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Virginia: 
 
AT A CONTINUED MEETING of the Nelson County Board of Supervisors at 3:00 p.m. in the Former 
Board of Supervisors Room located on the fourth floor of the Nelson County Courthouse, in Lovingston, 
Virginia. 
 
Present:  Jesse N. Rutherford, East District Supervisor –Chair  

Robert G. “Skip” Barton, South District Supervisor – Vice Chair 
Thomas D. Harvey, North District Supervisor 
Ernie Q. Reed, Central District Supervisor 

  J. David Parr, West District Supervisor 
  Stephen A. Carter, County Administrator 
  Amanda B. Spivey, Administrative Assistant/Deputy Clerk 
  Candice W. McGarry, Director of Finance and Human Resources 
 
 

I.  Call to Order 
 
Mr. Rutherford called the meeting to order at 3:05 p.m. with five (5) Supervisors present to establish a 
quorum. 
 

II. Fiscal Year 2022-2023 Budget Work Session 
 
Ms. McGarry provided a review of expenditures changes to FY23 Introduced Budget.  She noted that the 
total unallocated recurring funds were $919,748 and total unallocated non-recurring funds were $404,000.  
She explained that if the Board proceeded with increasing the transient occupancy tax from 5% to 10%, 
that would provide them with another $1.3 million in unallocated funds.  Mr. Rutherford reminded the 
Board that the transient occupancy tax revenue was a very fluid number.   
 
 
Ms. McGarry showed the School Division’s Requested versus Approved Funding for Operations over the 
last five years.  
 

 
 
She noted that the School division had requested Appropriation of Federal Covid Relief Funds by Major 
category. 
 

 
 
Mr. Rutherford noted the school division’s request of $3,431,382 in additional funding for FY23.  He 
asked the Board how much they wanted the tax payer to contribute.  Mr. Reed noted he was in favor of 
fully funding.  Mr. Barton did not necessarily agree with fully funding the amount.   
 
Mr. Reed noted he had initially looked at a higher real estate tax rate to provide the total request.  He 
confirmed that the value of the penny was $313,000.  He noted with the given increase in property values, 
reducing the real estate tax rate by seven pennies, would give up about $2.2 million in revenue.  Mr. Reed 
noted that it was his understanding that salaries were the main increase. He noted that the school division 

School Division Requested/Approved Operational Funding

Local Local Total Adopted 
Fiscal Year Requested Approved Budget
2022-2023 19,233,004$          TBD TBD
2021-2022 15,801,622$          15,801,622$         27,487,335$       
2020-2021 15,946,748$          16,094,822$         27,262,803$       
2019-2020 16,695,572$          15,094,822$         27,556,718$       
2018-2019 15,670,887$          14,828,229$         27,262,021$       
2017-2018 15,885,675$          15,670,887$         27,486,717$       

School Division  Requested Appropriation of Federal Covid Relief Funds By Category

By Category Award Amount Balance for FY23 Expended
61000 Instruction 3,355,941.85$   2,950,012.02$      405,929.83$   
62000 Administration 290,000.00$      200,000.00$         90,000.00$    
63000 Transportation 333,301.33$      333,301.33$         -$                
66000 Facilities 2,037,934.00$   2,037,934.00$      -$                
68000 Technology 584,659.10$      604,471.89$         (19,812.79)$   

6,601,836.28$  6,125,719.24$     476,117.04$ 
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was trying to get the salaries needed to provide step increases for older teachers and an increase in salaries 
for support staff.  He felt that an investment in the staff at all levels in the schools was an investment in 
the County.  
 
Mr. Rutherford noted he had done some quick math to utilize the $2.2 million, and it looked like with the 
$900,000 in recurring revenue and the increase in the transient occupancy tax, the increase in real estate 
would only have to be to $0.69, not to $0.72.   
 
Mr. Barton stressed the importance of education and supporting the non-voting public, which are the 
children.  He noted that schools have a difficult situation because of No Child Left Behind and COVID, 
which have created low school morale.  He stated the Board needed to think about what benefitted the 
community most. He felt the Board needed to invest in the schools, but make clear that investment 
expects results.  He felt that $0.69 real estate tax rate sounded reasonable.  He stated that the Board 
needed to think about what’s best for the County and the people. 
 
Mr. Reed asked for clarification whether $0.69 would fully fund the schools’ request.  Ms. McGarry 
noted it looked like it would.  Mr. Rutherford reminded the Board that assumed that the transient 
occupancy tax rate was fully in place. 
 
Mr. Parr noted that the Countywide budget increase was 1.13%, and when he applied the same to the 
schools, it came out to a $178,558 increase, which wasn’t significant.  He noted that the request for $3.4 
million in additional funding was unprecedented.  He pointed out that over the last few years, the budget 
changed by $225,000 to $300,000 each year, increasing or decreasing each year.  He did understand the 
increase for the support staff and the salary scales, but did not necessarily feel it was the County’s 
problem to address.  He felt the schools should address issues within their budget.  Mr. Parr felt that the 
County had an opportunity to help, but did not support funding the $3.4 million increase.  He provided a 
few funding scenarios: 
 
- $180,000 which was about a 1.13% increase in funding 
- $920,000 which was from unallocated recurring funds 
- $1.6 million, about half of the transient occupancy tax (TOT), he noted he wasn’t comfortable giving 

all of the TOT, but that number would be just over $2.2 million if the Board decided as a group to do 
that. 

