Nelson County Planning Commission
Meeting Minutes
February 23rd, 2022
Present: Vice Chair Phil Proulx and Commissioners Chuck Amante, Mike Harman, Jesse Rutherford
and Robin Hauschner
Staff Present: Dylan Bishop, Director and Emily Hjulstrom, Planner/Secretary
Call to Order: Vice Chair Proulx called the meeting to order at 7:00 P. M. in the General District
Courtroom, County Courthouse, Lovingston.

Ms. Proulx welcomed Mr. Hauschner to the Planning Commission, he is the new representative for the
Central District.

Review of the minutes December 15th, 2021

Mr. Rutherford made a motion to approve the December 15th minutes. Ms. Proulx seconded the
motion.

Yes:
Charles Amante
Mike Harman
Phil Proulx
Jesse Rutherford

Abstain:
Robin Hauschner

Other Business:
Annual Report:
Ms. Hjulstrom presented the following map for the 2021 annual report:
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Ms. Hjulstrom noted that there has been a substantial increase in the number of permits that were
reviewed from 2020 to 2021. Mr. Rutherford asked what the 85 New Dwellings included. Ms. Hjulstrom
explained that this count would include duplexes or multifamily dwellings as one “New Dwelling” but
that it was rare for them to see a duplex or multifamily dwelling.

SUP #517 Antique, Craft, or Gift Shop (continued from January 26th, 2022 meeting)
Ms. Bishop presented the following information:
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Minh Martin is the applicant and lives at 603 Nettle Court in Charlottesville.

Mr. Martin presented the following information:
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He noted that he has been a glassblower for the last 20 years beginning in California and now working
out of Waynesboro. He explained that his wife, Anna Shapiro, is also an artist and does knitwear. He
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explained that they have three young children and that she has been out of the game for a while but
plans to get back into it when the youngest starts school next year. He noted that they have sold their
products to galleries all across the country and that they would like to have their own gallery.
Mr. Martin showed the floorplan of the proposed structure and explained that the ‘hot floor’ is where
the glassblowing itself would take place and that the gallery would be for sales of their own products as
well as friends’ and other local artists’. He showed the low-volume drive designed by Massie Saunders
for 50 trips a day. He noted that they also plan to do lessons for people.
Ms. Proulx asked if they anticipated living on that property. He explained that they might build a cabin
on the property when their kids are gone but that a lot of the property is unbuildable due to flood plain.
He noted that for now they will be staying where they currently live for their kids.
Mr. Rutherford noted that he thinks it’s a great feature for the surrounding area and should be low
traffic. He noted that it should be a great benefit to the artisan community. Ms. Proulx asked if they
should suggest any conditions. Ms. Bishop noted that there were two public comments received that
are included in the packet.
Mr. Harman made a motion to recommend approval of SUP #517 Antique, Craft, or Gift Shop
contingent on VDOT, VDH, and E&S approval. Mr. Amante seconded the motion.

