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A regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors of Albemarle County, Virginia was held on 
February 18, 2026, at 3:00 p.m. in Lane Auditorium, Albemarle County Office Building, 401 McIntire 
Road, Charlottesville, VA 22902. 
 

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: Ms. Sally A. Duncan, Mr. Ned Gallaway, Ms. Beatrice (Bea) J.S. 
LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Ann H. Mallek, Mr. Frederick “Fred” A. Missel, and Mr. Michael O.D. Pruitt. 

 
 ABSENT: None.  
 

OFFICERS PRESENT: County Executive, Jeffrey B. Richardson; County Attorney, Andy Herrick; 
Clerk, Claudette K. Borgersen; and Senior Deputy Clerk, Travis O. Morris. 
 

Agenda Item No. 1. Call to Order. The meeting was called to order at 3:00 p.m. by the Chair, Mr. 
Ned Gallaway. 

 
Mr. Gallaway introduced the following Albemarle County Police Department officers present: 

Lieutenant Dana Reeves and Officer Hunter Harmon. 
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 2. Pledge of Allegiance. 
Agenda Item No. 3. Moment of Silence. 

_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 4. Adoption of Final Agenda. 
 

Ms. Mallek moved to adopt the final agenda as presented.  
 
Mr. Missel seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 

recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Mr. Missel, Mr. Pruitt, and Ms. Duncan.  
NAYS:  None. 
_______________ 

 
Agenda Item No. 5. Brief Announcements by Board Members. 

 
Ms. Duncan said that she attended the walkout at Albemarle High School on Friday. She said that 

it was impressive to see so many students exercising their rights. She said that she was particularly 
grateful for the adults who made it possible and ensured their safety. She said that the Albemarle Police 
Department did an excellent job of stopping traffic, but it was also the community adults who walked 
alongside the students, creating a safe and supportive environment. 

 
Ms. Mallek said that she was pleased to see the ground, as it had been a long three weeks 

without the ground showing, and using ski poles to clear sidewalks was not a pleasant task. She said that 
the daffodils were emerging, which was a positive sign. She said that many sidewalks remained covered, 
and children continued to walk in the road. She said that she would continue to bring this issue to 
attention in the hopes that they could make significant progress on it, as it was of great importance. 

 
Ms. Mallek said that at the Greenbrier Drive and Hydraulic Road intersection, a large pile of snow 

remained, where children were supposed to cross safely. She said that as a driver, she was concerned 
that a child might be injured if they tried to walk on the side of the snowy hill. 

 
Ms. Mallek said on February 17, the third of four Scholar Studio Advisory Committee was held. 

She said that this event aimed to bring together work and community-based learning, students, industry 
representatives, and teachers. She said that it took place at the workspace at Center One. 

 
Ms. Mallek said that she was impressed to see the groups of students presenting their studio 

projects. She said that during the event, she met individuals from the architecture school, urban planning, 
home building, and finance banking fields. She said that she was there to listen and learn about the 
students' projects. 

 
Mr. Pruitt said that he would like to highlight and celebrate some advocacy that took place in 

Scottsville over the past week, specifically regarding community pharmacies. He said that Scottsville had 
lost its last pharmacy recently, and currently, residents had to travel to the Charlottesville metro area to fill 
prescriptions. He said that this was particularly impactful for residents in Southern Albemarle, northern 
Buckingham, and parts of Fluvanna who relied on this area for prescription medication. 

 
Mr. Pruitt said that several individuals, including former Councilor Eddie Payne, had engaged in 

advocacy efforts targeting the General Assembly to support a specific bill that had failed in committee. 
Although that bill did not pass, other bills were moving forward on pharmacy benefit manager (PBM) 
reform, which would make it easier for smaller pharmacies and financially vulnerable communities to 
succeed. He said that he would like to highlight the progress being made with the federal government on 
these issues. 

 
Mr. Pruitt said that he would also like to remind everyone that the next voting opportunity was on 

April 21, with early voting happening prior. He said it was for a single ballot measure to consider a 
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temporary pause on the current redistricting process. The soonest election would be the primary, which 
would take place in August. He said that this date was set regardless of the outcome of the redistricting 
referendum. He said that the candidates who were likely to be on the ballot included Tom Perriello, Beth 
Macy, John McGuire, and possibly Ben Cline. 

