asked who currently owned the land. Ms. Johnson noted that it was owned by 
Weyerhaeuser Company. Mr. Harman asked what the current use of the land was. Ms. Johnson noted 
that it was silvicultural/timbering. Chair Allen noted that a lot of it had been cut already and that was 
why the project would require additional buffering on the Tye River Rd side.  

Chair Allen asked who had received notices about the community meeting in Gladstone. She added that 
she lived within a mile of the substation and did not receive a notice. Ms. Johnson explained that the 
first meeting included everyone that abutted the project where the second included everyone within 
one mile. She noted that there may have been a loss in the mail or another issue that prevented her 
from getting a letter. Ms. Hjulstrom added that she would be working with them to create a new 
adjoining property owner list for the next community meeting. Chair Allen asked if there was another 
site on Route 60 that they were looking at. Ms. Johnson noted that there was not.  

Mr. Hauschner asked if power customers in the area would get any subsidization of electric bills. Ms. 
Johnson noted there would not be and that the best they can do is provide cheaper electricity to the 
utility. Mr. Hauschner asked how Savion was different from the Shell Group. Ms. Johnson explained that 
Savion was founded in 2019 but was previously another company. She explained that they were 
acquired by Shell over the past two years. She explained that their mission was still to develop solar 
energy projects but now with the Shell backing. She added that Shell would ultimately take on some of 
the operations and mainenance with their existing infrastructure. Mr. Hauschner asked if Shell benefited 
from any green credits from their acquisition of Savion or anything that would some out of thousands of 
acres of solar production. Ms. Johnson noted to her knowledge it was no different than any developer 
constructing a solar project.   
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Ms. Proulx asked when they could expect this application to go to public hearing. Ms. Bishop noted that 
the applicants had submitted their application earlier that week. She added that they were planning on 
having the community meeting in Gladstone at the end of February. She noted that it would likely come 
to the Planning Commission for public hearing at their March meeting.  

 

Public Hearings: 

SUP 1085 – Campground: 

Ms. Bishop presented the following information: 
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Applicant Kelly Kahle of 116 Park St in Sherman, NY: 

Ms. Kahle noted that her well and septic permits were in place and she was waiting for the weather to 
clear to get them installed. She added that her address would be 5032 Rockfish Valley Hwy when she 
moved to the county. She explained that 5032 Rockfish Valley Hwy was a part of the property that she 
had owned since 2004.  

She noted that no one appreciated the beauty of the corridor between Route 6 and Nellysford more 
than she did. She explained that the woods made her fall in love with the property as well as the large 
pieces of crystal everywhere. She added that there were mature hardwoods that she made sure were 
cared for and allowed to mature to preserve the acorns.  

She noted that there were a lot of concerns with a campsite meeting zoning requirements. She noted 
that forestry departments and state sites have campers all over the place. She explained that these were 
not transient campers or homeless people but fellow Virginians, celebrating anniversaries and birthdays. 
She added that they were also pastors and leadership within ministry which she had shared with the 
task force that visited her unannounced. She stated that she was not sure if that was not conveyed to 
the church body or was being disregarded.  

She explained that the main focus of the camp was to support two non-profit ministries that had been 
founded by veterans. She noted that one of them would have been there tonight but her mother passed 
away that day. She hoped that they would be able to make it to the next meeting. She explained that 
this was a camp for veterans suffering from PTSD and ministry leadership, with an 80% burnout rate 
within the first five years of starting, to find respite as well as a place to stay while they receive training 
in Waynesboro. She added that this would not be for tourists who were coming to drink on Route 151 
but a niche camp for those individuals.  

She explained that she understood the fear being felt by her neighbors next door because a parsonage 
burned down years ago. She explained that she would not allow fires at the campsites and hoped this 
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would alleviate that concern. She noted that she could advertise on the campsite listing websites as not 
being child-friendly that no fires would be permitted.  

She noted that the concern of there being no one on-site made it seem like fear and misinformation 
were being shared.  She questioned if it was people not being receptive to change. She noted that if 
campers were to trespass on the neighboring property they would need to walk roundtrip .56 miles to 
the woodpile, .8 miles to go to the church, .33 miles to go to the garden, and .68 to go to the pavilion. 
She added that the pavilion was built after she purchased her land. She stated that the burden of 
building a fence should not be on her because they chose to put the pavilion there. She added that it 
would cause undue financial burden on someone with limited income. She explained that the campsites 
would not be visible from the church and would be 30-40 feet into the wood line. She noted that being 
50 feet into the wood line would make the campsites more visible from Route 151. She added that 
doing this would also require her to remove hardwoods and native mountain laurel that preserved the 
wildlife.  

She noted that on the backside where the power line was, there would be meadow-scaping installed 
with native plants encouraging pollination. She noted that this would only increase the yields of the 
church’s garden. She added that she saw this as a win for the entire neighborhood and hoped that her 
explanation cleared the air.  

Ms. Proulx asked about Ms. Kahle’s plans for sanitary and potable water facilities. Ms. Kahle noted that 
she had been working with the VDH on having a handicap-accessible latrine facility that would be 
between the two sites. She explained that it had hand-washing capability and would get cleaned out 
once a week. She added that she would be providing potable water in bottles. Ms. Proulx questioned if 
this would fit the requirement of adequate water and sanitary facilities in the ordinance. Ms. Kahle 
noted that there was also a water pipe on site. Ms. Proulx asked where the water pipe was and if it was 
functioning. Ms. Kahle explained that it goes to a well and pointed out the location on her site plan. Ms. 
Proulx asked if it had potable water and if it would be available to the campers. Chair Allen noted that it 
was likely a spigot-style pump and Ms. Kahle confirmed. Ms. Kahle added that the water had been 
tested by VDH and would be available to the campers.  Mr. Harman asked if she was going to have 
someone managing the property. Ms. Kahle stated that she would be living on the site full-time.  

Chair Allen asked if the pictures provided depicted what the teepee would look like. Ms. Kahle 
confirmed that it would and added that it would be built by the same company that outfitted the set of 
Dances With Wolves.  

Ms. Proulx noted at what point it was not possible to put a septic system for the building. Ms. Kahle 
noted that she had approved well and septic permits for the building. Ms. Proulx asked if they would be 
separate from the parcels with the proposed campsites. Ms. Kahle confirmed that they would be.  

Ms. Allen asked how far apart the sites would be. Ms. Kahle noted that they would be approximately 70 
feet apart.  

Ms. Kahle noted that the church was classified as a public/semi-public building per zoning. She added 
that as far as people accessing any of the facilities it was not a private building. She explained that the 
benefit of this was that you have a 1.3 million dollar building that was not required to pay real estate 
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taxes. Chair Allen asked that Ms. Kahle focus on her application and not her relationship with the 
church. 

 

Chair Allen opened the public hearing at 7:57 

Mary Hopkins of 738 Chestnut Ridge Rd in Roseland:  
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Peggy Toms of 279 Cedar Meadow Dr in Nellysford: 
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Leslie Buchanan of 959 Stoney Creek West in Nellsyford: 
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Harris Luscomb of 780 Stoney Creek East in Nellysford: 
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Mr. Luscomb noted that this application was a moving target after hearing the applicant’s presentation. 
He noted that the applicant had previously stated that a manager would be able to be at the 
campground in 30 minutes and had not said that she would be on-site managing the property. He noted 
that most of his comments were about the fire danger but that the applicant had just stated she would 
not be permitting campfires. He questioned who would want to go camping without a fire. He added 
that the ministry was at risk of abuse. He noted that they have Sunday morning services outside under 
the pavilion and noted how disruptive campers could be. He asked who would prevent disruptive 
campers without onsite supervision? He asked if limiting the campers to ministers and veterans would 
be added as a condition. He noted that the applicant recently sold the adjacent house for $464,000 but 
has stated that she could not build a fence. He asked what supervision would look like when the 
applicant was not on the property. He noted that the applicant stated that the church was a public 
building. He stated that this was not true and did not reassure them about her attitude with the 
campers coming on to the church property. He added that they pay a lot of money for insurance.   

 

Dave Lawson 1107 Bryant Mountain Rd in Roseland: 
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Phyllis Savides of 264 River Ridge Ln in Afton:  
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Jeri Lloyd of 9322 Rockfish Valley Highway in Afton: 
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Ms. Lloyd stated that she did not go to the neighboring church and she went nuts when she saw the 
application. She explained that the sites would be on only two acres of land right on Route 151. She 
added that the owner lived in New York at the time and did not have everything set up to live on the 
property permanently. She noted that a fence would be a wonderful addition to separate the sites if the 
Planning Commission were to recommend approval. She noted that there was no driveway or way to 
get into the property. She added that the entrance would be near the roundabout planned to be 
installed at the intersection of Routes 151 and 6 where people are less likely to think about where they 
are going. She stated that it would be incomprehensible if this application were approved. She noted 
that the applicant stated that National Parks are wonderful for camping. She stated that the property 
was not a National Park. She asked that this application be denied.  

Paul Davis of 2514 Rockfish Valley in Nellysford:  

Mr. Davis stated that he did not go to the neighboring church either but that he was considering going 
now. He explained that he had been to several meetings in the past over other Special Use Permits and 
sometimes supported them. He noted that the argument that he heard that night and that he had heard 
in the past was that it was not against the applicant but that as far as he knew no one in the county did 
follow up on approved Special Use Permits. He noted that he chuckled at the idea of a campsite without 
a campfire. He added that once a Special Use Permit is granted it stays with the property forever. He 
also recommended that the county hire people to enforce Special Use Permits.  

Chair Allen closed the public hearing at 8:22 PM 

 

Mr. Hauschner asked the applicant about the area around the campsites and if there would be a 
platform or any changes to the surrounding area. Mr. Kahle noted that the two campsites would be on 
platforms with the rest of the area left natural.  

Mr. Harman noted that he was not comfortable with the application and that he had a lot of concerns. 
He explained that he was concerned with fire and inadequate water, sewer, electricity, and supervision.  
Ms. Proulx noted that the character of the area was significant. She explained that she had concerns 
about sewer and water. She noted that the Health Department would not have to weigh in but that the 
Zoning Ordinance requires the provision of potable water and sanitary facilities. She added that she was 
not convinced they were adequately provided. She added that the Special Use Permit would stay with 
the land. She included that the house that was sold is now a short-term rental property.  