Yes:
Charles Amante
Mike Harman
Phil Proulx
Jesse Rutherford

Abstain:
Robin Hauschner

Public Hearings
SUP #520 Mobile Home Park
Ms. Bishop presented the following information:
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Justin Shimp is the applicant and lives at 148 Tanbark Dr. in Afton.
Mr. Shimp presented the following information:
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Mr. Shimp explained that he is joined by his wife, Oliwia Shimp, and Alex Hicks who will be managing the
property and living in a separate house on the parcel. He explained that the lot is 204 acres. He showed
the concept plan and noted that some of the individual lots from the original subdivision are also a part
of this purchase. He noted that the mobile home park will not use the access along the back of the
property. He explained that the access will be going through some of these lots. He added that there is
an ACP easement on the property that has thankfully gone away. He noted that there will be 35 acres of
open space that would be reserved for the people living there and allow them access to the creek. He
reviewed income vs housing value and added that there is a need for housing for people that can’t
afford a single family dwelling. He explained that a lot of the housing that people are renting is older and
not in good shape. He noted that this would allow newer affordable housing.
He showed that mobile home construction took a steep dive after the 90’s due to localities making a
conscious effort to limit mobile home parks. He explained that there is a stigma against mobile homes
that is preventing people from having them as an affordable housing option. He explained that he is
looking at the concept of a Resident Investor Community where rather than renting your lot, you would
be purchasing a share and then effectively own the rights to your space for as long as you want. He
added that it would provide a more permanent form of housing and give security and ownership to the
person living there. He explained that they would then be able to sell back the lot for what they
purchased it for plus whatever has appreciated. He explained that they are only developing 9 acres out
of 204 for the land to remain practically rural. He added that the land on the other side of the creek
would remain wooded or potentially become a cow field or similar someday.
Mr. Harman asked if the mobile homes would remain on wheels. Mr. Shimp explained that it would be
an option but that most would be a modular type that are set on a foundation. He explained that a lot of
them are now moved in on a trailer and then set on a foundation. He noted that the newer ones have a
pitched roof and wood framing. He added that it can be moved but that it’s not on a steel frame like the
old ones. Mr. Rutherford added that his father was in this business for a very long time. He explained
that a mobile home is more of a 1976 term and that they are now better described as manufactured
homes. He noted that financing is able to be procured in the same way. He added that it is possible to
move them but unlikely.
Mr. Harman asked if the tenants would have to move their homes if the developer didn’t want them
there anymore. He noted that he would be reluctant to put his home on a lot that he didn’t own. Mr.
Shimp explained that his Resident Investor Community option would give people the ability to purchase
a share. He explained that there are a lot of eviction protections and that there are longer time periods
than traditional evictions. Mr. Shimp explained that it is in his best interest for people to stay there long
term.
Ms. Proulx noted that coming up with $30,000-40,000 for equity to buy the lot would be a challenge and
could be used as a down payment for something else. Mr. Harman asked how the shares would work.
Mr. Shimp explained that a share in this would entitle them to their space. He added that people might
have the money for a down payment but not have the income to qualify for a mortgage. Ms. Proulx
noted that housing prices are definitely going up in Nelson County but that Wintergreen definitely skews
the median and average prices for the county. Mr. Amante explained that he is usually supportive of
affordable housing but needs to be convinced. He asked how people are going to afford it if the new
manufactured home is going to be $120,000 and buying a share is going to be $30,000. Mr. Amante
24

noted that there is a nearby mobile home park where the owner owns the mobile homes and the land
and is renting them out for $650-850 a month. He asked where the people that could afford this would
come from. Mr. Shimp explained that people wouldn’t need to have a brand new $120,000 home. He
also noted that he would likely own some of the mobile homes as well. He explained that the demand
for rentals is very high in the area.
Mr. Amante asked why not build an apartment building with dedicated community space. Mr. Shimp
explained that apartments would have a much higher cost of construction and that this is how he could
achieve a rental that is affordable. Ms. Proulx asked if the $120,000 figure for a new manufactured
home would include moving and set up. Mr. Shimp noted that there is likely an extra cost similar to a
closing cost.
Mr. Harman asked about the well and septic. Mr. Shimp noted that water and sewer would be installed
by him. Ms. Proulx asked how manufactured homes are taxed. Mr. Rutherford noted that he believes it
has its own designation by the county. He explained that in his experience there is something called
chattel financing that is available to people. He explained that typically manufactured homes are
relatively affordable. He noted when he was working in Danville he saw a lot of generational swaps of
people selling their mobile homes to their kids or grandkids. He added that some manufactured homes
can be $50,000 out of factory and then $40-50,000 in additional costs. He explained that in his
experience you could acquire a used 1990’s mobile home for $5000.
Ms. Bishop added that manufactured homes would be taxed as personal property tax. Mr. Hauschner
noted that he is coming from a public health perspective. He noted that it is on Route 29 and he worries
about noise pollution from Route 29 in the mobile home park. He explained that chronic exposure could
lead to conditions such as, heart disease, learning impairment, and hearing loss. Mr. Shimp explained
that there is a 75’ tree buffer that remains between the park and the church. He added that he does not
remember hearing any traffic that far back from Route 29 (about 500’). He explained that people in their
unit would likely not hear anything. He added that you could possibly hear it outside but that there are
many housing communities built much closer to busier roads. Mr. Hauschner asked if they would have
access to internet services. Mr. Shimp explained that all units would have Firefly running with the
electric to every unit.
Vice-Chair Proulx opened the public hearing at 7:48 PM.
Ms. Patty Fanelli lives at 2311 Stagebridge road and is speaking for a group. She asked what the water
source would be for the property. She explained that part of their concern is if the aquifer would
support new wells. She asked if there would be an environmental study to protect the creek. She asked
if there would be standards required on the property. She mentioned that he noted that he would allow
people to bring in used mobile homes. She asked if people buying into their lots would be held to the
same standards as those that rent. She wondered if this would be affordable without people bringing in
older homes. She noted that there are statistics that show that there is a decrease in value to
neighboring properties when a project like this comes in. She asked if tax assessments would change to
go along with the decrease in value. She asked if there would be containment for pets. She asked if it
could potentially expand in the future. She noted that they are mainly concerned about its effect on the
area and not letting it turn into a blight on the community.
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Mr. Ernie Reed lives at 971 Rainbow Ridge Rd in Faber noted that he is speaking as a citizen. He noted
that the ACP easements are still in place to his understanding. He noted that a lot of the easement terms
don’t have release language and still exist. He noted that it might preclude having an entrance or access
crossing it.
Mr. Hauschner noted that there is a recent precedent with Columbia Gas where the easement was
susceptible to being challenged due to traffic causing an unreasonable interference. He explained that is
unlikely to be an issue due to the project being canceled but that the judge in the Columbia Gas case
upheld Columbia Gas. He added that there are options to avoid the easement or have the challenge
overturned by establishing that excess interference would be imposed.
Michael Fanelli of 2311 Stagebridge Rd. He noted that his property has 900’ of road frontage and they
are about 800’ from this property. He explained that they can hear the exhaust breaks from tractor
trailers on their property and they are about 1/2 a mile from Route 29.
Vice-Chair Proulx closed the public hearing at 7:56 PM.

