
 

 
NELSON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

Meeting Agenda 
February 26, 2026 

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

 
− 7:00 – Meeting Convenes / Call to Order 

 
− Officer Elections 

o Chair:  
o Vice Chair:  
o Secretary: Dylan M. Bishop 

 
− Adoption of 2026 Schedule 

 
− Minutes – Joint Work Session with BOS: 

o February 26, 2025 
o August 27, 2025 
o October 22, 2025 
o December 17, 2025 

 
− Public Hearings: 

o SUP #250358 – Conference Center in A-1 Agriculture (The Monroe Institute, Faber) 
o REZ #250339 – R-1 Residential and M-1 Limited Industrial to M-2 Industrial 
o SUP #260024 – Restaurant (Coffee Shop) in A-1 Agriculture 
o SUP #260033 – Campground in A-1 Agriculture 

 
− Other Business 

o Work Order Amendment ZO/SO Update – Preliminary Mapping Exercises 
 

− Board of Supervisors Report:  
o Dr. Jessica Ligon (South District) Reappointed for 2026 Term 

 
− Upcoming Scheduled Meetings: 

 
o March 25, 2026 
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Virginia:  
  
AT AN ADJOURNED JOINT MEETING of the Nelson County Board of Supervisors at 6:00 p.m. in the 
General District Courtroom located on the third floor of the Nelson County Courthouse, in Lovingston, 
Virginia.  
  
Present:  J. David Parr, West District Supervisor – Chair  

Ernie Q. Reed, Central District Supervisor – Vice Chair  
    Jesse N. Rutherford, East District Supervisor   

Dr. Jessica L. Ligon, South District Supervisor   
Amanda B. Spivey, Assistant County Administrator/Deputy Clerk  
Dylan M. Bishop, Director of Planning and Zoning  
 
Michael Harman, West District Planning Commissioner  
Gary Scott, South District Planning Commissioner  
Richard Averitt, Central District Planning Commissioner  
William Smith, East District Planning Commissioner    

  
Absent:   Thomas D. Harvey, North District Supervisor  
 
  
I. CALL TO ORDER  
  
Mr. Reed convened the Board of Supervisors meeting at 6:00 p.m. with four (4) Supervisors present to 
establish a quorum.  Mr. Harvey was absent.  
 
Mr. Harman convened the Planning Commission meeting at 6:00 p.m. with four (4) voting Commissioners  
present to establish a quorum.  
 
Attendees introduced themselves. 
   
II. JOINT WORKSESSION WITH PLANNING COMMISSION ON ZONING AND SUBDIVISION 
ORDINANCE UPDATES. 
 
Chris Musso of the Berkeley Group stated that he and his colleague, Cecille Gaines, have been working with 
the County for approximately the last six months to update their zoning and subdivision ordinances.  
 
Mr. Musso stated that the project involves a two-year effort to update the zoning and subdivision ordinance, 
divided into three phases: investigation, development, and adoption. He said the investigation phase was 
complete, noting that they began with a diagnostic of the existing subdivision and zoning ordinance. Mr. 
Musso said they analyzed how the current ordinance aligns with state code and the new comprehensive plan, 
identifying areas needing updates to comply with state law and plan objectives. He stated this diagnostic is 
available on the project website, nelson2042.com, in the document library, or can be obtained from staff. 
 
Mr. Musso explained that after completing the diagnostic, they initiated the zoning ordinance update with 
County staff, holding a joint session with the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors to gather 
direction. He said they launched community engagement in the fall, conducting five focus group sessions and 
two public workshops, one in the north and one at the Nelson Center, after modifying the original plan for a 
single workshop. 
 
Mr. Musso stated that following engagement, they drafted a table of contents crosswalk—a matrix showing 
the proposed new ordinance structure compared to the existing one—which is included as Attachment H. 
He explained that the crosswalk details the current section numbers, their proposed placement, and the final 
location in the draft, noting that these may change as drafting progresses. Mr. Musso said the crosswalk is not 
fully completed yet, as it only covers drafted sections for the four articles presented that night, but he will 
continue to update it as more sections are completed. 
 
Mr. Musso reported that the last work session was held on December 18, when the team reviewed the table of 
contents crosswalk and gathered input from public engagement. He stated that this session marked the 
beginning of five ordinance drafting work sessions, with a total of six joint sessions planned. Mr. Musso 
explained that the drafting phase would culminate in a public open house, allowing the community to review 
and provide feedback on the ordinance. He said that any public input would be brought back to the room for 
consideration, and adjustments could be made before proceeding to public hearings in winter 2025–2026. 
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He stated that the session would begin with a review of the ordinance’s structure and table of contents, noting 
that bolded articles would be discussed, with definitions addressed at every session until complete. Mr. Musso 
said Article 1 covers general provisions, Article 2 addresses administration, Article 3 pertains to permits and 
applications, and Article 9 concerns nonconformities; he would explain each as the session progressed. 
He said much of the ordinance is driven by state code and structural requirements, with Article 3 offering the 
most flexibility. Mr. Musso explained that the drafting process follows the Code of Virginia, including 
references to relevant sections to ensure future compliance and simplify updates. 
 
Mr. Musso explained that the ordinance is being reorganized to improve readability and make it easier for 
contractors, lawyers, and County residents to find regulations, updating provisions to reflect community 
input, and drafts include footnotes to highlight major changes and questions with yellow highlighting to flag 
section references or effective dates for later revision. He stated that review of Article 1 would begin next, 
outlining its four divisions: Division 1, covering enactment and authority, including the ordinance's title and 
purpose; Division 2, on interpretation; Division 3, establishing the official zoning map and its interpretation; 
and Division 4, specifying the ordinance's effective date, adoption date, and transition provisions. 
 
Mr. Musso said the official zoning map must have an original copy filed in the zoning administrator’s office, 
updated as needed, though online versions could be considered if appropriate for the County. He stated that 
provisions now allow outstanding development permits or plats to continue under the new ordinance unless 
approvals expire or are revoked, requiring conformity with new rules. He noted that Article 1 is concise and 
largely guided by state code. 
 
Mr. Reed referenced the third page of Article 1 and asked if it was necessary to have a definition for what a 
condition is, when talking about conditions imposed. 
 
Mr. Musso responded that it is entirely up to the County, but his opinion is that you can never have too many 
definitions. He added that if there isn’t a definition provided, the Webster’s Dictionary definition will prevail 
and serve as a default, and they should include their own if that is not a definition they want to use.  
 
Mr. Rutherford commented that most County definitions wouldn’t contradict what state statute calls for, and 
he asked how much they are pulling from state definitions. 
 
Mr. Musso agreed, stating that the Code of Virginia definitions are included but are not an exhaustive list. He 
stated that “condition” is definitely not defined in the state code. He said where applicable, they will include 
state code definitions—and their ordinance will match state code definitions unless they stipulate otherwise. 
 
Mr. Musso stated that Article 2 addresses the administration of the ordinance, specifying roles and 
responsibilities. He said Division 1 establishes the powers and duties of the zoning administrator and 
subdivision agent, but going forward, both would be referred to simply as "administrator" in the zoning 
ordinance, unless a provision applies specifically to the subdivision agent. Mr. Musso stated this change is 
intended to improve clarity and ease of reading, and “administrator” will refer to the planning and zoning 
director, zoning administrator, subdivision agent, or their designee. 
 
He said Division 2 covers the appointment, terms, membership, meetings, powers, and duties of the Planning 
Commission. Mr. Musso stated that current regulations for the Planning Commission are in Chapter 9 of the 
County Code, but he recommended repealing those provisions and moving them into the zoning ordinance for 
best planning practice. He said this consolidation ensures that all Planning Commission matters are organized 
within the zoning ordinance. 
 
Mr. Musso stated that some sections in Division 2 refer directly to state code, as there were no existing 
provisions, and said that the Commission could request more explicit language if desired. He stated the major 
change was transferring all Planning Commission regulations into the zoning ordinance. 
 
Mr. Musso said it was previously unclear whether the Board of Supervisors representative on the Planning 
Commission was a voting member. He stated that, based on his interpretation, the ordinance had implied 
voting authority, which he found extremely uncommon and has since revised. Mr. Musso said it is standard 
practice for a Board member to serve as a representative and liaison to the Planning Commission but not as a 
voting member, as dual voting creates conflicts and the potential for tie votes. He stated that, in this 
ordinance, the voting power for the Board representative has been removed. 
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Mr. Reed pointed out that Section C says each member is appointed for a four-year term, but the Board 
representative is appointed yearly. 
 
Mr. Parr said that technically, that person is a liaison and not a voting member. 
 
Mr. Harman noted that it was clarified in Section B where it stipulates five voting members and one non-
voting representative. 
 
Mr. Averitt said if it was being suggested that the administrator is the subdivision agent, they would be using 
the word “administrator” to reference everyone—but the way the definition is drafted, it says “zoning 
administrator.” He stated that they may want to clarify that this is applying to anybody in that capacity, no 
matter what their official role is. 
 
Mr. Musso stated that Article 2 addresses the administration of the ordinance, outlining responsibilities and 
procedures. Mr. Musso said Division 1 establishes the powers and duties of the zoning administrator and 
subdivision agent, generally referred to as the administrator in the ordinance. He stated that the term 
“administrator” again includes the planning and zoning director, zoning administrator, subdivision agent, or 
their designee, with the authority to delegate responsibilities. 
 
Mr. Musso said Division 2 covers the appointment, terms, membership, meetings, powers, and duties of the 
Planning Commission. He stated that all current provisions for the Planning Commission, located in Chapter 
9 of the County Code, are recommended to be repealed and moved into the zoning ordinance for clarity and 
consistency. Mr. Musso said that references to state code are included in this division, and if the Commission 
wishes to specify any powers or duties explicitly, adjustments can be made. He stated that the only 
substantive change is relocating all regulations to the zoning ordinance.  
 
Mr. Musso said that previously, the Board of Supervisors representative on the Planning Commission 
appeared to have voting authority, which he stated is uncommon and has been removed to prevent double 
voting and potential ties. Mr. Musso said Division 3 addresses similar provisions for the Board of Zoning 
Appeals, noting that these are primarily governed by state code. He stated that Division 4 regulates 
enforcement, including violations, and Division 5 discusses relevant fees for the ordinance. 
 
Mr. Musso stated that civil penalties have been added as an optional provision from state code, allowing the 
County to fine ordinance violators up to $5,000 before criminal penalties are applied. He said this provision 
offers a less punitive alternative to criminal misdemeanors and allows incremental fines for unresolved 
violations. Mr. Musso stated that a countywide fee schedule is recommended as best practice. He said the 
schedule would list all County fees, initially covering zoning and subdivision, and would be adopted annually 
by the Board of Supervisors, typically during budget season. He stated that this change streamlines fee 
updates and eliminates the need for public hearings and text amendments for adjustments, ensuring fees 
remain current and reasonable. 
 
Mr. Musso stated that the ordinance specifies adoption by the Board annually, though this schedule can be 
modified to biannual or triennial adoption if preferred. He said he included the annual adoption as a best 
practice, but affirmed that if no changes are needed, the Board can simply approve the existing version. 
Mr. Musso said the ordinance also allows the County to charge applicants for professional review services. He 
stated that since Nelson County does not employ a professional engineer, the County may need to hire 
external experts for complex development reviews, which can involve significant costs. He explained that 
passing these fees to the applicant is permitted, and emphasized this applies to any professional review 
service, with engineering reviews being the most typical. 
 
Mr. Musso stated that Article 3, Permits and Applications, encompasses all zoning action permits or 
applications. He said that Division 1 addresses general provisions for zoning or subdivision permits, while 
Division 2 details procedures for rezonings and text amendments. Mr. Musso stated that Division 3 
establishes standards for proffers in rezonings, and Division 4 outlines standards for Special-Use Permits. He 
said Division 5 provides standards for variances, mostly dictated by state code. 
 
Mr. Musso noted that Division 6 covers both concept and site plans, merging concept plans with site plans, 
and retaining both minor and major categories. He explained that Division 7 describes the procedure for 
obtaining a zoning permit, and Division 8 introduces temporary use permits, allowing flexibility for the 
County to create more as needed. He said that Division 9 outlines the administrator’s written determinations 
on zoning matters. Mr. Musso stated Division 10 details all appeal procedures, including appeals of 
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administrator, Commission, Board, and BZA decisions. He added that Division 11 provides legal guidelines 
for public hearings, notice to property owners, and public posting. 
 
Mr. Musso stated that the revisions span two pages, divided for clarity. Mr. Musso added that new provisions 
include pre-application and community meetings. He explained that a pre-application meeting allows an 
applicant to consult with the zoning administrator before submitting an application, helping address issues in 
advance. Mr. Musso said that while community meetings are encouraged for substantial applications, staff are 
not required to organize and hold them, but applicants are encouraged to do so, with guidelines provided. 
 
Mr. Reed asked what a site plan review committee is. 
 
Mr. Musso responded that he saw a few mentions of that committee in the Nelson County Zoning Ordinance, 
and his question for the Board and Commission is whether that actually still exists and functions. 
 
Ms. Bishop explained that it existed before COVID but then became virtual, with everyone realizing it was 
easier and more streamlined to do that virtually—so there is no set committee or meeting schedule. She added 
that some representatives are in Albemarle, Lynchburg, Appomattox, etc. 
 
Mr. Musso agreed to remove all mentions of a site plan review committee from the ordinance. 
 
Mr. Averitt asked about the impact of pre-application meetings and any risks if there is non-binding guidance 
that ends up conflicting with actual decisions.  
 
Ms. Bishop said they also have a pre-application meeting, which isn’t anything formal, and that’s done before 
an applicant submits a formal application. She emphasized that there is never a “soft green light” because 
staff are not the authoritative decisionmakers; they are simply stating that an application is complete and can 
be moved through the process. She added that staff can guide them based on the comprehensive plan and 
recommend that they speak to their elected and appointed officials. 
 
Mr. Musso reported that minimum submission standards represent the essential requirements for an 
application to be considered complete, as outlined in the ordinance and now moved to administrative 
determination. He said that these standards are maintained by the zoning administrator—such as Ms. 
Bishop—in the office or, ideally, on the County website for public access and timely updates without 
requiring a zoning text amendment. Mr. Musso stated that if the Planning Commission or Board of 
Supervisors wished to see more detail in applications, the zoning administrator could revise the standards, and 
the changes would be reflected in future submissions. 
 
Mr. Musso said there were no objections or questions following this explanation. Mr. Musso stated that 
ownership disclosure is included as a provision from the Code of Virginia, requiring Planning Commission 
and Board members to submit an ownership disclosure if they hold a vested interest in a property subject to a 
zoning application. He said that conversely, a notarized oath is required for rezoning, variance, and special 
use permit applications. He stated that this practice is common and easily fulfilled if a notary is present in the 
planning and zoning office when applications are submitted. He said the notarized oath affirms the 
truthfulness of all information on the application, and he wanted to confirm that both requirements were 
appropriate for inclusion in the zoning ordinance. 
 
Mr. Rutherford stated that it seemed unnecessary to get things notarized, and he asked if this was a state 
statute requirement. 
 
Mr. Musso responded that it was not, and both were optional provisions in state code. He added that a lot of 
communities are getting away from it because they have digital applications; they just submit it all online. 
 
Mr. Harman asked if they would still be operating under the old ordinance until this was adopted in 2026.  
 
Mr. Musso confirmed that they would be, noting that these articles are not set in stone and can continue to be 
discussed and revisited up until ordinance adoption. 
 
Ms. Bishop mentioned that there is a declaration on the County’s current application that says the information 
is true to the best of the applicant’s knowledge. 
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The Board and Commission agreed that this was sufficient, and they hoped there would be an increasing shift 
to digital and away from paper. 
 
Mr. Musso reported that public hearings require the posting of signs, particularly for zoning actions, as 
requested during public engagement. He said that a zoning action pending sign is common in Virginia, often 
placed on properties involved in special use permits, variances, or other zoning actions, and typically includes 
the planning and zoning office number and action details. Mr. Musso added that the Planning Commission 
currently operates with a two-person staff. He stated that each time an application requiring a public hearing 
is received, staff must install a sign on the property, which demands additional effort, but this process is 
effective in keeping the Board and County residents informed. 
 
Mr. Musso said they could modify it to say that the applicant must post the sign on the property in question, 
but that comes with a lot of other potential problems. 
 
Ms. Gaines mentioned that for another locality, they are stipulating that the County will provide the sign, but 
the applicant has to post it.  
 
Mr. Musso stated that the sign cannot be placed on a state roadway and must be posted on the subject property 
at least 15 years prior to the hearing, and it must be “clearly visible from the frontage road of the subject 
property,” which means the front of the parcel where the driveway goes. He added that they could revise the 
language to clarify what is meant by “frontage.”  
 
Mr. Bishop commented that she is fine with staff handling the signs because it is a really good practice to visit 
the site ahead of time anyway.  
 
Mr. Musso commented that they should consider how much manpower will go into policing this and 
administrating the ordinance, especially during budget season. 
 
Mr. Parr asked if they had skipped over modified provisions for including expiration time limits on SUPs. 
 
Mr. Musso responded that he had missed it, and the Code of Virginia was recently updated last year to allow 
this provision. He said that Nelson was already doing this or has codified that they can do this, and they’ve 
retained that provision because it's now legal and was a gray area before. 
 
Mr. Musso presented a slide for concept and site plans, stating that a concept plan is a rough-drawn schematic 
plan, usually one or two pages instead of 20 pages and a lot less difficult to put together than a site plan. He 
stated that they are currently requiring a concept plan for almost every zoning action—with the caveat that the 
zoning administrator at any time they determine a site plan is needed can ask for a site plan to be submitted. 
He said they still have minor and major site plans; a minor site plan is any development of buildings and 
improvements, increased parking, land disturbance, change in traffic patterns, or at the administrator's 
discretion; a major site plan is when the land disturbance exceeds one acre, it's a commercial or industrial use, 
it’s three or more buildings on one lot, or if the building is more than 5,000 square feet. He noted that they 
don't need site plans for single-family dwellings, two or less dwellings on a single parcel, accessory 
structures, agricultural activities, or temporary uses. 
 
Mr. Musso said there is a long list of required elements that must be on every minor site plan—but for major 
site plans, it says “whatever the administrator determines.” He noted that this provides flexibility, and they 
can direct Ms. Bishop on items they want to see with a minor site plan. Conversely, he said, if they’re getting 
too much information or putting too much burden on citizens, they can adjust in the other direction. 
 
Mr. Rutherford stated that the new Commissioners have not had the chance to really see this unless it was in 
their personal capacities. He noted that the Board has voted on special use permits that were drawn on a 
napkin, because it wasn't complicated and there was no reason to ask them to do anything too egregious. But 
as it relates to a major site plan, he said the last large one was the solar facility and before that the retirement 
community on 151. He noted that the largest mechanisms involved are health department requirements, 
VDOT design, general elevation, and some topo maps. He expressed caution about requiring an applicant to 
spend thousands of dollars on drawings for something that may be uncertain for approval, such as converting 
a barn. Mr. Rutherford emphasized that most of the applications that come before them aren’t done by major 
corporations and big-money people.  
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Mr. Musso agreed and said that was the idea behind the concept plans for everything, and Ms. Bishop can ask 
for more if she needs it. 
 
Mr. Musso stated that page 23, section 368C, contains standards and improvements related to site plan 
infrastructure. He said the list is exhaustive and not intended for an immediate answer. Mr. Musso stated that 
they should review the section and consider which items are necessary and which may be overly restrictive 
for County citizens. He explained that while he did not wish to remove existing items from the County’s 
zoning ordinance, he had included a few additional points that were previously missing. Mr. Musso said that 
if members identify any items that should be revised or removed, they should forward their suggestions to 
Ms. Bishop. He emphasized the importance of this section and wanted to ensure it received appropriate 
attention from the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors. 
 
Mr. Reed asked about Page 22, under Waiver of Requirements, it states the waiver won't have an adverse 
effect on preservation of agriculture, forestry, and conservation lands. He said he is totally in favor of that but 
is wondering if that would also apply to something that comes up later, on Page 29, under Amendments of a 
Major Site Plan, ag and forestry districts are important in the County, even though they aren't binding. He 
suggested that for consistency’s sake, they should perhaps add that this is something to always be considered. 
He said when talking about adequate fire hydrants, it would also be good to mention the service authority 
because that body ensures that is done and meets with their specifications, as well as when addressing water 
connections and disconnections. 
 
Mr. Rutherford pointed out the language that says, “No alley on a site plan should have a right of way of less 
than 20 feet,” as he didn’t know of many alleys other than in Lovingston, and they're all less than 20 feet. 
 
Mr. Musso noted that going forward, they are encouraging bigger development around Lovingston in their 
comp plan, so they may run into that. 
 
Mr. Musso presented two examples of nonconformities and said the setback is basically non-existent. He said 
the building shown clearly does not fit in with the urban appeal as it stands because it's a historic building and 
has been preserved. He explained that nonconformity is basically something that was legal under an older 
ordinance or an older law but has since become illegal because we've updated the law, not because they've 
done anything wrong. He said it’s a legal nonconforming status that gets applied to them, and all of these are 
very regulated through the Code of Virginia. 
 
Mr. Musso stated that the current ordinance contains a provision allowing nonconforming uses to apply for 
rezoning or a special use permit without the usual application fee. He said that this consideration has now 
been extended to buildings, structures, and lots. Mr. Musso explained that this change encourages property 
owners to update or rezone their properties to achieve compliance, emphasizing that the fee is waived in these 
cases. He noted that the previous provision only permitted a nonconforming use to occupy 50% of a building, 
but now this applies to any preexisting building. Mr. Musso said that if a nonconforming use exists in one 
room of a building, it is now considered nonconforming throughout the building. 
 
Mr. Musso clarified that expansion of the building itself is not permitted. He stated that the standard for 
nonconforming uses remains that, after two years of inactivity, the use may not resume. 
Mr. Musso said the current ordinance allowed owners of nonconforming uses to apply for an extension to the 
two-year requirement, but this has been removed to align with state code and best practices. He concluded 
that if a nonconforming use ceases for two years, it cannot be reinstated. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said he had issues with that because Lovingston is a great example of nonconforming uses—
and some of these buildings sit there for years and had an original purpose, with 95% of Lovingston being 
nonconforming. He said there's got to be some opportunity for them to get an extension of a use instead of 
going through the whole special use permit process.  
 
Ms. Bishop said what Mr. Musso is referencing is a nonconforming use, and then it stops for two years. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said they need for them to be able to ask for extension, and it's worth studying further. 
 
Mr. Musso said the last topic concerned meeting front setbacks and the use of parcels, specifically 
nonconforming lots and parcels. He stated that if a parcel is unusually shaped or has mountainous terrain 
making it difficult to meet the front setback, the average front setback of the adjoining properties may be 
used. Mr. Musso said that as long as the appearance matches neighboring properties, the approach is 
acceptable. He stated that his only question relates to the difficulty of applying this method in large rural 
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counties, where parcels may span 15 or 20 acres. He asked if they want this to apply countywide or just to 
residential zones or commercial zones. 
 
Mr. Rutherford responded definitely for R1, as they have very limited R1 stock at this time. He said A1 has a 
lot more accessible stock, so that is up for discussion. 
 
Mr. Reed suggested picking up Article 9 again at their next meeting on this. 
 
Mr. Musso said they would pick up where they left off next time and in the meantime, he would upload all 
these articles online to the website. 
 
Planning Commissioner made a motion to continue their meeting. 
 
Planning Commissioner seconded the motion, which passed unanimously (4-0). 
 
III. OTHER BUSINESS AS PRESENTED 
 
There was none. 
 
IV. ADJOURNMENT   
  
The Board of Supervisors adjourned their meeting at 7:00 p.m. 
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Virginia:  
  
AT AN ADJOURNED JOINT MEETING of the Nelson County Board of Supervisors at 5:00 p.m. in the 
former Board Room located on the third floor of the Nelson County Courthouse, in Lovingston, Virginia.  
  
Present:  J. David Parr, West District Supervisor – Chair  

Ernie Q. Reed, Central District Supervisor – Vice Chair  
    Jesse N. Rutherford, East District Supervisor   

Dr. Jessica L. Ligon, South District Supervisor   
Candice W. McGarry, County Administrator  

    Amanda B. Spivey, Administrative Assistant/Deputy Clerk  
   Grace E. Mawyer, Director of Finance and Human Resources  

Dylan M. Bishop, Director of Planning and Zoning 
  
Michael Harman, West District Planning Commissioner  
Gary Scott, South District Planning Commissioner  
Richard Averitt, Central District Planning Commissioner  
William Smith, East District Planning Commissioner 
Philippa Proulx, North District Planning Commissioner    

  
Absent:   Thomas D. Harvey, North District Supervisor  
 
  
I. CALL TO ORDER  
  
Mr. Reed convened the Board of Supervisors meeting at 5:00 p.m. with four (4) Supervisors present to 
establish a quorum.  Mr. Harvey was absent.  
 
