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Nelson County Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 
July 28th, 2021 

 
Present:  Chair Mark Stapleton and Commissioners Chuck Amante, Phil Proulx, Mike Harman, Mary 
Kathryn Allen, and Ernie Reed 

Staff Present: Dylan Bishop, Director and Emily Hjulstrom, Planner/Secretary 

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

 

Review of the minutes June 23rd, 2021  

 

Ms.  Harman made a motion to approve the June 23rd minutes. Mr. Amante seconded the motion.  

Yes: 

Mark Stapleton 

Phil Proulx 

Charles Amante 

Mike Harman 

Ernie Reed 

 

Abstain: 

Mary Kathryn Allen 

 

Public Hearings 

 

Special Use Permit #344 Campground 

Ms. Bishop reviewed the following information:  
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Mr. Eggleston is the owner and applicant, he noted that this property has been in his family since 1960. 
He noted that they had a residence at that location that was demolished earlier in the year. He 
explained that due to already having well and septic at the site, they decided to put two camp sites 
there to be able to rent out.  

Mr. Amante asked where the Forest Service ROW is. Mr. Eggleston noted that there is a gate at the end 
of the state maintenance and there is a driveway that splits off. He noted that the Forest Service has a 
ROW coming off the road that splits to the right. He explained that the camp site would be 600’ from 
the ROW. He added that it is a ROW for timbering services and is not a regular access to the public. Ms. 
Allen asked who the closest neighbor is. Mr. Eggleston noted that it was Mr. Bartley on top of the ridge. 
He added that Tom Davis and Colleen Conlin live back down the state road.   

 

Chair Stapleton opened the public hearing at 7:07  
 
Ms. Hjulstrom noted that two neighbors had contacted her with questions that day. Kenneth 
Bryant had called in and that he stated that he was ok with the project. David Waldron had 
come into the office and after reviewing the materials told her that he had no issue with the 
project. 
 
Chair Stapleton closed the public hearing at 7:08 

 

Mr. Harman made a motion to recommend approval of Special Use Permit # 344 Campground (2 
sites). Ms. Proulx seconded the motion. 

Yes: 

Mark Stapleton 

Ernie Reed 

Charles Amante 

Mike Harman 

Phil Proulx 

Mary Kathryn Allen 

 

Other Business: 

SUP #326 Banquet Hall 

Ms. Bishop presented the following information:  
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Ms. Bishop added that the only comments she has from VDOT are that they need more information.  
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Mr. Stapleton noted that the Planning Commission had asked for the applicant to address the 
number/frequency of events, full size layout, size of the proposed structure, entrance location, and 
traffic management. 

Mr. Randy Sklar lives at 6782 Ships Lane in Mechanicsville. Mr. Sklar noted that he has a traffic 
management service for events with over 70 cars and contacted RMC Events to help manage the events. 
Chair Stapleton asked where the entrance was going to be. Mr. Sklar noted that it would be on Church 
Ln and that Mr. Kessler had agreed it would be the best location but that the line of sight is 14’ back. He 
noted that he is willing to take a row of trees out so that there is a clear line of sight. Chair Stapleton 
noted that typically these applications include a plan and what they received at the last meeting was a 
concept. Mr. Sklar noted that they are proposing the specific entrance shown on Church Ln after 
discussion with neighbors on Church Ln.  

Mr. Scott Courtney noted that Mr. Kessler’s email stated that VDOT wasn’t opposed to the use but that 
there were items that needed to be addressed for the 5’ buffer of the entranceway from the church and 
if the site line was going to be 5’ off the ROW. He added that this would take additional surveying to 
have done. He explained that there are ~2.5 weeks left available of being able to get a survey team out 
there. He explained that based on their visual line of site that they have clearance. He noted that Mr. 
Kessler had a comment that the stopping site distance graphic was reversed and that it was a technical 
issue that prevented him from approving it.  

