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GROUND-MOUNTED SOLAR ENERGY FACILITIES WORK SESSION
FIRE & RESCUE TRAINING ROOM, ENTRANCE A, SECOND FLOOR

6:00 P.M.

CALL TO ORDER – CHAIRMAN RICK L. CHANDLER
INVOCATION – SUPERVISOR SALLIE WOLFE-GARRISON
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE – DIRECTOR OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
RHONDA H. COOPER
1. Approval of Minutes – Regular Meeting of May 12, 2021
2. Report – Virginia Department of Transportation – Residency Administrator Donald
F. Komara
a. Public Hearing: 2021-2022 Through 2026-2027 Six-Year Improvement Plan
3. Consideration: Adoption of the Central Shenandoah Hazard Mitigation Plan
4. Staff Reports:
a. County Administrator – Stephen G. King
b. County Attorney – Thomas H. Miller, Jr.
c. Assistant County Administrator – Casey B. Armstrong
d. Director of Finance – Patricia D. Davidson
e. Director of Public Works – Philip S. Rhodes
f. Director of Community Development – Rhonda H. Cooper
5. Committee Reports: Airport, Buildings and Grounds, Central Shenandoah Planning
District Commission, Chamber of Commerce, Community Criminal Justice Board,
Finance, Harrisonburg-Rockingham Metropolitan Planning Organization,
Harrisonburg-Rockingham Regional Sewer Authority, Massanutten Regional
Library, Public Works, Shenandoah Valley Partnership, Social Services,
Technology, VACo Liaison, Chairman, Other
6. Committee Appointment – Blue Ridge Community College Foundation Board

7:00 P.M.

7. Public Hearing - Rezoning
REZ21-064, K & K Enterprises, LLC c/o Phil Landes. Request to rezone 0.325
acres from R-2 (Medium Density Residential) to B-1 (General Business).
Undeveloped parcel behind 1880 Harpine Highway.
TM # 94B-(1)- L14. Election District 2.
8. Unfinished Business
*** ADJOURN ***
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Draft Recommendations
for
Ground-Mounted Solar Energy Facilities

For comparative purposes, the following draft Large Solar Energy Facility ordinance
recommendations includes draft Small Solar Energy Facility ordinance recommendations that would
be a separate entry in Article 6, Supplemental Standards, as seen at the end of this document.

Definitions for Ground-Mounted Solar Energy Facilities
Solar energy facility, large.
An energy conversion system consisting of photovoltaic panels, support structures, and associated
control, conversion, and transmission hardware occupying more than two (2) acres of total land area.
“Occupying” means actual ground coverage, not acreage of the parcel on which the facility is installed.

Solar energy facility, small.
An energy conversion system consisting of photovoltaic panels, support structures, and associated
control, conversion, and transmission hardware occupying no more than 25% coverage of the parcel, not
to exceed two (2) acres.

Energy storage system.
Equipment, facilities, or devices capable of absorbing energy, storing it for a period of time, and
redelivering that energy after it has been stored.
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Recommended Ground-Mounted Large Solar Energy Facilities Ordinance
Aggregate Cap
The aggregate cap shall be no more than XXXX acres of Large Solar Energy Facilities approved by Special
Use Permit or rezoned for a large-scale solar facility.
The committee recommends an aggregate cap of between 1,400 and 1,900 acres for Large Solar Energy
Facilities.

Per-Site Acreage:
Considerable discourse occurred on the topic of what came to be referred to as a per-site acreage cap.
This cap is in addition to, and not to be confused with, the aggregate cap discussed immediately above.

The Committee was unable to reach consensus on a per-site cap. The varying positions, with the number
of committee members that supported each one in parentheses, are:
1.
2.
3.
4.

30-50 acres (3)
50-75 acres (1)
100-200 acres, with a preference for 100 acres (1)
No per-site cap. Leave size to a case-by-case decision of the BOS at the time of issuance of the SUP.
(2)

Also mentioned were combinations of and compromises among the listed options.

Supporting reasons for a per-site cap include:
1. The visual impact is less if it is smaller. The larger a site, the more difficult it will be for it to blend in.
2. Limiting the size of individual projects spreads out the possible income benefits among more property
owners.
3. At some point, a solar project is so large it crosses the line and becomes an industrial land use and
should be on land so zoned.

Supporting reasons for the various specific caps include:
30-50 acres:
1. The conservative approach. We do not yet know where the General Assembly’s push for solar will be
in just a few years. Let’s not have any more land committed to it than necessary.
2. This would allow for 3-5 MW facilities which, in the opinion of some, would be the “ideal” maximum
size.
3. It allows for the currently stated per-site generation needs of Dominion and SVEC.
4. It does the most to distribute the possible financial benefit among landowners, allowing for multiple
“small winners,” rather than picking a few “big winners.”
50-75 acres:
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1. A 2019 Virginia Tech report recommended 70 acres as the “sweet spot” to accommodate both
productive generation and preservation of farmland.
2. 50-75 acres allows the Board and the developer more flexibility than the 30-50-acre cap, while still
keeping the size relatively small.
3. Projects much larger than this, and certainly projects of 200 acres or more, are industrial in nature
and therefore incompatible with current and traditional ag land use.
4. Larger projects are not forbidden. They simply must locate on land already zoned Industrial, or land
the Board is willing to rezone to Industrial for this purpose.
100-200 acres:
1. Better balance between efficiency of scale and reducing impact on ag land than either of the lower
caps or no cap.
2. Allows for 10-20 MW facilities, which appear to be considered by the industry to be a more useful
range. Developers of one possible project in Rockingham County, not yet formally submitted to the
County, maintain that they want a minimum of 50 MW (approx. 500 ac).
3. The higher the cap the more flexibility for the BOS and the developer.

The following comments in favor of per-site caps were provided by a committee member and are
reprinted here for the Board’s benefit:

Email dated April 2, 2021:
As the committee looks at per site or per project acreage limits (“Project Cap”), my comments are
prefaced on the following assumptions:
1.
2.
3.

An overall County acreage cap of 1400-2000 as recommended by the committee to be approved
by the Board (“Overall Cap”)
The Project Cap only applying to those utility [large] scale (over 2 acre) projects in areas requiring
a SUP approval – mainly A-1 and A-2 districts
The Overall Cap and Project Caps do not apply to small scale projects and do not apply to districts
in which larger scale projects are by-right permitted (but still subject to regulation) such as the
Industrial District.
Given the above assumptions, we are really considering the appropriate scale limits for utility scale
projects in Agricultural Districts. It is my view after studying the comp plan, existing zoning districts
with locations and acreages, that there is ample opportunity to either utilize industrial or industrial
adjacent planned use tracts in Eastern Rockingham, Pleasant Valley and directly north of
Harrisonburg in the Acorn Drive corridor (and elsewhere) to accommodate very large, utility scale
project of over 200 acres, which I would consider a industrial land use type, not compatible with
Agricultural Zoning Districts.
That has led me to consider the implications and ramifications for large (utility scale) projects in
the range of 2-200 acres for SUP required locations within the County’s Ag Districts. In my view
after considering this issue over the course of the last 4-5 months, a max Project Cap of 200 acres
would be a minimum limitation, and there are good reasons for the Committee and Board to
consider SUP/Ag District Project Caps in the 50-75-acre range for the reasons set forth below.
1.

First, project sizes in the 10-75-acre range are viable under the Community Solar initiatives,
and are scaled and targeted to provide energy to local users and not as farmed out, general
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2.

3.

4.

5.

grid feeding facilities. This size of facility meets most of the community solar goals set out in
the CAAV [Climate memorandum, and keeps projects within scale where they are much more
easily hidden away within larger multi-hundred acre farming parcels, and impacts on
neighbors can be accomplished more by intra-parcel siting and topography and less by
expensive and intrusive screening (no matter how naturally designed).
I also believe societal equity considerations are both valid land use considerations, and
politically important within a traditional agricultural County. Assuming the County is working
under an Overall Cap, then if Project Caps are not utilized, then the bulk of the capped acreage
might easily be consumed by a half dozen large sites. While this is a bonanza to the leasing
landowner, the benefits to the community are highly concentrated and likely to be viewed as
“unfair” to the lucky handful of approved landowner sites. Such a scheme would also
encourage a push to be a “first mover” on a large site approval to be a chosen “winner,” rather
and a more measured pace of development County wide over smaller and more diffuse sites.
In addition, there is a positive benefit to smaller Project Caps in Ag areas under the Overall
Cap, which allow 50 landowning families to get the leasing benefits from parts of their farms,
rather than allowing those benefits to be more highly concentrated. This improves community
buy-in and less “site jealousy.” It also minimizes the impact of a large site in a specific area of
the County. I feel much more comfortable calling a 50-acre site a compatible Agricultural land
use than larger sites. Again, at minimum, I consider sites over 200 acres to be an Industrial
land use, incompatible with current and traditional agricultural land uses. A smaller Project
Cap in Ag Districts also makes it much, much easier to keep a site compatible with neighbors,
local road networks, stormwater regulations, viewsheds, historic and battlefield areas, scenic
drives, tourist destinations, tree cover and wildlife impacts.
Ending up at a smaller scale was something I found instructive in the detailed siting project
analysis conducted in 2019 by Virginia Tech at its Catawba Sustainability Center. This was a
model process that looked at a multi-hundred-acre farming and agricultural site and found
the recommended solar sizing at just under 70-acres as integrated under a model sustainable
farming operation (link to final report below). This was a good test case process that focused
on sustainability and solar with an agricultural needs focus first, not a utility
provider/developer efficiency model or landowner leasing rights as the primary consideration.
A laboratory for how County Staff can collaborate and evaluate future project proposals.
https://www.isce.vt.edu/content/dam/isce_vt_edu/psga/VTREFS%20Catawba%20Sustainability%20Center%20and%20Catawba%20Hospital%20Renewa
ble%20Energy%20Site%20Planning%20Study%202020%20(002).pdf
Granted, there are efficiency gains in the 100-200-acre (10-20MW) tier site range which are
not garnered by Project Caps, but given the other considerations, and the availability to
develop sites of this size in other zoning districts, I would not make that trade-off under the
County ordinance.
If we look at a satellite map view of the Commonwealth, it is evident that Rockingham,
Augusta, and Shenandoah Counties are the core of agriculture in the state. The USDA statistics
bear this out, with these three counties alone accounting for 31-33% of total statewide
agricultural output on around 2.5% of its land mass (under 2% excluding public lands). The
cleared land under productive use is striking compared to areas east of the Blue Ridge,
southwest in the more mountainous areas along 81 and the wide swaths of non-agriculturally
productive but undeveloped land south of 64 to the NC border. There is no pressing need,
and many good reasons to avoid turning the Valley into a solar farm to feed data centers,
office buildings and urban energy needs in Northern Virginia and other urban areas of the
state. There is more than ample land outside of this core Ag region to supply those needs.

I am a strong proponent of solar energy generation, and especially solar generation for personal
and local community needs. However, a thoughtful analysis of the impacts and economic
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pressures to convert core farmland and unique landscapes in the County lead me to be in favor of
a smaller Project Cap for large scale projects to be sited in Agricultural Districts. My vote would be
for a 50-75 acres Project Cap in Ag Districts. I would be modestly opposed to any Project Cap larger
than 100 acres and would be fully opposed to a Project Cap of over 200 acres or not having a
Project Cap for SUP required projects in the County.

Email dated April 13, 2021:
I found the discussion under the various cap scenarios to be geared in specificity and almost
advocacy toward a non-capped, SUP based choice to be evident. Its treatment and points in favor
had a length in this presentation almost equal to all the lower alternatives combined in the
compilation. Contrary to the lack of consensus, it is my view, that there is clear consensus in the
committee for a per project cap in the 30-200-acre range, with a majority on the committee in
favor of a cap of under 100 acres per project. Some of the many (10) reasons in support of no cap
are not those which I can recall being advocated before in open committee meetings, and I wonder
from where they are generated? I do not recall the (2) non-cap committee members such as Mr.
Flint stating or advocating these non-capped points in discussion – perhaps they were forwarded
to Staff outside of wider circulation.
The General Assembly has provided a useful distinction in 56-594.3 in establishing a “community
based” solar program at 5MW. This equates in rough terms to a 50-acre site. I have viewed many
50-acre agricultural properties in the County, and a 50-acre field is a sizeable area, not a minimal
site. The entire new County park at Crossroads is a 60-acre tract. A 50-acre maximum project size
allowing for buffers and access would cover the entire County Park site – hardly a small and limited
opportunity for utility scale solar development.
If one were to expand the maximum project cap to 200 acres, again allowing for buffers and other
open site management areas, the site would fill the entire County Technology and Innovation Park
(which is a 260-acre parcel).
As stated, I would consider even a 200-acre site to be an “industrial use,” incompatible with
surrounding agricultural, tourism and open space resources in the agricultural zoned areas of the
County.
There is no pressing public policy need to allow the unique agricultural and open spaces resources
in the core of the Shenandoah Valley to become rented out solar utility generating sites feeding
the urban areas of the Commonwealth. There are a multitude of acreages across the state much
better suited to utility scale distribution than the leading agriculture production County in the state
(by a large margin) and home to some of the most unique rural landscapes in the Country.
I will amend my recommendation to set a maximum project cap to 50 acres to bring it in accord
with a majority of the committee members, consistent with a community based solar model
defined under 56-594.3, and one which encourages local use for generated solar for local
residents, businesses, and government agencies such as schools, and not an industrial scale
outsources of agricultural and tourist resources to simply feed the grid.

Email dated May 13, 2021:
1.

Smaller solar facilities mitigate the risk of erosion and sedimentation.
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2.
3.

The likelihood of significant tree removal is decreased (which increases the net carbon
reduction).
The likelihood of significant acreage containing prime [soils] and soils of statewide significance
is reduced.