 
Mr. Pruitt said that all the information was available for those who wanted to learn more about the 

candidates. He said that he had been impressed by their current congressman's efforts to engage with 
the Charlottesville community through local events, which was something they had seen less of in the 
past with their representatives. He said that there was also an hour-long interview on the Jerry Miller 
Show, providing an opportunity to hear their congressman's views in detail. 

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley said that she attended the Albemarle County Spelling Bee for elementary and 

middle school students. She said it was a wonderful event that she enjoyed. She said that the Fire and 
Rescue Foundation was now up and running, and they were actively working on funding projects that 
would assist the career staff of the fire department. 

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley said that on February 10, she conducted a tour of Stony Point Elementary 

School, and that school staff wanted them to come and assess the need for renovations. She said that on 
February 11, she was asked, along with Mayor Wade, to welcome the Chesapeake Gateways Network, 
which was held at the Dairy Market. On February 9, she spent the entire day in Richmond lobbying for 
HB821, a bill of interest to the County and related to photo speed cameras. She said it did not make it out 
of committee, but there was another bill under consideration. 

 
Mr. Missel announced that March was National Senior Nutrition Month, and the theme was 

"serving up solutions". He said that Jefferson Area Board for Aging (JABA) provided free meals and 
community center membership to people over 60. He said that the Home Delivered Meals Program 
worked with its vendors to mail healthy, prepared meals directly to the doors of home-bound adults 60 
and over. He said that March 3 was National Caregiver Day, and JABA offered two caregiver support 
groups open to the public monthly. 

 
Mr. Gallaway said he joined Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley in attending the spelling bee. He said that it was 

enjoyable to watch the students compete. He also wanted to echo Ms. Duncan's sentiments. He said that 
the students from Albemarle High School and Monticello High School exercised their First Amendment 
rights by addressing issues related to ICE and national concerns. 

 
Mr. Gallaway said that while they were exercising their rights, he wanted to express his 

appreciation for the Albemarle County Police Department. They often had to respond to situations in the 
community, regardless of the circumstances, and their primary focus was to protect and serve. He 
appreciated that they were out there doing their job to keep citizens safe, including those watching, 
driving by, or simply going about their daily lives. 
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 6. Proclamations and Recognitions. 
 

There were none. 
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 7. Public Comment on: Matters Previously Considered or Currently Pending 
Before the Board (Other than Scheduled Public Hearings). 

 
There were no public speakers. 

_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 8. Consent Agenda. 
 

Ms. Mallek moved to approve the consent agenda as presented.  
 
Mr. Missel seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 

recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Mr. Missel, Mr. Pruitt, and Ms. Duncan.  
NAYS:  None. 

_____  
 
Item No. 8.1. Approval of Minutes: May 21 and September 3, 2025.   

 
By the above-recorded vote, the Board approved the minutes of May 21 and September 3, 

2025.   
_____  

 
Item No. 8.2. Fiscal Year 2026 Appropriations. 
 
The Executive Summary as forwarded to the Board states that Virginia Code §15.2-2507 

provides that any locality may amend its budget to adjust the aggregate amount to be appropriated during 
the fiscal year as shown in the currently adopted budget; provided, however, any such amendment which 
exceeds one percent of the total expenditures shown in the currently adopted budget must be 
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accomplished by first publishing a notice of a meeting and holding a public hearing before amending the 
budget. This Code section applies to all County funds, i.e., General Fund, Capital Funds, E911, School 
Self-Sustaining, etc. 

 
Strategic Plan: Mission - To enhance the well-being and quality of life for all community members 

through the provision of the highest level of public service consistent with the prudent use of public funds. 
 
The total change to the Fiscal Year 2026 (FY 26) budget due to the appropriations itemized in 

Attachment A is $544,060. A budget amendment public hearing is not required because the amount of 
the cumulative appropriation does not exceed one percent of the currently adopted budget. 

 
Staff recommends that the Board adopt the attached resolution (Attachment B) to approve the 

appropriations for County government projects and programs described in Attachment A. 
 