Mr. Harman convened the Planning Commission meeting at 5:00 p.m. with four (4) voting Commissioners  
present to establish a quorum.  
 
II. JOINT WORKSESSION WITH PLANNING COMMISSION ON ZONING AND SUBDIVISION 
ORDINANCE UPDATES. 
 
Rebecca Cobb, Deputy Director of the Planning Department for Berkeley Group, introduced herself and 
Cecille Gaines, Senior Planner with Berkeley Group, who would be taking over for Chris Musso as project 
manager for the County’s updates.  
 
Cecille Gaines stated that they were on the last two articles, 8 and 10, and she would be going back over 
things and finishing up. Ms. Gaines said Article 8 is mostly new, except for parking and loading and signs. 
She said the lighting standards in Division 8-2 include recommendations from the International Dark Skies 
Association, and those standards include nighttime safety, utility lighting, security, productivity, and 
commerce. She said they minimize light trespass, obtrusive light, and glare; help to curtail light pollution; 
reduce sky glow; preserve the nighttime environment for astronomy, wildlife, and enjoyment of residents and 
visitors; and ensure security for people and property. She noted that there is a list of exemptions, with some of 
those listed on the screen and the full list is in Section 8-2-2. She stated that types of lighting that are exempt 
from these standards include state and federal types of lighting such as FAA lighting, agricultural, temporary, 
holiday and decorative lighting, official flags, athletic fields, and some  residential uses.  
 
Ms. Gaines confirmed that these standards apply to new developments and new subdivisions, and there is a 
lighting plan required for any site plans and zoning use permits as part of the approval process. She said 
shielding is required to prevent glare and light trespass; hours of illumination are included to limit the 
illumination and protect neighborhoods; and color temperature, type of lighting, and illumination levels 
prevent glare and night blindness. She said there are height limitations of 30 feet in industrial districts and 20 
feet in all other districts, and the ordinance does require uniformity of lighting within a project site along with 
canopy lighting.  
 
Ms. Gaines stated that all landscaping and screening standards are new, with the purpose of protecting the 
visual character and the natural environment, protecting safety and privacy, helping to control erosion, and 
promoting economic development. She noted that it requires buffers between districts with differing intents 
and densities, with parking lot landscaping, frontage landscaping along Route 151 and Route 29 in the 
corridor overlay districts. She said this section requires preserving existing trees and vegetation and provides 
for proper planting and maintenance of trees and plant materials. Referencing Page 10, 834B.4, Ms. Gaines 
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read that landscaping materials “should be sustainable, biologically diverse, and tolerant of an urban 
environment with emphasis on trees and plants native to Virginia and the region,” and asked the Board to 
consider whether they wanted to change the “should” to a “shall.” She clarified that “urban environment” in 
Nelson’s case means elements such as landscaping/planting at a gas station or a strip mall, etc. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said from a development standpoint when working with landscaping, what grows best isn't 
usually native, such as autumn olives that grow quickly. He said the same was true with evergreens, and this 
wasn’t something they were necessarily going to monitor—so they should leave the language as “should.”    
 
Mr. Reed commented that it would concern him a lot more that the materials were not invasive, and that should 
be a “shall.”   
 
Dr. Ligon mentioned that holly, autumn olive, blueberry, and Bradford pear are all technically invasive. 
 
Ms. McGarry suggested that they start with emphasis on non-invasive trees and plants native to Virginia and 
the region. 
 
Ms. Proulx expressed concern with “should” as not being enforceable. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said he was okay with leaving it as should. 
 
Mr. Scott said he didn’t know who would be enforcing it anyway, and he hoped they would not use County 
resources to go around and enforce people’s bushes. 
 
Ms. Gaines suggested that they leave it as “should” in the general plan and “shall” in the landscape plan. 
 
Ms. Gaines stated that on Page 14, it says if there are 10 or more spaces, landscaping is required, and she wanted 
them to make a decision as to whether they're comfortable with that number. She noted that 10 spaces is an 
industry standard for triggering landscaping. 
 
Mr. Smith said that he would be comfortable with 20 spaces, given the size of many small businesses. 
 
Ms. Cobb stated that it varies greatly among localities, with stormwater being the biggest issue. 
 
Ms. Gaines noted that it’s technically based on square feet of frontage. 
 
Cody Barker said the problem is that a lot of business owners over time aren't as interested in the upkeep of 
landscaping, and it can be pretty challenging to enforce from the code aspect. He said if the tree dies and they 
decide to remove it, it automatically puts the site in violation, and the only way they would be able to show the 
County they are in compliance is to hire someone like an arborist to prove something else killed it. 
 
Dr. Ligon said that as a business owner, you make someone plant a tree and then put asphalt around it—and in 
20 years, they're having to replace the asphalt because of the roots of the tree, then you have branches falling 
onto people's cars, which is a liability for the business. She emphasized that it’s a lot put on the business owner; 
it’s not just a tree. 
 
Ms. Gaines presented a slide showing landscaping standards and highlighting that the purpose is to provide 
shade, screen views, and mitigate stormwater runoff. She noted the provision for parking areas of greater than 
10 spaces, and the provision that the grass areas “shall be maintained in good condition,” and that “any dead or 
dying plants shall be removed and replaced.” She said it does not apply to off-street parking for single-family 
homes, duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, or for parking garages or multi-level parking structures. 
 
Mr. Averitt commented that for small businesses, 20 spaces feels right to him, and he wondered how this applies 
differently in zoning areas—and properties zoned industrial should have a different set of considerations. 
 
Mr. Harman commented that he likes the number 30 better than the number 10, because if you think about the 
small business owner, they cannot afford a lot of landscaping. 
 
Ms. Bishop said that based on the site plans she has seen since she has been here, she thinks 30 is fair. 
 
The Board and Commission agreed to use 30 spaces as the triggering mechanism. 
 
Ms. Gaines reported that all street standards are now in Article 8 instead of being in both, which would be easier 
for staff. She said that street standards are provided for easements, street alignment, street angle and layout, 
reserve strips, street widening, service drives, public street design, alleys, and private streets. 
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Ms. Gaines reviewed the standards for public versus private streets, streets that are built to VDOT standards 
versus streets that are not. She explained that street construction and maintenance, especially private streets, 
can cause a lot of problems for people, because people buy homes not knowing that they're in charge of paying 
for the street maintenance. She said that homeowners associations get freaked out about how much it's costing 
to upkeep the roads, so they end up going to the County and asking them to take over the private streets and 
maintain them; they want to minimize those risks. She said the content presented was taken from Nelson’s 
cluster development language in the existing ordinance, but Berkley feels like the County should consider 
requiring the private streets be constructed to state standards in case of eventual adoption into the state highway 
system. She said they would thus remove A through C in that section and replace it with a statement requiring 
that they be built to state standards. She noted that there's A, B, and C, and then class 1 private streets, class 2 
private streets—and they could replace all of this with just a statement that they be built to VDOT standards, 
which are on the VDOT website and controlled by VDOT, with them setting those standards. 
 
Mr. Rutherford asked who would inspect the standard, as it wouldn’t be VDOT. 
 
Ms. Gaines responded that it would be whomever inspected the class 2 street currently. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said you build it to the VDOT standards, with a lot of subdivisions built that way, but 25 years 
later, if they don’t maintain their drainage systems and sediment ponds, it becomes more difficult to manage. 
He said when you purchase a property, you're signing with whatever road maintenance agreement has been 
recorded; developers are already required to do that, to produce some type of road maintenance that goes with 
the deed forever. 
 
Mr. Averitt said he agreed that the County shouldn't take over any roads that aren't up to VDOT standards, and 
private roads should have to meet that criteria if they are handed over. 
 
Mr. Scott stated that counties like Augusta will require you to get an outside consultant to establish that. 
 
Ms. Gaines commented that she’s not entirely confident on what they have here because it didn't come from a 
solid spot in the County’s existing ordinance; it came from the cluster subdivision because that was all they 
could find. 
 
Mr. Reed commented that he is happy with the way it's already worded, but the burden of proof is on the 
applicant to demonstrate that this is how it is at the time they receive approval. He pointed out that VDOT is 
really good about saying they are not going to take a road over. 
 
Ms. Proulx agreed, adding that it’s not just up to the County. 
 
Ms. Gaines noted that they could also require a maintenance plan, with the applicant submitting a maintenance 
plan for how they're going to maintain it. 
 
Ms. Bishop said she was going to suggest this as well, and she asked if the Commission and Board liked a 
provision for a private road for 3–10 lots, and a VDOT-standard road for 11 or more lots, which would qualify 
as a major subdivision by ordinance standards. 
 
Mr. Harman asked about the provision of 21 lots having to go through VDOT if any one of those lots is under 
five acres. 
 
Ms. Bishop said she was fine with taking that out. 
 
Ms. Gaines said that makes it much simpler, and they could just say that major subdivisions have to have roads 
built to VDOT standards; anything else does not. 
 
Ms. Gaines said for the bikeway and sidewalk standards, she is referencing a strategy pulled from their comp 
plan, which says it's a strategy “to support expanded greenway trail networks and ensure that the trail network 
connects to key public destinations, such as parks, libraries, schools, and community centers, as well as private 
developments and other trail systems, including regional trail networks.” She noted that in Section 8-5A on 
page 27, it requires that subdivisions construct either bicycle lanes on collector and arterial streets, or they can 
build off-road bikeways, shared use paths, or sidewalks in their subdivisions. Ms. Gaines stated that in B, it 
states that if a subdivision's land falls within the comprehensive plan designated bikeway areas, the developer 
may construct a bikeway and dedicate it to the County. She asked the Board and Commission to consider if 
they want to change that to a requirement, presenting the greenways and trail map from the comp plan. She 
stated that it’s a lot easier to require developers to put a piece in when they are putting in a subdivision, noting 
that this pertains to subdivisions that have their land in one of the bikeway areas. 
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Mr. Rutherford asked if an applicant could get a waiver for this. 
 
Ms. Bishop responded that this particular provision says “may,” so it doesn’t mean they have to. 
 
Ms. Gaines noted that there was a similar plan in the Roanoke Valley 25 years ago—and it’s almost all built out 
now, which has been done section by section by four different jurisdictions. 
 
Mr. Reed suggested that it be required for major subdivisions, because they would be talking about something 
that's larger scale and something that's going to have some use internally as well as externally. 
 
Dr. Ligon noted that they would already have to be constructing to VDOT standards. 
 
Ms. Proulx added that it would be easier to put in a bike lane. 
 
Mr. Parr asked where the lines were derived, as it was unlikely that people were biking on some of these roads. 
 
Ms. Gaines said that regarding parking and loading, the next section establishes standards for off-street parking 
and off-street loading; it provides ways to reduce parking spaces, such as shared parking spaces. She noted that 
there's a bicycle parking credit to reduce the number of vehicle spaces one has to provide; there's a reduction 
or increase in required spaces for certain things someone might want to do with their parking lot, and it also 
provides design standards. She clarified that it would apply to a new development required to put in off-street 
parking, but it's not going to apply to people who are already in operation. 
 
Ms. Bishop mentioned that she and Mr. Barker would be going through the entire ordinance before their final 
work session, so they could provide recommendations to the Commission and the Board. 
 
Ms. Gaines stated that the next category relates to signs and sign regulations, which have been brought into 
compliance with the Code of Virginia and with the Reed v. Gilbert case law. She noted that allowable sign 
sizes have been modified based on zoning districts, and the overlay district standards will supersede the 
underlying districts in those overlays. She said the purpose is to enhance the visceral environment of the 
County, provide adequate business signage, provide safe streets and sidewalks, prevent excessive signage, 
ensure that signage is maintained, and offer ways to measure this. She added that some signs are permitted by 
district, and she confirmed that political signs and banners are considered temporary signs. 
 
Ms. Gaines noted that there is a long list of prohibited signs on page 44, pointing out signage that is too close 
to the parkway, public forests and parks, cemeteries. She noted that roof signage is not allowed to be above 
the roof line or the parapet; you can't attach signs to inoperative vehicles or paint them on cliffs, rocks, trees, 
on utility poles and similar items, or across a public right-of-way or obstruct motorists or pedestrians. She 
said they can't mimic official traffic signs or be flashing, revolving, or beacons, or mimic emergency services 
signage and balloon signage. She said that signs exempt from the standards include governmental signs, flags 
up to 24 square feet, any signs not visible from the right-of-way, small signs that are less than three square 
feet or four feet high, temporary signs, window signage that's less than 10 percent of the window area, 
memorial plaques and cornerstones, and then nameplates that are less than two square feet.  
 
Ms. Gaines reported that Article 10, Subdivisions, compiles and reorganizes the content from both the 
existing zoning ordinance and the subdivision ordinance—which would all be in the zoning ordinance now. 
She said the existing subdivision ordinance would be repealed, and the subdivision code will be contained in 
Article 10 of the new ordinance. She noted that the standards expand upon and update the regulations in the 
existing subdivision ordinance and ensure compliance with the Code of Virginia.  
 
Mr. Reed asked if there were any things the Planning Commission had jurisdiction over that would have to 
come before them for a decision.  
 
Ms. Bishop responded that this is all taken out of the equation.  
 
Ms. Gaines explained that a major subdivision is 12 or more lots; minor is 3 to 11 lots; and a single 
subdivision is just making two lots out of one. She noted that family subdivisions are for family members of 
the parcel owner. She also stated that a preliminary plat is optional if it's less than 50 lots and required for 
more than 50 lots—and those are now administrative review and approval, which was also part of the state 
code change. She said this also addresses HOAs and their ownership and maintenance of common areas 
unless they're dedicated to the County; minor subdivisions of 3 to 11 lots also have an HOA to own and 
maintain common areas unless they decide to dedicate it to the County; a preliminary plat is optional, a final 
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plat is required, and all of that is through administrative review and approval. She stated that no preliminary 
plat is required for a single subdivision, with the final plat required with administrative approval. 
 
Ms. Gaines said the purpose of family subdivisions is to promote the ability of family members to live near 
each other, mutually care and support each other, and preserve family lands. She noted that immediate family 
does have a definition, which is in the definitions article and also in state code: a natural or legally defined 
offspring, stepchild, spouse, sibling, grandchild, grandparent, or parent of the owner of the land. She stated 
that the grantor must own the land for five years before they can gift any of it, and then that grantee has to 
own it for five more years before they can sell it.  
 
Ms. Gaines explained that the five-year provision is something they can change—and Berkely has seen it as 
low as three and as high as 15, which is the maximum. She said the five years is basically 10 because 
someone has to own it for five before they can give a piece away to a family member; they also have to own it 
for five more before they can sell it out of the family. 
 
Mr. Averitt asked if the only difference in splitting parcels off was the minimum lot requirements. 
 
Ms. Gaines confirmed that family subdivisions are less restrictive, with the benefits being lower lot size 
requirement and reduced road requirements. 
 
Ms. Gaines stated that design requirements provide for how subdivisions are designed and managed, and most 
of what is drafted here is new content, with the content from the existing subdivision ordinance incorporated 
and footnoted in the document. She said requirements are that the land has to be suitable for development, and 
there are obligations related to flooding as well as lot characteristics such as shape, dimension, orientation to 
the street, and stem lots. She said there are standards for utilities and providing for utilities, obligation of 
improvement that pertains to how the roads, etc. are paid for. She added that there are provisions from state 
code for forming homeowners associations and for property marker monuments. She reminded them that all 
the street, bikeway, and sidewalk standards are now in Article 8 rather than being both in 8 and 10. 
 
Mr. Reed noted that on Page 7 under C, it says the Board of Supervisors can determine that a circumvention 
has occurred in a family subdivision; he asked if it is appropriate for the Board to be the one that's making 
that decision, or if that is also an agent scenario. 
 
Ms. Cobb explained that this is similar to the BZA process, so if someone comes in and asks Ms. Bishop a 
question about what the ordinance says, she provides a determination—and if that person disagrees, they can 
appeal to the BZA. Ms. Cobb said Item C does the same thing, with Ms. Bishop “ruling” that they are 
circumventing the ordinance, and then the landowner taking their proof to the Board of Supervisors. 
 
The Commission and Board discussed whether this should go to the BZA instead to be more consistent with 
other appeals.  
 
Ms. Bishop noted that there's a section that says nothing shall prevent the owner or developer from filing for 
an appeal from the BZA. 
 
Mr. Harman asked if the Supervisors can overrule the BZA. 
 
Ms. Bishp responded that only a judge can do that. 
 
Mr. Rutherford stated that this is if the Board of Supervisors sees something concerning and can directly 
intervene, but only in this specific instance—and typically when something is brought to their attention by 
neighbors or other affected. 
 
Ms. Bishop explained that there have been scenarios before where she has made a determination and has to 
send written notification to all adjoining landowners; for example, if she has to make a formal determination 
on a family subdivision and approves it, all the neighbors get a letter. She noted that the neighbors can then 
appeal that decision to the BZA, and adjoining landowners have 30 days to appeal any decision. She also 
mentioned that the County doesn’t currently have any codes about zoning determinations, and this is 
something she would look into later on. 
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Regarding guarantees, Ms. Gaines explained that these establish the type, amount, and release of guarantees 
required for public and other site-related improvements; this division streamlines and reorganizes content 
from the existing ordinance and ensures Code of Virginia compliance.  
 
Ms. Gaines reported that these divisions outline the required elements on plats, review timeframes, and 
approval and disapproval actions; they incorporate recent state code changes that reduce the review 
timeframes and remove the Planning Commission from the approval and disapproval process. She said these 
are general requirements, approval before sale, the subdivision name, separate ownership, changes to plats, 
preliminary plats, final plats, vacation of plats, and then enforcement violation and fees.  
 
Ms. Gaines states that this brings them to the end of Article 10 and asked if there were any questions. 
 
Mr. Rutherford noted that they went back to the drawing board on lot size minimums and asked if they had 
ever held a work session on that. 
 
Ms. Gaines responded that they had not held one, and this was something requiring more direction from the 
Board and Commission. 
 
Mr. Reed noted that in Article 10, Page 15, under Monuments, permanent Monuments A, that language also 
says, “Approval of final plats by the Planning Commission.” 
 
Ms. Gaines assured him that Berkley would go through all of that and edit accordingly. 
 
Ms. Gaines stated that there are a few outstanding items to discuss in addition to those they will be addressing 
later. She said for the 151 corridor overlay, Article 8 already now contains the buffer and frontage landscaping 
standards, walls and fences, sidewalk standards, bicycle parking, and sign standards for the 151 corridor; 
however, they have not yet established the corridor in Article 5, and she would draft that for them—but she 
needed to get direction from them first. She explained that she needed them to determine the boundaries of 
the overlay from beginning to end, and then whether you want it to go 250 or 500 feet.  
 
She referenced the future land use map from the comp plan and asked if they wanted it to go end to end from 
Afton down to the Piney River boundary. 
 
The Commission and Board mentioned Rue Hollow as a start/end point, just past Devil’s Backbone. 
 
Ms. Proulx said someone had raised the notion that the other side—the West District—would also need to be 
brought into the overlay district, and she wondered if they wanted to do that now or stop at Rue Hollow. 
 
Mr. Averitt stated that there are a few cideries down there and more in the plan, so it’s moving in that 
direction, with this area emerging as the next area for the continued agritourism run down 151. He said the 
question is whether they address that now for the next 20 years and decide whether the standards should be 
different on one side of Brent’s Gap versus another. 
 
Ms. Bishop commented that with Brent’s Gap upward, there are fewer topography challenges. 
 
Mr. Rutherford noted that it’s also in the floodplain, and the topography would also provide natural 
limitations. 
 
Dr. Ligon said she didn’t think the traffic would be as big of an issue because this isn’t an arterial connection 
to Waynesboro. 
 
Ms. Proulx said there would be traffic coming up from Amherst and Lynchburg though.  
 
Mr. Averitt stated that the question is whether they are designing the 151 overlay for traffic considerations or 
for more of a design aesthetic and development consideration; he emphasized that the next phase of 
development would be down there, and the question was whether they want that to happen. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said the big difference is there is County water and sewer there, and the County at one point 
put infrastructure down there for a reason—with flatter topography there versus going north. He commented 
that it would likely take 15-20 years, as it did with Afton before Blue Mountain. He added that they would be 
writing the next comprehensive plan and could address it that way. 
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The Board and Commission agreed that the Rue Hollow to Afton (the Albemarle boundary) seemed to make 
sense at this point. 
 
Ms. Bishop mentioned that they could also revisit this through amending the zoning ordinance, adding that 
she would add this to the internally accessible GIS system so they could see where the boundary lies. 
 
Ms. Gaines said that the 29 Overlay District is 500 on each side, and she wasn’t sure if they would follow that 
for this one. 
 
Ms. Bishop said she would like to discuss this at their September Planning Commission meeting along with 
other topics they have not fully addressed. 
 
Ms. Proulx stated that she would like to limit future access points in that overlay corridor, as that has been a 
significant issue. She also said the road is too dangerous for people to ride bikes. 
 
Ms. Gaines responded that this plan reflects off-road bike trails. 
 
Ms. Bishop reviewed the calendar for additional meetings and work sessions, with all comments slated to be 
sent to the Berkley Group by the end of October. She emphasized that some topics, such as short-term rentals, 
would take some time. She confirmed that she would email dates for those meetings as well as the open house 
and public hearings. 
 
III. OTHER BUSINESS AS PRESENTED 
 
There was none. 
 
IV. ADJOURNMENT   
  
Planning Commissioner made a motion to continue their meeting to September 24, 2025 at 5:00 p.m.. 
 
Planning Commissioner seconded the motion, which passed unanimously (4-0). 
 
Mr. Parr moved to adjourn the Board of Supervisors meeting. Mr. Rutherford seconded the meeting, which 
passed unanimously (4-0). 
 
The Board of Supervisors adjourned their meeting at 6:39 p.m. 
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Virginia:  
  
AT A CONTINUED MEETING of the Nelson County Board of Supervisors at 5:00 p.m. in the former 
Board Room located on the third floor of the Nelson County Courthouse, in Lovingston, Virginia.  
  
Present:  J. David Parr, West District Supervisor – Chair  

Ernie Q. Reed, Central District Supervisor – Vice Chair  
    Jesse N. Rutherford, East District Supervisor   

Dr. Jessica L. Ligon, South District Supervisor   
Candice W. McGarry, County Administrator  

    Amanda B. Spivey, Administrative Assistant/Deputy Clerk  
   Grace E. Mawyer, Director of Finance and Human Resources  

Dylan M. Bishop, Director of Planning and Zoning 
  
Michael Harman, West District Planning Commissioner  
Gary Scott, South District Planning Commissioner  
Richard Averitt, Central District Planning Commissioner  
William Smith, East District Planning Commissioner 
Philippa Proulx, North District Planning Commissioner    

  
Absent:   Thomas D. Harvey, North District Supervisor  
 
  
I. CALL TO ORDER  
  
Mr. Reed convened the Board of Supervisors meeting at 5:00 p.m. with four (4) Supervisors present to 
establish a quorum.  Mr. Harvey was absent.  
 
Mr. Harman convened the Planning Commission meeting at 5:00 p.m. with four (4) voting Commissioners  
present to establish a quorum.  
 
II. JOINT WORKSESSION WITH PLANNING COMMISSION ON ZONING AND SUBDIVISION 
ORDINANCE UPDATES. 
 
Ms. Bishop stated that the Berkeley Group was not present for this work session but would be included in one 
coming up in December to do a review of the full ordinance draft, with the option to schedule more in between 
if needed. She said for today, the Berkeley Group provided the Route 151 corridor overlay added to the scope 
of work, as well as lot size minimums and short-term rentals. She noted that there had been a work session with 
the Planning Commission a few weeks ago for the PC to give some guidance, and they would be reviewing 
those recommendations.  
 
Ms. Bishop stated that she would review the purpose and intent for the primary districts—rural districts, C-1 
conservation, and A-1 agriculture, noting that everyone had agreed with the intent sections. Ms. Bishop stated 
that the minimum area requirement originally recommended by the Berkeley Group was 10 acres for the A-1 
agriculture district; the Planning Commission had discussed this a few weeks ago and thought that aligning the 
requirement with the land use taxation program would be more appropriate. She said she had spoken to the 
Commissioner of Revenue’s office, which indicated that the requirement is five acres plus one additional acre 
for the homesite, so they simplify this for the public by saying “six acres.” 
 
Ms. Bishop stated that reducing the front setback from the center of the road would clear up many 
nonconformities by using 50 feet instead of 75 feet, and the discussion also included minimum lot width. She 
stated that she had Glen Yi and the IT department prepare a map with zoom function, which shows blue parcels 
as less than 10 acres. Ms. Bishop said this is all currently A-1 zoned property, with green lots being over 10 
acres and blue lots under 10 acres. She said the intent was to consider what areas should be rezoned or slated 
for residential development, in the context of the future zoning map to be updated along with the comprehensive 
plan. Ms. Bishop stated that the map is not an exact blueprint of future zoning maps but gives an idea of where 
existing residential development under 10 acres exists in the A-1 zone.  
 