Mr. Shimp explained that the water source would likely be 3-4 wells linked together and that’s the same
set up that he has at his apartments in Afton. He explained that Muddy Creek is a divide and people on
the other side would not be affected by new wells. He noted that these will not be large households
with high water usage and the newer structures will likely have low flow water features. He noted that
the wetlands are down by the creek, where it exits the property on the south side. He explained that he
is meeting with the Army Corps of Engineers to see if it is suitable for a wetland mitigation bank.
Mr. Shimp explained that there would be regulations and that people that owned shares would be
subject to the same regulations. He added that people could lose their share if they violate the rules. He
noted that there would be construction standards as well.
Mr. Shimp noted that he doesn’t expect that anyone would be able to see the community aside from
the church. He added that there are no good spaces to expand the mobile home park and has no plans
to do so. He added that he would carve out some land for the manager Alex to build a house on.
Mr. Shimp explained that they are able to put an access easement across the ACP easement and that
the road does not need to run on top of the easement. Mr. Amante noted that the ACP easement goes
across two lots. Mr. Amante noted that there are adjoining lots on the other side of the creek with
structures on them. Mr. Shimp noted that they are residential and adjoin the property but are far from
the proposed development.
Ms. Proulx asked how someone could lose their share for breaking the regulations. Mr. Shimp explained
that he would have to buy the share back from them. He noted that the price of the lot would be tied to
the rent (if the rent were to go up 10%, the lot value would go up 10%). Mr. Amante asked why the
vacant lots in the existing subdivision haven’t been built. Mr. Shimp explained that these lots are tied up
in the same family and on other plats show it all as one property. Mr. Shimp explained that the property
has not been for sale until recently. He added that those lots are close to the road and he wouldn’t feel
good about putting housing there.
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Mr. Hauschner asked if there would be accessibility trails in the community area. Mr. Shimp noted that
they would definitely put trails in but that he doesn’t know about them being handicap accessible
because they would need to pave the trail.
Mr. Rutherford asked if it would have a mass drain field. Mr. Shimp noted that the soils are excellent
and that it will probably be built in phases and he would have a drain field for approximately 10 sites. He
explained that there would likely be 5 smaller septic systems. Mr. Amante noted that he wouldn’t want
to live that close to his septic. Mr. Shimp noted that septic systems can be pretty close to houses. Mr.
Rutherford added that back in the 60s and 70s there was no health/planning/building code. He
explained that he would have to crawl under homes to pump septic tanks. He added that things are
dramatically different now.
Mr. Amante asked how the community regulations would be enforceable. Mr. Shimp explained that it
would be similar to renting out an apartment but that the eviction rules allow a lot more time. He
explained that the lease or purchase agreement would include the regulations in the terms and that it
would be the duty of the park manager to remove people that break the terms. He added that they
would obviously want to work with people to come into compliance if they can. He explained that when
people that have a hard time finding housing find something they like, they usually don’t want to move.
Mr. Amante asked if Mr. Shimp could require that the homes not be older than a certain year. Mr.
Shimp noted that he could add regulations for pretty much anything he wants to. Ms. Proulx noted that
getting a share wouldn’t mean more than renting because you could still get kicked out. Mr. Shimp
explained that it is an investment and it would keep them from having to pay rent. They would get all
the money they invested back in addition to what has appreciated. He added that at about 6 years they
could break even on the rent they would have spent and would still get all the money back.
Ms. Bishop added that the regulations would be comparable to HOAs and the standards would be
comparable with Wintergreen’s ARB. Mr. Rutherford noted that historically he has seen land trusts
protect people in mobile home parks being evicted by the land being sold to a different developer.
Mr. Harman agreed that there is a need for affordable housing in the county but wondered if this was
the correct location for this to be without having updated the Comprehensive Plan. He added that it
does not fit the current Comprehensive Plan. Ms. Proulx noted that she agrees that 50 units is large and
that the Comprehensive Plan does not include large scale residential development. Mr. Harman wished
that the County had already updated the Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Amante noted that it is still a density
of housing and wondered if it would not be better closer to Lovingston. Ms. Proulx added that she thinks