Mr. Hauschner noted that each of the two sites would be on separate two-acre parcels. He noted that 
there would be a spigot and latrine available. He explained that it would not be taking housing away 
from the county in relation to short-term rentals. He added that they had recently recommended 
approval for campsites on small acreage. He explained that he did not consider space to be an issue. Mr. 
Amante noted that the acreage was plenty and that several of the complaints brought up could be 
brought against a single family dwelling on the same parcel. He added that a private residence could 
have a fire in their backyard, make noise, enter and exit, trespass, etc. He noted that a lot of the 
complaints heard in the public hearing are irrelevant. He noted that he did not like the location and that 
the Special Use Permit would stay with the property. Mr. Amante added that he was not comfortable 
until they could better address short-term rentals and update the Zoning Ordinance. Ms. Proulx noted 
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that they do need to operate on the existing Zoning Ordinance and Comprehensive Plan. Ms. Proulx 
noted that the character of the area is of significance as well as the Special Use Permit staying with the 
land. Ms. Proulx added that the applicant noted that the campsites would be seasonal and a porta potty 
being serviced once a week was not necessarily the most sanitary thing to have next to a busy parking 
area. She noted that she did not think the proposal was a good idea.  

Mr. Hauschner noted that with short-term rentals the issue was taking housing away from residents and 
impacting the local housing market. Chair Allen added that short-term rental arguments are going to be 
based on location. She explained that no one was arguing about short-term rental issues in Gladstone 
but they were North of Lovingston.  

Ms. Proulx noted that she had visited the property and it would be right on the church line. She did not 
think that they could be responsible for what the campers do but that they would not need to hike far to 
reach the church facilities.  

Ms. Allen asked how often the sites would be available for camping. Ms. Kahle explained that the season 
would be from April to October. She added that her properties are also nationally recognized as 
historical property. She added that it had the same designation as the church did. Ms. Allen asked if the 
historic designation had any bearing on what could be done on the property. Ms. Kahle noted that it did 
not. She added that the national designation makes it publicly accessible. Chair Allen asked how far Ms. 
Kahle’s dwelling would be from the campsites. Ms. Kahle noted that it would be approximately 3000 
feet. Chair Allen asked when Ms. Kahle planned to be living in the dwelling full-time. Ms. Kahle noted 
that she had spoken with Building Inspections the day before but that everyone was out for a training. 
She explained that her building permit would be ready as soon as it was approved. She added that she is 
repurposing an existing agricultural building into a residence. She explained that it would take her about 
a week to repurpose the building when she gets an approved building permit.  

Ms. Kahle noted that she would be on the property but was disabled with things that she would not 
physically be able to address. She explained that she would hire out for the services she could not do. 
She noted that she would not tolerate fireworks or all-night parties. She asked if the Special Use Permit 
could only be applied to herself and not the property. Chair Allen explained that this was not possible.  

Ms. Kahle noted that there is a 5-year review of the Comprehensive Plan to keep it relevant. Ms. Kahle 
noted that the housing shortage is not new business. Ms. Proulx noted that this did not relate to the 
discussion of the camp sites. Chair Allen explained that in Nelson County, when they are surrounded by 
localities with twice their population, people from areas like Richmond are able to buy housing and turn 
them into short-term rentals while people living in the county could not afford to buy a $400,000 house. 
She added that it was relevant for discussion but not to their decision on Ms. Kahle’s application. Ms. 
Kahle noted that this would provide alternative transient lodging options to people coming to the 
county for the experience. She noted that there was not a single teepee in Nelson County.  She added 
that the garden at the church is fenced in and would require a concentrated effort to be stolen from.  

Ms. Proulx noted the character of the area, water and sewer, and the Special Use Permit staying with 
the land were her main concerns. She also questioned how they could require on-site management with 
the dwelling and camp sites being on separate parcels as they could be sold separately.  
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Ms. Proulx made a motion to recommend the denial of SUP 1085 for a Campground. Mr. Amante 
seconded the motion.  

Yes: 

Phil Proulx 

Mary Kathryn Allen 

Chuck Amante 

Mike Harman 

 

No:  

Robin Hauschner 

 

 

SUP 1101 – Multifamily Dwelling: 

Ms. Bishop presented the following:  
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Applicants Quakeela Teasley and Charles Meade of 4804 Craig’s Mill Ct in Glen Allen, VA: Ms. Teasley 
explained that they are asking for a small amendment to their Special Use Permit. She noted that after 
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meeting with their architects and engineers they felt it was better for the aesthetics as well as their 
budget to change the height and amount of the fencing.  

Mr. Harman asked what the purpose of the fence requirement was. Mr. Meade explained that the 
community asked them to fence in the property. Ms. Teasley added that it was due to safety. Mr. 
Meade noted that it is an independent living facility.  

Ms. Proulx asked about the area outside of the proposed line. Ms. Teasley explained that it was natural 
vegetation and would remain as such.  

Mr. Amante noted that he was fine with the proposed changes. He questioned if the fencing shown on 
the plan was to scale.  

Ms. Teasley explained that their new plan allows them to cut back on cost and the architect planned the 
fencing to preserve the meadow. Mr. Meade explained that all of the units would be facing the 
mountain view in the back. Ms. Proulx noted that the parking would be on the Route 151 side.  

 

Chair Allen opened the public hearing at 8:51 PM 

Tracy McGatha of 43 Rockfish Orchard Dr.: 

Ms. McGatha explained that the purpose of the fence was that they had a 2.5-acre pond that abutted 
the property. She added that their concern was people having access to the pond. She asked what the 
fence would be constructed of.  

Jeri Lloyd of 9322 Rockfish Valley Hwy:  

Ms. Lloyd noted that she had a couple of concerns. She asked what the fence would be made of. She 
noted that a 4-foot fence would be shorter than her whereas a 6-foot fence would be taller than her. 
She questioned if it would be three-board, chain link, etc. She noted that she would like it to be 
aesthetic as it would border on her property. She noted that there was a creek in the back that was 
attractive. She added that a three-board fence would not keep anyone from going on to the McGatha 
property. She noted that she had no issue with the fence being 4-feet on her side but stressed that she 
wanted to know what kind of fence it would be. She noted her concern with the applicant coming back 
to ask for additional amendments to their Special Use Permit.  

Chair Allen closed the public hearing at 8:54 PM 

 

Chair Allen asked what kind of fence they would be constructing. Ms. Teasley noted that they did not 
have those details yet but that it would not be a chain link fence. She added that it would be wood or 
metal (not chain-link). She explained that they wanted it to blend in with the neighborhood and be 
aesthetic. Mr. Hauschner asked if the property outside of the fence line would be maintained. Mr. 
Meade noted that it would be grass, vegetation, and trees that would be maintained. Mr. Amante noted 
that there is a black mesh fencing that is hardly visible. Mr. Meade noted that it would be some kind of 
aesthetically rustic country fence.  
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Mr. Amante questioned how a 6-foot fence would be able to stop trespassers if a 4-foot fence could not. 
He questioned the need for a fence at all. Ms. Proulx noted that having fencing was fair to make it clear 
where the boundary is. Chair Allen asked if the property was wooded beyond the planned fence line. 
Ms. Teasley confirmed that it was.  

Ms. Proulx asked what their front landscape buffer would be. Ms. Teasley explained that they have a 
Civil Engineer planning it. Mr. Harman noted that he was ok with amending the fence line but 
questioned whether they should leave the 6-foot height requirement. Mr. Meade explained that most 
businesses he saw in the area have split rail fencing in front and nothing in the back. He added that it 
was almost double the cost to comply to the original condition. He added that they were yet to see a 6-
foot fence like that around a business in the area. Chair Allen noted that bringing the fence line in would 
possible prevent trespassing more than having it on the property line.  

Ms. Proulx asked if they could defer their vote until they know what the fence would be made of. Ms. 
Bishop noted that the material was not a concern in the original condition. Mr. Hauschner noted that as 
the condition is they would have to put in a worse fence due to the increased amount of fencing 
required.  

Chair Allen asked what a 6-foot fence would achieve. Mr. Harman noted that there could be a liability 
issue with the pond. Ms. Teasley noted that this would be for individuals that are 55 years old or older 
with medical background checks and no cognitive issues. Chair Allen asked if people were allowed to 
leave the facility willingly. Ms. Teasley noted that it was independent living as if it were a home. Mr. 
Amante noted that he saw no difference between 4-feet and 6-feet.  

Ms. Bishop wondered how it would feel for someone living there to have a 6-foot fence in the backyard. 
She added that they would still need to get through the rest of the property to trespass on someone 
else’s land. Ms. Proulx asked if the walking path was within the proposed fence line. Ms. Teasley 
confirmed that it was.  

Ms. Proulx questioned what the landscaping in the front of the property would be. Ms. Teasley added 
that the landscaping in front would be a variety of trees, bushes, and flowers. Chair Allen noted that this 
would be no different than someone building a house on Route 151 and they did not have buffering 
requirements for their parking. Ms. Proulx noted that this was an amendment to a previous requirement 
that the entire thing be fenced.  

Ms. Bishop noted that they could amend the condition to include a specific kind of landscaping. Ms. 
Proulx noted that it would be too difficult to condition.  

Mr. Amante made a motion to recommend approval of SUP #1101 for an amendment to Condition #6 
of SUP #716 by changing the language to:  

• A fence 4’ in height shall be installed along the boundary of the community as shown on the 
site plan dated December 8, 2023. Existing vegetation shall be left in place where feasible. 

Mr. Hauschner seconded the motion.  

 

Yes: 
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Mary Kathryn Allen 

Phil Proulx 

Chuck Amante 

Robin Hauschner 

Mike Harman 

 

Discussion of 2042 Draft Comprehensive Plan 

Ms. Bishop noted that the Planning Commission public hearing for the Comprehensive Update would be 
at Nelson County High School at 7PM on January 31st, 2024. She noted that it would function like any 
other public hearing and the Planning Commission’s discussion would not be until their regular February 
meeting.  She explained that she added the discussion to the agenda that night to allow time for the 
Planning Commission to have any last-minute discussions before the public hearing. Chair Allen noted 
that she was ready for the public hearing and excited to go forward with the plan. Mr. Harman gave staff 
a public comment he had received for the Comprehensive Plan. Ms. Hjulstrom noted that all public 
comments should be sent directly to her.  

 

Ms. Bishop introduced Pam Self, she is the new Administrative Assistant for both the Building 
Inspections and Planning and Zoning departments.  