Mr. Rutherford commented that 10 acres is “pretty crazy,” and they are in an awkward spot of defining 
something when they don’t really know what the future land use/rezoning map would look like. He said that 
doing six-acre minimum lot sizes can destroy ecosystems, and he confirmed that he was advocating for lot sizes 
that were lower than 10 acres. He explained that they currently have a sliding scale with one two-acre zoning 
right, one two-acre subdivision right, then it scales to five or six—so they already have a less intensive use, yet 
the population has still continued to decline.  
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Ms. Bishop stated that the idea is that to be consistent with the future land use map, noting the green areas 
representing high-conservation value rural areas and currently protected landscape. She mentioned the village 
hub status, with Lovingston and Colleen identified for additional residential development. Ms. Bishop read 
from the planning guidelines from the comp plan: “Alterations and retrofits to existing low-density single-
family subdivisions is appropriate and encouraged; however, expanded or new subdivisions is not the primary 
intent of this planning area.” She noted the existence of cluster development standards and mentioned the finite 
number of allowable lots as another method to ensure the rural nature of those areas is protected by increasing 
the lot size but also increasing the amount of residential zoning and then retrofitting existing developments. 
 
Mr. Reed said it was great in concept, but he agreed that not having a map actually reflecting it  makes it difficult 
to compare it to anything else and see what areas it would apply to. He added that residential zoning is a good 
idea, and using the small parcels of ag/forestal makes a lot of sense. 
 
Mr. Rutherford commented that he agrees they need more R1, but it will be interesting where they locate that 
and how they work it into specific villages and what water/sewer capacities may exist within those. 
 
Ms. Bishop acknowledged that the water/sewer was another important piece and said she understood that the 
service authority has been slowly working on mapping their systems, which would be important when they do 
the zoning map. She emphasized that they are just breaking down the categories now; when they get to the map 
development phase, that’s when all the lot sizes, water/sewer, etc. would come into play in determining what 
areas should be rezoned. 
 
Mr. Rutherford responded that they would have R1 in both the water and sewer context—conventional as well 
as County—because the stretch of areas such as Schuyler were very limited. 
 
Ms. Proulx commented that going back to the chart showing minimum lot size in agricultural, and there may 
be a transition period where it doesn’t make sense in all the places it will five years from now when there will 
possibly be a new zoning map. She noted that the Planning Commission had talked about the six acres aligning 
with what could be done with agriculture, including getting tax credit for it.  
 
Mr. Rutherford said he wants to know where A1 is going to be, and someone in Williamstown or Wingina with 
an eight-acre parcel who wants to sell off an acre or two, they would not have that ability; it would be a 
nonconforming ag parcel at that point, and it’s hard and expensive to rezone in those particular areas. 
 
Ms. Proulx asked what he would do in the meantime. 
 
He said in the meantime, they have a two-acre allowed by right and a sliding scale—so they have more 
opportunity today with A1 than if they were to go into this more restrictive approach. 
 
Ms. Proulx commented that she would have to do some math to determine whether a six-acre minimum is really 
more restrictive than the larger than 10-acre parcels when the “sliding scale” is applied. 
 
Ms. Bishop provided a hypothetical example of someone who owns a 60-acre lot; with a six-acre lot minimum, 
they could create 10 lots out of that, and if they wanted more than that, they could apply to rezone it to 
residential, which drops it down to a one-acre lot minimum. She noted that the Berkeley Group recommended 
two acres, but the Planning Commission felt one was appropriate. She emphasized that when you are giving in 
one area, you are taking in another. 
 
Mr. Rutherford commented that rezonings were subject to whatever Board existed in the future. He said he is 
supportive of having agriculture in areas that make more sense, but there will be a weird lull period with the 
A1 that is not a lot of fun for a lot of people. 
 
Ms. Bishop pointed out that in the meantime, while they’re developing the map and people come forward with 
potential projects, the market is identifying where they should go—and they then come to the Board to 
demonstrate that they meet minimum water and soil requirements. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said in his opinion, they should have to prove percability anyway, because it doesn’t do anyone 
any good to have five acres that hasn’t been perc tested. He added that some localities require percability proof 
before subdividing, and to prove water feasibility to equal the three-bedroom household standard. 
 
Mr. Rutherford clarified that he is supporting having A1 be what it is today, because it is going to be more 
restrictive—and he would prefer to stay at the current sliding scale if they’re going to make it more restrictive. 
 
Mr. Reed stated that they are trying to create more R1 and protect rural character. 
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Mr. Rutheford said they’ve done a great job in protecting rural character over the last 20 years. 
 
Dr. Ligon noted that this objective is in their comp plan. 
 
Mr. Reed said this proposal does that, as it allows for rezoning when situations come up, and that is a perfectly 
viable way to get additional housing as well. He asked Mr. Rutherford what his concerns are. 
 
Mr. Rutherford explained that they are putting this into effect but don’t know what the map looks like, and they 
could be making scenarios in more rural contexts where it’s going to be very hard to get those rezonings. 
 
Ms. Proulx said once they do the map, they don’t to rezone residential. 
 
Mr. Rutherford emphasized that there would be a lot of rural families who are out of luck with this. 
 
Mr. Reed said a rezoning is not difficult and allows the County to weigh it in terms of whether it's good or not. 
 
Mr. Rutherford pointed out that they have never successfully done this in a residential before. He clarified that 
only one has come forward, with a potential second one from someone who wanted to do cluster housing. 
 
Ms. Bishop asked if there was any consensus on any number. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said no. 
 
Dr. Ligon said she liked what they had talked about. 
 
Ms. Proulx said aside from the difficulty of tracking, she likes the model they have at the moment but could 
also move to six acres. 
 
Mr. Rutherford stated that they will have the same amount of public participation as they did in the early 2000s 
when they considered a lot size minimum of 20 acres. 
 
Dr. Ligon suggested that they hear from the public.  
 
Ms. Bishop said they had to start somewhere and can always modify it later on. 
 
Dr. Ligon noted that they could get feedback during the public engagement process before it goes to public 
hearing. 
 
Ms. Proulx commented that she would not want to see the two acres without a sliding scale. 
 
Ms. Bishop stated that the residential districts are R1, R2, and R3, the latter of which is a new district. She said 
part of what the Planning Commission discussed by making A1 six acres was dropping R1 down to one acre. 
She said a 35-foot setback from the center line of the road would involve nonconformities, and they would also 
want to address reducing the road frontage requirements.  
 
Ms. Bishop reported that the village overlays identified were Piney River, Gladstone, Schuyler, Shipman, Faber, 
and Arrington. She stated that goals for the Route 29 corridor were to promote high-quality commercial 
development, tourism-friendly businesses, etc., and she referenced a map showing the corridor at 500 feet on 
each side for the length of the County. She noted that some higher standards in the plan for Route 29 were 
access management, signage (no pole-mounted signage), and other parameters. 
 
Mr. Rutherford asked if they had already addressed sign sizes. 
 
Ms. Bishop responded that Article 8–Community Design Standards addresses landscaping, lighting, parking, 
and signage.  
 
Ms. Bishop stated that the Route 151 overlay intent is, “To preserve the rural and scenic character of the 
Gateway Corridor to protect its role as an outdoor rural tourism destination. This district promotes safe and 
efficient travel by preventing traffic congestion along the corridor, design standards, including those related to 
landscaping, signage, and site aesthetics, ensure new businesses and services, enhance and support the 
preservation and promotion of the county's natural beauty, and promote a Gateway Corridor that reflects the 
values of the county. Growth within the corridor should complement the county's tourism economy and rural 
identity, supporting both economic vitality and long-term preservation of the corridor's unique character.” 
 



October 22, 2025  
Joint BOS – PC  

4  
  

Ms. Bishop clarified that this corridor goes from the County line down to Rhue Hollow, anything in the corridor 
requires an access plan, so landowners must show all access points within 400 feet of their property lines and 
must submit a traffic impact analysis and any improvements to mitigate negative impacts to traffic circulation, 
as well as a landscape plan. 
 
Ms. Proulx asked if the access plan had to be approved by someone or some entity. 
 
Ms. Bishop responded that it depends on the proposal, and if it’s a permitted use, it would just be reviewed 
administratively; if it was something requiring a special use permit, the whole package would go to the Planning 
Commission and the Board. She said it could be thought of as another zoning district layer, so all the provisions 
in an A1 district, for example, are administratively confirmed to be met. Regarding the access plan, Ms. Bishop 
said there are sections on vehicular access and circulation, including that, “Any partial subdivision or cluster 
development having frontage along Route 151 or a roadway within the corridor will be allowed only one direct 
access to that roadway,” and that “Additional access points must provide access to adjacent parcels,” and “No 
direct access on the 151 from out parcels which are part of a larger coordinated development.” 
 
Ms. Bishop mentioned that on pages 42–43, the plan includes guidance on what she would be reviewing as 
planning director. She said that she and Cody Barker would be continuing to go through it and look at the 
regulatory aspects of it. She also stated that this joint meeting was a higher-level overview, and they would have 
more work sessions and Planning Commission meetings to delve into the details. 
 
Mr. Reed asked if there was any place where it specifies the responsibilities the HOA has to maintain other 
things besides the open space. 
 
Ms. Bishop responded that this is likely covered under Article 8 as well, which has a whole section on open 
space, but she would need to spend more time with the HOA part of it. 
 
Ms. Proulx commented that she wasn’t sure they wanted bicycles on 151, as the road was hazardous. 
 
Mr. Harman said that issue had come up previously, and his understanding was that they were going to create 
some sort of space on the side—but he did not understand how that was going to work either. 
 
Mr. Reed said there is mention of the connectivity between things, that is either actually done or has space 
allocated for it. 
 
Ms. Bishop explained that regarding bicycle parking, the draft ordinance says, “Any commercial development 
within the Route 151 corridor overlay district that requires 10 or more vehicle parking spaces.” She noted that 
she is not as familiar with people who are doing it internally as opposed to people doing it along Route 151, 
and she asked if they wanted to address it at all. 
 
Ms. Proulx said she did not feel a need to address it. 
 
Mr. Reed said if they don't do something about it and don't mention parking, it doesn't preclude that there won't 
be any; it was the connectivity that would create parking, and businesses would want to provide that anyway 
regardless of it being obligatory. 
 
Ms. Bishop agreed that requiring it implied supporting it, and she received consensus from the PC and Board 
that they should just remove those requirements from the ordinance. 
 
Ms. Bishop stated that “EV Charging Station” was by-right across the board in the use matrix, which aligns 
with what they have already, and she asked if they wanted it as a special use permit (SUP). 
 
The Board and Commission agreed that it should not warrant an SUP since it’s already by-right. 
 
Ms. Bishop stated that storage shed businesses are prohibited except in B-1. 
 
Mr. Reed said one of the prohibited uses is solar energy utility scale, which infers an industrial component, and 
he wondered if they could add data centers to prohibited uses. 
 
Ms. Bishop responded that they are permitted by SUP in the heavy industrial district. 
 
Ms. Bishop reviewed other uses in the matrix and asked for input. She said all the sections have additional use 
standards that go with them in Article 7. She said that for the residential districts, the primary points since they 
last discussed this was whether they want by right or special use in the overlay districts, which the Planning 
Commission went through and made recommendations on, such as SUP and 151.  
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Mr. Rutherford asked if someone could do a by-right multifamily dwelling if it only had four units. 
 
Ms. Bishop responded that under suggested residential, there's dwelling townhouse, dwelling triplex, or 
quadplex, and those are by-right in the Village Overlay District. 
 
Regarding home occupations, Ms. Bishop stated that Class A is by-right, with no more than one person 
employed other than members of the family; Class B is also by-right, but with no more than four persons 
employed other than members of the family. 
 
Mr. Rutherford commented that Village Overlay should definitely have Class B, and he thinks of something 
like Ralph Turpin’s office.  
 
Dr. Ligon asked if this would be for the Route 29 Corridor too. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said he felt home occupations should also be in the Route 29 Corridor, and he asked if A1 in the 
corridor, it would not be by-right. 
 
Ms. Bishop responded that the overlay governs. She also stated that mixed-use is by-right in the Village Overlay 
and 29 Corridor Overlay, and she asked if they also wanted that by-right or by permit for 151. 
 
Ms. Proulx said the default is always SUP if they’re not sure about by-right, so they could have it as SUP there. 
 
Ms. Bishop clarified that accessory dwelling is by-right in Village, C1, A1, R1, R2, and Service Enterprise. 
 
Regarding short-term rentals, Ms. Bishop said the Planning Commission deliberated these a few weeks ago. 
She said what is proposed is 30 days or less, transient stays—a homestay, owner-occupied, permitted by right, 
and a single-family dwelling, which is something that state code per this past legislative session mandated. She 
said the other use is a hosted stay—with a primary resident or designated resident manager onsite (not 
necessarily the owner). She said rental of one additional dwelling, such as an ADU, on the same lot is permitted; 
if someone lives on a property and owns an adjoining property, they can rent that out because it adjoins. She 
noted that this would be in the A1 and R1 districts but can be considered in other districts such as overlays and 
service enterprise districts.  
 
Ms. Bishop reported that two forms of verification of primary residence would be required; with five acres or 
less, only two rentals are allowed on one lot; more than five acres is a maximum of three; number of occupants 
can be limited based on health department regulations (septic) by number of bedrooms; fire extinguisher is 
required; no amplified music or sound from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. She said the owner must submit a property 
management plan including a point of contact for complaints, number of permitted guests, parking information, 
location of fire extinguisher and smoke alarm, and trash management; there is prohibition of events that include 
attendees who are not guests at the short-term rental; RVs, buses, travel trailers, or non-permanent structures; 
and there must be written consent allowing County inspections as needed, requested, or upon a complaint.  
 
Ms. Bishop stated that while not certain of the legality or enforceability of this, there is a stipulation that upon 
change of ownership, the new owner must comply with these provisions. She said there was also consideration 
of an annual fee, and the County is procuring a software to track and monitor short-term rentals. 
 
Ms. Bishop said there was some interest in restricting short-term rentals to only residents of Nelson County, but 
she has learned that would not be a legal pathway in zoning because it's a land use consideration, so there's a 
state code section: “All zoning regulations shall be uniform for each class or kind of buildings and uses 
throughout each district, but the regulations in one district may differ from those in other districts.” Ms. Bishop 
said they must separate the Nelson County ownership resident aspect from the land use issue. 
 
Ms. Proulx commented that they could have a resident manager addresses that consideration. 
 
Ms. Bishop pointed out that the current language does not allow absentee owners and asked if everyone is okay 
with that, as it would be possible for them to ask for an SUP. She also clarified that state code says once a use 
is legally vested, it can continue with that use and would not lose that right until two years without being used 
for that purpose. She said the Virginia Attorney General released an opinion that will be codified that says if 
the parcel is zoned agriculture and is engaged in bona fide agricultural productions, short-term rentals are by- 
right on that farm as part of agritourism. 
 
Mr. Parr asked about a scenario under which an owner rented out their primary residence for a week or so during 
a special event in the County. 
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Ms. Bishop responded that it wouldn’t fit under either scenario under short-term rental. 
 
Mr. Averitt said if they were to stipulate an established residency of at least six months every year, it could 
qualify for short-term rental; then you're allowed to rent it for 180 days. 
 
Ms. Bishop asked if they should consider absentee owner SUP requests, noting that this would trigger input 
from neighboring residences. She reminded the Board and Commission of the criteria for review for an SUP: 
“Shall not tend to change the character and established pattern of development of the area or community, be in 
harmony with uses permitted by right and not affect adversely use of neighboring property, adequately serve 
by public or private services, and result in destruction, loss of any ecological, scenic, or historic importance.” 
 
Mr. Rutherford commented that he felt they could find “no” in there if warranted. 
 
Ms. Proulx disagreed. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said if someone comes to this community, finds a very old farmhouse, and says they’re willing 
to save a farmhouse—and the only economics that can justify doing this is a short-term rental, he feels that is a 
net positive for the culture of Nelson County and potential economic development. 
 
Ms. Bishop said if they wanted to consider SUPs for the absentee-owner short-term rentals, they could exclude 
specific overlays or corridors, and she asked where they would allow someone to pursue an SUP.  
 
Mr. Harman said the Route 29 Corridor. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said the Village Overlay District. 
 
Ms. Bishop read the intent of the Village: “Preserve and enhance traditional village character by promoting 
walkable mixed-use development. Integrates residential, office, commercial, and public. Small-scale 
businesses, housing, essential services. Supports rehab of older structures and fill. Infrastructure improvements 
to reinforce the village as a rural community hub.” 
 
Mr. Rutherford pointed out the language regarding supporting the rehabilitation of older structures and said this 
supported the SUP and the absentee short-term rental owner. 
 
Ms. Proulx said the community aspects were interrupted by having vacation rentals. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said they already had vacation rentals in Lovingston. 
 
Dr. Ligon said just to be devil's advocate, since they don't have a lot of hotels but have all these events and are 
a tourism community, if they’re too restrictive, no one's going to stay here and spend money here—and that’s 
the County’s main income. She said eventually, you are stealing money from infrastructure. 
 
Mr. Reed asked if that should be first priority for residents, to be able to benefit from all those things. 
 
Dr. Ligon emphasized that they have to fund the government somehow, and right now, it's on the backs of 
property owners and short-term rentals.  
 
After further discussion, the Board and Commission agreed to have the short-term rental SUP request provision 
for the 29 Corridor and Village Overlay districts.  
 
Mr. Rutherford asked how they quantified amplified music or sound. 
 
Ms. Bishop responded that they may want to consider updating the noise ordinance. 
 
Mr. Reed asked if they could require, as they do with fire extinguishers and smoke detectors, posting of the 
business license in the short-term rental so people know they’re in a modified regulated short-term rental. 
 
Ms. Bishop stated that Ms. McGarry had suggested having an affidavit for applicants to certify that they’re 
meeting all requirements, as there is no way the County will be able to go inspect them all. 
 
Mr. Rutherford asked if they are asking owners to meet Virginia IRC standards for smoke alarms and fire 
extinguishers. 
 
Ms. Bishop responded yes, as she had looked at other ordinances and would work with Jeremy Marrs on how 
the language should be worded. 
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Mr. Parr said whether it's related to short-term rentals or other initiatives, he wants to ensure that they incentivize 
or not de-incentivize the renovation of older structures—and perhaps they can accomplish part of that with the 
short-term rental ordinance. He commented that there was outrage over tearing down the house where Belties 
is now, yet no one said a word about the house across from the Dollar General in Nellysford. He said it would 
improve the community to have residences like that turned into either residences or short-term rentals. He 
confirmed that he would like to see financial incentives for primary residences, and he did not want to see de-
incentivizing of potential short-term rental properties. 
 
Ms. Bishop said there are provisions in this update that, through zoning laws, are trying to do that with lot sizes 
and other financial incentive programs. She said she is not sure how much of that could be incorporated into 
the zoning ordinance, but the Board can look into other incentivizes or perhaps a vacant property registry. 
 
Ms. Bishop presented language for adaptive reuse of an existing structure as a short-term rental: conversion of 
an existing building, regardless of its original structure is retained or substantially reused, rather than 
demolished and replaced; can be fully residential or mixed use with both commercial and residential. She 
clarified that you get a permit to do an adaptive reuse project, and you've got dwelling units—in Village Overlay, 
for example—then it could be by-right to rehab the building and put dwelling units and commercial space there. 
She said the short-term rental aspect could be incorporated into this definition, and if the structure is rehabbed, 
they can use it as a short-term rental. She asked if it should be by-right everywhere. 
 
The Board and Commission said it would make sense in R-1 and other districts but not industrial. 
 
Ms. Bishop urged them to take time to go through this over the next week, noting that they had to get their 
comments back to the Berkeley Group by the following Friday.  
 
Mr. Parr asked where addressing data centers might fit into this work. 
 
Ms. Bishop responded that her understanding is that Nelson County is not interested in data centers, and 
currently they are only mentioned under heavy industrial. 
 
Ms. Bishop revisited the timeline for future work sessions, public input, and a final draft for public hearing. 
 
III. OTHER BUSINESS AS PRESENTED 
 
There was none. 
 
IV. ADJOURNMENT   
  
The Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission adjourned their joint meeting at 6:39 p.m. 
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Virginia:  
  
AT A CONTINUED MEETING of the Nelson County Board of Supervisors at 5:00 p.m. in the former 
Board Room located on the third floor of the Nelson County Courthouse, in Lovingston, Virginia.  
  
Present:  J. David Parr, West District Supervisor – Chair  

Ernie Q. Reed, Central District Supervisor – Vice Chair  
    Jesse N. Rutherford, East District Supervisor   

Dr. Jessica L. Ligon, South District Supervisor   
Candice W. McGarry, County Administrator  

    Amanda B. Spivey, Administrative Assistant/Deputy Clerk  
   Grace E. Mawyer, Director of Finance and Human Resources  

Dylan M. Bishop, Director of Planning and Zoning 
  
Michael Harman, West District Planning Commissioner  
Gary Scott, South District Planning Commissioner  
Richard Averitt, Central District Planning Commissioner  
William Smith, East District Planning Commissioner 
Philippa Proulx, North District Planning Commissioner    

  
Absent:   Thomas D. Harvey, North District Supervisor  
 
  
I. CALL TO ORDER  
  
Mr. Reed convened the Board of Supervisors meeting at 5:00 p.m. with four (4) Supervisors present to 
establish a quorum.  Mr. Harvey was absent.  
 
Mr. Harman convened the Planning Commission meeting at 5:00 p.m. with four (4) voting Commissioners  
present to establish a quorum.  
 
II. JOINT WORKSESSION WITH PLANNING COMMISSION ON ZONING AND SUBDIVISION 
ORDINANCE UPDATES. 
 
Cecille Gaines of the Berkley Group stated that now that they’ve done a deep dive on each article of the 
ordinance, they would go through the whole thing at a higher level. She said that after this work session, they 
would go through next steps, including proceeding to a public open house, and the comment form currently 
on the web would remain live for a week after the open house. Ms. Gaines said they would convene for one 
more final joint work session to review public input and the ordinance before public hearings; the 
Commission would then make a recommendation, and the Board would vote on adoption. 
 
Ms. Gaines stated that Article 1 establishes the County's legal authority to regulate land through zoning, 
establishes the official zoning map, and details the transition from the old ordinance to the new one, and there 
have been no changes to this article since they reviewed it in work session two. She said Article 2 details 
powers and duties of the relevant bodies and entities who administer the ordinance; it has the required 
enforcement and fee structure for the ordinance; and there have been no changes to this article since work 
session two. She said Article 3 has the requirements for zoning permits and applications, rezoning, special use 
permits, variances, etc., and the process for appeals and public hearings and notification requirements; there 
have been no changes to this article. 
 
Mr. Reed asked about the single reference to the site plan review committee, specifically who that would be. 
 
Ms. Bishop clarified typically, a site plan review committee consists of staff from various agencies, such as 
VDOT, the health department, emergency services, erosion control, building inspections, etc. — so that's 
something done administratively for a site plan review process. 
 
Ms. Proulx noted that at one time, a Planning Commissioner was on that committee. 
 
Ms. Bishop said her understanding was there has always been one, and they shifted to doing more virtual and 
internal meetings during COVID — with that rationale continuing because it’s difficult to convene people 
from all the agencies that work in different regions. She said that's something they'll continue to do as the 
format, on a case-by case basis. 
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Mr. Reed said that's mentioned on Section 269, Page 28 in Article 3. He asked if, because it's mentioned in the 
ordinance, they should define who would make up that committee. 
 
Ms. Bishop responded that she didn’t think that was necessary because it's going to be dependent on the 
project, and some agencies will be applicable, some won’t. 
 
Ms. Gaines reported that the next area of review is where changes begin to appear since the last work session. 
She stated that Article 4 contains the regulations and procedures for the primary zoning districts, including 
provisions that apply to all districts, district standards, and cluster development standards. She said the slide 
shows the primary districts and the changes since the last work session on Article 4. She stated the purpose of 
the RPC was changed, reflecting their intention to limit it just to Wintergreen. She said changes were made to 
steep slopes and critical areas based on information sent by the County, code review, and research; critical 
slopes were changed to “critical areas” to match the Code of Virginia and the building code. She said the 
purpose was expanded to include the protection of humans and the environment, especially concerning 
anything over a 10% grade not being accessible to emergency vehicles. She stated that ingress and egress for 
EMS and fire vehicles were added, along with land disturbance to the requirements, and a requirement was 
added to demonstrate that design limitations will be achieved.  
 
