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Virginia: 
 
AT A CONTINUED MEETING of the Nelson County Board of Supervisors at 10:00 a.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 10:15 a.m. with four (4) Supervisors present to establish a 
quorum and Mr. Parr being absent. 
 
II.   Resolution - R2022-16 Minutes for Approval 
 
Mr. Barton made a motion to approve Resolution R2022-16, and Mr. Harvey seconded the motion.  There 
being no further discussion, Supervisors voted unanimously (4-0) by roll call vote to approve the motion 
and the following resolution was adopted: 
 

RESOLUTION R2022-16 
NELSON COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
(February 8, 2022 and February 16, 2022) 

 
 
RESOLVED, by the Nelson County Board of Supervisors that the minutes of said Board meeting 
conducted on February 8, 2022 and February 16, 2022 be and hereby are approved and authorized for 
entry into the official record of the Board of Supervisors meetings. 
 
III.  Fiscal Year 2022-2023 Budget Work Session 
 
Mr. Carter introduced the FY23 overview with a focus on the budget calendar.  He explained that the 
Board would need to determine tax rates by March 17th to meet the 30-day notice for public hearing.  He 
noted that if the real estate tax revenue from the assessment was greater than 101 percent of the previous 
tax base, they would need to have a public hearing.  He further noted that the public hearing for the tax 
rates could not take place on the same day as the budget public hearing.  Mr. Carter reported that the 2022 
General Reassessment did yield far greater than 101 percent of the previous tax levies.  He stated that 
staff was proposing to equalize the tax rate, subject to the Board’s work sessions.  He noted that if they 
equalized the tax rate, they would not be subject to the stringent timelines.   
 
Mr. Carter explained that the next step would be to overview summary information and then take 
questions, and from there, they could move on to revenue capacity to see the County’s financial ability for 
capital improvement projects.  Ms. McGarry noted they would also look at future expense considerations. 
 
Ms. McGarry noted the proposed schedule was set if the tax levy was increasing.  Mr. Rutherford asked if 
there would be a 30-day notice requirement if the tax rate was equalized.  Ms. McGarry noted that there 
would still be a notice requirement, but only seven days’ notice was required.  Mr. Rutherford was fine 
with the schedule as presented for the time being. 
 
Ms. McGarry read through the following information: 
 

FY22-23 Introduced Budget Proposal Summary  
March 10, 2022 

 
• Balanced Budget of $44,509,114 
• No increase in RE Tax Revenue due to Re-assessment- Equalized Rate is estimated to be $.59 
• No increase in PP Tax Revenue due to estimated 30% increase in values – Equalized Rate is 

estimated to be $2.67 
• same Machinery & Tools Tax Rate of $1.25 
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• Increase in Local Revenues of $1,347,263 
• Incorporates the use of prior year funds (Year Ending Balance) on the revenue side of 

$5,263,490 that results from: 
o FY22 Expenditure savings of $3,751,765 which includes ARPA funds of $2,894,977 not 

spent in FY22 and general FY22 expenditure savings of $856,788. 
o FY22 net increase in revenues of $1,511,725 which includes Year Ending Balance of 
$756,485. 

• Incorporates the use of prior year funds (Year Ending Balance) on the expenditure side of 
$5,263,490 that is budgeted for the following: 

o $2,894,977 in ARPA Expenditures 
o $2,077,335 in Capital Outlay Expenditures 
o $291,178 in Capital Project Expenditures (AE&ER related to DSS Office Building) 

• Non-Recurring Contingency of $0 
• Recurring Contingency of $1,280,404 
• One new Full-Time Position proposed – Dispatch Shift Supervisor salary & benefits $59,003 
• 5% salary and benefits increase for FT and PT employees- $295,770 
• -$25,035 due to decrease in VRS Employer Share rates from 12.04% to 11.47% 
• 0% Health Insurance increase for offering Key Advantage 500 & Key Advantage 250 plans 
 
Ms. McGarry noted they would be dropping the higher cost plan to keep the cost the same.  Mr. Reed 
asked about the cost to the employees.  Ms. McGarry noted that the services were pretty much the same, 
the only difference was the deductible and co-pays.  She indicated that the Board would need to make a 
decision quickly, noting the renewal was due to The Local Choice by March 25th. Mr. Reed asked what it 
cost to keep the old plan.  McGarry reported that it would cost about $80,000 to keep the old plan.   
 
