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Corporate Park Drive Extension

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The purpose of this Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) is to develop preliminary
construction plans and cost estimates for the extension of existing Virginia State Route
930 (Corporate Park Drive) from its present cul-de-sac terminus to the signalized
intersection of U.S. Highway 221 (Forest Road) and Virginia State Route 666 (Elkton
Farm Road). The new roadway would form a new north leg at this intersection, aligning
with Elkton Farm Road. The purpose of the proposed extension is to relieve recurring
congestion at the intersection of Corporate Park Drive and Virginia State Route 663
(Perrowville Road) that results in significant delays to motorists attempting to turn left
from Corporate Park Drive onto Perrowville Road. The new roadway would provide a
direct connection to/from Corporate Park Drive to points east and west on Forest Road.
This PER provides information on the proposed alignment roadway as well as the
recommended construction standards for the roadway and infrastructure improvements
needed to meet the requirements of the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT).
The PER also looks at the improvements needed at the intersection of Elkton Farm Road
and Forest Road, including signalization and capacity improvements. Other topics
investigated during this effort include topographic, geologic, environmental and historical
conditions that could affect the construction of the roadway. Cost estimates are provided
for the proposed improvements.
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GENERAL
The following Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) was prepared for Bedford
County. Bedford County is proposing to improve access to Corporate Park Drive by
extending the roadway from its current terminus to the intersection of Forest Road
and Elkton Farm Road.
The report examines various options for improving access and the issues associated
with each option. Recommendations are made to provide motorists and property
owners along Corporate Park Drive a way to avoid the congestion and delays at the
intersection of Perrowville Road and Corporate Park Drive. The solution involves the
extension of the roadway to the east and south to connect it to Forest Road at its
intersection with Elkton Farm Road. Additionally, turn restrictions will have to be
implemented at the intersection of Perrowville Road and Corporate Park Drive to
prevent left turns to and from Corporate Park. Finally, consideration was given to the
use of bike lanes on the new facility in order to qualify for matching funds from the
Virginia Department of Transportation’s (VDOT) Locally Administered Projects
(LAP) program.
Hurt & Proffitt, Inc. (hereafter called “Engineer”) collected survey, traffic count and
wetland data, produced several preliminary design options, summarized results, and
prepared recommendations with cost estimates for the proposed improvements.

PROJECT AREA
a. Location
The project is located on State Route 930 (Corporate Park Drive) between State
Route 663 (Perrowville Road) and U.S. Highway 220 (Forest Road) in eastern
Bedford County, Virginia. The existing roadway is approximately 1,650 feet in
length and contains approximately 13 existing commercial lots. An additional
four lots would have access to the new roadway. A map of the area is shown on
the following page.
b. Traffic Study
As part of this PER, Hurt & Proffitt engaged a traffic engineering firm to analyze
area traffic operations for existing and future conditions. The full study is
provided in Appendix A of this report. Existing traffic volumes were collected in
May 2015, prior to the end of the school year to ensure school traffic was
included in the traffic counts. Those volumes were used to determine existing
traffic conditions (level of service, queue lengths). The analysis confirmed the
poor level of service at the intersection of Perrowville Road and Corporate Park
Drive. Existing traffic volumes were projected to year 2040 with and without
future development. Based on analysis of the future year development scenario,
intersection improvements are recommended at all of the study intersections.
Project Commission # 20150389
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Proposed
Extension

Vicinity Map Showing Proposed Extension
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NEED FOR PROJECT
a. Congestion at the intersection of Perrowville Road and Corporate Park
Drive. Congestion at this intersection during school and peak periods results in
significant delays to motorists on Corporate Park, especially for the left turn
movement off of Corporate Park onto Perrowville Road.
b. Motorist and Pedestrian Safety. Congested conditions at the intersection of
Perrowville Road and Corporate Park Drive may encourage motorists to make
risky decisions. Combined with the observed presence of pedestrian traffic in the
area, safety is a concern.
c. Access. Improved access is needed for the commercial and industrial businesses
located on Corporate Park Drive.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED
The Commonwealth Transportation Board (CTB) policy requires that all projects
consider pedestrians and bicycles during the project scoping phase. Three alternatives
were considered for this project:
a. Alternative 1 – No Bike Lane
This alternative involves the extension of Corporate Park Drive to the east to a tee
intersection, then to the south where it connects to Forest Drive at its intersection
with Elkton Farm Road. The extension would be a 2-lane undivided roadway with
13’ travel lanes and a 5’ buffer-separated sidewalk on one side. The roadway
would be designed to VDOT’s GS-7 (Urban Collector Street) standards. No
consideration is given to extending the sidewalk along the existing Corporate
Drive alignment due to the limited right-of-way. A 60’ right-of-way is
recommended, although the right-of way varies along the fill section just east of
the current terminus of existing Corporate Park Drive.
b. Alternative 2 – Designated Bike Lane
This alternative involves an extension of Corporate Park Drive as described in
Alternative 1 above. The extension would be a 2-lane undivided roadway with 13’
travel lanes and 4’ striped bike lanes along the shoulder. A 5’ buffer-separated
sidewalk would also be provided on one side. The roadway would be designed to
VDOT’s GS-7 (Urban Collector Street) standards. No consideration is given to
extending the sidewalk along the existing Corporate Drive alignment due to the
limited right-of-way. A 60’ right-of-way is recommended, although the right-of
way varies along the fill section just east of the current terminus of existing
Corporate Park Drive.
c. Alternative 3 – Designated Bike Lane
This alternative involves an extension of Corporate Park Drive as described in
Alternatives 1 and 2 above. The extension would be a 2-lane undivided roadway
with 13’ travel lanes and 10’ buffer-separated multi-use path on sidewalk would
also be provided on one side. The roadway would be designed to VDOT’s GS-7
Project Commission # 20150389
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(Urban Collector Street) standards. No consideration is given to extending the
sidewalk along the existing Corporate Drive alignment due to the limited right-ofway. A 65’ right-of-way is recommended, although the right-of way varies along
the fill section just east of the current terminus of existing Corporate Park Drive.

PROPOSED PROJECT
a. Description
In addition to the improvements described in the alternatives above, it should be
noted that turn restrictions are required at the intersection of Perrowville Road and
Corporate Park Drive. The traffic study investigated two scenarios. Scenario 1
involves the prohibition of left turns off of Corporate Park Drive. Scenario 2
involves the prohibition of left turns onto and off of Corporate Park Drive.
Scenario 2 is preferred. The project also includes intersection improvements at
three local intersections as described in the traffic report. Those costs are not
included in the project.
All alternatives require some import of earth to balance the fill required on the
east-west (creek crossing) section of the project. It is assumed that the material
can be taken from the property just east of the alignment, as shown on the
preliminary design drawings.
b. Design Criteria
All of the proposed design work is based on VDOT standards. The roadway
would be designed to VDOT standard GS-7 (Urban Collector Street).
c. Preliminary Design
Refer to the drawings in Appendix B for layouts of the three alternatives.
d. Environmental Impacts
The proposed project will likely need to use a VDEQ State Programmatic General
Permit (12-SPGP-01) for Clean Water Act stream and wetland impacts. The
SPGP permit allows up to 1/3-acre of wetland impact and/or up to 2,000 linear
feet (LF) of stream impact (per crossing location, if independent utility exists) for
transportation projects. Wetland mitigation is normally required for all
transportation-related wetland impacts. Wetland mitigation often costs
approximately $75,000 per acre of impact. However, a 2:1 mitigation ratio must
be used for impacts to forested wetlands (as is the case for this project). As a
result, the 0.09 acre of forested wetland impact for the Corporate Park Drive
Project will likely require purchase of approximately 0.18 wetland mitigation
credits (approximate cost: $13,500).
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SPGP requirements stipulate that stream mitigation is normally only required for
transportation projects that result in more than 300 lf of stream impact. At present,
proposed stream impacts for the project range from 220 to 232 linear feet.
Therefore, it may be possible to avoid stream mitigation requirements. However,
the VDEQ project manager/permit writer will make this final decision, and may
request additional impact avoidance and minimization measures (if lower-impact
practicable alternatives are available). It is therefore beneficial to consider slightly
steeper fill slopes (or small headwalls) at the stream crossing location and/or
wetland fill areas (in order to avoid and minimize as much stream/wetland impact
as possible).
After a SPGP application is submitted, VDEQ staff will calculate the application
fee (likely $2,400-3,500 for this project). Of note, the current 12-SPGP-01 will
expire on May 31, 2017. If a project is underway by that date, impacts should be
completed within 12 months (by May 31, 2018). A permit extension may be
possible, if an extension request is submitted at least one month prior to permit
expiration (by April 30, 2017). Once a SPGP application is submitted, VDEQ
staff will typically do a completeness review within approximately 15 calendar
days. Normal permit processing, review, and approval typically takes 60-90 days.
e. Land Requirements
Alternative 1 requires the acquisition of approximately 3.94 acres of right-of-way;
Alternative 2 requires 4.09 acres of right-of-way; Alternative 3 requires 4.27 acres
of right-of-way. See the design plans for a breakdown of the approximate acreage
needed from each parcel.
f. Utility Impacts
The following Bedford Regional Water Authority (BRWA) utilities are known to
exist in the project area:
12” sewer main along ACME Holdings property
8” PVC gravity sewer main along creek
Abandoned 10” force main
Water main on south side of 221
Sewer Impacts
The proposed route crosses the 8” PVC sewer main that runs along the creek. This
line will be covered with 10+ feet of fill. The section under fill should be removed
and reinstalled in a casing pipe. Fernco couplings are acceptable on either end of
the section that will be removed (manholes not required).
The proposed roadway will be constructed over the 12” PVC gravity sewer main
that runs north from the intersection of 221 and Elkton Farm Road. BRWA
indicated that it is acceptable to construct the proposed roadway over the sewer
main. Stub lines will be extended to the east under the new roadway to serve
Project Commission # 20150389
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anticipated development on the east side of the Corporate Park Drive extension.
Water Impacts
The construction of the roadway would have no direct impact on the existing
water distribution system. However, if the County elects to extend water along the
roadway, it should be looped from the end of Corporate Park Drive to Forest
Road. The water main is on the south side of Forest Road, requiring a bored
connection.
g. Cost Estimates
Refer to Appendix D for a detailed breakdown of the estimated construction costs
for the three alternatives.
Alternative 1 – No Bike Lane
(1) Construction Costs:

$981,777.50

(2) Contingencies:

$98,177.75

(3) Surveying/Engineering Fees:

$98,177.75

(4) Inspection Fees

$39,271.10

(5) Environmental Permits/Mitigation

$17,000.00

Total Estimated Project Cost:

$1,234.404.10

Alternative 2 – Designated Bike Lane
(1) Construction Costs:

$1,040,568.00

(2) Contingencies:

$104,056.80

(3) Surveying/Engineering Fees:

$104,056.80

(4) Inspection Fees

$41,622.72

(5) Environmental Permits/Mitigation

$17,000.00

Total Estimated Project Cost:
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Alternative 3 – Shared-Use Bike Lane
(1) Construction Costs:

$1,031,574.00

(2) Contingencies:

$103,157.40

(3) Surveying/Engineering Fees:

$103,157.40

(4) Inspection Fees

$41,262.96

(5) Environmental Permits/Mitigation

$17,000.00

Total Estimated Project Cost:

$1,296,151.76

h. Value Engineering
There are opportunities to value engineer this project to reduce the costs and
impacts. Specifically, with respect to the fill section over the creek, the amount of
fill could be reduced by using a 2:1 fill slope in lieu of a 3:1 slope. Using a 2:1 fill
slope would not only reduce the amount of fill material needed (which translates
to a cost) but it would also reduce the culvert length, associated stream impact,
and required right-of-way.
A value engineering study should be performed during the design phase.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Motorists in eastern Bedford County near Jefferson Forest High School experience
recurring congestion in the Forest Road/Perrowville Road/Corporate Park Drive area,
especially during school hours and in peak periods when employees are entering or
leaving Corporate Park Drive. As a result of the congestion, access to and from
Corporate Park Drive is difficult, especially during certain times of the day.
The recommended solution is the extension of Corporate Park Drive to the east and
south to connect it to US 221 (Forest Road), providing improved access and safety
and reducing congestion at the intersection of Corporate Park Drive and Perrowville
Road. The proposed roadway is a two-lane undivided facility designed to VDOT
standards and would include pedestrian and bicycle accommodations that, if extended
beyond the scope of this project (westward along Corporate Park Drive and
Perrowville Road to Jefferson Forest High School and the adjacent residential
communities and southward across 221 to the retail center), could serve multi-modal
needs of the community.
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Appendix B
Preliminary Design Drawings
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Appendix C
Wetland and Stream Map
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Wetland C

Bedford Corporate Park Drive Project (20150389), in Forest, VA
Please survey the top of streambanks (Stream 1 through forested area), and the three flagged wetlands.
Wetland A – Flags A-1 through A-11 (forested floodplain NW of Stream 1)
Wetland B – Flags B-1 through B-11 (forested floodplain SE of Stream 1)
Wetland C – Flags C-1 through C-25 (forested floodplain NE of Stream 1)

Wetland B

Wetland A

Call with any questions:
Ben 540.520.1533
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Date:
10/13/2015
Corporate Park Drive Extension
Opinion of Probable Construction Cost - Preliminary Engineering Report Stage

Alternative 1 - No Bike Lane
No.
1

Item
Right-of-Way
Right-of-Way Required

2
3

Unit

Quantity Unit Cost

AC

3.94

Project Site Areas
Disturbed Area
Impervious Area

AC
AC

3.15
1.27

4
5

Stream & Wetland Disturbance
Stream Disturbance
Wetland Disturbance

LF
AC

220
0.09

6
7
8
9

Site Demo
Remove Guardrail on Corporate Park
Pavement Removal
Curb & Gutter Removal on 221
Remove woven wire fence

LF
SY
LF
LF

70
125
150
760

10
11
12

Earthwork
Regular Excavation
Total Fill
Total Borrow

13
14
15
16
17

Total Cost

Category Cost

$10.00
$5.00
$10.00
$2.00

$700.00
$625.00
$1,500.00
$1,520.00

$4,345.00

Units Quantity
CY
4,537
CY
14,900
CY
10,362

$1.50
$2.00
$7.00

$6,805.50
$29,800.00
$72,534.00

$109,139.50

Roadway
New Pavement Area
CG-6 Curb & Gutter
Guardrail
Sidewalk
Handi-Cap-Ramps

Units Quantity
SY
5,320
LF
2,916
LF
794
SY
840
EA
4

$35.00
$30.00
$15.00
$45.00
$750.00

$186,200.00
$87,480.00
$11,910.00
$37,800.00
$3,000.00

$326,390.00

18

Erosion Control
Disturbed Area

Units Quantity
AC
3

$12,000.00

$40,080.00

$40,080.00

19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Storm
Stormwater Conveyance Channel
EC-2 Liner
15" RCP
24" RCP
30" RCP
42" RCP
60" RCP

Units
LF
LF
LF
LF
LF
LF
LF

$5.00
$3.00
$35.00
$53.00
$65.00
$100.00
$200.00

$5,250.00
$1,500.00
$15,295.00
$21,253.00
$20,735.00
$20,500.00
$62,800.00

Quantity
1,050
500
437
401
319
205
314

Alt 1 - No Bike Lane

26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

60" EW-7
42" EW-2
DI-7
DI-3B-L6'
DI-3C-L6'
42" Storm Manhole
60" Storm Manhole
Manhole Frame & Cover
Raise Existing Manhole
Relocate Existing DI-3B
Relocate Existing DI-7
RipRap For Outlet & Slope Protection
6" Slotted Underdrain SWMP
15" HDPE SWMP Outlet Pipe
42" Riser Pipe SWMP

EA
EA
EA
EA
EA
LF
LF
EA
LF
EA
EA
TON
LF
LF
LF

2
1
3
8
2
55
23
3
4
2
1
335
260
46
6

41
42
43
44
45
46

Biofilter
Biofilter 3' Media/Stone Depth
6" Slotted Underdrain Biofilter
15" HDPE SWMP Outlet Pipe
15" Riser
Pretreatment Stone Class 1A
Pretreatment Stone VDOT-57

SF
LF
LF
LF
TON
Ton

2,150
221
41
4
23
9

47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

Sanitary
Core Drill Manhole for new sanitary
8" Fernco Coupling
8" SDR 26
16" Steel Casing Pipe
Raise Manhole Adjustment
Lower Manhole Adjustment
42" Sanitary Manhole
Manhole Frame & Cover

EA
EA
LF
LF
LF
LF
LF
EA

2
2
274
170
12
7
20
3

55
56

Intersection
Signalization
Corporate Park/Perrowville Turn Restriction

LS
LS

1
1

Alt 1 - No Bike Lane

$5,500.00
$3,800.00
$1,500.00
$1,000.00
$1,000.00
$300.00
$350.00
$350.00
$750.00
$2,500.00
$2,000.00
$45.00
$35.00
$30.00
$50.00

$11,000.00
$3,800.00
$4,500.00
$8,000.00
$2,000.00
$16,500.00
$8,050.00
$1,050.00
$3,000.00
$5,000.00
$2,000.00
$15,075.00
$9,100.00
$1,380.00
$300.00

$238,088.00

$20.50
$35.00
$30.00
$30.00
$50.00
$25.00

$44,075.00
$7,735.00
$1,230.00
$120.00
$1,150.00
$225.00

$54,535.00

$1,300.00
$60.00
$45.00
$180.00
$500.00
$500.00
$300.00
$350.00

$2,600.00
$120.00
$12,330.00
$30,600.00
$6,000.00
$3,500.00
$6,000.00
$1,050.00

$62,200.00

$137,000.00
$10,000.00

$137,000.00
$10,000.00

$147,000.00

Total Construction Cost

$981,777.50

10% Contingency

$98,177.75

Engineering/Surveying Fees

$98,177.75

Inspection Fees

$39,271.10

Environmental Permits/Mitigation

$17,000.00

Grand Total Cost

$1,234,404.10
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Alternative 2 - Designated Bike Lane
No.
1

Item
Right-of-Way
Right-of-Way Required

2
3

Unit

Quantity Unit Cost

AC

4.09

Project Site Areas
Disturbed Area
Impervious Area

AC
AC

3.40
1.54

4
5

Stream & Wetland Disturbance
Stream Disturbance
Wetland Disturbance

LF
AC

226
0.09

6
7
8
9

Site Demo
Remove Guardrail on Corporate Park
Pavement Removal
Curb & Gutter Removal on 221
Remove woven wire fence

LF
SY
LF
LF

70
125
150
760

10
11
12

Earthwork
Regular Excavation
Total Fill
Total Borrow

13
14
15
16
17

Total Cost

Category Cost

$10.00
$5.00
$10.00
$2.00

$700.00
$625.00
$1,500.00
$1,520.00

$4,345.00

Units Quantity
CY
5,166
CY
16,084
CY
10,919

$1.50
$2.00
$7.00

$7,749.00
$32,168.00
$76,433.00

$116,350.00

Roadway
New Pavement Area
CG-6 Curb & Gutter
Guardrail
Sidewalk
Handi-Cap-Ramps

Units Quantity
SY
6,602
LF
2,912
LF
794
SY
840
EA
4

$35.00
$30.00
$15.00
$45.00
$750.00

$231,070.00
$87,360.00
$11,910.00
$37,800.00
$3,000.00

$371,140.00

18

Erosion Control
Disturbed Area

Units Quantity
AC
3

$12,000.00

$40,080.00

$40,080.00

19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Storm
Stormwater Conveyance Channel
EC-2 Liner
15" RCP
24" RCP
30" RCP
42" RCP
60" RCP

Units
LF
LF
LF
LF
LF
LF
LF

$5.00
$3.00
$35.00
$53.00
$65.00
$100.00
$200.00

$5,250.00
$1,500.00
$16,240.00
$21,253.00
$20,995.00
$19,800.00
$64,000.00

Quantity
1,050
500
464
401
323
198
320

Alt 2 - Designated Bike Lane

26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

60" EW-7
42" EW-2
DI-7
DI-3B-L6'
DI-3C-L6'
42" Storm Manhole
60" Storm Manhole
Manhole Frame & Cover
Raise Existing Manhole
Relocate Existing DI-3B
Relocate Existing DI-7
RipRap For Outlet & Slope Protection
6" Slotted Underdrain SWMP
15" HDPE SWMP Outlet Pipe
42" Riser Pipe SWMP

EA
EA
EA
EA
EA
LF
LF
EA
LF
EA
EA
TON
LF
LF
LF

2
1
3
8
2
55
23
3
4
2
1
335
260
46
6

41
42
43
44
45
46

Biofilter
Biofilter 3' Media/Stone Depth
6" Slotted Underdrain Biofilter
15" HDPE SWMP Outlet Pipe
15" Riser
Pretreatment Stone Class 1A
Pretreatment Stone VDOT-57

SF
LF
LF
LF
TON
Ton

2,400
221
41
4
23
9

47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

Sanitary
Core Drill Manhole for new sanitary
8" Fernco Coupling
8" SDR 26
16" Steel Casing Pipe
Raise Manhole Adjustment
Lower Manhole Adjustment
42" Sanitary Manhole
Manhole Frame & Cover

EA
EA
LF
LF
LF
LF
LF
EA

2
2
274
170
12
7
20
3

55
56

Intersection
Signalization
Corporate Park/Perrowville Turn Restriction

LS
LS

1
1

$5,500.00
$3,800.00
$1,500.00
$1,000.00
$1,000.00
$300.00
$350.00
$350.00
$750.00
$2,500.00
$2,000.00
$45.00
$35.00
$30.00
$50.00

$11,000.00
$3,800.00
$4,500.00
$8,000.00
$2,000.00
$16,500.00
$8,050.00
$1,050.00
$3,000.00
$5,000.00
$2,000.00
$15,075.00
$9,100.00
$1,380.00
$300.00