Ms. Gaines stated that the standards for slope and critical areas were rewritten, and access language now 
includes the 10% grade limit for roads and driveways. Ms. Gaines said she recommends the County Attorney 
review the language to confirm it meets the County’s best interests, particularly regarding emergency vehicle 
access. Ms. Gaines stated other changes in Article 4, many coming directly from this group, are found in the 
tables. She said A1 lot size was changed from 10 to 6 acres; A1 road frontage went from 200 to 150 feet; the 
R1 minimum lot size shifted from 2 to 1 acre; the R1 front setback changed from 50 to 35 feet; and the R2 
accessory structure setback was reduced from 10 to 5 feet. Ms. Gaines stated that road frontages were reduced 
as shown on the slide, and all these changes were requests from staff and the Board and Commission. 
 
Mr. Rutheford recalled that the Commission was going to discuss A1. 
 
Ms. Proulx responded that this was where the six acres came in. 
 
Dr. Ligon noted that they were going to discuss it the previous week, but that was canceled. 
 
Ms. Proulx commented that she still liked the scale with the two acres and the other divisions, which they 
have discussed before. 
 
Mr. Rutherford stated that he likes the sliding scale they currently have, and he would like to stay there with 
the potential of adding another two-acre subdivision. He noted that Ms. Bishop had a good solution to this. 
 
Ms. Bishop explained that she and Cody Barker have been working on this and think that upping the R1 low-
density residential as rural residential with the sliding scale would accomplish the same thing; then they could 
leave A1 at six acres. 
 
Ms. Proulx said if you have 100 acres, you could do a lot of six-acre lots—which doesn’t do much to protect 
agricultural areas. 
 
Ms. Bishop responded that the six acres comes from agricultural land use, so if it is a true ag lot, you could do 
a large development at six acres but would still have to meet all other requirements.  
 
Ms. Proulx asked why they wouldn’t just keep the sliding scale for A1, and Mr. Rutherford commented that 
he would much rather keep it. 
 
Dr. Ligon said the thought was that the sliding scale was challenging for staff, and when they don’t set 
defined rules, it muddies the waters even further. She emphasized that if they have a sliding scale in 
agricultural, it really screams that they are going to get residential in the middle of that area. 
 
Ms. Proulx commented that it would only be small amounts. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said they would be better off with just the definition of rural as opposed to agriculture, 
because the reality is most of their agriculture is never used for agriculture purposes. He said unless they’re 
planning on swapping 70% of their map with the new R1 concept, he would hate to put the A1 in that and 
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take that gamble, as they don’t know what A1 is going to look like in terms of implementation. Mr. 
Rutherford emphasized that his district has had no issues with the sliding scale in the A1 concept. 
 
Ms. Proulx noted that other localities manage scale, and this is not a new concept. 
 
Ms. Bishop commented that if that is what the Board decides to do, the staff would have to figure out a way to 
implement some kind of tracking system, which ideally would have existed from the onset. 
 
Ms. Proulx reiterated that they did not have to reinvent the wheel, as other localities have these structures. 
 
Dr. Ligon asked Mr. Rutherford if his idea is that he just doesn’t want to have to rezone anything. 
 
Mr. Rutherford responded that it had nothing to do with that, as he was open to rezoning. He said the reality is 
it’s hard to imagine what the map would look like with A1, and there is a lot of 151 that would like to be in 
A1 in some regard, with that demographic being who they are catering to with the six acres. 
 
Dr. Ligon said she didn’t see it that way at all. 
 
Mr. Rutherford stated that the last election cycle and comprehensive planning showed that they wanted larger 
lot sizes and less development; so for him, the sliding scale has been successful and has preserved a lot of 
rural character. He added that it has also allowed purchases of two acres intermittently.  
 
Ms. Proulx said she agreed with him completely on this aspect, and it seems to have worked well for the 
whole County. She acknowledged that it did require a level of having to track. 
 
Mr. Reed stated that he is in favor of the six acres—one acre for dwelling and five for land use—and it makes 
sense to him throughout the entire County, not just along 151. 
 
Ms. Proulx emphasized that they are talking about the agricultural zone overall. 
 
Mr. Reed said the best agricultural opportunities, or certainly the most, are in the other districts. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said with a flat six-acre minimum, you could do as many lots as that would allow—so 60 
acres would be 10 lots, whereas the sliding scale would be four or five. He said the biggest issue he had with 
this concept is that he didn’t know where A1 was going. 
 
Mr. Averitt commented that they make the decision though, from what he understands. 
 
Ms. Bishop said for zoning ordinance purposes, they should think less about  where it would affect these areas 
geographically and more about the different types of uses characterized: agricultural, residential, industrial, 
commercial. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said it's hard to separate those two, and there are people running hobby farms on four acres. 
 
Ms. Bishop said that will all come out in the mapping process when the areas are actually evaluated based on 
what current uses are there and what district they fit, so there’s a lot more value. She emphasized that they 
would be evaluating what’s on the ground, what fits those areas, and where the County wants them. 
 
Ms. Proulx pointed out that when a rezoning starts happening, the County is going to be up in arms if they 
start trying to change people's zoning in a way that they don't want to see it changed. She said that if they start 
prescribing this, they could run into some pretty heavy opposition depending on exactly what is being 
proposed. 
 
Mr. Reed said that by and large, the areas are going to maintain the same character that they have in the 
current map.  
 
Mr. Rutherford commented that 90% of their map will be subjected to six-acre lot minimums. 
 
Ms. Proulx mentioned the person who wants to retain most of their property but needs to sell off two acres. 
 
Mr. Averitt said, unless they apply for a rezoning. 
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Ms. Proulx responded that they're going to have a hard time rezoning one two-acre lot; that's just not good 
planning practice, and in the scenario she’s considering, they're not going to want to rezone their whole 100 
acres or 60 acres. 
 
Ms. Bishop said the future land use map and the comp plan also give a little bit of better guidance as to what 
areas are going to be and what types of zoning—the village overlays, the rural areas are all considered there. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said he didn’t think anybody necessarily disagrees in where they’re seeing R1, R2, and R3 
populate. He said they're talking about the other 60%, the big one. He said if they enacted the six-acre 
minimum, there would be many nonconforming lots, which there already are, and they would make an 
astronomical number of nonconforming lots. He added that many smaller lots zoned in the 50s and 60s are 
not necessarily agriculture in nature. 
 
Ms. Bishop noted that in R1, they still have provisions for residential agriculture, whereas right now if you're 
zoned R1, the County doesn’t allow chickens or anything; with this ordinance in R1, you still can have 
residential agriculture. 
 
Mr. Rutherford asked how similar this is to the Buckingham version, where their C1 zoning requires a 
primary dwelling before someone can build a barn. 
 
Ms. Bishop responded that Nelson does that as well, and a person must have a residence or a bona fide 
agricultural use. 
 
Mr. Rutherford asked if an ag permit would apply in the R1 sense. 
 
Ms. Bishop responded that it would not. 
 
Ms. Gaines asked for clarification as to what they are proposing for R1 and the sliding scale. 
 
Ms. Bishop replied that she and Mr. Barker would like to see R1 go back up to two acres. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said if there’s a place to do small acres, it would be Shipman, Schuyler, and Lovingston. 
 
Ms. Bishop pointed out that village overlay was different than rural residential, which is what they are 
discussing here, and the blue parts of the map she presented were parcels above and below 10 acres. 
 
Mr. Averitt asked if they would have the map in conjunction with the ordinance to vote on. 
 
Mr. Rutherford replied that they have to pass this, then do the map. 
 
Ms. Bishop explained that the comprehensive plan was phase one, the ordinance is phase two, and the land 
use map is phase three. 
 
Ms. Ford commented that when they start rezoning properties, people get very upset—whether it's just out of 
fear and concern or not understanding what is changing and what's happening. She said this is why they want 
to ensure they have a better ordinance to use and adopt, without it being derailed by a map change. She said 
similarly, if they feel like a change in acreage is going to derail this and cause public opposition, that needs to 
be part of the consideration as well. 
 
Mr. Reed said it would be good to see what the public says, and they have to give them something to push up 
against—which is the whole purpose of the public process. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said that is completely fine, and he would hate to see this be one of the things that really 
derails how they draw the map. He added that it was his hope that the Planning Commission would have had 
the opportunity to work this out in a work session, which he recalled was the intent, but he understands that 
schedules were a factor. 
 
Mr. Scott asked if the Berkley Group has experience with any other counties that are close as far as that much 
percentage in agriculture, where they are trying to decide on the size. 
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Ms. Ford responded that there is a locality that is in the same situation and is currently debating scaling or set 
acreage. 
 
Dr. Ligon said the great debate is what they’re trying to make things affordable, and the other debate is 
maintaining the rural character. 
 
Mr. Rutheford and Ms. Proulx stated that the sliding scale does the best job of that. 
 
Mr. Averitt said the problem as he understands it is that somebody chooses the sliding scale, splits off two 
acres, and sells it; then some number of years later, they do the same thing again, so they don't have a good 
way to track what hasn't been done on a single lot.  
 
Ms. Bishop said it hasn't been tracked in the past, and staff has to pull previous plots to see when they were 
designated and allocated. She said this is why staff likes six acres for A1 and two acres for R1; whether or not 
they want to do sliding scale for one or both of those, staff will serve at the pleasure of the Board. 
 
Ms. Gaines emphasized that they have a brand new comp plan that the County is on board with, so they 
definitely want to use that for guidance here and use that future land use map to guide the new zoning map.  
 
Mr. Reed stated that maintaining the rural character seemed to be the main objective; affordability was not. 
 
Ms. Bishop commented that it's worth keeping in mind that there are a lot of other provisions and tools in this 
new ordinance that work toward accomplishing other goals of preservation and affordability, adaptive reuse of 
structures and properties etc. So in her mind, it all kind of works together. 
 
Ms. Proulx asked about a subdivision in Albemarle, just before you get to Nelson on 151, and whether anyone 
knew the size of those lots. 
 
Staff confirmed that there was a minimum two-acre lot size. 
 
Ms. Proulx asked how they could get past the six acre vs. two acre conversation. 
 
Mr. Rutherford responded that if they want to leave it at the six acre and then just have the public rally, he is 
okay with that. 
 
Ms. Bishop said Ms. Gaines would be pulling up the future land use map from the comp plan. 
 
Mr. Harman asked how important the five-acre tax structure is for Nelson. 
 
Ms. Bishop explained that you cannot get land use taxation without a minimum, but that is a separate thing 
that just drove the recommendation. 
 
Ms. Gaines said they could vote on this now and see how that falls, or they can take the ordinance to the 
public as written and see what the feedback is; then at the final joint work session, they can talk about 
whether they want to change the lot size. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said he’s fine with taking this to the public at six acres, but they just need to be prepared to 
dilute a lot of discussions since they haven’t figured it out. 
 
Mr. Averitt said everyone did a lot of work to figure out the long-range plan for the community, and if they 
don’t do anything to establish guardrails for the future, they negate all that work and leave it up to chance. 
 
Mr. Rutherford stated that they ran into the same discussion in 2001, which is why the sliding scale came into 
existence, and he felt it kept Nelson rural while aiding affordability by allowing two-acre lots. 
 
Mr. Averitt commented that they are introducing some new density opportunities that have never existed in 
the county, which sets up a whole new set of possibilities.  
 
Mr. Rutherford reiterated the notion of taking the six acres out into the public. 
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Mr. Harman said it would be nice to see what the public thinks of it, and he agreed with Mr. Averitt that this 
provides more options than they had before.  
 
Mr. Averitt said he is challenged because he wants to ensure the opportunity for affordability, and the “picking 
winners and losers” part of rezoning is a very difficult aspect of this process. 
 
Mr. Parr said he has not heard as much discussion about the landowner who owns 500, 1,000, or 1,500 acres 
and how this is going to impact them. He said there is the buyer and the affordability piece, but the seller is of 
equal concern. He said he could envision an unintended consequence of a six-acre minimum diluting the 
value or the sale price that they can get — where six acres might be worth this much, but since the buyer can 
only afford three acres, they may have to sell the six acres for a lower price to get a buyer. 
 
Ms. Gaines said in that kind of scenario, it's typically a rezoning. I  
 
Ms. Proulx pointed out that it would only be if they wanted to rezone the entire property; if they just want to 
keep their property rural and sell off two-acre parcels, they can't rezone those two-acre parcels. 
 
Mr. Parr stated that there is the possibility someone has a farmhand that's worked on the family's farm for the 
past two generations, and the owner want to break off two acres so they can put a nice manufactured home for 
them on the corner of the farm. He emphasized that those are the types of things he didn’t want them to 
unintentionally prevent. 
 
Ms. Bishop asked if it would be prudent to have several scenarios to get public engagement on for this piece. 
 
Ms. Proulx responded that she felt it would be, as it wasn’t going to be very obvious if they just take a few 
statements. 
 
Ms. Ford said they can do boards and people can sort of vote, so they can see very clearly where those votes 
are.  
 
Ms. Rutherford said there are 14,000 people in this County, and they're all not going to agree with what is 
done. He added that if they satisfy 30%, he will be impressed. 
 
Mr. Reed emphasized that they really need to answer to the comp plan. 
 
Ms. Gaines reported that Article 5 is overlay zoning districts, which are regulations and procedures for the 
overlays within the County and include the general floodplain district, the village overlay, the Route 29 
corridor, and the Route 151 corridor. She noted that changes have been made according to direction given 
during and after work session three. She explained that for the village overlay district, the permitted and 
prohibited uses were revised for clarity, with a list of uses by special use permit added. She said these are 
ways they're also increasing housing options, which hopefully bring down costs for people: Multifamily 
dwelling, fuel center, hotel, recreation, entertainment, indoor, garden center, medical office, and vehicle 
service repair would be allowed by special use permit. She said they added public cemetery, short-term rental, 
and smoke/vape shop to the list of prohibited uses. She noted that for the Route 29 corridor, boundaries are 
500 feet on either side of Route 29, except in a section of Lovingston where it's only on one side of the road, 
and the corridor runs from the Albemarle County line to the Amherst County line.  
 
Mr. Reed asked about the maximum structure height provisions in Article 4, in R3, which is 45 feet but in 
Village Overlay is 35 feet with an increase to 45 feet based on setbacks. He said this was the difference 
between a three- and four-story building, and he wondered if a four-story building was appropriate in the 
Village Overlay, in either that district or R3. 
 
Ms. Bishop said she didn’t mind keeping it in R3 but wouldn’t mind taking it out of Village. 
 
Mr. Averitt said if they want to encourage density, they need to accommodate places that have some height. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said they have to go vertical if they want to encourage density. 
 
Dr. Ligon noted that mixed use with business and residences above it would require some height. 
 
The Board and Commission agreed to leave the height provisions as they were. 



December 17, 2025  
Joint BOS – PC  

7  
  

 
Ms. Gaines said in the Route 29 corridor, they added a list of uses to special-use permit uses: commercial 
stable, educational facility, general office, hotel, large store, medical office, RV marking, maker space, and 
transportation services. She referenced the new corridor overlay district for 151, which applies 500 feet on 
either side of Route 151, and stated that she corrected Rhue Hollow Road and two uses for special use: maker 
space and EV charging station. She said they are requiring VDOT standards for new roads just in the overlay, 
and vehicular access and circulation standards to restrict access points to 151, with access roads to cut down 
on curb cuts. 
 
Ms. Gaines presented a matrix showing all allowable uses within the County and which district they're 
allowed in and whether they're by right or special-use permit in each of those districts. She said it provides the 
reference to Article 7 for specific uses, and the changes since work session four are in red text in the use 
matrix. She clarified that the overlays are left off the matrix because the uses are listed in their individual 
sections, and no changes were made unless the Board and Commission had requested them. 
 
Mr. Reed asked if CAFOs were by right in A1 or could be special use permits. 
 
Ms. Gaines confirmed that they could not be SUPs because they are by right in agriculture.  
 
Mr. Rutherford asked if multifamily manufactured housing was still an opportunity for R2 and R3 because it’s 
a new product that isn’t provided for here. He also asked how the County is defining attached. 
 
Ms. Gaines responded that it’s in Article 11 with all dwelling types, and he is basically talking about a 
manufactured duplex. She said she wasn’t sure why that wasn’t already in R3 but should go there. 
 
Ms. Ford noted that regular duplexes were allowed under R2 and provided for in that section.  
 
Ms. Gaines stated that for Article 7, use performance standards, these are for specific land uses to mitigate 
potential externalities that may affect health, safety, and welfare of the surrounding area and community; they 
apply to both by right and special use. She said in the case of a special use permit, the Board can add additional 
standards, but they have to follow the standards in Article 7 as a base, then you can add more onto an SUP. She 
stated that since work session 4, they deleted the honey bee regulations; the minimum lot area per horse was 
removed from commercial and private stable; and “manufactured home park” was changed to “manufactured 
home community.” 
 
Ms. Gaines reported that the biggest changes were to short-term rentals, and they drafted it for three different 
types of short-term rentals: Homestay is the one where you live onsite, you're there all the time, and you rent 
out part of your property as a short-term rental, but you don't leave when you have guests there; the hosted stay 
is similar, but it can be either the primary resident or a designated resident manager who's present during the 
rental periods, or if you own parcels next to each other, you live on one parcel and have a short-term rental on 
the one next door, with a maximum of two short-term rental units per lot; and the unhosted stay is operated by 
someone who lives in the County but doesn't live on the property that's being used as the rental. 
 
Ms. Proulx commented that the first item under Operation Owner Occupancy, A1, Section 739.A.1, could be 
removed: “In no case shall a short-term rental be operated be operated by a property owner whose primary 
residence is outside of Nelson County.” She said it seems to be covered by saying people have to be in residence 
or have a manager. She also questioned whether the unhosted stay should remain, from a legal standpoint. 
 
Mr. Averitt said he didn’t think it would work to say there should be no unhosted stays in the County, and the 
intent was to prevent people who swoop into the County and buy up a bunch of properties and basically run a 
distributed hotel franchise here. He said they don’t want to block someone who lives in the County or has a 
vacation home here in the County legitimately renting out their other property. He said if they want to achieve 
that goal, they need to look at a limit of number of units, but the challenge there is if you put everyone in a 
single LLC. 
 
Ms. Gaines suggested looking at these in terms of the districts that these uses are allowed in, so they have the 
unhosted stay only as a special use permit; the homestay is by right in C1, A1, R1, R2, R3, RPC, and SE1, and 
the hosted stay is A1, R1, and SE1; the unhosted, which is when the owner doesn't live here, is only by SUP in 
A1, R1, and SE1. 
 
Ms. Proulx commented that Albemarle does not allow for unhosted stays. 
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Mr. Barker said enforcement is the issue, and they're going to be there no matter what. He said as staff, they 
don't like the idea of an unhosted stay, and they want to ensure if there is a home built in Nelson County, 
somebody occupies it. 
 
Ms. Gaines said while existing short-term rentals would be grandfathered, these new standards would apply to 
all short-term rentals: They have to be registered, and they have to show two forms of verification of their 
primary residence. She noted that there would be a right for the County to inspect them if they suspect a 
violation or if someone complains. 
 
After further discussion, the Commission and Board agreed to keep the uhosted stay and remove the language 
about them being a Nelson County resident. 
 
Mr. Barker said the other thing he urged them to do is to think about any emergency situation that could occur, 
which is the other big reason they want a registry in the first place, so they know everybody's had an inspection. 
He said they need to ensure there is a working fire extinguisher and smoke alarms, but it’s hard to arrange a 
building inspection with someone who is never there. 
 
Mr. Reed commented that because they have Wintergreen, which is full of unhosted stays and legal unhosted 
stays, it would make sense to get rid of unhosted stays for the rest of the County and make the grandfathered 
ones non-transferable. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said you can't make them non-transferable; if you have a non-conforming use, you have to prove 
the two-year threshold. 
 
Mr. Reed said that makes sense, and going to the comp plan, they want to have access for long-term rentals and 
single families in the County.  
 
Dr. Ligon said she wanted them to consider that this is one of the main incomes for the County, and she would 
like to know where they would make up the TOT money if that decreases based on these actions. 
 
Mr. Rutherford commented that they are arbitrarily picking a bunch winners and losers right out of the gate, 
and at least the special use permit gives someone a reasonable shot. 
 
Mr. Averitt stated that it’s not typical to rent an Airbnb and have the owner on the property with you. 
 
Ms. Gaines said it’s more common in cities, and the shared houses are usually cheaper. 
 
Mr. Averitt said there are a lot of people in this County who count on supplemental income from their short-
term rentals because Nelson is a tourism County.  
 
Mr. Rutherford clarified that they are really just debating the requirement for a special use permit for unhosted.  
 
In a straw poll, the Board and Commission agreed to keep unhosted in and enact requirements for it. 
 
Ms. Bishop suggested adding SUP criteria and use standards in the ordinance for unhosted stays, instead of 
making it an SUP with conditions.  
 
Ms. Gaines said they would add them in Article 7 to unhosted stay rather than two special use permits and put 
in more automatic standards, then the special use permit can add more standards depending on where it is.  
 
Ms. Proulx said she had a question about “underutilized” in the context of the section on adaptive reuse. 
 
Ms. Gaines explained that they had adaptive reuse in the ordinance, but they didn't have it in Article 7, so this 
is a new section to provide standards. She said this establishes standards for conversion or redevelopment of 
existing at-risk buildings, converting them into residential or mixed residential and commercial uses. She noted 
that there are standards for a site plan; they have to retain and reuse the original structure, preserving the original 
character, and it can be residential or mixed use. She said it has to be at least 50% residential; additions to the 
building are limited to 40% of the original floor area; and any new accessory buildings are permitted if the 
administrator determines that the number, type, scale, and uses within the new buildings is compatible with the 
existing building. 
 
Ms. Gaines noted that there are incentives to incentivize this use, including that non-conformities can remain; 
a new loading zone would not be required; new parking would only be required for any expansion. She said 
multifamily is permitted by right in any districts that allow this use; density bonuses are available in rural and 
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central villages or service center with adequate water and sewer, and it also permits 60% additional building 
footprint or floor area when it includes affordable housing or certified green building.  
 
Ms. Gaines said these would be allowed as a special use in A1 and R1, and by right in R1, R3, RPC, B1, B2, 
and SE1. She said Berkley recommends that the County keep track and monitor how well the incentives are 
working to see if they may want to tweak the incentives in the future based on feedback and input from usage. 
 
Ms. Proulx reiterated her question about “underutilized.” 
 
Ms. Ford said they had hoped the words around it would provide clarification. 
 
Ms. Gaines responded that it wasn’t defined and could be changed if necessary. 
 
Ms. Bishop said the definition for an adaptive reuse project states: “The conversion of an existing building, 
regardless of its original use, into one or more residential units applies only when original structure is retained 
and substantially reused, rather than being demolished and replaced, may include redevelopment as a fully 
residential or mixed-use structure with commercial and residential, and may include existing accessory 
structures.” She said regardless of the building, this, like all the other purpose and intent sections, gives them 
more ways to back it up. 
 
Ms. Gaines said “underutilized” was probably a better word than “blighted.” 
 
Mr. Averitt said in combination with the definition, “underutilized” could remain and was likely sufficient. 
 
Mr. Rutherford recalled a previous discussion under which they would allow short-term rentals as part of an 
adaptive reuse project, without a special use permit. 
 
Ms. Gaines suggested allowing all three short-term rentals without an SUP in an adaptive reuse project. 
 
Ms. Gaines stated that they also had requested a new use category: resort. 
 
Ms. Bishop clarified that this was a result of the discussion they had when someone had multiple projects they 
wanted to do; for example, when Devil's Backbone applied, they had four or five special use permit 
requests—so this would encompass a full project as one SUP as opposed to one for a venue, one for a 
campground, one for the restaurant, etc. 
 
Ms. Gaines said they could have a resort with a retreat within it. 
 
Ms. Gaines also stated that data centers were only allowed by SUP in the industrial district, M1. She said 
provisions in the new proposed ordinance include changing the viewshed analysis from 1,000 to 1,500 feet; 
encouraging air-based systems, cooling systems as opposed to water; and increasing the setbacks from 100 to 
200 feet. She said for utilities, they added that data centers shall be located on property with a power station 
or an existing transmission line or immediately adjacent to a property or easement with a power station or 
existing transmission line; no new offsite transmission lines shall be constructed for the data center; and no 
data center shall be built until evidence is given as part of the application that the owner has been approved by 
the utility company. She said they also added a requirement for annual noise testing.  
 
Ms. Gaines commented that she lives in Roanoke, and there's a big data center issue going on there right now, 
so she has been watching that and trying to think of ways they could have been better protected—as it is 
threatening their water supply. 
 
The Board and Commission agreed that requiring transmission lines and air-based cooling systems would 
likely hinder data centers from moving forward. 
 