 

Ms. Proulx made a motion to adjourn at 9:16 PM. Mr. Amante seconded the motion.   

Yes: 

Mary Kathryn Allen 

Phil Proulx 

Chuck Amante 

Robin Hauschner 

Mike Harman 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Emily Hjulstrom 
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Planner/Secretary, Planning & Zoning 
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Nelson County Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 
January 31, 2024 

 
Present:  Chair Mary Kathryn Allen and Commissioners Mike Harman, Phil Proulx, Chuck Amante, 
Robin Hauschner. Board of Supervisors Representative Ernie Reed 

Staff Present: Dylan Bishop, Director - Emily Hjulstrom, Planner/Secretary - Pam Self, Administrative 
Assistant 

Berkley Group: Catherine Redfearn and Chris Musso 

Call to Order:  Chair Allen called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM in the General District Courtroom, 
County Courthouse, Lovingston.  

 

2042 Comprehensive Plan Update: 
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Ms. Redfearn presented the following information: 

 

Ms. Redfearn added that the Berkley Group has been working with Nelson County for the past two years 
to update the Comprehensive Plan. She explained that the 2042 Comprehensive Plan update was the 
culmination of bringing the community together and questioning what was valued, important to the 
community, and the future direction of the county. She noted that the Comprehensive Plan translated 
that input, data, and research in to a policy and decision making guide for public officials. She added that 
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the plan itself was not regulatory but provided the framework for updating and improving the county’s 
regulatory tools.  

 

She explained that implementation was the most important part of the process and the plan would only 
work if it was utilized. She explained that it was their charge as community members, staff, and officials 
to make sure that the vision and policies in the document come into reality.  
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She explained that this process was designed to be inclusive and robust. She noted that all comments 
from the community, staff, and officials were considered and incorporated into the draft plan. 
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Ms. Redfearn explained that the four big ideas came directly from the community engagement process. 
She added that these big ideas form and inform the policy content of the plan. 
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Ms. Redfearn explained that Chapter 3 addresses future land use and includes a policy framework for 
strategic investment in the county, a conceptual future land use map, land use pattern areas, design 
principals, and supporting strategies. She described the land use categories. 



 

 
9 

 

 

Ms. Redfearn noted that this chapter described the transportation inventory, needs, planning 
assumptions, and recommended connectivity projects and strategies across the county. She added that 
focus areas included improving the existing transportation network with a key emphasis on vehicular 
safety improvements, investing in alternative transportation, and coordinating those projects with the 
conceptual land use map.  
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Ms. Redfearn showed the priority projects map and associated list from the plan. She noted that these 
projects had been identified in coordination with VDOT and approved by VDOT. She noted that these 
projects prioritized safety improvements, investments in trails and sidewalks, continued coordination 
with VDOT through further plans and studies. She explained that language in this section had been 
further refined and edited to clarify the dire need for transportation safety improvements along the 
Route 151 corridor.   

 

Ms. Redfearn explained that this chapter addressed housing. She noted that the chapter described the 
existing housing conditions, ways to promote affordable housing, housing choice, and healthy livable 
neighborhoods. She added that key objectives included improving the quality of the existing housing 
stock, expanding allowable housing types, and supporting livable connected communities by locating 
amenities and services near villages or new residential areas.  
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Ms. Redfearn explained that this chapter addressed natural and historical resources. She noted that the 
chapter described information on items such as topography, water resources, flood hazards, 
cultural/historical sites, and strategies for sustainable growth and development. She added that the key 
focus areas were planning for resiliency and climate change while protecting the sensitive resources and 
landscapes within the county.  
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Ms. Redfearn explained that this chapter addressed the economy within the county. She noted that the 
chapter described economic data and drivers within the county, key industries (new and old), and 
strategies for economic growth. She added that the key focus areas included supporting today’s work 
force through education and training opportunities, diversifying and enhancing the community’s 
economy by supporting both traditional and emerging industries (many of which are based on the 
tourism and recreation economies).  

 

Ms. Redfearn noted that Chapter 8 described anticipated needs and improvements to public facilities, 
recreational amenities, educational needs, and other public assets. She added that the key focus areas 
included enhancing the effectiveness and the efficiency of the county government, improving 
infrastructure, and providing quality of life services to all segments of the Nelson County population.  
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Ms. Redfearn noted that Chapter 9 categorized and prioritized all of the strategies from the previous 
chapters and provides a list of tools for their successful implementation. She noted that a plan is only 
successful if it is used. She explained that the implementation matrix is the tool to keep them on track 
and monitor progress towards the Nelson County of 2042. She added that the plan should be used daily 
or as they are making development decisions as well as reviewing the matrix annually and updating the 
document as necessary to keep them on track.   
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Chair Allen opened the public hearing at 7:19 

Draft minutes of Public Hearing comments from 1/31/2024 Planning Commission 
 
Jayne Hoffman of 16406 Crabtree Falls Hwy in Montebello: Ms. Hoffman explained that she was 
representing the newly formed Keep Montebello Rural Coalition. She explained that her group 
distributed a handout with more information (below) and presented from items 4-6. 
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Mark David Hogan of 1857 Findlay Mountain Rd of Findlay Mountain Farm in Shipman:  

Mr. Hogan explained that he looked at the plan and thought it was a good plan. He stated that in spite 
of this, the plan was dead on arrival. He explained that when he moved to the county he was looking for 
an area dedicated to maintaining its rural characteristics and without car dumps, barking dogs, etc. He 
added that he was looking for a rural community where public services were effective, efficient, 
adequate, and responsive.  He explained that he bought a farm a little north of Shipman where the 
route to Lovingston had been idyllic three years ago. He explained that in three years they had found 14 
car dumps in violation of the Zoning Ordinance. He added that there was one parcel with 22 cars across 
from the VDOT facility.  

Mr. Hogan explained he looked at a house on Oakridge Rd that was a historically designated property. 
He stated that the buildings were falling apart and added that he learned that there is no maintenance 
code in Nelson County. He explained that he was told by a Board of Supervisors member that a 
maintenance code is not enforced to protect poor people. He noted that the buildings were owned by 
someone that did not live in Nelson County and owned them as an investment. He explained that if they 
enforced a maintenance code they could tear down the house or force it to be fixed. He noted that the 
property was on a water line. He added that there were water lines through the area with abandoned 
houses on them that could be taken advantage of to build houses for the community. He added that if 
they did not take the current Zoning Ordinances into effect they were not going to get anywhere.  

Mr. Hogan noted that vehicles parked in Nelson County were taxed by the Commissioner of Revenue. He 
explained that his neighbor had a work vehicle parked on his property for the last year and a half 
untaxed. He added that the company his neighbor works for is based out of Pennsylvania and if they had 
to pay Nelson County taxes on it they would park it in Pennsylvania.  

 

Janet Rollings of 615 Elk Mountain Rd in Afton:  

Ms. Rollings noted that she applauded the efforts of those involved in the update process. She asked to 
call their attention to a discrepancy between the goals in the Comprehensive Plan and the current land 
use ordinances. She explained that she did not oppose solar power but rather advocated for proper 
siting of utility-scale solar on existing industrial-zoned land, marginal/contaminated land, along 
highways, and on commercial/residential rooftops. She stated that utility-scale solar farms do not 
belong on agricultural land. She added that solar farms are power plants and the industrialization of 
agricultural land was not green. She explained that solar companies made a lot of promises such as 
increased revenue, jobs, and little to no impact on the environment or property values. She explained 
that they were not in the business of generating power but of receiving tax credits. She suggested that 
the current Solar Ordinance be revised so that it is consistent with the language in the upcoming 
Comprehensive Plan update. She stated that in addition to the current Zoning Ordinance, a strong Solar 
Ordinance would clearly govern the siting of industrial-scale solar plants. She added that this entailed 
the avoidance of agricultural land, wetlands, and waterways. She stated that the current solar ordinance 
is in direct conflict with the 2042 Comprehensive Plan by permitting Solar Farms via Special Use Permit 
in Agricultural, Conservation, Business, and Industrial Zones while being by right in M-2 (Industrial). She 
added that a strong solar ordinance should clearly define the acceptable size of a power plan allowed in 
the county as well as specify total acreage, panel acreage, distance between projects, and the total 
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acreage permitted in the county.  She added that it should also provide for the avoidance of historic 
sites. She asked the county to reach out to neighboring counties to find out what had and had not 
worked for them. She stated that as things stand, Nelson County is signaling to developers that they are 
open for business. She suggested that the Implementation Strategy listed on Page 183 under focus areas 
3.1 and 3.2 should have the highest possible priority.  

 

Elwood Waterfield:  

Mr. Waterfield explained that he came to the county 25 years ago and that the county had destroyed its 
rural character in that time. He stated that he was homeless due to standing up to corruption in the 
county. He stated that the county never had Keep Nelson Beautiful until he started it in 1999. He 
explained that within 30 seconds of seeing the Nelson County sign, he would see trash. He added that 
the South and East districts were filthy. He added that no one knew how to condemn a house and a man 
named Edgar McNabb died in a house fire. He explained that the County Attorney sent him a letter 
stating he could not come to the courthouse anymore because of his complaints about the violation 
issue at 11 Farrar Ln. He added that he had his supervisor Mr. Barton standing in front of it “Somebody’s 
going to die in this house, do something about it”. He noted that there are about 20 death traps. He 
explained that he had to make the Department of Environmental Quality clean up two dumps in Nelson 
County creeks because the county refused to do it. He explained that they had much bigger problems 
than what they should be in 20 years. He added that the corruption in the county needs to be 
addressed. He explained that he had been a country boy his whole life and did not want city water and 
sewer but rural character and a good place to work.  

 

Stephen Bayne 620 Far Knob Climb in Nellysford:  

Mr. Bayne noted that in the Land Use Section (Page 44 - Nellysford) the following terms and language 
did not have definitions and are cause for concern regarding the proliferation of high-density 
development: 

•  “Development should encourage a mix of use types in a traditional village development 
pattern“  

• “focus on allowing for a mix of uses in a village setting“  
• “ensure compatibility with traditional village development patterns” 
• “allow the development of a variety of housing types”  

He asked what a traditional village development pattern was and that each of these terms be defined. 
He asked how they did not incentivize high-density development.  