No Per-Site Cap:
Two members of the Committee and all staff members support no per-site cap. Reasons in support of
handling site size on a case-by-case basis include:
1. A no cap, case-by-case basis at the SUP level preserves the greatest flexibility and control to the Board
of Supervisors.
2. Whether it is preferable to have many, little solar sites scattered across the landscape, or a few larger
sites, is an inherently subjective opinion.
3. Maximizing the diffusion of a possible income stream among property owners is not a typical element
of government land use decisions. Maintaining some economic use is; maximizing economic use is
not. Furthermore, setting any cap, including the aggregate cap recommended by the Committee,
picks winners and losers. It just does so at a different point. The rather low aggregate cap being
recommended, if adopted by the Board, will mean there will be many, many property owners who
will not be able to cash in, regardless of site size.
4. There are real, non-hypothetical sites in the County that are larger than any of the proposed caps that
would serve very well as sites for large-scale solar projects. One of the reasons such a site is well
suited to solar is that it is not well suited to most traditional agricultural operations. Nevertheless, it
might not be wise to rezone such a site to Industrial. First of all, there are ag uses that could perform
well on the site. Poultry houses do not care much about soil quality or topography. Neither do
greenhouses or fish farming operations. Secondly, the land could be dual purposed; solar and ag.
But, more importantly, if and when the solar project is decommissioned, the SUP expires unless a
replacement solar facility is built within twenty-four months. The underlying land is still zoned ag. It
would not need to be downzoned from Industrial. Downzoning is almost always difficult to achieve.
(It has been pointed out that Industrial zoned land can be used for ag purposes. That amendment
was done to encourage private investment in Industrial development projects by temporarily reducing
carrying costs, not because there was any desire to have industrial and agricultural uses intermixed.)
5. Only one other county surveyed is looking at a site size limitation, and their discussion is focused in
the 200-450-acre range.
6. Only a few counties have adopted any cap. Those that have, adopted an aggregate cap only.
7. A “per-site” rule can be difficult to draft and administer. Do we mean limited to a parcel surveyed to
be less than XX acres, or the actual footprint of the solar panels and ancillary equipment? How do we
handle land being divided to meet the cap? Can you have one XX acre “per-site” project on one tax
parcel and a second on an adjoining tax parcel? How about a tax parcel that is separated from the
first by a third tax parcel? If two tax parcels away is too close, what is far enough away? How do you
define far enough?
8. If, when considering land use issues, a project is appropriate in every other way, but is too large for
our per-site cap, how do we respond to an allegation of arbitrariness? The Committee has found it
impossible to articulate a rationalization for 50 acres versus 75 acres versus 100 acres. What is the
rational basis in an arbitrariness challenge? Isn’t it just a [an arbitrary] number?
9. Visual impact is the one characteristic supporting the position that at some point a solar facility gets
big enough to be treated as an industrial land use. A solar facility does not appear industrial-like when
characteristics such as traffic on public roads, odor, sound, light, or dust leaving the property, unusual
hours of operation, amount or intensity of activity on the property, air or water pollution, are
9

considered. Those characteristics are of no greater impact for a large solar facility than they are for a
small. In fact, arguably, in each of those categories a solar facility will have less impact than a dairy
farm. It is only visual impact that might be seen as like an industrial use.
10. The fact that the Committee found consensus impossible is an argument in itself for leaving the
decision to the SUP process. It illustrates that this is not a decision that can readily be made on a onesize-fits-all basis. The fact that those in favor of a particular cap could not decide on a number, but
left the recommendation as a range, further underscores the difficulties encountered and argues for
leaving the decision to the Board at the time of presentation of a particular project.

Zoning Districts
Large Solar Energy Facility.
By-right:
Ground-Mounted Large Solar Energy Facilities installed over parking lots shall be permitted by right
in the following zoning districts:
I-1, Industrial
PID, Planned Industrial Development
B-1, General Business
PCD, Planned Commercial Development
PMR, Planned Medical and Research
R-4, Planned Resort
R-5, Planned Neighborhood
S-1, Public Services

By right:
Ground-Mounted Large Solar Energy Facilities shall be permitted by right in the following zoning
districts:
PID, Planned Industrial Development
PCD, Planned Commercial Development
PMR, Planned Medical and Research
R-4, Planned Resort
R-5, Planned Neighborhood
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By SUP:
Large Solar Energy Facilities shall be considered through the SUP process in the following zoning
districts:
A-1, Prime Agricultural
A-2, General Agricultural
B-1, General Business
B-2, Neighborhood Business
RV, Rural Village (on commercial sites)
I-1, Industrial
S-1, Public Services

Small Solar Energy Facility.
Ground-Mounted Small Solar Energy Facilities are permitted by-right in all zoning districts.

Setbacks
Large Solar Energy Facility.
Setbacks for facility requiring a SUP:
•

2-30 acres of land occupied by a solar energy facility: all above-ground infrastructure shall be at
least 100’ from property lines, and 150’ from dwellings reduceable by notarized consent from an
adjoining property owner. Setbacks are not required among and between participating
landowners’ parcels.

•

Over 30 acres of land occupied by a solar energy facility: all above-ground infrastructure shall be
no less than 150’ from property lines, reduceable by notarized consent from an adjoining property
owner. Setbacks are not required among and between participating landowners’ parcels.

For all transformers and inverters, 150’ setback from property lines.

Setbacks for By-right Facilities Over Parking Lots:
From public and private roads and streets, 10’ setback.
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Small Solar Energy Facility.

Setbacks for Small Solar Energy facility, occupying between a half-acre and two acres:
A Small Solar Energy Facility shall be located at least 100’ from existing dwellings not on the same
parcel as the facility. Setback distance is reduceable by notarized consent from the owner(s) of the
dwelling.
Setbacks for Small Solar Energy Facility panels, occupying less than a half-acre:
When total Small Solar Energy Facility panel area is 580 square feet or less, the solar array shall meet
the same setback as accessory structures that are less than 580 square foot.
When total Small Solar Energy Facility panel area is more than 580 square feet and less than a halfacre, the solar array shall meet the same setbacks as primary structures.

Maximum Height
Large Solar Energy Facility.
All parts of a Large Solar Energy Facility shall be kept as close to the ground as possible, taking into account
best engineering practices and possible dual use of the land, but shall not be higher than 15’.
Variations to the maximum height may be approved by the Board of Supervisors on a case-by-case basis
when exceeding a 15’ height would better accommodate a dual use of land or other unique site
characteristics warrant a variation.

Small Solar Energy Facility.
No part of a Small Solar Energy Facility shall exceed 15’ in height.

Mass Grading
With the SUP application, the applicant shall provide a preliminary narrative and sequence of construction
for anticipated land-disturbing activities.
Consistent with Chapter 6B, Erosion and Sediment Control, and Chapter 6C, Management of Post
Construction Stormwater Runoff, prior to issuance of a land-disturbance permit by the County, the
applicant shall provide a comprehensive erosion and sediment control plan and stormwater management
plan to minimize the risk to properties and waterways downstream from the proposed development.

12

Stormwater [Would be located in Stormwater Ordinance]
In Large Solar Energy Facilities, as defined in Chapter 17 of the Rockingham County Code, the height of
solar panels, not installed over parking lots or similar impervious surfaces, shall be 10’ or less at the
dripline.

Compliance (Locate in Article 1, Provisions and/or Article 6, Supplemental Standards)
All land uses shall comply with all applicable federal, state, and local statutes, ordinances, and regulations.

Easements
Addressed in Sec. 17-703.08 (d) & (e).

Fire Code Amendment [Language was determined by the Department of Fire & Rescue.]
The following items shall be included in every SUP permit:
•
•
•
•

A Knox Box or Knox Lock shall be provided at all access gates, as approved on the site plan by the Fire
Marshal.
Main power disconnects shall be located as labelled on the preliminary site plan submitted with the
SUP application and on all subsequent site plans.
Controls shall be in place for hazardous materials spills, as approved on the site plan by the Fire
Marshal.
A clear, brush-free area shall be maintained 10 foot around ground mounted photovoltaic arrays.

Lighting
No part of the site shall have outdoor lighting, except during emergency situations and unexpected
maintenance. During unexpected maintenance, lighting shall use shielded fixtures to minimize off-site
glare toward public rights-of-way and adjacent properties, and shall not exceed 0.5-foot candle at the
property lines.

Community Meeting
Prior to submittal of a special use permit application for a Large Solar Energy Facility, the applicant shall
hold a meeting to inform the community about the proposed facility. This meeting shall be open to the
public.

13

Notice of the date, time, and location of the meeting, a contact name and phone number of the project
representative, and a summary of the proposed facility, shall be delivered by first-class mail to all property
owners located within one (1) mile of the parcel boundary of the proposed facility, as noted in the
Rockingham County tax records. Such notice shall be mailed not less than fourteen (14) working days prior
to the community meeting.

The meeting shall be held within the one (1) mile radius or at the nearest location open to the public
with adequate parking and seating facilities which may accommodate persons with disabilities.

The meeting shall give members of the public the opportunity to review application materials, ask
questions of the applicant, and provide feedback.

Upon conclusion of the community meeting, a certified mailing list of property owners notified, a sign-in
sheet from the meeting, and a written summary of the meeting shall be included with the application.

Vegetated buffer within setback areas
Within the setback areas, a vegetated buffer of year-round effectiveness shall be installed and maintained
by the solar facility operator or landowner. All plants shall be climate-hardy. No monoculture shall be
permitted; at least 5 different species of shrubs and 6’ trees shall be installed, with preference given to
indigenous trees and shrubs. Selected species shall have mixed leaf- and branch-types of varying mature
heights. Two or three of the same species should be grouped to ensure a naturalized effect; avoid
uniform, staggered rows of plantings. Existing vegetation in the setback area shall be supplemented with
new plantings to gain the expected result. However, all existing, invasive species shall be removed prior
to new plantings being installed. Land within the setback, not in trees and shrubs, shall have a stabilizing
ground cover.
Any fencing shall be located interior to the vegetated buffer.
Trees and shrubs are not required where utility easements cross the setback.

Maintenance:
All vegetation (trees, shrubs, and ground covers) in the setback areas shall be maintained from
installation through decommissioning. Ground covers shall provide continuous coverage for the life
of the project.
The solar facility operator or landowner shall manage non-invasive species and remove invasive
species for the life of the project.
Trees and shrubs shall be replaced if needed to maintain intended, camouflage effect.
Vegetated buffers and ground covers shall be addressed in the SUP application and on the site plan.
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Ground cover
Ground cover throughout the site shall be climate-hardy, non-invasive, and pollinator-friendly species,
with preference given to indigenous plants. Shade-tolerant plants shall be installed under the solar
panels.
Ground cover shall be installed throughout the site, including the setback area.
Ongoing maintenance:
Ground covers shall meet then-current erosion and sediment control and stormwater management
regulations.
The solar facility operator and landowner shall manage non-invasive species and remove invasive
species for the life of the project.

Wildlife Corridors
The establishment of wildlife corridors shall be as determined by the Virginia Department of Wildlife
Resources.

Historic Sites
No facility shall be located on a property in the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (VDHR)
Landmarks Registry, National Registry, or within the Study Area, Core Area, and Field of Fire Area as
designated in the Cross Keys and Port Republic Battlefields Preservation Plan.

The County discourages large-scale solar facilities in the near vicinity of any recognized historic resource.
However, any facility adjoining a significant “Historic Resource,” as designated in the Comprehensive Plan
or as defined by the Virginia Department of Historic Resources shall have a vegetated buffer, and any
facility in the near vicinity may be required to have a vegetated buffer.

Viewshed
A viewshed simulation, from points selected by the County, shall be included in the SUP application.

Soils and Tree Cover
No facility shall be permitted on land that has been clear-cut or heavily timbered in the five (5) years
immediately preceding the date of the application.
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Glare and Appearance
a. All solar energy facility structures, racks, and associated facilities shall have a non-reflective finish or
appearance. Solar collectors shall be designed to maximize absorption and minimize glare outward
toward adjoining properties and upward toward aircraft. Vehicles travelling on adjoining interstate
and state-maintained roads shall also be protected from potential glare, including elevated tractor
trailer cabs.
b. The design of support buildings and related structures shall use materials, colors, textures, and
landscaping that will camouflage the solar energy facility from surrounding residences.
c. FAA approvals shall be submitted with formal application to the County.