Ms. Gaines said that additional changes under Article 7 included removing the storage container standards, 
removing minimum lot area from accessory dwellings, and adding category 3 temporary events for really big 
events like Lockn, which does require a temporary event permit and an SUP. She noted that the SUP 
automatically gets reviewed every five years, so the Board could vote down the SUP after five years and not 
allow it anymore, and it's limited to a maximum of six consecutive days. She noted that the use permissions 
there are by right in A1, B1, B2, and SE1. 
 
Ms. Ford said when this is an SUP, they can always add conditions and tailor them to what they want. 
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In discussing recent events that had a high noise level, Mr. Reed said there's a note about having amplified 
sound regulated by the County Code instead of the zoning administrator. He said Page 77 says, “The County 
should consider changing…the amplified sound shall be regulated by the County Code, Chapter 8, Article 2, 
noise control. This would shift the noise enforcement from the zoning administrator to law enforcement.” 
 
Ms. Bishop said that’s currently how it already is. 
 
Ms. Gaines said it has those limitations, but it's up to zoning to enforce it. She said if they change that to say 
they have to follow the noise ordinance, then it becomes a law enforcement matter; if the neighbors call at 2 
a.m., they can call the police, and the police can enforce it. 
 
Mr. Harman said the police don't know how to work the noise meters, and they refuse to learn. 
 
Ms. Gaines asked if they wanted to change that so that it's all following the noise ordinance instead of having 
separate hours in the zoning ordinance? 
 
Ms. Bishop noted that they were just talking about the by-right events that are not part of the special use 
permit, like if someone has a category one or two event. 
 
Ms. Gaines suggested that it should be the same across the ordinance instead of having different hours for 
different uses. 
 
Ms. Bishop suggested that Article 3 say, “Amplified sound shall be regulated by SUP condition,” because 
that's the only way that event is allowed anyway. 
 
Ms. Ford clarified that for Category three, they will change it to say that it's by the SUP conditions; for the 
other two, the noise ordinance will apply. 
 
Ms. Gaines said Article 8 pertains to community design standards for lighting, landscaping, walls and fences, 
streets, bikeways and sidewalks, parking and loading, and signage. 
 
She noted that there have been a few changes since work session five: For parking lot landscaping, the trigger 
that requires this landscaping in the parking lots went from 10 to 30; at 30 parking spaces, there is a 
requirement to provide shade, screening and stormwater mitigation; they added a maintenance responsibility 
to private streets, prohibited feather signs; sign setbacks were added and simplified to 15 feet; and all open 
space requirements are now in division 8-8.  
 
Ms. Gaines said that Article 9 is nonconforming uses, and this covers legally protected status to land uses, lots 
and structures that are conforming with the existing ordinance, but may not conform to the new ordinance. 
She noted that this is controlled by state and federal code, and there have been no changes to this article. She 
said in the subdivision ordinance, the only change was changing planning commission to administrator per the 
state code changes.  
 
She stated that definitions added since the last work session were highlighted in green in the ordinance, and 
they revised the definitions on the screen according to their request. She said the only use that was deleted 
was that trade person service because they had felt like home occupation would cover that. 
 
Ms. Proulx said the other short-term rental things other than bed and breakfast refer to 30 days as temporary, 
and bed and breakfast just says, “provides temporary lodging.” She asked if that should state under 30 days. 
 
Ms. Bishop clarified that in 7.31 bed and breakfast, it does say, “Guests may stay no longer than 30 
consecutive days.” 
 
Ms. Ford shared some ordinance review tips. She said she heard remarks about being prepared to read all 300 
pages, or however many pages the document contains. She stated that she likes to show the group this 
overview because it assists with review and helps connect different sections without reading every page. She 
said, for example, when referencing Article 7, it is difficult to remember what was noted in Article 5 or 4, and 
this approach is helpful. She said they have provided resources such as the summary change memo, which 
highlights major changes, and the editor’s notes at the bottom of the document. She stated the group should 
continue to refer to those notes, but also remember that the articles work together. 
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Ms. Ford said there are various scenarios the group can work through, and this method applies to any 
situation. She stated if someone has a current permit or application under consideration, they should test it 
against the new ordinance to see the outcome. She said the topic is not intended to derail the meeting, but 
since short-term rental is a hot topic, it is useful to see its application in the ordinance and the requirements 
involved. Ms. Ford said for short-term rentals, one should begin with Article 6 to review district permissions. 
She stated that, for example, if considering a homestay, it is allowed by right in certain districts. She said if 
someone knows the zoning of a parcel in their community, such as R1, a homestay with a resident would be 
by right, and a hosted stay would also be by right. She stated that an unhosted stay would require an SUP, and 
in the R2 district, short-term rentals are not permitted. 
 
Ms. Ford said the next step is to review the use standards, referring back to the matrix table, which directs 
users to the relevant section. She stated that by consulting section 7-3-9, users can identify use standards and 
see specific requirements for a hosted stay. She noted the slides were not her creation and did not know why 
one was blank. 
 
Ms. Gaines said the occupancy is determined by state building code and septic permits. She stated that 
obtaining a County business license is necessary. She said registration is required, as previously discussed, 
and the County must be allowed to inspect the dwelling upon request or if a possible violation is reported. Ms. 
Gaines stated that general standards apply to the use, including providing parking for guests and following 
standards for revocation, suspension, or cancellation of registration, as well as penalties. 
 
Ms. Gaines said Article 4 is relevant only if a new dwelling is being built. She stated Article 8 does not apply 
to an existing single-family home, so there are no applicable standards for that use. She said Article 3 applies 
only if hosting a short-term rental in a district that requires a special use permit, describing that as the 
hypothetical hosted stay scenario. Ms. Gaines stated that for a hotel development scenario, Article 6 should be 
consulted to determine which districts allow hotels. She said there are no use standards for hotels, but certain 
districts require a special use permit, which is outlined in Article 3. She stated that if the hotel is in the B1 
district, it is permitted by right. Ms. Gaines said it is important to read the district purpose and standards, 
including those specific to B1, and that Article 8 contains requirements for new development. She stated the 
process involves reviewing relevant articles and standards, then consulting Article 3 for information about the 
pre-application meeting, application process, and site plan process. 
 
Ms. Gaines said the change summary document includes a table showing all strategies in the comprehensive 
plan being implemented with the new ordinance, spanning about three pages. She stated that the rewrite 
addresses many comprehensive plan strategies and encouraged the group to recognize their swift 
implementation and commitment. 
 
Ms. Bishop noted that they would have an annual review of the comp plan, with an annual report brought 
forward in the spring. 
 
Ms. Gaines said if they are feeling unsettled about any of it, they can always amend the zoning ordinance. 
 
Ms. Gaines said if they have additional comments regarding this work session, they should get those to staff 
by the 24th and then to Berkley by the 31st. She stated that they had originally planned the public open house 
for January 20 but would need to set a new date for that since this meeting was pushed back.  
 
Ms. Bishop suggested another work session in January with the new Board of Supervisors member, then the 
public open house in February. 
 
Ms. Gaines suggested having the public open house on February 25 since they already had that on the 
calendar, from 4:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. at the Nelson Center. 
 
Ms. Proulx suggested having an automatic snow date advertised. 
 
Ms. Bishop said after the public open house, they would have another joint work session with the Berkley 
group on March 25. 
 
Mr. Reed said he could not attend that date but was available the following week, April 1st. 
 
Ms. Bishop noted that the next Planning Commission meeting would be three weeks after that. 
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III. OTHER BUSINESS AS PRESENTED 
 
There was none. 
 
IV. ADJOURNMENT   
  
The Planning Commission adjourned its meeting at 7:11 p.m. 
 
The Board of Supervisors adjourned its meeting at 7:11 p.m. 



To: Planning Commission 

Dylan M. Bishop, Director of Planning & Zoning DMB 

February 25, 2026 

SUP #250358 – Conference Center in A-1 – The Monroe Institute 

From: 

Date: 

Re: 

BACKGROUND: This is a request for a special use permit for a conference center use on 
property zoned A-1 Agriculture. 

Public Hearings Scheduled: P/C – February 25; Board – April 14 (tentative) 

Location / Election District: 365 Roberts Mountain Road (Faber) / Central District  

Tax Map Number(s): 33-3-2D, 34-12-3, 34-A-35, 34-12-4, 33-5-1C, 34-12-1, 34-12-2 

Total Acreage: 53.58 acres 

Owner Information: The Monroe Institute and The Centre Inc. (represented by Allyn Evans) 

Applicant Information: Julia Moore, Justin Shimp (Shimp Engineering, P.C.) 

Comments: This property is home to The Monroe Institute, founded in 1971. This was prior to 
the adoption of the zoning ordinance, and is therefore considered a legal nonconforming use. 
Any expansion of a nonconforming use requires compliance with the current zoning ordinance. 
The Monroe Institute is proposing to expand its operations and develop a conference center to 
include residential quarters, offices, a cafeteria, common services area, a gift shop, meeting 
rooms, a studio, and storage space. The expansion would accommodate 90 total guests. A 
project narrative and updated photo renderings are included as attachments to this report. 
Additional proposed conditions as submitted by the applicant are included in the staff 
recommendation.  

A conference center is defined as, “A facility for hosting public and/or private events, including, 
but not limited to, weddings, receptions, social events or parties, workshops, and/or 
conferences, which is used as a venue for social, cultural, recreational, and/or educational 
activities. Conference centers may include lodging accommodations.” 

At their meeting on October 22, the Planning Commission held a public hearing for SUP 
#250260 at which several community members spoke. Concerns were raised regarding the 
proposal’s compatibility within the existing community, and potential impacts from expanded 
operations such as increased traffic. Other concerns include ensuring an adequate water 
supply and impacts to existing wells in the area. 

Nelson County 
Planning Commission 



Following this public hearing, the applicant withdrew the original SUP application, with intent to 
resubmit a revised proposal for a different location. A substantially similar application was 
submitted to relocate the proposed facility, and staff advertised for a new public hearing. 

DISCUSSION: 

Land Use / Floodplain: This area is rural, residential, and institutional in nature. Zoning in the 
vicinity is A-1 Agriculture. There is some regulatory floodplain on the parcels containing the 
existing water system, although no development is proposed in this area.  

Access / Traffic / Parking: The property is accessed by an existing entrance on Roberts 
Mountain Road via Rocky Road. Some paving improvements are proposed on Roberts 
Mountain Road, and at least 41 additional parking spaces are proposed.  

Utilities: The property is served by existing utilities. Parcels 33-5-1C and 34-12-1 contain the 
existing water system, and are included as part of this application should any improvements 
be required. No structures or other development are proposed on these lots.  

Land Disturbance: Proposed land disturbance is anticipated to be 6.8 acres, which would 
require approval of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan by the Building Inspections 
Department, and a Stormwater Management Plan by DEQ. 

EMS: The turnaround circle shown on the site plan will be required to be constructed to 
ensure fire apparatus can navigate. 

Comprehensive Plan: This property is located in a Rural Area as designated by the Nelson 
2042 Future Land Use Map. The core concept is to ensure the protection of the County’s rural 
landscape and economy by maintaining open space, scenic views, and agricultural uses with 
compatible low density residential uses. Primary land use types include institutional uses, 
farms, agriculture, forestry, agritourism uses, parks, recreation and trails. Alterations and 
retrofits to existing low density single-family areas is appropriate and encouraged. 

Recommendation: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission should recommend 
approval of SUP #250358 for a conference center at The Monroe Institute to the Board of 
Supervisors, with the following conditions: 

1. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the expanded use, the access road
(Roberts Mountain Road) shall be widened to a minimum of 18’ and re-paved. This
shall extend to the new entrance proposed for the expanded facility. If such expansion
requires an approval vote from the New Land community association and that vote is
unsuccessful, this condition shall be void.

2. Site lighting shall be full cut-off, dark sky compliant fixtures
3. The line of sight, looking north-west from the entrance of Roberts Mountain Road onto

Rocky Road shall be improved to meet a minimum line of sight required by Stopping
Sight Distance per VDOT regulations.

4. If a fire suppression storage tank is required, the tank shall be screened from view of
Roberts Mountain road with screening landscaping that will achieve at least 1/2 the
tank height at 10 years’ growth.

5. Rainwater capture features, rain gardens or similar, shall be installed at the roof
downspouts to improve SWM capture and infiltration.

2 



All applications for Special Use Permits shall be reviewed using the following criteria: 

a. The use shall not tend to change the character and established pattern of
development of the area or community in which it proposes to locate;

b. The use shall be in harmony with the uses permitted by right in the zoning
district and shall not affect adversely the use of neighboring property;

c. The proposed use shall be adequately served by essential public or private
services such as streets, drainage facilities, fire protection and public or
private water and sewer facilities; and

d. The proposed use shall not result in the destruction, loss or damage of any
feature determined to be of significant ecological, scenic or historic
importance.

Attachments: 
Application/Narrative 
Site Plan 
Renderings
Zoning and Floodplain 
Letter from Virginia Groundwater LLC 
Draft Minutes from October 22, 2025 PC 
Meeting SUP #250260 Withdrawal Email 
Public Comments 

3 

6. Any new conference center structures affiliated with this special use permit shall be    
located on TMP 34-12-2. Other associated non-structural uses such as trails and utilities 
may be located on the additional parcels (34-12-3, 33-3-2D,  34-A-35, 34-12-4, 33-5-1C, 
34-12-1). 
7. Any uses on the property affiliated with this special use permit shall either be associated 
with the primary purpose of the facility, or shall be solely educational or charitable in 
purpose. Weddings are not permitted. No events shall include outdoor amplified music.



 

 
 
December 19, 2025 
 
Dylan Bishop 
Nelson County Department of Planning and Zoning 
80 Front Street 
Lovingston, VA 22949 
 
RE: Monroe Institute Special Use Permit Submission 
 
Dear Dylan, 
 
Please find enclosed submission materials for the Monroe Institute’s Special Use Permit and Minor Site 
Plan Application.  
 
Included in this submission are: 

1. Project Narrative  
2. Permit Application  
3. Minor Site Plan 24x36 (two copies) 
4. Minor Site Plan 11x17 (eight copies) 
5. Owner Authorization to Submit 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us at julia@shimp-engineering.com, or 
justin@shimp-engineering.com or by phone at 434-227-5140.  

 

Best regards, 

 
Julia Moore 
Shimp Engineering, P.C. 
 

mailto:julia@shimp-engineering.com
mailto:justin@shimp-engineering.com


 
PERMIT APPLICATION: 
Nelson County Department of Planning & Zoning 
 

 
 
 
TO THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR:                                                               # _______________                                 

application type                                      application number 
 
1. The undersigned hereby petitions the Planning Commission and/or Board of Supervisors for approval 
of the following (check appropriate box): 
 
  Special Use Permit                                
  Rezoning from               to_______                                                
  Conditional Rezoning from______ to______ 

  Subdivision   
  Site Plan – Minor  
  Site Plan – Major  

  Other:______________________________________________________________________________                                                
 
Reason(s) for request:  
___________________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

(Please use reverse or attach additional sheet if more space is needed.) 
 
2. Applicant(s) and Property Owner(s): 
(Please provide names of applicants and property owners and indicate applicable title; if applicant is not the 
property owner, please show relationship, i.e. lessee, contract purchaser, etc.) 

 
 Applicant    Property Owner        Name:     
 

 
Mailing Address: 
 
Telephone #:                                Email Address: 
 
Relationship (if applicable): 

 
 
 Applicant    Property Owner        Name:     
 

 
Mailing Address: 
 
Telephone #:                                Email Address: 
 
Relationship (if applicable): 

 (Please attach additional sheet if more space is needed for applicant(s) / property owner(s) info.) 



3. Location and Characteristics of Subject Property:

a. Address of Property (specific location, route numbers, street names, voting district, etc.):
365 Roberts Mountain Road Faber, Virginia 22938

______ ______________________________

b. Official tax map number: Tax Map Parcels 33-3-2D, 34-12-3, 34-A-35, 34-12-4, 33-5-iC, 34-12-1, and 34-12-2.

c. Acreage ofproperty: 17.57 7.06, 3.52, 5.33, 5.96, 5.00, and 9.14 respectively

d. Present use: Conference Center

e. Present zoning classification: A-i

f. Zoning classification of surrounding properties: A-i

4. Affidavit: The undersigned applicant(s) and/or property owner(s) certifies that this application and the
foregoing answers, statements, and other information herewith submitted are, in all respects, true and correct to
the best of their knowledge and belief. Also, the applicant(s) and/or property owner(s) gives permission for
members of the Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors, and County Staff to visit and view the subject
property.

Signature:
-

1-2/i c1,/25
Printed Name: Julia Moore

Signature:

______________________________________

Printed Name:

(Please attach additional sheet fmore space is neededfor applicant(s) /property owzer(s) signatures.)

5. Additional information: (Please attach separate sheetfor additional details, explanations, etc.)

6. Please note: In the event of cancellation or postponement at your request after the initial newspaper
advertisement for this application, an additional fee will apply for re-advertisement (determined by the actual cost
ofthe ad). This fee will not apply in cases ofPlanning Commission or Board of Supervisors deferment.

TO BE COMPLETED BY PLANNING & ZONING STAFF

Pursuant to Article

_______,

Section

____________

of the Nelson County Zoning Ordinance.

Pursuant to Section

_______,

Subsection

__________

of the Nelson County Subdivision Ordinance.

0 Completed application and fee ($ ) received on_________________________

0 Hearing Notice published on

_________________________________________________

0 Planning Commission action: Date ofMeeting I Hearing:

________________________________________________

Recommendation:

o Board of Supervisors action: Date of Hearing:

________________

Date of Decision:

__________________________

Action:

I
Nelson County Planning & Zoning Department

(Mailing Address) P.O. Box 558, Lovingston, Virginia 22949 (PhysicalAddress) 80 Front Street, Lovingston, Virginia 22949
(Telephone Number) 434 263-7090 or Toll Free 888 662-9400, selections 4 & 1 I (Fax Number) 434 263-7086

http://www.nelsoncountv-va.gov/departments/planning-zoning/

300 12/22/2026
2/12/26 & 2/19/26

1/28/2026 - canceled due to weather, rescheduled 2/25/26



September 18, 2025 

Nelson County Department of Planning and Zoning 

80 Front Street  

Lovingston, VA 22949 

Re: AUTHORIZATION TO SUBMIT LAND USE APPLICATIONS 

The Centre Inc, and the Monroe Institute, authorized representative of the Centre Inc. (the “Owners”), are 

the owners of Nelson County tax parcels 33-3-2D, 34-12-3, 34-12-4, 33-5-1C, 34-12-1, and 34-A-35  

(together, the “Property”). The Owners desire to submit land use applications affecting the Property, such 

as, but not limited to, Zoning Map Amendments, Special Exception requests, Site Plan Applications, and 

other similar land use applications affecting the Property (collectively, the “Land Use Applications”). The 

Owners hereby authorizes the following individuals and entities to submit Land Use Applications on 

behalf of the Owners in connection with the Property: Justin M. Shimp and Julia Moore of Shimp 

Engineering, P.C., and authorized representatives of the Monroe Institute. This authorization includes the 

authority to take any other steps, and submit any other documentation to Albemarle County necessary to 

effectuate the Land Use Applications on behalf of the Owner. 

Allyn Evans 

Chief Executive Officer, Monroe Institute 

By: __________________________________ 

Date:__________________________________ 

Docusign Envelope ID: 526768F3-B9B1-40BE-86E4-6433F9570DC2

9/18/2025



Project Narrative For:  Monroe Institute 

Parcel Description: Tax Map Parcels 33-3-2D, 34-12-3, 34-A-35, 34-12-4, 33-5-1C,  34-12-
1, and 34-12-2.  

TMP ACREAGE EXISTING 
ZONING 

PROPOSED 
ZONING 

COMP PLAN 
DESIGNATION 

33-3-2D
34-12-3
34-A-35
34-12-4
33-5-1C
34-12-1
34-12-2

17.57 
7.06 
3.52 
5.33 
5.96 
5.00 
9.14 

A-1 A-1 with SUP for
Conference
Center

Rural Areas/ High 
Conservation 
Areas & Natural 
Corridors  

Location: 

365 Roberts Mountain Rd, Faber, VA 22938 

Project Background: 

For over 45 years, the Monroe Institute has occupied multiple parcels in Nelson County, establishing 
itself as a cornerstone of the community. Founded in 1971 by Robert A. Monroe, the Monroe Institute is 
“a leading center for exploring and experiencing expanded states of consciousness”. The Monroe Institute 
offers a variety of meditation programs to fulfill its mission in different formats such as day-long 
workshops to extended residential retreat programs.  

The Monroe Institute’s parcels are classified as pre-existing, nonconforming uses under Article 11 of the 
Nelson County Zoning Ordinance. When the Institute was first established, a Special Use Permit (SUP) 
was not required for its operations, allowing it to operate without additional zoning approvals. Prior to 
March 9, 2021, Article 11 allowed a nonconforming use or structure to be expanded by up to 50%. 
However, following a revision to the ordinance on that date, no expansion of nonconforming uses or 
structures is permitted without an SUP.  

In accordance with the updated requirements, the Monroe Institute is now seeking approval to expand its 
operations and construct a multi-use conference center to pursue further development of its core mission, 
the guided exploration of expanded consciousness. 

Project Proposal: 

The Monroe Institute is seeking to expand its operations and establish a conference center. The planned 
facility will feature three wings arranged around a central circular hub, accommodating residential 
quarters, offices, a cafeteria, common service areas, a gift shop, meeting rooms, a studio, and storage 
space. This new building will accommodate an increase in attendees of up to 90 individuals per week.  

Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan: 

The property lies between two future land use designation areas: Conservation Areas and Rural Areas. 
The proposed conference center has a compact layout that maximizes efficient land use by situating 
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development toward the front of the parcel, along Roberts Mountain Road. This approach preserves the 
vast majority of the property as open space, scenic views, and forested land. Such a design is consistent 
with the Core Concept for Conservation Areas in the Nelson County Comprehensive Plan: “Protect 
natural areas to maximize environmental services, economic potential, and recreation opportunities for 
the community.” It also aligns with the Core Concept for Rural Areas: “Ensure the protection of the 
County’s rural landscape and economy by maintaining open space, scenic views, and agricultural uses 
with compatible low-density residential uses.”  

Consistency with the A-1 Zoning District: 

The A-1 Zoning District is intended to preserve the county’s rural character by accommodating farming, 
forestry, and limited residential use. As described in the ordinance, “This district is designed to 
accommodate farming, forestry, and limited residential use. While it is recognized that certain desirable 
rural areas may logically be expected to develop residentially, it is the intent, however, to discourage the 
random scattering of residential, commercial, or industrial uses in this district.” It is important to note 
that the Monroe Institute’s presence on these parcels predates the adoption of these provisions. For more 
than 45 years, the Institute has operated in harmony with the surrounding rural landscape, contributing to 
the county’s cultural, educational, and economic vitality without disrupting its agricultural and scenic 
character. Its long-standing integration into the community provides a strong precedent for continued 
operations and responsible expansion, even within the constraints of the A-1 zoning framework.  

Surrounding Uses: 

The project site is situated in a predominantly rural and low-density area, surrounded by a mix of uses 
that include detached single-family dwellings, Roberts Mountain Retreat (part of the Monroe Institute 
cluster), Adial Baptist Church, and the Pop-Up Church of Virginia. The Monroe Institute has been 
established in this location for decades, predating most of the surrounding development, and has 
significantly influenced the overall character of the neighborhood. 

Most parcels in the vicinity are at least two acres in size, ensuring generous separation between dwellings 
and other structures. This spatial buffer helps maintain privacy and preserves the rural atmosphere. Given 
this context, the proposed expansion and development are well-suited to the area and are expected to 
integrate harmoniously with existing uses. 

Current and Future Neighborhood Conditions: 

The Monroe Institute’s founder acquired the original 726.6 acre subdivision on November 23, 1976. After 
Monroe’s death, the land was transferred to the Monroe Family trust, which subsequently granted some 
parcels to the Monroe Institute. Over time, some parcels have been sold, bought, or have become subject 
to access easements, but the majority of the original subdivision of land remains in ownership of the 
institute. As one of the county’s first alternative educational centers, it paved the way for similar 
organizations that have since become part of the local landscape. Today, Nelson County is home to about 
a dozen such institutions, including Synchronicity Foundation (1983), Serenity Ridge Center (1998), 
Guidance for a Better Life, Roxanne Louise Unlimited Potential Healing Center, Ligmincha Institute, The 
Vibrancy Path, East Flora Wellness, Jem Yoga Retreats, and others. Collectively, these organizations help 
define the county’s character and contribute significantly to its economic well-being. 

