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AGENDA 
NELSON COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

JUNE 27, 2022 
THE CONTINUED MEETING CONVENES AT 9:00 A.M. IN THE 

GENERAL DISTRICT COURTROOM AT THE COURTHOUSE IN LOVINGSTON 

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. PUBLIC COMMENTS

III. CONSENT AGENDA
A. Resolution – R2022-36 Minutes for Approval

IV. FY23 BUDGET
A. FY23 Budget Adoption (R2022-37)
B. FY23 Budget Appropriation (R2022-38)

V. CLOSED SESSION

VI. OTHER BUSINESS (AS PRESENTED)

VII. ADJOURNMENT
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RESOLUTION R2022-36 
NELSON COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
(April 5, 2022) 

RESOLVED, by the Nelson County Board of Supervisors that the minutes of said Board meetings 
conducted on April 5, 2022 be and hereby are approved and authorized for entry into the official record 
of the Board of Supervisors meetings. 

Approved: June 27, 2022       Attest:_________________________,Clerk  
Nelson County Board of Supervisors 

P.O. Box 336 • Lovingston, VA 22949 • 434 263-7000 • Fax: 434 263-7004 • www.nelsoncounty-va.gov 
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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. 

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$       
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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 
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 

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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- $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.   

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 
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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 
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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.   

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. 



June 23, 2022 

To: Board of Supervisors 
From: C. McGarry 
Re: FY23 Budget 

FY23 Budget Adjustments Made as of 6/14/22 for Proposed Adoption/Appropriation of the FY23 
Budget: 

• Reduced proposed Transient Occupancy Tax revenue by $1,150,131
• Added $2.6 Million in bond proceeds and $2.6 Million in property acquisition expense
• Added $132,000 to the Solid Waste expenditure budget for increase in hauling costs and reduced

recurring contingency by same amount
• Reduced transfer to debt service reserve expense by $1.4 Million, leaving $610,000 to be

transferred
• Added $1M to transfer to school operations for a total of $2.5 Million and reduced recurring

contingency by $999,619 leaving $0 and added $381 to Real Estate tax revenue to cover the
balance of the $1M transfer to school operations

School Division reported uses of the $2.5 Million in new local funding (S. Irvin 6/22 email): 

• At least a 5% increase in salary for all employees (recurring)
• $17/hr minimum wage set for all workers (recurring)
• $1,000 bonus for full-time employees in December 2022 (non-recurring ARP funds)
• .5% increase between steps and 2.5% increase between grades for bus drivers, support staff, and

teacher scales (recurring)
• Improvements to Teacher scale for veteran employees through step 30 (recurring)
• Administrative position re-classifications (recurring)
• Employer payment of the 10.5% increase in group health insurance premiums (possibly

recurring)
• Re-instatement of partial tuition reimbursements for college courses (possibly recurring)
• Increased operational costs and contractual obligations (recurring)
• Purchase of gym chairs and hurdles for athletics department (non-recurring) – 6/23 NC Times

Prior to the Board’s consideration of adopting and appropriating the FY23 budget, I respectfully 
ask the Board to consider the following regarding the provision of $2.5M in new local School 
Funding and retaining $0 in recurring contingency: 

• The School Division would be funded over the State required FY23 local share of $8,944,871 by
more than double at $18,136,687; $9,191,816 over the State requirement. The total operational
budget (excluding the School Construction funds, ARPA funding, and school debt) of
$30,435,184 yields a per pupil expenditure of $20,932. With declining enrollment and
performance metrics, we are at the point of diminishing marginal returns; where the greater
funding provided is generating equal or lesser performance outcomes.

• This level of local funding plus school debt of $1,979,212 is equivalent to 99.5% of the total
budgeted Real Estate Tax revenue of $20,224,832 or $64.6 cents out of each $65 cents budgeted.

• With the majority of the new local School funds used for salary related increases, this
significantly compounds the cost of the 5% salary increase approved in the State’s budget for
FY24; where will that funding come from? A phased approach to resolving the School’s
compensation issues should have been proposed for consideration.

IV



• How will the Board address salary increases either via COLA or pay study adjustments for
County employees in FY24?

• How will the Board address equity issues between the minimum wage for School Division staff
and County Staff if the School Division’s is set at $17/hr.?