Decommissioning
Definition of Decommissioning Plan: The decommissioning plan specifies the procedure by which the
applicant or its successor would remove the solar energy facility after the end of its useful life and to
restore the property for prior or future usage consistent with the Comprehensive Plan or future zoning.

a. Decommissioning Plan. A decommissioning plan shall be developed by the applicant, owner, or
operator prior to the approval of a site plan being issued for a solar energy facility. If the solar energy
facility is inactive completely or has substantially discontinued the delivery of electricity to a grid for a
continuous 6-month period it shall be considered an inactive solar energy facility. The applicant, owner of
the real estate, or owner or operator of the facility, jointly and severally responsible, shall provide notice
to Rockingham County in writing once the property becomes an inactive solar energy facility. The
decommissioning of the site shall commence within six (6) months of receipt of such notice by Rockingham
County. The Decommissioning Plan shall include:
1. Anticipated life of the solar energy facility;
2. The estimated cost of the decommissioning in the future, as expressed in current dollars by a Virginia
State-licensed professional engineer;
3. Method used to determine the estimate;
4. The manner in which the project will be decommissioned; and
5. The name and physical address of the person or entity responsible for the decommissioning plan.

b. Surety. Unless the solar energy facility project is owned by a public utility within the Commonwealth of
Virginia, the gross costs of decommissioning shall be secured by an adequate surety in a form agreed to
by the County Attorney, including but not limited to a letter of credit, cash, or a guarantee by an
investment grade entity, and posted prior to the project receiving its certificate of completion, or
equivalent, from Rockingham County to operate the use. If an adequate surety is required, the cost
estimates of the decommissioning shall be updated at least every five (5) years by the applicant, owner,
or operator, and provided to the County. If the solar energy facility is sold to an entity that is not a public
utility, the Special Use Permit shall not transfer to the purchaser until such time as adequate replacement
surety is provided for the solar energy facility. “Gross cost” shall not include a deduction for salvage value.
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c. Applicant, Facility Owner and Property Owner Obligation. Within six (6) months after the cessation of
use of the solar energy facility for electrical power generation or transmission, the applicant or its
successor, at its sole cost and expense, shall decommission the solar energy facility in accordance with
the decommissioning plan approved by the County. If the applicant or its successor fails to commence
decommissioning in a timely manner so that decommissioning may be completed within six (6) months of
the facility becoming an inactive solar energy facility, the property owner shall conduct the
decommissioning in accordance with the plan and may use bonded resources to do so, as approved and
released by the County. Following completion of decommissioning of the entire solar energy facility the
bond shall be released, and if the County has called upon the bond and taken control of bond resources,
any remaining resources held by the County shall be distributed to the property owners in proportion to
their ownership interests.

d. Applicant, Owner Default; Decommissioning by the County.
1. If the applicant, its successor, or the property owners fail to decommission the solar energy facility
within six (6) months, the County shall have the right, but not the obligation, to commence
decommissioning activities and shall have access to the property, access to the full amount of the
decommissioning surety, and the rights to the solar energy equipment and materials on the property.
2. If applicable, any excess decommissioning surety funds shall be returned to the current owner of the
property after the County has completed the decommissioning activities.
3. Prior to the issuance of any permits, the applicant and the property owners shall deliver a legal
instrument to the County granting the County (1) the right to access the property, and (2) an interest
in the solar energy facility equipment and materials to complete the decommissioning upon the
applicant’s and property owner’s default. Such instrument(s) shall bind the applicant and property
owners and their successors, heirs, and assigns. Nothing herein shall limit other rights or remedies
that may be available to the County to enforce the obligations of the applicant, including under the
County’s zoning powers.

e. Equipment, Structure and Building Removal. Unless otherwise approved by the County, all physical
improvements, materials, and equipment related to solar energy generation, both surface and subsurface
components, regardless of depth underground, shall be removed in the removal process.

f. Infrastructure Removal. All above-ground and underground infrastructure shall be removed and
recycled or reused, unless a written request is received from the then current property owner proposing
the retention of any infrastructure, as approved by the County.

g. Partial Decommissioning. Any reference to decommissioning the solar energy facility shall include the
obligation to decommission all or a portion of the solar energy facility, whichever is applicable with respect
to a particular situation. If decommissioning is triggered for a portion, but not the entire solar energy
facility, then the partial decommissioning shall be completed in accordance with the decommissioning
plan and this section for the applicable portion of the solar energy facility.
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Recommended Ground-Mounted Small Solar Energy Facility Ordinance
Definition
Solar energy facility, small.
An energy conversion system consisting of photovoltaic panels, support structures, and associated
control, conversion, and transmission hardware occupying no more than 25% coverage of the parcel, not
to exceed two (2) acres.

Zoning Districts
Small Solar Energy Facility.
Ground-Mounted Small Solar Energy Facilities are permitted by-right in all zoning districts.

Maximum Height
Small Solar energy facility.
No part of a Small Solar Energy Facility shall exceed 15’ in height.

Setbacks
Small Solar Energy Facility.

Setbacks for Small Solar Energy Facility, occupying between a half-acre and two acres:
A Small Solar Energy Facility shall be located at least 100’ from existing dwellings not on the same
parcel as the facility. Setback distance is reduceable by notarized consent from the owner(s) of the
dwelling.

Setbacks for Small Solar Energy Facility panels, occupying less than a half-acre:
When total Small Solar Energy Facility panel area is 580 square feet or less, the solar array shall meet
the same setback as accessory structures that are less than 580 square foot.
When total Small Solar Energy Facility panel area is more than 580 square feet and less than a halfacre, the solar array shall meet the same setback as primary structures.
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Recommended Large Solar Energy Facility Policy
Rockingham County is the top agricultural producer in Virginia and serves an international market. The
County is also recognized as a premier tourist destination. The Board of Supervisors will show preference
to the location of solar facilities in non-agricultural areas of the County to encourage the preservation and
proper use of land to ensure a readily available source of agricultural, horticultural, and forest products
and of open space. Preference will be given to sites showing a dual use of the land, such as for grazing or
crops and solar facilities, or parking lots and solar facilities.

The aggregate cap set by the Board is a maximum acreage, not a goal to be achieved. All projects shall
undergo careful consideration, whether the proposed facility requires a SUP or is by-right in a planned
development zoning district, which will require a master plan and plan description.

The Board can reference the Virginia Natural Heritage Data Explorer’s and ConserveVirginia’s future GIS
data layers to identify possible sensitive areas.

Ground Cover
The solar facility operator or landowner should consult the Virginia Pollinator Smart Program, and work
with the County during the site plan development phase to determine the best options.

Soils and Tree Cover
The County discourages locating facilities on any of the following:
•
•
•

in A-1- and A-2-zoned land,
on Prime Soils and Soils of Statewide Importance, or
on wooded sites.

The County encourages locating facilities on impervious surfaces in business and industrial areas.
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Recommended Text for Elsewhere in County Ordinance
Stormwater [To be located in Stormwater Ordinance]
In Large Solar Energy Facilities, as defined in Chapter 17 of the Rockingham County Code, the height of
solar panels not installed over parking lots, or similar impervious surfaces, shall be 10’ or less at the
dripline.

Compliance (Locate in Article 1, Provisions and/or Article 6, Supplemental Standards)
All land uses shall comply with all applicable federal, state, and local statutes, ordinances, and regulations.

Easements
Addressed in Sec. 17-703.08 (d) & (e).
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May 12, 2021

The Regular Meeting of the Rockingham County Board of Supervisors was held on
Wednesday, May 12, 2021, at 3:00 p.m., at the Rockingham County Administration Center,
Harrisonburg, Virginia.
The following members were present:
DEWEY L. RITCHIE, Election District #1
SALLIE WOLFE-GARRISON, Election District #2
RICK L. CHANDLER, Election District #3
MICHAEL A. BREEDEN, Election District #5
WILLIAM B. KYGER, JR., Election District #4 was absent
Also present:
STEPHEN G. KING, County Administrator
THOMAS H. MILLER, JR., County Attorney
CASEY B. ARMSTRONG, Assistant County Administrator
RHONDA H. COOPER, Director of Community Development
PATRICIA D. DAVIDSON, Director of Finance
KIRBY W. DEAN, Director of Parks & Recreation
ANN MARIE FREEMAN, Director of Court Services
JEREMY C. HOLLOWAY, Fire & Rescue Chief
JENNIFER J. MONGOLD, Director of Human Resources
TERRI M. PERRY, Director of Technology
PHILIP S. RHODES, Director of Public Works
KELLY S. GETZ, Zoning Administrator
TAMELA S. GRAY, Deputy Clerk
DONALD F. KOMARA, Residency Administrator
Virginia Department of Transportation
C. BURGESS LINDSEY, Assistant Residency Administrator
Virginia Department of Transportation
oooooOooooo
CALL TO ORDER
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
INVOCATION.
Chair Chandler called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m.
Supervisor Wolfe-Garrison provided the invocation, and Director of Community
Development Cooper led the Pledge of Allegiance.
Chair Chandler noted that Supervisor Kyger is out of town.
oooooOooooo
APPROVAL OF MINUTES.
On motion by Supervisor Wolfe-Garrison, seconded by Supervisor Breeden, and
carried by a vote of 4 to 0, voting recorded as follows: BREEDEN – AYE; CHANDLER –
AYE; KYGER – ABSENT; RITCHIE – AYE; WOLFE-GARRISON – AYE; the Board
approved the minutes of the regular meeting of April 28, 2021.
oooooOooooo
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TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT.
The Board heard Mr. Komara’s report on the activities of the Transportation
Department, including updates to recent bridge, road, and rural rustic projects.
Mr. Komara reported VDOT is planning substantial completion of the drainage
improvements including sidewalks, curb, and gutter in Dayton, as well as paving, in
preparation for the Dayton Redbud Festival on June 5, 2021.
VDOT is considering potential alternatives, such as a roundabout, for the intersection
east of the Pleasant Valley Road (Route 679) bridge over Interstate 81 when the interstate is
widened, Mr. Komara stated.
Mr. Komara noted the Spotswood High School entrance project from Spotswood Trail
(Route 33) will begin the first part of June, after students complete the 2020-2021 school year.
Maintenance items included stabilizing a slope at the Community Center Road (Route
731) bridge in Briery Branch, mowing, performing heavy mechanized patching, spreading
plant mix, applying calcium chloride, and repairing the large pothole at the intersection of
Rocky Bar Road (Route 754) as Supervisor Breeden requested.
Mr. Komara noted that the public hearing for VDOT’s Secondary Road Six-Year
Improvement Program was not held in 2020 due to the COVID pandemic, but it will be held
during the May 26, 2021 meeting. He noted the first three years are set, but years 4, 5, and 6
are flexible based on how much time VDOT spends maintaining the road. He reminded the
Board members that roads need to have a volume of 50 or more vehicles a day to be paved.
Some roads fall below that volume, but VDOT can consider those roads later. Mr. Komara
noted VDOT is willing to look at issues.
Supervisor Ritchie complemented VDOT staff who maintain the area near his home,
stating it is kept neat and mowed. Mr. Komara noted that staff in all four areas of the County
work to make the County look nice.
Mr. Komara had previously mentioned extending the left turn lane on John Wayland
Highway (Route 42) to turn on Eberly Road (Route 732) toward Wilbur Pence Middle School.
VDOT recently received safety money that was used to construct the turn lane. In response to
a question from Supervisor Wolfe-Garrison, Mr. Komara confirmed that the turn lane was
extended, but not all the way to the bridge.
Supervisor Wolfe-Garrison asked that VDOT staff remember to sweep the gravel and
grass of the Bike and Buggy Lane, from Route 42 north of Harrisonburg to Bridgewater, when
they are mowing.
Chair Chandler noted that he had a nice meeting with Mr. Komara, and he expressed
appreciation for VDOT mowing.
Chair Chandler mentioned that the City of Harrisonburg is looking at the cut-through
from Port Republic Road (Route 253) through Fieldale Place (Route 895), to travel to
Reservoir Street (Route 710). He said the City tried several options to alleviate the situation,
but since they have not been successful, the City may eliminate the connection from Fieldale
Place to the Eastport Subdivision. Chair Chandler said the people most affected are those who
live in the Portland East neighborhood.
Mr. Komara said new developments cannot be constructed without connectivity and
noted he will attempt to find a solution. Chair Chandler does not think students need to cut
through that area, and said he believes homeowners would welcome conversations with VDOT
staff.
oooooOooooo
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FIRE AND RESCUE CHIEF’S STAFF REPORT.
The Board received and reviewed Chief Holloway’s staff report dated May 2021. He
provided his report early in the meeting so he could participate in a conference call regarding
the fuel shortage in Virginia.
Chief Holloway said 32,745 vaccines were provided at the Rockingham County
Fairgrounds, 5,837 were given to employees at large local industries, and additional vaccines
were given to employees at smaller businesses. He reported the Health Department started
administering the first round of vaccinations to high school students. The second dose of the
vaccine will be provided to high school students on the same day initial vaccines are given to
middle school students.
Fire and Rescue staff hope to visit community areas where few people have received
vaccines. In addition to vaccinating citizens in their homes, vaccines will be available at
Covenant Presbyterian Church, Valley View Church, and either the Bergton Community
Center or Bergton Fire and Rescue building. He also hopes to hold a vaccination clinic in the
Elkton area.
Chief Holloway would like to have all three vaccines available at the sites so citizens
can select which vaccine they want. He noted only 100 people attended the Fairground
vaccination clinic earlier in the day. Next week, 200 individuals are scheduled to receive their
second dose at the Fairgrounds, Chief Holloway said. He thinks the clinics will continue to
have fewer people so Fire and Rescue staff is working with pharmacy staff who will offer
vaccines at private schools.
Chair Chandler expressed appreciation to Fire and Rescue staff for their efforts. He
asked that Chief Holloway inform his staff that citizens understand they are very fortunate. He
also noted that it is impressive that Fire and Rescue staff are willing to visit people in their
homes to provide the vaccine.
oooooOooooo
COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR’S STAFF REPORT.
The Board received and reviewed Administrator King’s staff report dated May 7, 2021.
Mr. King said he talked with half of the Building Committee members earlier in the
day about a potential addition to the front of the Administration Center to create a large
meeting room which could be used for elections.
Administrator King stated he would like Registrar Lisa Gooden to be in direct contact
with the architect to determine the best conceptual floor plan for the addition.
Administrator King noted that originally, the $70,000 budget was intended to be used
to create a patio with a tent cover or permanent cover, but it was determined that an allweather, secure facility with access control is needed. The intent is for the meeting room to be
used during elections, Mr. King said. When it is not needed for voting, it will be used as a
general meeting room with outside access.
Supervisor Ritchie asked Mrs. Gooden if the proposed space would provide ample
room for the elections. After she indicated there could be more room, Chair Chandler
suggested that an effort be made to maximize the space.
Chair Chandler stated the consensus was to move forward.
---Administrator King reported that Chair Chandler and the other Chief Elected Officials
from the five jurisdictions that partner with Middle River Regional Jail (MRRJ) have discussed
a potential project scope to address core facility renovations at MRRJ. The project may
include a medical and mental health area, a place for attorneys to meet with their clients, a
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kitchen, laundry, offices and possibly limited mental health beds, at an estimated cost of $18
million.
Administrator King expressed concern that the addition of these areas does not consider
the overcrowding and long-term space needs. However, Mr. King said if the Virginia
Department of Corrections continues to remove the Department of Corrections (DOC) inmates
housed at MRRJ and the five partner jurisdictions agree on the core facility changes, MRRJ
should consider moving forward with those renovations.
Chair Chandler noted he has met with leaders from the four other jurisdictions to
inform them how the County would like to proceed. Chair Chandler said he is glad that 180
inmates at MRRJ have been transferred to the Department of Corrections (DOC) facilities and
indicated 90 more will be transferred later. He stated DOC inmates are not supposed to be
housed at MRRJ for more than sixty days.
Chair Chandler said the MRRJ partners are seriously looking at criminal justice reform
and talking with people in other jurisdictions to find out if they have adopted new programs or
procedures that may be beneficial to our jurisdiction.
---Administrator King said Treasurer L. Todd Garber informed him that real estate bills
were mailed earlier in the day. Mr. King said approximately 75 percent of the real estate tax in
Rockingham County is paid directly by property owners, and a very small amount is paid by
escrow. He noted this is different from other jurisdictions that collect the majority of their real
estate taxes via escrow from mortgage companies. He said this indicates that County
homeowners are long-term residents who are invested in the County.
oooooOooooo
ASSISTANT COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR’S STAFF REPORT.
The Board received and reviewed Mr. Armstrong’s staff report dated May 12, 2021.
oooooOooooo
FINANCE DIRECTOR’S STAFF REPORT.
The Board received and reviewed Mrs. Davidson’s staff report dated May 12, 2021.
oooooOooooo
FINANCE COMMITTEE REPORT.
On behalf of the Finance Committee, on motion by Supervisor Wolfe-Garrison,
seconded by Supervisor Breeden and carried by a roll call vote of 4 to 0, voting recorded as
follows: BREEDEN – AYE; CHANDLER – AYE; KYGER – ABSENT; RITCHIE – AYE;
WOLFE-GARRISON – AYE; the Board approved the following four supplemental
appropriations as highlighted by Mrs. Davidson:
FY2020-2021
Supplemental Appropriations
County Capital Projects
A supplemental appropriation in the amount of $800,000 as part of the Rockingham 2020 plan.
The plan called for $800,000 to be set aside each year in the Capital Projects Fund in order to
build the fund balance and be available for miscellaneous projects as needed. Since the budget
is strong, staff recommended that the Board of Supervisors continue the practice of transferring
money from the General Fund to Capital Projects.
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Supplemental Appropriation: $800,000
$
$
$
$