Ms. Allen noted that they could make their recommendation contingent on VDOT approval. Ms. Proulx 
noted that the entrance location would change the layout of their proposal if VDOT required them to. 
Ms. Proulx asked what would happen if the proposed entrance was deemed unacceptable by VDOT. Ms. 
Allen asked why they would base their approval on the entrance of the driveway. Ms. Proulx noted that 
their approval would be based on the entire package that is submitted. Ms. Bishop noted that they 
submitted a Minor Site Plan with the SUP Application. She explained that the PC recommends approval 
or denial typically with the condition that the final site plan is approved by all applicable agencies. She 
noted that if there is a substantial change that alters the terms of the original approval then it would 
come back for reapproval. Ms. Allen asked who would make that determination. Ms. Bishop indicated 
that she would be the one to make the determination.  

Mr. Amante asked who “they” were in the traffic management plan. Mr. Sklar noted that he would have 
a contract with the traffic management company to manage the events. Ms. Proulx asked how he would 
know how many vehicles there would be. Mr. Sklar noted that they would be working on the 
assumption of two attendees per car.  

Mr. Amante asked how far down Route 6 the signage should be. Ms. Bishop noted that VDOT has an 
entire manual that addresses how signage should be implemented. Ms. Bishop recommended a 
condition that traffic management be approved by VDOT.  

Mr. Sklar noted that the events should be in the evening and that most of the cars would be coming 
from Route 29 to Route 6 and then to Church.  

Ms. Allen asked if the owner or a site manager would be on site for each event. Mr. Sklar noted that 
they would. Ms. Proulx asked if these conditions would limit events that had 69 cars or less. Mr. Sklar 
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noted that it would not. Chair Stapleton asked what limitations would be on the events. Ms. Bishop 
noted that a Banquet Hall SUP would be pretty open and that limitations would need to be added on as 
conditions.  

Mr. Amante asked about a previous application for a Banquet Hall on 151, he wondered whether 
conditions were added to limit the number of events. Ms. Bishop noted that at that point they had 
withdrawn the Banquet Hall and were trying to get an SUP for having more than 12 Social Temporary 
Events per year.  

Mr. Sklar noted that he had outlined how many events he’s requesting in proposed conditions 2, 3, and 
4. Ms. Bishop noted that from a regulatory standpoint, it’s typically easier to count cars than people. Ms. 
Bishop noted that the building would be limited to a capacity of 300 people. Mr. Amante noted that 
conditions 2 and 3 would allow for 72 events per year and that condition 4 would bring it up to 90 
events per year. Ms. Proulx clarified that it would be 90 large events not counting the smaller events. 
Ms. Proulx noted that it’s not compatible with the neighborhood and that it is a change in the pattern of 
development. She explained that it’s not just the number of events but the event space and the use of 
it.  

Chair Stapleton asked what condition 5 meant in relation to church activities. Mr. Sklar noted that he 
would yield to the Church when they are having a conflicting event. He added that he doesn’t think 
there would be much conflict because most church activities should be in the morning while their events 
will be held in the evenings. He added that none of the traffic should go towards the church. Ms. Proulx 
noted that he couldn’t cancel an already planned event like that. Mr. Sklar noted that they could hold 
the event but still try to be respectful of the church’s event. Mr. Sklar noted that he doesn’t want to 
dismiss the Planning Commissioners’ concerns. 

Chair Stapleton explained that the onus is on the neighbors to report if there is a disturbance from the 
events. Ms. Allen noted that the applicant was actually asking for 48 events and not 90. Ms. Proulx 
noted that she counted 84 when she added it up. Mr. Amante noted that it looks like 48 events is the 
accurate number.  

Mr. Amante asked about the last line discussing church events being exempt. Mr. Courtney explained 
that this would be for those types of church events to be held at their proposed venue. Mr. Harman 
asked what they could do by right. Ms. Bishop noted that they can have 12 social temporary events by 
right per year and that they can apply for Cat 1 and 2 TEPs by right. She added that having the building 
to hold events in is what made this an SUP. Ms. Bishop added that the conditions can be amended by 
the Planning Commission. Ms. Proulx pointed out that staff did not recommend that the Planning 
Commission recommend approval.  