$239,793.00

$20.50
$35.00
$30.00
$30.00
$50.00
$25.00

$49,200.00
$7,735.00
$1,230.00
$120.00
$1,150.00
$225.00

$59,660.00

$1,300.00
$60.00
$45.00
$180.00
$500.00
$500.00
$300.00
$350.00

$2,600.00
$120.00
$12,330.00
$30,600.00
$6,000.00
$3,500.00
$6,000.00
$1,050.00

$62,200.00

$137,000.00
$10,000.00

$137,000.00
$10,000.00

$147,000.00

Total Construction Cost

$1,040,568.00

10% Contingency

$104,056.80

Engineering/Surveying Fees

$104,056.80

Inspection Fees

$41,622.72

Environmental Permits/Mitigation

$17,000.00

Grand Total Cost

$1,307,304.32

Alt 2 - Designated Bike Lane

2524 Langhorne Road Lynchburg, VA 24501
Toll Free 800.242.4906 Main 434.847.7796 Fax 434.847.0047
www.handp.com

Date:
10/13/2015
Corporate Park Drive Extension
Opinion of Probable Construction Cost - Preliminary Engineering Report Stage

Alternative 3 - Shared Use Bike Lane
No.
1

Item
Right-of-Way
Right-of-Way Required

2
3

Unit

Quantity Unit Cost

AC

4.27

Project Site Areas
Disturbed Area
Impervious Area

AC
AC

3.34
1.43

4
5

Stream & Wetland Disturbance
Stream Disturbance
Wetland Disturbance

LF
AC

232
0.09

6
7
8
9

Site Demo
Remove Guardrail on Corporate Park
Pavement Removal
Curb & Gutter Removal on 221
Remove woven wire fence

LF
SY
LF
LF

70
125
150
760

10
11
12

Earthwork
Regular Excavation
Total Fill
Total Borrow

13
14
15
16
17

Total Cost

Category Cost

$10.00
$5.00
$10.00
$2.00

$700.00
$625.00
$1,500.00
$1,520.00

$4,345.00

Units Quantity
CY
4,992
CY
16,263
CY
11,271

$1.50
$2.00
$7.00

$7,488.00
$32,526.00
$78,897.00

$118,911.00

Roadway
New Pavement Area
CG-6 Curb & Gutter
Guardrail
Sidewalk
Handi-Cap-Ramps

Units Quantity
SY
5,284
LF
2,928
LF
794
SY
1,647
EA
4

$35.00
$30.00
$15.00
$45.00
$750.00

$184,940.00
$87,840.00
$11,910.00
$74,115.00
$3,000.00

$361,805.00

18

Erosion Control
Disturbed Area

Units Quantity
AC
3

$12,000.00

$40,080.00

$40,080.00

19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Storm
Stormwater Conveyance Channel
EC-2 Liner
15" RCP
24" RCP
30" RCP
42" RCP
60" RCP

Units
LF
LF
LF
LF
LF
LF
LF

$5.00
$3.00
$35.00
$53.00
$65.00
$100.00
$200.00

$5,250.00
$1,500.00
$14,770.00
$21,253.00
$20,995.00
$19,900.00
$65,200.00

Quantity
1,050
500
422
401
323
199
326

Alt 3 -Shared Use Bike Lane

26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

60" EW-7
42" EW-2
DI-7
DI-3B-L6'
DI-3C-L6'
48" Storm Manhole
60" Storm Manhole
Manhole Frame & Cover
Raise Existing Manhole
Relocate Existing DI-3B
Relocate Existing DI-7
RipRap For Outlet & Slope Protection
6" Slotted Underdrain SWMP
15" HDPE SWMP Outlet Pipe
42" Riser Pipe SWMP

EA
EA
EA
EA
EA
LF
LF
EA
LF
EA
EA
TON
LF
LF
LF

2
1
3
8
2
55
23
3
4
2
1
335
260
46
6

41
42
43
44
45
46

Biofilter
Biofilter 3' Media/Stone Depth
6" Slotted Underdrain Biofilter
15" HDPE SWMP Outlet Pipe
15" Riser
Pretreatment Stone Class 1A
Pretreatment Stone VDOT-57

SF
LF
LF
LF
TON
Ton

2,300
221
41
4
23
9

47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54

Sanitary
Core Drill Manhole for new sanitary
8" Fernco Coupling
8" SDR 26
16" Steel Casing Pipe
Raise Manhole Adjustment
Lower Manhole Adjustment
48" Sanitary Manhole
Manhole Frame & Cover

EA
EA
LF
LF
LF
LF
LF
EA

2
2
274
170
12
7
20
3

55
56

Intersection
Signalization
Corporate Park/Perrowville Turn Restriction

LS
LS

1
1

$5,500.00
$3,800.00
$1,500.00
$1,000.00
$1,000.00
$300.00
$350.00
$350.00
$750.00
$2,500.00
$2,000.00
$45.00
$35.00
$30.00
$50.00

$11,000.00
$3,800.00
$4,500.00
$8,000.00
$2,000.00
$16,500.00
$8,050.00
$1,050.00
$3,000.00
$5,000.00
$2,000.00
$15,075.00
$9,100.00
$1,380.00
$300.00

$239,623.00

$20.50
$35.00
$30.00
$30.00
$50.00
$25.00

$47,150.00
$7,735.00
$1,230.00
$120.00
$1,150.00
$225.00

$57,610.00

$1,300.00
$60.00
$45.00
$180.00
$500.00
$500.00
$300.00
$350.00

$2,600.00
$120.00
$12,330.00
$30,600.00
$6,000.00
$3,500.00
$6,000.00
$1,050.00

$62,200.00

$137,000.00
$10,000.00

$137,000.00
$10,000.00

$147,000.00

$1,031,574.00
10% Contingency

$103,157.40

Engineering/Surveying Fees

$103,157.40

Inspection Fees

$41,262.96

Environmental Permits/Mitigation

$17,000.00

Grand Total Cost

$1,296,151.76
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REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

B EDFORD C OUNTY B OARD

OF

S UPERVISORS

BEDFORD COUNTY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING
N O V E M B E R 10, 2015
7:00 P.M.

REGULAR MEETING
(1)

Call to Order & Welcome

(2)

Moment of Silence

(3)

Pledge of Allegiance

(4)

Approval of Agenda

(5)

Citizen Comments (15 Minutes)

(6)

Consent Agenda
a. Consideration of a request from the Virginia Department of Transportation
regarding changes to the Secondary System of State Highways (specifically,
portions of Old Farm Road, Rt. #660). (Resolution #R111015-01)
b. Consideration of a request from the Sheriff’s Office to submit an application
for the 2015 Susteen Community Outreach Mobile Forensics Grant in the
amount of $6,395.00. (Resolution #R111015-03)
c. Consideration of a request from the Sheriff’s Office to accept the Virginia
Department of Criminal Justice Services ‘Internet Crimes Against Children
Grant’ in the amount of $1,200,000.00, and for a Supplemental Appropriation
in the amount of $900,000.00 (no local match required).
(Resolution #R111015-08)

(7)

Approval of Minutes – October 13, 2015

(8)

Public Hearings & Presentations
a. Public Appearance – Presentation of Proclamation to Clyde Roberts for
Achieving the Milestone of his 102nd Birthday
b. Public Appearance – Presentation of Proclamation to Joy Powers for her
contributions to the creation and success of the Bedford County Fair.
c. Public Appearance – Presentation of Proclamation to Keith Tuck for his
contributions to the creation and success of the Bedford County Fair.

d. Public Appearance – Presentation of Proclamation to Curry Martin for his
contributions to the creation and success of the Bedford County Fair.
e. Public Hearing – Consideration of a request for approval of Special Use Permit
#160003 to establish a “Wireless Communication, Class 4” Use on property
identified as Tax Map #87-A-47A. (Resolution #R111015-04)
•
f.

Staff Presentation by Jordan Mitchell, Planner

Public Hearing – Consideration of a request for approval of Special Use Permit
#160004 to establish a “Wireless Communication, Class 4” use on property
identified as Tax Map #235A-8. (Resolution #R111015-05)
•

(9)

Staff Presentation by Jordan Mitchell, Planner

Action & Discussion Items
a. Consideration of a Resolution rescinding the Board of Supervisors previous
motion to deny Special Use Permit #SU160002 to establish a recycling center
and station for the Stewartsville area. (Resolution #R111015-06)
•

Staff Presentation by Interim County Administrator Carl Boggess

b. Consideration of a Resolution to approve Special Use Permit #SU160002 to
establish a “Recycling Centers and Stations” use on property identified as Tax
Map #157A-A-2A. (Resolution #111015-02)
•
c.

Staff Presentation by Interim County Administrator Carl Boggess

Consideration of a Resolution authorizing the issuance of an Invitation to Bid
for the construction of the proposed Stewartsville Convenience Center.
(Resolution #R111015-07)
•

Staff Presentation by Director of Public Works, Sheldon Cash

d. Consideration of the 2016 (Draft) Legislative Priorities (will be distributed
under separate cover)
•

Staff Presentation by Interim County Administrator Carl Boggess

(10) Board Committee Reports - none
(11) Board Member Comments
(12) Board Appointments
•

An appointment to the Agricultural Economic Development Advisory Board is
needed for the ‘At-Large’ position recently vacated by Spencer Tinsley.

•

At the upcoming December 14th meeting, the Board will need to make
appointments for the Bedford Regional Water Authority At-Large Member.
Two appointments will also be needed for the Department of Social Services
Board. (Details regarding these appointments will be forwarded to the Board
under separate cover prior to the next meeting.)

(13) County Attorney Report
(14) County Administrator Report
a. Update from Eric Rice, I.T. Manager, on the progress of the new County
website.
(15) Board Information
a. The Welcome Center’s Quarterly Report for July through September 2015
b. Bedford Public Library System Board of Trustees meeting minutes from
September 1, 2015
c. Community Development’s Building Report for September 2015
d. Bedford Regional Water Authority Board of Director meeting minutes from
September 15, 2015
(16) Board Calendar & Reminders
•

November 23rd – Regular Meeting at 7:00 p.m.

•

December 14th – Regular Meeting at 7:00 p.m. (Work Session from 5:00 – 6:30
p.m.)

(17) Adjourn

5
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6a

Resolution #R111015-01

At a regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Bedford, Virginia held at the Bedford
County Administration Building on the 10th day of November 2015 beginning at 7:00 p.m.
MEMBERS:
VOTE:
Tammy Parker, Chairman
Steve Wilkerson, Vice-Chairman
John Sharp
Bill Thomasson
Curry W. Martin
Steve Arrington
Annie S. Pollard
On motion of Supervisor ____________, which carried by a vote of ______, the following was adopted:

WHEREAS, the Virginia Department of Transportation has provided this Board with a sketch
dated October 10, 2015 depicting the addition and abandonment required in the Secondary
System of State Highways as a result of a developer constructed alignment relocation of a
portion of Route 660 identified in the attached sketch hereby incorporated herein by reference,
WHEREAS, the new road serves the same citizens as those portions of old road identified to be
abandoned and those segments no longer serve a public need, and
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, this Board requests the Commissioner to abandon
from the Secondary System of State Highways those portions of old road identified by the sketch
to be abandoned, pursuant to Section 33.2-912, Code of Virginia, and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, this Board requests the Virginia Department of Transportation
to add to the Secondary System of State Highways those portions of road identified by the sketch
to be added, pursuant to Section 33.2-705, Code of Virginia, and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, this Board does hereby guarantee clear and unrestricted
rights-of-way and any necessary easements for cuts, fills, and drainage for this street, and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a certified copy of this resolution be forwarded to the
Residency Administrator for the Virginia Department of Transportation.

6b

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Board of Supervisors

THROUGH:

Carl Boggess, Interim County Administrator

FROM:

Petrina E. Grubbs, Financial Analyst

DATE:

October 20, 2015

SUBJECT:

2015 Susteen Community Outreach Mobile Forensics Grant for the Sheriff’s
Office

The Bedford County Sheriff’s office received notification of a grant opportunity through the
Susteen, a mobile forensics manufacturer in California. The sheriff’s office has prepared an
application requesting $6,395.00 to acquire Secure View 4 Mobile Forensic Software with addons. The Sheriff's office is required to provide $1,995.00 for the license fee. The application is
due November 15, 2015. Sheriff Mike Brown is requesting that the Board of Supervisors
authorize the submission of a grant to Susteen in the amount of $6,395.00.
If the Board concurs, the following motion is in order.

Resolution #R111015-03

At a regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Bedford, Virginia held at the Bedford
County Administration Building on the 10th day of November 2015, beginning at 7:00 p.m.
MEMBERS:
VOTE:
Tammy Parker, Chairman
Steve Wilkerson, Vice-Chairman
Bill Thomasson
Curry Martin
John Sharp
Steve Arrington
Annie S. Pollard
On motion of Supervisor

, which carried by a vote of

, the following was adopted:

RESOLUTION

2015 SUSTEEN COMMUNITY OUTREACH MOBILE FORENSICS GRANT
APPLICATION
WHEREAS, Robin Sundquist with the Bedford County Sheriff’s Office has prepared a
grant application to be submitted to Susteen, a mobile Forensics manufacture in California; and
WHEREAS, the application is requesting $6,395.00 to purchase mobile forensic software

with add-ons; and

WHEREAS, the grant requires a local match of $1,995.00 which will come from the
Sheriff's budget to cover the license fee;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Bedford County Board of Supervisors that the
Board does hereby authorize the submission of a grant application in the amount of $6,395.00 to

Susteen.

6c

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Board of Supervisors

THROUGH:

Carl Boggess, Interim County Administrator

FROM:

Petrina E. Grubbs, Financial Analyst

DATE:

October 27, 2015

SUBJECT:

Acceptance for the State Internet Crimes Against Children Program Grant

The Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services has awarded Bedford County an Internet
Crimes Against Children Grant in the amount of $1,200,000.00. The award is effective for the
period July 1, 2015 through June 30, 2016 and will be processed through the Department of
Criminal Justice Services. The award does not require a local match. The funding will be used
to provide supplies, utilities, software, telecommunications, internet service, and the salaries and
benefits of 14 full-time staff positions. The Internet Crimes Program expects to expend 75% or
$900,000.00 of the award in FY 2015-2016 and the remainder in FY 2016-2017. The Sheriff,
Mike Brown, is requesting that the Board of Supervisors accept the DCJS Internet Crimes
Against Children Grant and approve a Supplemental Appropriation in the amount of $900,000.00
for FY 2015-2016 for the additional state funds for the Internet Crimes Against Children
program.
This supplemental appropriation request is in accordance with the Board’s supplemental
appropriation policy.
If the Board concurs, the following motion is in order.

Resolution #R111015-08

At a regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Bedford, Virginia held at the Bedford
County Administration Building on the 10th day of November 2015, beginning at 7:00 p.m.
MEMBERS:
VOTE:
Tammy Parker, Chairman
Steve Wilkerson, Vice-Chairman
Bill Thomasson
Curry Martin
John Sharp
Steve Arrington
Annie S. Pollard
On motion of Supervisor

, which carried by a vote of

, the following was adopted:

A RESOLUTION

GRANT ACCEPTANCE AND SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION OF THE STATE
INTERNET CRIMES AGAINST CHILDREN GRANT
WHEREAS, the Southern Virginia Internet Crimes Against Children Task Force under the

auspices of the Bedford County’s Sheriff Office has received a grant in the amount of
$1,200,000.00 from the Commonwealth of Virginia; and
WHEREAS, the grant will provide $1,200,000.00 to provide supplies, utilities,
telecommunications, internet service, and the salaries and benefits of 14 full-time staff positions
during the period July 1, 2015 through June 30, 2016; and
WHEREAS, the Internet Crimes Against Children Program expects to expend 75% or

$900,000.00 of the award in FY 2015-2016 and the remainder in FY 2016-2017; and

WHEREAS, none of the revenue and expenditure was included in the adopted budget for

FY 2015-2016; and

WHEREAS, the award does not require a local match:
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Bedford County Board of Supervisors that the
Board does hereby accept the State Internet Crimes Against Children grant in the amount of

$1,200,000.00 and authorize a Supplemental Appropriation in the amount of $900,000.00 for FY
2015-2016.
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MINUTES

6

B EDFORD C OUNTY B OARD

7

S UPERVISORS

O C T O B E R 13, 2015

8
9
10

OF

5:00 P.M.

WORK SESSION - BEDFORD AREA WELCOME CENTER
•

11

Welcome & Introductions by Board Chairman, Tammy Parker and
EDA Chairman, Jim Lusk

12
13

•

FY15 Accomplishments - Traci Blido and Jim Lusk

14

•

FY16 Priorities - Traci Blido

15

•

Open Discussion - All

16

5:45 P.M.

DINNER

17

During dinner, we will hear a short update by Mr. Larry Jackson, Chairman of the Region

18

2000 Alliance Board, on a proposed merger between the Alliance and the Lynchburg

19

regional chamber of Commerce.

20

7:00 P.M.

REGULAR MEETING - BEDFORD COUNTY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING

21

(1)

Call to Order & Welcome

22

(2)

Moment of Silence

23

(3)

Pledge of Allegiance

24

(4)

Approval of Agenda

25

(5)

Citizen Comments (15 Minutes)

26

(6)

Consent Agenda

27

a. Consideration of a request from the Bedford Communications Center to submit

28

an application to the Virginia Information Technologies Agency for the

29

FY2017 Public Safety Access Point (PSAP) Grant in the amount of $2,000.00.

30

(Resolution #R101315-02)

31

b. Consideration of a request from the Bedford Communications Center to submit

32

an application to the Virginia Information Technologies Agency for the

33

FY2017 Public Safety Access Point (PSAP) Grant in the amount of

34

$150,000.00. (Resolution #R101315-03)
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35

c. Consideration of a request from the Sheriff’s Office to accept the Office of

36

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Internet Crimes Against Children

37

Task Force Program Grant in the amount of $365,745.00, and to authorize a

38

Supplemental Appropriation in the amount of $365,745.00. (Resolution

39

#R101315-04)

40

d. Consideration of a request from the Virginia Department of Transportation to

41

add Wye Oak Court, Seven Sisters Oak Road, and Willow Oak Drive in the

42

Great Oaks Subdivision to the Secondary System of State Highways.

43

(Resolution #R101315-05)
e. Consideration of a request for a Statement of Support of the Blue Ridge EMS

44
45

Council

46

(Resolution #R101315-06)
f.

47

(BREMS)

as

Bedford’s

Regional

EMS

Council.

Consideration of a request to accept the Tobacco Region Fund Grant in the

48

amount of $20,000.00 (no local match is required), and to authorize a

49

Supplemental Appropriation of the full amount of the grant.

50

#R101315-08)

(Resolution

51

g. Consideration of a request for a Supplemental Appropriation in the amount of

52

$26,300.00 from private funds that have been raised for further development of

53

Moneta Park. (Resolution #R101315-14)

54

(7)

Approval of Minutes – September 14, 2015

55

(8)

Public Hearings & Presentations

56

a. Public Hearing – Consideration of Special Use Permit #SU160001 on behalf of

57

Bedford Memorial Hospital to establish a Nursing Home and Medical Office.

58

(Resolution #R101315-07)

59

•

Presentation by Planner Brad Robinson

b. Public Hearing – Conveyance of 1025 Turning Point Road to Bedford

60
61

Memorial Hospital (Resolution #R101315-10)

62

•

Presentation by Interim County Administrator Carl Boggess

63

c. Public Hearing – Consideration of a Special Use Permit to establish a

64

‘Recycling Centers and Stations’ use on property identified as Tax Map

65

#157A-A-2A (Resolution #R101315-09)

66

•

67

(9)

Presentation by Planner Jordan Mitchell

Action & Discussion Items

68

a. Consideration of a request for approval of an Invitation for Bids for the

69

Stewartsville Convenience Center Construction. (Resolution #R101315-11)
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•

70
71

Staff Presentation by Public Works Director Sheldon Cash

b. Consideration of a request to award a contract for the assessment of County

72

Buildings. (Resolution #R101315-12)

73

•

74

Staff Presentation by Public Works Director Sheldon Cash

c. Consideration of a salary adjustment for Sheriff’s Office employees who have

75

completed the training academy. (Resolution #R101315-01)

76

•

Staff Presentation by Fiscal Management Director Susan Crawford

77

d. Consideration of a request for approval to issue a Request for Proposals for

78

services needed for the assessment of Bedford County’s Pay and Classification

79

Plan. (Resolution #R101315-13)

80

•

81
82

Staff Presentation by Human Resources Manager Dawn Fields

(10) Board Committee Reports
a. Public Safety Committee meeting minutes

83

(11) Board Member Comments

84

(12) Board Appointments

85

(13) County Attorney Report

86

(14) County Administrator Report

87
88
89

a. Board consensus needed for voting credentials at the VACo Conference
(15) Board Information
a. Bedford Regional Water Authority Board of Directors meeting minutes from
August 18, 2015

90
91

b. Bedford County Planning Commission meeting minutes from August 18, 2015

92

c. Bedford County Department of Social Services Board meeting minutes from
June 11, 2015

93
94

d. Bedford Public Library Board of Trustees meeting minutes from October 6,
2015

95
96

(16) Board Calendar & Reminders

97

•

October 26th – Regular Meeting at 7:00 p.m.

98

•

November 10th (Tuesday) – Regular Meeting at 7:00 p.m. (Work Session from
5:00 – 6:30 p.m.)

99
100

•

November 23rd – Regular Meeting at 7:00 p.m.

101

•

December 14th – Regular Meeting at 7:00 p.m. (Work Session from 5:00 – 6:30

102

p.m.)

103

(17) Adjourn
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104
105

5:00 P.M. – WORK SESSION (BEDFORD AREA WELCOME CENTER)

106

Economic Development Authority: Dennis Novitzke – Dist. 1; Mickey Johnson – Dist. 2; Wyatt Walton

107

– Vice Chairman, Dist. 3; Matthew Braud, Dist. 4; Jim Lusk – Chairman, Dist. 5; Kim McCabe, Dist. 6;

108

Kristy Milton, Dist. 7

109

------

110

Board of Supervisors: Board of Supervisors: Tammy Parker, Chairman – District 7; Steve Wilkerson,

111

Vice-Chairman – District 3; Bill Thomasson, District 1; Curry Martin, District 2; John Sharp, District 4;

112

and Annie Pollard, District 6

113

Absent: Steve Arrington, District 5

114

------

115

Staff Present: Interim County Administrator Carl Boggess, Economic Development Director Traci

116

Blido, Senior Assistant County Attorney Patrick Skelley, and Executive Assistant Brigitte Luckett

117

------

119

Guests: Mr. Wade White, Virginia Hunter Education Association and Larry Jackson and Elizabeth
Narehood, Regiona 2000 Alliance Board

120

Economic Development Authority Chairman Jim Lusk called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.