In the Glossary (Appendix B); “small-scale multifamily residential” he asked that the definition be made 
more clear. He explained that new zoning laws in Charlottesville and other locations were allowing and 
incentivizing upzoning which would allow a single-family piece of land to then accommodate multiple 
housing units. He asked that they add “This shall not result in upzoning” to the definition. In the 
transportation section regarding Route 151; “work with VDOT to address priority vehicular safety issues” 
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he noted that this was not strong enough language considering such severe vehicular safety issues. He 
asked that they revise the language to clearly state that the Board of Supervisors would prioritize efforts 
to secure the Commonwealth’s approval of vehicular safety improvements for Route 151. He stated that 
these definitions and language must be clear for citizens.  

 

Heather Goodwin of 3434 Oakridge Rd in Arrington:  

Ms. Goodwin explained that she applauded the efforts that had gone into the plan. She noted that she 
was somewhat involved in the last update process. She added that it was not easy to take a territory as 
large as Nelson County, with as many diverse interests, and come up with a common goal.  She 
explained that the plan was just ideals of what they would like to see in their community. She noted that 
she was concerned with a pervasive theme of housing in the plan. She noted that the county did not 
need to spend taxpayer dollars on studies to learn that there was a housing issue when they could talk 
to someone 18-30 years old, living in their parents’ basement because they could not get housing. She 
stated that these same 18-30 year-olds were commuting to Charlottesville, Waynesboro, and Lynchburg 
for jobs paying much better than she received at that age but still not a livable wage. She explained that 
they were facing increased gas costs and cost of living and still would not be able to survive if the county 
built them a house. She stated that Nelson County had always failed to focus on getting businesses and 
jobs in the county. She added that in the last 30+ years she had lived in the county tourism had taken 
off.  She explained that did not happen due to actions of the government but of individuals such as 
Taylor Smack, Denver Riggleman, and Steve Crandall who had a business idea and ran with it. She noted 
that they now employ a tremendous amount of individuals and are a reason that people know Nelson 
County.  She added that she could go to a conference in Richmond and someone would know Nelson 
County due to those things. She noted that she did not know of one business that employed individuals 
in the community that was enticed in through the county’s economic efforts. She added that if they did 
not have jobs to go with the housing, individuals would not be able to live in the county and afford to 
pay taxes. 

 

Anjana Radhakrishnan of 56 Pine Hill Ln in Norwood:  

Ms. R. explained that she was a writer/researcher originally from the Northern Virginia/DC area. She 
noted that she was 29 years old and believed she was in the target audience whom the county wanted 
to attract. She noted that she was interested in the statistics regarding depopulation in this region. She 
explained that as populations were aging they were not able to retain younger folks. She explained that 
housing was a major component as well as workforce development. She noted that she would like to 
see community-building efforts (specifically for youth and young adults) included in the plan. She 
explained that the demographics in the county currently skewed these programs towards the 
Generation X and Boomer generations.  She noted that to attract people they want to have an inviting 
community for people interested in investing in Nelson County long term.  She added that providing 
services like child care, fun activities, and gathering spaces that were not breweries/wineries would 
attract the younger generations. She appreciated the focus on everything being interwoven and 
interconnected in the plan. She noted that she understood the fear of people coming into the county 
not having the same values. She explained that she fell in love with the area because of the 
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environment, animals, nature, quiet lifestyle, etc. She noted that there were people in her generation 
who were looking for this but that there were a couple of missing components in Nelson County. She 
added that she had a background in community building, as well as the economic workforce being her 
research background.  

 

Bo Delk of 173 Roseland Rd in Roseland:  

Mr. Delk explained that he thought he was just signing in. He noted that he did not have anything to say 
and thanked the Planning Commission.  

 

Paul Davis of 2514 Rockfish Valley Highway in Nellysford: 

Mr. Davis noted that he was also concerned with housing definitions on Page 44. He added that he had 
gone from across from Three Notch’d Brewery down to the entrance at Stoney Creek and talked to the 
residents on that side of the road. He explained that it was mostly retired people who were scared to 
death of their land being taken or housing being crowded up beside them. He explained that a lot of 
them could not physically come to the meetings and some were upset about not being notified by the 
county or their elected officials. He noted that at the moment it seemed like Nellysford was built up as 
far as it could for certain conditions. He noted that housing definitions are a big concern with the 
communities around them upzoning. He noted that he has several acres and asked if he could put 
massive housing units on it. He explained that he did not want to but that others would not be that way. 
He explained that Nelson County could not be like Charlottesville or other areas. He added that 2-5 
acres should not be able to be developed to the property line. He explained that the people he talked to 
on that side of the road did not live in Stoney Creek but in old family homes that might need help with 
repairs. He added that they all stated they would die in those homes. He noted that by 2042 they would 
not have to worry about it because most of them would be gone. He asked that the Planning 
Commission consider this.  

 

Susan McSwain of 3254 Dutch Creek Ln in Shipman:  

Ms. McSwain thanked the Planning Commission, staff, and citizens who commented on the plan. She 
noted that the Comprehensive Plan is a guiding plan and did not have specific details like the Zoning 
Ordinance. She commended the Berkley Group for a well-written document. She explained that she 
submitted corrections to typos/mistakes and that each was corrected. She noted that everyone had a 
specific interest and hers was conservation and the environment. She explained that she was very 
pleased to see wildlife and habitat corridors mentioned and the section was enhanced. She added that 
The National Audubon Society had identified important birding areas for Virginia and these were 
included in the plan. She noted that there was a map of conserved areas vs areas of high conservation 
value that was confusing but had been corrected. She added that she was happy to see the DCR 
biodiversity corridor between Piedmont and Blue Ridge was included. She noted that the section on 
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outdoor lighting and the dark night sky was enhanced. She added that the list of organizations and 
resources at the end of the plan was a very useful addition for citizens to be able to look things up. 

 

Jessica Ligon of 798 Keys Church Rd in Shipman:  

Ms. Ligon thought that Ms. Goodwin's comments were eloquent and on point. She noted that if land 
was easy to develop in Lovingston and Colleen it would have been done already. She noted that she had 
extreme concerns about the cost of developing land that was on bedrock. She explained that there have 
been surveyors and developers who have wanted to develop in Lovingston and Colleen who did 
not.  She hoped that there would be a conversation about that and alternative places for economic 
development. She asked at what price point they would expect the county to spend that on.  

 

William Mays of 1322 Emblys Gap Rd in Roseland:  

Mr. Mays explained that he was President of the Nelson County Farm Bureau. He commended the 
Planning Commission and Berkley Group for all the hours of work spent developing the plan. He added 
his appreciation for all of the public comments that had been submitted. He noted that he represented 
farmers of Nelson County and he was born and raised in the county. He explained that 70 years ago he 
remembered what Nelson County was like. He noted that his father was a public servant and he 
remembered a much different county at that time. He added that there was a low population and it was 
a culturally deprived area. He explained that from 7th grade on he was put in Project Opportunity to try 
to give culture to Nelson County. He wondered how many people in the room had been in Nelson 
County for 70 years and seen. He noted that agriculture and forestry are the backbone of the county and 
that it had always been that way and they wanted it to stay that way. He explained that they wanted to 
keep the land as open/rural green space that fits in with what the county was perfectly. He noted that 
they are there to support their membership in Farm Bureau on all levels to advocate for agriculture and 
forestry. He realized that things change and change was hard sometimes. He noted that housing was a 
definite problem in the county. He wondered if everyone had 5-10 acres, how much farmland would 
disappear. He noted that cluster housing might not be a beautiful sight, but it preserves a lot of 
open/rural green space and forest land that could be used to build revenue in the county with usable, 
tangible, and sustainable resources. He added that one size does not fit all and that there were a lot of 
different people in the community who needed a lot of different things. He explained that if anyone 
suffered they would all suffer. He added that they needed to work together and realize why they came 
to the county and why they were still there. He noted that they should make the county a wonderful 
place to grow up with resources where you can learn a living. He added that they need education that 
would support young people being able to stay in Nelson County. He explained that a trade school and 
vocational education should be big on the list so they could improve the incomes of the young people in 
the county.  

 

Victor Monty of 426 Mosby Ln in Faber:  
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Mr. Monty explained that there were people in the county who were professionals (teachers/law 
enforcement) who could not afford to buy a home in the county. He explained that there was not a 
stock of housing for these professionals. He noted that it was addressed in the plan but he wanted to 
make it clear that the county has professionals who could not afford a home.  

 

Mark David Hogan of 1857 Findlay Mountain Rd of Findlay Mountain Farm in Shipman:  

Mr. Hogan returned to finish his time. He noted that people who have money were not going to invest 
in the county if the investment was unsafe. He noted that when he was looking at the African American 
Schools he was ready to buy and remodel them. He noted that across the street there were junkyards so 
he canceled the purchase. He explained that he was also considering canceling his conservation and 
historic easements due to his neighbors crapping up their property. He noted that this would make his 
property worthless. He added that the county was on an ill-advised but well-meaning trajectory.  

Chair Allen closed the public hearing at 7:59 PM 

 

Mr. Reed asked what the role of the Berkley Group would be going forward and if they require anything 
of the Planning Commission. Ms. Redfearn explained that their role would be to hear any edits that the 
Planning Commission would like to adopt before making their recommendation to the Board of 
Supervisors. She added that the edits would not need to be made yet but would need to be documented 
and included with the motion to recommend. Ms. Hjulstrom noted that all public hearing comments will 
be received through her email (ehjulstrom@nelsoncounty.org) at that point. Ms. Bishop noted that at 
the next meeting they would be reviewing all public comments received. She clarified that the next 
meeting would not be a public hearing. She noted that the next public hearing would be with the Board 
of Supervisors after the Planning Commission makes their recommendation.  

 

Ms. Proulx made a motion to adjourn at 8:02 PM. Mr. Harman seconded the motion.  