Traffic patterns: 

Vehicles accessing the Monroe Institute will enter Roberts Mountain Rd. from Rocky Rd. This portion of 
Roberts Mountain Rd also provides access to Rainbow Ridge Rd, Crystal Ln, Segue Ln, Forest Lane, and 
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Turkey Ln, which collective serve 49 single family detached residential units. These lots are part of The 
New Land subdivision was begun and created in 1976 by Robert A. Monroe’s purchase of 726.6 acres 
(recorded in DB 152, p. 693). After the creation of the subdivision, The Monroe Family Trust was the 
owner of record for the private roads until 2008 when The Monroe Family Trust gifted the private roads 
to the New Land Property Owners Association per INST#080000126.  Additionally, per “New Land 
Property Owners Agreement” dated December 12th, December 2008, the New Land Property Owners 
Association are responsible for maintenance and repair of these roads, and the paved portion is to be 
maintained by the Monroe Institute. When considering any potential traffic of the Monroe Institute’s 
expansion, it is important to consider their historical and crucial role of the maintenance of these roads. 

Data from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) estimates traffic for typical uses. The estimate 
for the existing 49 single family residential units is shown in Table 1 below.  

Table 1. Traffic calculations per ITE Trip Generation Manual, 11th Ed. 

Use Code Units AM PM Daily Total 

Single 
Family 
Detached 
Housing 

210 49 In Out Total In Out Total 523 

10 29 39 32 19 51 

The Monroe Institute collects data during their programs about how many attendees drive or fly to attend 
their weekly programs. For those who fly, they travel to and from the site in shuttles. Typically, there are 
2 shuttles on Saturday, and 2 shuttles on Sunday. This traffic data, averaged over 22 typical weeks in 
2025, is shown in Table 2 below. The proposed conference center will be adjacent to the existing Nancy 
Penn Center (NPC). Additional traffic data is also shown for The Roberts Mountain Retreat (RMR), 
which is up the road from the Nancy Penn Center.  

Table 2. Current Monroe Institute Traffic Data. 

Monroe Institute Traffic Data 
Average 

Attendees 
NPC 

Average NPC 
Driver Trips 
In OR Out 

Average 
Attendees 

RMR 

Average RMR 
Driver Trips In 

OR Out 

Additional Shuttle 
Van Trips Per Day 

Daily Total 

22 11 18 8 4 23 

As shown in Table 2, the average percentage of NPC attendees who drive on a typical week is 50%. The 
other 50% typically fly and arrive via shuttle van. Based on this baseline data, with the proposed 
expansion of up to 90 attendees, it is projected that 45 out of 90 attendees would drive to the site.  

Table 3. Projected Monroe Institute Traffic Data. 

Projected Monroe Institute Traffic Data 
Average 

Attendees 
NPC 

Average NPC 
Driver Trips 
In OR Out 

Average 
Attendees 

RMR 

Average RMR 
Driver Trips In 

OR Out 

Additional Shuttle 
Van Trips Per Day 

Daily Total 

90 45 18 8 8 61 
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Table 4. Traffic Data Comparison 

Traffic Data Comparison 
Current 
Monroe 
Institute 
Traffic 

Residential 
Traffic 

Current Total 
Daily Traffic 

Monroe 
percentage 

of 
Current 
Traffic 

Projected 
Monroe 
Institute 
Traffic 

Residential 
Traffic 

Future 
Total 
Daily 

Traffic 

Monroe 
percentage 

of 
Future 
Traffic 

23 523 546 4.2% 61 523 584 10.4% 

As shown in the charts above, current traffic to the Monroe Institute contributes to approximately 4.2% of 
the traffic on Roberts Mountain Road. With the increase to 90 attendees, traffic impact is projected to 
contribute to 10.4% of the total traffic on Roberts Mountain Rd. This is a relatively minimal impact, 
especially considering the Monroe Institute’s long-established connection to this subdivision and the 
maintenance of these roads. 

In summary, the Monroe Institute has been and remains a key component in defining what rural Nelson 
County embodies—appreciating the natural beauty of the land and facilitating the connection between 
humans and nature. Additionally, the majority of traffic impacts are the residential units within the New 
Land Subdivision, not the Monroe Institute’s attendees. In the spirit of being part of the community, The 
Monroe Institute has and will continue to finance a larger share of the road maintenance costs than is 
proportional to its impact. Businesses that enhance the natural beauty of the community, rather than 
detract from it, are a cornerstone of the Nelson County tourism economy, and the Monroe Institute has 
been and will continue to be a leader of this sector.   
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 Monroe Institute SUP #250260 Proposed Conference Center ¯

THIS MAP IS PROVIDED WITHOUT WARRANTY OF ANY KIND, either expressed or implied, including, but not limited to, the implied warranties of
merchantability and fitness for a particular purpose. Site-specific information is best obtained after an onsite visit by a competent professional.Nelson County, Virginia
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   Virginia Groundwater LLC 
Nick H. Evans PhD CPG 
4609 Burnley Station Rd 
Barboursville  VA 22923 

434-466-1280

September 30, 2025 

Justin Shimp 
Shimp Engineering, P.C.   
912 East High St. Charlottesville, VA 22902 

Dear Mr. Shimp: 

At your request I’ve evaluated the potential for increased withdrawals from the existing  
Monroe Institute well to affect existing residential wells in the area.  In summary, my 
findings are it is highly unlikely any increase in withdrawals from the Monroe well will 
affect nearby existing wells (specifically, residential wells on Adial Road, Creekside Lane, 
Rocky Road, Rainbow Ridge Road, Roberts Mountain Road, and beyond).   This is 
primarily based on my assessment that the nearby wells are served by recharge and 



groundwater flow extending north and east from the flanks of Roberts Mountain, 
toward the Monroe well, while the Monroe well accesses recharge primarily from the 
nearby Rockfish River, to the east.   See Figure 1 and discussion points, below.  

1) The Monroe well is located close to the edge of the Rockfish River flood plain,
about 1200 feet west of the river itself.  The wellhead is at about 530 feet
elevation above sea level, and the pump is set at about 405 feet elevation (125
feet below the ground surface).  The river elevation is about 510 feet elevation
where closest to the well.  Given the well location and intake about 105 feet
below river level, recharge to the well is likely to be primarily from bedrock
fractures interconnected to the river, which as a perennial stream would
constitute a more than ample recharge buffer for water levels in the well.  Any
possible recharge from Roberts Mountain would occur downstream of nearby
residential wells, which would get first access to available flow.

During the 23 years the Monroe well has been pumped, at a rate of 10,000
gallons per day as approved by the Virginia Department of Health in 2002, there
have been no reported instances where the well has been pumped dry.  Nor have
there been any reports of interference with neighboring residential wells.

2) Most of the nearby residential wells to the north, west and south of the Monroe
well are at higher elevations (700-900 feet) and are farther away from the
Rockfish river.  These wells receive recharge primarily from the north-facing
flanks of Roberts Mountain (900-1800 feet elevation; Figure 1).  Groundwater
recharge originates from rainwater on the mountain, and flows downslope driven
by gravity, through soils and interconnected bedrock fractures that are
penetrated by residential water wells.  The flow paths mimic the surface
topography, following a hydraulic gradient northward, then eastward, toward
eventual discharge into the Rockfish River (510 feet +/- elevation at Adial).  Well
depths and water intake elevations are not readily available for the nearby wells,
but most in the area are drilled to 300 feet or less.  This implies most if not all
nearby wells have water intakes at higher elevations than the Monroe well (and
the Rockfish River).  Groundwater does not flow uphill under normal
circumstances.  The Monroe well is located downstream, or down the hydraulic
gradient in terms of groundwater flow, from these wells and the recharge area
that feeds them.  As such, withdrawals from the Monroe would not be able to
affect groundwater flow to the nearby wells to the north, west and south.

Nearby residential wells to the east are on the other side of a groundwater
discharge boundary at the Rockfish River, that effectively isolates those wells
from possible impacts by withdrawals from the Monroe well.

Please contact me if you have questions or would like to discuss. 

Best Regards,  

Nick Evans 

Virginia Groundwater LLC 



1 

Nelson County Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes  
October 22, 2025  

Present:  Commissioners Mike Harman, William Smith, and Phil Proulx; Board of Supervisors 
Representa�ve Jessica Ligon.  

Absent: Richard Averit and Gary Scot. 

Staff Present: Dylan Bishop, Planning Director. 

Call to Order: Chair Harman called the mee�ng to order at 7:00 PM in the General District Courtroom, 
County Courthouse, Lovingston.  

Public Hearings 

- SUP #250278 – Request for Extension of SUP #240239 (Dwelling Units in B-1 Business at 622 Front
Street)

Ms. Bishop reported that there were three special use permit (SUP) public hearings scheduled for the 
evening. She noted that the second hearing concerned a Campground and A1 Agriculture applica�on, 
and the applicant was unable to atend because he was on a job six hours away, but the public hearing 
should proceed since it was adver�sed, and she expected the Planning Commission to defer the vote to 
their November mee�ng. She stated that the Conference Center at the Monroe Ins�tute was also on the 
agenda, but the Central and South District Planning Commission representa�ves were not present, so she 
expected them to defer vote on that applica�on as well. Ms. Bishop said the public hearing would s�ll be 
held to gather feedback, a�er which the Commission could discuss or defer the mater.  

Ms. Bishop stated that the first hearing was a request for an extension of an exis�ng approved SUP for 
dwelling units on proper�es in B1 Business at 622 Front Street in Lovingston. Ms. Bishop said that Jesse 
and Alexandra Lopez-Lowe completed the renova�on of the structure to be used for mixed use, including 
two long-term residen�al rental units and commercial space on the lower level. She stated that the 
property previously held a SUP for a dwelling, which expired a�er more than two years of vacancy, and 
the Board approved SUP 240-239 on November 14, 2024, with the condi�on that the dwelling units could 
not be used as short-term rentals. Ms. Bishop said the owners were reques�ng an extension of their 
approved SUP for an addi�onal year because the units were not yet occupied. She noted that with a SUP, 
the use had to be established within 12 months of approval or it would become void.  

Ms. Bishop stated that the zoning was mixed use in nature, and B1 Business and R2 Residen�al were 
exempt from off-street parking requirements. She said Lovingston was designated as a community hub by 
the 2042 future land use map, with a focus on regional scale development, redevelopment, and infill to 
protect the rural landscape, ensure more efficient and effec�ve provision of community services, bolster 
economic development, and improve quality of life. She stated that the primary land use types included 
all types of housing, mixed use units, commercial, professional, and offices.  
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Ms. Bishop stated that with a new zoning ordinance forthcoming that would allow for mixed use in 
Lovingston, staff recommends approval of the extension request. Ms. Bishop said the Planning 
Commission should recommend approval with a one-year extension for dwelling units in B1 Business 
with the exis�ng condi�on to the Board of Supervisors. She offered to answer ques�ons and said the 
applicant was also present. 

Mr. Harman opened the public hearing, and Ms. Bishop read the speaker guidelines. 

There being no speakers, he closed the public hearing. 

Ms. Proulx made a mo�on to recommend SUP #250278 to the Board of Supervisors with the exis�ng 
condi�on. Mr. Smith seconded the mo�on. 

Yes:  

Phil Proulx  

Mike Harman 

William Smith 

- SUP #250263 – Campground in A-1 Agriculture (Morse Lane, Arrington)

Ms. Bishop reported that this request is for a campground use on proper�es zoned A1 Agriculture on 
Morse Lane in Arrington in the South District. She said there are two parcels—one about 36 acres and 
the other 77.5 acres, owned by Tim Masters, and is currently vacant. Ms. Bishop said the owner is 
proposing to develop a large campground with a mixture of RV slips and tent sites. She stated that the 
site plan submited shows a minimum of 60 sites on one parcel and an addi�onal 25 on the other, and an 
engineering site plan would be required if this is approved. 

Ms. Bishop stated that the area is residen�al and rural in nature, and the zoning is A1 Agriculture. She 
said there is some floodplain on the property but no development is proposed there, and the property 
adjoins the Nelson County Transfer Sta�on. She said the site is accessed by an exis�ng entrance on Morse 
Lane, and exis�ng road scars access the remainder of the proper�es; she has not received comments 
from VDOT. She noted that there are no u�li�es proposed at the individual sites.  

Ms. Bishop stated that the request currently proposes a dumping sta�on located at the entrance of the 
property. She said the applicant would be required to comply with Health Department regula�ons, and 
she had not yet received comments back from them. She noted that EMS wants to see the dimensions on 
the turnaround circle so they can ensure fire apparatus can navigate it. Ms. Bishop said if land 
disturbance exceeds certain thresholds, it would require an erosion plan or storm water plan.  

Ms. Bishop stated that there are some recommended condi�ons listed in the staff report. She said the 
applicant had also provided expanded informa�on about his proposal, and when she spoke to him earlier 
that a�ernoon, he landed on a number of 110 sites between the two proper�es. Ms. Bishop said she told 
him she would come to him with any concerns or ques�ons that arose from the public hearing or the 
Planning Commission, and they would clarify some of this informa�on when they came back next month. 

Mr. Harman asked if the 110 number was slips or campsites. 

Ms. Bishop responded that it is a mix of RV slips and tent sites, but the applicant did not provide specific 
numbers on each; since it was adver�sed, they would like for the Commission to hold the public hearing. 

Mr. Harman opened the public hearing. 
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Mr. David Morse stated that he lives on the parcel that adjoins this property, and he would like to see a 
map of it so he can make more informed comments. Mr. Morse stated that they already have trash 
disposal on his road and there’s too much noise already with that. He said there is a lot of ac�vity on the 
road, and he is concerned about resident safety. 

There being no further comment, Mr. Harman closed the public hearing. 

Ms. Proulx asked what deferral did to their �meframe and whether an applicant deferral was possible. 

Ms. Bishop responded that it’s acceptable to go ahead and defer, and the Planning Commission has a 
�meframe in which they need to act on it, so they are s�ll well within that �meframe. She said that can 
be discussed with the applicant at the next mee�ng, or prior to the next mee�ng, if there's going to be 
another deferral. She added that staff would have the applicant put in the request and work with them 
on an mutually agreeable �meline. 

Mr. Smith asked if they can also extend the public hearing to get more input from the neighborhood. 

Ms. Bishop responded that they could schedule another public hearing if that's the pleasure of the 
Planning Commission, and she would just make a mo�on to defer with another scheduled public hearing. 
She clarified that if the applicant cannot be present, he can request further deferral. 

Mr. Smith made a mo�on to defer SUP #250263, with another public hearing, to the November 19, 
2025 Planning Commission mee�ng. Ms. Proulx seconded the mo�on. 

Yes:  

Phil Proulx  

Mike Harman 

William Smith 

- SUP #250260 – Conference Center in A-1 Agriculture (The Monroe Ins�tute, Faber)

Ms. Bishop stated that the applica�on is for a conference center at the Monroe Ins�tute, 365 Roberts 
Mountain Road, Faber, in the South District. She said the project covers six parcels totaling 44.44 acres, 
and the applicant is Shimp Engineering. Ms. Bishop stated that the property is home to the Monroe 
Ins�tute, founded in 1971, and because it was established before the adop�on of the zoning ordinance, it 
is considered a legal non-conforming use. She noted that any expansion of a non-conforming use requires 
compliance with the current zoning ordinance, which is the reason for the SUP request. 

She said the Monroe Ins�tute is proposing to expand its opera�ons and develop a conference center that 
will include residen�al quarters, offices, a cafeteria, a common services area, a gi� shop, mee�ng rooms, 
a studio, and storage space. Ms. Bishop stated that a project narra�ve and photo renderings of the 
proposed facility are included in the packet. She said that the applicant held a community mee�ng with 
neighbors, and the applicant will summarize those discussions. Ms. Bishop noted that a conference 
center is defined as a facility for hos�ng public or private events, including but not limited to weddings, 
recep�ons, social events, par�es, workshops, and conferences, and is used as a venue for social, cultural, 
recrea�onal, or educa�onal ac�vi�es that may include lodging accommoda�ons. 

Ms. Bishop reported that the area is rural, residen�al, and ins�tu�onal in nature, and all zoning in the 
vicinity is A1 agriculture. She said there is some floodplain on the parcels containing the exis�ng water 
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system, although no development is proposed in those areas. Ms. Bishop stated that the property is 
accessed by an exis�ng entrance on Roberts Mountain Road, and some paving improvements and at least 
41 addi�onal parking spaces are proposed. She said the property is served by exis�ng u�li�es, and the 
two parcels containing the water system are included as part of this applica�on should any improvements 
be required; no structures or other development are proposed on those lots. She said land disturbance is 
an�cipated at about 5.5 acres, which requires approval of an erosion and sediment control plan and a 
stormwater management plan by DEQ. She added that EMS wants to see the dimensions of the 
turnaround circle to ensure fire apparatus can navigate. 

Ms. Bishop reported that in the comprehensive plan, this property is located in a rural area on the 2042 
future land use map. She said the core concept is to ensure the protec�on of the county's rural landscape 
and economy by maintaining open space, scenic views, and agricultural uses with compa�ble low-density 
residen�al uses. Ms. Bishop stated that primary land use types include ins�tu�onal uses, farms, 
agriculture, forestry, agritourism, parks, recrea�on, and trails. She said altera�ons and retrofits to exis�ng 
low-density single-family areas are appropriate and encouraged. 

Ms. Bishop stated that with the packet that did not go out originally and was received today, there is a 
leter from the applicant regarding the water supply. She said there are some recommended condi�ons 
submited by the applicant as well as all the public comments received by email. Ms. Bishop stated that 
Commissioners received some emails, and all the ones sent just to her are also included in the packet.  

Ms. Bishop stated that for SUPs, the review criteria shall not change the character and established 
patern of development of the area or the community, shall be in harmony with uses permited by right 
in the zoning district, and not adversely affect the use of neighboring property. She said the property 
must be adequately served by essen�al public or private services and shall not result in the destruc�on, 
loss, or damage of any feature of significant ecological, scenic, or historic importance. Ms. Bishop 
referenced a map showing the six parcels outlined in green and the development area proposed for the 
conference center, as well as the loca�on of the three exis�ng buildings and the water system. 

Mr. Jus�n Shimp of Shimp Engineering addressed the Commission and said he was pleased to represent 
the Monroe Ins�tute, a staple of Nelson County for over 50 years. He said Allyn Evans is the director of 
the Ins�tute and is present at this mee�ng. 

Mr. Shimp said that a community mee�ng with the neighbors was held at the Rockfish Valley Community 
Center on October 4th to inform them of the ongoing developments. He stated that some individuals 
present at the current mee�ng had also atended the previous one, where they learned many of these 
same details. Mr. Shimp explained that the site loca�on was clearly indicated, with the colored parcels 
represen�ng those subject to the SUP. He said that three buildings directly below the Roberts Mountain 
Road label represented the current Monroe Ins�tute facili�es, which had existed before the zoning 
ordinance and were therefore permited to con�nue, though expansion required a SUP. 

Mr. Shimp stated that the proposal involved construc�ng a 33,000-square-foot mul�-use center 
containing residen�al quarters, offices, and gi� shops. He said that access to the site would remain off 
Rocky Road or Roberts Mountain Road. Mr. Shimp clarified that the request was for an expansion to a 
total of 90 guests, up from the current opera�on of around 28, emphasizing that the expansion was not 
for 90 new guests but for a total capacity of 90. 

Mr. Shimp reported that the Monroe Ins�tute was founded in 1971 by Bob Monroe, who acquired the 
current property in 1976, including adjacent land in a new subdivision totaling approximately 726 acres. 
He stated that Monroe was a pioneer in the community, leading to the establishment of similar 
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ins�tu�ons and contribu�ng to the character of Nelson County. Mr. Shimp said these ins�tu�ons 
atracted visitors, allowing them to engage with nature in ways fundamental to the community and 
providing space for opera�onal expansion. 

Mr. Shimp stated that all current program slots were booked about a year in advance, resul�ng in limited 
access for interested atendees. He described the rendered site plan, no�ng that three buildings on the 
right were exis�ng structures and a new three-wing building was proposed for expansion. Mr. Shimp said 
the exis�ng parking lot would be extended to a new access circle serving the new facility. He presented 
an addi�onal rendered view from the neighborhood, showing the three exis�ng buildings to the le� and 
offering a face-on perspec�ve of the proposed expansion. 

Mr. Shimp explained that the building was designed to fit into the topography, appearing as a one-story 
structure from the road to minimize its roadside impact, while the rear would be two stories to provide 
the necessary square footage for opera�ons. He said this approach avoided a tall roadside building and 
reduced the development’s scale from the street. Mr. Shimp stated that landscaping and site planning 
would be integrated into the project's design. He said views from Roberts Mountain Road showed the 
one-level frontage, while rear views depicted the two-story eleva�on created by the sloping terrain, 
which also allowed for integra�on of trails to connect guests to lakes without requiring road use. 

Mr. Shimp stated that ques�ons regarding groundwater and traffic were common and would be 
addressed. He said that Dr. Nick Evans, a highly experienced geologist with a long career in central 
Virginia, was engaged to evaluate the water impact. Mr. Shimp relayed Dr. Evans’s opinion that increased 
water usage was very unlikely to affect the water body, explaining that the property’s well was adjacent 
to the Rockfish River and primarily drew water from the river, which provided ample supply. He stated 
that neighboring wells with lesser supply were up gradient and not hydrologically connected, according 
to Dr. Evans’s report, which was available for review. 

Mr. Shimp said that in 23 years of opera�on, there were no reports of the Monroe Ins�tute’s well 
experiencing supply problems or affec�ng other wells. He explained that the facility’s water usage was 
non-consump�ve, as water drawn from the well was returned to the ground through a drain field, unlike 
agricultural or industrial uses which consume water. Mr. Shimp cited a USGS sta�s�c indica�ng that 
agriculture accounted for 90% of consumed water in the United States, while public water supplies used 
70% of the total. He stated that the current permit allowed 10,000 gallons per day, with projected 
expansion usage es�mated below 15,000 gallons per day, requiring only slight adjustment through the 
health department as a site plan mater. 

Mr. Shimp clarified that the property had a 10,000-gallon domes�c water tank and that the new building 
would require a 120,000-gallon fire suppression tank. He emphasized that the fire tank would be filled 
once and used only in emergencies, serving as a community resource for fire response. Mr. Shimp stated 
that screening, such as plan�ng trees, would be applied to the tank, ensuring it was not prominently 
visible, and fire access would be maintained. 

Mr. Shimp said that the Monroe Ins�tute was responsible for maintaining a specific sec�on of road, 
currently 15 to 16 feet wide, and proposed widening it to at least 18 feet and repaving it as part of the 
project, benefi�ng the en�re neighborhood. He stated that entrance improvements would also be made 
to enhance visibility when entering from Roberts Mountain Road onto Rocky Road, in compliance with 
VDOT standards. Mr. Shimp acknowledged a modest increase in traffic due to the expansion, jus�fying 
the road improvements. 
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Mr. Shimp compared an�cipated traffic, es�ma�ng 523 trips per day for a hypothe�cal 49-lot subdivision, 
while current Monroe Ins�tute traffic was lower due to shutle use and structured programs. He stated 
that with expansion, traffic would rise to 72 trips per day, represen�ng about 12% of overall traffic, up 
from 4.2%, but only on arrival and departure days. He reiterated the intent to improve the road and sight 
lines to accommodate this increase. 

Mr. Shimp listed proposed condi�ons based on neighborhood feedback, including road improvements 
subject to neighborhood approval, implementa�on of full cutoff, dark sky light fixtures, required 
screening for the fire tank, rainwater capture for groundwater recharge, and limi�ng the structure to one 
story facing Roberts Mountain Road. He thanked the Commission and offered to answer ques�ons. 

Ms. Proulx asked whether they would be drilling another well or making the current one deeper since 
this would increase water consump�on. 

Mr. Shimp responded that the current well will probably have capacity, but they would likely drill a 
second well next to the current one or in the same vicinity as a redundancy.  

Dr. Ligon asked if the applicant would be willing to do a 48-hour drawdown test and measuring other 
people’s wells during that, if water is a concern. 

Mr. Shimp said that Dr. Evans is coming to the next mee�ng, so he could speak to that but would likely 
say that a second well is unnecessary. 

Mr. Harman opened the public hearing. 

Mr. Ronald Blake, 86 Rainbow Ridge Road, Faber, addressed the Commission and said he was speaking on 
behalf of mul�ple property owners, a list that he would furnish upon conclusion of his comments. He said 
this applica�on is severely lacking in certain areas.  

Mr. Blake stated that this is a major commercial development of 59,000 square feet in total, which will 
adversely impact adjacent property values and irretrievably change the character of this small residen�al 
community forever. He said the proposal equates to an almost 400% increase in the subdivision's 
popula�on—effec�vely doubling the popula�on of the subdivision. 

He said with up to 90 course atendees, half the popula�on of the area is not vested in the community. 
Mr. Blake stated that an addi�onal 90 people, including the 22 already there and the addi�onal 
atendees, comes to 90, which equates to building 30 to 40 new homes in the subdivision with this 
increase in the number of people. He said the permit request is assigned minor status, but in just looking 
at these drawings and plans, this is major.  