800,000
800,000
800,000
800,000

GL Code:
GL Code:
GL Code:
GL Code:

1101-09401-00000-000-508399-000
1101-00000-15102-000-351000-000
1001-09301-00000-000-509511-000
1001-00000-15201-000-352000-000

Capital Projects: Misc Projects
Transfer from General Fund
Transfer to Capital Projects Fund
General Fund: Fund Balance

-----

Geographic Information Systems (GIS) Software
The FY21 Capital Improvements Budget includes funding for an upgrade to the GIS Software.
The funding for the software was charged to the GIS department budget in the General Fund.
The following supplemental appropriation transfers money from the Capital Projects Fund to
the General Fund for the purchase.
Supplemental Appropriation: $91,700
1101-09401-00000-000-508040-000
1101-00000-15201-000-352000-000
1001-00000-15201-000-352000-000
1001-08104-00000-000-508040-000
1001-08104-00000-000-503302-000

Capital Projects: Software
Capital Projects Fund Reserve
General Fund Reserve
GIS Software
GIS Maint Srvs Contracts

($
($
($
$
$

91,700)
91,700)
91,700)
38,500
53,200

----Children’s Services Act
The FY21 Children’s Services Program budget did not include funding for the Administrative
support that is available for localities running the Children’s Services Program. Funding
available to the County is $16,690, and $10,787 is available to the City. The supplemental
appropriation will allow for receipt and expenditure of the additional funds and accounts for
the local match.
Supplemental Appropriation: $42,882
Revenue:
1225-00000-12401-000-324203
1225-00000-15201-000-352000
1225-00000-12401-000-324204
1225-00000-15201-000-352000

County Admin
Fund Reserve - Local Match
City Admin
Fund Reserve - Local Match

$ 16,690
$ 8,771
$ 10,787
$ 6,634

Expenditure:
1225-05318-10100-000-508005-000
1225-05318-10100-000-501100-000
1225-05318-10200-000-508005-000
1225-05318-10200-000-501100-000

County Vehicles
County Salaries
City Vehicles
City Salaries

$ 9,500
$ 11,941
$ 9,500
$ 11,941

----Economic Development Assistance
The State awarded Rockingham County a grant in the amount of $1,150,000, requiring a local
match of $1,850,000, in order to complete site improvements on the Innovation Village @
Rockingham (IV@R) Technology Park. The site will improve roughly a 77-acre tract of land
for a future project. The supplemental appropriation was approved in October of 2020 to flow
the funding through the Economic Development Authority (EDA). Since that time, staff
learned that the funding is not required to flow through the EDA. An additional $400,000 is
required to fulfill the match agreement and is included in the appropriation below. The funds
will be expended from the Capital Projects Fund.
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Transfer Appropriation:
$3,000,000
Supplemental Appropriation: $ 400,000
$3,400,000
$3,000,000
$ 400,000
($3,000,000)
$3,000,000
$ 400,000
$ 400,000

1101-09401-00000-000-508330-000
1101-00000-15101-000-351505-000
1101-00000-15102-000-351000-000
1505-01223-00000-000-505699-000
1505-09301-00000-000-509511-000
1001-09301-00000-000-509511-000
1001-00000-15201-000-352000-000

Other Assistance
Transfer from EDA
Transfer from General Fund
Other Assistance
Transfer to Capital Projects Fund
Transfer to Capital Projects Fund
General Fund Reserve

----Federal Grants Manual
Mrs. Davidson explained that the County receives Federal Funding for programs such
as the SAFER grant, Victim Witness Program, and Social Services Programs, as well as other
smaller programs. In order to remain in compliance with the Uniform Grant Guidance that is
an “authoritative set of rules and requirements for Federal awards”, the County is required to
adopt the Rockingham County Federal Grants Manual. The manual was adopted by the Board
of Supervisors in April of 2018.
Since that time, the County has administered several federal grants and projects. After the
most recent project, the auditor suggested one change to the manual with regard to
transportation projects and identifying budget differences. The proposed update to the manual
is below and included in the manual.
Federal Grants- Transportation Projects
The County shall review the project cost of a federally funded transportation
project within a week after the bid is approved, a project phase is completed,
a design change is approved, or in any other instance where the project cost
is changed. It shall then report to VDOT the revised cost estimate. If the
project has decreased by $250,000 or more, the Federal Funds obligated
should be revised within 90 days of the determination.
Staff requested that the Board of Supervisors approve the change to the Federal Grants
Manual effective immediately.
Supervisor Wolfe-Garrison made a motion to accept Mrs. Davidson’s
recommendation for the language verification in the Federal Grants Manual. Supervisor
Ritchie seconded the motion and carried by a roll call vote of 4 to 0, voting recorded as
follows: BREEDEN – AYE; CHANDLER – AYE; KYGER – ABSENT; RITCHIE – AYE;
WOLFE-GARRISON – AYE; the Board approved the recommendation for the above
language verification in the Federal Grants Manual.
Administrator King indicated that in preparation for the County to receive the
federal funds, Mrs. Davidson had to provide her passport and social security information
and participated in an on-line interview with staff from the Federal Government. Mr.
King expressed appreciation to Mrs. Davidson for her willingness to provide confidential
and personal information about herself.
oooooOooooo
HUMAN RESOURCES DIRECTOR’S STAFF REPORT.
The Board received and reviewed Mrs. Mongold’s staff report dated May 12, 2021.
oooooOooooo
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PUBLIC WORKS STAFF REPORT.
The Board received and reviewed Mr. Rhodes’ staff report dated May 12, 2021.
oooooOooooo
BUILDING AND GROUNDS COMMITTEE REPORT.
Mr. Rhodes explained that the Rockingham County Regional Jail (RCRJ) collects and
sets out refuse for pickup by the City of Harrisonburg. During the last year, the City placed an
open-top container at the jail and removed the refuse at their expense. The City asked the
RCRJ to review the situation. The Building and Grounds Committee recommended going
back to using an open-top container. They discussed using a compactor or smaller boxes due
to the lack of space at the jail. A bid was put out for a forty yard open top container refuse
service, with pickup occurring twice a week. Three bids were received, and staff
recommended approving the lowest bid from Republic Services of Charlottesville to provide
refuse service for the jail.
Supervisor Breeden made a motion to enter into a contract with Republic Services of
Charlottesville to provide refuse services at the Rockingham County Regional Jail. Supervisor
Ritchie seconded the motion.
In response to a question from Supervisor Wolfe-Garrison, Mr. Rhodes said the cost for
refuse disposal at the jail is shared equally between the City and the County. Mr. Rhodes
stated that he and Sheriff Hutcheson discussed reviewing the contract each year and, if
possible, reducing the size of the containers or the number of times refuse is picked up. He
noted that the jail does not have more tonnage waste but does have a higher volume of waste
due to the disposable products they are using.
Carried by a roll call vote of 4 to 0, voting recorded as follows: BREEDEN – AYE;
CHANDLER – AYE; KYGER – ABSENT; RITCHIE – AYE; WOLFE-GARRISON – AYE;
the Board approved entering a contract with Republic Services of Charlottesville to provide
refuse services at the Rockingham County Regional Jail twice a week.
Chair Chandler noted that he recently attended the Hazardous Household Waste Day at
the Landfill for the first time, and he found it to be very organized.
oooooOooooo
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR’S STAFF REPORT.
The Board received and reviewed Ms. Cooper’s staff report dated May 12, 2021.
oooooOooooo
TECHNOLOGY DIRECTOR’S STAFF REPORT.
The Board received and reviewed Mrs. Perry’s staff report dated May 2021.
Mrs. Perry indicated the Technology Department is in the process of replacing a major
piece of technology equipment in the server room, which she mentioned at the April 14, 2021
Board meeting. After extensive work with support, it was determined that the equipment could
not be repaired. She said the equipment should arrive in June, and Technology staff is hopeful
that the replacement will go smoothly.
oooooOooooo
PARKS AND RECREATION DIRECTOR’S STAFF REPORT.
The Board received and reviewed Mr. Dean’s staff report dated May 3, 2021.
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Mr. Dean noted that Beth Bland with Virginia Program for Aging Services (VPAS)
informed him that VPAS has not used the room they lease at the Plains District Community
Center (PDCC) since 2004, because they found a way to do things more efficiently. Ms. Bland
requested that VPAS be released from the contract but indicated VPAS may rent the room
periodically. Mr. Dean spoke with Administrator King and Finance Director Davidson, who
agreed that was the right thing to do, particularly since they have been paying for use of the
room when they seldom use it.
With the general consensus of the Board, the Plains District Community Center will
release the Valley Program for Aging Services from their contract for regular use of a room at
the Community Center.
----Mr. Dean indicated Recreation Department staff would like to ease back into offering
short, one-day bus trips. Even though the mask mandate is being lifted, Mr. Dean said he
thinks some people will be more comfortable if everyone is required to wear a mask when they
are on the bus. He requested that the Board share their comments with him.
Supervisor Wolfe-Garrison asked Mr. Dean if he has trouble finding staff for the
summer program. He responded that people constantly tell him their children could be
involved, so he believes there will be ample staffing for the summer program.
Mr. Dean provided photos of Kid’s Fishing Day held at Massanutten Resort. He
reported that the pond was stocked with 3,000 fish, half of which were stocked by Massanutten
Resort. The Staunton Eagles donated 27 trophies so that each first, second, and third place
winner in all age groups for all three timeframes were given a trophy. He stated that Mathias
Smith, Great Eastern Vice President and General Manager, along with other staff from Great
Eastern, who attended the event were heavily involved in planning and setting up for Kid’s
Fishing Day.
The following day, Recreation staff hosted an Area 4 Special Olympics Fishing Day
with seven participants, Mr. Dean said.
oooooOooooo
COURT SERVICES DIRECTOR’S STAFF REPORT.
The Board received and reviewed Mrs. Freeman’s staff report dated May 12, 2021.
oooooOooooo
COMMITTEE REPORTS.
The Board heard the following committee reports from Board members and staff.
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
Supervisor Ritchie noted he suggested to Christopher Quinn, the new President and
CEO of the Harrisonburg-Rockingham Chamber of Commerce, that he request to be placed on
the Board’s agenda so he can introduce himself and re-introduce the Chamber to the Board.
COMMUNITY CRIMINAL JUSTICE BOARD (CCJB)
Chair Chandler reported that the next CCJB meeting is on June 7, 2021.
Administrator King stated the Crisis Intervention Team (CIT) does an exceptional job
in providing an informative program for the County and City, which teaches law enforcement
staff how to respond to people who have mental health, or similar, issues. He noted that
Rockingham- Harrisonburg CIT Coordinator Kelly Royston appeared before a Congressional
Committee to inform them of the benefits of the program.
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HARRISONBURG-ROCKINGHAM REGIONAL SEWER AUTHORITY (HRRSA)
Mr. Rhodes reported that approximately five candidates will interview for the HRRSA
Executive Director position next week.
OTHER
Administrator King asked that the Board of Supervisors (Directors of the Lake
Shenandoah Stormwater Control Authority) (LSSCA) correspond with FEMA representatives
regarding a FEMA grant application for the Authority. Mr. King indicated Congressman Ben
Cline’s office is assisting by moving the grant consideration along. The State staff indicate it
is a matter of working through the process, as they are confident that the Authority will receive
the grant funds. Administrator King spoke with two of Senator Kaine’s aides at the Valley
Rail Trail event in Broadway and provided information about the application.
Chair Chandler said he thought LSSCA would have received approval at the end of
2020. With discussions regarding Federal funds for infrastructure, Administrator King does
not think there is a more shovel-ready project. Staff wants to encourage continuation of the
process, without placing too much pressure on FEMA, Administrator King said. He noted that
since this appears to be a 90-day project, the goal is to have the project funded and built during
the prime construction season for earth work.
Supervisor Ritchie indicated he met with Senator Hanger, and later Senator Kaine and
they all seem to be on board. He concurred with Administrator King that the staff in Senator
Kaine’s office have been very receptive.
oooooOooooo
RECESS.
At 4:04 p.m. Chair Chandler recessed the meeting for dinner until 6:00 p.m.
oooooOooooo
PUBLIC HEARING – SPECIAL USE PERMITS.
At 6:00 p.m., Chairman Chandler reconvened the meeting and opened the public
hearing. Zoning Administrator Getz reviewed the following special use permit requests:
SUP21-073

Joi Gayre, 8668 S. East Side Highway, Elkton, for a small contracting
business located on the west side of S. East Side Highway (Route 340)
approximately 0.6 mile south of Abiding Lane (Private) in Election
District #5. Zoned A2-General Agricultural. Tax Map #154-(A)-L33B.