• $21,000 earmarked for increase in Worker’s Comp Premium (TBD) 
• Regional Jail operational increase of $204,355 
• Paid EMS Increase of $75,818 to be offset by a proposed increase in Revenue Recovery rates 

yielding an estimated $136,230 (not yet included) 
• Capital Outlay of $2,077,335 covered by Carry-Over Funds (FY22 Revenues > FY22 Expenditures) 
• Level funding to Agencies except Local Health Department and Library 
• No funding of new agency requests 
• Increase in Transfer to Debt Service of $309,054 including estimated interest only on interim 

financing of Property Acquisition and DSS Office Building of $164,938 
• Property Acquisition Site Assessment costs of an estimated $295,000 
• AE/ER costs for DSS office building of $375,000 to be reimbursed with interim financing 
• Provision of costs of SROs in Sheriff’s Dept. Budget – SRO Reserve zeroed out 
 
Ms. McGarry noted the cost of the School Resource Officers (SROs) was now included in the Sheriff’s 
budget. 
 
• Level funding of School Nurses (No Request Received Yet) 
• Decrease in operational funding for School Division of -$1,112,426 & provision of School Capital 

Reserve of $1,112,426 (No Request Received Yet) 
• Increase in Transfer to VPA Fund (Social Services Departmental Costs) of $91,193 
• Transfer to Reassessment Fund of $85,000 for next re-assessment 
 
 
Mr. Rutherford indicated that the Board would need to look at EMS and the schools.  Ms. McGarry noted 
some items would be moving targets until more information had been received like the personal property 
tax book from the Commissioner of Revenue, the funding request from the schools, and the numbers from 
the State on compensation board budget. 
 
Mr. Carter noted they did not include the proposed increase of the transient occupancy tax from 5% to 
10% in the budget.  Mr. Rutherford asked if staff had an estimate on what the potential revenue could be.  
Ms. McGarry noted they would be providing that information shortly.  Mr. Rutherford confirmed the 
current Real Estate tax rate at $0.72 per $100 and Personal Property tax rate at $3.45. 
 
Mr. Barton asked about the ability to add in the recreation project in the future.  Mr. Carter noted it was 
better to plan ahead to anticipate any needed revenue enhancements beyond the $35 million capacity.  He 
reminded the Board that some of that ability would go towards property acquisition and the Social 
Services building.  Mr. Carter explained that current capacity was $35 million, but if they kept $1 million 
of the real estate tax, which was not proposed, it would provide about $25 million more in capacity.  He 
further added that if the transient occupancy tax increased to provide an additional $700 thousand or so, it 
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could potentially bring the debt capacity up to $71 million.  He noted it would depend on how far the 
Board wanted to go with capital projects. 
 
Revenues 
 
Ms. McGarry reviewed the Maximum FY23 Potential Revenue Increases: 
 

 
She noted they could have a potential windfall in June from the first half of FY22 collections of $1.9 
million if they kept 100% of the reassessment.  Mr. Carter noted any amount they kept from the 
reassessment would generate a one-time windfall in June. 
 
Mr. Rutherford asked current value of penny.  Ms. McGarry reported that it was currently valued at 
$251,916.   
 
Ms. McGarry indicated that they had estimated a 30% increase in personal property values.  She 
referenced the chart which indicated if they kept 100% of the increase, it would yield about $1.3 million, 
noting that $473,637 would be collected in June.   
 
She then provided the yield for the transient occupancy tax should the Board increase the rate from 5% to 
10%, which would yield $1.3 million in revenue.   
 