FY 26 Appropriations      
  
Appropriation #2026030  
  

Sources:  State Revenue  $544,060  
    

Uses:  Water Resources Fund – Mint Springs Dam  $544,060  
      

Net Change to Appropriated Budget:  $544,060  
  

Description:  

This request is to appropriate $544,060 of state revenue from the Virginia Department of 
Conservation and Recreation for Virginia Dam Safety, Flood Prevention, and Protection Fund grants 
awarded for construction related to repairs and maintenance work at the Middle Dam (#003188) at Mint 
Springs Valley Park, and the design of planned improvements at Greens Dam. 

 
By the above-recorded vote, the Board adopted the resolution (Attachment B) to approve 

the appropriations for County government projects and programs described in Attachment A: 
 

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE 
ADDITIONAL FY 2026 APPROPRIATION 

  
BE IT RESOLVED by the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors:  
  
That the FY 26 Budget is amended to increase it by $544,060;  
  
That Appropriation #2026030 is approved;  
  
That the appropriation referenced in Paragraph #2, above, is subject to the provisions set forth in 

the Annual Resolution of Appropriations of the County of Albemarle for the Fiscal Year ending June 30, 
2026.  
 

* * * 
 

Account String Amount ($) APP# Description 

9100-4-41200-324000-9279-0000-00000-
00000-240500- 

$544,060.0
0 

APP202603
0 

Mint Springs Dam 
Grant Revenue 

9100-4-41209-494800-9279-0000-00000-
00000-800605- 

$544,060.0
0 

APP202603
0 

Mint Springs Dam 
Construction 

 
_____  

 
Item No. 8.3. Quarterly Tax Refund Approval Request.  

 
The Executive Summary as forwarded to the Board states that Virginia Code § 58.1-3981 

requires that erroneous tax assessments shall be corrected and that a refund, with interest as applicable, 
be paid back to the taxpayer. Tax refunds resulting from erroneous assessment that exceed $10,000 
must be approved by the Board of Supervisors before any payments are made. 

 
Staff is requesting approval from the Board for the refund in Attachment A totaling $41,535.24 to 

conform with Virginia Code § 58.1-3981. The refund amount listed has been reviewed and certified by 
staff and the Chief Financial Officer with the consent of the County Attorney’s Office. It is the County’s 
practice to request such refunds on a quarterly basis. 

 
Staff do not anticipate a budget impact associated with the recommended Board action. Tax 

refunds are a customary part of the revenue collection process and refund expectations are included in 
the annual revenue budget assumptions. 

 
Staff recommends the Board adopts a resolution (Attachment B) to approve the refund request 

and authorize the Department of Finance and Budget to initiate the refund payment.  
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By the above-recorded vote, the Board adopted the resolution to approve the Quarterly 
Tax Refund Approval Request: 

 
RESOLUTION   

REQUESTING TAX REFUND  
  

  WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 58.1-3981 requires that erroneous tax assessments be corrected 

and that a refund, with interest as applicable, be paid back to the taxpayer; and  

  
WHEREAS, Tax refunds resulting from erroneous assessment that exceed $10,000 must be 

approved by the Board of Supervisors, after being certified by the Chief Financial Officer and the County 

Attorney.  

  
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that a refund in the amount of $41,535.24  

has been reviewed and certified due to a real estate assessment change and this refund shall be remitted 

to March Mountain Properties LLC to conform with Virginia Code § 58.1-3981.  

_____  
 

Item No. 8.4. Schedule a Public Hearing for Conveyance of Utility Easements on County-Owned 
Parcel Tax Map Parcel 06200-00-00-002C0 as Proposed with SUB-2025-00176.  
 

The Executive Summary as forwarded to the Board states that the developer of the Belvedere 

project, located north of the intersection of Rio Road E. and Belvedere Boulevard, is currently working 

through the site plan approval process with the County. The project is within the Albemarle County 

Service Authority (ACSA) jurisdictional area for both water and sewer service. 

 

During site plan and subdivision plat review, ACSA indicated that the most feasible and desirable 

route for extending sewer utilities to Belvedere Phase 4 and Phase 5 is an existing RWSA sewer 

transmission line located on County owned property, Parcel 06200-00-00-002C0 (Parcel 62-2C). Two 

new ACSA sanitary sewer easements are proposed measuring a combined 1,662 square feet, and would 

overlap with an existing 50’ RWSA easement located on Parcel 62-2C. 