The applicant was present.
No members of the public spoke concerning the request.
----SUP21-047

Jason Kitzmiller, PO Box 232, Mount Storm, WV, for a like-use to an
electrical substation located on the south side of Little Dry River Road
(Route 818) approximately 7.7 miles west of Brocks Gap Road (Route
259) in Election District 1. Zoned A2-General Agricultural. Tax Map
#34-(A)-L3A.

Mr. Getz said the applicant was not in attendance, but Carl Snyder, Director of Civil
Engineering from Valley Engineering, was present to represent the applicant.
Since the request indicated the “project is estimated to take approximately two years”,
Supervisor Wolfe Garrison asked Mr. Getz: 1) if the applicant would need to apply for another
special use permit if he decided to use his land for another use other than what is currently
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proposed; 2) if the applicant did not use the land as indicated in the special use permit, would
the permit expire; and 3) if the applicant decided to do anything after two years, would the
permit have expired and would the applicant need to reapply for a special use permit. Mr.
Getz confirmed that all those statements were correct; given those situations the applicant
would need to apply for a new special use permit.
Mr. Snyder indicated the applicant will not clear the entire 47-acres, because there is a
stream on the property and the County requires a fifty-foot buffer. Mr. Snyder indicated the
acreage on the other side of the stream would remain unchanged since it is not conducive for
grading. In response to Supervisor Wolfe-Garrison’s earlier question regarding what would
occur if the applicant did nothing with the property, Mr. Snyder stated he has informed his
client that if the land is used for anything other than what is requested in the current special use
permit, he would have to appear before the Board and address the special use permit.
Several questions were asked of Mr. Snyder about tree removal, helicopters, and a
landing zone. He reiterated that to his knowledge, this lot is only for storage of materials by a
contractor. Mr. Snyder indicated his client is a site and grading contractor. The lot will be
used by his client’s company or, if he does not perform the work, it can be used as storage by
another company that may be awarded the job.
Mr. Snyder confirmed for Supervisor Wolfe-Garrison that there will be no buildings on
the property except the one used for storage.
No members of the public spoke concerning the proposed request.
----SUP21-077

Jackson Dixon, 4300 Captain Yancey Road, Elkton, for an event center
and recreation outside a building located on the west side of Captain
Yancey Road (Route 642) approximately 2 miles north of Island Ford
Road (Route 649) in Election District #5.
Zoned A2-General
Agricultural. Tax Map #129-(A)-L218.

Mr. Dixon informed the Board that the property was approved by the State for state
landmark status. He said having the state and national landmark status adds to the historical
nature of the home.
No members of the public spoke concerning the request.
----SUP21-091

Pure Shenandoah LLC, 154 West Spotswood Avenue, Elkton, for a likeuse to a small contracting business (hemp processing) located on the
west side of Samuels Road (Rt. 638) approximately 0.7 mile north of
Newtown Road (Rt. 759) in Election District #5. Zoned A2-General
Agricultural. Tax Map #115-(A)-L179.

Mr. Getz indicated Pure Shenandoah will process hemp grown on their property and
will contract to process hemp grown on other area farms.
Applicant Jake Johnson was present.
No members of the public spoke concerning the request.
----At 6:17 p.m., Chair Chandler closed the public hearing to vote on the four special use
permit requests.
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SUP21-073
On motion by Supervisor Breeden, seconded by Supervisor Wolfe-Garrison, and
carried by a roll call vote of 4 to 0, voting recorded as follows: BREEDEN – AYE;
CHANDLER – AYE; KYGER – ABSENT; RITCHIE – AYE; WOLFE-GARRISON – AYE;
the Board, subject to the following conditions, approved SUP21-073 Joi Gayre, 8668 S. East
Side Highway, Elkton, for a small contracting business located on the west side of S. East Side
Highway (Route 340) approximately 0.6 mile south of Abiding Lane (Private) in Election
District #5. Zoned A2-General Agricultural. Tax Map #154-(A)-L33B.
Conditions:
1. Use shall be in substantial accordance with the submitted site plan.
2. The use and structures shall comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations.
----SUP21-074
On motion by Supervisor Ritchie, seconded by Supervisor Breeden, and carried by a
roll call vote of 4 to 0, voting recorded as follows: BREEDEN – AYE; CHANDLER – AYE;
KYGER – ABSENT; RITCHIE – AYE; WOLFE-GARRISON – AYE; the Board, subject to
the following conditions, approved SUP21-047, Jason Kitzmiller, PO Box 232, Mount Storm,
WV, for a like-use to an electrical substation located on the south side of Little Dry River Road
(Route 818) approximately 7.7 miles west of Brocks Gap Road (Route 259) in Election
District 1. Zoned A2-General Agricultural. Tax Map #34-(A)-L3A.
Conditions:
1. Use shall be in substantial accordance with the submitted site plan.
2. The use and structures shall comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations.
----SUP21-077
Supervisor Breeden indicated the property along Captain Yancey Road is unique. He
said that after the flood in 1985 it looked like it would be gone, but the work performed by the
Dixon family preserved the historical house.
On motion by Supervisor Breeden, seconded by Supervisor Wolfe-Garrison, and
carried by a roll call vote of 4 to 0, voting recorded as follows: BREEDEN – AYE;
CHANDLER – AYE; KYGER – ABSENT; RITCHIE – AYE; WOLFE-GARRISON – AYE;
the Board, subject to the following conditions, approved SUP21-077, Jackson Dixon, 4300
Captain Yancey Road, Elkton, for an event center and recreation outside a building located on
the west side of Captain Yancey Road (Route 642) approximately 2 miles north of Island Ford
Road (Route 649) in Election District #5. Zoned A2-General Agricultural. Tax Map #129(A)-L218.
Conditions:
1. Use shall be in substantial accordance with the submitted site plan.
2. The use and structures shall comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations.
3. Outdoor recreation would be limited to river access.
----SUP21-091
On motion by Supervisor Breeden, seconded by Supervisor Wolfe-Garrison, and
carried by a roll call vote of 4 to 0, voting recorded as follows: BREEDEN – AYE;
CHANDLER – AYE; KYGER – ABSENT; RITCHIE – AYE; WOLFE-GARRISON – AYE;
the Board, subject to the following conditions, approved SUP21-091, Pure Shenandoah LLC,

May 12, 2021 (12)

154 West Spotswood Avenue, Elkton, for a like-use to a small contracting business (hemp
processing) located on the west side of Samuels Road (Rt. 638) approximately 0.7 mile north
of Newtown Road (Rt. 759) in Election District #5. Zoned A2-General Agricultural. Tax Map
#115-(A)-L179.
Conditions:
1. Use shall be in substantial accordance with the submitted site plan.
2. The use and structures shall comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations.
----RECESS.
At 6:20 p.m., Chair Chandler recessed the meeting so the citizens attending regarding
the four special use permit requests that had been addressed could leave.
oooooOooooo
RECONVENE.
At 6:22 p.m., Chair Chandler reconvened the meeting and opened the public hearing
for SUP21-068, Rivers Edge Campground, LLC. Zoning Administrator Getz reviewed the
special use permit request:
SUP21-068

Rivers Edge Campground, LLC, 5725 Branch Point Road, Dayton, for a
recreational campground located on the west side of Brocks Gap Road
(Route 259) and on the south side of Bergton Road (Route 820) in
Election District 1. Zoned A2-General Agricultural. Tax Map #10-(A)L72C & 17-(A)-L4A.