Ms. McGarry reported that County staff had proposed to increase the EMS Revenue Recovery Rates to 
150% of the Medicare Fee Schedule, which would yield $136,230.  She noted that the last rate change 
was in 2011. Ms. McGarry indicated that the ambulance billing company typically prompts the County to 
review the rates each year. She noted that the billing company made the recommendation to increase the 
rates by 130% to 150%.  Mr. Reed asked for an explanation of the revenue recovery rates. Ms. McGarry 
noted those were charges for ambulatory services if someone were to be transported to the hospital.  Ms. 
McGarry explained that the County had a soft billing policy for those who did not have insurance, where 
the individual would be billed three times and then the bill is written off if there was no response.  Mr. 
Carter noted the EMS revenues were dependent on insurance, Medicare, and Medicaid payments.   
 
Mr. Carter summarized that they had the ability to add $6.6 million in new revenue to the budget.  He 
noted that County staff had proposed to not to keep any new revenue other than the transient occupancy 
tax and the EMS revenue recovery rates.  Ms. McGarry and Mr. Carter confirmed that the potential 
revenue increases were not included in the budget.   
 
Ms. McGarry reviewed the following chart: 
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She then reviewed different scenarios depending on how much of the reassessment the Board decided to 
keep, as well as the windfalls in June of FY22 with each change.   
 
Ms. McGarry provided an overview of the personal property tax rate.  She noted there was a 30% increase 
estimated in value.  She presented an option for an equalized tax rate at $2.67, down from $3.45.  She 
reminded the Board that the value was estimated and they needed to get the book from the Commissioner 
of Revenue.  
 
Mr. Reed asked about real estate assessment from other localities for comparison.  Mr. Carter noted they 
would have to check and see who may be on the same reassessment cycle.  Ms. McGarry noted the longer 
time between reassessments would show bigger changes.   Mr. Carter reported that the prior two 
reassessments showed a decline in values.  Mr. Barton asked if the increases were normal.  Mr. Carter 
stated that real estate went in cycles and noted that in looking at current real estate prices, most listing 
were pretty high. 
 
Ms. McGarry moved to the transient occupancy tax calculations and showed the changes as the tax rate 
increased.   
 
 

 
 
Ms. McGarry indicated that per State code section 58.1-3819, 3% of first 5% (60%), must go towards 
Tourism, with the excess being unrestricted. Mr. Carter reported that in consulting with the auditors, 
restricted revenue could be cost allocated to various departments that support Tourism, which would 
allow the County to use the revenue funds more effectively.  Mr. Reed felt that the transient occupancy 
tax gave the County a tool they could use to put a lower incentive on short term rentals and considered it 
as a positive thing.  Mr. Carter reiterated that the majority of the revenue from the transient occupancy tax 
was paid by people who do not reside in the County. Mr. Rutherford noted he would be in agreement with 
increasing transient occupancy tax to relieve the local tax burden on locals.  Mr. Barton asked what other 
localities did.  Mr. Reed noted most localities were at a 5-6% tax rate.  Mr. Carter noted the cities’ rates 
were higher.  Mr. Carter noted that an increase in the transient occupancy tax could help reduce other 
taxes. 
 
Ms. McGarry reviewed EMS billing rate projections at 130% which provided a revenue increase of 
$85,372, while 150% would yield $136,230.   
 
 Ms. McGarry presented a table with the current rates along with proposed rates at 150% for comparison.   
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Mr. Carter and Ms. McGarry confirmed that the revenues would come from insurance, Medicare and 
Medicare payments.  Mr. Harvey noted that non-insured patients were soft-billed three times and then 
written off if not paid. Ms. McGarry also noted that there were also hardship waivers available that were 
applicable to transport fees.  Mr. Carter confirmed that there were no ambulatory fees unless a patient was 
transported.  Ms. McGarry added that the County did write off transport bills for people on the certified 
list of volunteer Fire and EMS. 
 
Ms. McGarry presented the future operational considerations.  She reported that they had increases in 
debt service related to capital projects that had already been approved, but the financing was not yet 
determined.  She also noted there were increases in operational expenses related to other capital projects 
that the Board may decide to do going forward. 
 