Mr. Blake stated that the applica�on seems to fail to meet Nelson County's five planning and zoning 
strategic goals, which include protec�ng and strengthening the County's special sense of place and high 
quality of life. Mr. Blake said a corporate building such as this is beter suited to a business park in Fairfax 
or Manassas, and it is not the sense of place expected here. Mr. Blake emphasized that the proposal has 
limited or no benefit to the local economy, and the atendees are catered for and housed in the planned 
hotel and conference facili�es; they do not spend money at the local wineries, breweries, or restaurants 
while atending the course at Monroe. 

Mr. Blake stated that the third strategic planning goal is to protect and enhance property land. He said 
people do not choose to pay a lot of money to buy a house next to a hotel or car park. He stated that the 
fourth goal is to improve the public health, safety, convenience, and welfare of the ci�zens and facilitate 
the crea�on of a convenient, atrac�ve, and harmonious community. Mr. Blake said this facility is 
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specifically not for local ci�zens. He stated that the users fly in or drive in, stay a week, and leave before 
the next cohort arrives. Mr. Blake said the fi�h goal is to help Nelson County community successfully 
pursue a more prosperous and sustainable future. He stated that the proposed facility does not help 
Nelson County residents pursue those goals unless they pay over $2,000 for a course there. 

Mr. Blake stated that this is an experiment in expansion never before atempted by the Ins�tute, and it 
consequently contains more inherent risk than a conven�onal business with a track record successfully 
managing expansion. He said if this is approved and proceeds to be built and ul�mately fails due to over-
op�mism and financial overreach on the part of the Monroe Board, they can walk away from it—but the 
families who live here cannot. 

Mr. Blake said the informa�on presented so far has been inadequate and incomplete, though a thorough 
job has been done insofar as it can be and in some cases misleading, par�cularly regarding road 
development and changes. He noted that the Monroe Ins�tute does not own the roads that are 
highlighted as poten�ally being changed. Mr. Blake said by deed of government in 2008, the Monroe 
Ins�tute gave ownership of the roads to all the residents and at that �me the homeowners associa�on 
was created. He stated that only by a vote of 75% majority of homeowners can any road improvement, 
change, or otherwise be made—but that vote has not taken place. 

Mr. Stephen Bickers, 122 Gasp Lane, Faber, said he has lived there 27 years and moved in with his father, 
who has owned the house for 35 years. Mr. Bickers said that when the Monroe Ins�tute started, most of 
the people who lived there were part of the Monroe Ins�tute; it is now very much the New Land 
subdivision, explaining that most of the current residents are new, with previous occupants having moved 
out and new houses established. He said that the area has not grown exponen�ally.  

Mr. Bickers stated that he was the president of the New Land Property Owners Associa�on for a period 
and strongly disagreed with the traffic es�mates Mr. Shimp provided, explaining that part of the lots 
being counted are on Creekside Lane, which is not part of New Land proper and does not share the same 
entrance. He said those residents would never be affected by the traffic counts and Mr. Shimp did not 
know what Creekside was, resul�ng in an overes�ma�on of the number of houses. 

Mr. Bickers stated that many people either work from home or have children and do not frequently drive 
in and out, so he ques�oned whether anyone would ever observe 523 trips passing through the gate in 
either direc�on. He said that the Ins�tute’s impact is further misrepresented because the conversion of 
Lori and Bob Monroe's house at the top into part of the Ins�tute requires transpor�ng people all the way 
through the area. He stated that the roads are not up to quality and are barely wide enough in places for 
vehicles to pass, and they are already being overused—with improvements not planned for all the roads.  

Mr. Bickers said that the Monroe Ins�tute has not maintained its part of the property, and when he was 
on the board, he would bring up the issue of road maintenance with Angie, who was also on the board at 
the �me and works for the Ins�tute. He stated that every building is receiving new decks and guardrails, 
but the road maintenance is being neglected. He concluded by saying that, because of this, he is very 
hesitant to believe any of the Monroe Ins�tute’s claims, asser�ng that if one part is not true, the rest 
may not be true in terms of its impact on the community. 

Mr. Heath Matysek-Snyder, 1124 Roberts Mountain Road, Faber, stated that he wanted to voice concerns 
and reserva�ons about the Monroe Ins�tute's SUP applica�on #250260 and a subsequent expansion 
proposal. He stated that the first concern is the overall size, scale, and commercial aspect of the project. 
He said that at approximately 59,000 square feet, including the first level and walkout basement, the 
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building proposed is a large-scale commercial building that would be out of character with the other 
Monroe Ins�tute buildings and with the houses of the New Land subdivision. 

Mr. Matysek-Snyder stated that this large commercial structure will be built in a quiet rural subdivision on 
A1 agricultural zone property and will stand out in the landscape far more than the current Monroe 
Ins�tute buildings, which are tucked away. He said this proposed expansion will nega�vely impact the 
visual character of the rural bucolic community by day and increase light pollu�on by night, although 
there were steps taken to address that. He stated that a primary concern is the poten�ally detrimental 
impact this large-scale commercial expansion will have on the New Land community's water supply. 

Mr. Matysek-Snyder said the Monroe Ins�tute's groundwater assessment for their proposal provided 
inadequate detailed informa�on and evidence that this large commercial expansion will not have 
nega�ve effects on residen�al wells in the New Land subdivision. He stated that in the past few years, 
several wells in the community have periodically run dry and the Monroe Ins�tute's proposal fails to 
adequately assess the immediate and extended impact on the community's water supply. He said a more 
extensive groundwater assessment study by an independent en�ty is necessary. 

Mr. Matysek-Snyder expressed concern regarding the lack of transparency related to the SUP applica�on 
and the subsequent expansion proposal. He said that many New Land residents, himself included, were 
blindsided by this expansion proposal, the size and scale of the project, and the last-minute nature of 
how they were told about it. He said the informa�onal mee�ng called by the Monroe Ins�tute for New 
Land residents on October 5th was beneficial, but calling it just one week prior to the October 22nd 
Planning Commission mee�ng did not give residents of the New Land subdivision adequate �me to 
gather relevant informa�on and ask meaningful ques�ons regarding this community-altering expansion 
proposal. He asked Commission members to consider postponing a vote on this SUP applica�on. 

Mr. Paul Devoursney, 105 Forest Lane, Faber, thanked the Commission and said he was here to address 
the water situa�on in this area. He said there are a lot of wells that are running dry, and there are 
proper�es that have four or five wells dug on them currently. He said they are talking about how this is 
not going to impact water usage or the water supply in the area—yet there have been no water studies 
done showing how much water is going into their well and how much water is coming out of their well. 
He suggested that an independent commission or person study and demonstra�ng waterflow. He 
emphasized that the applicant should answer a lot of ques�ons about how much water they are actually 
using and how much water is available. He said they talk about returning water to the groundwater, but 
that is not really true; they are going to be returning water to the immediate area around the open roads. 

Mr. Devoursney said they also talk about making it a one-story visible from the road. He stated that if you 
look at the picture, the first story is brown, followed by a roof that makes it technically a second-story 
building. He said if you are looking at it from the road, you will see brown and then above it, gray—two 
stories, not one. He stated they are talking about minimizing visual impact, but he does not see that. 

Mr. Devoursney said the Monroe Ins�tute is a fundamental part of the community. He stated he moved 
here four years ago with the understanding that the Monroe Ins�tute was part of the community. He 
said he has had friends who atended the Monroe Ins�tute, and at least one friend whose life was 
changed by the Monroe Ins�tute for the posi�ve. He said he has had no trouble with the traffic, and the 
people on the roads have been polite. He said the traffic study does not make sense to him, and there is 
no way that there are 500 people coming and going from there every day, or even every week. 
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Mr. Drew Perkins, 122 Gasp Lane and 116 Gasp Lane, said he has lived in the County for 35 years and did 
not know anything about the Ins�tute when he moved here but was simply looking for a house he could 
afford in ana area he liked.  

Mr. Perkins stated that the New Land Property Owners Associa�on (NLPOA) road maintenance 
agreement is divided up among all landowners, which the Monroe Ins�tute is considered. He said that 
with owning two homes there and having two lots, he has two votes; Monroe has nine votes. He stated 
that what they're proposing in terms of the roads specifically cannot be done by their agreement—which 
was put in place in 2008 when they took ownership of the roads from the Monroe Family Trust. 

Mr. Perkins said he was a Monroe lawyer who was in part responsible for dra�ing the document that we 
all adopted in 2008, and that document is very specific in terms of what the Monroe Ins�tute's 
responsibility is in terms of maintaining the paid por�on of the road. He emphasized that they haven't 
maintained that in at least 15 years, and it may have been longer than 15 years since they paved it—but 
they can't expand their paved footprint without 75% of the landowners approval based on the NLPOA 
document. He added that he doesn’t think they have the votes to successfully be able to do what they 
want to do, and that would be to expand the roads and expand their paved footprint.  

Mr. Perkins echoed his neighbors’ concerns about water and traffic, and it was not uncommon for them 
to find four or five program par�cipants walking on the road, which he did not mind. He emphasized that 
he respects what they're doing, but to bring that many more people into the community, they're not 
limited to just that sec�on. He said he lives a mile past the ins�tute off Roberts Mountain Road and has 
found people roaming in his yard and just looking through the neighborhood. He said while it was okay 
now, he did not personally want that many more people in the community on a weekly basis.  

Ms. Shak� Pierce, 599 Remo Ridge Road, Faber, stated that she shared the concerns that she has heard 
and also understands the Monroe Ins�tute’s need to expand. She commented that Monroe has been 
central to the community and what founded it in the first place. Ms. Pierce said her family agrees that a 
lot of the concerns could be remedied if the proposal were scaled down—as this is a really big change, 
which means bigger impacts and bigger variables. 

There being no further speakers, Mr. Harman closed the public hearing. He asked Mr. Shimp to readdress 
the Commission. 

Dr. Ligon said Monroe Ins�tute owns both sides of the road and asked if they had discussed a land grab 
from Barbara Bledsoe. 

Mr. Shimp explained that the road itself is in its own parcel and is not owned by the adjacent landowners, 
but rather the property associa�on. He said if the property owners vote against that, then they can't 
move forward with it—but he hoped they would accept that. It would be a condi�on that if the building 
could not open un�l those things (widening the road, repaving it) were completed.  

Mr. Harman asked if it wouldn't impact the project if the road remained the size that it is now, or if there 
is a requirement that it must be 18 feet wide. 

Mr. Shimp responded that there is no requirement that it be widened to that standard, as it is a private 
road and not a VDOT road.  

Mr. Harman asked if he agreed that they have the legal right to not do that change. 
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Mr. Shimp responded that some things are maintenance and others are improvements, and their 
responsibility is to maintain—which is a tricky area to define. He said if they repave the road and widen it 
one foot, for example, the ques�on is whether that’s an improvement requiring a vote. He said in 
principle, they will put this forward and say they are willing to do it if the NLPOA is willing to accept it. 

Mr. Smith asked about maintenance contribu�ons. 

Mr. Shimp responded that they already have responsibility to maintain that whole sec�on Monroe is on, 
and there are many other maintenance contribu�ons also; the agreement sort of already works that out. 
He said it is a mater in this case whether they want the improvements, which is where it gets into an 
area that has to be discussed in this agreement. 

Ms. Proulx pointed out that they're asking for an SUP, and the County can put condi�ons on an SUP. 

Mr. Smith said it's great they have offered to improve the road, but maintaining those improvements gets 
expensive over a period of �me, so that's a considera�on they need to look at. 

Dr. Ligon asked if the inten�on with this expansion is to not be shutling people to different buildings—
that they are all going to be there. 

Mr. Shimp explained that Robert's Mountain Retreat is another part of the facility that's at the very end 
of Robert's Mountain Road, which is similar to a non-conforming use and cannot be expanded without an 
SUP also. He said they are not asking for that and there's no expansion of that, so no further atendees 
will be going to Robert's Mountain Road; any added atendees are only at the site under considera�on 
here. 

Dr. Ligon said her inquiry was whether there would be less people going to the retreat because they're 
being housed down in the other area. 

Mr. Shimp clarified that this is separate, and people can choose different programs, different spaces; 
hypothe�cally, if they weren't at full capacity all the �me with one facility, people might choose to go 
there, but this SUP doesn't really affect that. He said the same number of people will have the right to go 
there as before. 

Mr. Smith asked how many more employees they were an�cipa�ng. 

Mr. Shimp responded that it would be five or six more. 

Ms. Proulx commented that Monroe has facili�es all over the world. 

Monroe Ins�tute Director Allyn Evans responded that they have an interna�onal presence but do not 
own any structures interna�onally. 

Ms. Proulx commented that this is a huge increase. 

Dr. Ligon said she s�ll had ques�ons on the water drawdown but realized the professional hydrologist 
was coming to the next mee�ng. 

Ms. Proulx said she has not had the informa�on for very long and would like to visit the site. She 
commented that they cannot address the business model, but there is also no control if they sell the 
business as to what type of conven�on center can go in. 

Mr. Harman stated that it would also be helpful to have the full Commission present for this discussion 
and decision, as two were absent tonight. 
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Ms. Proulx commented that one of the issues is that the other two people won’t have heard the public 
comment, but they could get the recording. 

Ms. Bishop said she could also summarize the mee�ng for them, and her recommenda�on was not to 
have another public hearing on this item. 

Ms. Proulx made a mo�on to defer ac�on on SUP #250260 to the Commission’s November 19, 2025 
mee�ng. Mr. Smith seconded the mo�on. 

Yes:  

Phil Proulx  

Mike Harman 

William Smith  

Board of Supervisors Report 

Dr. Ligon stated that at the Board’s last mee�ng, they received a report from the engineer for water 
explora�on on the Larkin property, and he discussed pulling water from the creek and explained the 
process for a 48-hour drawdown test. She said they would have another session and discuss the report, 
then decide on direc�on. 

Upcoming Scheduled Mee�ngs 

- November 19, 2025 (third Wednesday to accommodate Thanksgiving Holiday).

Ms. Proulx made a mo�on to adjourn the mee�ng. Mr. Smith seconded the mo�on. 

Yes:  

Phil Proulx  

Mike Harman 

William Smith  

Respec�ully submited,  

Dylan M. Bishop, CZA, CFM  

Director of Planning & Zoning 



Outlook

Cancelling the Current SUP for the Monroe Institute

From Allyn Evans <allyn.evans@monroeinstitute.org>
Date Wed 12/10/2025 4:35 PM
To Dylan Bishop <dbishop@nelsoncounty.org>

Hi, Dylan!

I am emailing you to withdraw the SUP currently filed for the Monroe Institute. We will be refiling
either by next Friday or in early January with a change in where the parcel is located. 

Let me know if you need any additional information. I informed the New Land
Association members this afternoon. I also outlined the new plan for their review and consideration. 

Thank you!

Allyn 

--

Allyn Evans

Chief Executive Officer, Monroe Institute

365 Roberts Mountain Road

Faber, Virginia 22938

405-612-7782 (cell)

434-361-1500 (Monroe)

866-881-3440 (Toll-Free) 

www.monroeinstitute.org

Helping people create more meaningful and joyful lives through the guided exploration of 
expanded consciousness.

Monroe Institute Promotional Video (3:50) 
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MONROE EXPANSION - Neighbor of The Monroe Institute

From JANA CRUDER <janacruder7@gmail.com>
Date Sun 1/18/2026 6:04 AM
To Dylan Bishop <dbishop@nelsoncounty.org>
Cc JANA CRUDER <janacruder7@gmail.com>

Hello Dylan, 

As a homeowner at 1174 Roberts Mountain Road, I’m writing to submit my public comment regarding
the proposed Monroe Institute expansion.

I want to begin by stating clearly that I am supportive of the Monroe Institute expansion their
programs and retreats The Monroe Institute offers, both to participants from around the world and to
the broader local community. As a resident, I value the presence of people gathering here for
reflection, learning, and personal growth. Seeing visitors enjoying the lake, walking our roads, and
engaging respectfully with the land has generally been a positive aspect of living in this area.

Overall, The Monroe Institute has been a considerate neighbor. The only recurring challenges I’ve
observed relate to increased traffic on rural gravel roads—specifically speeding and dust—which are
understandable concerns given the nature of the roads and surrounding residences.

With that spirit of support and collaboration, I respectfully ask that the Planning Commission consider
a few specific conditions as part of an approval for expansion on the newly proposed site. These
considerations, if addressed proactively, could significantly reduce apprehension within the
community:

1. Water impact assessment
A comprehensive water survey to ensure that increased water demand will not negatively affect
surrounding private wells. This is particularly important given that some nearby wells have
already experienced depletion and required deepening.

2. Nocturnal lighting assessment and mitigation
An evaluation of nighttime lighting with requirements for low-impact, sensor-based, and
pathway-specific illumination. Current lighting at the existing Institute is highly visible at night
and can feel comparable to a stadium-level glow. Reducing light pollution would benefit wildlife,
preserve the natural darkness that draws many residents to this area, and align more closely with
the contemplative nature of the Institute’s work.

3. Project scale considerations
A review of the proposed scale—currently noted at approximately 90 beds—to explore whether
a reduction in physical height or total capacity could still meet programmatic goals while
minimizing visual and environmental impact.
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4. Road Assessment - The Institute has noted that there may be a potential alternative entrance via
Rocky Road, an older road used in the 80’s - should construction of a new access road be feasible. If
viable, this option could significantly reduce neighborhood concerns related to ingress and egress,
particularly during the extended, phased construction period and with the anticipated increase in
guests, staff, deliveries, and service personnel associated with expanded programming. I respectfully
urge the county to require a VDOT traffic and safety assessment to evaluate the feasibility and impacts
of an additional access point from Rocky Road. In my view, reliance solely on the existing entrance
would likely place an unsustainable and potentially unsafe burden on current road infrastructure given
the projected increase in traffic volume.

Additionally,  I respectfully request that the 

5. Special Use Permit include a clear condition stating that approval is granted solely for
continuation of the existing use as currently defined, and that the property shall not be used or
marketed as an event venue, nor expanded to accommodate new use categories or commercial
activities outside the established scope without further review and approval by the Planning
Commission.

A source of community concern appears to stem from the county’s use of the term “convention
center” as the applicable zoning category for this Special Use Permit. For the record, this
designation reflects the closest available classification within the county code and does not indicate an
intention for the site to function as a traditional convention or event center. The Monroe Institute’s
programming, scale, and operational model are materially different from what is commonly associated
with such facilities, and the use classification should not be interpreted as authorizing event-venue
activities or unrelated commercial uses.

I believe that incorporating thoughtful conditions such as these into the permitting process would go
a long way toward easing concerns among community members who are currently against or hesitant
about the expansion, while still allowing The Monroe Institute to grow responsibly and sustainably.

Thank you for your consideration and for the care you bring to balancing community needs with long-
term planning.

Respectfully,
Jana Cruder
1174 Roberts Mountain Rd.
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Outlook

Re: Resident Feedback in regard to SUP #250260 – Conference Center in A-1 Agriculture (The
Monroe Institute, Faber)

From Frank Snyder <thomas.jefferson.snyder@gmail.com>
Date Wed 1/21/2026 8:31 PM
To Dylan Bishop <dbishop@nelsoncounty.org>; Cody Barker <cbarker@nelsoncounty.org>; William Smith

<wsmith@nelsoncounty.org>; koms@lynchburg.net <koms@lynchburg.net>; proulx@cfw.com
<proulx@cfw.com>; twinspringsfarmva@gmail.com <twinspringsfarmva@gmail.com>; richard@raveritt.com
<richard@raveritt.com>; Jessica Ligon <jligon@nelsoncounty.org>; Libby Ashby <lashby@nelsoncounty.org>

Cc Allyn Evans <allyn.evans@monroeinstitute.org>; Jan Ketchel <jeketchel@gmail.com>

Good evening Members of the Nelson County Planning Commission,

I want to refresh my opposition to the Monroe Institute expansion given the adjusted proposal. I just
bought my property in June 2025 and specifically bought it as a retirement home in an A-1
Agricultural zoned district.  Allowing expansion breaks faith with the zoning restrictions that I believed
when I made my purchase. I also want to highlight that I share a nearly 300 yard border with the
Monroe Institute and I am currently suffering water supply problems. 

While the new proposal attempts to minimize some of the impact of the first proposition, it doesn't
address the key problems.  I also want to remind folks from my previous email that I have no opinion
on the work the Monroe Institute does; I see it as a red herring. It simply doesn't matter.

What does matter is that the proposal still represents substantial expansion of a commercial activity
within an A-1 Agricultural zoned district; this is incongruent with the stated intent of an A-1
Agriculture zone which seeks to preserve the rural character of the neighborhood and discourage
commercialization. In fact, I believe that any commercialization in an A-1 zoned district is not really
appropriate; the Monroe Institute predated the zoning regulations. The negative consequences of
expansion are:

spoilage of the rural character
pollution: light, noise, and traffic
water availability (again, I'm personally experiencing supply problems)

Thank you for your consideration, 

Frank Snyder
Colonel (Retired), U.S. Army
100% Disabled Veteran
131 Mimosa Lane
Faber, VA
(808) 206-1852

On Tue, Oct 21, 2025 at 9:08 AM Frank Snyder <thomas.jefferson.snyder@gmail.com> wrote:
Good morning Members of the Nelson County Planning Commission,
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My wife and I, Louise and Frank Snyder, are the new owners of 131 Mimosa Lane having just
purchased the property in June of 2025. As we share a substantial border with TMI near the proposed
expansion site, we’d like to share our thoughts on the proposed expansion with our neighbors, TMI,
and the Nelson County Planning Commission. Specifically, we own the three lots on the opposite side
of Rockfish River Tributary 8 shown on Shimp Engineering Existing Conditions Overview C2.

First, we have no opinion on the quality, nature or value of the work conducted at TMI. We believe that
is irrelevant to the matter at hand. What we think does matter, is the impact that any new business or
the expansion of an existing business would have on the community in general and specifically on us.
We believe those impacts are all negative:

Additional noise and light pollution
Increased traffic and the associated dust generated by vehicles
Increased demands on the available water in an area that may already be overtaxed
Spoilage of the beautiful countryside

In buying this home, my wife and I sought an attractive community with less noise, light, and traffic
than we’ve known in previous homes - we sought the specific look and feel of what we have now. We
intend to retire to this home. We purchased a home in an area zoned “A-1 Agricultural” with
expectations that it would not favor commercial growth. In fact, while our home has many pros, the
main con we identified before purchasing it was proximity to a business already operating near our
home.

At TMI’s current size and operating model, we’ve already made several observations that are
unpleasant or potentially dangerous to residents:

Vehicle traffic generated by TMI between its two existing locations that causes frequent heavy 
dust near our property and on all roads between the two,
TMI patron and service vehicles travelling in excess of the posted speed limit,
Loud, disruptive music emanating from TMI with regularity on evenings and nights that is clearly 
audible from our home

We respectfully request that TMI’s petition for expansion be denied. We’d prefer to see the community
continue to reflect the experience we purposefully bought 4 months ago.

I welcome any questions or dialogue by email or phone, and will attempt to attend any future meetings
in person.

Thank you for your consideration, 

Frank J. Snyder
Colonel (Retired), U.S. Army
808-206-1852
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Outlook

Monroe Institute conference center

From Nancy Dunbar <nancy_dunbar@brown.edu>
Date Tue 1/20/2026 3:18 PM
To koms@lynchburg.net <koms@lynchburg.net>; proulx@cfw.com <proulx@cfw.com>;

twinspringsfarmva@gmail.com <twinspringsfarmva@gmail.com>; richard@raveritt.com
<richard@raveritt.com>; William Smith <wsmith@nelsoncounty.org>; Jessica Ligon
<jligon@nelsoncounty.org>

Cc Cameron Lenahan <clenahan@nelsoncounty.org>; Dylan Bishop <dbishop@nelsoncounty.org>

IRONSCALES couldn't recognize this email as this is the first time you received an email from this sender
nancy_dunbar @ brown.edu

Planning Commission members: 
Below is a letter I sent to my Board of Supervisors representative. I thought it might also be of interest
to the Planning Commission.

Dear Cameron, 

You met so many people during your recent campaign that I can't imagine you remember me.
You had a conversation with my husband outside our house on Swannanoa Lane and I met you
on election day at the fire station. 

First, let me say Congratulations! on your victory. I know you worked hard to canvass the district
and talk to residents. 

One of the things that impressed us was your commitment to maintaining the rural character of
Nelson County. I'm writing you in regard to a matter that will be coming to the Board of
Supervisors in the near future and is very much about our rural values: a request for a special
use permit for an expansion of the Monroe Institute/addition of a conference center. This
proposal deals with land in the central district of the county but raises issues relevant to all of
Nelson County. 

As you know, the original plan located the conference center adjacent to the current Monroe
Institute. After community discussion which raised many concerns, that proposed site was
quickly withdrawn and another nearby location was proposed. 