the traffic estimates are unrealistic and that having two adults in a house would be more than two trips
a day.
Mr. Hauschner added that in the situation where someone is in need of affordable housing, being two
miles closer to Lovingston really would not matter. He wondered how this would be marketed to the
people of Nelson County that are in need of affordable housing. He added that the location doesn’t
bother him but didn’t know how they could ensure that it would go to people living in Nelson County.
Mr. Shimp explained that he likes this spot because it is pretty central to everything (Wintergreen,
Lovingston, Charlottesville, and Lynchburg) making it convenient. He added that he does not intend to
fill the park at once but likely in phases over the course of 5 years. He noted that this is the only place
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he’s seen in the last two years that is possible for a mobile home park. He explained that land elsewhere
would be way too expensive.
Ms. Proulx noted that one of her concerns is the cost to the County, she explained that the services
required for 50 units that are being taxed as personal property would not pay for themselves. Mr.
Rutherford noted that Nelson County loses about 50 kids a year and that the property tax is not
something he is concerned with. He added that the cost of these services has gone up with a shrinking
population. He noted that they have also lost volunteers for local fire departments and EMS that has led
to the closing of EMS. Ms. Proulx noted that she has lived in the county for 45 years and that she has
noticed volunteer drop way before the change in the population.
Mr. Rutherford stated that there is never the perfect answer when it comes to density. He added that
there are multiple philosophies on where development should go. He noted that they support the Route
29 corridor as a growth area because of the ability to access 29. He noted they would have a much
different reaction to this project being proposed on Route 151. He added that it is difficult to ensure
that people from Nelson County will be the ones living there. He noted that a government subsidy
program directed at that community would be one of the ways to do it.
Ms. Proulx noted that the long term rental properties that she and her husband manage are mostly
filled by people coming to the county. She noted that she has a problem with the project’s
incompatibility with the Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Harman noted that they don’t have a better plan. Ms.
Proulx noted that the state law did not say that the Comprehensive Plan had to be updated every five
years but that it has to be reviewed by the Planning Commission. Mr. Rutherford noted that they are
about two years from having an updated Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Harman noted that you can’t put
everything on hold for two years.
Mr. Amante noted that all the neighbors have not shown up to tell them what they think. Ms. Proulx
noted that they did have some neighbors show up. Ms. Bishop added that some neighbors got their
notices and were sent the application information for their review.
Mr. Harman noted that he would like to approve just the first few phases for now. Ms. Proulx noted that
it might make the project not financially viable. Mr. Shimp confirmed that he would need at least 50
units to get the loan that he needs to build the turn lane on Route 29. Mr. Rutherford noted that more
neighbors might come to the next public hearing.
Ms. Proulx asked if deferring their vote for a month would give them more time to decide.
Mr. Amante asked if they would consider this to be large scale residential development. Ms. Proulx
noted that she believes it is. Ms. Bishop noted that everything in light green on the Comprehensive Plan
map is rural/farming and that the only designated growth areas are the dots. She added that she does
not think that there’s anywhere that supports high density development in the current Comprehensive
Plan. She noted that the Zoning Ordinance shows support by having cluster developments and
intentional communities.
Mr. Amante noted that they need the housing but they are also saying that there is no place to put it.
Mr. Rutherford noted that it is hard to have affordable housing without density. Mr. Amante added that
they cannot ignore it until the Comprehensive Plan update.
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Mr. Hauschner noted that they might add a condition that makes this more complimentary to
agriculture like making sure that it is only being used for agricultural workers. Ms. Bishop explained that
they could not have conditions that relate specifically to the housing. Mr. Harman noted that he could
swallow it better if it were a smaller project. Ms. Bishop added that the 204 acres can be developed with
one dwelling per two acres by right. Ms. Proulx noted that the entire property is not developable.
Mr. Amante made a motion to recommend denial of SUP #520 Mobile Home Park. Ms. Proulx
seconded the motion.
Mr. Rutherford added that affordable housing in Nelson County is very difficult to find.
Yes:
Charles Amante
Phil Proulx