Yes: 

Phil Proulx 

Mary Kathryn Allen 

Chuck Amante 

Mike Harman 

Robin Hauschner  

Ernie Reed  

 

Respectfully submitted, 

mailto:ehjulstrom@nelsoncounty.org
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Emily Hjulstrom 

Planner/Secretary, Planning & Zoning 
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Thank you!

jayne hoff <jaynehoff@gmail.com>
Thu 2/1/2024 8:53 AM
To: mkallen@vaems.org <mkallen@vaems.org>; koms@lynchburg.net <koms@lynchburg.net>; proulx@cfw.com
<proulx@cfw.com>; Ernie Reed <ereed@nelsoncounty.org>; Charles Amante <camante@nelsoncounty.org>; 
robin.hauschner@gmail.com <robin.hauschner@gmail.com>; Dylan Bishop <dbishop@nelsoncounty.org>; Emily Hjulstrom
<ehjulstrom@nelsoncounty.org> 
Cc: WADE LANNING <wblanning@comcast.net>; Marie Firth <mfoxh292@gmail.com>; Alan Firth <otbass@gmail.com>; Karen
Cowen <karenc24464@gmail.com>;Mary Hill <mhill6104@gmail.com>; Evans <foltsfolly@gmail.com>; Ray Queen
<rayq@pcsda.org>; Sherri Smith <sherri@landercreative.com> 

1 attachments (196 KB)
KMRC Presentation 01.31.24.pdf;

A very good morning to you all, and happy February/leap year month!

Just a quick shout out for the enormous amount of time and effort you, along with the rest of those involved within
Nelson County, put in with the Berkley Group in constructing the NC's Comprehensive Plan 2042. It is an incredibly
impressive document, and certainly the Keep Montebello Rural Coalition (KMRC) hopes this will be a guide for a
positive and product future within our county!

I've attached an electronic copy of our entire presentation from last evening, and we do hope that you will take the 10
min or so to read and digest the information contained therein. We feel it represents both our hopes and concerns well
and succinctly.

We are very serious about hosting you all for a visit and tour of our beautiful locale, and invite you to join our entire
community during one of our 'Firehouse Cafes'. We gather twice a month - the  2nd and 4th Tuesdays - starting at
10:00 am. The next 2 events are the 13th and 27th of Feb. You would have the opportunity to meet and speak with a
large number of residents, and as promised...enjoy some of the best home cookin' in the state. That's a guarantee!

Again, we thank you for your efforts, and look forward to working with you in the future.

--

when i let go of what i am,

      i become what i might be.
                 - Lao Tzu



2/20/24, 3:10 PM Mail - Dylan Bishop - Outlook
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Concerning Montebello

Stephanie Bryant <Steph.E.Bry@outlook.com>
Mon 1/29/2024 3:32 PM
To: Dylan Bishop <dbishop@nelsoncounty.org>; ehjulsteom@nelsoncounty.org <ehjulsteom@nelsoncounty.org> 

1 attachments (17 KB)
To Whom It May Concern.docx;

IRONSCALES couldn't recognize this email as this is the first time you received an email from this sender
Steph.E.Bry @ outlook.com

Good afternoon,

My name is Stephanie Bryant and I am a concerned resident of Montebello. I know you have been
getting a stir from other residents in this area and while my interests are similar, I am apart from their
group. I am a legacy resident of the county. Both of my parents' families have resided in Nelson for
centuries. My father's family is from up here in Montebello. I attached a letter that I would like to be
given to the zoning and planning commissions for the comprehensive plan for the county. I ask that
you take my thoughts into consideration and share them with the committees.

Thank you for your time!

Stephanie Bryant



To Whom It May Concern,  

 

My name is Stephanie Bryant. I live in Montebello at the very tip of the western side of 
Nelson, two miles from the Blue Ridge Parkway. I am a multi-generational resident of 
Montebello. I have never had a job off the mountain as I have been very fortunate, most must 
go off the mountain for employment. I am currently employed at the Montebello Camping and 
Fishing Resort, which has is a 5th business within the county. The store was founded in 1894 
and the campground in 1974 and is still owned and run by the Grant family. 

I want to start by saying that I have no issue with growth within Nelson County as a 
whole. I do have an issue with the continued growth in Montebello and how it’s impacting us. 
Montebello is a tiny community that has become more of a retirement community in the last 
thirty years. We have a lot of older folks and very few children up here. I was lucky enough to 
grow up in Montebello on Fork Mountain Ln. I was born in 1994 and until the last five to six 
years, I knew everyone here. I could tell you who was coming by the sound of a vehicle turning 
off 56 onto Fork Mountain with ease. There was barely any traffic, and we could play in our 
yards without having to worry because everyone on that road knew who we were and to watch 
out for us.  

With the uptick in traffic, I fear having to raise any children on that road. No one cares 
now. They fly up and down the road without any regard for if there could be someone in the way. 
Trucks, cars, SUVs, ATVs, and other recreational vehicles up and down the road from dawn 
until at least 10-11PM, sometimes the middle of the night. This extreme increase is partly due to 
Camp Blue Ridge offering horseback riding most of the year and their employees going back 
and forth. It also has to do with the two Airbnbs and the two camping spots at the end of Fork 
Mountain Ln. Of course, the Airbnbs have produced the most traffic, and these people get lost 
easily as there is no cell service or Wifi close to here.  

There are some people who come up here to get away from the big cities and then start 
missing those conveniences. They want change and want it at the expense of our mountain. Or 
they just purchase large acreage to turn us into another Wintergreen. Our mountain and 
community cannot handle that much of an increase in development. We can’t handle all these 
cabins and homes and timeshares and Airbnbs to keep opening. All the beauty, quiet, and 
peace that they fell in love with is going to be gone. It’ll be wall-to-wall homes just like 
Wintergreen and we are not prepared for or desiring that volume of tourism. Our roads can’t 
handle the traffic. The ones who are here as Legacy residents won’t be able to afford the 
property taxes because we must pay for their decisions that increase the land value. Is it fair for 
us to have to be financially burdened for the rich moving in and taking away from the community 
that our ancestors put their blood, sweat, and tears into?  

I have multiple generations buried on this mountain. Their work is what helped make it 
possible for the non-locals to move here and make a home or a profit. We don’t mind 
newcomers but there must be some way for the county to help us make sure they don’t destroy 
what my family and several others have built here. We don’t want paved roads. We don’t want 
to be run into a ditch because the new landowners or their short-term tenants can’t drive the 
mountain. We don’t want strangers coming onto our properties and acting as if they have right 
to be there. We want the home we’ve had for centuries to be preserved so our descendants will 
be able to love and enjoy this mountain as their home, just as we have.  



I want it understood that while I work at the store and campground in Montebello, I do 
NOT wish for these short-term rentals or campground ideas to not be approved because of the 
business I work for. I am against them as a Legacy resident of Nelson County. Some 
competition is healthy, and we have our own special niches that keep us apart from the rest. We 
have healthy relationships with the business managers/owners of The Retreat at Crabtree Falls 
and the Crabtree Falls Campground. We have friendships with them and other companies 
within the county. We love our county and our community. 

I am asking that as the Comprehensive Plan for Nelson County, Nelson 2042, is 
designed and implicated for the next twenty years that Montebello is thought in a positive light of 
preservation. We are small. Our roads are small. We love how undeveloped we are, despite 
having seen development in recent years. We ask that you look around and see that we don’t 
need two Wintergreen Mountains in Nelson County. Keep development to a minimum. I 
understand by-rights but there must be some compromise the county can do to ensure that 
Montebello doesn’t grow outside of what it is now to line the pockets of the people who keep 
moving in only for that reason.  

Montebello means ‘beautiful mountain’. Don’t let these people keep moving in and 
destroying what we were named after. I am asking this as a 29-year-old Legacy Resident of 
Nelson County, whose paternal roots are in Montebello, and maternal roots expand down into 
Massies Mill, Piney River, and Lovingston, and whose heart breaks every time I hear of another 
piece of our home being overtaken for greed.  

 

 

Sincerely,  
 
Stephanie Bryant 

 

Legacy Resident of Nelson County 

Concerned Resident of Montebello 

Email: steph.e.bry@outlook.com 







Executive Summary
The Nelson 2042 Comprehensive Plan took shape over more 
than 20 months and is the result of considerable input from 
the community and thorough assessment of data and market 
trends. The year and a half of collaboration and community 
engagement resulted in six goals with targeted strategies which 
will guide policy in Nelson County for the next decade. The Plan 
is grounded in fiscal and physical reality and is meant to be 
an actionable guide that the community can use to measure 
progress towards its goals.  At its core, the Comprehensive Plan is 
a vision for what Nelson can be in the future in all aspects ranging 
from transportation to housing choices and from recreational 
amenities to employment options. The Plan does not directly 
regulate these issues, rather it provides the framework for 
updating regulatory tools, policies, programs, and partnerships 
ensuring that all tools and programs of the County are efficiently 
working together to achieve the community’s vision for the Nelson 
of 2042. 

Nelson County today is a great place 
to work, live, and visit. Residents place 
high value on the rural character of 
the County and the strong sense of 
community, but they are concerned 
about unbalanced growth and 
protection of the natural environment; 
lack of job opportunities and economic 
diversity; limited housing choices for 
different types of individuals and 
families; and the condition of community 
services and infrastructure, including 
transportation networks. 
The Nelson 2042 plan sets a vision for 
the future of the County that addresses 
concerns and builds on assets through 
a framework of goals, objectives, 
and strategies. The Plan is based on 
the results of a robust community 

engagement process that included: 
• Community Survey - available both 

online and in print
• 4 Public Workshops
• 4 Stakeholder Interviews
• Project Website & Online 

Engagement
• Draft Review & Online Comment 

Form
• 1 Public Open House 
The community is integral to shaping 
the Plan and are key players in tracking 
progress to achieving the Plan vision. 
In partnership with County staff, public 
officials, and regional groups, the 
community must work together to reach 
the Nelson of 2042.

The Community’s Vision for the Future

Nelson is a welcoming community that values 
its natural resources, encourages economic 
growth, and provides excellent quality of life 
for all community members. Plan & Provide Equitably 

for Everyone

Improve & Expand Vital 
Services

Diversify & Bolster the 
Economy

Protect & Connect to 
our Rural Environment

A complete summary of the planning process and community engagement results is available in Chapter 2 and the Appendix. 



The Nelson 2042 Plan 
addresses the physical and 
social elements that go into 
making our community - 
Land Use, Transportation 
Networks, Housing, Economy 
and Businesses, Natural 
and Cultural Resources, 
and Community Facilities 
and Infrastructure. Within 
the Plan, each of these 
elements contains a unique 
goal, objectives, and 
strategies, but they are 
connected by four “Big 
Ideas” or plan priorities. 
The Big Ideas were derived 
directly from community 
engagement and include 
the following key ideas: 
The community prioritizes 
economic diversification 
and advancement of the 
County in ways that protect 
the environment. There are 
key infrastructure concerns 
including water availability 
and vehicular network safety 
that the County must address 
before all else.  Protecting 
the rural character of the 
County and connection to 
the natural world through 
enhanced recreational 
amenities is a strong desire 
of residents. There are 
communities in Nelson whose 
voices are often not heard 
or needs unmet. All planning 
for the future of Nelson must 

aim for transparency and 
accessibility to engage and 
authentically plan for all 
segments of the community.
The Big Ideas pervade 
the Comprehensive Plan 
elements and directly 
informed strategies, priority 
transportation projects, and 
the conceptual land use 
framework. 