There is no question the second proposal is better but I still think there are serious questions
about whether a special use permit is warranted. I spent some time reading the county's
comprehensive plan and was impressed by the months of work that went into that. Ours is a
pretty large county; is it really the case that there is no land suitable for a convention center that
does not require a special use permit?? Are there no other parcels where a convention center
would be consistent with the land use designation in the comprehensive plan?

Planning Commission minutes articulate the criteria for the evaluation of any Special Use
Permit: 
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"All applications for Special Use Permits shall be reviewed using the following criteria:
·      The use shall not tend to change the character and established pattern of

development of the area or community in which it proposes to locate;
·      The use shall be in harmony with the uses permitted by right in the zoning district and

shall not affect adversely the use of neighboring property;
·      The proposed use shall be adequately served by essential public or private services

such as streets, drainage facilities, fire protection and public or private water and
sewer facilities; and

·      The proposed use shall not result in the destruction, loss or damage of any feature
determined to be of significant ecological, scenic or historic importance."

 
I believe the proposal fails to meet these criteria. An event space that hosts weddings, parties,
social events and conferences is not in harmony with the New Land residential community. It
seems likely to change the pattern of development in the area.
 
The other point I would make is that the relationship between the Monroe Institute and the
proposed expansion seems tenuous. The Monroe Institute is an educational institute, a non-
profit. It is not an events center. There is no mention of sponsoring parties or social events on
its website.
 
Rather than being an expansion of an existing institute, this seems more like a proposal for a
for-profit commercial enterprise which, granted, may generate support for the Monroe Institute
but is not an expansion of its current mission. Think of it this way: if a conference center were
proposed on these lands independent of the Monroe Institute, it would likely be rejected out of
hand as wholly inappropriate for the setting. 
 
I oppose granting a special use permit to expand the Monroe Institute. I think it is unfair to the
members of that community, people who sought serenity and beauty in Faber; I think it is
actually not an expansion but a change of use; and I think it sets a dangerous precedent for
evaluating Special Use Permits anywhere in Nelson County.
 
Thank you for considering these thoughts. 
 
Best regards, 
Nancy Dunbar
5915 Howardsville Turnpike
Afton VA 22920
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Proposed Monroe Institute Expansion Special Use Permit

From Stephanie Kuecken <stephkuecken@gmail.com>
Date Wed 1/21/2026 9:52 PM
To koms@lynchburg.net <koms@lynchburg.net>; proulx@cfw.com <proulx@cfw.com>;

twinspringsfarmva@gmail.com <twinspringsfarmva@gmail.com>; richard@raveritt.com
<richard@raveritt.com>; William Smith <wsmith@nelsoncounty.org>; Jessica Ligon
<jligon@nelsoncounty.org>; Dylan Bishop <dbishop@nelsoncounty.org>

IRONSCALES couldn't recognize this email as this is the first time you received an email from this sender
stephkuecken @ gmail.com

Greetings,

My name is Stephanie Matysek-Snyder and I write to you again today as a concerned Nelson County
resident and homeowner in the New Land Subdivision located in Faber near the Monroe Institute.  

I would like to share my concerns regarding the Monroe Institute's revised proposal for their
SUP/Expansion project.  While the new proposal attempts to minimize the visual impact of the project
(a massive 59,000 square-foot commercial building in an A-1 Agricultural zoned area), the new
location doesn't address any of the original concerns about the project.  

The proposal has not changed in scale/size and still represents a massive expansion of a commercial
business within an A-1 Agricultural zoned district.  The Nelson County Comprehensive Plan clearly
designates that preserving the rural character of our county is of utmost importance.  The
Comprehensive Plan explicitly states that commercial development is only appropriate in certain areas
(for example the 151 and 29 corridors).    

To reiterate the concerns from my previous email, the proposed expansion would have
irreversible negative consequences including:

- increased pollution in terms of traffic, light and noise
- destruction of the natural environment and rural character of the area
- potential water supply problems.

As a very concerned resident of Nelson County and a homeowner in the New Land area, I strongly
urge you to vote/recommend against the Monroe Institute's SUP/Planned Expansion.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Warmly,

Stephanie Matysek-Snyder
1124 Roberts Mountain Road, Faber, VA 22938
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Outlook

Special Permit #250358

From Susan Lazerson <falafelpup@gmail.com>
Date Mon 1/26/2026 5:09 PM
To Dylan Bishop <dbishop@nelsoncounty.org>

Dear Ms Bishop:  This is the letter to the commissioners regarding expansion of the Monroe Institute. Please
share with them.

This is the second time I am writing you about the Monroe Institute’s proposed building expansion.  Their first
proposal was denied by a majority of the Planning Commission.  The institute is now proposing a  new plan that
they hope will be acceptable.  This la. tter expansion is no more acceptable than the first and should also be
denied.

The institute is an international organization that could expand in properly zoned areas.  Peace of mind has
become a cliche, but is none-the-less vital.  People moved to this rural area not only for the beauty of the place-
but also for its solitude.  Neighborliness and community are important and should  be rejected by the Monroe
Institute.

The Monroe Institute is located in an A-1 agricultural district.  It is a business.  Any increased commercial
expansion should not be allowed.  Monroe, has to a degree, always added to increased pollution: increased night
lights, increased traffic and road dust.  These harms will only grow with more buildings, larger buildings, and
more people coming to pay for attending courses. 

My main concern about this project is about decreased water levels.  No additional licensed hydrologists, beyond
the one provided by the Monroe Institute, have  attested to possible problems caused by increased water usage
by more people and more staff.  The possibility of a tragic fire caused by accident or a  climate catastrophe has
not been addressed.  Remember freak hurricane Camille in 1969.  

I ask you to please reject this second Monroe proposal #250358 because of the aforementioned problems.

Very sincerely,

Susan Lazerson

(Owner: 14 Crystal Lane, Faber, VA  22938)
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Monroe Expansion proposal

From C. Ramirez <playmoretunes@gmail.com>
Date Tue 1/27/2026 1:05 PM
To proulx@cfw.com twinspringsfarmva@gmail.com wsmith@nelsoncounty.org jligon@nelsoncounty.org

<koms@lynchburg.net>
Cc Dylan Bishop <dbishop@nelsoncounty.org>; Ernie Reed <Friendsandforests@gmail.com>;

cbarker@nelsoncount.org <cbarker@nelsoncount.org>

IRONSCALES couldn't recognize this email as this is the first time you received an email from this sender
playmoretunes @ gmail.com

Dear Planning Committee of Nelson County
 My name is Colin Ramirez I live on Rainbow Ridge lane up past the Monroe institute and have owned
a house for over 2 decades here.  I have been visiting Nelson County for years prior and it was a dream
to live in this bucolic setting and I did so while continuing to work in Charlottesville and now in
retirement. 
I am profoundly appalled and deeply opposed to the proposed Monroe institute expansion. The
degree of density of putting 90 more occupancy rate and the potential for large-scale events there is
astoundingly bad for this area. You have heard all the reasons before and I would echo them the area
may not support the water. The number of people using our entrance road would be much much
greater and it will require approval which we certainly will not give as the new land Homeowners
Association. It really comes down to if the agricultural zoning means anything at all in Nelson County
and if not this would be a really bad thing for the future.  If this proposal happens essentially makes
this an extension of the business district of 151 and I will not tolerate it. What that means is that I
would convert my buildings to short-term rentals. This would be in the "if you can't beat them join
them" principle since it would mean that money is the only thing that matters in Nelson County.  I
would just profit from the people who wanted to rant for those events and I would move to a different
county but it would break my heart.  I suspect many other people would do this and this would be
more housing that wouldn't be available as single family housing for people who want to come in to
teach work and serve in Nelson County as regular people.
 I am mad at the bait and switch tactics where the Monroe institute proposed a totally ludicrous
location initially for the expansion knowing it would be fought furiously and then they would put
forward this only very slightly different location having tired people out in the initial fight and maybe
appeased some of the people whose only concern was their own personal front porch view. 
 I have heard rumors that there might be consideration of bans on short-term rentals and that would
be ridiculously and pathetically funny in the sense that in the context of allowing 90 rotating weekly
short-term arrivals of people who would be spending money almost entirely at the Monroe institute. It
would not benefit the rest of us and would only hurt us except as I said for those of us who are forced
to go the rental route. 
 If this goes through be very clear that absolutely no place on Nelson County is exempt from a large
heavily populated business enterprise and nobody in their right mind would want to consider living
here for pastoral reasons.

2/20/26, 6:49 PM Inbox - Dylan Bishop - Outlook

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/id/AAkALgAAAAAAHYQDEapmEc2byACqAC%2FEWg0ALYbV8gSDjUe2Mn9KBuEDCgAEdCFJIwAA 1/2



The Lockin' site approval and the follow up elecronic dance festival fiasco without significant public
input was the beginning of the betrayal of the average Nelson County resident (Well depending on
your views of Wintergreen...)  The Montoe institute expansion and what will certainly follow from that
would be the final nail in the coffin for Nelson County as an ongoing functional agricultural residential
community.
 You know what is right ... please do it
Colin Ramirez

2/20/26, 6:49 PM Inbox - Dylan Bishop - Outlook

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/id/AAkALgAAAAAAHYQDEapmEc2byACqAC%2FEWg0ALYbV8gSDjUe2Mn9KBuEDCgAEdCFJIwAA 2/2



 

 
 
To: Planning Commission 

 
Dylan M. Bishop, Director of Planning & Zoning DMB 

 
February 25, 2026 

 
REZ #250339 – R-1 and M-1 to M-2 Industrial – Nelson Storage, LLC 

From: 

Date: 

Re: 

 

BACKGROUND: This is a request to rezone property zoned R-1 Residential and M-1 Light 
Industrial, to M-2 Industrial. The purpose is to align the zoning designation with the current 
use. 

 
Public Hearings Scheduled: P/C – February 25; Board – April 14 (tentative) 
 
Property Information: 2742 Arrington Road, TM# 77-A-45, 1 acre (R-1 Residential) / 2731 
Arrington Road, TM#s 77-3-1, 2, 77-A-5, 46, +/- 3 acres (M-1 Industrial) / South District  

 
Applicant Information: Nelson Storage, LLC – Jeremy and Elisabeth Hale 

 
Comments: The subject properties are currently utilized for both indoor and outdoor storage. 
The R-1 Residential zoned parcel has been used for storage of shipping containers available for 
rent, which is a violation of the zoning ordinance. Corrective notice was sent to the owners, who 
reached out to develop a compliance plan. In discussions with staff, a rezoning proposal to align 
the current and desired use of the property with the zoning designation was determined as the 
course of action. Commonly referred to as the “cold storage” area of Arrington, the owners have 
made improvements to these properties during their tenure. They sent letters to property 
owners in the community, as provided in the application package. The site plan layout which 
delineates proposed uses indicates the blue parcels to be continued for indoor storage, the red 
marked areas for outdoor storage, and green marked areas to be maintained as open space. 
No improvements or additional development is proposed at this time. 
 
Should the rezoning be approved, Section 9-1-10 allows storage yards as a by-right use. The 
dwelling would be permitted to be renovated and utilized as such. 
 
DISCUSSION: 

 
Land Use / Floodplain: These parcels are located on the northwest side of the railroad in the heart 
of Arrington. Mixed zoning includes R-1 Residential, M-1 Light Industrial, A-1 Agriculture, and 
even a B-1 Business zoned parcel. There are several legal nonconforming uses in the vicinity 
including livestock and agricultural activities on R-1 and M-1 zoned property 

 
Access / Traffic / Parking: The properties are accessed by existing entrances, and no 
improvements or modifications are required at this time. 
 
 

Nelson County 
Planning Commission 



 
 

 
Comprehensive Plan: This property is located in Arrington, a Rural Village as designated by the 
Nelson 2042 Future Land Use Map. The core concept of a Rural Village is to Focus investment 
and small-scale development within the County’s Rural Villages to protect the rural landscape, 
ensure more efficient and effective provision of community services, create a sense of place to 
bolster economic development, and improve quality of life. This area also calls for these 
communities to take cues from the historic qualities of the villages to ensure a continued sense 
of place that provides economic vitality. 
 
Associated planning guidelines include preserving existing structures and traditional patterns of 
development while allowing for a mix of uses in a more compact village setting. 

 
Recommendation: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission should recommend 
approval of REZ #250339, from R-1 and M-1, to M-2 Industrial to the Board of Supervisors, 
with the following condition: 
 

1. The delineation of uses on the subject properties as shown on the site plan shall be 
binding. 

 
The Planning Commission may also wish to discuss requiring screening along property lines that 
adjoin the existing R-1 Residential District. 

 
 

All applications for Special Use Permits shall be reviewed using the following criteria:  
 

a. The use shall not tend to change the character and established pattern of 
development of the area or community in which it proposes to locate;  

b. The use shall be in harmony with the uses permitted by right in the zoning 
district and shall not affect adversely the use of neighboring property;  

c. The proposed use shall be adequately served by essential public or private 
services such as streets, drainage facilities, fire protection and public or 
private water and sewer facilities; and  

d. The proposed use shall not result in the destruction, loss or damage of any 
feature determined to be of significant ecological, scenic or historic 
importance.  

 
Attachments: 
Application 
Narrative 
Site Plan 
Zoning 
Public Comment 
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February 19, 2026 

 

To: Nelson County Planning and Zoning Commission 

 

Re: Rezoning # 250339 R-1, Tax Map # 77-A-45 

 

I am writing to request that you Do Not move forward with rezoning the above 
referenced property. The R-1 property is next door t property owned by Charles 
Thompson and myself. We purchased our home in 1983 and plan to build a single story 
more handicap friendly home adjoining # 77-A-45. 

Two years ago I brought this zoning violation to the attention in proper form to P & Z and 
since that time the property has been used even more for M-1 purposes .There have 
been many pictures and emails between myself and Ms. Dylan Bishop. There have 
been messages left on voicemail after listening to the “understaffed message”.  I 
understand understaffing but am disappointed we have had to cancel social events to 
be hosted in our community due to this mess! May I add this lady needs some help! 

I plan to attend the meeting February 25th and will answer any questions you might 
have.  

 

Sincerely, 

Melissa Thompson 

2642 Arrington Road 

Arrington, VA 22922 

434 989 0396 























 

 
 
To: Planning Commission 

 
Dylan M. Bishop, Director of Planning & Zoning DMB 

 
February 25, 2026 

 
SUP #260033 – Campground in A-1 – Tye River Road 

From: 

Date: 

Re: 

 

BACKGROUND: This is a request for a special use permit for a campground on property 
zoned A-1 Agriculture. 

 
Public Hearings Scheduled: P/C – February 25; Board – April 14 (tentative) 
 
Location / Election District: 4374 Tye River Road (Amherst) / South District  
 
Tax Map Number(s): 91-A-4D  
 
Total Acreage: 10 acres 
 
Owner Information: Glorines Pollock 
 
Applicant Information: William & Erin Broome Highton 

 
Comments: This property is currently vacant. SUP #2020-01 was issued for this property in 
August 2020 (pandemic era), for placement of a single travel trailer allowing stays up to 180 
days. This Special Use Permit has since expired. The applicants are proposing to develop a 
boutique glamping property, with 12 dome structures in phase 1, and an additional 8 units in 
phase 2, for a total of 20 sites. Associated facilities and activities include a welcome kiosk, 
shared gathering areas including fire pits, grills, a playground, camp store, a centralized bath 
house, and small scale amenities to include a sauna, hot tub, and cold plunge. The proposal 
includes a parking lot set back over 300 feet from Tye River Road, with pedestrian access to 
the sites. The narrative provided by the applicant indicates the intent of the project to be a “low-
density, nature-focused lodging option that relies on small-scale structures, clustered 
development, and open space preservation.” 
 
DISCUSSION: 

 
Land Use / Floodplain: This area is heavily wooded and vacant, with residential uses on the east 
side of Tye River Road. Zoning in the vicinity is A-1 Agriculture. 

 
Access / Traffic / Parking: The property is accessed by an existing entrance on Tye River 
Road. Improvements will be required to comply with VDOT standards. A parking area with 26 
spaces is proposed upon entrance to the property.  
 

 

Nelson County 
Planning Commission 



Utilities: The property will be required to comply with the Health Departments regulations for a 
campground.  

 
Comprehensive Plan: This property is located in a Rural Area as designated by the Nelson 
2042 Future Land Use Map. The core concept of a Rural Area is to ensure the protection of the 
County’s rural landscape and economy by maintaining open space, scenic views, and 
agricultural uses with compatible low density residential uses. Primary land use types include 
institutional uses, farms, agriculture, forestry, agritourism uses, parks, recreation and trails.  
 
Associated planning guidelines include incorporating cluster and conservation development 
principles, and to set back or screen development. 
 
In reviewing the draft zoning ordinance, this proposal would require a Special Use Permit. 
Minimum standards proposed in the draft include a 10-acre lot size minimum, open space 
requirements, refuse requirements, and standards for retail sales and accessory facilities. 
Several of these aspects have been included as recommended conditions. 
 
Recommendation: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission should recommend 
approval of SUP #260033 for a campground at 4374 Tye River Road to the Board of 
Supervisors, with the following conditions: 
 

1. There shall be no more than 20 sites. Overnight facilities shall be installed by the 
developer, and shall comply with building permit requirements as applicable. 

2. A bulk solid waste receptacle shall be provided, maintained in a clean condition, and 
enclosed on all four sides by a fence, wall, landscaping, or other screening as 
approved by the Director. Refuse shall be collected and transported at least once 
weekly. 

3. A minimum of 10% of the total acreage shall be reserved as common open space and 
recreation facilities. 

4. Parking area, interior roads, and access to individual sites shall be comprised at 
minimum an all-weather gravel surface. 

5. Site shall be developed in general conformance with the submitted site plan. 
 
 

All applications for Special Use Permits shall be reviewed using the following criteria:  
 

a. The use shall not tend to change the character and established pattern of 
development of the area or community in which it proposes to locate;  

b. The use shall be in harmony with the uses permitted by right in the zoning 
district and shall not affect adversely the use of neighboring property;  

c. The proposed use shall be adequately served by essential public or private 
services such as streets, drainage facilities, fire protection and public or 
private water and sewer facilities; and  

d. The proposed use shall not result in the destruction, loss or damage of any 
feature determined to be of significant ecological, scenic or historic 
importance.  

 
Attachments: 
Application 
Narrative 
Site Plan 
Zoning 
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P.O. Box 181 
  Bridgewater, VA 22812 

1-540-208-5188 (VA) 
1-817-231-7396 (TX)  

info@bgllc.net 
www.bgllc.net  

1 
 

 
 

February 17, 2026 

Nelson County 
Attn: Ms. Dylan Bishop, Planning & Zoning  
12007 Courthouse Circle 
P.O. Box 558  
Lovingston, VA 22949 
 
RE: Comprehensive Plan Update and Recommendations for Zoning and 

Subdivision Ordinance Amendments RFP21-PZ01 Scope of Work 
Amendment 5: Mapping Support 

  
Dear Ms. Bishop:  
 
We are pleased to present this amendment to the Comprehensive Plan Update scope of work. 
This amendment will provide mapping support for Zoning Ordinance Update discussions. If you 
have any questions related to the scope and associated fee for the work order, please let me know.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to continue to work with you and your staff to help achieve the 
County’s goals.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Andrew D. Williams 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
 
 
 
I have reviewed the scope and fee for the associated work order and I hereby give the consultant 
notice to proceed for the work described herein.  
 
 
 
________________________________________________________              __________________________    
Dylan Bishop, Planning and Zoning                  Date   



2 
 

I. SCOPE OF WORK 

Berkley Group will assist the County in a comparison of the Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land Use 
Map and the current Zoning Map, along with considerations of the impact of proposed Zoning 
Ordinance text amendments in relation to the two maps.  

The following tasks will be conducted: 

Task E1 – Map Comparison and Memo 
Compare the Future Land Use Map and the current Zoning Map, identifying any areas in conflict. The 
analysis will not be parcel-by-parcel but will remain at a high level, examining how the Future Land 
Use Map designations align with the existing zoning districts and the proposed district intent 
statements, density, and permissible uses. The evaluation will include a memo, documenting areas 
suggested for rezoning along with any recommended zoning ordinance text amendments that will 
align the maps without mapping amendments. The memo recommendations will be informed by the 
map comparison and the county staff session (Task E2). The County will provide Esri-compatible GIS 
for parcels, zoning, and other relevant information as requested to conduct the comparison.  

Task E2 – Staff Session 
Conduct a virtual meeting with County staff to review Board of Supervisor and Planning Commission 
objectives and needs as discussed during the County staff and Board two-by-two interviews, review 
the map comparison, and create a framework for the joint work sessions. The meeting will last up to 
two (2) hours.   

Task E3 – Joint Work Session 
Facilitate up to two (2) in-person work sessions with the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. The focus of the first work session will be to review the map comparison and memo. This 
session will include exercises that identify potential future map changes and explore additional 
ordinance text changes. The second work session will utilize the results of the first joint work session 
to fine-tune drafted zoning ordinance text in preparation for public review. Meeting materials will be 
provided in digital format up to, but not earlier than, ten (10) business days before a work session. 
Printing of hardcopy materials necessary for meetings will be the responsibility of the County. 

 

  

Deliverables: 
1. Memo and map comparison in digital (PDF) format. 
2. Work session materials in digital (PDF) format. 
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The following assumptions shall apply:  

1. Initiation: The County will provide up-to-date copies of the current zoning map and 
other relevant materials.    

2. Point of Contact: The County will designate a primary point of contact who will be 
responsible for coordinating communication, collecting and providing access to 
necessary information and resources, and reviewing or approving work products in a 
timely manner. 

3. Mapping: Any maps produced will be at a high-level and not suitable for rezoning 
action. Additional tasks may be scoped for a Zoning Map Amendment.  

4. Work Session Cancellations: Work sessions cancelled with notice of less than five (5) 
business days will be counted toward the scoped work sessions, and the client will be 
charged for the preparation hours for the cancelled meeting. Multiple cancellations 
may result in charges beyond the work session fee, based on hourly rates for each staff 
by position unless a work order amendment occurs. 

5. Indirect Fee: The indirect fees include meals, travel, and lodging associated with the 
scoped meetings. Costs for printed copies of reports or meeting materials are the 
responsibility of the County and not included in the fee estimate. 

6. Completion: If project completion is delayed beyond 60 days due to lack of client 
responsiveness, indecision, or failure to complete required tasks, Berkley Group 
reserves the right to consider the project substantially complete, issue final billing and 
close out the contract. Additional tasks may be completed under a new agreement or 
amendment by mutual agreement of both parties. 

 
  



P.O. Box 181 
  Bridgewater, VA 22812 

1-540-208-5188 (VA) 
1-817-231-7396 (TX)  

info@bgllc.net 
www.bgllc.net  

4 
 

II. SCHEDULE  

Berkley Group proposes to perform the tasks included in this Work Order according to the schedule outlined below. This schedule is 
predicated on the assistance of locality staff in providing timely documentation, guidance, and scheduling of necessary meetings and work 
sessions. If the County fails to provide internal review and/or information in a timely manner, requests additional review time, or reschedules 
meetings, this may result in unanticipated project or deliverable delays as Berkley Group accommodates existing project commitments and 
schedules. If this occurs, a new schedule will be provided. 

 

If the work order is not signed and returned within 15 days, the proposed schedule and associated fee expires, and Berkley Group may propose 
a new schedule and fee.

M
ar

ch

Ap
ril

M
ay

Ju
ne

Ju
ly

Au
gu

st

Se
pt

em
be

r

O
ct

ob
erPhase # Task Description

2026

PROJECT TIMELINE

E1 Map Comparison and Memo
E2 Staff Session V
E3 Joint Work Sessions (up to 2) X X

B12 Formatting & Final Review
B13 Changes Matrix & Contents Crosswalk Update
C1 Open House (Public Draft Review) (up to 1) X
C2 Pre-Adoption Joint Work Session (up to 1) X
C3 Incorporate Final Revisions
C4 PC & Board of Supervisors Public Hearings X X
C5 Post-Adoption Deliverables

Adoption

Mapping

Development

X = Anticipated In-person Attendance;  V = Virtual Attendance
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III. FEE 

The fee is developed based on the scope of work presented below and the minimum number of 
hours (by position) required to perform each task. The fee is fixed and will not increase unless there 
is a written, mutually agreed upon change to the scope of work. If additional services are desired, 
they can be provided for an additional fee. Payment will be made to Berkley Group, LLC and invoiced 
twice monthly.   

 

 

Phase Task Task Description Total Cost
E1 Map Comparison and Memo 3,515.00$            
E2 Staff Session 820.00$              
E3 Joint Work Session (up to 2) 6,050.00$            

Subtotal 10,385.00$       
Non-direct expenses including, but not limited to, 
travel, printing, supplies, etc. (4% of project cost)

415.40$              

TOTAL 10,800.40$       

Mapping
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