No:
Jesse Rutherford
Mike Harman
Robin Hauschner

Mr. Amante asked Mr. Shimp if there was any way that the current owner of the property require him to
purchase all 204 acres. Mr. Shimp noted that all 204 acres are in their contract. Mr. Amante asked if
there were any way to downsize the project. Ms. Proulx asked if he would have to put in as much of a
turn lane if he were putting in less units. Mr. Shimp noted that he talked to VDOT this morning and that
due to the speeds on Nelson County they would need turn lanes whether it was 10 units or 50. Ms.
Proulx asked Mr. Shimp how sure he was of this. Mr. Shimp noted that he asked that exact question and
got that answer this morning.
Mr. Harman made a motion to recommend approval of SUP #520 with the following conditions:
•
•
•
•
•
•

The number of mobile home park sites shall be limited to 51.
An on-site supervisor is required.
The 35 acres as shown on the applicant's presentation dated 2/23/22 shall be reserved as
open space.
A maintenance plan is required to be submitted prior to final approval.
Approval of all appropriate agencies, VDH and VDOT
All in accordance with a final approved site plan.

Mr. Hauschner seconded the motion.
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Yes:
Charles Amante
Jesse Rutherford
Mike Harman
Robin Hauschner

No:
Phil Proulx

Ms. Bishop noted that this application will go to the April 12th Board of Supervisors meeting.

Other Business:

Zoning Ordinance Update Discussion – Kennels
Ms. Bishop presented the following information:
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Ms. Proulx asked if kennels would be left as by right in SE-1 and M-2. Ms. Bishop noted that she doesn’t
think they need to be removed but that they can be. Mr. Harman noted that he has a personal kennel
and knows several others that have kennels and breed hunting dogs. Ms. Bishop noted that personal
kennels that are accessory to single family dwellings are a home occupation. She explained that this
definition would be for commercial kennels.
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Ms. Bishop then showed the following plan for a kennel that hopes to apply for the Special Use Permit if
adopted:

She explained that they would have offices, training, breeding, and a dwelling on site for a caretaker.
Ms. Proulx recommended changing it to a special use permit in SE-1 due to some SE-1 properties being
quite small. Ms. Bishop noted that a veterinary clinic is by right in SE-1 and that they would be able to
have a kennel as a by right accessory. She added that anything not accessory to a veterinary clinic or
single family dwelling would need to have a special use permit.
Mr. Amante made a motion to recommend approval of staff’s recommendation (March 23rd, 2022
memo) with the addition that kennel be made a special use permit in SE-1. Mr. Hauschner seconded
the motion.

Yes:
Charles Amante
Jesse Rutherford
Mike Harman
Robin Hauschner
Phil Proulx
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Ms. Bishop noted that the LUEP Planning Commissioner training will occur on a few dates this year. She
asked that the Planning Commission let her know if they would like to attend.

Board of Supervisors Report:
Mr. Rutherford welcomed Mr. Hauschner to the Planning Commission. He noted that the County
Administrator, Steve Carter, will be retiring at the end of July. He noted that he and Mr. Reed are on the
search committee to try to find someone to fill the role.
Ms. Bishop noted that they would be having a staff kick off meeting in a week or two to begin work on
the Comprehensive Plan update.
Ms. Bishop noted that SUP 516 was deferred to the afternoon session of the March Board of Supervisors
meeting.

Ms. Proulx made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 9:15 PM. Mr. Amante seconded the motion.
Yes:
Charles Amante
Jesse Rutherford
Mike Harman
Robin Hauschner
Phil Proulx

Respectfully submitted,

Emily Hjulstrom
Planner/Secretary, Planning & Zoning
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