Plan Priorities

“Move forward mindfully with consideration of 
the environment and future generations”

- Nelson2042.com Idea Wall Comment
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Land Use
Nelson County preserves and enhances its rural 
character and natural resources by creating 
opportunities for strategic growth to create a stronger, 
more vibrant, and prosperous community.
The Nelson 2042 conceptual land use framework 
prioritizes enhancement of rural character and 
protection of natural resources. The framework 
includes 7 land use designations and 2 corridor overlay 
designations. None of these designations directly 
regulate or promote development, rather they provide 
a decision-making framework based on data analysis 
and community consensus. Each land use type contains 
a  description with key planning guidelines and primary 
land use types. The land use types are meant to be a 
guide and do not replace allowable uses as defined 
in the zoning ordinance. Use types take into account 
existing uses, the potential to repurpose existing 
buildings, as well  the capacity for new development. 
The following summarizes the key purpose behind each 
land use designation. 
• Conservation Areas comprise the majority of land 

within Nelson County. These are highly sensitive 
environmental lands that should be protected from 
all development. 

• Rural Areas comprise the majority of agricultural 
lands in the County and should be maintained.

• Rural Destinations are those areas in the County 
that have a distinct identity - such as Massie’s Mill or 
Afton - where additional development cannot be 
supported but redevelopment of existing structures 
and targeted investment in community amenities or 
services can improve resident quality of life. 

• Rural Villages, like Destinations, have a unique 
identity but these places have a higher 
concentration of buildings and an existing mix 
of uses. The intent is to maintain the traditional 
character of these places while allowing for 
investment in amenities, services, small scale 
development, and redevelopment to serve 
the needs of residents. This could include the 
rehabilitation of a community center as a store or 
mixed use space; the conversion of a single family or 
commercial building to two single family units; or the 
construction of a new two family unit. 

• Lovingston, Colleen, and Nellysford  are the 
County’s Community Hubs. Each has an existing 
concentration of development and services 
for residents and visitors alike. While Lovingston 
and Colleen have the capacity to absorb new 
growth, provide regional services, and provide for 
housing needs within the County, Nellysford is at 
capacity and planning should focus on targeted 
investment in services, amenities, rehabilitation, 
and redevelopment. Each of these areas should 
prioritize quality design and development standards; 
signage, landscaping, and lighting; and pedestrian 
connectivity to enhance their village character. 

“... create a real streetscape in Nellysford 
and Lovingston - the 2 main business 
areas. Nellysford would greatly benefit 
from sidewalks, landscaping and attractive 
lighting ... Make it a walkable area to 
attract and keep better small businesses ... 
Same for Lovingston. What a gem of a small 
town! It could be SO much more, with some 
planning and investment.”

- Nelson2042.com Idea Wall Comment

Connect neighborhoods and development 
through sidewalks, shared use paths, and trails and 
require such connections in new development or 
redevelopment proposals.

Key Strategies 

Encourage any new development to locate 
in designated growth areas so that existing 
infrastructure can be more efficiently used, and rural 
lands protected.

Review the zoning ordinance, and amend it as 
necessary, to allow for a wider mix of use types, 
including accessory dwellings and mixed-use 
buildings.

Continue to administer cluster subdivision regulations 
and incentivize their use to preserve open space 
and reduce the impact of development.



The Nelson 2042 priority transportation projects 
prioritize safety, efficiency, reduction of 
traffic volumes, and enhanced connectivity. 
Throughout public engagement, the safety 
of the 151 and route 6 corridors was a prime 
concern. Many safety enhancements or 
additional plans are already accounted for 
through VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement and 
VTrans project lists. By including them on the 
Comprehensive Plan’s priority projects list, the 
County is reiterating the community’s desire to 
see these projects completed. 
Another key priority of community residents 
was the enhancement of alternative 
transportation networks (bikes, sidewalks, trails) 
both within villages as well as connecting 
between villages and community recreation 
assets. These projects do not take priority over 
safety improvements and in no case would 
they be constructed to create additional 
safety issues. In some cases the investment 
in alternative connections can alleviate 
vehicular demand and increase safety on 
Nelson’s roads. Additionally, including projects 
on the priority transportation projects list is a 
requirement to qualify for additional VDOT 
funding or assistance. 

Map 4.8
Priority Transportation 
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Priority Transportation Project

Six-Year Improvement

Nelson County maintains a transportation 
system that provides a safe and efficient 
multimodal network to connect residents and 
visitors to places they live, work, recreate, and 
access services throughout the County and 
region.

“If there was a safe and visible path for 
bikes and pedestrians to use along the 
151 corridor, it would alleviate conflicts 
with vehicles, and perhaps even reduce 
the number of sight-seeing vehicles on 
the road.”

- Nelson2042.com Idea Wall Comment

Transportation 

Work with VDOT to address priority traffic 
safety issues such as reduction of speed 
limits, safety improvements at high crash 
intersections, adequate turn lanes and 
reduced tractor-trailor “cut through” traffic.

Identify areas to construct or expand 
natural trails and sidewalks for pedestrian 
traffic.

Key Strategies 

Map ID # Project Name

1 Route 6 
Roundabout

2 Route 29 Safety 
Improvements

3 Route 151 Safety 
Study

4 Adial Road 
Safety Study

5 Route 6 Truck 
Reduction

6 Route 151 
Parallel Trail

7 Greenway 
Connectivity 

8 James River 
Multi-Use Trail

9 Blue Ridge Trail 
Connectivity

Map ID # Project Name

10 Route 151 Speed 
Study

11 Route 151 Road 
Widening

12 Colleen Park and 
Ride

13 Route 29 Safety 
Study

14 Route 29 
Roundabout

15 Lovingston 
Streetscapes

16 Route 29 
Pedestrian Study



Local Economy

Natural & Cultural 
Resources

Infrastructure, Facilities & 
Services

Housing
Nelson County creates and maintains a 
strong, resilient economy that promotes 
workforce development and diversifies 
business and tourism opportunities while 
supporting agriculture.

Nelson County strives to ensure the availability 
of quality housing for residents of all income 
levels and lifestyles by allowing for a variety 
of housing options, including affordable 
and workforce housing, and encouraging 
rehabilitation of existing vacant units.

Nelson County offers superior community 
services and facilities that serve all 
segments of the community, support 
economic development, and ensure 
community health and safety. 

Nelson County preserves its rural character 
and agricultural heritage by sustainably 
protecting and stewarding its natural and 
historic resources for future generations.

Prepare for the needs of the next 
generation of workers by supporting 
both traditional higher education and 
vocational education opportunities.

Support multiple revenue streams for 
farmers by reviewing and amending 
ordinances to better allow farmers to 
host complementary agritourism uses on 
agricultural properties.

Key Strategies 

Continue improving flood resiliency by 
updating the Floodplain District Ordinance 
as needed to reflect new flood maps and 
best practices, and participating in FEMA’s 
Community Rating System.

Limit development on steep slopes 
to maintain balance between slope, 
soils, geology, and vegetation. Where 
disturbance is unavoidable, enforce erosion 
and sediment control measures to prevent 
unnecessary degradation.

Key Strategies 

Consider allowing accessory dwelling units 
by right through zoning changes that can 
allow affordable rental options that benefit 
renters and homeowners.

Expand the types of allowable housing in 
appropriate areas to accommodate multi-
family housing units, such as townhouses, 
condominiums, and duplexes. 

Key Strategies 

Continue to work with the regional authority 
to create a water and sewer master plan 
to identify current system needs and target 
long-term strategies to maintain and 
expand service areas.

Create a County-wide fire and emergency 
medical services (EMS) strategic plan that 
can be regularly updated and maintained 
to address response time, facility, and 
staffing needs.

Key Strategies 
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Nelson 2042  

Comprehensive Plan 
 

Memo 
Subject: Summary of Public Comments, Post Final Worksession 
Date: December 7, 2023 

 
The following summarizes key themes from comments received on the draft Nelson 2042 
Comprehensive Plan as of October 26, 2023, following the final Joint Worksession with the 
Nelson County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors. Nineteen (19) total comments 
were received. Comments and responses are included in the attached matrix.  
 

A. Summary of Comments 
 

1. Nellysford Land Use Framework and Definition of Terms 
Several comments pertained to the discussion that took place during the final joint 
worksession regarding the Nellysford land use framework on page 44 of the plan. 
Several comments were submitted asking that additional definitions, including the 
small-scale residential and commercial development discussed during the final 
worksession. These comments were addressed through changes to page 44 and the 
inclusion of definitions in the glossary of the plan.  
 

2. Route 151 Transportation Safety 
Residents repeated concerns regarding the safety of the 151 corridor and the 
prioritization of vehicular safety improvements in this area. Clarifying language 
discussed during the September worksession was added to address these concerns.   

 



Community Comments Received on the Nelson 2042 Comprehensive Plan Between 9/28/2023 and 10/26/2023 12/11/2023

# Date Reviewer Topic Comment Response

1 27-Oct Community Definitions

Certain Berkeley Group responses to community comments included in the Agenda for the upcoming joint work session are helpful in defining intent but if those clarifications are 
not included in the final Comp Plan then you are asking for trouble as the Comp Plan is implemented and there is lack of clarity. For instance, development is supposedly not 
meant to be “large multi-family” or “cluster subdivisions” or “high density housing.” The Plan should say this, as well as provide definitions for these terms. 

Additional definitions and language to clarify the intent of the Plan have been 
included in the December 7 draft of the Comprehensive Plan.

2 27-Oct Community Definitions

Having just read the Agenda for the Sept 28th joint work session, which included a matrix of community comments, it is clear that much of the community angst is from a lack of 
understanding of what the Comp Plan is intended to accomplish. Clarity is critical. For instance,  not all terminology is defined (what is meant by duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, 
higher intensity development, Village, etc.) and when a defined term is used it should have initial caps. Also include a glossary of abbreviations, in addition to use of the long form 
term with its abbreviation in parentheses when first used in a Chapter.

