
 

 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 
 
 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
Grayson County Board of Supervisors 
Regular Meeting 
March 14, 2024 
 
 
Members attending in person:  R. Brantley Ivey, Michael S. Hash, Tracy A. Anderson, Mary 
E. Dickenson Tomlinson and Mitchell D. Cornett 
 
Staff attending in person:  Stephen A. Boyer, Mitchell L. Smith, and Linda C. Osborne 
 

IN RE:  OPENING BUSINESS 

 
Supervisor Anderson made the motion to move the Resolution for the Opioid Abatement 
Authority Cooperative Partnership Grant Funding to new business and remove the 
presentation by Scott Wickham, Auditor; duly seconded by Supervisor Hash.  Motion 
carried 5-0. 
 
 
 



IN RE:  PUBLIC HEARGIN(S) 
 

• A public hearing for the purpose of hearing public comment pertaining to the 
application of the Rugby Volunteer Rescue Squad & Fire Dept, Inc. (the 
“Borrower”), Virginia nonprofit nonstock corporation (the “Borrower”), whose 
address is 53 Rugby Road, Mouth of Wilson, VA for a loan to be secured by the 
Borrower in a principal amount of up to $415,000 bonds (the “Bonds”) as part of 
a plan of finance to assist the Borrower in financing certain of the costs of (a) the 
acquisition and equipping of 1 Fouts Brothers Freightliner M106 2000 gallon 
Pumper Tanker which will be located at the fire house of the Borrower.  Approval 
by the County of Grayson shall not entail any financial obligation or indebtedness 
of the County.  The Property to be acquired will be owned, operated, and 
principally used by the Borrower for the benefit of the residents of Grayson 
County, by providing emergency fire protection and first-responder services and 
thereby promote the public good and general health, safety and welfare of the 
County.  All or a portion of the indebtedness is expected to be issued as “qualified 
501(c)(3) bonds” as defined in Section 145 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, 
as amended (the “Code”).  The Borrower is exempt from the payment of federal 
income tax under §501(c)(3) of the Code.  Mr. Boyer explained that the County 
divided out money for emergency services and this year it is fire.  Supervisor 
Cornett made the motion to open the public hearing; duly seconded by Supervisor 
Anderson.  Motion carried 5-0.  With no one signed up to speak, Supervisor Hash 
made the motion to close the public hearing; duly seconded by Supervisor 
Tomlinson.  Motion carried 5-0.  Supervisor Cornett made the motion to allow 
them to move forward with the letter of intent and purchase of Bond; duly 
seconded by Supervisor Anderson.  Motion carried 5-0. 
 

• Public Hearing to receive public comments regarding amendments to the Cool Breeze 
Campground Special Use Permit, Tax Max #96-A022, 36 – the proposed changes include 
the addi�on of 11 addi�onal recrea�onal lots in the Class II Subdivision/Planned Unit 
Development.  Mrs. Jada Black, Director of Planning and Community Development 
addressed the Board and explained this is a request for an additional amendment 
to the current Special Use Permit approved in 2013 to include the addition of 11 
recreational lots for sale – the current parcel size is 12.67, Tax Map 96-A-22 and 
located at 2330 Edmonds Rd, Galax, VA  24333 – the property is zoned Rural Farm 
and is not designated in the Enterprise Zone or the Opportunity Zone and no 
Historical Structures were identified within the proximity of the subject parcels. 
Recommendation does come from the Planning Commission to the Board.  Mr. 
Sells, the owner, has indicated he does have prospective buyers for half of the lots. 
Mrs. Black noted that Mr. Sells does not want to create parcels until he is ready, 
due to having to pay revenue on the created parcels – county attorney has 
reviewed all of the past board minutes (2004 – current) and the minutes don’t 
indicate that is was nothing more than approving the site plan so this is a formality 
and every time he wants to create more parcels (from the 12.67) we have to make 



sure that it meets all the requirements – this is a creation of these lots inside the 
12.67 acres. Supervisor Anderson made the mo�on to open the public hearing; duly 
seconded by Supervisor Tomlinson.  Mo�on carried 5-0.  Supervisor Cornet made the 
mo�on to accept the expansion of the 11 addi�onal lots; duly seconded by Supervisor 
Tomlinson.  Mo�on carried 5-0. 
 