121

and, after agenda and minutes approval, turned the meeting over to Traci Blido. Chairman Lusk and Ms.

122

Blido gave a summary of the Economic Development Authority’s (EDA) FY2015, as well as an overview

123

of their FY2016 priorities. Following a brief open discussion with the Board of Supervisors, Larry

124

Jackson, Chairman of the Region 2000 Alliance Board, presented an update on a proposed merger

125

between the Alliance and the Lynchburg Regional Chamber of Commerce during the dinner break.

126
127

7:00 P.M. – REGULAR MEETING (BEDFORD COUNTY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING)

128

Board of Supervisors: Tammy Parker, Chairman – District 7; Steve Wilkerson, Vice-Chairman –

129

District 3; Bill Thomasson, District 1; Curry Martin, District 2; John Sharp, District 4; and Annie Pollard,

130

District 6

131

Absent: Steve Arrington, District 5

132

------

133

Staff Present: Interim County Administrator/County Attorney Carl Boggess, Senior Assistant County

134

Attorney Patrick Skelley, Director of Community Development Gregg Zody, Fiscal Management Director

135

Susan Crawford, Fire & Rescue Chief Jack Jones, Jr., Janet Blankenship, Rescue Division Chief; Public

136

Works Director Sheldon Cash, Human Resources Manager Dawn Fields, Planner Jordan Mitchell,

137

Planner Brad Robinson and Executive Assistant Brigitte Luckett

138
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139

(1)

Chairman Parker called the meeting to order and welcomed those in attendance.

140

(2)

Chairman Parker noted that Supervisor Arrington would not be present for this meeting, and then
asked the room to observe a moment of silence.

141
142

(3)

Chairman Parker led the room in the pledge of allegiance.

143

(4)

Approval of Agenda

144

Attorney Boggess noted the following additions to the agenda:

145

•

Additional Documentation for Agenda Item #6e: Resolution for Statement of Support for the
Blue Ridge EMS Council

146
•

147

Amended Agenda Item #9c: Revised resolution regarding a pay adjustment for Sheriff’s
Office employees who have completed the training academy.

148
•

149

Vice-Chairman Wilkerson and Supervisor Pollard noted they would have comments under
Agenda Item #11, ‘Board Member Comments’.

150
151

Vice-Chairman Wilkerson made a motion to approve the agenda as amended.

152

Voting yes:

Mr. Thomasson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Wilkerson, Mr. Sharp, Mrs. Pollard and
Mrs. Parker

153
154

Voting no:

None

155

Absent:

Mr. Arrington

156

Motion passed.

157
158

(5)

Citizen Comments
•

159

Wendell Johnson addressed the Board with resolutions which were recently passed by the
local Republican Committee regarding Planned Parenthood.

160
•

161

Janet Blankenship, Rescue Division Chief, addressed the Board with an update on the fire

162

safety programs that the Fire and Rescue Department teaches to daycare centers and

163

elementary schools during Fire Safety Week in October. She noted that the programs have

164

been well received by the children.

165
166

(6)

Consent Agenda

167

Attorney Boggess reviewed the Consent Agenda for the benefit of those in attendance.

168

Supervisor Pollard made a motion to approve the consent agenda as presented:

169

a. Consideration of a request from the Bedford Communications Center to submit an application

170

to the Virginia Information Technologies Agency for the FY2017 Public Safety Access Point

171

(PSAP) Grant in the amount of $2,000.00. (Resolution #R101315-02)
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172

b. Consideration of a request from the Bedford Communications Center to submit an application

173

to the Virginia Information Technologies Agency for the FY2017 Public Safety Access Point

174

(PSAP) Grant in the amount of $150,000.00. (Resolution #R101315-03)

175

c. Consideration of a request from the Sheriff’s Office to accept the Office of Juvenile Justice

176

and Delinquency Prevention Internet Crimes Against Children Task Force Program Grant in

177

the amount of $365,745.00, and to authorize a Supplemental Appropriation in the amount of

178

$365,745.00. (Resolution #R101315-04)

179

d. Consideration of a request from the Virginia Department of Transportation to add Wye Oak

180

Court, Seven Sisters Oak Road, and Willow Oak Drive in the Great Oaks Subdivision to the

181

Secondary System of State Highways. (Resolution #R101315-05)
e. Consideration of a request for a Statement of Support of the Blue Ridge EMS Council

182

(BREMS) as Bedford’s Regional EMS Council. (Resolution #R101315-06)

183
f.

184

Consideration of a request to accept the Tobacco Region Fund Grant in the amount of

185

$20,000.00 (no local match is required), and to authorize a Supplemental Appropriation of

186

the full amount of the grant. (Resolution #R101315-08)

187

g. Consideration of a request for a Supplemental Appropriation in the amount of $26,300.00

188

from private funds that have been raised for further development of Moneta Park. (Resolution

189

#R101315-14)
Voting yes:

190

Mr. Thomasson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Wilkerson, Mr. Sharp, Mrs. Pollard and
Mrs. Parker

191
192

Voting no:

None

193

Absent:

Mr. Arrington

194

Motion passed.

195
196
197
198
199

(7)

Approval of Minutes
Supervisor Thomasson made a motion to approve the minutes of September 14, 2015 as

presented.
Voting yes:

Mr. Thomasson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Wilkerson, Mr. Sharp, Mrs. Pollard and
Mrs. Parker

200
201

Voting no:

None

202

Absent:

Mr. Arrington

203

Motion passed.

204
205
206
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207

(8)

Public Hearings & Presentations

208

(8a)

Planner Brad Robinson addressed the Board with a request for approval of Special Use Permit

209

#160001 on behalf of the Bedford Memorial Hospital to establish a nursing home and medical office. Mr.

210

Robinson displayed a variety of maps and photographs of the property, noting that it is located along

211

Falling Creek Road and is identified as Tax Map #147-A-40. He stated that the property is currently

212

owned by Bedford County, and only 1.504 acres of the 228.22 acres in this particular parcel are included

213

in this request. Mr. Robinson said this would re-establish a hospice facility on the site, and noted those

214

portions of the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance which applied to the request, as well as

215

anticipated environmental, transportation, utility, public facility and visual impacts.
The citizen comment portion of the public hearing was opened; there being no one desiring to

216
217

speak, this portion of the public hearing was closed.

218

Supervisor Sharp made a motion to approve Resolution #R101315-04.

219

WHEREAS, Bedford Memorial Hospital has submitted application #SU160001 requesting a

220

Special Use Permit to establish a “Nursing Home” and “Office, Medical” use in an AP

221

(Agricultural/Rural Preserve) District on property identified as Tax Map Number 147-A-40; and

222

WHEREAS, the application has been submitted pursuant to Section 30-79-2 of the Zoning

223

Ordinance, which allows both “Nursing Home” and “Medical Office” in the AP Zoning District after a

224

Special Use Permit has been approved in accordance with Section 30-19 of the Zoning Ordinance; and
WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has carefully considered the public record, the public

225
226

testimony, and the recommendation of the Planning Commission; and
WHEREAS, the Board finds that the request meets the goals and objectives of the Comprehensive

227
228

Plan and the purposes of the Zoning Ordinance for issuance of a Special Use Permit; and
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Bedford County Board of Supervisors on this the

229
230

13th day of October, 2015, that a Special Use Permit pursuant to application #SU160001 is approved.
Voting yes:

231

Mr. Thomasson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Wilkerson, Mr. Sharp, Mrs. Pollard and
Mrs. Parker

232
233

Voting no:

None

234

Absent:

Mr. Arrington

235

Motion passed.

236

------

237

(8b)

238

property located at 1025 Turning Point Road to Bedford Memorial Hospital. Mr. Boggess thanked the

239

volunteers, Centra Staff and Bedford Memorial Hospital staff for their efforts to bring this project to

240

fruition. He stated this action was necessary to transfer the title.

Interim County Administrator Carl Boggess addressed the Board with a request to convey County
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241

Supervisor Sharp said he would like it made clear in the resolution that if the hospice is no longer

242

functional at a future date, the property will be reconveyed to the County without monetary

243

compensation.
The citizen comment portion of the public hearing was opened; there being no one desiring to

244
245

speak, this portion of the public hearing was closed.

246

Supervisor Sharp made a motion to approve Resolution #R101315-10.

247

WHEREAS, the County of Bedford leased unto Bedford Hospice House, Inc. by lease dated 12

248

November 2009 that certain property consisting of 1.246 acres located on the northeast side of Falling

249

Creek Road at its intersection with Turning Point Road and being more commonly known as "1025

250

Turning Point Road"; and

251

WHEREAS, Bedford Hospice House, Inc. ceased operation in December of 2012; and

252

WHEREAS, Bedford Memorial Hospital, Inc. is willing to take over operation, including inpatient

253

hospice and palliative care and has asked the County to convey the property to the hospital; and
WHEREAS, should the hospital cease to offer such services, the property shall be re-conveyed

254
255

unto the County of Bedford, Virginia without monetary consideration.

256

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Bedford County Board of Supervisors does

257

hereby convey unto Bedford Memorial Hospital, Inc., that certain property known as "1025 Turning Point

258

Road"; and further, authorizes the Chairman to execute the deed.
Voting yes:

259

Mr. Thomasson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Wilkerson, Mr. Sharp, Mrs. Pollard and
Mrs. Parker

260
261

Voting no:

None

262

Absent:

Mr. Arrington

263

Motion passed.

264

------

265

(8c)

266

#160002 to establish a ‘Recycling Centers and Stations’ use on property identified as Tax Map #157A-A-

267

2A. Mr. Mitchell stated that the property owner was the County of Bedford, and the property is located at

268

the corner of Stewartsville Road (Route 24) and Drewrys Hill Road (Route 886). The property comprises

269

3.208 acres and is identified as Tax Map #157A-A-2A. The request is to utilized the property as a

270

recycling center and station with improvements to the site including an attendants station, enclosed roll-

271

off containers, stationary recycling compactors, open-top containers and stationary waste compactors.

272

Mr. Mitchell displayed a variety of maps and photographs illustrating the proposed use, and noted those

273

portions of the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance which applied to the request, as well as

274

anticipated environmental, transportation, utility, public facility and visual impacts. He noted that the

275

existing collection center for the area was too small for expansion and inadequate for the area’s needs.

Planner Jordan Mitchell addressed the Board with a request for approval of Special Use Permit
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276

Mr. Mitchell stated that the Planning Commission held a public hearing on this request on

277

September 15, 2015, and it passed by a vote of 5-2 with a set of conditions (as given below in the

278

resolution).

279

properties that were previously considered and review why they were eliminated for this use prior to

280

making their decision.
There followed a brief discussion clarifying points of the request between the Supervisors and

281
282

The Planning Commission also recommended the Board of Supervisors review other

staff.

283

Public Works Director Sheldon Cash addressed the Board with a brief overview regarding the

284

collection center system in Bedford and details of the proposed new convenience site. He noted the issues

285

with the current site, which included traffic and drainage problems, lack of capacity, etc. Mr. Cash

286

displayed photographs of other convenience centers to illustrate the proposed use, and detailed the normal

287

operating procedures for these sites. He noted that it has taken 16 years for the County to find a suitable

288

property for this use.

289
290

There followed a discussion between staff and the Supervisors regarding various aspects of this
proposal.

291

The citizen comment portion of the public hearing was opened.

292

Edward Buck, adjoining property owner, addressed the Board with a request that trees be planted

293

between his property and the proposed convenience site. Interim County Administrator noted that this

294

should not be an issue, and could be added as a condition.

295

Michael Ferguson, citizen from Vinton, addressed the Board with his opposition to this request.

296

Mr. Ferguson stated there are other County-owned properties that can be used for this purpose, that this

297

appears to already be a ‘done deal’ regardless of citizen concerns, and that this property should not have

298

been purchased by the County before asking the citizens living in the area if they wanted the convenience

299

site in this particular location. He noted traffic concerns as well.

300

Dan Drewry, citizen from Vinton, addressed the Board with his concern that this project is being

301

rubber-stamped by the Board without any regard for the citizen’s input. Mr. Drewry questioned the

302

purchase price paid by the County for this property, the proposed hours of operation for the convenience

303

site, the apparent rush to approve this request, and the unethical process he feels was followed to arrive at

304

the request before the Board this evening.

305

Jerry Robbins, citizen from Vinton, addressed the Board with his concerns regarding seeping

306

waste from the site, as well as the odor and noise. He said these issues will fall under ‘public nuisance’,

307

and if it impacts his property negatively, he will sue Bedford County. Mr. Robbins said the purchase

308

price of the property for this site was six times the appraised amount, and was a waste of taxpayer money.

309

Mr. Ferguson commented there are several streams in the area that will be impacted by this

310

project as well.
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311

Mickey Johnson, member of the Economic Development Authority, addressed the Board to state

312

that he also lives in this area and understands the difficulty with the current convenience site. He said he

313

sympathizes with the speakers, but also with the Board for having to make this difficult decision.

314
315
316

Mr. Cash responded that the County is willing to put tree buffers all around the site, not just on
one side. There being no one desiring to speak, this portion of the public hearing was closed.
There followed a discussion between the Supervisors and staff.

Several Board members

317

expressed their concern regarding how this process had been handled, and stated that they had no

318

knowledge of the concerns and issues raised by the citizens this evening. They said the public hearing

319

should have been held prior to the purchase of the property.

320

Supervisor Thomasson made a motion to approve Resolution #R101315-09.

321

WHEREAS, the County of Bedford (C/O Sheldon Cash, Director of Public Works) has submitted

322

Special Use Permit application #SU160002 requesting a “Recycling Centers and Stations” use in a C-2

323

(General Commercial) District on property identified as Tax Map Number 157A-A-2A; and

324

WHEREAS, the application has been submitted pursuant to Section 30-79-2 of the Zoning

325

Ordinance, which allows a “Recycling Centers and Stations” use in the C-2 Zoning District after a Special

326

Use Permit has been approved in accordance with Section 30-19 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

327

WHEREAS, it has been the stated purpose of the Bedford County Board of Supervisors (“Board”)

328

that the existing Solid Waste Convenience Site at Stewartsville must be replaced as noted in the 2030

329

Bedford County Comprehensive Plan; and

330

WHEREAS, it is the finding of the Board that the disposal of solid waste in a safe and sanitary

331

manner is a core governmental service; and, it is the goal of the Board to recycle as much material as

332

possible, which is not possible at the existing site; and

333

WHEREAS, it is the finding of this Board that the site before the Board is centrally located for

334

citizens traveling from Jordantown Road, Goodview Road, Beagle Club Road, as well as, Stewartsville

335

Road. Second, there is no residence located on the property and minimal residences adjacent to the

336

property. Third, the property has acceptable topography and is located adjacent to the area’s main

337

thoroughfare (Stewartsville Road); and

338

WHEREAS, it is the finding of the Board that nearly all sites in the Stewartsville area, located on

339

or near Stewartsville Road, have adjoining residences, challenging topography and site distance issues for

340

a commercial entrance permit unto the State highway; and

341
342

WHEREAS, it is the finding of this Board that a commercial entrance permit from the Virginia
Department of Transportation has been obtained for the site; and

343

WHEREAS, it is the finding of this Board that in keeping with the County’s goal of disposing of

344

solid waste in a safe and sanitary fashion, the use of the this property meets the needs of the citizens of the
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345

Stewartsville community and the use of imposed conditions will reduce the potential impact to adjoining

346

property owners; and
WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has carefully considered the public record, the public

347
348

testimony, and the recommendation of the Planning Commission; and
WHEREAS, the Board finds that the request meets the goals and objectives of the Comprehensive

349
350

Plan and the purposes of the Zoning Ordinance for issuance of a Special Use Permit.

351

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Bedford County Board of Supervisors that the

352

Board does hereby approve of a Special Use Permit pursuant to application #SU150009 with the

353

following conditions:
1.

354
355

Section 30-86-5a General Standards shall apply in perpetuity until the “Recycling

Centers and Stations” use has been discontinued.
2.

356

A chain-link privacy fence with slats will be installed to screen the use from view.

357

Additionally, large evergreen trees shall be planted 20 linear feet apart (on center) along the property line

358

adjoining Tax Map #157A-A-113.

359

Voting yes:

Mr. Thomasson

360

Voting no:

Mr. Martin, Mr. Wilkerson, Mr. Sharp, Mrs. Pollard and Mrs. Parker

361

Absent:

Mr. Arrington

362

Motion Failed.

363
364

(9)

Action & Discussion Items

365

(9a)

The request to issue an Invitation to Bid for the Stewartsville Convenience Center construction

366

was not heard, as the previous resolution for a Special Use Permit regarding the construction site failed

367

to pass.

368

------

369

(9b)

370

for the assessment of County buildings. Mr. Cash briefly reviewed the process that led to the request

371

before the Board this evening.

Director of Public Works Sheldon Cash addressed the Board with a request to award a contract

372

Supervisor Pollard made a motion to approve Resolution #R101315-12.

373

WHEREAS, Bedford County owns numerous buildings of various age and condition;

374

WHEREAS, a long term plan is needed to best allocate financial resources toward future

375

maintenance and capital improvements of these structures;

376

WHEREAS, to facilitate this planning process a detailed engineering assessment is necessary;

377

WHEREAS, the Board authorized staff to issue a Request for Proposals on July 13, 2015, for

378

procurement of engineering services with an emphasis placed on structural, mechanical, and electrical

379

engineering services;
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WHEREAS, staff reviewed submitted proposals and conducted interviews, and is recommending

380
381

that a contract be awarded to Master Engineers and Designers;

382

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Bedford County Board of Supervisors that the

383

Board does hereby authorize the award of a contract to Master Engineers and Designers for assessment of

384

County buildings.
Voting yes:

385

Mr. Thomasson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Wilkerson, Mr. Sharp, Mrs. Pollard and
Mrs. Parker

386
387

Voting no:

None

388

Absent:

Mr. Arrington

389

Motion passed.

390

------

391

(9c)

392

salary adjustment for Sheriff’s Office employees who have completed the Criminal Justice Training

393

Academy. Ms. Crawford stated that this is an action that was requested by the Board at their last meeting,

394

and reviewed the costs that implementation would incur (as noted in the resolution below).

395
396

Fiscal Management Director Susan Crawford addressed the Board with a request for an $1,800.00

In response to a question from Supervisor Sharp, Ms. Crawford said this will cover between 63
and 65 officers.

397

Chairman Parker made a motion to approve Resolution #R101315-01.

398

WHEREAS, the Board wishes to compensate Law Enforcement Officers who have completed the

399
400
401
402
403

criminal justice training academy with an $1,800 salary increase; and
WHEREAS, the fiscal year 2016 cost for an October 1, 2015 implementation of such increase is
approximately $122,100 ($102,600 General Fund and $19,500 ICAC grant funds); and
WHEREAS, the Board Chairman has suggested the Contingency Fund as the funding source for
the General Fund amount of $102,600;

404

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Bedford County Board of Supervisors, authorizes

405

a salary increase of $1,800 for Law Enforcement Officers, Sergeant and below, who complete the

406

criminal justice training academy;

407

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Bedford County Board of Supervisors authorizes a transfer

408

from the Contingency Fund of $102,600 to fund the salary increase and appropriation of the $102,600 as

409

follows: $96,100 Sheriff's Department and $6,500 Animal Control. The ICAC has sufficient existing

410

appropriation to cover the increase for FY 16.

411

Voting yes:

Mr. Thomasson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Wilkerson, Mr. Sharp, Mrs. Pollard and
Mrs. Parker

412
413

Voting no:

None

414

Absent:

Mr. Arrington
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Motion passed.

415
416

------

417

(9d)

418

Proposals for services needed for the assessment of Bedford County’s Pay and Classification Plan. Mrs.

419

Fields noted the reasons the study was needed which included bring the County in line with new State and

420

Federal pay regulations, difficulty in securing new hires due to using starting pay guidelines from 2005,

421

etc. She clarified that this study would not necessarily mean pay raises for all employees, and does not

422

addresses merit raises. Rather, it will be utilized to ensure the County is competitive with regard to

423

compensation, to address recruitment challenges, and to incorporate the State and Federal regulations into

424

the County’s pay plan.

Human Resources Manager Dawn Fields addressed the Board for approval to issue a Request for

425

There followed a discussion between the Board and staff clarifying various points of this request.

426

Supervisor Sharp made a motion to approve Resolution #R101315-13.

427

WHEREAS, in June 2015, the Board approved a comprehensive review of the Pay and

428

Classification plan; and
WHEREAS, Staff has completed the first phase involving review and revision of all County job

429
430

descriptions; and

431

WHEREAS, due to proposals by the Department of Labor which are making significant changes to

432

overtime exemptions under the Fair Labor Standards Act and the need to review the County’s current

433

exempt/non-exempt classification, staff is in need of analysis by a consultant; and

434

WHEREAS, Bedford County must maintain an effective pay policy; and

435

WHEREAS, staff has developed a Request for Proposals for the procurement of services to

436

complete a comprehensive labor market study.

437

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Bedford County Board of Supervisors that the

438

Board does hereby authorize staff to issue an RFP for consulting services in an effort to fully assess the

439

Bedford County Pay and Classification Plan.
Voting yes:

440

Mr. Thomasson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Wilkerson, Mr. Sharp, Mrs. Pollard and
Mrs. Parker

441
442

Voting no:

None

443

Absent:

Mr. Arrington

444

Motion passed.

445
446

(10)

Board Committee Reports

447

(10a)

The Board was given a copy of the Public Safety Committee meeting minutes.

(11)

Board Member Comments

448
449
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Vice-Chairman Wilkerson asked for an update on the development of a trap-neuter-release

450
451

program.

Mr. Boggess said he is reviewing information on this issue, and will be having further

452

discussions with members of the Sheriff’s Office (Animal Control) shortly.

453

Supervisor Pollard asked about Bedford forming its own Region instead of being in Region 2000.

454

She said the other members of Region 2000 don’t really do anything for Bedford. Chairman Parker noted

455

that this was also touched on in this evenings work session with the Economic Development Authority.
There followed a brief discussion between Board members regarding the good and bad aspects of

456
457

regionalism, as well as the need for more manufacturing jobs and resource management.

458
(12)

Board Appointments – there were no appointments needed at this time.

(13)

County Attorney Report – nothing to report

463

(14)

County Administrator Report

464

(14a)

Mr. Boggess requested the Board’s nominations for voting credentials at this year’s VACo

465

Conference.