Additional definitions and language to clarify the intent of the Plan have been 
included in the December 7 draft of the Comprehensive Plan.

3 27-Oct Community Demographics
Did the Berkley Group determine Nelson County’s population growth rate based on the next-to-latest to latest decennial census year, based on population reported by the United 
States Bureau of the Census?

Population projections come from the Weldon Cooper Center, which is charged 
with generating the official estimates for the State of Virginia. Their data is based 
on Census data. 

4 27-Oct Community Engagement Why have minutes not been published for the June and September joint workshops? 

5 27-Oct Community Engagement Will the Berkley Group publish on this website the additional comments submitted subsequent to those published in the materials for the last joint workshop?
Comments are published as part of the meeting packets for the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors. 

6 27-Oct Community Engagement When are comments for the Comprehensive Plan Update due, please?  And how may they be submitted?

7 27-Oct Community Housing
The county must have a plan, strategic and tactical, with respect to affordable housing.  TJPDC regional studies are not a plan.  The plan for Nelson County must fit exclusively 
Nelson County, not the region.

A strategy to address the need for a targeted housing study/plan has been added 
to the draft. 

8 27-Oct Community
Nellysford/ LU 

Plan
For Nellysford to have additional development especially such things as Hotels and lodging and apartment complexes, that will only increase the traffic on 151 not to mention very 
little sense of a village 

The Land Use plan language has been edited to clarify intent and align land use 
types with current land uses while allowing for  flexibility in how current properties 
can be used to best meet the needs of the community. 

9 27-Oct Community
Nellysford/ LU 

Plan

With the community’s concerns about unchecked housing development in Nellysford, it seems gratuitous for the County to remove references to Urban Development Area from 
the Comprehensive Plan when the County can unilaterally approve cluster housing development without any public input, pursuant to Nelson County Code, Appendix A, Section 
21. The County needs to commit to obtain public buy-in to how the County proposes to manage development, including, without limitation, use of precise definitions of the land 
use types in the Comprehensive Plan.

Additional definitions and language to clarify the intent of the Plan have been 
included in the December 7 draft of the Comprehensive Plan. The next step in the 
Plan update process is to review the County's zoning ordinance to ensure the 
code supports the goals of the Plan. 

10 27-Oct Community
Nellysford/ LU 

Plan

On page 44, Nellysford, under Primary Land Use Types, please remove "duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, apartments, live-work units, hotels & lodging."  That is inconsistent with 
Nellysford and its character.  This need not be included in the comprehensive plan for Nellysford and it is highly inflammatory for citizens, particularly in juxtaposition with 
maintaining rural character.

The Land Use plan language has been edited to clarify intent and align land use 
types with current land uses while allowing for  flexibility in how current properties 
can be used to best meet the needs of the community. 

11 27-Oct Community
Nellysford/ LU 

Plan

Page 44.  Exclude Nellysford as a UDA designation.  Mitigate future over development and prioritize reuse and modification of existing structures and properties.  Protect rural 
landscape.  Limit added traffic burden on Rt 151.  Exclude duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, apartments, live/work units, hotels/lodging.    Primary land use type: agricultural, 
professional, senior living.  

The Land Use plan language has been edited to clarify intent and align land use 
types with current land uses while allowing for  flexibility in how current properties 
can be used to best meet the needs of the community. 

12 27-Oct Community
Nellysford/ LU 

Plan

In creating the Citizens Revision, we analyzed every section and every sentence from the current page 44, Nellysford.  This revision needs to looked at an utilized for Nellysford. The 
entire list has been distributed in the past .  Bike lanes are not needed in Nellysford nor future duplexes, triplexes , or large scale apartment development. They take   away the rural 
character of Nellysford. Plus several low income families will become displaced if developers are allowed to build these type of buildings. Water and sewer are ever present issues 
already and more development will bring more traffic to Rt.151.  Again Chapter 3 , page 44 needs to be revised as citizens have been asking for months. 

The Land Use plan language has been edited to clarify intent and align land use 
types with current land uses while allowing for  flexibility in how current properties 
can be used to best meet the needs of the community including affordable 
housing for all income levels. 

13 27-Oct Community
Nellysford/ LU 

Plan

Ernie Reed's proposed language for p. 44 to allow for "small scale" development in Nellysford is inadequate absent a definition for small scale. Leaving it undefined to allow for 
flexibility in the future is counter to having the plan reflect the desires of the community. It is actually insulting. If the County's direction changes that should be subject to an 
amendment to the Plan with appropriate opportunities for the community to weigh in. Please define small scale. 

Additional definitions and language to clarify the intent of the Plan have been 
included in the December 7 draft of the Comprehensive Plan.

14 27-Oct Community
Nellysford/ LU 

Plan
The proposed Executive Summary and p. 44 re: Nellysford, need to expressly acknowledge the significant public opposition to further development along 151 from Afton to 
Nellysford. 

Chapter 1 of the Comprehensive Plan summarizes community input and clearly 
shows the Nellysford area and 151 corridor as areas for protection. The Land Use 
plan language has been edited to clarify this fact and to align land use types with 
current land uses while allowing for  flexibility in how current properties can be 
used to best meet the needs of the community. 

15 27-Oct Community
Nellysford/ LU 

Plan

The majority of survey respondents, who also represent a majority of the overall county population, do not want additional development in Nellysford. This should be clearly stated 
on p. 44 of the plan with the Core Concept, Primary Land Use Types, and Planning Guidelines sections for Nellysford reflecting this since future actions by the BOS must take these 
desires into account. If not expressly documented in the plan one can expect a free-for-all.

Chapter 1 of the Comprehensive Plan summarizes community input and clearly 
shows the Nellysford area and 151 corridor as areas for protection. The Land Use 
plan language has been edited to clarify this fact and to align land use types with 
current land uses while allowing for  flexibility in how current properties can be 
used to best meet the needs of the community. 

16 27-Oct Community
Route 151/ 

Transportation
Please ensure that the sense of urgency for and prioritization of vehicular safety improvement for Rte. 151 is very clear from reading the comprehensive plan, chapter 4 and the 
implementation plan.  The fact that such sense of urgency and prioritization are not clear is very frustrating for citizens. 

Safety improvements along 151 is a key strategy of the Transportation Chapter 
(page 54).  Safety improvements and/or studies for the County's key vehicular 
routes comprise half of the identified priority transportation projects, with 4 specific 
to Route 151.

17 27-Oct Community
Route 151/ 

Transportation
Contemplating bike lanes parallel to 151 or biking on widened shoulders with buffers from 151 traffic is irresponsible. Increased traffic that we have experienced from increased 
tourism, not to mention truck traffic, makes 151 a dangerous corridor and unfit for biking. I am a biking enthusiast. 

18 27-Oct Community Transportation It is the County’s responsibility to take the LEAD on pressing VDOT to implement changes to ensure safe travel along the County's roadways, especially Rte 6 and 151.

19 27-Oct Community UDA
Please remove any/all occurrences of the term "Urban Development Area" from the comprehensive plan.  That term is incendiary among citizens and need not be included in the 
plan, particularly at this time.



Chapter
Page 

No.
Text from August 29, 2023 Public Open House Draft Revised Text for December 7, 2023 Public Review Draft

3 109

Land Cover

Nelson County’s land cover reflects its mountainous, rural qualities. Forested lands 

dominate the landscape, covering 76.4% of the County’s terrain. Much of the County’s 

forestland is part of state and federal forests and parks. The 422-acre Lesesne State 

Forest is located on the lower slopes of Three Ridges Mountain adjacent to the George 

Washington-Jefferson National Forest, which comprises a large section of Nelson 

County’s northwestern area. Two U.S. wilderness areas lie in Nelson County’s section of 

national forest: Three Ridges Wilderness (4,607 acres) and Priest Wilderness (5,994 

acres). James River State Park and James River Wildlife Management Area are along the 

southern border of the County.

Land Cover

Nelson County’s land cover reflects its mountainous, rural qualities. Forested lands dominate the landscape, 

covering 76.4% of the County’s terrain. Much of the County’s forestland is part of state and federal forests and 

parks. The 422-acre Lesesne State Forest is located on the lower slopes of Three Ridges Mountain adjacent to the 

George Washington-Jefferson National Forest, which comprises a large section of Nelson County’s northwestern 

area. Two U.S. wilderness areas lie in Nelson County’s section of national forest: Three Ridges Wilderness (4,607 

acres) and Priest Wilderness (5,994 acres). The James River Wildlife Management Area is located in Nelson 

County along the southern border of the County, and directly across the river in Buckingham County lies the 

James River State Park.

3 44

Nellysford is one of Nelson's largest Villages and the largest center along the 151 

corridor. Serving as basecamp for many of the county's tourists, Nellysford has a high 

concentration of commercial and recreation development including grocery and 

supplies, restaurants and breweries, and a golf course. Limited private water and sewer 

service has supported the development of several large scale residential developments, 

some associated with Wintergreen Resort. Alternative transportation along and across 

151 is a challenge and increased traffic volumes in recent years has compounded safety 

and connectivity issues. Nellysford has the potential for designation as an Urban 

Development Area (UDA) to support transportation improvements, though further 

study is needed to determine eligibility. Future investment and development of 

Nellysford should focus on creating a sense of place by focusing on increased 

connectivity and alternative modes of transportation, expanding uses and services, 

such as water and sewer,  to both serve the community and grow the County tax base. 

The character of development should  take cues from rural character of the County and 

encourage a mix of use types in a traditional Village development pattern. 

Nellysford is one of Nelson's largest Villages and the largest center along the 151 corridor. While Nellysford is not 

a designated growth area in the County, it has served as basecamp for many of the county's tourists, which has 

created a concentration of commercial and recreation development including grocery and supplies, restaurants 

and breweries, and a golf course. Limited private water and sewer service has supported the development of 

several large scale residential developments, some associated with Wintergreen Resort. Alternative 

transportation along and across 151 is a challenge and increased traffic volumes in recent years has compounded 

safety and connectivity issues. Future investment and development of Nellysford should focus on creating a 

sense of place by focusing on increased connectivity and alternative modes of transportation, expanding uses and 

services, such as water and sewer,  to both serve the community and grow the County tax base. The character of 

development should  take cues from rural character of the County and encourage a mix of use types in a 

traditional Village development pattern. 