• Public hearing to receive public comments to consider amendments to the 
Grayson County Comprehensive Plan – proposed amendments involve the 
adoption of Utility Scale Renewable Energy Policies.  Supervisor Hash made the 
motion to open the public hearing; duly seconded by Supervisor Anderson.  
Motion carried 5-0.  Mrs. Jada Black, Planning and Community Development 
Director, briefed the Board noting that beginning in September 2022, the Grayson 
County Planning Commission began working with the Berkely Group to revise the 
current renewable energy language in the zoning ordinance and policies within 
the Comprehensive Plan. As part of the process, the Berkley Group was requested 
to review and provide an overview of the county’s current policies and regulations 
on solar and wind generation facilities based on land use impacts, both positive 
and not-so-positive, using their experience and up-to-date research. During the 
course of almost a year and a half of workshops with the Berkley Group, the 
Planning Commission additionally held a Town Hall meeting seeking citizen input, 
conducted a public survey, and held open public meetings seeking input from our 
citizens regarding the direction of the county's vision regarding renewable energy. 
Finally, on December 19, 2023, the Planning Commission wrapped up its work and 
held a public hearing for the finalized text amendments and policies. The 
Commission voted by resolution to approve the Comprehensive Plan addendum 
and voted to recommend approval of the text amendments with the clarification 
that the “area of project” be clearly defined within the amendment. During the 
January 23, 2024, PC meeting, the clarification was determined to be consistent 
with their recommendation for adoption by the Board of Supervisors. Mr. Michael 
Zehner, with the Berkley Group, is here to provide an overview and answer any 
questions the Board may have.  Mr. Zehner noted that they first began this look 
into if the County’s comprehensive plan is sufficient for wind and solar additions 
to protect the County’s interest in protecting the impacts from wind and solar 
additions along with whether our policies are sufficient – currently in the County’s 
comprehensive plan, there are no references to wind or solar or utility scale – 
regarding the ordinance, wind and solar and utility scale are allowed county-wide 
with very limited regulations – a use permit is required but not much in the 
standards for that – the addendum to the comprehensive plan flows with an 
opening part that looks at utility scale, renewable energy and policies and use and 
established criteria – for solar, policies have been established 12 criteria that 
projects would be evaluated through:  (1) establishes protecting residences; 
historic, cultural, recreational, and environmentally sensitive areas and resources 
and scenic view-sheds and vistas (2) fence equipment, screen it and establish 
buffers/set backs, ensure that it’s properly landscaped to ensure that stormwater 



management is properly controlled (3) protection/preservation of scenic view-
sheds and vistas which are important recreational and economic resources for the 
County, and the location and design of facilities should not detract from the 
existing value, aesthetics, or rural character of view-sheds or vistas (4) a minimum 
distance of 2 miles should be provided between utility-scale solar energy facilities 
(5) solar panels included as part of the same facility should be required to be sited 
on contiguous parcels to limit fragmentation and preserve rural character (6) area 
of solar panel coverage for any single solar facility project may not exceed 65% of 
the total acreage of the project (7) facilities should avoid development of area of 
Forest Conservation Values or Ecological Cores rated high to outstanding as 
defined by the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation and/or 
another equivalent state department (8) facilities should avoid development of 
areas identified as Class IV or Class V for agricultural suitability as defined by the 
Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation Agricultural Model and/or 
areas actively farmed within 2 years preceding an application, unless portions of 
the parcels utilized for the facility will continue to be farmed (9) wildlife corridors 
should be incorporated in the design of facilities and the latest guidance of state 
environmental departments should be considered – for example, the Virginia 
Department of Wildlife Resources has Solar Energy Facility Guidance which 
includes recommendations for wildlife passages and fencing (10) facilities should 
be located a minimum distance of 1 mile from any Town or City boundary, or from 
properties in the Rural Residence (RR), Highland/Recreation-Public (HR-P), or 
Shoreline Recreation (SR) zoning districts (11) facilities planned for transmission 
line interconnection, as opposed to those to be connected into the local 
distribution network, should be located within 2 miles of transmission line 
corridors – any generation lead lines (gen-tie) lines should be located underground 
or buffered to block visibility from roadways (12) facilities should provide 
maximum economic benefits to the County as demonstrated by thorough 
economic analysis – these are the 12 criteria that would be established for the 
solar policies – the policies establish the foundation for regulations but they also 
establish a foundation for the review of applications which the County does not 
currently have in the Comprehensive Plan. For wind, 10 criteria have also been 
established for projects:  (1) siting of facilities on gray fields and brownfields is 
preferred; however, the siting on undeveloped agricultural or forested land may 
be appropriate based upon consistency with other standards (2) facilities planned 
for transmission line interconnection, as opposed to those to be connected into 
the local distribution network, should be located within 2 miles of transmission 
line corridors – any generation lead lines (gen-tie) lines should be located 
underground or buffered to block visibility from roadways (3) establishes 
protecting residences; historic, cultural, recreational, and environmentally 
sensitive areas and resources and scenic view-sheds and vistas (4) facilities, 
including fencing and support equipment, should be significantly screened from 
the ground-level view of adjacent properties and rights-of-way by a buffer zone at 
least 150’ wide that shall consist of natural vegetation and landforms and/or be 