Mr. Getz said the request is for a proposed recreational campground, which will
accommodate campers, RVs, tents, and primitive camp sites.
Applicant Steven Williamson was present. Mr. Williamson said he and his wife,
Miranda, want to open a small recreational campground on a 250-acre parcel of property in the
Fulks Run/Bergton area, that is currently farming and mountain land. Although 250 acres
sounds like a large tract of land, Mr. Williamson stated they do not intend to build a massive
campground. They plan to initially create 50 RV sites with water and electric hookups, which
will be approximately 60 feet by 40 feet. The remaining property will have walking and
biking paths, river and pond fishing areas, picnic areas, playgrounds, family-friendly outdoor
games, and a dog park.
Mr. Williamson said they hope to build picnic shelters for family reunions and church
gatherings, as well as for fieldtrips for schools and nursing homes. Mr. Williamson indicated
this is an opportunity for people to enjoy an amazing piece of property, and he and his wife
hope the campground will bring revenue to the County.
Mr. Williamson noted Brocks Gap Road (Route 259) has caused apprehension. Since
he and his wife are concerned about the safety of campers and others who travel on Brocks
Gap Road, they communicated with VDOT about the construction of a commercial entrance
that will provide ample stopping distance for vehicles. The Williamsons will also request
signs be posted to inform motorists of the upcoming entrance, to provide safety for campers
and other travelers.
Mr. Williams indicated the campground will have a quiet time at night, and since the
RV sites will have electricity, there will not be noise from campers using generators. Numbers
will be posted to call for any after-hour problems, he said.
Mr. Williamson indicated the campground will require yearly inspections from the
Health Department, and he plans to apply for grants from the United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA).
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Since the proposed property is located in the flood plain, Mr. Williamson said he plans
to contact the Army Corps of Engineers to learn more about the rules and regulations regarding
waterways. He noted they will also abide by state campground rules and regulations, as well
as insurance companies requiring signs along the property for the safety of campers and the
privacy of neighbors. Areas will be marked off so campers cannot wander onto private
property and they plan to create buffer zones between the campground and their neighbors.
Mr. Williamson said residents near the property expressed concern that a campground
would turn Bergton into a small business town. He noted the campground will be a small
business, but it will not create unnecessary chaos for nearby residents. The quiet setting of the
campground will allow an opportunity for people to relax while they enjoy nature.
Mr. Williamson indicated they considered a future expansion to include primitive
cabins, but they have changed their minds because a bridge would need to be built to cross the
river, or people renting the cabins would have to access the cabins from Blue Hole Road,
where they may get lost.
In response to Supervisor Ritchie’s question about what VDOT and the applicant
worked out for the entrance, Mr. Williamson noted the proposed entrance meets VDOT
requirements. VDOT expressed concern about traffic into Route 259 or backing up at the
check-in station. A vehicle traveling east around the curve on Brocks Gap Road. VDOT
suggested the entrance be moved about 180 feet toward the Bergton cut-off. A commercial
entrance will be required with curb and gutter.
Supervisor Ritchie asked if they are planning to have horse trails. Mr. Williamson said
he initially discussed horse trails but decided against them due to the liability and manure
runoff going into the river. There will be trails for walking. He noted dirt bikes and fourwheelers will not be permitted, and any vehicle on the property must be electric to eliminate
noise.
Supervisor Ritchie asked if someone would be on the property at all times. Mr.
Williamson indicated his wife’s full-time job will be running the campground and she will be
there during the day. He plans to be there on the weekends, and he hopes to hire a local citizen
to perform maintenance, mow, and help with noise complaints, if there are any.
Supervisor Wolfe-Garrison asked if the purchase of the property from the current
owner hinges on the Williamson’s obtaining a special use permit. Mr. Williamson confirmed
that if the special use permit is not approved, the contract with the current owner will dissolve.
Josh Wanger stated he is not a Bergton resident or landowner, but said he grew up in
and still lives in the County. Mr. Wanger noted the Williamson’s are distant family members.
When Mr. Wanger learned there was opposition to the campground, he circulated a petition,
consisting of 1,820 signatures of support, which he provided to Supervisor Ritchie.
Bill Holtzman stated he is in favor of the request because the campground will be good
for businesses in the Bergton area and Rockingham County.
Mary Bendfeldt, a teacher in the Harrisonburg City Public Schools and resident of Mt.
Clinton, stated she has worked with Miranda Williamson for years. Mrs. Bendfeldt is a
camper, but she and her husband have a difficult time finding a quiet place to camp. The
Williamsons love peace and quiet and would provide a campground where that would be very
important, Mrs. Bendfeldt said.
Bernhardt Jedamski, who has owned the property proposed for the campground since
1993 indicated the property is too far for him to drive from his home to farm. Mr. Jedamski
noted a campground is a good use for the property.
Diane Cox said she and her husband will be impacted the most by the campground.
However, they have talked with the Williamsons and are happy they have taken an interest to
keep the integrity of the property. Mr. and Mrs. Cox trust the Williamsons will do what they
say and provide campers with an opportunity to enjoy the countryside and wildlife. She and
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her husband appreciate the lengths the Williamsons have gone to in order to make the
campground comfortable for neighbors with as little disruption as possible.
Supervisor Ritchie confirmed with Mrs. Cox that they are the closest property owners
to the proposed campground and asked them what the distance is from their property to the
proposed campsites. She indicated the distance is about 400 feet. Mrs. Cox said she was
concerned about security, but the Williamsons have quelled those concerns and said they will
control the noise level.
Supervisor Wolfe-Garrison asked for confirmation of the distance between the Cox’s
driveway and the campground entrance VDOT recommended. Mr. Williamson said there will
be about 850 feet between the entrances. Mrs. Cox also indicated she would like the speed
limit reduced east of the campground.
In response to a question from Chair Chandler, Mr. Getz said the extra buffer is being
offered as a condition. Mr. Williamson reiterated that the property is currently heavily wooded
with a significant number of trees, but they will plant additional trees and wildflowers.
Harlie Easter expressed opposition to the special use permit request because the
proposed campground borders 90 percent of his property. He does not want people on his
property and is concerned about the sewer system. Mr. Easter said if the County approves the
special use permit, he will have the river checked every six months because sewer kills the
fish. He said if the campground is moved where there are already people, he would not have a
problem.
When Supervisor Ritchie asked Mr. Easter how close the proposed campground is to
his house, Mr. Easter responded that he does not live there, but stated that since the future
growth for the campground is moving south, he could be very close.
In looking at a site plan, Mr. Getz estimated the distance was several hundred feet.
David Brotman, Executive Director of the Friends of the North Fork of the Shenandoah
River, indicated his job is to watch out for the river and its tributaries, and noted the group has
a few conservation concerns about the application. The bulk of the site plan is staged within
the floodplain of the North Fork, and Mr. Brotman said the building and maintenance of the
campground on this property would place a lot of responsibility on the campground owners.
He said erosion will be an issue as patrons explore the property. The erosion may only be
unattractive, or it might lead to added costs such as road and trail maintenance, and flood
control, he said. Mr. Brotman went on to say the resulting sediments will damage the fish
population and the insects on which they feed.
On behalf of the Friends of the North Fork, Mr. Brotman indicated he is glad the
applicants do not plan to allow dirt bikes or four-wheelers on the campground property and
said stating this in a permit will codify restrictions if the property is sold. He stated there is
also the matter of wastewater.
Mr. Brotman said if the County issues the special use permit and the applicants show
their commitment to sustain the business and the resources, Friends of the North Fork will
implore the County to ensure the highest standards are applied to protect the river, fish, and
people downstream from wastewater damages. He said the question will be how to best
support the efforts of the owners, the river, and resources of the citizens of Bergton, Fulks Run
and farther down the river.
Mr. Brotman closed by offering two recommendations:
1) If the Williamsons are granted the permit, Friends of the North Fork will encourage
them to continue working with the NRCS for advice on plantings that will help the soil,
the water, and wildlife conservation; and 2) strongly encourage the Williamsons to
explore options for conservation easements on a portion of the property in exchange for
tax credits that may be available to them.
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Harlie Easter, III said he and his father, who spoke earlier, own the land south and west
of the proposed campground. Mr. Easter said he can sit in his tree stand by the river and see
where Mr. Williamson plans to build a pavilion, so he will no longer be able to hunt in that
area. As a safe hunter, he cannot hunt at the top of the ridge looking down on the campground.
The only building on their property is a small shed in an upper field, which is there for one
reason – hunting. He said the campground will take away some of the use of his property.
James Baker, a resident of Fulks Run, noted he heard a lot of comments from the
applicant that reassured him. He told the Board that all the positive things he heard the
applicant pledge to do should be put in writing and included as a condition to control what
happens on the property if there are issues in the future. Mr. Baker said he lives nearby but
does not live within sight of the proposed campground. Mr. Baker asked the Board to make
sure, if the permit is approved, that the conditions are strong and can be used in the future if
there are problems.
Chris Lantz, a James Madison University Biology Professor who lives in Penn Laird,
said he was attending because he was raised in Bergton, is currently part owner of property in
Bergton, and his brother lives about a half mile from the campground. Mr. Lantz asked for
denial of the campground as he does not see any benefit to the Bergton community and thinks
a campground will scar the beauty of the land.
In speaking with Bergton residents, Mr. Lantz noted they are concerned about
trespassing on nearby properties, vandalism and campground visitors using drugs at the
campground. He stated all the citizens he spoke with from Bergton were opposed.
Mr. Lantz mentioned several concerns that were previously discussed, and indicated he
witnessed a lot of floods growing up in the Bergton area, and he recalled three to four feet of
water running through that area a number of years ago.
Mr. Lantz said the Williamsons indicated they would stay open through November, but
he questioned if there is anything to keep them from staying open year-round. His father lives
in that area and he visits a lot but said he does not recall seeing a police presence in that area.
Cassie Funk is an adjoining landowner and has spent many hours visiting with her
neighbors and others in her community regarding the campground. She said she was speaking
for the majority of the Bergton residents, who indicate the campground is not something they
need or want to see in Bergton.
Ms. Funk indicated the campground entrance is a major concern because Route 259 is
already a deadly road. She knows a lower speed limit was suggested, but said without constant
police presence in the area, are unlikely to see a change. She also stressed that there are many
18-wheelers traveling on Route 259. Ms. Funk noted the campground is in the flood plain and
stated that unless people have experienced a flood, they have no idea how treacherous a flood
can be. She indicated that in 2018, many people were stuck in Bergton and had to be rescued
because the bridge at Blue Hole and the road in front of the old Bergton Grocery was
inaccessible. Campers at Highland Retreat needed to be rescued, but the Bergton Volunteer
Fire and Rescue had no way to get to them.
Ms. Funk said growing up in Bergton she has seen how drastic the river and riverbanks
are changing with each major storm and the riverbanks are not high enough to handle the river
when it floods. She thinks constructing a campground in the floodplain provides more of a
chance for extra bacteria to seep into the North Fork, affecting the river and the animals that
use and live in those waters.
Ms. Funk asked what will happen when there are 200 to 250 extra people in Bergton on
a regular basis, with little or no police, fire, or rescue squad presence. She stated the Bergton
Volunteer Rescue Squad rarely goes on calls because there are so few volunteers. For any
medical assistance or if a campfire gets out of control, it will take 20 minutes for the Broadway
Rescue Squad, Police, or Fire Department to respond, she said.
Ms. Funk raised security concerns with so many people from out of the area visiting the
campground. She questioned whether there will be enough employees to manage the entire
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property, and whether they will be trained in law enforcement or emergency aid so they can
manage a law enforcement issue or a medical emergency until someone else arrives from
Broadway.
Ms. Funk stated Bergton and its citizens will see very little revenue from the
campground, and she noted the Williamsons do not reside in Bergton.
On behalf of the Bergton community, Ms. Funk asked the Board to deny the special use
permit for the campground.
Michael McDonald said he and his wife are landowners next to the proposed
campground, which he indicated has a potential for 100 campers, and potentially 300 to 400
people at the campground on weekends. He wonders what will happen to the property values
in the area and noted Mr. Holtzman and the current owner of the proposed campground
property will benefit financially. Mr. McDonald thinks a small portion of the 1,800 signatures
in support of the campground were Bergton residents. He closed by asking the Board to
consider whether they would want a campground in their backyard.
----At 7:33 p.m., Chair Chandler closed the public hearing.
Supervisor Ritchie indicated public safety is the number one issue for him and said he
needs to obtain more information about what can be done to make the ingress and egress at the
proposed campground safer.
Supervisor Ritchie made a motion, seconded by Supervisor Breeden, to table SUP21068 for Rivers Edge Campground, LLC, until the ingress and egress from Route 259 can be
addressed completely to a satisfaction that is safe.
Chair Chandler informed Supervisor Ritchie that since the request is in his district, it
will be up to him to decide when to remove the special use permit request from the table.
Supervisor Ritchie said notices will be sent to adjoining property owners two weeks
before he removes the request from the table.
oooooOooooo
ADJOURN.
Chair Chandler declared the meeting adjourned at 7:37 p.m.

________________________,
Chair

Secondary System
Rockingham County
Construction Program
Estimated Allocations
Fund

FY2022

FY2023

FY2024

FY2025

FY2026

FY2027

Total

TeleFee

$231,520

$231,520

$231,520

$231,520

$231,520

$231,520

$1,389,120

District Grant - Unpaved

$746,024

$990,446

$862,679

$862,679

$934,105

$934,105

$5,330,038

Total

$977,544

$1,221,966

$1,094,199

$1,094,199

$1,165,625

$1,165,625

$6,719,158

Board Approval Date:
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Residency Administrator

Date

County Administrator

Date

District: Staunton
County: Rockingham County
Board Approval Date:

2022-23 through 2026-27

Route

Road Name

PPMS ID

Project #

Scope of Work

Accomplishment

Description

FHWA #

Type of Funds

FROM

Comments

Type of Project

TO

Priority #

Length

0011

South Valley Pike

PE

111053

0011082869

RW

RAAP CONTRACT

#SMART18 - (St) RTE 11 & 704 INTERSECTION
REALIGNMENT
Int. Route 11 NBL

CN

$2,341,091 34004

Total

$3,028,091 Balance to be addressed at award.

STP
Tier 1 - Road work w RW
& Bridge (PE, RW, CN)

0.247 Mi. E. Int. Route 11 NBL

0000.01

0.3

0682

Estimated Cost

Traffic Count

Ad Date
$514,500
$172,500 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/12/2022
$805,649 1686

PE

13285

0682082290

RW

RAAP CONTRACT

CN

$3,789,987 15004

BR/STP

#SGR17VB - RT 682 Bridge and Approaches over
Pleasant Run
0.241 Miles West of Route 867

Total

$5,447,424

Migration

0.156 Miles East of Route 867

0000.02

0.4

0682

Friedens Church Road

PE

$196,364

111052

0682082870

RW

$483,608 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

RAAP CONTRACT

#SMART18 - (St) RTE 682 FRIEDENS CHURCH RD
INTERSECTION
0.09 Mi. W. Int. Rte. 988

CN

$936,462 15004

STP

$851,788 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

10/14/2021

Total

$1,616,434

Tier 1 - Road work w RW
(PE, RW, CN)
0000.04

0.2

0790

Vetters Rd.

PE

103117

0790082769

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT
S

Reconstruct Non-hardsurface Rd. (Possible Rural
Rustic)
From Rte. 613

CN

$563,535 17004

Total

$577,856

Migration

1.3 Miles East Rt. 613

0000.05

1.3

0765

Cromer Rd

PE

111596

0765082860

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT
S

Reconstruct Non-Hardsurfaced Rd (Poss Rural
Rustic)
From Rte. 910

CN

$470,386 17004

Total

$484,716

Tier 1 - Road work w RW
(PE, RW, CN)
0000.06

To Rte. 42
1.1

0650

Power Dam Road

PE

113486

0650082882

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT
S

Rte 650 Reconstruct Non-Hardsurface Rd (Poss RR)
High Volume
0.55 Mi N of Int Rte. 651

CN

$519,827 17004

Total

$519,827

State forces/Hired equip w
RW and CN
0000.07

2.05 Mi N or Int Rte. 651
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0.08 Mi. E. Int. Rte. 988

1.5

2/14/2022
$211
$14,110 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/16/2018
$12,408
$1,922 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2020
$0
$0 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2020

0734

Slab Road

PE

105115

0734082814

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT
S

RECONSTRUCT NON-HARDSURFACED ROAD
(POSS RURAL RUSTIC)
Int. Rte. 738

CN

$159,063 17004

Total

$159,063

Migration

Int. Rte. 752

0000.08

0.4

0782

Williamsburg Rd

PE

111529

0782082874

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT
S

Rte. 782 Reconstruct Non-hardsurface Rd (Poss
Rural Rustic)
Fr. 1.05 Mi W of Int of Rte. 42

CN

$445,700 17004

Total

$450,000

Tier 1 - Road work w RW
(PE, RW, CN)
0001.01

To Int Rte. 42
1.1

0736

Swope Rd.

PE

111530

0736082875

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT
S

Rte. 736 Reconstruct Non-hardsurface Rd (Poss
Rural Rustic)
Fr. Int Rte. 732

CN

$289,945 17004

Total

$300,000

Tier 1 - Road work w RW
(PE, RW, CN)
0001.02

To Int Rte. 913
0.9

0720

Shirttail Alley

PE

111531

0720082876

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT

Rte. 720 Reconstruct Non-hardsurface Rd (Poss
Rural Rustic)
Fr. Int. Rte. 765

State forces/Hired equip
PE RW CN
0001.03

To Dead End
0.6

0843

Cemetery Road

PE

113976

0843082P85

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT

Rte. 843 Reconstruct Non-hardsurface Rd (Poss
Rural Rustic)
Fr. Int. of Rte. 651

CN

$475,000 17004

Total

$495,000

State forces/Hired equip w
RW and CN
0001.04

To 0.10 Mi S. of Int. Rte. 996
1.5

0681

S Whitsel Church Rd

PE

113975

0681082P86

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT

Rte. 681 Reconstruct Non-hardsurface Rd (Poss
Rural Rustic)
Fr. 1.2 Mi S of Int Rte. 988

CN

$430,000 17004

Total

$450,000

State forces/Hired equip w
RW and CN
0001.05

To Int. Rte. 988
1.2

0724

Packsaddle Road

PE

105117

0724082813

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT
S

RECONSTRUCT NON-HARDSURFACED ROAD
(POSS RURAL RUSTIC)
Int. Rte. 620

CN

$240,001 17004

Total

$245,001

Migration

0.42 Miles E of Int. Rte. 620

0001.06

0.4

0872

Hightown Ln

PE

111598

0872082862

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT

Reconstruct Non-Hardsurfaced Rd (Poss Rural
Rustic)
From Rte. 721

CN

$187,500 17004

Total

$200,000

Tier 1 - Road work w RW
(PE, RW, CN)
0001.07

To Rte. 619
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0.5

$0
$0 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2020
$2,300
$2,000 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2021
$2,125
$7,930 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2021
$5,000
$7,500 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

CN

$367,500 17004

Total

$380,000

4/15/2022
$0
$20,000 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2022
$0
$20,000 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2022
$5,000 200
$0 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2022
$5,000
$7,500 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2023

0645

Michael Ln

PE

111599

0645082864

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT

Rte. 645 Reconstruct Non-Hardsurfaced Rd (Poss
Rural Rustic)
From Rte. 602

CN

$139,018 17004

Total

$149,018

State forces/Hired equip
PE RW CN
0001.08

To Rte. 644
0.6

0735

Linhoss Rd

PE

-25375

0735082917

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT

Rte. 735 Resurface Non-hardsurface Rd (Poss Rural
Rustic)
Int. of Rte. 736

CN

$330,000 17004

Total

$350,000

State forces/Hired equip
PE RW CN
0002.01

Int of Rte. 701
1.0

0823

Overly Hollow Rd

PE

111600

0823082865

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT

Rte. 823 Reconstruct Non-Hardsurfaced Rd (Poss
Rural Rustic)
From Rte. 865

CN

$324,662 17004

Total

$344,662

State forces/Hired equip w
RW and CN
0002.02

To 1.0 Mi N of Rte. 865
1.0

0691

Ford View

PE

115233

0691082898

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT

Rte. 691 Resurface Non-hardsurface Rd (Poss Rural
Rustic)
Int Rte. F-237

CN

$490,136 17004

Total

$505,136

State forces/Hired equip w
RW and CN
0002.03

1.07 Mi E of Int Rte. F-237
1.1

0622

Hensley Hollow Rd

PE

-25376

0622082918

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT

Rte. 622 Resurface Non-hardsurface Rd (Poss Rural
Rustic)
Int. of Rte. 623

CN

$470,000 17004

Total

$500,000

State forces/Hired equip
PE RW CN
0002.04

Dead End
1.0

0822

Arbuckle Rd

PE

111532

0822082877

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT

Rte. 822 Reconstruct Non-hardsurface Rd (Poss
Rural Rustic)
Fr. Int Rte. 820

CN

$470,000 17004

Total

$500,000 Advertise 08/30/2023. (1)

State forces/Hired equip
PE RW CN
0002.05

To 1.35 Mi N. Int Rte. 820
1.4

0689

Spaders Church Rd

PE

-25377

0689082919

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT

Rte. 689 Resurface Non-hardsurface Rd (Poss Rural
Rustic)
Int of Rte. 988

CN

$495,000 17004

Total

$525,000

State forces/Hired equip
PE RW CN
0002.06

Int of Rte. 679
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1.1

$5,000
$5,000 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2023
$10,000
$10,000 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2023
$0
$20,000 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2024
$0
$15,000 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2024
$15,000
$15,000 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2024
$10,000
$20,000 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2025
$15,000
$15,000 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2025

0708

Ore Bank Rd.