Ms. McGarry presented the jail operational costs using a 13% average increase in inmate days from FY23 
going forward.  She noted that for FY23 there was an increase of $204,354 and projected to increase each 
year following.  Mr. Carter noted that the inmate day cost and debt service would be a moving target due 
to the operational costs and the jail renovation project, and he reported that the 13% increase was actually 
at 17% currently.  Mr. Carter explained that the jail used a five-year average to determine the costs.  He 
noted that the lowest year would come off next year, increasing the average.  Mr. Carter noted that it had 
been suggested that the jail wanted to use the same formula for operational costs to determine debt service 
costs, which would mean an increased share in cost for the County.   
 
Mr. Barton asked why they were projecting an increase in inmate costs.  Mr. Carter and Ms. McGarry 
noted that it was based on trends.  Mr. Carter noted the jail renovation costs wouldn’t come in until FY23 
or FY24.  Mr. Harvey asked whether Nelson was using the same criteria as other localities.  Mr. Carter 
noted Albemarle and Charlottesville were using home electronic incarceration to keep their populations 
down.  He stated it was up to the Commonwealth Attorney to utilize those alternative methods of 
incarceration.  Mr. Carter noted in the future, the County had a higher number of prisoner population that 
would become a state cost.  Mr. Harvey felt the cost should be addressed.   
 
The Board briefly discussed the costs at other jails, and the cost to leave the Albemarle Charlottesville 
Regional Jail (ACRJ).  Mr. Carter noted ACRJ was one of the best jails in the state to help rehabilitate 
inmates.  He also stated that the superintendent at ACRJ was cost conscious.  Mr. Barton echoed that 
numerous sources had noted the good quality of ACRJ.  Mr. Rutherford pointed out that the jail also has 
counseling when inmates arrive at the jail and when they leave.  Mr. Carter noted that the proposed 
renovations at jail were to make improvements for the inmates as well as the staff. 
 
Ms. McGarry noted increases in jail debt service projected, as well as potential drug court expenditures.  
Mr. Reed asked if they could go ahead and include the drug court costs in the budget.  Ms. McGarry 
noted they could do that.  Mr. Reed felt that it would help to show that cost and be prepared for it.  Mr. 
Carter noted that the Board should think on the drug court costs as there would not be many people to 
qualify for the program, and he reminded the Board that the drug court was optional.  
 
Ms. McGarry noted the ongoing compensation study could provide additional increases also, should the 
Board decide to act on it. 
 
Mr. Reed asked if there was an inmate cost per year. Mr. Carter noted there were prisoner costs per day 
and the state pays eight dollars per prisoner per day to localities for state prisoners held in local jails. Mr. 
Reed noted the goal of drug court was to help reduce the inmate population. Mr. Barton asked what the 
inmate cost per day was.  Mr. Carter noted they would check on that and report back.   
 
The Board took a recess for lunch at 11:15 a.m. 
 
Mr. Rutherford called the meeting back to order at 12:50 p.m. with five (5) Supervisors present to 
establish a quorum as Mr. Parr had joined the meeting. 
 
Ms. McGarry provided a more in depth review of FY22-23 Draft General Fund Budget.  She reported a 
balanced budget of $44,509,114.  She indicated that in the comparison between FY22 and FY23, the 
FY22 year-end balance was increased due to the carryover of American Rescue Plan funds.  She noted 
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that in the FY22 and FY23 Revenue Comparison, all of the proposed revenues were based on current tax 
revenues and current revenue streams.  She further noted that the local revenues included equalization of 
the real estate tax rate and the personal property tax rate.  Ms. McGarry reported the recurring 
contingency for FY23 was $1,280,404, noting it was before any revenue enhancements.  
 
Ms. McGarry presented the current and proposed tax rates: 
 

 
 
Mr. Reed asked the history of the County’s tax rate.  Ms. McGarry reviewed the tax rate in prior 
reassessment years, noting they had not changed since 2014.  Mr. Rutherford asked if the tax rate had 
been equalized prior.  Mr. Carter noted it had not been equalized in the 24 years he had been with the 
County, and he added that in 2008, they kept the increases from the reassessment.  Mr. Barton asked 
when assessments prior went down, if it affected one area of the County more.  Mr. Rutherford recalled 
that during the 2014 timeframe, the Wintergreen property values decreased a bit. 
 