landscaped with plant materials consisting of an evergreen and deciduous mix at 
least 6’ in height at the time of planting – landscaping material should be native 
to the County and exclude the use of invasive species – additional screening 
and/or setbacks may be proposed or required to mitigate for the potential impacts 
of a project owing to the location or design (5) scenic view-sheds and vistas are 
important recreational and economic resources for the County, and the location 
and design of facilities should not detract from the existing value, aesthetics, or 
rural character of view-sheds or vistas (6) a minimum distance of 5 miles should 
be provided between utility-scale wind energy facilities (7) facilities should avoid 
development of areas of Forest Conservation Values or Ecological Cores rated high 
to outstanding as defined by the Virginia Department of Conservation and 
Recreation and/or another equivalent state department (8) facilities should avoid 
development of areas identified as Class IV or Class V for agricultural suitability as 
defined by the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation Agricultural 
Model and/or areas actively farmed within 2 years preceding an application, 
unless portions of the parcels utilized for the facility will continue to be farmed (9) 
facilities should be located a minimum distance of 1 mile from any Town or City 
boundary, or from properties in the Rural Residence (RR), Highland/Recreation-
Public (HR-P), or Shoreline Recreation (SR) zoning districts (10) facilities should 
provide maximum economic benefits to the County as demonstrated by thorough 
economic analysis.  Mr. Zehner noted that the Comprehensive Plan is not a 
regulatory document, it is a policy document which is important for utility scale, 
wind and solar projects because Virginia because in the statute 15.2-2232 (a 
statute that allows for the County through the Planning Commission to review 
whether or not what utility scale or wind/solar qualifies as in accordance with the 
County’s Comprehensive Plan – if an application is filed for one of these uses, Mr. 
Zehner’s recommendation is that the Planning Commission first conducts a 15.2-
2232 hearing to determine whether or not the application is in accordance with 
the Comprehensive Plan – if the Planning Commission determines that it is not 
and denies the application, the applicant can appeal to the Board of Supervisors 
which the have 10 days to do so or the Board of Supervisors can overturn the 
decision made by the Planning Commission – either way, the Board of Supervisors 
could overturn the decision made by the Planning Commission – if the Board of 
Supervisors denies the application, then it could be challenged in court - the key 
factor with the adoption of the addendum, the  County would have some policy 
statements in the Comprehensive Plan that it doesn’t today. Mr. Zehner noted 
that if the Board opts to adopt the addendum tonight, it would be effective 
immediately or the Board could adopt it with a future effective date – the 
ordinance is separate from the addendum, and these are just guidelines and 
policies and are not regulations – the Board can compile their own regulations, 
what was presented tonight was examples of what can be included.  

- Bonnie Parsons, Riverside Dr/Independence – solar put in County, will it stay in County – 
Mr. Zehner noted that more than likely it will go somewhere else unless it’s a smaller 
facility then it could possibly be used in the County but there are a lot of things that have 



to be taken into considera�on 
- Charles Hanes, Gold Hill Rd/Independence (not a county resident) 
- Paul Furr, Whispering Winds Ln/Independence – chose to live here – like to see it 

protected 

Supervisor Anderson noted that Mr. Zehner works for the Berkley Group and was 
hired by the County to help with the Comprehensive Plan – Mr. Zehner does not work 
for a solar company. 
- Pam Carpenter, Independence – Elk Creek valley is beau�ful – guidelines don’t stop 

corpora�ons as they have the money to make it happen -  Board is the gate keeper  
- Robert Heise, Boomer Dr/Elk Creek – doesn’t want windmills – they won’t lower taxes but 

will lower property values 
- Daniel Heise, Comers Rock Rd/Elk Creek – who benefits from this? Sees no benefit; Board 

is elected to look out for the ci�zens; presenta�on took a lot of work; would like the Board 
to say “no” 