3 44

Prioritize redevelopment, infill, and connectivity enhancement projects within 

Nellysford to protect the rural landscape, ensure more efficient and effective provision 

of community services, bolster economic development, and improve quality of life.

Prioritize protection of rural landscape and moderate small village residential and commercial development, 

restoration and connectivity, efficient and effective provision of community services, and improved quality of life.

3 44

Primary Land Use Types:

Single-family detached residential

Single-family attached residential

Accessory dwelling units

Duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes

Apartments 

Live-work units

Hotels & Lodging

Agritourism Businesses

Commercial (Retail, shopping, dining)

Professional & Offices

Business & Employment 

Institutional uses

Parks, recreation, and trails 

Primary Land Use Types:

Conservation & preservation

Single-family detached residential

Single-family attached residential

Small-scale duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes

Small-scale apartments

Community & senior services

Agritourism Businesses

Small-scale Commercial (Retail, shopping, dining)

Professional & Offices

Business & Employment 

Institutional uses

Parks, recreation, and trails 
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3 36

The Primary Future Land Use Types identifies uses that help achieve the Land Use 

Element’s Core Concept. Secondary or other uses not identified here may be 

appropriate. Along with the Planning Guidelines, the Primary Future Use Types are 

meant to guide development in accordance with the goals of this Plan. To that end, 

Supporting Strategies from the Plan are keyed to each Future Land Use Element. The 

Comprehensive Plan works as a unit to ensure the Vision for Nelson 2042 is met. 

The Primary Future Land Use Types identifies uses that help achieve the Land Use Element’s Core Concept. 

Secondary or other uses not identified here may be appropriate. Primary Future Land Use Types are defined in 

the Glossary of this document, but should not be confused with Use Types as defined within the County's Zoning 

Ordinance. Along with the Planning Guidelines, the Primary Future Use Types are meant to guide development in 

accordance with the goals of this Plan. To that end, Supporting Strategies from the Plan are keyed to each Future 

Land Use Element. The Comprehensive Plan works as a unit to ensure the Vision for Nelson 2042 is met. 

4 77

Strategy 3: Target safety improvements at high-crash intersections and roadway 

corridors.

Work with VDOT to address priority traffic safety issues such as reduction of speed limits, safety improvements at 

high crash intersections, adequate turn lanes and reduced tractor-trailor "cut through" traffic.

4 73

This section lists priority transportation projects for the future of Nelson County. These 

projects have been identified by examining the County’s existing and future 

transportation needs while taking into consideration community input and existing 

information from the plans and programs included in this Chapter. Table 4.1 provides a 

list of these transportation projects that Nelson County can undertake to better 

connect the community to important destinations and services within and outside the 

County. Where possible, cost estimates have been provided along with the source of 

the project. 

This section lists priority transportation projects for the future of Nelson County. These projects have been 

identified by examining the County’s existing and future transportation needs while taking into consideration 

community input and existing information from the plans and programs included in this Chapter. Vehicular and 

safety improvements along Routes 151, 6, and 29 are of particular concern and represent half of the identified 

priority projects. Table 4.1 provides a list of these transportation projects that Nelson County can undertake to 

better connect the community to important destinations and services within and outside the County. Where 

possible, cost estimates have been provided along with the source of the project. 

4 73

Priority Project 6: Construct sidewalks and  trails parallel to Route 151 to connect from 

Wintergreen to Afton and the Blue Ridge Tunnel Trailhead.

Priority Project 6: Construct separate pedestrian connections and  trails parallel to Route 151 to connect from 

Wintergreen to Afton and the Blue Ridge Tunnel Trailhead.

4 74

Priority Project 11: Widen the shoulders along Route 151 and add bicycle lanes where 

applicable.

Priority Project 11: Widen the shoulders along Route 151 and add buffered, separate bicycle lanes where 

applicable.

5 91

Affordable Housing

The lack of affordable housing options, especially for vulnerable populations, was 

identified as a major challenge facing the County. 42% of renters and 27% of 

homeowners are considered cost burdened. Maps 5.9 and 5.10 show the distribution of 

cost burdened households across the County. Cost-burdened households often face 

challenges to meet other basic needs such as food, transportation, and healthcare. 

Affordable Housing

The lack of affordable housing options, especially for vulnerable populations, was identified as a major challenge 

facing the County. 42% of renters and 27% of homeowners are considered cost burdened. Maps 5.9 and 5.10 

show the distribution of cost burdened households across the County. Cost-burdened households often face 

challenges to meet other basic needs such as food, transportation, and healthcare. Any household paying more 

than 30% of household income on housing, including rent, mortgage, and the associated utilities and 

maintenance, are considered cost-burdened.

5 89

Short-Term Rentals

A major factor contributing to the housing shortage is short-term rentals, which are a 

relatively new component of the housing market. The US Census bureau considers 

short-term rental units as vacant units for the sake of occupied housing status. Of the 

3,821 vacant units of housing in the County, in 2020, 2,328 of them were considered for 

seasonal, recreational, or occasional use, which includes short-term rental units. The 

majority of Nelson’s short-term rental housing stock is found in the vicinity of 

Wintergreen and Stoney Creek, according to a 2022 Wintergreen Property Owner’s 

Association survey with a 40% response rate. Of 2,140 homeowners polled, 91% 

indicated that their property exclusively serves as a short-term rental. This brings the 

total number of short-term rentals in Wintergreen and Stoney Creek to 1,948 and 

leaves only 380 short-term rentals across the rest of the County.

Short-Term Rentals

A major factor contributing to the housing shortage is short-term rentals, which are a relatively new component 

of the housing market. The US Census bureau considers short-term rental units as vacant units for the sake of 

occupied housing status. Of the 3,821 vacant units of housing in the County, in 2020, 2,328 of them were 

considered for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use, which includes short-term rental units. The majority of 

these units are found within the Wintergreen resort area and Stoney Creek which is primarily a seasonal or 

second home community. 

Of the 2,328 housing units considered for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use, it is estimated that about 

2,000 of them are located within the Wintergreen resort area and according to a 2022 Wintergreen Property 

Owner’s Association survey, with a 40% response rate, approximately 600 of those units are being used as short-

term rentals. Without taking into consideration the Wintergreen resort, there are approximately 300 short-term 

rentals located throughout the rest of Nelson County.

7 136 Nelson County has been anchored by traditional agriculture for generations.

Nelson County has been anchored by traditional agriculture for generations and agricultural enterprises of all 

scales continue to play a key role in the local economy.
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7 154

Strategy 13: Support  multiple revenue streams for farmers by reviewing and amending 

ordinances to better allow farmers to host complementary agritourism uses on 

agricultural properties.

Strategy 13: Support different types of agriculture and multiple revenue streams for farmers by reviewing and 

amending ordinances to better allow farmers to host complementary agritourism uses on agricultural properties.

8 164

Nelson County Service Authority provides the County’s water and wastewater services. 

Four water treatment and wastewater treatment plants serve the County, located in 

Lovingston, Schuyler, Wintergreen, and Gladstone. The Lovingston facilities also 

provide water and sewer access for Lovingston, Shipman, Colleen, and Piney River. 

While smaller than the other facilities, the Gladstone facility serves a significantly 

smaller number of customers.

Nelson County Service Authority (NCSA) provides the County’s water and wastewater services. Six water 

treatment and four wastewater treatment plants serve the County, all of which are owned by the NCSA except 

for the Tye River Water Treatment Plant and the Piney River Consecutive System which are owned by Nelson 

County. The Wintergreen area is served by the largest water and wastewater treatment plants in the County. The 

Black Creek Water Treatment facility and the Nelson County Regional Sewer Treatment Plant provide water and 

sewer access for Lovingston, Shipman, and Colleen. Schuyler is served by a water and wastewater treatment 

facility. Piney River gets some water service from the Piney River Consecutive System and some sewer access 

from the Nelson County Regional Sewer Treatment Plant. In addition, the Arrington area has some water access 

provided by the Tye River Water Treatement Plant and the Gladstone Water Treatment Plant serves a 

significantly smaller number of customers in the Gladstone area.

8 165

The plan recommends increasing the Black Creek reservoir yield with withdrawals from 

Tye River during high water events. The plan also identifies alternative reservoir sites 

for short-term and long-term storage capacity based on the Rockfish 

Valley/Wintergreen Resort Water Source and Capacity Study (2007) and notes that

future interconnection with Amherst County may also be explored. The County should 

work proactively with the service authority to identify its preferred solution, undertake 

additional environmental and feasibility studies, pursue easement or property 

acquisition, and develop necessary infrastructure to protect the water

supply. An updated water supply plan or local comprehensive water and sewer master 

plan is also advisable to address current and future needs.

The regional plan includes recommendations such as increasing the Black Creek reservoir yield with withdrawals 

from Tye River during high water events. The regional plan also identifies alternative reservoir sites for short-

term and long-term storage capacity based on the Rockfish Valley/Wintergreen Resort Water Source and 

Capacity Study (2007) and notes that future interconnection with Amherst County may also be explored. 

In addition, the Rockfish Valley Corridor Water and Sewer Study was prepared in 2002 for the northern 

communities of the County such as Nellysford, Beech Grove, Avon, and Afton. This study recognizes the potential 

growth of the area which could prove problematic if homeowners were reliant upon private water and sewer 

systems. Instead, it provides a number of potential options to provide public water and sewer to these 

communities and should be referred to in the future to help address the needs of the Rockfish Valley.

While these recommended strategies may be appropriate, it will be important for Nelson County to work 

proactively with the service authority to identify preferred solutions, undertake additional environmental and 

feasibility studies, pursue easement or property acquisition, and develop necessary infrastructure to protect the 

water supply. Moving forward, an updated water supply plan or local comprehensive water and sewer master 

plan will likely be necesarry to address the current and future needs of the County.

4 68

While there are currently no designated UDAs in

Nelson County, Lovingston and Nellsyford may

qualify for designation. Nelson County should

continue to monitor these areas and identify

opportunities for UDAs in the future.

While there are currently no designated UDAs in Nelson County, Lovingston and Nellsyford may qualify for 

designation. This process is a community led effort that would involve extensive public engagement and 

amendments to this plan. This designation does not imply intense urban development, but rather responds to 

local needs and conditions. Any designations in Lovingston and Nellysford would promote growth management 

through redevelopment and improved connectivity, and any new development should be supported through 

small-scale development practices that do not impact the rural village character.
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