459
460
461
462

Vice-Chairman Wilkerson made a motion appoint Supervisor Bill Thomasson as the Voting

466
467

Delegate, and himself as the Alternate Voting Delegate.
Voting yes:

468

Mr. Thomasson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Wilkerson, Mr. Sharp, Mrs. Pollard and
Mrs. Parker

469
470

Voting no:

None

471

Absent:

Mr. Arrington

472

Motion passed.

473

-----

474

Mr. Boggess noted that the ‘Bridges Out of Poverty’ discussion will be on October 28, 2015 at

475

the CVCC Bedford Campus. He also noted that the tickets for the Jefferson Assembly on October 14

476

have sold out, but Supervisor Martin believes if you arrive without a ticket you won’t be turned away.

477

Also, the Region 2000 Annual Dinner will be on October 16.

478
479
480
481
482
483

(15)

Board Information
a. The Board was given the Bedford Regional Water Authority Board of Directors meeting
minutes from August 18, 2015 for review.
b. The Board was given the Bedford County Planning Commission meeting minutes from
August 18, 2015 for review.
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c. The Board was given the Bedford County Department of Social Services Board meeting

484

minutes from June 11, 2015 for review.

485

d. The Board was given the Bedford Public Library Board of Trustees meeting minutes from

486

October 6, 2015 for review.

487
488
489

(16)

Board Calendar & Reminders

490

Chairman Parker noted the Board’s upcoming meetings as follows: October 26th – Regular

491

Meeting at 7:00 p.m.; November 10th (Tuesday) – Regular Meeting at 7:00 p.m. (Work Session from 5:00

492

– 6:30 p.m.); November 23rd – Regular Meeting at 7:00 p.m.; December 14th – Regular Meeting at 7:00

493

p.m. (Work Session from 5:00 – 6:30 p.m.)

494
495

(17)

Adjourn

496

Supervisors Pollard and Sharp made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 8:53 p.m.

497

Voting yes:

Mr. Thomasson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Wilkerson, Mr. Sharp, Mrs. Pollard and
Mrs. Parker

498
499

Voting no:

None

500

Absent:

Mr. Arrington

501

Motion passed.
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8

8a

PROCLAMATION
RECOGNIZING AND CONGRATULATING
CLYDE ROBERTS FOR ACHIEVING THE MILESTONE OF
HIS 102ND BIRTHDAY
WHEREAS, our present position, prosperity and morality are built entirely
upon the foundations of the generations which came before us; and
WHEREAS, Americans have always cherished and respected the wisdom,
experience and guidance provided by our senior residents; and
WHEREAS, Clyde Roberts, who achieved the milestone of his 102nd birthday
on October 29, 2015, epitomizes all the qualities that we respect in our older
residents.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT PROCLAIMED, that the Bedford County Board of
Supervisors hereby recognizes and congratulates Clyde Roberts for achieving this
important milestone in his life and do hereby wish him a very happy birthday.

Tammy Parker, Chairman

Curry Martin, Supervisor, District 2

8b

PROCLAMATION
IN RECOGNITION OF

JOY POWERS
WHEREAS, Joy Powers was appointed as Co-Superintendent of the (revived) First
Annual Bedford County Fair; and
WHEREAS, Joy served as the main point of contact for organizing and scheduling
events and activities, as well as coordinating permits with local officials; and
WHEREAS, she also served as the media representative, created the Fair website and
operated the social media platforms; and
WHEREAS, she secured the support of numerous sponsorships and vendors; and
WHEREAS, she worked diligently for hundreds of hours to make the Bedford
County Fair a success; and
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT PROCLAIMED by the Board of Supervisors of Bedford
County that Joy Powers is honored for her significant efforts and contributions, as
well as her success, in bringing back the Bedford County Fair.

Tammy Parker
Chairman, Bedford County Board of Supervisors

8c

PROCLAMATION
IN RECOGNITION OF

KEITH TUCK
WHEREAS, Keith Tuck was appointed as Co-Superintendent of the
(revived) First Annual Bedford County Fair; and
WHEREAS, Keith organized and scheduled a number of events and
activities, as well as coordinated permits with local officials; and
WHEREAS, he secured the support of numerous sponsorships and vendors;
and
WHEREAS, he worked tirelessly under a compact deadline to complete a
variety of projects for the event, including proper fencing and the antique
tractor display;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT PROCLAIMED by the Board of Supervisors of
Bedford County that Keith Tuck is honored for his significant efforts and
contributions, as well as his success, in bringing back the Bedford County
Fair.

Tammy Parker
Chairman, Bedford County Board of Supervisors

8d

PROCLAMATION
IN RECOGNITION OF

CURRY MARTIN
WHEREAS, the Agricultural Economic Development Advisory Board (“Ag Board”)
endeavored to bring back the Bedford County Fair; and
WHEREAS, the Ag Board encountered difficulty in securing a suitable area for this
multi-day event; and
WHEREAS, Curry Martin immediately offered his property as a location for the
(revived) First Annual Bedford County Fair when he learned of the need for a site
for the Fair; and
WHEREAS, he was active in other aspects to help make the Fair a reality, including
donating go-karts and fuel throughout the event; and
WHEREAS, without his generosity and commitment the Fair could not have taken
place;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT PROCLAIMED by the Board of Supervisors of Bedford
County that Curry Martin is honored for his magnanimity and enthusiasm that were
significant contributions to the successful return of the Bedford County Fair.

Tammy Parker
Chairman, Bedford County Board of Supervisors

8e
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_________________________________________

DEPARTMENT

OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
D IVISIO N OF P L AN N I NG

TO:

G. Carl Boggess, Interim County Administrator
Board of Supervisors

THROUGH:

Gregg Zody, Director of Community Development GZ

FROM:

Jordan Mitchell, Planner

DATE:

October 23, 2015

SUBJECT:

Special Use Permit #SU160004: Apex Towers (“Wireless Communication Facility,
Class 4” use)
____________________________________________________________________________________
Attached for your consideration is a request submitted by the Bedford County Broadband Authority (C/o:
G. Carl Boggess) to establish a “Wireless Communication Facility, Class 4” use in an AV (Agricultural
Village Center) zoning district. The subject property (Tax Map #87-A-47A) is a utility lot that is
approximately 0.083 acre in size according to a recent survey. The applicant is partnering with MidAtlantic Broadband Communities Corporation to construct a 190 foot above-ground-level lattice tower
on the subject property for the purpose of deploying high speed/broadband internet service in the
Montvale area.
The Planning Commission held a public hearing for the application on October 20, 2015. One citizen
spoke during the public hearing in favor of the application stating the need for high speed internet for her
children to complete school work. Prior to the public hearing staff received an e-mail from a citizen who
was in favor of the application, citing slow internet service providers as not satisfactory for the operation
of their small business. After discussing the project following the public hearing, the Planning
Commission voted 6-0 on a motion to recommend approval of the application to the Board of
Supervisors with staff conditions.
In accordance with Section 30-19-3 (C) of the Bedford County Zoning Ordinance, conditions can be
applied to a special use permit approval to help mitigate any adverse effects related to noise, traffic, and
visual issues among others. The follow conditions were presented by staff and recommended by the
Planning Commission for approval of this special use permit request:
1. The lattice tower associated with the “Wireless Communication, Class 4” use shall not exceed
190 feet in height.
2. The lattice tower shall be maintained with a non-reflective galvanized steel finish.
3. The landscaping requirement of Section 30-87-3(g)(5) shall be waived.
_________________________________________
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4. All General Safety recommendations from the Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc. report shall
be followed.
5. Lighting, if used, shall be the minimum required for safety and security and shall be directed
downward, away from adjacent properties and roadways.
Staff looks forward to discussing this special use permit application with the Board of Supervisors at
public hearing on November 10, 2015
Attachments:
Draft Resolution
Planning Commission Staff Report w/ Attachments

Resolution#R111015-04

At a regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Bedford, Virginia held at the Bedford
County Administration Building on the 10th day of November, 2015, beginning at 7:00 p.m.:
MEMBERS:
Tammy Parker, Chairman
Steve Wilkerson, Vice-Chairman
Bill Thomasson
Curry Martin
John Sharp
Steve Arrington
Annie S. Pollard
On motion of Supervisor

, which carried by a vote of

VOTE:

, the following was adopted:

A RESOLUTION
TO APPROVE A SPECIAL USE PERMIT
TO ESTABLISH A “WIRELESS COMMUNICATION, CLASS 4” USE
ON PROPERTY IDENTIFIED AS TAX MAP 87-A-47A
WHEREAS, the Bedford County Broadband Authority (C/o: G. Carl Boggess) has submitted
Special Use Permit application #SU160003 requesting a “Wireless Communication, Class 4” use
in an AV (Agricultural Village Center) District on property identified as Tax Map Number 87-A47A; and
WHEREAS, the application has been submitted pursuant to Section 30-79-2 of the Zoning
Ordinance, which allows a “Wireless Communication, Class 4” use in the AV Zoning District
after a Special Use Permit has been approved in accordance with Section 30-19 of the Zoning
Ordinance; and
WHEREAS, the Bedford County Broadband Authority was established in 2009 in order to
facilitate the deployment of affordable broadband internet service to un-served/underserved areas
of the County where private internet service providers have been unable to meet community
demand; and
WHEREAS, the Strategic Plan for Commercial Wireless Telecommunication Facilities, a
component of the Comprehensive Plan, identifies Montvale as an area of the County where taller
(Class 4) towers will be needed due to topographical constraints to deploy
WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has carefully considered the public record, the public
testimony, and the recommendation of the Planning Commission; and
WHEREAS, the Board finds that the request meets the goals and objectives of the Comprehensive
Plan and the purposes of the Zoning Ordinance for issuance of a Special Use Permit.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Bedford County Board of Supervisors that the
Board does hereby approve of a Special Use Permit pursuant to application #SU160003 with the
following conditions:
1. The lattice tower associated with the “Wireless Communication, Class 4” use shall not
exceed 190 feet in height.

2. The lattice tower shall be maintained with a non-reflective galvanized steel finish.
3. The landscaping requirement of Section 30-87-3(g)(5) shall be waived.
4. All General Safety recommendations from the Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
report shall be followed.
5. Lighting, if used, shall be the minimum required for safety and security and shall be
directed downward, away from adjacent properties and roadways.

A Copy-Teste:

Carl Boggess
Interim County Administrator

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Jordan Mitchell, CZO, Planner

DATE:

October 2, 2015

SUBJECT:

Special Use Permit #SU160003: Wireless Communication Facility, Class 4

SYNOPSIS
The Bedford County Broadband Authority is requesting a special use permit to construct a 190 foot tall
lattice tower for the purposes of deploying broadband internet service in Montvale. The proposed
tower will be located on Tax Map # 87-A-47A in an Agricultural Village Center (AV) zoning district. The
property is located in Election District 6.
BACKGROUND
Applicant/Owner
The applicant and owner of the subject parcel is The Bedford County Broadband Authority (C/o: G. Carl
Boggess), 122 E. Main Street, Suite 201, Bedford, Virginia, 24523. The owner of the tower and holder of
the lease for the compound area is Mid-Atlantic Broadband Communities Corporation (“MBC”), 1100
Confroy Drive, Suite 4, South Boston, Virginia, 24592.
Location
The parcel (Tax Map # 87-A-47A) is a utility lot that was subdivided from Tax Map # 87-A-47. The
subject parcel will be accessible from Goose Creek Valley Road (Route 695) through a 25’
ingress/egress easement through the rear of Tax Map # 87-A-47. The subject parcel is approximately
0.083 acre in size.
Proposed Change
The present request is for approval of a Special Use Permit to allow for the construction of a 190 foot
above ground level (“AGL”) lattice tower (Wireless Communications Facility, Type 4 use) within a 60’ x
60’ lease area on Tax Map # 87-A-47A. The tower is a partnership with the Bedford County Broadband
Authority and Mid-Atlantic Broadband Communities Corporation to deploy wireless broadband
internet service in an area of the County (Montvale) that has limited access to high-speed internet.
MBC will utilize a 60’ x 60’ lease area on the subject parcel and access the parcel through a 25’
ingress/egress easement from Goose Creek Valley Road (Route 695). The tower compound area (58’ x
58’) will be surrounded 6 foot tall chain link fence. The chain link fence will have at least one foot of
barbed wire (three strands) to prevent unauthorized entry into the compound area. There are no
proposed buildings within the compound area at this point in time. Buildings and ground equipment
will be added to the compound area when wireless providers co-locate on the tower.
1

ANALYSIS
Zoning/Land Use Compatibility
The current property is a utility lot subdivided from the adjoining parcel that is the site of the old
Montvale Elementary School and Montvale branch of the Bedford County Public Library System. The
nearest residence is off-site, 375+/- feet from the proposed tower, and the proposed tower is
approximately 35 feet away from the nearest parcel boundary lines.
The subject parcel is zoned Agricultural Village Center (AV). The proposed lattice tower is 190 feet in
height and classified as a “Wireless Communication Facility, Class 4” use in the zoning ordinance. In
order for the applicant to establish a “Wireless Communication Facility, Class 4” use in the AV zoning
district, approval of a special use permit subject to use and design standards (S*) is required.
Surrounding land uses include industrial, commercial, civic, and residential uses. Adjacent properties
are zoned AV, General Commercial (C-2), and split zoned AV/C-2 with the Corridor Overlay (CO) district
running along W. Lynchburg Salem Turnpike (Route 460).
Zoning Ordinance
A Wireless Communication Facility is defined in Section 30-23 as:
All infrastructure and equipment including but not limited to antenna support structures,
antennas, transmission cables, equipment shelters, equipment cabinets, utility pedestals,
ground equipment, fencing, signage and other ancillary equipment associated with the
transmission or reception of wireless communications.
Wireless Communication Facilities are broken down into four (4) different classes based upon the
height of the proposed tower. The existing tower that is being requested would be classified as a Class
4 tower defined as:
Wireless Communication Facilities with a height greater than one hundred twenty (120) feet but
less than or equal to two hundred (200) feet above ground level (AGL).
Section 30-87-3 of the Zoning Ordinance outlines the general standards and special application
requirements for Wireless Communication Facilities. It is the opinion of staff and the County’s
consultant that all general standards and application requirements have been met by the applicant. As
part of their application, the applicant is requesting a waiver from landscaping plan requirement. This
waiver request can be approved by the Board of Supervisors as part of the special use permit approval
process for this proposed use.
Strategic Plan for Commercial Wireless Telecommunications Facilities/ 2030 Comprehensive Plan
The proposed tower is not located within the one-mile radius of a proposed PCTDA tower location in
the County’s Strategic Plan for Commercial Wireless Telecommunications Facilities (“Wireless Plan”), a
component of the 2030 Comprehensive Plan (approximately 5 miles from coordinates for PCTDA #11).
The Wireless Plan recognizes that certain areas of the County have wireless broadband deficiencies,
with Montvale being an area where taller (Class 4) towers may be needed due to the topographic
2

constraints. This application will improve the wireless broadband deficiencies in the Montvale area and
provide co-location opportunities for additional wireless carriers.
Chapter 7 Utilities from the Bedford County 2030 Comprehensive Plan recognizes that private internet
service providers have been unable to meet the community demand for high speed/broadband
internet in un-served or underserved areas of the County. The Broadband Authority was established in
2009 to find solutions to provide affordable high speed internet to such areas of the County. This
application represents a solution for the Montvale area to have broadband internet access in the near
future as well as possible economic development opportunities in the area. The following objective
and strategy directly applies to this application from Chapter 7:
Objective 7.4 Improved or expanded utility services (electricity, natural gas, propane, cable
television, internet access, fiber optics, etc.) that meets the general needs of
County residents and businesses.
Strategy 7I

Broadband Committee. Continue to support a committee to study
improving high-speed Internet service as a basic utility and economic
development tool thoughout the County.

United States Department of Interior – National Park Service
This application was sent to the National Park Service in order to determine if the proposed tower
would adversely impact the viewshed of the Blue Ridge Parkway. The National Park Service reviewed
the application and determined that the proposed tower “would not adversely affect the viewshed of
the Blue Ridge Parkway”.
Tower Review Consultant Comments
Atlantic Technology Consultants (ATC) reviewed the application for the siting and design, general
safety, structural, environmental and historic impacts, as well as other federal requirements such as
the need for an FAA study, RF exposure, and interference. After reviewing the application, ATC
recommended that the “request for issuance of a Special Use Permit to allow construction of this
tower as proposed be considered for approval”. The applicant’s proposal represents an “appreciable
intent on the part of the application to conform to all applicable federal, state, and local regulations,
accepted industry practices, and specific County ordinances regarding construction of new
telecommunications towers”. Important findings to note from the consultant’s report are as follows:
1. The tower does not have to register with the FAA (lighting of the tower will not be required).
2. The consultant did not observe any adverse effects on the environment. However, the NEPA
report (currently underway) should be reviewed by The Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality prior to the issuance of a Building Permit.
3. The Section 106 report has been submitted and determined by the Virginia Department of
Historic Resources that the tower will have “no adverse effect on historic property”.
4. There are no other sites in the area for the applicant to co-locate on and meet their coverage
objectives.
3

5. Tower would be located in the general vicinity of PCTDA tower #11 (Montvale).
Visual Impact
The proposed tower will have a visual impact to the adjoining properties and those traveling along
nearby road ways given the height of the proposed tower. The area surrounding the compound area to
the north and west has an existing tree buffer (evergreen trees) that will aid to screen the compound
area from the view. Staff recommended condition #2 should aid in reducing the visual impact of the
tower.
Conditions
In accordance with Section 30-19-3(c) of the Zoning Ordinance, the Board of Supervisors may attach
(Planning Commission may recommend) any conditions necessary to ensure the proposal meets the
specific and general standards for the proposed use. The following conditions are recommended by
staff:
1. The lattice tower associated with the “Wireless Communication Facility, Class 4” use shall not
exceed 190 feet in height.
2. The lattice tower shall be maintained with a non-reflective galvanized steel finish.
3. The landscaping requirement of Section 30-87-3(g)(5) shall be waived.
4. All General Safety recommendations from the Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc. report shall
be followed.
5. Lighting, if used, shall be the minimum required for safety and security and shall be directed
downward, away from adjacent properties and roadways.
ATTACHMENTS
1. Location Map
2. Zoning Map
3. Future Land Use Map
4. Aerial Photograph – 2011
5. Special Use Permit Application
6. Concept/Site Plan
7. Photosimulations
8. Propagation Map
9. ATC Report (Pages 1-11)
10. Section 30-36, Article III, AV Agricultural Village Center District
11. Section 30-87-3, Article IV, Wireless Communication Facility (WCF), Class 1, Class 2, Class 3, and
Class 4
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BEDFORD COUNTY, VA
TECHNICAL REVIEW

SPECIAL USE PERMIT: SU160003
Proposed New 190-ft Lattice Tower
Bedford Broadband Authority
At
11575 W Lynchburg Salem Turnpike
Montvale, VA 24122

Site Name: Montvale

Submitted by:
ATLANTIC TECHNOLOGY CONSULTANTS, INC.
A Member of The Atlantic Group of Companies

ATC PROJECT #: 1029-193
September 17, 2015

© 2015 Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
Bedford County Broadband Authority (BCBA) with Mid-Atlantic Broadband Communities
Corporation (MBC) have made application to the County for the issuance of a Special
Use Permit to allow construction of a new 190’ Wireless Communication Facility (WCF)
at 11575 West Lynchburg Salem Turnpike, Montvale, Virginia on property owned by
Bedford County Board of Supervisors. This site is known as the old Montvale School.
Bedford County Broadband Authority is seeking an un-licensed wireless broadband
provider authorized to provide services in the Bedford County area. BCBA proposes to
construct a Class 4: 190-ft lattice tower to support wireless broadband service delivery
in an area of documented lack of coverage in the Western region of the county including
Montvale and the surrounding area.
This site is what is known as PCTDA -11: Montvale
This project is a part of the Federal Legislation in reference to the “Acceleration of
Broadband Deployment by Improving Wireless Facilities Siting Policies”, 80 Fed. Reg.
1238 (Jan. 8, 2015) (amending C.F.R. Part 1 and 17). (“Report & Order”).”
Thus, the requirements for “unlicensed” broadband are significantly less than the
“licensed” spectrum with which Land Mobile Radio carriers such as Verizon and AT&T
must comply.
This report outlines the specific areas of evaluation with respect to this proposal, and
the recommendations regarding the site plans as presented. Supporting and clarifying
evidence regarding the suitability of the proposed design in meeting the specified
coverage goals is also included.
It is the opinion of this consultant that the Applicant’s plans conform to all Federal,
State, and County regulations regarding construction of telecommunications support
structures, represents a sound design, and should therefore be granted approval as
proposed.

______________________________
George N. Condyles, IV CPM
President and COO
Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.

Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
Mechanicsville, Virginia
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1.0 TECHNICAL
1.1 Sitting
The existing tower site is located on a 60’ x 60’ S.F. area of land on a 9.25 acre
parcel. The property is zoned AV (Agricultural Village Center District) and located
on Tax Map 87-A-47A. The site can be accessed from State Route 460/221
(West Lynchburg-Salem Turnpike) and is physically located at 37° 23’ 12.02” N
and 79° 43’ 57.93” W at a ground elevation of 850’. (See Below).

This new 194’ WCF (190’ tower + 4’ Lightning rod) will be constructed on a parcel
of land that will require little land disturbance. There is an existing road and the
submitted drawings show improvements to drainage and construction.
In addition to the 194’ lattice tower, there will be space for concrete equipment
shelters and equipment cabinets, electrical and telephone utility service boxes,
and an electrical distribution panel. The site will have parking for service trucks
and the road will be upgraded and maintained.

Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
Mechanicsville, Virginia
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Detail compound Layout
This tower will accommodate the proposed antennas on the 190’ lattice tower
structure with a 4’ lightning rod along with three (3) additional co-location slots for
broadband providers.