Supervisor Ivey noted that this presentation is about putting more regulation in Grayson 
County to prevent windmills and solar from coming in to the County – what is being 
presented tonight is Grayson County taking a step to add regulations that do not exist to 
prevent bad things from happening – what’s being discussed tonight is not to put 
windmills in Grayson County, it’s to put regulations on what they can put in Grayson 
County, if at all – this is to put language in the Comprehensive Plan to allow the County 
government to be able to regulate any type of windmill/solar companies that come into 
the County. Supervisor Anderson made the motion to come out of public hearing; duly 
seconded by Supervisor Cornett.  Motion carried 5-0. 
 

• Public hearing to receive public comments regarding text amendments to the 
Grayson County Zoning Ordinance concerning the regula�on of solar energy and 
wind energy genera�ng facili�es, along with other amendments for renewable 
energy to clarify their regula�on, amendments to clarify the regula�on of 
communica�on towers separate from towers associated with wind energy 
genera�ng facili�es, and to update procedures for considera�on of special use 
permits.  Supervisor Anderson made the mo�on to open the public hearing; duly 
seconded by Supervisor Hash.  Mo�on carried 5-0.  Michael Zehner of the Berkley 
Group, noted that they work with locali�es on regula�on for solar/wind and 
currently, Grayson County has no policy – they have worked with the Grayson 
County Planning Commission to come up with some policies and regula�ons that 
will regulate the uses more stringently.  Mr. Zehner spoke on the map listed below 
and noted that currently anyone could place u�lity scale wind/solar turbines 
anywhere in the County – under the policies and regula�ons that have been 
developed, the yellow is the 1 mile buffer from Towns and Ci�es where none could 
be placed (currently you can) – the blue follows the transmission lines (dark blue 
is current transmission lines; the teal is what Appalachian Power is currently 



working on) – the way the regula�ons work, you would have to site these as solar 
or wind and the closet por�on of them would have to be within that area (under 
our exis�ng regula�ons, they could be anywhere) – while the regula�ons do allow 
the uses, they allow them in ways that applies more standards and a more level of 
review and stricter regula�ons – policy present day regula�on there would be a 
challenge to find a defeasible posi�on to deny a lot of these projects whereas 
under these regula�ons and policies, the County would have more predictability 
on where they could possibly be placed. 

 

Regulations have application requirements – (1) required to have an pre-
application meeting with staff (not required to do that today); the County could 
subject the application for a third party review (the Berkley Group does this for 
some localities)  (2) completeness and compliance review by Zoning 
Administrator, upon application submission (3) required neighborhood meeting 
prior to the Planning commission review (4) Comprehensive Plan review by the 
Planning Commission with a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors (5) 
special use permit review, public meeting, and recommendation vote by the 
Planning Commission (6) special use permit review, public meeting, and vote by 
the Board of Supervisors – also required to provide: project narrative, concept 
plan, grading plan, landscape plan, visual impact analysis, community impact 
assessment, environmental impact assessment, traffic and transportation 
assessment, decommissioning and reclamation plan, wind study, sound study and 
a shadow flicker model (which are all things not in our regulations today) – some 
you could require but the applicant wouldn’t be required to provide them up front 
– these are things that we have evaluated over several years for localities – in the 