Mr. Reed added that one of the reasons that the details have become so complex is the current 
character and established pattern of development in the area. He noted that this is one of the criterion 
they use if they are going to approve an SUP. He explained that he doesn’t know if the proffers would 
satisfy that. Mr. Sklar asked if Mr. Reed thought it would be a negative or positive impact on the area. 
Mr. Reed noted that it is the change and that it is somewhat subjective and somewhat objective to an 
extent. Chair Stapleton added that the residents in the area would likely view the events negatively.  
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Mr. Harman asked how much could be done by right. Ms. Bishop noted that if they did not get this 
Special Use Permit, that they could still have 12 Social Temporary Events per year and apply for Cat 1 
and 2 events. She added that they could have tents but not the permanent structure that they are 
currently applying for.  

Mr. Amante asked what would happen if they decided to put a sprinkler system in to increase the 
capacity of the building. Ms. Allen and the builder for the project both noted that it would be around 
$250,000 to add a sprinkler system. The construction builder for the project explained that it would 
need to have pressurized holding tanks for the water. Mr. Amante noted they would no longer have that 
capacity limit (of 300) if they expanded the building and put in a sprinkler system. Mr. Amante asked if 
the Planning Commission wanted to add a condition that they be limited to 300 people.   

Ms. Allen noted that they would still be able to have events if the application was not approved. Mr. 
Amante noted that the building itself doesn’t change the character. He added that if the Church had this 
many events then no one would be complaining. Ms. Allen asked if a Category 3 TEP required an SUP 
and if there was a limit on how many they could ask for. Ms. Bishop explained that a Category 3 TEP can 
only be applied for if you have an SUP for Festival Grounds and that the only place that currently has 
that is the Lockn’ property. She noted that Category 2 events allow up to 10,000 and multiple events (if 
they follow the same plan) can be applied for at once. Ms. Proulx asked the applicant if he planned to do 
events with a tent if this application was turned down. Mr. Sklar noted that he needs to be able to pay 
for the property and that he would like to do it at a high level. He stated that he could do it in a tent but 
would prefer to do it in an insulated barn.  

Ms. Bishop added that all Cat 1 and 2 TEP events would be need to be reviewed and approved by VDOT, 
VDH, EMS, Sheriff, and VSP. Mr. Sklar explained that he would prefer not to use tents and would rather 
have the events in an insulated building. Ms. Bishop noted that the intent of Social Temporary Events is 
to allow for a large farm property with an existing barn to hold weddings. She added that the industry is 
changing and people want to build new structures to host events in and that this should be reviewed 
more thoroughly.  

Ms. Allen asked if there were two residential homes on the property. Mr. Sklar confirmed that there 
were. Ms. Allen asked if they would be living in one of the homes. Mr. Sklar explained that he allowed 
the current tenant to stay in one of the houses but that he doesn’t have a plan for when he leaves. He 
added that the other home would be something that he wanted to have available as a separate rental 
for the weddings. Ms. Proulx asked if that would be a separate permit. Ms. Bishop explained that any 
lodging within the Banquet Hall would need to come back for an SUP. Mr. Sklar explained that it would 
be an Air Bnb situation and would be separate from the Banquet Hall. Ms. Allen noted that a vacation 
house is by right.  Ms. Bishop noted that lodging in the Banquet Hall would make it a Conference Center 
and would require a different SUP.  

Mr. Harman asked if this would be different if he had asked to build a barn. Mr. Sklar noted that his 
other option was to break the property up into pieces and sell it off. Ms. Bishop explained that the initial 
application came through Building Inspections as a barn. In review, staff learned that it was going to be 
for an event space.  