Arial View of General vicinity

Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
Mechanicsville, Virginia
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Tower Profile View
Setbacks:
Bedford County’s minimum setback requirement noted in Section
30-87-3 “Wireless Communication” (A) “General Standards” 2 are as follows:
“The minimum setback requirement from the base of the tower to any
residential structure on an adjoining lot shall be at least equal to 40
percent of the height of the tower, measured from the closest structural
member of the tower (excluding guy lines).”
40% of the height of the proposed 194-ft tower is 77.5-ft.
Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
Mechanicsville, Virginia
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The closest residential structure on an adjoining lot is approximately 375-ft
± from the tower, which meets the County’s minimum setback requirement
for Wireless Communications Towers.
Landscape Buffer and Screening:
The Applicant has not submitted a Landscape Plan with their site drawings. The
Applicant is asking for the Landscaping requirement to be waived in accordance
with Ordinance 30-78-6(B)6.
There is an existing mature wooded hedgerow area surrounding the proposed
site location on the west and north sides. The Applicant is proposing to locate
the tower into an open area.
Co-location:
While Co-location is preferable to construction of a new site, with such colocation minimizing visual impact of telecommunications equipment on the
surrounding area in accordance with County ordinance section 30-78, no
additional sites are available in the area which would meet the applicant’s
coverage objectives.
The consultant agrees that there are no sites in the immediate area and that
this site would add to the wireless broadband network.
1.2 Structural
The proposed 194’ lattice tower is designed with the ability to support equipment
operated by multiple carriers. The supplied site plans are signed and sealed by a
professional engineer licensed in the Commonwealth of Virginia, Mr. Daniel W.
Smith, P.E.
A structural analysis takes into account the structural loading of the tower’s own
weight, that of the proposed appurtenances, and that of various iterations of
wind, ice, and other environmental loading.
This model of tower is designed to support appurtenances for multiple carriers
and remain within EIA/TIA-222-G structural guidelines (the accepted industry
standard) for structures, which mandates the ability to withstand the structural
loading of all appurtenances, plus additional wind and ice loading.
Furthermore, in conformance with County ordinance section 30-78, work at this
site will remain in compliance with ALL federal, state, and local building codes
and regulations if work proceeds as outlined in the supplied site plans.

Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
Mechanicsville, Virginia
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1.3 RF Exposure
FCC bulletin OET-65 provides guidance for a licensee proposing to construct a
telecommunications support structure in calculation of RF exposure limitations,
including analysis of the cumulative effect of all transmitters on the structure.
Access to the tower should be restricted to communication industry professionals
and approved contractor personnel trained in radio-frequency safety.
Appropriate steps, including warning signage at the site, must be taken to protect
both the general public and site workers from unsafe RF exposure in accordance
with federal guidelines. RF site exposure warning signage shall be placed at this
site, in conformance with FCC regulations and industry standards.
1.4 Grounding
Grounding of all structures and equipment at an RF site is critically important to
the safety of both personnel and equipment at the site Even a single component
not meeting this standard places all other site components at risk for substantial
damage. All structures and equipment at the site should maintain a ground
potential difference of less than 5 ohms.
Each co-locator will be responsible for the grounding of their respective
equipment.
1.5 General Safety
As indicated in the proposed site plans, the site compound will be surrounded by
a six (6) ft chain-link security fence with three strands of barbed wire on top to
prevent unauthorized access to the tower site.
It is recommended that additional safety measures be placed at this site to
include RF exposure warning signage, site identification information, and routine
and emergency contact information.
The Tower Plans should include an OSHA approved style of fall prevention cable
as part of the specifications.
1.6 Interference
An interference study, taking into account all proximally located transmitters and
receivers known to be active in the area are advisable prior to any co-location.
A full interference study has not been included with the Applicant’s design, and
therefore it is assumed that such a study has been performed.

Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
Mechanicsville, Virginia
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The consultant sees no evidence of interference by or with this site after a
general evaluation of the surrounding transmitter sites.
Should any interference issues be posed with respect to this site, mitigation
would nevertheless remain the responsibility of the affected carrier(s), and would
be regulated by the Federal Communication Commission.
2.0 PROCEDUREAL
2.1 FAA Study
The Applicant submitted TOWAIR Determination Results performed using the
ASR online system on the FCC website to determine if registration is required.
The TOWAIR determination results were as follows:
“Structure does not require registration. There are no airports within 8 kilometers
(5 miles) of the coordinates you provided.” The tower does not require lighting.

2.2 FCC Antenna Site Registration
This site does have, yet is not required to have, an antenna site registration
number.

Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
Mechanicsville, Virginia
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2.3 Environmental Impacts
The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), delineated in Title 47 of
the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 1, Subpart I, sections 1.1301-1.1319,
requires federal agencies to incorporate environmental considerations into their
decision-making process when evaluating new construction proposals. As a
licensing agency, the Federal Communication Commission (FCC) requires all
licensees to consider the potential environmental effects from their construction
of antenna support structures, and to disclose those effects in an Environmental
Assessment (EA) that must be filed with the FCC for review.
The consultant Trileaf Corporation is performing this evaluation.
The NEPA should be reviewed by VDEQ prior to issuance of a Building Permit.
The consultant does not observe any adverse effects on the environment.
2.4 Historic Impacts
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) requires
that State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPO) and the President’s Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation be given a reasonable opportunity to comment
on all undertakings with the potential to affect historic properties.
Prior to
construction, the licensee is required to submit to the SHPO a detailed
description of the project, a listing of local historic resources, and a discussion of
any measures being undertaken to mitigate impacts (if any) on historic
resources. Upon receipt, the SHPO has thirty (30) days to review and respond
to those submissions. All agencies with authority to permit construction are
required to consider the SHPO response in its decision making process with
respect to new construction applications.
The Section 106 Report was submitted and it was determined by the COVA
VDHR- SHPO to have “No Adverse Effect on Historic Property in the APE”.
(See Below)

Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
Mechanicsville, Virginia

Page 9 of 22

Commonwealth of Virginia SHPO Response

Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
Mechanicsville, Virginia
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2.5 Supporting Documentation
In 2012, the Bedford County board of Supervisors approved the updated
“Strategic Plan for Commercial Wireless Telecommunications Facilities”. The
“Plan” was to support wireless broadband deployment countywide. There were
many geographic locations within Bedford County that are unserved or underserved in broadband.
Predetermined areas where defined because of the lack of broadband service,
but also the lack of Wireless Communications Facilities (towers) that would
provide the infrastructure to attach broadband antennas.
The Montvale area was one of the eleven (11) areas defined in the Strategic
Plan. This area, known as PCTDA #11: (Permitted Commercial Tower
Development Area).
This Application meets all of the specified requirements.

3.0 RECOMMENDATIONS
This application represents an appreciable intent on the part of the Applicant to
conform to the intent of all applicable federal, state, and local regulations,
accepted industry practices, and specific County ordinances regarding
construction of new telecommunications towers.
Recommendation: Review VDEQ comments concerning NEPA prior to
issuance of a Building Permit.
It is therefore the recommendation of this Consultant that the request for
issuance of a Special Use Permit to allow construction of this tower as proposed
be considered for approval.
In closing, this consultant remains available to address any comments or
questions, which may arise following review of this report. Any interested party
with such comments or questions may feel free to contact this firm, which
remains committed to delivering independent, objective, unbiased, and thorough
consulting services.
Respectfully submitted,

George N. Condyles, IV, CPM
President & COO

Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
Mechanicsville, Virginia
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Sec. 30-36. - AV Village center district.
Sec. 30-36-1. Purpose.
The purpose of the AV, Village center district is to establish areas which will serve as the focal point
for cultural and commercial activity of the rural service areas of the county. The density recommended for
these areas is intended to average between one (1) and three (3) units per acre. Small country stores,
family restaurants, and similar small service and personal service businesses, in addition to public and
institutional buildings such as schools, post offices, and places of religious assembly, are commonly
found at these crossroads locations. The AV district brings a sense of community to the surrounding rural
areas, with an emphasis on providing the essential goods and services to rural residents, but are not
intended as employment destinations for urban residents. New development should therefore be carefully
considered for its compatibility with the surrounding development and the purpose and intent of the AV
district. Any expansion of these areas should be contiguous to existing Village Center areas to avoid leapfrog commercial development. Similarly additional development may warrant additional public services,
such as community sewer and water systems.
Sec. 30-36-2. Permitted uses.
Permitted uses shall be as listed in section 30-79.
Sec. 30-36-3. Site development regulations.
General standards. For additional, modified, or more stringent standards for specific uses, see article
IV, Use and Design Standards.
(a) Minimum lot requirements:
(1) Lots served by private well and sewage disposal system;
a.

Area: One (1) acre (forty-three thousand five hundred sixty (43,560) square feet).

b.

Frontage: One hundred (100) feet on a publicly owned and maintained street.

(2) Lots served by either public sewer or water, or both:
a.

Area: Twenty thousand (20,000) square feet.

b.

Frontage: Seventy-five (75) feet on a publicly owned and maintained street.

(b) Minimum setback requirements:
(1) Front yard:
a.

Principal structures: Thirty-five (35) feet.

b.

Accessory structures: Thirty-five (35) feet or behind the front building line, whichever
distance is less.

(2) Side yard:
a.

Principal structures: Ten (10) feet.

b.

Accessory structures: Ten (10) feet when between front and rear building lines and
three (3) feet when behind the rear building line and ten (10) feet when in front of the
front building line.

(3) Rear yard:
a.

Principal structures: Twenty-five (25) feet.

b.

Accessory structures: Three (3) feet.

(4) Where a lot fronts on more than one (1) street, front yard setbacks shall apply to all streets.
(c) Maximum height of structures:

Page 1

All structures: Thirty-five (35) feet.
(d) Maximum coverage:
(1) Building coverage: Thirty (30) percent of the total lot area.
(2) Lot coverage: Seventy-five (75) percent of the total lot area.
(Ord. of 2-26-2001, App. A)

Page 2

Sec. 30-87-3. Wireless communication facility (WCF), Class 1, Class 2, Class 3 and Class 4.
(a) Intent: To provide for the siting of wireless communication facilities (WCFs) by establishing guidelines for the
construction and modification of towers and associated equipment in accord with the strategic plan for
commercial wireless telecommunication facilities, a component of the comprehensive plan. The established
guidelines are designed to reduce the adverse impacts and encourage stealth techniques through the
placement of towers in locations with appropriate vegetative cover or through alternative tower designs.
(b) For purposes of this section:
(1) A "distributed antenna system (DAS)" is a network of spatially separated antenna nodes connected to a
common source via a transport medium that provides wireless service within a geographic area or
structure.
(2) A "stealth structure" is any structure designed to conceal or disguise antenna structures and antennas
associated with wireless communication facilities including but not limited to, tree poles, flag poles, silos
and "lookout" towers.
(c) General standards:
(1) All WCFs must meet or exceed current standards and regulations of the FAA, the FCC, and any other
agency of the county, state or federal government with the authority to regulate WCFs. If regulations
change and WCFs are required to comply with such changes, the owners of the WCFs governed by this
ordinance shall bring WCF(s) into compliance within six (6) months of the effective date of such change
in standards or regulations. Failure to comply shall constitute grounds for the removal of the WCFs at
the owner's expense.
(2) WCFs shall be considered either a principal or accessory use.
(3) WCFs shall not be artificially lighted, unless required by the FAA or other applicable authority. If lighting
is required, the lighting alternatives and designs chosen must cause the least disturbance to the
surrounding view.
(4) WCFs shall meet the following aesthetic requirements:
a.

WCFs shall, subject to any applicable FAA standard, be of a neutral color and subject to staff
approval so as to reduce visual obtrusiveness. The appearance shall be maintained in the
approved neutral color.

b.

The design of buildings and related structures within the WCF compound area shall, to the extent
possible, use materials and colors that will blend into the natural setting and surrounding trees.

c.

If a WCF is installed on a structure other than a tower (i.e., water tower, light pole, etc.), the
antenna and supporting electrical and mechanical equipment must be of a neutral color that is
identical to, or closely compatible with, the color of the supporting structure so as to make the
antenna and related equipment as visually unobtrusive as possible.

(5) The county reserves the right to employ the services of a wireless telecommunications consultant to
review all WCF applications. All applicable costs will be the responsibility of the applicant.
(6) WCFs shall meet the following setback requirements:
a.

The minimum setback requirement from the base of the tower to any primary or occupied structure
on the subject parcel shall be at least equal to forty (40) percent of the height of the tower,
measured from the closest structural member of the tower. Guy lines shall be exempt from the
minimum setback requirement in side and rear yards for the respective zoning district, but shall
comply with the setback requirements for the front yard.

b.

Certification shall be provided that the tower will not fall onto any adjoining property in the event of
failure or collapse of the structure.

c.

For any building or structure associated with a WCF, the minimum setback from any property line
abutting a road right-of-way shall be fifty (50) feet and in all other instances shall be no less than
twenty-five (25) feet.
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d.

More than one (1) tower shall be permitted provided all setback requirements have been met.

(7) Buildings and support equipment associated with WCFs shall comply with the following requirements:
a.

The cabinet or structure shall not be more than twelve (12) feet in height. In addition, for buildings
and structures which are less than sixty-five (65) feet in height, the related unmanned equipment
structure shall be located on the ground and shall not be located on the roof of the structure.

b.

If the equipment structure is located on the roof of a building, the area of the equipment structure
and other equipment and structures shall not occupy more than ten (10) percent of the roof area.

c.

Equipment storage buildings or cabinets shall comply with all applicable building codes.

(8) No advertisement signs shall be allowed on a WCF. Signs of no more than one (1) square foot
containing ownership, operational and name plate data shall be allowed.
(9) WCF applications in a PCTDA location as defined in the strategic plan for commercial wireless
telecommunications facilities, a component of the comprehensive plan, shall not be exempt from
administrative approval or obtaining special use permit approval. Such application will be classified
based on the height of the proposed WCF (Class 1-4) and subject to the permitted use table
requirements by district.
(d) Uses by right: The uses listed in this section are deemed to be uses by right subject to administrative
approval. The following provisions shall govern the issuance of approvals for WCFs:
(1) WCFs located on property owned, leased, or otherwise controlled by Bedford County provided a license
or lease authorizing such WCF(s) has been approved by Bedford County or collocated on an existing
WCF(s).
(2) The collocation of WCFs on existing WCFs. The collocation must be accomplished in a manner
consistent with the following:
a.

The WCF which is modified or reconstructed to accommodate the collocation of an additional WCF
shall be of the same WCF type as the existing WCF(s).

b.

A WCF which is being rebuilt to accommodate the collocation of an additional WCF may be moved
on-site within fifty (50) feet of its existing location. Once the WCF is rebuilt to accommodate the
collocation, only one (1) WCF may remain on the site.

(3) Installing a cable microcell network (distributed antenna system or DAS) through the use of multiple lowpowered transmitters/receivers attached to existing wireless systems, such as conventional cable or
telephone wires, or similar technology that does not require the use of WCFs.
(4) WCF upgrades/equipment maintenance of existing wireless provider on WCF.
(e) Special application requirements for uses by right:
(1) Sufficient copies of the wireless facility site development plan that show the type and height of the
proposed WCF, proposed means of access, setbacks from the property lines, elevation drawing of the
proposed WCF and any other structures and any other information deemed by the zoning administrator
to be necessary to assess compliance with this ordinance.
(2) A cover letter that outlines what the applicant is proposing to do on-site.
(3) Any cost associated with the review of the application by the county and/or its consultant shall be paid
by the applicant at submittal.
(4) A structural analysis may be requested by the zoning administrator in order to complete a review of an
application.
(5) The zoning administrator may request additional information if needed while reviewing an application for
administrative approval. Failure to provide the requested information shall result in the denial of the
application.
(f)

Uses by special use permits:
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(1) Applications for special use permits under this section shall be subject to the procedures and
requirements for allowable uses under article I of this ordinance.
(2) In granting a special use permit, the planning commission may recommend and the board of
supervisors may impose conditions to the extent the board concludes such conditions are necessary to
minimize any adverse effect of the proposed WCF on adjoining properties.
(3) Any information of an engineering nature that the applicant submits, whether civil, mechanical, or
electrical shall be certified by a licensed professional engineer.
(4) The maximum height of any WCF shall be made a condition of approved special use permits. Lightning
rods shall be exempt from the maximum height calculation.
(g) Special application requirements for special use permits: In addition to any information required for
applications pursuant to the Bedford County Zoning Ordinance, applicants for a special use permit for WCFs
shall submit the following information:
(1) A scaled site plan clearly indicating the location, type and height of the proposed WCF, on-site land
uses, adjacent land uses (including when adjacent to other jurisdictions), master plan classification of
the site, adjacent roadways, proposed means of access, setbacks from property lines, elevation
drawings of the proposed WCF and any other structures, topography, parking, and other information
deemed by the zoning administrator to be necessary to assess compliance with this ordinance.
(2) Legal description of the parent tract and leased parcel (if applicable).
(3) The setback distance between the proposed WCF and the nearest residential unit and platted
residential properties.
(4) The applicant shall also identify the type of construction of the existing WCF(s) and the owner/operator
of the existing WCF(s), if known.
(5) A landscape plan showing specific landscape materials. The board of supervisors may waive this
requirement if it deems appropriate upon applicant request with sufficient justification.
(6) Method of security fencing (no less than six (6) feet in height) with anti-climbing device, and finished
color and, if applicable, the method of camouflage and illumination. The board of supervisors may waive
this requirement if it deems appropriate upon applicant request.
(7) A description of compliance with all applicable federal, state or local laws.
(8) A statement by the applicant as to whether construction of the WCF will accommodate collocation of
additional antennas.
(9) Identification of the entities providing the backhaul network for the WCF(s) described in the application
and other cellular sites owned or operated by the applicant in the county.
(10) A description of the suitability of the use of existing WCFs, other structures or alternative technology not
requiring the use of WCFs or structures to provide the services under consideration.
(11) A description of the feasible location(s) of future WCFs within Bedford County based upon existing
physical, engineering, technological, or geographical limitations in the event the proposed WCF is
erected.
(12) A cost estimate for removal of the WCF and facilities from the site.
(13) A copy of the initial lease.
(14) A description, including mapping at an appropriate scale, of the search area and coverage objective.
(15) A map depicting all collocation candidates in search area, along with the RF analysis documentation as
to their suitability.
(16) High quality photo simulations of the site and proposed WCF.
(17) TOWAIR Determination results for FAA registration.
(h) Additional standards for Class 1 wireless communication facilities in districts where permitted by right:
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(1) WCF antenna support structures shall be constructed of wood in the R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4 and PRD zoning
districts.
(2) The siting of any new antenna support structure associated with by right WCFs shall follow the
application requirements listed in subsection 30-87-3(g). Such towers would be exempt from any
requirements listed in section 30-19
(i)

Additional standards in the AP, AR, AV and NC districts for Class 2 wireless communication facilities:
(1) WCFs shall be reviewed administratively if less than ten (10) feet above the surrounding tree line. WCFs
that are sited in open areas would not meet the requirement of "stealth techniques" in subsection (i)(2)
below, and would be subject to the special use permit approval process for WCFs.
(2) If the zoning administrator through administrative review determines the proposed WCF does not use
stealth techniques to reduce the impact of the WCF on surrounding properties and view sheds, a
special use permit shall be required.
(3) The siting of any new antenna support structure associated with by right WCFs shall follow the
application requirements listed in subsection 30-87-3(g). Such towers would be exempt from any
requirements listed in section 30-19

(j)

Removal of abandoned WCFs: Any WCF that is not operated for a continuous period of six (6) months shall
be considered abandoned, and the owner of such WCF shall remove the same within ninety (90) days of
receipt of notice from Bedford County notifying the owner of such abandonment. If there are two (2) or more
users of a single WCF, then this provision shall not become effective until all users cease using the WCF.

(k) Nonconforming WCFs:
(1) WCFs that are constructed, and/or installed, in accordance with the provisions of this ordinance shall
not be deemed to constitute the expansion of a nonconforming use or structure.
(2) Pre-existing WCFs shall be allowed to continue their usage as they presently exist. Routine
maintenance (including replacement with a new tower of like construction and height) shall be permitted
on such pre-existing WCFs. New construction other than routine maintenance on pre-existing WCFs
shall comply with the requirements of this ordinance.
(3) Notwithstanding subsection 30-87-3(j), bona fide nonconforming WCFs that are damaged or destroyed
may be rebuilt without having to first obtain a special use permit. The type, height, and location of the
WCFs on-site shall be of the same type and intensity as the original facility approval. Building permits to
rebuild the facility shall comply with the then-applicable building codes and shall be obtained within one
hundred eighty (180) days from the date the facility is damaged or destroyed. If no permit is obtained or
if said permit expires, the WCFs shall be deemed abandoned as specified in subsection 30-87-3(j).
(Ord. No. O0713-087, art. IV, 7-22-2013)
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DEPARTMENT

OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
D IVISIO N OF P L AN N I NG

TO:

G. Carl Boggess, Interim County Administrator
Board of Supervisors

THROUGH:

Gregg Zody, Director of Community Development GZ

FROM:

Jordan Mitchell, Planner

DATE:

October 23, 2015

SUBJECT:

Special Use Permit #SU160004: Apex Towers (“Wireless Communication Facility,
Class 4” use)
____________________________________________________________________________________
Attached for your consideration is a request submitted by Apex Towers to establish a “Wireless
Communication Facility, Class 4” use in an AP (Agricultural Rural Preserve) zoning district on property
owned by Boyce E. and Betty S. Ashwell. The subject property (Tax Map #235-A-8) is approximately
115.15 acres in size according County records and the concept plan. The applicant is proposing to
construct a 195 foot above-ground-level monopole tower within a 70’ x 70’ lease area on the subject
property for the purpose of expanding Verizon Wireless cellular coverage and services in the area.
The Planning Commission held a public hearing for the application on October 20, 2015. There were no
citizens to speak for or against the application. After discussing the project following the public hearing,
the Planning Commission voted 6-0 on a motion to recommend approval of the application to the Board
of Supervisors with staff conditions.
In accordance with Section 30-19-3 (C) of the Bedford County Zoning Ordinance, conditions can be
applied to a special use permit approval to help mitigate any adverse effects related to noise, traffic, and
visual issues among others. The follow conditions were presented by staff and recommended by the
Planning Commission for approval of this special use permit request:
1. The monopole tower associated with the “Wireless Communication, Class 4” use shall not exceed
195 feet in height.
2. The monopole tower shall be maintained with a non-reflective galvanized steel finish.
3. All General Safety recommendations from the Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc. report shall
be followed.
4. Lighting, if used, shall be the minimum required for safety and security and shall be directed
downward, away from adjacent properties and roadways.