last  General Assembly Session there were 2 bills that went through – 1 of those 
bills would establish that the state has criteria, you have to allow for these uses – 
the state would have criteria by which you would review them and if someone 
didn’t like the outcome by the County, they could go to the SCC at the state level 
to get that project overturned – the second bill would basically indicate that utility 
scale solar/wind could not be prohibited – it would have to be allowed almost 
anywhere in the county – project size couldn’t be regulated – density couldn’t be 
regulated – currently this has been tabled but will come up at the next General 
Assembly Session – the reason these bills are coming up is because the industries 
are advocating for those bills – they are seeing more and more communities 
prohibit these uses outright and they don’t want that – we try to look at what’s 
reasonable and take the communities considerations into account – State Bill 567 
has been tabled – legislative may take a stance to move it out of the counties 
hands – at least with this State Bill would establish some criteria where as the 
other bill basically opens the door that until you have 4% of utility windmills/solar, 
you can’t regulate the size, density or the areas of uses at all – very concerning for 
a number of reasons. For solar:  established minimum development standards – 
location setbacks, height limits on panels, density, buffer screen requirements, 
ground cover, security fencing, lighting/signage requirements and requirements 
regarding transmission lines which the county doesn’t currently have – the county 
currently allows for solar and wind with almost no level of regulation.  Similar to 
solar, application requirements for wind are essentially the same – at least 5 acres 
for turbines, maximum height (680’) and currently no regulation in what the 
county currently has, setback requirements, separation requirements, distance 
requirement, proximity to transmission line, distance between facilities and 
height of equipment, tower and turbine design, lighting, signage, clearing of 
vegetation, erosion and sediment control and transmission lines requirements.  
We also have standards for the construction period and the decommissioning 
period; noise and sound limits, ground water monitoring, coordination of local 
emergency services, monitoring and maintenance, liability insurance, signal 
interference, inspection requirements, requirements for changing ownership, 
decommissioning an reclamation (when project has reach the end of it’s life, 
requirements for removal), and bonding requirements - worked to incorporate it 
into the county’s existing ordinance – regarding the legislation, not sure there’s 
such a push to preempt local authorities – there are certain localities that don’t 
allow wind turbines and the county can opt to not allow – however, on solar there 
is a strong push at the state level – industry push doesn’t seem to be as strong for 
the wind turbines.  2020 Clean Economy Act – in Dominion/AEP portfolio they 
have to be at 100% renewable energy which is pushing for a variety of ways to 
help them meet their 100% renewable energy – developing a facility usually allows 
them to recoup from the customer by a rate increase -  other counties have huge 
revenues generated from these – couple of avenues to pursue revenue options: 1 
is to adopt a revenue share ordinance which Mr. Zehner doesn’t usually advise 
because the real estate taxes or Machinery & Tools (actual apparatus is subject to 



M&T tax) is a better benefit or a site agreement that are 5 megawatts and that 
has been placed in the document that the applicant has to agree to the site 
agreement – the challenge with the site agreement is it’s negotiating the money 
on the table that makes the land use consideration challenging – private 
developers are negotiating/purchasing right of ways – Certificate of Convenience 
and Public Necessity for public utilities they can bypass local land use authority 
and go through that process usually for transmission corridors – there is a push to 
go to renewable energy. 

- Ian Stevenson, Pine Branch Rd/Elk Creek – places have already tried to put in no 
renewables and have been sued – view now is 50% trees – everyone’s impacted – clear 
cut, then what do you do with land once the revenues dry up – look at all op�ons and put 
in some good fail-proof things 

The Board took a recess at 7:15pm and reconvened at 7:25pm. 
 

- Candice Stevenson, Hines Branch Rd/Elk Creek – only policy to enact is no wind turbines 
or solar farms unless we can ensure the energy stays in the county – create our own 
alterna�ve energy plan – s�ll dealing with aerial spraying 

- Bepe Ka�a, Sugar Camp Ln/Independence – omission for a referendum so people get to 
speak – windmills are not to the county’s benefit – how many farms will we loose – protect 
the needs of many 

- Barbara McArthur, Flag Pond Ln/Elk Creek – how has wind turbines taken precedence over 
solar – turbines create chronic sleep issues, low frequency sound causes health issues, off 
shore turbines is killing aqua�c life – it affects the en�re environment – concerned about 
keeping a balance in nature 

- Margie Stuart, Elliot Place/Independence – moved her years ago and we chose our house 
because of the property – cu�ng trees for a corridor would destroy the beauty of the 
property – request Board take no ac�on that would destroy the beauty and nature in 
Grayson 

- Vicki Hauslohner, Rockbridge Rd/Troutdale – AEP has already purchased land in the county 
for turbines – why $35K study, who ini�ated and what’s the objec�ve – when was survey 
done – when was the town hall mee�ngs and when/how were they publicized 

- Brenda Koeuzer, Comers Rock Rd/Elk Creek – chose our house because of the views – will 
fight to keep turbines out of the county – please fight for us 

- Roger Rose, Discovery Ln/Independence – when do we see benefits of pu�ng these 
turbines up – public hearing for this with 5 for and 2 against –– no benefit for us 

- Ann Rose, Discovery Ln/Independence – don’t want anyone to say what I can/can’t do on 
my own land but when what you are doing affects my land, I should have a say – neighbor 
had easement with Mr. Todd to let his catle pass through to his land on the mountain – 
Mr. Todd then let Renewable Energy use the easement to put equipment up there for a 
wind study that ends this June – neighbor fought this and lost the legal fight  