 
He noted they had significant increases in property values, and even at the proposed $0.65 real estate tax 
rate, he had already gotten push back from the community on why the rate wasn’t lower.  
 
Mr. Parr noted that he was in the $920,000 to $1.6 million range, depending on the Board wanted to look 
at the transient occupancy tax.  He understood the need and the request from the school division but 
reminded the Board that they don’t allocate the funds in the school’s budget. 
  
Mr. Harvey noted he was listening to the information to see how to proceed. 
 
Mr. Rutherford said he was in the million-dollar range, he noted it would be an unprecedented increase 
and they would be using all of non-recurring revenue and a piece of the transient occupancy tax.  Mr.  
Rutherford stated that he was at $1 million flat. 
 
Mr. Reed spoke to note that the school budget assumed full funding.  He thought that the proposed salary 
increases would make the positions more attractive and would help retain experienced teachers.  He 
explained that the schools can’t project what left over funding they may have.  He felt that a fully funded 
budget created an opportunity for schools to implement positive changes without having to come back to 
the Board for more funding later.   
 
Mr. Barton complimented both Boards for wanting to give living wage for support staff.  He knew that no 
one wanted to pay more taxes but an increase in pay for teachers provided benefits to the schools.  He 
thought that the people of Nelson would be willing to kick in more money.  Mr. Reed felt that it would be 
better to address an increase now by fully funding the schools to allow them to fix their salary scales and 
reducing the tax rate.  He felt it was better to adjust the tax rate in the current year, rather than addressing 
the following year and have to do a tax rate increase.  Mr. Harvey noted that people would still be paying 
higher taxes regardless.   
 
Mr. Rutherford still at $1 million, not counting on what state would give.  Mr. Parr noted he was at 
$920,000 but felt $1 million was reasonable.  Mr. Harvey was not sure, noting the tax payer paid for it.  
Mr. Rutherford noted they could use $900,0000 and some of the transient occupancy and not increase the 
tax rate.  Mr. Parr point out that the problem didn’t create itself in one year, he felt a good five-year plan 
for salaries, especially for support staff, would be good.  He noted that the support staff were not included 
in the Governor’s raises.  Mr. Parr was comfortable at $1.5 million max.   
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Mr. Barton noted that the composite index for Nelson and the decrease in student enrollment both 
affected the amount of funding from the state.  He didn’t think the Board had been supportive of the 
schools in the last five years.  Mr. Parr, Mr. Harvey and Mr. Rutherford did not agree with Mr. Barton’s 
statement.  Mr. Barton felt that money helped make schools better.  Mr. Harvey noted that the Board kept 
the School’s budget separate from every other budget. He noted that schools were given the maximum 
amount and everyone else got the minimum.  
 
Mr. Rutherford noted that prior boards have been forward thinking and supportive of the schools and 
building new schools.  Mr. Rutherford was willing to go to $1.2 million.  Mr. Harvey was okay with $1 
million. Mr. Parr was okay with $1.2 million.  Mr. Reed was still at $3.4 million.  He noted that on the 
composite index, the schools lost the equivalent of one penny in state funding.  He was pleased with the 
budget work that had been completed for the agencies across the Board.  He felt it was imperative to 
retain the ability to borrow money to complete the recreation center, and if they could do that, then they 
should be able fully fund the schools at the same time.  Mr. Rutherford noted that everyone had to work 
with what they were funded.  Mr. Reed noted that when fire and rescue came to the Board with a request, 
the Board gave them money. Mr. Rutherford noted that they asked questions of those agencies when the 
requested came in.  Mr. Harvey noted that many times, the requests had been vetted and negotiated before 
they were submitted to the Board.  Mr. Rutherford indicated that the School Board and the Board needed 
to have a similar relationship and have conversations about the budget starting in November.   
 
Mr. Barton felt the schools could be supported better and did not believe that the School Board would be 
asking for $3.4 million in additional funding if they didn’t need it.  Mr. Barton noted it had been an 
unprecedented year.  Mr. Rutherford agreed that it had been unprecedented for everyone, not just the 
schools. 
 
Mr. Rutherford moved to $1.5 million, Mr. Parr agreed that it was a good number and compromise as it 
was the total unallocated revenue and half of the transient occupancy tax revenue increase.  Mr. Parr 
noted he was married to a teacher and he had served on the School Board for 16 years and understood 
how the budget worked, that you had to figure out how to work with money you had.   
 