_________________________________________

540-586-7616 -TELEPHONE

540-586-2059 -TELEFACSIMILE jmitchell@bedfordcountyva.gov - E-MAIL
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Staff looks forward to discussing this special use permit application with the Board of Supervisors at
public hearing on November 10, 2015
Attachments:
Draft Resolution
Planning Commission Staff Report w/ Attachments

Resolution#R111015-05

At a regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Bedford, Virginia held at the Bedford
County Administration Building on the 10th day of November, 2015, beginning at 7:00 p.m.:
MEMBERS:
Tammy Parker, Chairman
Steve Wilkerson, Vice-Chairman
Bill Thomasson
Curry Martin
John Sharp
Steve Arrington
Annie S. Pollard
On motion of Supervisor

, which carried by a vote of

VOTE:

, the following was adopted:

A RESOLUTION
TO APPROVE A SPECIAL USE PERMIT
TO ESTABLISH A “WIRELESS COMMUNICATION, CLASS 4” USE
ON PROPERTY IDENTIFIED AS TAX MAP 235-A-8
WHEREAS, Apex Towers has submitted Special Use Permit application #SU160004 requesting a
“Wireless Communication, Class 4” use in an AP (Agricultural Rural Preserve) District on
property identified as Tax Map Number 235-A-8; and
WHEREAS, the application has been submitted pursuant to Section 30-79-2 of the Zoning
Ordinance, which allows a “Wireless Communication, Class 4” use in the AP Zoning District
after a Special Use Permit has been approved in accordance with Section 30-19 of the Zoning
Ordinance; and
WHEREAS, the Strategic Plan for Commercial Wireless Telecommunication Facilities, a
component of the Comprehensive Plan, identifies Huddleston as an area of the County where
taller (Class 4) towers will be needed due to topographical constraints to deploy
WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has carefully considered the public record, the public
testimony, and the recommendation of the Planning Commission; and
WHEREAS, the Board finds that the request meets the goals and objectives of the Comprehensive
Plan and the purposes of the Zoning Ordinance for issuance of a Special Use Permit.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Bedford County Board of Supervisors that the
Board does hereby approve of a Special Use Permit pursuant to application #SU160004 with the
following conditions:
1. The monopole tower associated with the “Wireless Communication, Class 4” use shall not
exceed 195 feet in height.
2. The monopole tower shall be maintained with a non-reflective galvanized steel finish.
3. All General Safety recommendations from the Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
report shall be followed.

4. Lighting, if used, shall be the minimum required for safety and security and shall be
directed downward, away from adjacent properties and roadways.

A Copy-Teste:

Carl Boggess
Interim County Administrator

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Jordan Mitchell, CZO, Planner

DATE:

October 2, 2015

SUBJECT:

Special Use Permit #SU160004: Wireless Communication Facility, Class 4

SYNOPSIS
Apex Towers is requesting a special use permit to construct a 195 foot tall monopole tower for the
purposes of expanding Verizon Wireless cellular coverage and service in the area. The proposed tower
will be located on Tax Map # 235-A-8 in an Agricultural Rural Preserve (AP) zoning district. The property
is located in Election District 2.
BACKGROUND
Applicant/Authorized Agent
The applicant for the proposed project is Apex Towers, 548 East Riverside Drive, Suite D, North
Tazewell, Virginia, 24630. The authorized agent of the applicant is Harold Timmons, 906 James Doak
Parkway, Greensboro, North Carolina, 27455.
Owner
The owner of the parcel subject to this request is Boyce E. and Betty S. Ashwell, 10591 Smith Mountain
Lake Parkway, Huddleston, Virginia, 24104.
Location
The parcel (Tax Map # 235-A-8) is located at 10591 Smith Mountain Lake Parkway. The proposed lease
area (70’ x 70’) will be accessed through a 15 foot ingress/egress easement (use existing gravel road)
near the adjoining property (Tax Map # 235-2-1A1). The subject parcel is approximately 115.15 acres in
size.
Proposed Change
The present request is for approval of a Special Use Permit to allow for the construction of a 195 foot
above ground level (“AGL”) monopole tower (“Wireless Communications Facility, Type 4” use) within a
70’ x 70’ lease area on Tax Map # 235-A-8. The proposed tower has been submitted to expand Verizon
Wireless cellular coverage and services in the area.
The tower compound area (60’ x 60’) will be surrounded by a 6 foot tall chain link fence. The chain link
fence will have at least one foot of barbed wire (three strands) to prevent unauthorized entry into the
compound area. The applicant is currently proposing a 12’ x 30’ shelter that will house the
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transmitting and receiving equipment. Additional shelters and ground equipment will be added to the
compound area when wireless providers co-locate on the tower.
ANALYSIS
Zoning/Land Use Compatibility
The current property is being used for residential purposes (single family dwelling addressed at 10591
Smith Mountain Lake Parkway) and is enrolled in the County Land Use Program (agricultural use). The
subject parcel is zoned AP.
Surrounding land uses include agricultural and residential uses. Adjacent are zoned AP with
surrounding area zoned AP, Agriculatural Residential (AR), and Planned Commercial Development
(PCD).
The proposed monople tower is 195 feet in height and classified as a “Wireless Communication Facility,
Class 4” use in the zoning ordinance. In order for the applicant to establish a “Wireless Communication
Facility, Class 4” use in the AP zoning district, approval of a special use permit subject to use and
design standards (S*) is required.
Zoning Ordinance
A Wireless Communication Facility is defined in Section 30-23 as:
All infrastructure and equipment including but not limited to antenna support structures,
antennas, transmission cables, equipment shelters, equipment cabinets, utility pedestals,
ground equipment, fencing, signage and other ancillary equipment associated with the
transmission or reception of wireless communications.
Wireless Communication Facilities are broken down into four (4) different classes based upon the
height of the proposed tower. The existing tower that is being requested would be classified as a Class
4 tower defined as:
Wireless Communication Facilities with a height greater than one hundred twenty (120) feet but
less than or equal to two hundred (200) feet above ground level (AGL).
Section 30-87-3 of the Zoning Ordinance outlines the general standards and special application
requirements for Wireless Communication Facilities. It is the opinion of staff and the County’s
consultant that all general standards and application requirements have been met by the applicant.
Strategic Plan for Commercial Wireless Telecommunications Facilities
The proposed tower is not located within the one-mile radius of a proposed PCTDA tower location in
the County’s Strategic Plan for Commercial Wireless Telecommunications Facilities (“Wireless Plan”), a
component of the 2030 Comprehensive Plan (approximately 5 miles from coordinates for PCTDA #2).
The Wireless Plan recognizes that certain areas of the County have wireless voice/broadband
deficiencies, with Huddleston being an area where taller (Class 4) towers may be needed due to the
topographic constraints. This application will improve the wireless voice/broadband deficiencies in the
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Huddleston area and provide co-location opportunities for additional wireless carriers (Verizon
Wireless will be co-locating on the proposed tower).
Tower Review Consultant Comments
Atlantic Technology Consultants (ATC) reviewed the application for the siting and design, general
safety, structural, environmental and historic impacts, as well as other federal requirements such as
the need for an FAA study, RF exposure, and interference. After reviewing the application, ATC
recommended that the “request for issuance of a Special Use Permit to allow construction of this
tower as proposed be considered for approval”. The applicant’s proposal represents an “appreciable
intent on the part of the application to conform to all applicable federal, state, and local regulations,
accepted industry practices, and specific County ordinances regarding construction of new
telecommunications towers”. Important findings to note from the consultant’s report are as follows:
1. The tower does not have to register with the FAA (lighting of the tower will not be required).
2. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment & NEPA review has been submitted for review to the
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality and should receive comments prior to issuance
of a building permit. Consultant concurs with the results of the study (no environmental
concerns).
3. The Section 106 report has been submitted to the Virginia Department of Historic Resources.
Comments from the report should be reviewed prior to the issuance of a building permit.
4. Grounding Plan should be reviewed prior to the issuance of a Building permit.
5. There are no other sites in the area for the applicant to co-locate in the immediate area and
this site would add to the wireless network but also assist in E-911 calls for emergency.
6. Tower would be located in the general vicinity of PCTDA tower #2 (Huddleston).
Visual Impact
The proposed tower will have a visual impact to the adjoining properties and those traveling along
nearby road ways given the height of the proposed tower. There are existing trees on the property that
will aid in reducing the visual impact but with the towers height it will be visible above mature trees.
The applicant has submitted photosimulations (see attachment) that will show the visual impact of the
tower. The tower will be setback approximately 329’ from Smith Mountain Lake Parkway.
Conditions
In accordance with Section 30-19-3(c) of the Zoning Ordinance, the Board of Supervisors may attach
(Planning Commission may recommend) any conditions necessary to ensure the proposal meets the
specific and general standards for the proposed use. The following conditions are recommended by
staff:
1. The monopole tower associated with the “Wireless Communication Facility, Class 4” use shall
not exceed 195 feet in height.
2. The monopole tower shall be maintained with a non-reflective galvanized steel finish.
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3. All General Safety recommendations from the Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc. report shall
be followed.
4. Lighting, if used, shall be the minimum required for safety and security and shall be directed
downward, away from adjacent properties and roadways.
ATTACHMENTS
1. Location Map
2. Zoning Map
3. Future Land Use Map
4. Aerial Photograph – 2011
5. Special Use Permit Application
6. Concept/Site Plan
7. Statement of Intent and Ordinance Compliance
8. Photosimulations
9. Current Sites & Search Area/ Search Area Ring
10. Propagation Map
11. Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation
12. NEPA Letter
13. ATC Report (Pages 1-19)
14. Section 30-32, Article III, AP Agricultural Rural Preserve District
15. Section 30-87-3, Article IV, Wireless Communication Facility (WCF), Class 1, Class 2, Class 3, and
Class 4
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BEDFORD COUNTY, VA
TECHNICAL REVIEW

SPECIAL USE PERMIT: SU160004
Proposed New 195-ft Monopole
Verizon Wireless & Apex Towers
At
10591 Smith Mountain Lake Parkway
Huddleston, VA 24104

Verizon Site Name: Tolers
Apex Site Name: Huddleston II
ATC Site Name: PCTDA 2
Submitted by:
ATLANTIC TECHNOLOGY CONSULTANTS, INC.
A Member of The Atlantic Group of Companies

ATC PROJECT #: 1029-194
September 17, 2015

© 2015 Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
Verizon Wireless (Verizon) and Apex Towers have made application to the County for
the issuance of a Special Use Permit to allow construction of a Class 4 new 199’ (195’
tower + 4’ lightning rod) Wireless Communication Facility (WCF) at 10591 Smith
Mountain Lake Parkway, Huddleston, Virginia on property owned by Boyce E. and Betty
S. Ashwell.
Verizon Wireless is an FCC licensed wireless telecommunications provider authorized
and mandated to provide services in the Bedford County area. Verizon proposes to
construct a Class 4: 195-ft monopole to support wireless broadband AWS and LTE
service delivery in an area of documented lack of coverage in the Southeastern area of
the county which includes the Huddleston area.
This tower also would be PCTDA #2 from the Wireless Broadband Study as a
growth site for this area.
This report outlines the specific areas of evaluation with respect to this proposal, and
the recommendations regarding the Application as presented. Supporting and clarifying
evidence regarding the suitability of the proposed design in meeting the specified
coverage goals is also included.
It is the opinion of this consultant that the Applicant’s plans conform to all Federal,
State, and County regulations regarding construction of telecommunications support
structures, represents a sound design, and should therefore be granted approval as
proposed.

______________________________
George N. Condyles, IV CPM
President and COO
Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.

Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
Mechanicsville, Virginia
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1.0 TECHNICAL
1.1 Sitting
The existing tower site is located on a 70’ x 70’ S.F. area of land on a 115.15
acre parcel. The property is zoned AP (Agricultural/Preservation) and located on
Tax Map 235-A-8. The site can be accessed from State Route 626 – Smith
Mountain Lake Parkway and is physically located at 37° 07’ 43.15” N and 79° 33’
23.54” W at a ground elevation of 896’. (See Below).

This new 199’ WCF (195’ tower + 4’ Lightning rod) will be constructed on a parcel
of land that will require little land disturbance. There is an existing road and the
submitted drawings show improvements to drainage and construction.
Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
Mechanicsville, Virginia
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In addition to the 199’ monopole tower, there will be a 12’ x 30’ concrete
equipment shelter with a standby generator, electrical and telephone utility
service boxes, and an electrical distribution panel.

The site will have parking for service trucks and the road will be upgraded and
maintained.
This tower will accommodate the proposed antennas on the 195’ monopole tower
structure with a 4’ lightning rod along with three (3) additional co-location slots for
commercial carriers.
The Applicant proposes the addition of twelve (12) panel style antennae,
jumpers, and associated coaxial cable and an ice bridge.

Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
Mechanicsville, Virginia
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Setbacks:
Bedford County’s minimum setback requirements noted in Section
30-87-3 “Wireless Communication” (A) “General Standards” 2 are as follows:
“The minimum setback requirement from the base of the tower to any
residential structure on an adjoining lot shall be at least equal to 40
percent of the height of the tower, measured from the closest structural
member of the tower (excluding guy lines).”
40% of the height of the proposed 199-ft tower is 79.6-ft. The Applicant’s
proposed location meets the County’s minimum setback requirement for
Wireless Communications Towers.

Landscape Buffer and Screening:
The Applicant has submitted a Landscape Plan with their site drawings. There is
an existing mature thinly wooded area surrounding the proposed site location.
The Applicant is proposing to locate the tower into a wooded area with
approximately 50’-60’ mature trees on a downhill slope to further buffer the tower
from the surrounding area.

The Applicant has submitted this Landscaping Plan to add additional trees to this
site. (See Below)

Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
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Landscaping Plan
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Co-location:
While Co-location is preferable to construction of a new site, with such colocation minimizing visual impact of telecommunications equipment on the
surrounding area in accordance with County ordinance section 30-78, no
additional sites are available in the area, which would meet the applicant’s
coverage objectives.
The applicant (Verizon) is currently co-located on all surrounding towers.

The Consultant agrees that there are no sites in the immediate area and that this
site would add to the wireless network, but would also assist in E-911 calls for
emergency services.

Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
Mechanicsville, Virginia

Page 7 of 27

1.2 Structural
The proposed 199’ monopole tower is designed with the ability to support
equipment operated by multiple carriers. The Applicant proposes panel style
antennas and the proposed new coax lines would be installed inside of the tower.
The supplied site plans are signed and sealed by a professional engineer
licensed in the Commonwealth of Virginia, Mr. Robert E. Beacom, PE.

Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
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A structural analysis takes into account the structural loading of the tower’s own
weight, that of the proposed appurtenances, and that of various iterations of
wind, ice, and other environmental loading.
This model of tower is designed to support appurtenances for multiple carriers
and remain within EIA/TIA-222-G structural guidelines (the accepted industry
standard) for structures, which mandates the ability to withstand the structural
loading of all appurtenances, plus additional wind and ice loading.
Furthermore, in conformance with County ordinance section 30-78, work at this
site will remain in compliance with ALL federal, state, and local building codes
and regulations if work proceeds as outlined in the supplied site plans.

1.3 RF Exposure
FCC bulletin OET-65 provides guidance for a licensee proposing to construct a
telecommunications support structure in calculation of RF exposure limitations,
including analysis of the cumulative effect of all transmitters on the structure.
Access to the tower should be restricted to communication industry
professionals, and approved contractor personnel trained in radio-frequency
safety.
Appropriate steps, including warning signage at the site, must be taken to protect
both the general public and site workers from unsafe RF exposure in accordance
with federal guidelines. RF site exposure warning signage shall be placed at
this site, in conformance with FCC regulations and industry standards.
The subject was affirmed in a letter dated September 3, 2015 by Mr. James H.
Shelton, Jr. Director of RF Engineering for VComm Telecommunications
Engineering.

1.4 Grounding
Grounding of all structures and equipment at an RF site is critically important to
the safety of both personnel and equipment at the site Even a single component
not meeting this standard places all other site components at risk for substantial
damage. All structures and equipment at the site should maintain a ground
potential difference of less than 5 ohms.
Applicant should submit Grounding Plans and Specifications as part of the
Building Permit process.

Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
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1.5 General Safety
As indicated in the proposed site plans, the site compound will be surrounded by
a six (6) ft. chain-link security fence with three strands of barbed wire on top to
prevent unauthorized access to the tower site.
It is recommended that additional safety measures to be placed at this site
include RF exposure warning signage, site identification information, and routine
and emergency contact information.
The Tower Plans should include an OSHA approved style of fall prevention cable
as part of the specifications.

1.6 Interference
An interference study, taking into account all proximally located transmitters and
receivers known to be active in the area are advisable prior to any co-location.
A full interference study has not been included with the Applicant’s design, and
therefore it is assumed that such a study has not been performed.
The consultant sees no evidence of interference by or with this site after a
general evaluation of the surrounding transmitter sites.
Should any interference issues be posed with respect to this site, mitigation
would nevertheless remain the responsibility of the tower owner and affected
carrier(s), and would be regulated by the Federal Communication Commission,
having no effect or burden on the County.

2.0 PROCEDUREAL

2.1 FAA Study # 2015-AEA-3062-OE
The Applicant submitted a full Airspace Study determination that concludes:
“Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation”
(See Below)

Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
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This tower is not required to be lit

Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
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2.2 FCC Antenna Site Registration
This site does is not required to have an antenna site registration number.

2.3 Environmental Impacts
The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), delineated in Title 47 of
the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 1, Subpart I, sections 1.1301-1.1319,
requires federal agencies to incorporate environmental considerations into their
decision-making process when evaluating new construction proposals. As a
licensing agency, the Federal Communication Commission (FCC) requires all
licensees to consider the potential environmental effects from their construction
of antenna support structures, and to disclose those effects in an Environmental
Assessment (EA) that must be filed with the FCC for review.
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment & NEPA Review has been submitted
for review to the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ) and
should receive VDEQ comments prior to the granting of a Building Permit.
The Consultant has read the Phase 1 Environmental Study results submitted by
the Environmental Corporation of America (ECA) and concurs that there are no
environmental concerns.

Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
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2.4 Historic Impacts
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) requires
that State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPO) and the President’s Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation be given a reasonable opportunity to comment
on all undertakings with the potential to affect historic properties.
Prior to
construction, the licensee is required to submit to the SHPO a detailed
description of the project, a listing of local historic resources, and a discussion of
any measures being undertaken to mitigate impacts (if any) on historic
resources. Upon receipt, the SHPO has thirty (30) days to review and respond
to those submissions. All agencies with authority to permit construction are
required to consider the SHPO response in its decision making process with
respect to new construction applications.
The Applicant has not received the Section 106 Report comments from Virginia
Department of Historical Resources.
The Consultant has visited the site and does not believe that there are any
Historic places that would become “compromised” and that these
comments should be reviewed prior to the issuance of a Building Permit.

2.5 Supporting Documentation
In 2012, the Bedford County board of Supervisors approved the updated
“Strategic Plan for Commercial Wireless Telecommunications Facilities”. The
“Plan” was to support wireless broadband deployment countywide. There were
many geographic locations within Bedford County that are unserved or underserved in broadband.
Predetermined areas were defined because of the lack of broadband service, but
also the lack of Wireless Communications Facilities (towers) that would provide
the infrastructure to attach broadband antennas.
The Huddleston area was one of the eleven (11) areas defined in the Strategic
Plan. This area, known as PCTDA #2: (Permitted Commercial Tower
Development Area). This Application meets all of the specified requirements.

Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
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Strategic Plan
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Verizon has submitted propagation maps that support their justification to
construct a new 199-ft monopole at the proposed Bedford Site as follows:
Map 1: Verizon’s network coverage without the Tolers Site
Map 2: Verizon’s network coverage with the Tolers Site
Map 3: Verizon Tolers Site coverage at 199’
Additional supporting documentation submitted with the Application included
photographic simulations, which appear to be an accurate representation of the
view of the tower from different viewpoints.

The Applicant is proposing to locate the tower deeper into a wooded area with
approximately 50’-90’ mature trees on a downhill slope to further buffer the tower
from the surrounding area. Additionally and as indicated, no proximal sites,
including the existing Bedford site, affording co-location potential and meeting the
stated coverage goals are available. (See section 1.1 “Collocation” of this
document for further details)

Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
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3.0 RECOMMENDATIONS
This application represents an appreciable intent on the part of the Applicant to
conform to the intent of all applicable federal, state, and local regulations, accepted
industry practices, and specific County ordinances regarding construction of new
telecommunications towers.
It is therefore the recommendation of this Consultant that the request for issuance of
a Special Use Permit to allow construction of this tower as proposed be considered
for approval.
The recommendations should be met prior to issuance of a Building Permit:
1. COVA VDHR Section 106 Review comments
2. COVA VDEQ NEPA Report Review comments
3. Grounding Plan

In closing, this consultant remains available to address any comments or questions,
which may arise following review of this report. Any interested party with such
comments or questions may feel free to contact this firm, which remains committed
to delivering independent, objective, unbiased, and thorough consulting services.

Respectfully submitted,

George N. Condyles, IV, CPM
President & COO

Atlantic Technology Consultants, Inc.
Mechanicsville, Virginia
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Sec. 30-32. - AP Agricultural/rural preserve district.
Sec. 30-32-1. Purpose.
The AP, agricultural/rural preserve district consists of land primarily used as farmland, woodlands,
and widely scattered residential development located within the rural service area. Also found in these
areas are lands with steep slopes, and groundwater recharge areas. Many of the county's unique natural
and scenic resources are found in this type of district. The purpose of the AP district is to maintain areas
essentially in their rural state, and attempt to protect sensitive and unique land resources from
degradation. This may be accomplished by maintaining the existing agricultural lands and preventing the
encroachment of incompatible land uses. Nonfarm residents should recognize that they are located in an
agricultural environment where the right-to-farm has been established as county policy. This district is
also intended to minimize the demand for unanticipated public improvements and services, such as public
sewer and water, by reducing development densities and discouraging large scale development.
Sec. 30-32-2. Permitted uses.
Permitted uses shall be as listed in section 30-79.
Sec. 30-32-3. Site development regulations.
General standards. For additional, modified or more stringent standards for specific uses, see article
IV, "Use and Design Standards".
(a) Minimum lot requirements:
(1) All lots, regardless of sewer and water provisions:
a.

Area: One and one-half (1.5) acres (sixty-five thousand three hundred forty (65,340)
square feet), with the exception that the minimum area for a family subdivision lot as
defined and regulated by this ordinance shall be one (1) acre (forty-three thousand
five hundred sixty (43,560) square feet).

b.