- Doug Cox, Highpoint Ln/Independence – 9th genera�on on family farm – exercise 
judgement – request to avoid accep�ng applica�ons from any coopera�ons – take �me to 
study this out 



- Jason Beduhn, Mountain View Ave/Independence – look at other coun�es that have done 
this – consider sounds these things make – lights no good – cited Ar�cle 1 Sec�on 3 of the 
Commonwealth of Virginia Cons�tu�on 

- Michael Svedeman, St. Louis, MO (nonresident) – works for the company that is 
responsible for the wind study in Grayson County – we have been studying the wind on 
Point Lookout and at this point would be looking at 10-13 turbines along Buck Mountain 
– nothing planned nor ac�vely happening on Point Lookout – there is an exis�ng 
ordinance and an ordinance with proposed changes and we’re not saying do not change 
those or that we don’t need to be regulated, we will give you the studies and make our 
case in a public hearing – nothing about what happens tonight means this project is 
approved or disapproved – landowners have the right to sign a lease if they so choose – if 
we come to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors, there will be 2 
separate public hearings – Planning Commission will make their recommenda�ons and 
then the Board of Supervisors will make theirs – the scope of what we are looking at is 
much smaller that what people might imagine 

- Pam Carpenter, Independence – gave issues regarding health that happens with wind 
turbines around – disrup�on in wildlife – not work selling health for – property owner has 
rights on their own property – property values decrease - no good can come from pu�ng 
this language in not to men�on the huge infrastructure being erected along with the cost 
to the ci�zens of the county – strengthen the language and not allow it 

- Jim Weper, Forest Trail – will destroy roads in the county and maintenance is high – they 
don’t remove old blades – leak oil  

- Victoria Burt, Comers Rock Rd/Elk Creek – when they malfunc�on, they can start fires and 
a forest fire here would not be good - moved here for the community – will move again if 
this is approved 

- Joel Shumaker, Briar Patch Mountain Rd/Fries – commends the Board on doing the  
studies – regulate corpora�ons as much as possible – hate to see the county change – 
lives on solar power consistency of wind is so great 

Supervisor Hash made the motion to come out of the public hearing; duly seconded 
by Supervisor Tomlinson.  Motion carried 5-0.  Supervisor Anderson made the motion 
to table the Comprehensive Addendum and suspend all permit requests related to 
wind/solar; duly seconded by Supervisor Hash.  Discussion took place – Supervisor 
Cornett noted that the $35K spent on the study to hire the Berkley Group to help the 
county with this – lots more work to do and have concerns regarding fire and supports 
tabling this – Supervisor Ivey noted that this is a big issue/concern and the Board has 
heard the citizens – the Comprehensive Plan as it sits now has no regulatory teeth and 
that’s what the pubic hearings were for tonight, how to add verbiage to hep keep out 
what’s not good for the county – in full support of tabling it and the Board needs to 
meet with the Planning Commission to discuss further – Supervisor Cornett noted that 
he would like to see a Community  Impact Study from other counties to see how it 
affects health, property values, etc. – Supervisor Anderson commended the Planning 
Commission, Mrs. Black and Mr. Zehner on all their work on this. Supervisor Ivey asked 
Mr. Zehner about the process to table this – Mr. Zehner noted that tabling the 



Comprehensive Plan Resolution noted that the state statute requires the Board to 
adopt an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan  within 90 days of the Planning 
Commission’s recommendation – that 90 days would be up on March 18, 2024 – for 
the Comprehensive Plan Resolution it would have to be reinitiated which means this 
Board would have to take action to initiate the amendment – it would go back to the 
Planning Commission, public hearing before the Planning Commission, they would 
consider it again, make their recommendation then it would come back to the Board 
within that 90 day period.  For the Zoning Ordinance text amendment which is also 
being tabled, could sit as a tabled item until the Board is ready to take it up again – a 
public hearing has already been held and could “reopen” the public hearing when the 
Board decides to move forward – you would have to readvertise the public hearing – 
if text changes are made again, depending on what those changes are it might be 
better to send it back to the Planning Commission as well – not necessary to have 
separate motions on both as long as everyone understands that both are being tabled 
along with the stipulation regarding suspending all permit requests related to 
wind/solar. Supervisor Ivey noted a motion and a second has been made and will do 
in separate motions.  Motion carried 5-0.  Supervisor Hash made the motion to table 
the text amendment; duly seconded by Supervisor Anderson. Motion carried 5-0 