• How will the Board approach the School Division’s use of any balance of funds at the end of
FY23? These funds should be reported to the Board and specific requests for its use should be
made by the School Division for Board approval before they are obligated or spent. In FY22,
$500,000+ in anticipated unobligated funds were spent on baseball and softball field lights
without prior advisement or approval by the Board. The lights were not included anywhere in the
School Division’s CIP plan dated March 14, 2022. These funds could have been designated to
address the $810,000 in Recurring CIP or the $7.1 Million in immediate concerns shown in that
document.

• The School Division will receive $1,235,686 in School Construction funding from the State in
FY23. These funds should be required to be used in addressing the estimated $4.7 Million cost
of the High School roof and brick envelope repairs shown as immediate concerns in the School
CIP plan dated March 14, 2022.

• The School Division is requesting that a balance of $6,125,719 in Covid-19 funding be
appropriated for FY23 when these funds were planned to be spread over FY21, FY22, and FY23
to address learning loss per Dr. Eagle’s memo dated 10/27/21. The School Division should
explain how these funds will now all be used in one fiscal year. It is imperative that this funding
not be used for recurring staffing costs that have the potential to be requested beyond the
prescribed timeframe of the initial funding.

• How will the School Division address enrollment loss and diminished facility needs going
forward? It is unlikely that legislative decisions made by the Board will impact factors that
increase enrollment significantly in the short term (5-10 years).

• With $0 recurring contingency, how will the Board sustain increases in economy driven County
operational expenditures such as fuel and utility costs, Regional Jail operational and debt service
costs, solid waste hauling etc. given likely declines in economy driven revenues such as: Local
Sales Tax, Recordation Taxes, Transient Occupancy and Meals Tax, and Building Permits?
Using fund balance to cover recurring costs is not a recommended practice.

• How will the Board address current critical Deputy and Dispatch vacancy rates which are at 24%
(6 out of 25) and 42% (5 out of 12) respectively?

• How will the Board address costs of the new drug court once any grant funding received is
exhausted?

• How will the Board address operational costs associated with any new capital projects completed
in the near future?

• Consideration of future revenue enhancements will likely be necessary.

Nevertheless, I am hopeful that improved and consistent communication between County Staff 
and School Division Staff throughout the year will provide for greater understanding and 
consensus on how to meet the needs of both entities in ensuing fiscal years. 

Attachments:  -FY23 GF Synopsis as of 6/14/22 funding 
-Draft FY23 Budget Adoption and Appropriation Resolutions as of 6/14/22 funding
-S. Irvin Email 6/22/22 on use of new local funding of $2.5M
-2022-2023 School Division Capital Improvement Plan dated 3/14/22
-School Division letter to S. Carter regarding Covid-19 Stimulus Funding dated 10/27/21
-County Staff Summary of FY23 School Division Requested Appropriation of Covid-19
Stimulus Funding dated 5/5/2022

-School Division Operational Synopsis dated 6/16/22
-DOE FY23 & FY24 State & Local Funding Calculation Templates as of 6/6/22
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Closed Session Form Motion 

1. Motion to Convene in Closed Session

FORM MOTION FOR COVENING CLOSED MEETING 

“I move that the Nelson County Board of Supervisors convene in closed session 
to discuss the following as permitted by Virginia Code Sections 2.2-3711: 

(A)(1) – “Discussion, consideration, or interviews of prospective candidates for 
employment; assignment, appointment, promotion, performance, demotion, 
salaries, disciplining, or resignation of specific public officers, appointees, or 
employees of any public body;” - Personnel 

 (A)(7) - “Consultation with legal counsel and briefings by staff members 
pertaining to actual litigation, where such consultation or briefing in open 
meeting would adversely affect the negotiating or litigating posture of the public 
body” – Litigation pertaining to the Region 2000 Services Authority.” 

2. Conduct Closed Session

3. Motion to Reconvene in Public Session

4. Motion to Certify Closed Session

CERTIFICATION MOTION AFTER RECONVENING IN PUBLIC 
SESSION: 

(Requires recorded roll call vote) 

“I move, pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 37, Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act and Section 2.2-3712 of the Code of Virginia, that the Nelson 
County Board of Supervisors certify that to the best of each member’s 
knowledge (i) only public business matters lawfully exempted from open 
meeting requirements under this chapter and (ii) only such public business 
matters as were identified in the motion by which the closed meeting was 
convened were heard, discussed or considered in the meeting by the public 
body.”  

V
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