Ms. Allen made a motion to recommend approval for SUP #326 to meet the following conditions: 
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1. A final site plan shall be approved by all appropriate agencies with the entrance on 
Church Ln. Must be in compliance with site plan dated 7/13/2021 
2. The parking area and structure shall be screened with landscaping from adjoining 
properties and roadways. 
3. Lighting shall be directional and glare shielded to prevent pollution to adjoining 
properties, roadways, and the dark night sky. 
4. Amplified noise shall be directed away from roadway and adjoining properties.  
 
Additional Conditions Submitted by Applicant: 
1. Owner or event manager will be on-site for each event. 
2. Large events (70 or more cars) will be limited to 3 per week in the months of June and 

October. 
3. Large events (70 or more cars) will be limited to 3 per month in March, April, May and 

September. 
4. Large events (70 or more cars) will be limited to 2 per month in January, February, July, 

August, November and December. 
5. On Sunday through Thursday, amplified noise will not commence until after noon and 

stop by 9pm. The event will end by 10pm. This does not preclude cleaning activities.  
6. On Friday and Saturday, amplified noise will not commence until after 9am and stop by 

10pm. The event will end by 11pm. This does not preclude cleaning activities.  
7. Traffic control will be in accordance with the Event Traffic Management Plan approved 

by VDOT. 
8. Church worship services and associated activities held in this facility (Sunday School, 

VBS, church sponsored youth activities) are exempt from the limited number of 
activities and amplified noise commencement time. Traffic management and 
termination times still apply. 

 

Mr. Amante seconded the motion. 

Mr. Reed added that he is the Freshman on this board and has not dealt with the issues the other 
members have and that his questions tend to be a little different. He noted that it looks like he can do 
things by-right that do conflict with the character and pattern of development. He explained that the 
criterion is whether it conflicts with by-right uses but whether it conflicts with the community. Mr. Reed 
added that this is why updating the Comprehensive Plan was important. 

 

Yes: 

Charles Amante 

Mike Harman 

Mary Kathryn Allen  

 

No: 
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Phil Proulx 

Ernie Reed 

Mark Stapleton 

 

The motion failed to pass.   

 

Ms. Bishop noted that this would go to the Board of Supervisors on August 10th without a 
recommendation from the Planning Commission.  

 

Board of Supervisors Report 

Mr. Reed noted that the Board received a report from CVEC that Firefly Fiber would be available to the 
entire county in two years (not including individual connections). Ms. Proulx asked about properties that 
weren’t serviced by CVEC. Mr. Reed noted that they are still in deliberation with AEP but that those 
properties should be getting the Fiber too. Ms. Allen thanked the Board for this project and noted that 
she lives in Gladstone and already has Firefly.  

Mr. Reed noted that they have a company looking at properties south of Lovingston for the possibility of 
creating development that could include either an indoor or outdoor pool/recreation facility, offices for 
Social Services, and a business park. He explained that a lot of the debt on the schools will be retired at 
that time and they will be able to borrow more money.   

He noted that they are trying to get clarity on what the economic stimulus funds can be used for. He 
added that it is something they still don’t have and that they are trying to get it in place within the next 
month or so. Mr. Reed noted that Comp Time now has to be paid. Ms. Allen asked how much the 
economic stimulus fund were. Mr. Reed noted that it was many millions of dollars. He added that a lot 
of things done earlier were absolute necessities and they are now looking at things that weren’t as high 
of a priority.   

Ms. Allen asked where things were with the Comprehensive Plan. Ms. Bishop noted that they should 
have an RFP draft by the next week.  

 

Ms. Proulx made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 8:21 PM. Ms. Allen seconded the motion.  

Yes: 

Mark Stapleton 

Phil Proulx 

Ernie Reed 

Charles Amante 
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Mike Harman 

Mary Kathryn Allen  

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Emily Hjulstrom 

Planner/Secretary, Planning & Zoning 

 

 

 