 
IN RE:  NEW BUSINESS 
 

• RESOLUTION – IN SUPPORT FOR THE VIRGINIA OPIOID ABATEMENT AUTHORITY 
COOPERATIVE PARTNERSHIP GRANT FUNDING 

Mr. Boyer briefed the board on the resolution (listed below) and explained this 
resolution is for the Center of Hope and Smyth County has been working on this for a 
while and noted the with the OAA, certain funds are allocated for the localities and 
other funds are designated for regional initiatives. This will allow the regions to apply 
for certain pots of money that would allow the localities to apply for – it doesn’t tie 
us to any funding nor any of the county’s local OAA allotment – they are just asking 
for our support. Supervisor Anderson made the motion to approve; duly seconded by 
Supervisor Cornett.  Roll call vote as follows:  Tracy A. Anderson – aye; Michael S. Hash 
– aye; Mitchell D. Cornett – aye; Mary E. Dickenson Tomlinson – aye; R. Brantley Ivey 
– aye. 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 
• RESOLUTION – TRANSFER OF SHERIFF’S OFFICE PROPERTY TO GRAYSON COUNTY 

Mr. Boyer explained that in order to move forward in fixing our 9-1-1 issues and this 
resolution (listed below) will use the Sheriff’s office as a collateral lean in a financing 



agreement with VRA.  Supervisor Hash made the motion to approve; duly seconded 
by Supervisor Cornett.  Roll call vote as follows: Tracy A. Anderson – aye; Michael S. 
Hash – aye; Mitchell D. Cornett – aye; Mary E. Dickenson Tomlinson – aye; R. Brantley 
Ivey – aye. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



 
 

 
• RESOLUTION – AUTHORIZING ENTRY OF FUNDING AGREEMENT (USCELLULAR 

COMMUNICATIONS PROJECT GRANT) 

Mike Lockaby, Attorney, explained that this resolution (listed below) is to make funds 
available to the Grayson County Network Authority to make a grant to US Cellular – 
US Cellular will be constructing 3 towers that the county will be using for the public 
safety project – as part of that they will also be locating their normal cellular antennas 
on those towers as well – this will help with reception for our emergency services 
especially in the upper end of the county – this funding agreement provides for the 
county to make the funds available to make a grant to US Cellular to put this together.  
Supervisor Hash made the motion to approve; duly seconded by Supervisor Cornett.  
Roll call vote as follows:  Tracy A. Anderson – aye; Michael S. Hash – aye; Mitchell D. 
Cornett – aye; Mary E. Dickenson Tomlinson – aye; R. Brantley Ivey – aye. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 
 

• RESOLUTION – APPROVING THE LEASE FINANCING OF CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS TO 
PUBLIC SAFETY RADIO COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM 

Mr. Lockaby explained this resolution (listed below) initiates the process of actually 
borrowing the funds to begin the radio project – provides for the county to borrow up 
to $2.55M – provides for a maximum interest rate of 4.5% for 15 years (up to 20 years 
if the project changes) - we would lease the Sheriff’s office to VRA, they buy bonds 
from different localities and package them together and resell them as VRA bonds – 
this is taking the next step in committing – if you pass the resolution then the next 
step would be for the Chair to execute the agreement, the agreement would be held 
in escrow for about a month.   Discussion took place and Mr. Boyer noted that a 
Network Authority meeting would need to be held next month – Mr. Lockaby noted 



that at the Network Authority, the Authority would need to adopt the agreement with 
US Cellular and hopes to have that agreement no later than April 5.  Supervisor 
Anderson made the motion to approve the resolution; duly seconded by Supervisor 
Hash. Roll call vote as follows:  Tracy A. Anderson – aye; Michael S. Hash – aye; 
Mitchell D. Cornett – aye; Mary E. Dickenson Tomlinson – aye; R. Brantley Ivey – aye. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

• Resolu�on – Adop�ng the U�lity Scale Renewable Facili�es Policies Comprehensive Plan 
Addendum  - Tabled 
 

• Ordinance – To Amend The Zoning Ordinance For the Regula�on of Solar Energy and Wind 
Energy Genera�ng Facili�es, Along with Other Amendments for Renewable Energy Uses 
to Clarify their Regula�on, and to Update Procedures Related to the Considera�on of 
Special Use Permits - Tabled 