Ms. McGarry reported that the 2022 Reassessment resulted in an increase of overall taxable values of 
$618,081,750, which equated to $3,998,426 in tax revenue or approximately $0.13 cents of the real estate 
tax rate.  She further explained that the per penny tax rate equivalent of the FY23 increased tax levy of 
$307,449 was used to determine the tax rate reduction. 
 
Ms. McGarry reiterated to the Board that the Personal Property Tax was estimated until staff were able to 
analyze the Commissioner’s Book they had just received.  She noted that the 2022 valuation of tangible 
person property was anticipated to increase to 30% due to supply chain issues related to a global chip 
shorting, making vehicle supply low and vehicle prices high.  She reported that the estimated increase in 
values was $39,096,278 which would equate to $1,327,106 in tax revenue or approximately $0.78 cents 
of Personal Property Tax Rate.  She explained that the per penny tax rate equivalent of the FY23 
increased tax levy of $16,942 was used to determine the tax rate reduction.   
 
Mr. Harvey asked if the reduction would be a problem the following year, Ms. McGarry noted they may 
have to increase the tax again in a few years, but they anticipated issues affecting the supply of chips for 
vehicles for a few years. 
 
Mr. Carter noted the Board had almost $7 million in new ability if they wanted it, but noted that County 
staff were proposing to take that away. Mr. Carter indicated that changes in the tax rates would be 
dependent on decisions regarding capital improvements and increasing jail costs.  Mr. Carter noted the 
jail renovation project that could increase the County’s share in costs, along with increases in the 
County’s prisoner population.  Mr. Parr asked if the increased jail costs would cause the County to 
consider changing jails.  Mr. Rutherford noted one of the considerations in changing jails, would be the 
buy-in costs.  Mr. Carter added the that quality would also be a factor. 
 
Ms. McGarry reported that staff estimated at 4.16% increase in FY23 local revenues.  She reiterated that 
the proposed budget equalized the personal property and real estate tax revenues for FY23.   
 
Ms. McGarry presented the FY23 State Revenue, which showed a decrease of 3.30%.  She noted that the 
final state revenue and Compensation Board reimbursements were pending.  Ms. McGarry added that the 
biggest decrease was in Other Categorical State Aid, which was mostly grant funds.  She noted that once 
the County is awarded FY23 grants, those would be appropriated. 
 
Mr. Reed asked about capital improvement funds from the state, Mr. Carter and Ms. McGarry noted the 
County did not receive capital improvement funds.  Mr. Carter noted they were waiting to see if the 
schools would receive any capital improvement funds in the current General Assembly Session.  Mr. 
Carter suggested that if the funds come through, they should be used towards the roof and brick projects 
to help offset County costs. 
 
Ms. McGarry presented the FY23 Federal Revenue, showing an overall 71.10% decrease in funding.  She 
noted that was mainly contributed to the decrease in COVID-19 American Rescue Plan Act Funding 
received in FY22 and was not expected in FY23.   
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Ms. McGarry reported a 94% decrease in FY23 Non-Revenue Receipts.  She noted those receipts were 
insurance recoveries, cancelled checks, bond proceeds, and transfers from other funds.  She pointed out 
that they were decreased primarily due to not having the FY22 transfer into the General Fund of $255,777 
in funds set aside for the 2022 reassessment since the reassessment was completed as of December 31, 
2021. 
 
Ms. McGarry reported that the $ 5,263,490 FY23 Year Ending Balance (Use of Prior Year Funds) 
consisted of projected FY22 Revenues that exceeded the projected FY22 Expenditures and were referred 
to as carryover funds.  She noted that those funds were non-recurring and were best used for one-time 
expenses.   
 

 
 
 
Mr. Reed asked if the overages could be used for debt service.  Ms. McGarry listed the proposed uses as 
the following: $2,894,977 in ARPA Expenditures, $2,077,335 in Capital Outlay Expenditures proposed in 
the budget and $291,178 in Capital Project Expenditures (Architecture and Engineering costs related to 
DSS Office Building). 
 