Mr. Rutherford turned the discussion back to determining a dollar amount.  Mr. Barton suggested $2.8 
million.  Mr. Reed was afraid they wouldn’t have the excellent schools they wanted unless the salary 
structure was fixed. He pointed out that if it was not done currently, they would be in same position next 
year.  He noted the Board had the ability to do it.  Mr. Rutherford noted the tax payers didn’t have the 
ability.  Mr. Carter noted the Board fully funded the schools when they met the required local effort and 
they were $8 million above that.  Mr. Reed noted they would have to find a compromise and he and Mr. 
Barton would not be happy with it.  Mr. Reed suggested midway between $1 million and $3.4 million, 
somewhere around $2.2 million and to err on the side of generosity, $2.5 million.   
 
Mr. Rutherford, Mr. Parr and Mr. Harvey came to agreement on $1.5 million in additional compensation 
to the school division.  Mr. Rutherford noted there was no need to vote until the budget hearing.   
 
Mr. Rutherford then asked for an update transient occupancy tax from Ms. Spivey.  Ms. Spivey explained 
that the Board had agreed to advertise the transient occupancy tax with a rate of 10%.  She noted they had 
not decided whether to keep, change or remove the 3% discount that lodging owners receive when they 
remit the taxes to the Commissioner on time.  The Board was in consensus to keep the 3% discount and 
not make any changes to it. 
 
Ms. McGarry noted that the Board had smaller funds to review. 
 
Ms. McGarry reviewed the Debt Service Fund.  She noted that it was primarily developed from the debt 
service schedules.  She noted as the principal goes up, the interest goes down.  She explained that staff 
had included a debt service reserve of $4.4 million which is comprised of the $2,010,000 in real estate 
tax, a $2,300,000 one-time contribution from the fund balance and $144,115 annual reduction in debt 
service.   She noted that the total fund would be $7.7 million next year.  She explained that it included all 
County and school debt. 
 
Ms. McGarry then reviewed the Capital Fund.  She noted they had a set aside $300,000 for school 
reserve, just in case building envelope at Tye River needed to be fixed.  She noted they had an additional 
$404,751 unallocated in Capital Reserve, which was unchanged from the prior year. 
 
Ms. McGarry presented the Piney River Fund.  She explained that they had included the proposed April 
Budget Amendment of $47,377 for grinder pump replacements, and another April budget amendment of 
$58,279 for new and refurbished pumps and associated engineering at the pump station.  She noted that 
one pump had been pulled at the pump station to be refurbished and a new one was being purchased to 
have on reserve.  Mr. Rutherford noted there had been a lot of pump issues at the pump station.   
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Mr. Parr asked if County staff was aware of the number of non-functioning hydrants on the Piney River 
system.  Mr. Carter noted that staff could follow up with the Service Authority, but no issues had been 
reported to the County by the Service Authority.  Mr. Parr noted that there were some supply chain issues 
for hydrant parts.  He noted there were a number of hydrants not functioning, including one in front of 
Piney River Fire House.  Mr. Parr indicated that there were a lot of hydrants covered with orange bags.  
Mr. Harvey noted that was not acceptable.  Mr. Parr asked if other models may be available to switch out 
the hydrants.  Mr. Carter noted they would follow up with the Service Authority to get more information 
on the hydrants.  Ms. McGarry reported that staff had included a new annual cost of $18,000 to change 
out carbon media in the Granular Activated Carbon (GAC) system.  She noted that there was a small 
reserve for contingency of about $6,000.  She noted that the total budget for FY23 was $181,093.  Mr. 
Carter indicated that the Board may need to consider an increase in rates to cover increased costs.  Mr. 
Reed asked if the Piney River rates were set separately of the Service Authority.  Mr. Carter explained 
that the Board set the Piney River rates.  Mr. Rutherford noted they had tried increase the rates before. 
 
Ms. McGarry presented the School Textbook Fund.  She noted the Schools had requested $490,167 on the 
expenditure side for textbook funds.  She explained that the revenue side was made up of Interest on 
Investments at $22, Supplement School Operations at $192,459 and Carryover funds of $297,686. 
 
Ms. McGarry then presented School Cafeteria Fund, noting it also comes from the School Division.  She 
noted they had requested $260,301 on the expenditure side, which is funded by carryover funds of the 
same amount on the revenue side.   
 
Mr. Rutherford asked if any action needed currently on the smaller budgets.  Ms. McGarry noted it would 
be part of the budget to be adopted and appropriated after the public hearing. 
 
 

III. Other Business (As May Be Presented) 
 
The Board had no other business to discuss.  Mr. Rutherford noted the Board would not need to meet 
again on April 7th as they had accomplished what was needed for the budget.  He thanked everyone for 
their work.   
 

IV. Adjournment (Continue to April 7, 2022 at ___ For a Budget Work Session) 
 
At 4:22 p.m., Mr. Parr made a motion to adjourn and Mr. Reed seconded the motion.  There being no 
further discussion, Supervisors voted unanimously (5-0) by roll call vote to approve the motion and the 
meeting adjourned. 
 
 
 
 