Frontage: One hundred fifty (150) feet on a publicly owned and maintained street.

(b) Minimum setback requirements:
(1) Front yard:
a.

Principal structures: Thirty-five (35) feet.

b.

Accessory structures: Thirty-five (35) feet or behind the front building line, whichever
distance is less.

(2) Side yard:
a.

Principal structures: Ten (10) feet.

b.

Accessory structures: Ten (10) feet when between front and rear building lines and
three (3) feet when behind the rear building line and ten (10) feet when in front of the
front building line.

(3) Rear yard:
a.

Principal structures: Twenty-five (25) feet.

b.

Accessory structures: Three (3) feet.

(4) Where a lot fronts on more than one (1) street, the front yard setbacks shall apply to all
streets.
(c) Maximum height of structures:
(1) All structures (except silos): Forty-five (45) feet.
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(2) Silos: One hundred (100) feet.
(d) Maximum coverage:
(1) Building coverage: Thirty (30) percent of the total lot area.
(2) Lot coverage: Fifty (50) percent of the total lot area.
(e) Maximum subdivisions of a single tract allowed:
(1) Traditional lot division. Up to five (5) separate lots, provided each lot meets the
requirements of this section. This five (5) lot maximum shall exclude a maximum of ten (10)
family subdivision lots and shall exclude agricultural subdivision lots as both are defined
and regulated by this ordinance and the provisions of the Bedford County Subdivision
Ordinance. The maximum of five (5) lots shall include any further subdivision of these
newly subdivided lots. The subdivision of more than five (5) lots may be permitted pursuant
to the cluster development option as provided for in this subsection, or shall otherwise
require a rezoning as set forth in article I.
(2) Cluster development option.
The purpose of the cluster development option is to provide flexibility in site design in order
to encourage natural resource and open space preservation, preservation of agriculturally
zoned land for agricultural purposes, the cost efficient provision of infrastructure, and allow
appropriate design solutions for unique site conditions. Use of the cluster development
option is voluntary.
The cluster development option permits additional lots in return for providing permanent
open space within the development, and a more compact, cost-effective network of streets
and utilities. Except for modifications to the lot and building requirements defined below, all
other provisions of the AP district pertain to the cluster development option.
The cluster development option may be used on any legally divisible parcel in the AP
district. All cluster developments must legally and permanently subdivide all lots at the time
of initial development application.
a.

Maximum number of residential lots: Seven (7) lots.

b.

Minimum residential lot size: One (1) acre.

c.

Maximum residential lot size: Two (2) acres.

d.

Open space provisions: A minimum area of twenty (20) contiguous acres within the
development shall be provided as permanent open space. Open space may include
active or passive recreational uses, agricultural and silviculture uses, and may be held
in either public or private ownership. Such dedication and ownership of the open
space must be submitted to and approved by the zoning administrator.
Open space established for purposes of meeting the requirements of this cluster
development provision shall not be included as part of any residential lot, and shall be
restricted from any future development by the establishment of permanent
conservation easements held in perpetuity by a public or private entity acceptable to
the county. Accessory structures such as picnic shelters, ball fields, nature trails and
other similar recreational amenities shall be permitted within the open space.
However, other impervious surfaces and non-agricultural buildings, exclusive of those
listed above, are prohibited on the open space.

e.

Maximum number of clusters: One (1) per parcel.

f.

Clustering of permitted lots between parent parcels: A landowner with multiple
contiguous parent parcels may cluster the number of permitted lots from any one
parent parcel to any other contiguous parent parcel provided the landowner merges
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the two (2) contiguous parent parcels into one (1) parcel by vacating the boundary line
and all other lot requirements under this subsection are met.
g.

Minimum road frontage width: Seventy-five (75) feet at the edge of the right-of-way.

h.

Cluster design standards:
1.

The purpose of the cluster development option is to minimize the loss of
productive agricultural land; and maintain the visual quality of the county's
agricultural landscape.

2.

All plans shall minimize the use of tillable soils for development and maximize the
use of sloped and forested areas, which are otherwise less productive for
agricultural uses.

3.

The design and location of the cluster shall minimize the impacts to neighboring
agricultural operations and hunting so as not to restrict the rights of adjacent
landowners.

4.

The applicant shall show that the agricultural land remaining after subdivision is
suitable for a commercially viable agricultural enterprise.

5.

Clusters shall be located so as to leave large blocks of open agricultural land
throughout the agricultural zoning district.

6.

Access to the cluster shall be from a single internal road.

7.

The appearance of a cluster from an external public road shall be that of a
grouping of farm buildings in that they are clustered together and obviously a use
subsidiary to the prime use of the land - agriculture.

8.

Landscaping that defines the access road along its entire length shall be
provided.

9.

The cluster shall be planned and designed as a single unit with careful
consideration given to the relationship of structures to one another, landscaping,
buffering, screening, views, light and air, and internal circulation.

10. Strong provision should be made for walking as opposed to vehicular
connections within the cluster.
11. Street widths, alignments, and parking shall be scaled to the size of the cluster.
12. The streetscape of the cluster shall be designed in detail to avoid repetitious
setbacks, driveways, elevations, and landscaping.
13. Where a cluster incorporates an existing historic building, building heights,
exterior features, and building arrangement shall be harmonious with the historic
structure. Street widths, alignments, and parking shall be scaled to the size of the
cluster.
14. Any deed restrictions shall include language recognizing that the lots are in an
agricultural area and refer to the right to farm law.
(Ord. of 2-26-2001, App. A; Ord. of 9-8-2003; Ord. No. O-0707-156, 7-9-2007; Ord. of 6-10-2013, pt.
V)

Page 3

Sec. 30-87-3. Wireless communication facility (WCF), Class 1, Class 2, Class 3 and Class 4.
(a) Intent: To provide for the siting of wireless communication facilities (WCFs) by establishing guidelines for the
construction and modification of towers and associated equipment in accord with the strategic plan for
commercial wireless telecommunication facilities, a component of the comprehensive plan. The established
guidelines are designed to reduce the adverse impacts and encourage stealth techniques through the
placement of towers in locations with appropriate vegetative cover or through alternative tower designs.
(b) For purposes of this section:
(1) A "distributed antenna system (DAS)" is a network of spatially separated antenna nodes connected to a
common source via a transport medium that provides wireless service within a geographic area or
structure.
(2) A "stealth structure" is any structure designed to conceal or disguise antenna structures and antennas
associated with wireless communication facilities including but not limited to, tree poles, flag poles, silos
and "lookout" towers.
(c) General standards:
(1) All WCFs must meet or exceed current standards and regulations of the FAA, the FCC, and any other
agency of the county, state or federal government with the authority to regulate WCFs. If regulations
change and WCFs are required to comply with such changes, the owners of the WCFs governed by this
ordinance shall bring WCF(s) into compliance within six (6) months of the effective date of such change
in standards or regulations. Failure to comply shall constitute grounds for the removal of the WCFs at
the owner's expense.
(2) WCFs shall be considered either a principal or accessory use.
(3) WCFs shall not be artificially lighted, unless required by the FAA or other applicable authority. If lighting
is required, the lighting alternatives and designs chosen must cause the least disturbance to the
surrounding view.
(4) WCFs shall meet the following aesthetic requirements:
a.

WCFs shall, subject to any applicable FAA standard, be of a neutral color and subject to staff
approval so as to reduce visual obtrusiveness. The appearance shall be maintained in the
approved neutral color.

b.

The design of buildings and related structures within the WCF compound area shall, to the extent
possible, use materials and colors that will blend into the natural setting and surrounding trees.

c.

If a WCF is installed on a structure other than a tower (i.e., water tower, light pole, etc.), the
antenna and supporting electrical and mechanical equipment must be of a neutral color that is
identical to, or closely compatible with, the color of the supporting structure so as to make the
antenna and related equipment as visually unobtrusive as possible.

(5) The county reserves the right to employ the services of a wireless telecommunications consultant to
review all WCF applications. All applicable costs will be the responsibility of the applicant.
(6) WCFs shall meet the following setback requirements:
a.

The minimum setback requirement from the base of the tower to any primary or occupied structure
on the subject parcel shall be at least equal to forty (40) percent of the height of the tower,
measured from the closest structural member of the tower. Guy lines shall be exempt from the
minimum setback requirement in side and rear yards for the respective zoning district, but shall
comply with the setback requirements for the front yard.

b.

Certification shall be provided that the tower will not fall onto any adjoining property in the event of
failure or collapse of the structure.

c.

For any building or structure associated with a WCF, the minimum setback from any property line
abutting a road right-of-way shall be fifty (50) feet and in all other instances shall be no less than
twenty-five (25) feet.
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d.

More than one (1) tower shall be permitted provided all setback requirements have been met.

(7) Buildings and support equipment associated with WCFs shall comply with the following requirements:
a.

The cabinet or structure shall not be more than twelve (12) feet in height. In addition, for buildings
and structures which are less than sixty-five (65) feet in height, the related unmanned equipment
structure shall be located on the ground and shall not be located on the roof of the structure.

b.

If the equipment structure is located on the roof of a building, the area of the equipment structure
and other equipment and structures shall not occupy more than ten (10) percent of the roof area.

c.

Equipment storage buildings or cabinets shall comply with all applicable building codes.

(8) No advertisement signs shall be allowed on a WCF. Signs of no more than one (1) square foot
containing ownership, operational and name plate data shall be allowed.
(9) WCF applications in a PCTDA location as defined in the strategic plan for commercial wireless
telecommunications facilities, a component of the comprehensive plan, shall not be exempt from
administrative approval or obtaining special use permit approval. Such application will be classified
based on the height of the proposed WCF (Class 1-4) and subject to the permitted use table
requirements by district.
(d) Uses by right: The uses listed in this section are deemed to be uses by right subject to administrative
approval. The following provisions shall govern the issuance of approvals for WCFs:
(1) WCFs located on property owned, leased, or otherwise controlled by Bedford County provided a license
or lease authorizing such WCF(s) has been approved by Bedford County or collocated on an existing
WCF(s).
(2) The collocation of WCFs on existing WCFs. The collocation must be accomplished in a manner
consistent with the following:
a.

The WCF which is modified or reconstructed to accommodate the collocation of an additional WCF
shall be of the same WCF type as the existing WCF(s).

b.

A WCF which is being rebuilt to accommodate the collocation of an additional WCF may be moved
on-site within fifty (50) feet of its existing location. Once the WCF is rebuilt to accommodate the
collocation, only one (1) WCF may remain on the site.

(3) Installing a cable microcell network (distributed antenna system or DAS) through the use of multiple lowpowered transmitters/receivers attached to existing wireless systems, such as conventional cable or
telephone wires, or similar technology that does not require the use of WCFs.
(4) WCF upgrades/equipment maintenance of existing wireless provider on WCF.
(e) Special application requirements for uses by right:
(1) Sufficient copies of the wireless facility site development plan that show the type and height of the
proposed WCF, proposed means of access, setbacks from the property lines, elevation drawing of the
proposed WCF and any other structures and any other information deemed by the zoning administrator
to be necessary to assess compliance with this ordinance.
(2) A cover letter that outlines what the applicant is proposing to do on-site.
(3) Any cost associated with the review of the application by the county and/or its consultant shall be paid
by the applicant at submittal.
(4) A structural analysis may be requested by the zoning administrator in order to complete a review of an
application.
(5) The zoning administrator may request additional information if needed while reviewing an application for
administrative approval. Failure to provide the requested information shall result in the denial of the
application.
(f)

Uses by special use permits:
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(1) Applications for special use permits under this section shall be subject to the procedures and
requirements for allowable uses under article I of this ordinance.
(2) In granting a special use permit, the planning commission may recommend and the board of
supervisors may impose conditions to the extent the board concludes such conditions are necessary to
minimize any adverse effect of the proposed WCF on adjoining properties.
(3) Any information of an engineering nature that the applicant submits, whether civil, mechanical, or
electrical shall be certified by a licensed professional engineer.
(4) The maximum height of any WCF shall be made a condition of approved special use permits. Lightning
rods shall be exempt from the maximum height calculation.
(g) Special application requirements for special use permits: In addition to any information required for
applications pursuant to the Bedford County Zoning Ordinance, applicants for a special use permit for WCFs
shall submit the following information:
(1) A scaled site plan clearly indicating the location, type and height of the proposed WCF, on-site land
uses, adjacent land uses (including when adjacent to other jurisdictions), master plan classification of
the site, adjacent roadways, proposed means of access, setbacks from property lines, elevation
drawings of the proposed WCF and any other structures, topography, parking, and other information
deemed by the zoning administrator to be necessary to assess compliance with this ordinance.
(2) Legal description of the parent tract and leased parcel (if applicable).
(3) The setback distance between the proposed WCF and the nearest residential unit and platted
residential properties.
(4) The applicant shall also identify the type of construction of the existing WCF(s) and the owner/operator
of the existing WCF(s), if known.
(5) A landscape plan showing specific landscape materials. The board of supervisors may waive this
requirement if it deems appropriate upon applicant request with sufficient justification.
(6) Method of security fencing (no less than six (6) feet in height) with anti-climbing device, and finished
color and, if applicable, the method of camouflage and illumination. The board of supervisors may waive
this requirement if it deems appropriate upon applicant request.
(7) A description of compliance with all applicable federal, state or local laws.
(8) A statement by the applicant as to whether construction of the WCF will accommodate collocation of
additional antennas.
(9) Identification of the entities providing the backhaul network for the WCF(s) described in the application
and other cellular sites owned or operated by the applicant in the county.
(10) A description of the suitability of the use of existing WCFs, other structures or alternative technology not
requiring the use of WCFs or structures to provide the services under consideration.
(11) A description of the feasible location(s) of future WCFs within Bedford County based upon existing
physical, engineering, technological, or geographical limitations in the event the proposed WCF is
erected.
(12) A cost estimate for removal of the WCF and facilities from the site.
(13) A copy of the initial lease.
(14) A description, including mapping at an appropriate scale, of the search area and coverage objective.
(15) A map depicting all collocation candidates in search area, along with the RF analysis documentation as
to their suitability.
(16) High quality photo simulations of the site and proposed WCF.
(17) TOWAIR Determination results for FAA registration.
(h) Additional standards for Class 1 wireless communication facilities in districts where permitted by right:
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(1) WCF antenna support structures shall be constructed of wood in the R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4 and PRD zoning
districts.
(2) The siting of any new antenna support structure associated with by right WCFs shall follow the
application requirements listed in subsection 30-87-3(g). Such towers would be exempt from any
requirements listed in section 30-19
(i)

Additional standards in the AP, AR, AV and NC districts for Class 2 wireless communication facilities:
(1) WCFs shall be reviewed administratively if less than ten (10) feet above the surrounding tree line. WCFs
that are sited in open areas would not meet the requirement of "stealth techniques" in subsection (i)(2)
below, and would be subject to the special use permit approval process for WCFs.
(2) If the zoning administrator through administrative review determines the proposed WCF does not use
stealth techniques to reduce the impact of the WCF on surrounding properties and view sheds, a
special use permit shall be required.
(3) The siting of any new antenna support structure associated with by right WCFs shall follow the
application requirements listed in subsection 30-87-3(g). Such towers would be exempt from any
requirements listed in section 30-19

(j)

Removal of abandoned WCFs: Any WCF that is not operated for a continuous period of six (6) months shall
be considered abandoned, and the owner of such WCF shall remove the same within ninety (90) days of
receipt of notice from Bedford County notifying the owner of such abandonment. If there are two (2) or more
users of a single WCF, then this provision shall not become effective until all users cease using the WCF.

(k) Nonconforming WCFs:
(1) WCFs that are constructed, and/or installed, in accordance with the provisions of this ordinance shall
not be deemed to constitute the expansion of a nonconforming use or structure.
(2) Pre-existing WCFs shall be allowed to continue their usage as they presently exist. Routine
maintenance (including replacement with a new tower of like construction and height) shall be permitted
on such pre-existing WCFs. New construction other than routine maintenance on pre-existing WCFs
shall comply with the requirements of this ordinance.
(3) Notwithstanding subsection 30-87-3(j), bona fide nonconforming WCFs that are damaged or destroyed
may be rebuilt without having to first obtain a special use permit. The type, height, and location of the
WCFs on-site shall be of the same type and intensity as the original facility approval. Building permits to
rebuild the facility shall comply with the then-applicable building codes and shall be obtained within one
hundred eighty (180) days from the date the facility is damaged or destroyed. If no permit is obtained or
if said permit expires, the WCFs shall be deemed abandoned as specified in subsection 30-87-3(j).
(Ord. No. O0713-087, art. IV, 7-22-2013)
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BEDFORD COUNTY
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY ATTORNEY
122 EAST MAIN STREET, SUITE 201
BEDFORD, VIRGINIA 24523
TELEPHONE: 540-587-5699
FAX: 540-586-9117
G. CARL BOGGESS

PATRICK J. SKELLEY II
SENIOR ASSISTANT COUNTY ATTORNEY

COUNTY ATTORNEY

MEMORANDUM
To: Bedford County Board of Supervisors
From: G. Carl Boggess, County Attorney
Date: October 27, 2015
Re: Stewartsville Solid Waste Center

At the Board's last meeting held the 13th day of October 2015, the Board defeated the
resolution approving a Special Use Permit to establish a recycling center and station for the
Stewartsville area located on Drewry Hill Road. This office has received several
communications from Board members asking that the matter come back up for further Board
discussion. Should the Board opt to revisit this matter, it is recommended that the Board pass a
motion to rescind the Board's action from the meeting held on the 13th day of October 2015.
Robert's Rules describes this matter as follows:
Any vote taken...may be rescinded by a majority vote, provided notice of the
motion has been given at the previous meeting or in the call for this meeting; or it
may be rescinded without notice by a two-thirds vote...Robert's, §37, p. 169.
In order to comply with notice requirements, this matter is being placed on the agenda
and notice that the Board may reconsider this matter has been sent to the adjoining owners.
Attached to this Memorandum, is a suggested motion to rescind and secondly, the same
resolution that appeared in the Board's agenda from the October 13th meeting.

Resolution #R111015-06

At a regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Bedford, Virginia held at the Bedford
County Administration Building on the 10th day of November, 2015, beginning at 7:00 p.m.:
MEMBERS:
VOTE:
Tammy Parker, Chairman
Steve Wilkerson, Vice-Chairman
Bill Thomasson
Curry Martin
John Sharp
Steve Arrington
Annie S. Pollard
On motion of Supervisor
approved/denied:

, which

by a vote of

, the following was

A RESOLUTION
RESCINDING THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS PREVIOUS MOTION
TO DENY SPECIAL USE PERMIT #SU160002
WHEREAS, at the Board's last meeting held the 13th day of October 2015, the Board defeated the
resolution approving a Special Use Permit to establish a recycling center and station for the Stewartsville
area located on Drewry Hill Road; and
WHEREAS, this office has received several communications from Board members asking that the
matter come back up for further Board discussion; and
WHEREAS, Robert’s Rules states that “Any vote taken...may be rescinded by a majority vote,
provided notice of the motion has been given at the previous meeting or in the call for this meeting; or it
may be rescinded without notice by a two-thirds vote...” (Robert's, §37, p. 169); and
WHEREAS, this matter is has been placed on the Board’s regular agenda and additional notice has
been given to the adjoining property owners.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the action taken by the Board of Supervisors on the
th

13 day of October, 2015 to deny Special Use Permit #160002 to establish a recycling center and station
for the Stewartsville area located on Drewry Hill Road is hereby rescinded.
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Resolution #R111015-02

At a regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Bedford, Virginia held at the Bedford
County Administration Building on the 10th day of November, 2015, beginning at 7:00 p.m.:
MEMBERS:
VOTE:
Tammy Parker, Chairman
Steve Wilkerson, Vice-Chairman
Bill Thomasson
Curry Martin
John Sharp
Steve Arrington
Annie S. Pollard
On motion of Supervisor
approved/denied:

, which

by a vote of

, the following was

A RESOLUTION
TO APPROVE A SPECIAL USE PERMIT
TO ESTABLISH A “RECYCLING CENTERS AND STATIONS” USE
ON PROPERTY IDENTIFIED AS TAX MAP 157A-A-2A
WHEREAS, the County of Bedford (C/O Sheldon Cash, Director of Public Works) has submitted
Special Use Permit application #SU160002 requesting a “Recycling Centers and Stations” use in a C-2
(General Commercial) District on property identified as Tax Map Number 157A-A-2A; and
WHEREAS, the application has been submitted pursuant to Section 30-79-2 of the Zoning
Ordinance, which allows a “Recycling Centers and Stations” use in the C-2 Zoning District after a Special
Use Permit has been approved in accordance with Section 30-19 of the Zoning Ordinance; and
WHEREAS, it has been the stated purpose of the Bedford County Board of Supervisors (“Board”)
that the existing Solid Waste Convenience Site at Stewartsville must be replaced as noted in the 2030
Bedford County Comprehensive Plan; and
WHEREAS, it is the finding of the Board that the disposal of solid waste in a safe and sanitary
manner is a core governmental service; and, it is the goal of the Board to recycle as much material as
possible, which is not possible at the existing site; and
WHEREAS, it is the finding of this Board that the site before the Board is centrally located for
citizens traveling from Jordantown Road, Goodview Road, Beagle Club Road, as well as, Stewartsville
Road. Second, there is no residence located on the property and minimal residences adjacent to the
property. Third, the property has acceptable topography and is located adjacent to the area’s main
thoroughfare (Stewartsville Road); and
WHEREAS, it is the finding of the Board that nearly all sites in the Stewartsville area, located on
or near Stewartsville Road, have adjoining residences, challenging topography and site distance issues for
a commercial entrance permit unto the State highway; and
WHEREAS, it is the finding of this Board that a commercial entrance permit from the Virginia
Department of Transportation has been obtained for the site; and
WHEREAS, it is the finding of this Board that in keeping with the County’s goal of disposing of
solid waste in a safe and sanitary fashion, the use of the this property meets the needs of the citizens of the

Stewartsville community and the use of imposed conditions will reduce the potential impact to adjoining
property owners; and
WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has carefully considered the public record, the public
testimony, and the recommendation of the Planning Commission; and
WHEREAS, the Board finds that the request meets the goals and objectives of the Comprehensive
Plan and the purposes of the Zoning Ordinance for issuance of a Special Use Permit.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Bedford County Board of Supervisors that the
Board does hereby approve of a Special Use Permit pursuant to application #SU150009 with the
following conditions:
1.
Section 30-86-5a General Standards shall apply in perpetuity until the “Recycling
Centers and Stations” use has been discontinued.
2.
A chain-link privacy fence with slats will be installed to screen the use from view.
Additionally, large evergreen trees shall be planted 20 linear feet apart (on center) on the property lines of
all adjoining properties.
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SHELDON P. CASH
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_________________________________________

DEPARTMENT

OF PUBLIC WORKS
DIVISION OF SOLID WASTE

To:

Board of Supervisors

Through:

Carl Boggess, Interim County Administrator

From:

Sheldon Cash, Director of Public Works

Date:

October 5, 2015

Subject:

Request to Advertise an Invitation to Bid for Construction of the Proposed
Stewartsville Convenience Center

If the Board approves the Special Use Permit for the proposed Stewartsville convenience center,
the next step in the process is to develop detailed construction drawings and issue an Invitation to Bid.
Detailed construction drawings will take approximately 4 to 6 weeks to complete. Once these
drawings are complete, the detailed Invitation to Bid for the actual construction will be ready to issue.
The attached resolution authorizes staff to develop and issue an Invitation to Bid for the
construction of the proposed Stewartsville Convenience Center. Staff will return to the Board with bid
results and a request to award a construction contract in several months (likely February). It is
anticipated that construction would begin in early Spring 2016 to coincide with improving weather
conditions.