Ms. McGarry presented the FY23 Proposed Revenue Enhancements that weren’t currently included in the 
budget.  She reported that increasing the transient occupancy tax from 5% to 10% would yield an 
estimated unrestricted revenue of $1,318,525.  She pointed out that an increase in EMS Revenue 
Recovery rates to 150% of the current Medicare fee schedule would yield an estimated new revenue of 
$136,230 that would help offset increases in the Paid EMS program. 
 
Mr. Parr asked if the $1.3 million increase from transient occupancy tax (TOT) had been earmarked. Mr. 
Carter noted 3% of the first 5% needed to be allocated towards Tourism, adding that it could be cost 
allocated to other departments that support Tourism. Mr. Parr noted that would be a plus for residents 
putting up with tourists.  Mr. Reed noted that it could damper short term rentals that may help people 
keep homes as single family.  Mr. Rutherford echoed earlier comments that the transient occupancy tax 
would remove some tax burden from residents.  The Board agreed that it would be nice to show what the 
transient occupancy tax revenues paid for in the community. 
 
Expenditures 
 
Ms. McGarry reviewed FY23 Contingencies and Reserves.  She noted that the recurring contingency 
(FY23 Revenues Exceeding Expenditures) was $1,280,404 and the Reserve for School Capital was 
$1,112,426.  She noted that the School Resource Officer Reserve was proposed to be zeroed out, will all 
expenditures related to School Resource Officers (SROs) being included within the Sheriff’s Department 
budget.   
 
Ms. McGarry reported that the FY23 Estimated Budget was $44,509,114, which was an increase of 
$495,240 (1.1%). 
 
 
Ms. McGarry reviewed the Proposed Net Operational Changes: 
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She noted that the 0% change in Employer Health Insurance Costs resulted with the change in plans 
offered.  She reported a savings of about $80,000 to the County.  Mr. Carter noted the coverages in health 
insurance are still very good plans.  Mr. Carter noted only about one dozen employees were in the 
expanded plan and most were enrolled solely where the County paid for the coverage.   
 
Mr. Parr asked if the Board of Supervisors was eligible for the County’s health insurance.  Mr. Carter and 
Mr. Harvey noted that it had been discussed several times but it had never been acted on.  Ms. McGarry 
noted they would need to make a decision prior to sending the insurance renewal on March 25th. 
 
Mr. Reed asked when the salary information from the Compensation Study would be available for 
comparison.  Ms. McGarry noted it would be sometime before that information was finished.  Mr. Carter 
estimated that the information probably would not be available until August.  He confirmed that it would 
be up to Board to decide whether to make changes to the salaries or not.  Mr. Reed asked if a budget 
amendment could be used if the changes needed to be made to salaries. 
 
Ms. McGarry reviewed the Salaries and Benefits.  She reported that the total annual full time salaries for 
all County and Constitutional Offices was approximately $4.4 million and total annual payroll was 
approximately $4.9 million.  She noted that the County had 92 full-time and 29 part-time positions.  
She presented a proposed 5% salary increase (and associated benefits for full-time and part-time 
employees) at an increase of $295,770.  She noted that there was a decrease of $25,035 in the FY23 VRS 
Employer Rate, which provided cost savings.  Ms. McGarry noted there would be no increase to the 
health insurance premiums due to the change in plans offered.  She estimated an increase for FY23 in the 
Worker’s Compensation insurance premium at $21,000, noting the total was to be determined.  She 
reported the FY23 total proposed salary and benefits increase to be $316,770.  Additionally, she provided 
the 1% salary increase amount for full-time and part-time employees at $64,161. 
 
Ms. McGarry presented one new position proposed for Emergency Services.  She noted that the new 
position of full-time Dispatch supervisor would cost $59,003, which included salary and benefits.  She 
noted the addition of the position would allow Emergency Services Coordinator, Russell Gibson, to work 
to manage the overall emergency services coordination in the County.   
 