PE

111528

0708082873

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT

Rte. 708 Reconstruct Non-hardsurface Rd (Poss
Rural Rustic)
0.55 Mi N. of Rte. 663

CN

$487,500 17004

Total

$500,000 Advertise 04/30/2021. (3/5)

State forces/Hired equip
PE RW CN
0002.07

2.06 Mi N. of Rte. 663
1.5

0910

Grist Mill Rd

PE

113974

0910082P87

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT

Rte. 910 Reconstruct Non-hardsurface Rd (Poss
Rural Rustic)
Fr. Int. Rte. 721

CN

$310,000 17004

Total

$330,000

State forces/Hired equip w
RW and CN
0004.01

To Int. Rte. 780
0.9

0739

Koogler Rd

PE

-25378

0739082920

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT

Rte. 739 Resurface Non-hardsurface Rd (Poss Rural
Rustic)
Int of Rte. 743

CN

$320,000 17004

Total

$340,000

State forces/Hired equip
PE RW CN
0004.02

Int of Rte. 738
0.7

0650

Three Springs Rd

PE

-25379

0650082921

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT

Rte. 650 Resurface Non-hardsurface Rd (Poss Rural
Rustic)
Int of Rte. 652

CN

$460,000 17004

Total

$490,000

State forces/Hired equip
PE RW CN
0004.03

Int of Rte. 651
1.0

0798

Huff Trail

PE

-25380

0798082922

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT

Rte. 798 Resurface Non-hardsurface Rd (Poss Rural
Rustic)
Int. of Rte. 620

CN

$330,000 17004

Total

$350,000

State forces/Hired equip
PE RW CN
0004.04

Dead End
0.6

0742

Fox Den Rd

PE

-25381

0742082923

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT

Rte. 742 Resurface Non-hardsurface Rd (Poss Rural
Rustic)
Int. of Rte. 743

CN

$280,000 17004

Total

$300,000

State forces/Hired equip
PE RW CN
0004.05

Int. of Rte. 741
0.6

0657

Longley Rd

PE

-25382

0657082924

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT

Rte. 657 Resurface Non-hardsurface Rd (Poss Rural
Rustic)
Int. of Rte. 658

CN

$230,000 17004

Total

$250,000

State forces/Hired equip
PE RW CN
0004.06

Int. of Rte. 655
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0.5

$5,000
$7,500 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2025
$0
$20,000 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2026
$10,000
$10,000 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2026
$15,000
$15,000 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2026
$10,000
$10,000 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2027
$10,000
$10,000 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2027
$10,000
$10,000 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

4/15/2027

0619

Wampler Rd

PE

-25383

0619082925

RW

$15,000

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT

Rte. 619 Resurface Non-hardsurface Rd (Poss Rural
Rustic)
Int. of Rte. 793

CN

$395,000 17004

Total

$425,000

State forces/Hired equip
PE RW CN
0004.07

Int. of Rte. 799

$15,000 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

1.1

4002

PE

$0 0

-3262

1204002

RW

$0

NOT APPLICABLE

COUNTYWIDE PIPE & ENTRANCE

CN

$0 ____

VARIOUS LOCATIONS IN COUNTY

Total

$0 INSTALLATION CHARGE FOR PIPES AT
PRIVATE ENTRANCES AND OTHER MINOR
DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS.

PE

$0 0

0005.01
4003
100150

1204003

RW

NOT APPLICABLE

COUNTYWIDE RURAL ADDITIONS

CN

$250,000 16004

$0 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

S

VARIOUS LOCATIONS IN COUNTY

Total

$250,000 RURAL ADDITIONS - SECTION 33.1-72.1.
ROLLOVER OF FUNDS CAN BE FOR FIVE
YEARS.

VARIOUS LOCATIONS IN COUNTY
0005.02

3/1/2011

4007

$0 0

PE

100157

1204007

RW

$0 Safety

NOT APPLICABLE

COUNTYWIDE TRAFFIC SERVICES

CN

$250,000 16021

S

VARIOUS LOCATIONS IN COUNTY

Total

$250,000 TRAFFIC SERVICES INCLUDE SECONDARY
SPEED ZONES, SPEED STUDIES, OTHER
NEW SECONDARY SIGNS

VARIOUS LOCATIONS IN COUNTY
0005.03

3/1/2011

4009

$0 0

PE

100206

1204009

RW

$0 Safety

NOT APPLICABLE

COUNTYWIDE TRAFFIC CALMING

CN

$250,000 17021

S

VARIOUS LOCATIONS IN COUNTY

Total

$250,000 TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES AS
DETERMINED BY RESIDENCY AND DISTRICT
TRAFFIC ENGINEER

VARIOUS LOCATIONS IN COUNTY
0005.04

3/1/2011

4005

$0 0

PE

100213

1204005

RW

NOT APPLICABLE

COUNTYWIDE ENGINEERING & SURVEY

CN

$250,000 16015

$0 Preliminary Engineering

S

VARIOUS LOCATIONS IN COUNTY

Total

$250,000 MINOR SURVEY & PRELIMINARY
ENGINEERING FOR BUDGET ITEMS AND
INCIDENTAL TYPE WORK.

VARIOUS LOCATIONS IN COUNTY
0005.05

3/1/2011

4006

$0 0

PE

100310

1204006

RW

NOT APPLICABLE

COUNTYWIDE FERTILIZATION & SEEDING

CN

$250,000 17015

$0 Preliminary Engineering

S

VARIOUS LOCATIONS IN COUNTY

Total

$250,000 FERTILIZATION AND SEEDING TO IMPROVE
SLOPE STABILIZATION ON SECONDARY
SYSTEM

VARIOUS LOCATIONS IN COUNTY
0005.06

3/1/2011

4008

$0 0

PE

100357

1204008

RW

NOT APPLICABLE

COUNTYWIDE RIGHT OF WAY ENGR.

CN

$250,000 17016

$0 Right of Way

S

VARIOUS LOCATIONS IN COUNTY

Total

$250,000 USE WHEN IMPARTICAL TO OPEN A
PROJECT: ATTORNEY FEES and ACQUISITION
COST.

VARIOUS LOCATIONS IN COUNTY
0005.07

1/31/2026

0280

Southeast Connector

PE

$1,391,278

85228

0280082705

RW

$3,171,495 New Construction Roadway

RAAP CONTRACT

Southeast Connector Breakout Project

CN

FRAN

0.149 Miles West of Harrisonburg City Limits

Total

Single Hearing

0.512 Miles East of Harrisonburg City Limits

9999.99

0.7

Page 6 of 7

$5,770,665 2H001
$10,333,438 Project completed and will be removed from
SSYP.
2/12/2013

0331

Alumnae Dr.

PE

114660

0331082891

RW

STATE FORCES/HIRED
EQUIPMENT
COUNTY

Reconstruct Rte. 331 to 20' Paved Travel Surface

CN

$455,055 17004

Int. Rte. 253

Total

$455,126

State forces/Hired equip w
RW and CN
9999.99
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$0
$71 Reconstruction w/o Added Capacity

0.40 Mi W. Int. Rte. 253
0.4

5/29/2019

RESOLUTION
Adoption of the Central Shenandoah Hazard Mitigation Plan 2021 Update
WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors of the County of Rockingham recognizes the threat that natural and manmade hazards pose to people within the County of Rockingham, and
WHEREAS, the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000, as amended, requires that local governments develop and
adopt natural hazard mitigation plans in order to receive certain federal assistance and update these plans;
and
WHEREAS, the Central Shenandoah Hazard Mitigation Plan (CSHMP) identifies mitigation strategies to reduce
or eliminate long-term risk to people and property in our community and in the Central Shenandoah Region
from the impacts of future hazards and disasters; and
WHEREAS, the CSHMP Steering Committee representing the 21 local jurisdictions of the Central Shenandoah
Planning District convened in order to review the original Plan and study the Region’s risks from and
vulnerability to natural hazards, and to make recommendations on mitigating the effects of such hazards on
the Region; and
WHEREAS, the Steering Committee was provided staff support by the Central Shenandoah Planning District
Commission; and
WHEREAS, the efforts of the Steering Committee, the staff of the Central Shenandoah Planning District
Commission, as well as members of the public, private, and nonprofit sectors, have resulted in the
development of the 2021 Update of the Central Shenandoah Hazard Mitigation Plan for the Region; and
WHEREAS, the Central Shenandoah Regional Wildfire Community Protection Plan (CSRWPP) is an annex to the
Central Shenandoah Hazard Mitigation Plan and is included in this resolution.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Rockingham that the Central
Shenandoah Hazard Mitigation Plan 2021 Update is hereby approved and adopted for the County of
Rockingham.

COUNTY of ROCKINGHAM
Finance Department

Trish Davidson, CPFO
Director of Finance

TO:

Board of Supervisors

FROM:

Trish Davidson, Director of Finance

DATE:

May 26, 2021

SUBJECT:

Surplus Items

The attached list represents items that are no longer used by Rockingham
County. If the Board approves the list for surplus, the items may be sold
on the public surplus website.

If you have any questions, please don't hesitate to contact me .

TD/bjf

Telephone (540) 564-30 I 0
Fax (540) 564-1433

www .rockinghamcountyva.gov

20 East Gay Street
Harrisonburg, VA 22802

Items to Declare Surplus -June 2021
Dept.#
5101
5101
5101
4203
4402
4402
4402
1220
3201
7104
3102
3102
3102
3102
3302
3302
1221
1221
4204

Department
Social Services
Social Services
Social Services
Refuse Collection
Utilities
Utilities
Utilities
Technology
Fire and Rescue
Recreation
Sheriff
Sheriff
Sheriff
Sheriff
Jail
Jail
Garage
Garage
Landfill

Items t o Discard

Description
1999 Plymouth Grand Voyager
2001 Dodge Intrepid
1998 Dodge Stratus
1998 Chevrolet Caviler
1998 Eager Beaver Lowboy Trailer
1984 Eller Trailer
2008 Chevrolet 2500 HD 4x4
1998 Dodge Stratus
1979 GMC Sierra 7000
2002 Ford Taurus
2013 Ford Taurus
2013 Ford Taurus
2010 Ford Explorer
2007 Ford Explorer
2004 Ford E350
2013 Ford Taurus
2000 Jeep Cherokee
2002 Isuzu Trooper
2000 Jeep Cherokee

Quantity
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

STAFF REPORT:

May 26, 2021

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

BOARD ACTION REQUESTED
None.

PROJECTS AND REPORTS
TRANSPORTATION PROJECT APPLICATIONS (Bradford Dyjak)
The Commonwealth Transportation Board is expected to act on the following in June:
Project #
& Name
#7125
Smithland Road
(Route 720)
Widening
#7157
Mt. Crawford
Park & Ride
Expansion

Location

Project Scope

Funding Program & Status

Cost

Between US-11
in and Rt. 718 in
the City
(approx. 0.8
miles)

Widen Rt. 720 to add a
minimum 4-ft shoulder
and increase lane width
from 10-ft to 12-ft
where possible.

SMART Scale Application
submitted 8/17/20; VDOT staff
recommended funding to the
Commonwealth Transportation
Board 1/2021.

$2.503m
(no cost to
County)

VA 257 at I-81
Exit 240

Expansion of the
existing Mt. Crawford
Park and Ride at I-81,
Exit 240

SMART Scale Application
submitted by HRMPO 8/17/20;
VDOT staff recommended
funding to the Commonwealth
Transportation Board 1/2021.

$2.48m
(no cost to
County)

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTIONS
The Planning Commission met on May 4, which included hearing two rezoning cases. The Commission
next meets June 1.
Item

REZ21-064

REZ20-333

Description

Comments/
Recommendations

K & K Enterprises, LLC (Kreider Four Seasons) c/o Phil Landes.
Request to rezone 0.325 acre from R-2 (Medium Density
Residential) to B-1 (General Business). Undeveloped parcel behind
1880 Harpine Hwy. TM # 94B-(1)- L14. Election District 2.

Recommended for
approval by PC on a 5-0
vote on 5/4. Scheduled for
5/26 BOS hearing.

Baum Investments, LLC. c/o George Daugherty. Request to rezone
5.69 acres from A-2 to PMF-C and B-1C including a master plan
proposing office uses, internally accessed mini-storage facility and
apartments. Northwest corner of Port Republic Road (VA 254) at
Boyers Road (VA 704). TM # 125-(A)- L20D1. Election District 3.