 
IN RE:  BOARD APPOINTMENTS  
 
Economic Development Authority – 1yr term –  

- Jonathan Warren (EC) term expires 4/13/24 – is willing to serve another term 
- Jason Baumgardner (OT) term expires 4/13/24 - is willing to serve another term 

Economic Development Authority – 2yr term –  
- Jus�ne Jackson-Rickets (EC) term expires 4/13/24 
- Todd Cannaday (EC) term expires 4/13/24 – is willing to serve another term 

Rooftop of VA CAP – 5yr term 
- Jada Black – term expires 4/11/24 – is willing to serve another term 

Zoning Board of Appeals – 5yr term 
- Aus�n Haga (W) term expires 3/31/24 – is willing to serve another term 
- Tony Goodman (OT) term expires 3/31/24 – no longer wishes to serve 
- Keith Andrews (OT) – applica�on has been received and is willing to serve 

Discussion took place regarding the appointments for the Economic Development (EDA) 
Authority – Mr. Boyer noted that their by-laws do not state “district specific” – there are 
7 voting members and 1 non-voting member – Mr. Boyer read the list of members for the 
EDA – Supervisor Hash made the motion to table the EDA appointments and have staff 
review; duly seconded by Supervisor Tomlinson.  Motion carried 5-0. 
 
Supervisor Anderson made the motion to approve the Rooftop appointment and the 
Zoning Board of Appeals appointments; duly seconded by Supervisor Tomlinson.  Motion 
carried 5-0. 
 
 
 
 



 
IN RE:  RURAL RUSTIC ROADS DISCUSSION 
 
Mr. Smith explained that our VDOT representative reached out to us to get some roads 
for consideration for rural rustic roads from the Board – 7 from the Providence District 
and 1 from the Elk Creek District – list will need to be submitted to VDOT and more than 
likely they will go with the top 5 to be added to the Six-Year Road Plan – funding has been 
reduced and we don’t know that the funding will be – the list will need to be turned in to 
VDOT tomorrow – then VDOT will look at the roads to see if they qualify for rural rustic – 
VDOT will present the Six-Year Road Plan in the next couple of months. Road list 
submitted are:  Horse Shoe Dr (off Scenic Drive); Saddle Creek Rd; Beaver Dam Rd; Rim 
Rock Ln; Chestnut Grove Rd; Mt. Olivet Rd; Chestnut Ln (Stevens Creek Community); 
Walnut Ln (off Scenic Dr); Maple Ln (off Riverside Dr); Frazier Rd (Rt. 824 the last 1500’); 
turnip Ln (off Water Wheel – 1200’); Greenville Rd (Rt. 640 – the last 0.6 miles); and Little 
Fox Creek Rd. 
 
The Board took a 5-minute recess at 8:45pm and the meeting resumed at 8:50pm. 
 
IN RE:  COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT 
 
Mr. Boyer gave the following report: 

- Hardin Rd – warning signs have been ordered  
- Old Baywood Rd – Rt. 624 and Rt. 626 – VDOT Engineers are scheduled to meet next week 

on placement of signs 
- Carsonville Rd – Supervisor Hash noted that this road needs signage for trucks as well  

IN RE:  INFORMATION ITEMS 
 
As presented 
 
IN RE:  REGISTERED SPEAKERS AND PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

- Bonnie Parsons, Riverside Dr/Independence – could the recommenda�ons be amended 
such as smaller wind turbines/blades – consider cleanup  

- Roger Rose, Discovery Ln/Elk Creek – asked Board to reconsider Sanctuary for the Unborn 
- Jason Bedhun, Mountain View Ave/Independence – thanked Board for addressing the 

issues with the radio system – US Cell shouldn’t be involved – AT&T has to light this area 
– county purchase tower outright then can lease to whomever – keep possession of 
towers  

IN RE:  BOARD OF SUPERVISORS’ TIME 
 
Supervisor Cornett commented on the AEP rate increase – would like to draft a resolution 
for the next meeting – other counties in Southwest Virginia are approving the resolution 



-  consensus of the Board is to do the resolution at the next meeting.  Mr. Boyer will reach 
out to Wythe County for a copy of theirs. 
 
 
IN RE:  CLOSED SESSION 
 
None 
 
IN RE:  ADJOURN MEETING 
 
Supervisor Tomlinson made the motion to adjourn; duly seconded by Supervisor Cornett   
Motion carried 5-0. 
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