_________________________________________

540-586-7656 -TELEPHONE

540-297-1038 -TELEFACSIMILE scash@bedfordcountyva.gov
www.bedfordcountyva.gov

Resolution #R111015-07

At a regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Bedford, Virginia held at the Bedford
County Administration Building on the 10th day of November 2015, beginning at 7:00 p.m.
MEMBERS:
VOTE:
Tammy Parker, Chairman
Steve Wilkerson, Vice-Chairman
Bill Thomasson
Curry Martin
John Sharp
Steve Arrington
Annie S. Pollard
On motion of Supervisor
was approved/denied:

, which

by a vote of

, the following

A RESOLUTION
AUTHORIZING THE ISSUANCE OF AN INVITATION TO BID FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROPOSED

STEWARTSVILLE CONVENIENCE CENTER
WHEREAS, the existing Stewartsville Convenience Center is inadequate, and
WHEREAS, the Board acquired land for a replacement center, and
WHEREAS, Special Use Permit approval has been received for the development of the
replacement center, and
WHEREAS, staff is working to develop an Invitation to Bid for the construction of the center, and
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Bedford County Board of Supervisors does hereby
deny staff approval to issue an Invitation to Bid for the construction of the proposed Stewartsville
Convenience Center.
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Welcome Center
Quarterly Report
July - September 2015
Visitor Totals
July - 7,086
August - 6,166
September - 5,305
3 Month Total = 18,557
Visitor’s From Other States
Top 3 States:
North Carolina - 1,079
Pennsylvania - 511
Florida - 426
*Visitor’s From Virginia - 5,480

Visitor’s From
Other Countries
34 Countries / 282 Visitors
Top Country with 38 visitors:
United Kingdom
Top 3 Reasons For Visiting
D-Day Memorial - 7,581
Visiting - 1,013
Vacation - 434

How Did You Hear About Us
Top Results
July - Friend
August - Friend
September - Friend
Community & Conference
Room Meeting Totals
July
15 Meeting / 205 people
August
16 Meeting / 214 people
September
18 Meetings / 377 people
TOTALS
49 Meetings / 796 People
Number of Phone Calls
1,099
Number of Mailings
610
Number of Website Pageviews
27,776
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Bedford Public Library System
Board of Trustees Meeting Minutes
Bedford Central Library
September 1, 2015
Board Members present: Ellen Wandrei, Penny Carter, Mary Jo Krufka, Barbara Woodford,
Edgar Tuck, Pam Willoughby, Jan Markham
Others attending: Jenny Novalis, Library Director
Jan called the meeting to order at 7:10pm.
Jan asked if there were any changes to the agenda, Jenny would like to add ‘staff day’ to the
agenda. Jan asked for a motion to approve the agenda, as amended. Ellen motioned, Mary Jo
seconded, all agreed.
Jan asked if there were any changes to the minutes from the previous meeting. No changes. Jan
asked for a motion to approve the minutes. Penny motioned, Ellen seconded, all agreed.
No public comments
Director’s Report:
Staff Day: Each year the library tries to set aside one day for a system-wide staff in-service
training day. This year there are plans to have a speaker from the local EAP group come in the
morning and talk about stress management, managing personal/work priorities, and dealing with
difficult people/personalities (good customer service solutions). The afternoon would feature
training on the new online meeting room calendar and usability testing sessions for the library’s
new website. Jenny requested that the library board consider closing the libraries to the public
that day, Monday October 12 (Columbus Day), for all staff to be able to participate. Jan asked
for a motion to close the libraries on Columbus Day for a staff in-service training day. Ellen
motioned, Barbara seconded, all agreed.
Continuing Education Benefit: Lauren Harper has completed another semester toward her
MLIS degree at Valdosta State University. Per the Education Benefit Policy, she is requesting
50% tuition reimbursement, which is $545.75. Ellen motioned to award this benefit to Lauren,
Penny seconded, all agreed.
Long Range Plan: A current long range plan, also referred to as a 5 year plan, is one of the
requirements for the BPLS to receive State Grants-in-Aid each year. Our long range plan is set to
expire this year, so it is time to start on the next one. Jenny distributed documents concerning
the long range plan and talked a little about the planning process, scheduled to be completed in
the spring 2016.
The standard library planning process follows the steps laid out in The New Planning For Results
manual. It starts with gathering current data about the libraries and their communities. We will

accomplish this by holding focus group meetings at each branch and performing SWOT
(strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats) analyses in order to determine a current library
scan and a community scan to identify potential needs. Also adding to this data will be the
“general library services questionaire” survey results which were gathered from library users and
non-users during 2014 Centerfest, there were over 250 survey responses.
A planning advisory committee will be organized to further identify community needs;
determine what needs the library can and/or should meet and select the draft library service
priorities. It is recommended that the committee be made of up of a couple library
stakeholders/community partners, a local government representative, a library board
representative, at least one community member from the various focus groups, and a couple
library staff members. During this time several library staff members will also be participating
in SWOT analyses. If all goes according to plan, a draft long range plan will be presented to the
library board in March 2016 for approval and library funding priorities will be determined in
time for the FY17 budget to be completed.
Several possible planning advisory committee members were talked about and Jan recommended
Ellen be appointed to serve as the library board representative on this committee, Ellen agreed.
Jan asked for a motion to initiate the long range planning process, Ellen motioned, Penny
seconded, all agreed.
Circulation Policy Revision and Public Internet Policy Revision – 1st Consideration:
Recommended changes to the current policies are highlighted in the draft document. No action
is required at this time; an action item will be on the agenda for the next meeting. The revisions
discussed were recommended by a committee of staff members who regularly have to explain
and/or implement these policies and procedures. Most of the revisions are to simply clarify
current practices, or to clean-up the language. The circulation policy also now takes into account
the shared services initiative we entered into with Lynchburg Public Library.
Little Free Library Project: The newest little free library has been installed at the farmers
market area near Centertown. Jenny corrected her earlier statements, this little free library was
funded/organized by Believe in Bedford and the BPLS, not the Town of Bedford. Publicity has
been planned as well. The Rotary Club installed a little free library at the Peaks of Otter
previously.
Annual Stats: The board reviewed the annual stats and the summer reading program stats.
Overall number of people walking through the doors are up and once again, Forest Library has
the highest level of activity.
Erate Reimbursement: Reimbursement checks from the second half of 2014-15 have arrived.
Jenny asked the library board to consider moving this money into one or more of the fund
accounts to be used at a later date or if an emergency situation arises. The board discussed how
much was in the fund accounts now and anticipated expenditures. They decided to split it
between building and technology funds. Penny motioned to split the revenue, 15,724.55, equally
between the building and technology funds, Mary Jo seconded, all agreed.

Financial Report: Jenny distributed the modified budget report which separates out the actual
fund account and grant spending from the operating budget expenses. The combined balance
sheet was not available to be distributed at the meeting.
Barbara motioned to adjourn the meeting, Ellen seconded, all agreed. Meeting adjourned at
8:10pm.
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building report

A Summary of the Division of Building Activities During the Month of September 2015

Valuation of Construction

Fees Collected

September 2015

September 2015

$8,725,361

Total Receipts
Less State Surcharge
Net Receipts

$20,898.15
361.92
$20,536.23

September 2014
$19,026,254

Total Inspections:

September 2014
Total Receipts
Less State Surcharge
Net Receipts

$52,070.24
958.17
$51,112.07

1,714 (September 2015)
2,246 (September 2014)
Permits Issued:
(YTD FY 2016) = 388
(YTD FY 2015) = 366
Plans Reviewed:
55 (September 2015)
50 (September 2014)

Waived Fees:

None

Permits Issued by Election District
Election District

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
Total

New Dwellings
SFD
MFD

1
0

3
0

11
0

2
0

3
0

1
0

ALT/ADD

3

11

10

4

3

M/H

0

4

0

0

ACCESSORY BLDG

0

3

1

DOCKS

2

1

POOLS

0

R/C
MISC.
STRUCTURES
OTHER

2
0

9/15
23
0

9/14
17
3

7

4

42

25

1

2

0

7

7

1

2

3

1

11

7

0

0

0

0

0

3

11

0

0

1

1

0

1

3

0

0

0

0

4

0

2

1

7

14

0

1

0

0

0

1

1

3

3

6
12

10
33

5
27

2
14

6
16

4
20

4
14

37
136

48
135

**MISC. STRUCTURES -

Agricultural Buildings
Greenhouse
Pavilion
Tent
Tower

**OTHER

Miscellaneous (Electrical, Plumbing, Mechanical, Demolition, etc.)

-
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1723 Falling Creek Road
Bedford, VA 24523-3137
(540) 586-7679 (phone)
(540) 586-5805 (fax)
www.brwa.com

Bedford Regional Water Authority – Board of Directors
Regular Board Meeting – Minutes
September 15, 2015
A regularly scheduled meeting of the Board of Directors of the Bedford Regional Water Authority
(“Bedford Water”) was held on Tuesday, September 15, 2015 in the Board Meeting Room in
Bedford Water’s Annex building located at 1723 Falling Creek Road in Bedford County.
Members Present:........... Elmer Hodge, Chair
Carl Wells, Vice Chair
Bob Flynn
Cindy Gunnoe
Thomas Segroves
Walter Siehien
Members Absent: ............ Michael Moldenhauer
Staff & Counsel Present: . Dennis Wood – Assistant Director
Jill Underwood – Financial Manager
Megan Aubrey – Communications Coordinator
Sam Darby – Legal Counsel, GFD&G
1.

Call to Order
The meeting was called to order by the Chair at approximately 7:00pm. The Pledge of
Allegiance and a moment of silence were conducted.

2.

Review of Agenda
The following agenda was reviewed as shown below.
1. Call to Order
a. Pledge of Allegiance
b. Moment of Silence
2. Review of Agenda
3. Public Comments
4. Approval of Minutes: August 18, 2015 – Regular Board Meeting
5. Financial Report: Presented by Jill Underwood
a. Financial Statements through month end July 2015
b. FY 15-16 Capital Budget Modifications – Mountain View Shores
6. Director’s Report: Presented by Dennis Wood
a. Resolution 2015-09.01: Stormwater management facility agreement
b. Resolution 2015-09.02: County Surety Resolution Asset Management Presentation
c. Routine Activity Reports
i. Projects
ii. Customer Service Statistical Summary
iii. Maintenance Summary
iv. Public Relations Information
v. Strategic Plan
7. Chair’s Report: Presented by Chair Hodge
a. Summary of Groundbreaking

b. Review of Validation Proceedings
8. Other business not covered on the above agenda
9. Motion to Adjourn

3.

Public Comments
Mr. Jim Byrnes and Mr. David Longfellow were there to speak about Mountain View
Shores and will address the issue during 5B.

4.

Approval of Minutes: August 18, 2015 – Regular Board Meeting
The regular Board Meeting Minutes from August 18, 2015 were reviewed.
Mr. Wells made a motion to approve the amended minutes. Mr. Flynn seconded the
motion.
•

5.

Board member votes:

6

Aye;

0

Nay. The motion passed.

Financial Report: Presented by Jill Underwood
a. FY 2014-2015 Financial Statements through month end August 2015
Ms. Underwood reviewed some of the details pertaining to the financial reports for
the period ending August 2015. The targeted budget goal for August was 16.67%;
operating revenues were 18%, and operating expenditures were 12%. Adjusting
entries were still being made and will be updated at the end of September. Facility
fees collected during August were $113,500. The total received is 49% of the
budgeted amount. Part of these are for developer redemptions ($2,500), an
adjusting entry will be recorded to move these to a different code. There are several
adjusting entries that need to be posted as part of the audit process. The auditors
will present the report at the October meeting after a very smooth audit process.
b. FY 15-16 Capital Budget Modifications – Mountain View Shores
There is an excess of iron in the water at Mountain View Shores; a temporary
solution is in place. About $11,000 of water had to be brought to the site before the
temporary solution was able to be installed. A permanent solution needs to be put in
place before the ground freezes. The project will be about $150,000 if contracted
out; it can be done in-house for about $35,000 but will require a lot of staff time.
Another company did price out the boring at around $50,000 and the Authority would
connect at both ends. There are about 230 homes in MVS but the main homes
impacted on Deerwood are about 40 homes.
It is suggested that a capital project to the FY15-16 CIP listing be added for the
Mountain View Shores well #2 connection project. As long as the total amount of the
CIP budget isn’t increased, this does not require board action; however, in order to
add this project, one of the other projects may need to be removed from the list or
the scope of one of the other projects may need to be reduced in order to stay within
the total CIP budget. If the board would rather not alter the other projects on the
CIP, but would like to add this well connection project to the CIP list, then a
resolution can be brought to the board for review at the October board meeting.
Mr. Jim Byrnes, a community member in Mountain View Shores, stated that the
neighborhood has had problems with the water over the past couple of years. This
summer the problem has intensified. Mr. Byrnes has been told that the water is safe
to drink, but he showed a picture discolored water. He said that it needs to be fixed
and it needs to be fixed now. Mr. Byrnes also asked what other company depends
on customers to tell them the quality of the water. He thinks that the Authority should
be the ones telling the customers there is a problem and then fixing it. He suggested
that the Authority look at its management practices and how problems and quality
are addressed.

Mr. David Longfellow, the Mountain View Shoes HOA President, said that the
problems he had were because the Deerwood line was not being drained for
sediment. He said that the water is not just discolored but has an odor at times. He
also said that he thinks that there is customer relations problem in regards to
communication. There is a next door neighbor online system for the HOA, and Mr.
Key was granted access recently so he can post updates on the site for the
community.
Ms. Gunnoe asked about the timeline of the $50,000 project. Mr. Wood said that
depends on the company doing the boring and that it needs to be done before the
ground freezes, which only leaves a couple of months for completion. The $150,000
quote would take about 8 months to a year.
Mr. Hodge said that whenever there is a well system, you are at the mercy of the
weather or a drought in this situation. Mr. Hodge explained that the SMLWTP project
is being done because of problems like this, so there can be alternate sources of
water for the system. Mr. Hodge says it has gone on for a long time and the flushing
picture speaks for itself. The longer the Authority waits, the worse the situation can
get. Mr. Hodge said to get the quotes within the procurement policy and treat the
project as an emergency situation. Ms. Gunnoe said that the project should be
added to the CIP. Mr. Hodge agreed and suggested the Finance Committee meet in
the next couple of months to review the CIP. Mr. Hodge said he would like to see a
report back to the board at the next meeting and a two week update should be given
prior to the next meeting.
6.

Director’s Report: Presented by Dennis Wood
a. Resolution 2015-09.01: Stormwater management facility agreement
As part of the Land Disturbing Permit requirements for the new Smith Water
Treatment Plant, the County requires an agreement and resolution regarding
long term maintenance of the stormwater management facilities. While the
following resolution is necessary specifically for the water treatment plant at
this time, it may also be applicable for any other future projects performed by
the BRWA that may have stormwater management facilities involved.
At a regular meeting of the Bedford Regional Water Authority (“Authority”) Board of Directors,
held in the Board Meeting Room at the Authority’s Administrative Annex Building on the 15th
of September 2015, beginning at 7:00pm
WHEREAS the Bedford Regional Water Authority (“Authority”) is a public service authority
organized and existing under the Virginia Water and Waste Authorities Act, § 15.2-5100 et
seq. of the Code of Virginia Code 1950, as amended; and,
WHEREAS the Authority is required to have a Stormwater Management Facility (“Facility”)
Maintenance Agreement between the Authority and the County of Bedford, Virginia governing
the proper construction and maintenance of any such Facility located in Bedford County;
now,
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the Authority that the Executive
Director of the Authority is authorized to execute, acknowledge, and deliver on behalf of the
Authority the Stormwater Management Facility Maintenance Agreement (“Agreement”) in a
form substantial similar to the Agreement presented to the Board of Directors with this
resolution.

Member Ms. Gunnoe made a motion to approve this resolution.
Member Mr. Siehien seconded the motion.
o

Board Member Votes:

6 Aye, 0 Nay,

0 Abstain. The motion passed.

b. Resolution 2015-09.02: County Surety Resolution Asset Management Presentation

A County Land Disturbing Permit (“CLDP”) for erosion and sediment control
measures on construction projects requires the applicant to put forth surety to
ensure that these controls are maintained, and that the applicant maintains
responsibility for any damages. In lieu of the Authority putting forth surety to
the County, the County has indicated they would accept a resolution of the
Board’s guarantee. This is similar with how VDOT permits have been
handled, to where there is no actual bonding of surety provided, but reference
to a resolution that was passed many years ago.
At a regular meeting of the Bedford Regional Water Authority (“Authority”) Board of Directors,
held in the Board Meeting Room at the Authority’s Administrative Annex Building on the 15th
of September 2015, beginning at 7:00pm
WHEREAS, the Bedford Regional Water Authority (the “Authority”), a public body politic and
corporate, formed and existing in accordance with the provisions of Virginia Water and Waste
Authorities Act, Chapter 51 of Title 15.2 of the Code of Virginia, 1950 (the “Act”), is required
from time to time to post a bond or give other assurances in order to obtain permits from
Bedford County, Virginia (the “County”) in order to meet requirements for erosion and sediment
control within the County; and,
WHEREAS, expense, damage, or injury may be sustained by the County growing out of the
granting to said Authority by the County of said permits for the work aforesaid; and,
WHEREAS, one of the conditions of such permit or permits is that the Authority shall indemnify
the County to the extent permitted by law against all damages and injuries to the County’s
properties and to persons or property lawfully upon such properties; and,
WHEREAS, the Authority will take financial responsibility for the items normally covered by the
performance bond and labor and materials bond; now,
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED the condition of this obligation is such that if the Authority shall in
all respects comply with all of the conditions of permit, permits, or license that have been, or
will be, granted said Authority, including, without limitation, all obligations set forth in any
license, permit or approval that are subject to the requirement that the Authority provide a
performance bond or a labor and materials bond, and, to the extent permitted by law, shall
indemnify and save harmless the County against and from all loss, cost, expense, damage or
injury to County properties and to persons and property lawfully on such properties growing out
of the granting of such permit, permits, or license to said Authority, then this obligation to be
void, otherwise to be and remain in full force and virtue. Provided, however, if this resolution is
repealed or not permitted by law, the Authority shall be subject to the bond requirements
contained in any erosion and sediment control permits issued by the County to the Authority,
and the Authority agrees to obtain such bonds in such event; and,
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the appropriate officers are hereby authorized and directed to
execute, deliver and file all documents, certificates and instruments and to take all such further
action as may be necessary or desirable in connection with and that are in conformity with the
purposes and intent of this resolution, and that the Executive Director of the Authority is the
duly elected and acting Secretary of the Authority and, as such, has the authority to perform
the powers listed above.
This resolution shall take effect immediately.

Member Ms. Gunnoe made a motion to approve this resolution.
Member Mr. Wells seconded the motion.
o

Board Member Votes:

6 Aye, 0 Nay,

0 Abstain. The motion passed.

c. Routine Activity Reports
i. Projects
A summary sheet was provided to the board about recent projects. No questions
were asked.
ii. Customer Service Statistical Summary

The statistical summary for customer service was provided to the board. Ms.
Gunnoe asked if there is any tracking for customer complaints; Mr. Wood
answered there was not. Mr. Wood stated that the 2,000 meters have now been
installed; about 85% of the meters can be read in the office and that percentage
should hopefully increase as the leaves fall. Mr. Hodge added that Mr. Will Berry
sent a letter to Mr. Hodge in regards to the meter antennae in Town. Mr. Hodge
asked Mr. Darby and Mr. Key to work on a response to the letter. Mr. Darby
said he just finished a similar case about meter antennae where the judge ruled
sovereign immunity and got thrown out.
iii. Maintenance Summary
The report shows information about the maintenance work orders based on
location and date. The preventative maintenance crew is doing a great volume of
work clearing and exercising valves and cameraing sewer lines.
iv. Public Relations Information
Various articles were included in the report, including a couple in regards to the
Smith Mountain Lake Water Treatment Plant project groundbreaking ceremony.
No questions were asked.
v. Strategic Plan
A summary of the strategic plan goals and work completed was included in the
board packet. No questions were asked.
7.

Chair’s Report: Presented by Chair Hodge
a. Summary of Groundbreaking
Mr. Hodge asked for any comments or feedback about the ceremony. None were
made by the board.
b. Review of Validation Proceedings
Mr. Hodge wanted to thank the board and staff for the work that went into preparing
for the hearing. Mr. Darby does not find it probable that anyone would join against
the validation case.

8.

Other Business
There was no other business discussed.

9.

Motion to Adjourn:
There being no further business to discuss, Mr. Wells made a motion to adjourn and Mr.
Segroves seconded the motion.
•

Board member votes:
passed.

6 Aye;

0

Nay;

The meeting adjourned at approximately 7:57 pm.
Prepared By Megan Aubrey – Communications Coordinator
Approved: October 20, 2015

0

Abstain. The motion
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