Heard by PC on 4/6.
Hearing continued on 5/4:
PC vote for denial was 2-21; therefore, PC is sending
to BOS with no
recommendation.
Scheduled for 6/9 BOS
hearing.
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PRIORITY PROJECTS UNDERWAY BY STAFF
Projects & Committees

Staff
Lead(s)

Lake Shenandoah
Stormwater Authority

Casey,
Adam, &
Ross

Grant was submitted and is under review.

Ongoing

Joe

A new, simplified means of calculating fees
is being created for clarity and to minimize
the potential for error.

Spring 2021

Building Permits Fee
Schedule

Status

Target Date

Implementation of New
Permitting Software

CD & IT
Depts.

Virtual implementation meetings occur
each week.

Implementation
throughout 2021

US 33 Arterial
Management Plan
(from East City Line to
Elkton Plaza)

Rhonda
&
Bradford

Stakeholder interviews during June. Future
trip demand forecasting meeting held 2/22.

Study to conclude
by late 2021.

Rockingham Bicycle
Advisory Committee

Bradford

RBAC will review potential updates to the
County Bicycle & Pedestrian Plan and
finalize Annual Work Plan at next meeting.

Next meeting 5/27

Solar Facility Study
Committee

Rhonda
& Staff

Draft of ordinance and policy
recommendations under final review of
Committee.

Joint work session
with Board, PC, &
Committee on 5/26

Ongoing Review/Tasks

Staff
Lead(s)

Status

Deed Review

Diane

30 deeds under review as of 5/18/21: 9 pending review, 21 awaiting
revision.

Violations

Kelly &
Carley

64 active complaints & 23 cases pending legal action as of 5/18/21.

Adam

17 plans under review & 60 approved and awaiting permit
issuance, as of 5/18/2021

Adam

122 inspections conducted between 5/1/21 & 5/18/21

Environmental
(E&S/Stormwater) Plan
Review
Environmental
Inspections
Building Inspections/Plan
Review

Joe

1,784 inspections conducted in April;
63 plans under review as of 4/30/21.
April average daily inspections: 81.09
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UPCOMING PUBLIC HEARINGS
Board of Supervisors: May 26 at 7:00 p.m.
REZ21-064 K & K Enterprises, LLC c/o Phil Landes. Request to rezone 0.325 acre from R-2 (Medium
Density Residential) to B-1 (General Business). Undeveloped parcel behind 1880 Harpine Hwy. TM #
94B-(1)- L14. Election District 2.

REQUESTS TABLED BY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
SPECIAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION(S)

Date
Tabled

Case #

Applicant

Request

Election
District

2020

1/8/20

19-286

Soil Health
Technologies

Composting site (like use to
refuse and recycling center)

2

2020

9/9/20 &
10/28/20

20-127

Caden Energix

Large-scale solar facility

1

2020

12/9/20

20-297

Todd White

Two additional dwellings

3

2021

5/12/21

21-068

Rivers Edge
Campground, LLC.

Recreational campground

1

Year Tabled

Date
Tabled

Case #

Applicant

Request

Election
District

-

-

-

N/A

N/A

-

Year Tabled

REZONING REQUEST(S)

ORDINANCE AMENDMENT(S)
Year Tabled

Date
Tabled

OA #

Applicant

2020

1/8/20

19-267

Staff-generated

Request
Section 17-201 & 17-607 using semi-trailers
for storage

COUNTY-INITIATED ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS
Amendment (OA#)

Chapter/
Section

Reason & Scope

Status

1.

Utility Buildings
(OA21-127)

17-201
and
Table 17-606

Change the size in the definition
from < 200 ft2 to 580 ft2. Allow
utility buildings > 580 ft2 as a
special use permit.

Scheduled for 6/1 PC
Hearing.

2.

Wireless
Telecommunications
Facilities

17-201 and to
Table 17-606

Review Section 17-607
supplemental standards to ensure
consistency with Code of Virginia.

Pending County
Attorney’s review of draft
ordinance amendment.
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SITE PLAN SUBMITTALS (Patrick Wilcox)
Project Name

Location

Proposed
Use

Description

Election
District

Status

Shenandoah
Valley Organics
Live Haul Shed

East side of Kratzer Road (VA
753), directly across from
intersection with Friendship
Dr. (VA 901)

Truck
terminal

Truck staging
area;
equipment
storage shed

Approved

2

Preston Lake
Townhouses,
Phase 3

Southwest side of Preston
Lake Blvd, bordering
northwest side of Massanetta
Springs Road (VA 687).

Rowhouse
dwellings

64 rowhouse
dwellings

Approved

3

Oak Grove
Subdivision
(fmr. Island
Ford Road
Subdivision)

Northeast side of Island Ford
Road (VA 649), about 0.2 mile
south of McGaheysville Road
(VA 996)

Single-family
residential

50 lots

Under Review

5

Stone Spring
Storage

Southeast side of Ridgedale
Mini-storage
Road (VA 710), along M & N Dr
facility
and Naomis Way

About 2.0
acres; three
buildings total

Under Review

4

Mellow
Mushroom

Stone Spring Road (VA 280),
0.1 mile west of Will Spring
Road

5,704-sq. ft.
restaurant
with 96-space
parking lot

Under Review

4

Preston Lake
Urgent Care

Northwest side of Stone Spring
Road (VA 280), 0.1 mile south Medical clinic
of Spotswood Trail (US 33)

Urgent care
clinic with 32space parking
lot.

Awaiting
Corrections and
Resubmittal

3

Preston Lake
Hillside

Preston Lake development,
along Boyers Road (VA 704)

Duplex lots

44 dwelling
units

Awaiting
Corrections and
Resubmittal

3

Congers Creek
Townhomes,
Phase 2

End of Congers Creek Road,
behind Congers Creek
Apartments and Phase 1 of
rowhouses.

Rowhouse
dwellings

133 units

Awaiting
Corrections and
Resubmittal

3

Kyger Funeral
Home Addition

115 Nicholson Road, Elkton

Funeral home

6,300 square
foot addition.

Awaiting
Corrections and
Resubmittal

5

Highview
Estates

Just beyond north City line on
east side of Rt. 42 N.

Single-family
& duplex lots

34 lots

Awaiting
Corrections and
Resubmittal

2

Restaurant
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BUILDING SERVICES DIVISION & PERMITTING ACTIVITY (Joe Shifflett)
The totals of permit types through April are represented in the first table below. The second table tracks
monthly residential and commercial building permits and fees collected.

Permitting Activity - April 2021 vs. 2020
100

Permits

80
60
40
20
0

PlbgMechElec

Com/ Ind

Residences

Other

Land Use

Permit Types

Permits

250

2021

2022

2020-21 Monthly Residential and Commercial (all trades)
# of Permits Issued

250000

200

200000

150

150000

100

100000

50

50000

0

Mar
'20

Apr

May

Jun

Jul

Aug

Sep

Residential

Oct

Nov

Dec

Com/ Ind

Jan Feb
'21
Fees

Mar

Apr

Fees

2020

0

Significant Plans Submitted:
April 2020: Interchange Permit
June 2020: South Peak Subdivision
July 2020: Sunset Spring Subdivision & South Peak Subdivision
September 2020: Congers Creek Apartments & Preston Lake Apartments
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REZ21-064

ROCKINGHAM COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
REZONING CASE REPORT REZ21-064
Applicant

K & K Enterprises, LLC c/o Phil Landes

Address/Location

Parcel behind 1880 Harpine Highway

Tax Map#

94B-(1)- L14

Acreage

0.325

Present Zoning

R-2 – Medium Density Residential

Proposed Zoning

B-1 - General Business

Election District

2

Comprehensive Plan

Community Residential

Staff Recommendation

Approval, April 28, 2021

Planning Commission

Approval, May 4, 2021

Board of Supervisors
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REZ21-064

GENERAL INFORMATION
OVERVIEW/BACKGROUND:
The applicant owns both the subject property as well as the adjoining property at 1880 Harpine Highway.
The applicant has requested a rezoning to B-1 for the 0.325-acre parcel consistent with the existing
designation on the adjoining parcel as they would like to utilize the subject parcel for commercial
purposes in conjunction with their existing retail business. Nothing, however, has been proffered with
this request limiting uses.
STAFF AND AGENCY ANALYSIS

PLANNING & ZONING
The parcel is designated in the Comprehensive Plan as Community Residential within an Urban Growth
Area. This rezoning would represent an expansion of an existing B-1 District.
This rezoning is small in scope and is not expected to have a significant impact on the character of the
neighborhood or on public resources. Staff understands that the property, if rezoned is likely to be used
by the current owner for storage.
Zoning Consistency:
From a zoning standpoint, this request is a logical expansion of an existing B-1 zoning district.
If rezoned, prior to commencing any allowed use under the B-1 district, the owner would first be required
to submit and receive approval for a site plan. Conformance with all relevant requirements Chapter 17
of the County Code must be demonstrated on this plan, which include but are not limited to: parking,
landscaping, screening measures, signage, outdoor lighting, and more. Site plan requirements are
found in Chapter 17, Article X. General development standards are found in Chapter 17, Article VI
At minimum, screening measures will be required, in accordance with § 17-703-07 (excerpted from the
Code below).
Zoning Code Requirements (provided for reference only):
B-1 General Business District Code Requirements
Sec. 17-310.01. - Definition.
The B-1 district provides a wide range of retail, wholesale, and service businesses to the public
at convenient, concentrated locations.
Sec. 17-310.02. - Requirements.
(a) Any new B-1 district created after October 1, 2014, shall be located in urban growth areas
designated in the comprehensive plan or any other plan adopted by the county.
(b) Sites shall be designed and built to ensure safe pedestrian and vehicular access internal
to the site and to adjoining properties.
(c) Sites with adequate frontage and depth shall be provided to prevent sprawling strip
commercial development and to permit controlled access to public streets.
(d) To maintain traffic safety and flow along the fronting public streets, interparcel access
shall be provided.
Sec. 17-310.03. - Minimum area.
No minimum acreage shall be required for the B-1 district.
Sec. 17-310.04. - Water and sewer.
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(a) All uses requiring water service shall be served by public water where available.
(b) All uses requiring sewage treatment shall be served by public sewer where available.
Development Standards
Sec. 17-703.07. - Screening.
On-site functions, such as loading and unloading areas, dumpsters and trash collection,
outside storage areas, maintenance areas and equipment, and mechanical equipment, shall
be screened by using one (1) or more of the following options in order to effect ively screen
the on-site function from streets utilized by the public and adjoining residential and
agricultural uses:
(a) A minimum six-foot-high opaque fence or wall, the height of which shall be no lower
than the functions/items being screened. An appropriate gate shall be provided, if
applicable.
(b) A three-foot-high berm with plantings of six-foot-high evergreen screening is
provided.
(c) For ground level or rooftop mechanical and similar equipment, any architectural
element compatible with the building is acceptable, as long as it screens the view of
the equipment.

FIRE AND RESCUE
This rezoning request is located within Hose Company #4 Fire Department and Harrisonburg
Volunteer Rescue Squad’s respective first due area. Fire & Rescue had no concerns with the
rezoning.

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
Environmental Services had no comment on this proposal.

CITY OF HARRISONBURG
The City of Harrisonburg has certified that public water and sewer are both available for this parcel.

VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
The Health Department has no comment on this proposal.

VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Roadway Information:
Harpine Hwy (Rt. 42)
Functional Class: Other Principal Arterial
Geometry: Five Lane Highway (with continuous two-way turn lane)
Traffic Count: 11000 VPD (2019)
Posted Speed: 45 MPH
VDOT Comments:
1. This proposed rezoning of 0.325 acres from Residential to Commercial is not expected to have a
significant impact to the roadway network. A VDOT Chapter 527 Traffic Impact Analysis is not
warranted.
2. The parcel being rezoned will use the adjacent parcel’s existing commercial entrances, which
are adequate for the request.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Approval, April 28, 2021
The property in the request is currently zoned R-2, Medium Density Residential but is located within an
Urban Growth Area, would form a logical extension of the existing adjoining B-1 district, has access to
public utilities, and is expected to have minimal impact on the surrounding neighborhood.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

Approval, May 4, 2020

Concurring with staff’s findings and recommendation, the Commission recommended approval of the
request with the on a 5-0 vote.

Page 4 of 4

CERTIFICATION OF UTILITY AVAILABILITY
Mar 16, 2021
City of Harrisonburg
The property listed below has been reviewed for purpose of
planning water and/or sewer services to a proposed dwelling.
This department recognizes that building or subdivision is
pending and may be influenced by the availability of the
referenced public utilities.
Address:

1880 Harpine Highway

Tax map lot id:

94B-(1)- L7 & 94B-(1)- L14

Structure type:

COMMERCIAL

Existing or proposed public mains are or will be available for
installation for connections if indicated "yes" below. A
review of proposed connection arrangements is suggested for
purpose of size, route, and gravity limitations.
Water availability:

Yes

Sewer availability:

Yes

A site plan reference below indicates that proposed
connection arrangements have been reviewed and that the
utility is not yet available, unless the project substantial
completion is indicated as "yes". A "No" designation implies
that the connection of services would require an extension
from the existing main to within the referenced general area
and for the utility to be conveyed in ownership to the city.
At this date, substantial completion of the project is
identified below.
Site plan:
Site plan lot id:
Project Substantial Completion issued:
COMMENTS

Department Officer
Signature
Date
Date 3-16=21
3-16-21

1

From: Spence Wegner <swegner@mullinaxford.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 12:16 PM
To: Bradford Dyjak <bdyjak@rockinghamcountyva.gov>
Subject: SPECIAL PUBLIC NOTICE

To whom it may concern:
I, Madeline Tusing, own the property adjacent to the proposed change. I am not in favor of the
proposed improvements in this area. My husband and I purchased this property with intent to
build a home for our children to have a safe and quiet residential neighborhood. When we
purchased the property, we were told that we could not build or fence the are in the back of
the property due to zoning for easement or ally access. I do believe that adding a commercial
business adjacent to my property will definitely impact the value of my property in a negative
manner as well as impact the neighborhood around us, therefore, I would like my voice heard
against this decision.
Message Sent From Outside of our Network
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K & K Enterprises, LLC Rezoning Request

PC Hearing Date: 5/4/2021
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