Ms. McGarry presented the new vehicles requested.  She noted they were included in the Capital Outlay 
section of the budget.  
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Mr. Harvey asked where the Motor Pool trucks would be used.  Mr. Carter noted that they would likely 
go to Parks and Recreation, or Solid Waste.  He noted that many of the trucks used were pretty old.  Mr. 
Harvey and Mr. Rutherford didn’t feel that new trucks were needed. 
 
Mr. Harvey asked how many Animal Control trucks they currently had.  Mr. Carter noted there were three 
trucks.  Mr. Harvey felt that the truck purchasing should be staggered so they didn’t need to be replaced 
all at the same time. 
 
Ms. McGarry gave a brief overview of County Departmental Operations for FY23.  She noted that some 
decreases were due to loss of grants from FY22 to FY23.  She reported that the Sheriff’s Office had 
increases due to the inclusion of salary and benefits for full staffing and SRO costs, offset by a decrease in 
Asset Forfeiture funds that would be appropriated in FY23.  She noted the changes to the Emergency 
Services Council, adding that there really wasn’t a decrease, rather there had been a reduction in 
Disability Insurance Costs, and a decrease in Fire Funds that would be appropriated in FY23 once 
received. 
 
Ms. McGarry noted the Paid EMS program increase was due to increases in salaries and benefits, medical 
supplies, uniforms, training, and Station II expenses, offset by savings in mileage reimbursement.  She 
explained that the budget for EMS came from Curtis Sheets of Wintergreen Rescue.  She noted the budget 
provided was to keep the service at the current level. She indicated that Mr. Sheets had provided an 
additional budget to add another 24-hour crew. Mr. Carter noted that Russell Gibson had reviewed 
responses to calls by the paid program and in the last year, only two calls had been dropped and response 
times had actually improved by two minutes. He said based on the information provided, staff had 
decided not to add another crew into the budget.  Mr. Carter noted the Board could include but it would 
be close to another $300,000. Mr. Rutherford thought that the staging of a new truck and crew was 
suggested in Faber and it could benefit citizens in that area.  Mr. Carter noted the demand call volume had 
not changed much since 2006.  Mr. Rutherford noted demand increase possibly in Faber, Schuyler 
vicinity.  Mr. Carter noted that Curtis Sheets continued to stress concerns with competing against higher 
pay scales at other paid EMS programs.  Mr. Harvey and Mr. Rutherford asked to mark the EMS addition 
for consideration.  
 
Ms. McGarry noted that the Parks and Recreation budget decrease was based on grant funds.   
 
Mr. Reed asked about the Waste Management budget.   Ms. McGarry explained that the reduction was 
due to changes in employee salary and benefit elections, offset by decreases in waste water monitoring 
costs and recycling coordinator costs.  Mr. Carter noted there was no diminishment in the services for 
recycling.  Mr. Reed wanted to encourage more educational opportunities in recycling.  Mr. Rutherford 
asked about where glass recycling stood.  Mr. Carter noted the difficulties in transportation and logistics, 
efficiency.  He indicated there would be added costs to make it possible.    
 
Mr. Harvey inquired about the solid waste trucks.  Mr. Carter noted they were looking to purchase a new 
roll-off truck, and would plan to keep the old truck as a back-up.  He noted the wait time could be up to a 
year to get the new truck. 
 
Mr. Reed asked if the solid waste could be included within the comprehensive plan. Mr. Carter noted it 
could be a chapter under Goals and Objectives. 
 
Ms. McGarry noted a few departments were requesting salary increases specific to certain positions but 
they were not included in the proposed budget as all salaries were being evaluated with the salary study.   
 
Ms. McGarry overviewed the Agencies and Non-departmental budgets.  She noted that staff 
recommended level funding for all currently funding agencies except for the Nelson Memorial Library 
and Local Health Department, and no new agency funding.  She reported a decrease in agencies funding 
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from $1,452,310 in FY22 to $1,355,564 requested for FY23 (-6.7% change).  Mr. Reed asked where the 
decrease came into play.  Ms. McGarry noted a recommended decrease to the Health Department budget. 
 
Ms. McGarry explained the FY23 Non-Departmental budget, noting the FY22 Amended budget was 
estimated and they receive less funding than initially expected from the COVID-19 stimulus funding.  
She noted that only $5,000 had been expended in FY22. 
 
Ms. McGarry reviewed the Capital Outlay and Non-Recurring Expenses.  She noted that staff proposed to 
use $2,077,335 in FY22 Carryover funds to cover capital outlay expenditures. 
 

 
 
Ms. McGarry noted that staff had deducted $1.2 million for radios.  Mr. Rutherford asked what had been 
done.  Ms. McGarry noted they only took care of the radios for the Sheriff’s office at a cost of about 
$192,000.  Mr. Rutherford asked if ARPA could be used for radios, Mr. Carter confirmed that it could.  
Ms. McGarry reiterated that the list included all of the vehicles overviewed just prior. 
 
Ms. McGarry noted the $295,000 property site assessment cost and indicated that it could be recouped 
with interim financing. Mr. Barton asked what was included in the site assessment.  Mr. Carter noted a 
boundary survey, Phase 1 environmental, which cost about $51,000 of that amount and there was a list of 
additional items to be done.   
 
Mr. Parr asked about a donation opportunity for a livestock trailer for Animal Control.  Mr. Parr asked if 
the County had the ability for tax deductible donations.  Mr. Parr noted the interested party wanted to 
specifically donate a trailer for Animal Control’s use.  Mr. Parr stressed that the interested party needed 
the donation to be tax deductible. The Board discussed various avenues for the donation of the trailer and 
it was decided they would continue to look at options.   
 
  
Ms. McGarry presented the FY23 Transfers.   
 

 



March 10, 2022 

11 
 

 
She noted a decrease from FY22 of 6.08%. She explained that the transfers were funds transferred out of 
the General Fund to cover expenditures in other fund groups such as the Reassessment Fund, VPA fund 
(Social Services), School Nursing, School Fund Operations, Debt Service Fund, School Capital or Piney 
River Water and Sewer.  She noted that the School Division request had not been received for School 
Capital or the School Nurses Program. 
 
Mr. Rutherford asked what the County budget was.  Ms. McGarry noted that the General Fund was $44 
million, and in total, all budgets were around $70 million. 
 
Mr. Rutherford noted they needed to set tax rate by March 17th.   
 
Ms. McGarry reported on capital projects, noting that $375,000 was included for the architectural and 
engineering work related to the new County office building that would house Social Services, Building 
Inspections, and Planning and Zoning.  She added that those funds could be reimbursed with the interim 
financing of the project.   
 
Mr. Carter noted at the next meeting, the Board would need to think about what they wanted to do with 
the real estate tax rate.  Mr. Carter noted they did not have any of the capital projects not selected. Mr. 
Rutherford noted the Board needed to seriously consider projects so they could prepare for the debt 
service.  Mr. Carter reiterated that the County had a $35 million ability without any new revenues, noting 
that the more substantial projects would require keeping some revenues.  Mr. Rutherford encouraged the 
Board to be thoughtful going into the next week.  Ms. McGarry noted that about $6 million of the $35 
million ability had been knocked out with the Social Services building and other projects. 
 
Mr. Carter noted that the school’s immediate priorities are about $7 million, and of that, were the cost of 
the roof replacement and brick façade.  He noted that the Board had agreed to pay some of that project 
cost.  He reminded the Board that the needed to also consider future projects like the school renovation 
and the estimated costs. 
 
Mr. Parr asked what could be done about softball field lighting.  Mr. Carter noted it was not listed in the 
school’s list of priorities currently.   
 
 
V. Adjournment (Continue to March 15, 2022 at _____ for a Budget Work Session) 
 
At 2:28 p.m., Mr. Reed made a motion to adjourn and continue to Tuesday, March 15, 2022 at 10 a.m., 
Mr. Parr seconded the motion.  There being no objections, the motion was approved and the meeting 
adjourned.  
 