 

In order to facilitate development of Belvedere Phases 4 and 5, new ACSA sanitary sewer utility 

easements are needed across Parcel 62-2C (Attachment A). ACSA and County staff have reviewed the 

proposed easement location and have no objections to the proposal. A public hearing and Board 

authorization is required before the easements can be conveyed. 

 

There would be no budget impact for the proposed easements. 

 

Staff recommends that the Board authorize a public hearing to consider the conveyance of utility 

easements to ACSA on Parcel 62-2C. 

 

By the above-recorded vote, the Board authorized a public hearing to consider the 
conveyance of utility easements to ACSA on Parcel 62-2C.  

 
_____  

 
Item No. 8.5. Rivanna River Bicycle and Pedestrian Crossing Planning Study – BUILD 

Application.  
 

The Executive Summary as forwarded to the Board states that the Charlottesville-Albemarle 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (CA-MPO), staffed by the Thomas Jefferson Planning District 
Commission, has been working towards the construction of a bicycle and pedestrian bridge across the 
Rivanna River since 2019. This crossing would provide a vital multi-modal connection between the 
Pantops growth area in Albemarle County and the rest of the Charlottesville/Albemarle urbanized area. 
CA-MPO has completed multiple planning phases of the project in coordination with staff and elected 
officials from two local jurisdictions, the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT), and community 
and public stakeholders. 

 
The proposed bridge location is entirely within Albemarle County, but less than two-tenths of a 

mile from the City of Charlottesville boundary. On the west side of the river, the bridge landing would 
likely be located on privately developed property with an existing public use easement and facilitate a 
direct connection between the bridge landing and downtown Charlottesville via East Market Street and 
Broadway Street. On the east side of the river, the bridge landing would likely be located on public 
property owned by Albemarle County within the established Pantops development area. The project 
includes the construction of a shared use path from the eastern landing site through privately owned 
property, ending at the intersection of State Farm Boulevard and Peter Jefferson Parkway. 

 
The CA-MPO would like Albemarle County’s support for its FY26 BUILD Grant Program 

application for the preliminary engineering phase of the Rivanna River Bike/Ped Bridge (See Attachment 
A). On January 15, 2025, the Board voted to support the CA-MPO‘s prior application for funding through 
the U.S. Department of Transportation’s FY2025 American Infrastructure with Sustainability and Equity 
(RAISE) Discretionary Grant Program to complete the preliminary engineering phase of this project. 
Though that application was unsuccessful, a debrief from Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) staff 
provided valuable information for improving the competitive application. 
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This bridge would improve the overall connectivity of the Pantops development area to the larger 

urbanized area, integrate with economic development and revitalization goals for sites close to the 
Rivanna River, and support Albemarle County’s Climate Action Plan recommendations by providing safe 
and comfortable multimodal infrastructure as an alternative to single occupancy vehicle use. 

 
This bridge is supported by the Pantops Master Plan and the Urban Rivanna River Corridor Plan, 

which were both adopted by the Board. The bridge would also support the focus areas identified in Phase 
1 of the Broadway Blueprint Economic Development Revitalization Study, completed in 2022. 

 
Support of this application would not incur any County costs. If the application for funding were 

successful, Albemarle County staff time would be needed to support planning efforts. 
 
Staff recommends that the Board support the CA-MPO’s FY26 BUILD Grant Program application 

for the preliminary engineering phase of the Rivanna River Bike/Ped Bridge by authorizing the Chair of 
the Board of Supervisors to sign the letter of support found in Attachment B. 

 
By the above-recorded vote, the Board voted to support the CA-MPO’s FY26 BUILD Grant 

Program application for the preliminary engineering phase of the Rivanna River Bike/Ped Bridge 
by authorizing the Chair of the Board of Supervisors to sign the letter of support found in 
Attachment B.  

_____  
 

Item No. 8.6. SE202500027 2010A Milton Road Homestay.  
 

The Executive Summary as forwarded to the Board states that the applicant is requesting a 
special exception for a homestay at 2010A Milton Road.  

 
Accessory Structure on a parcel of less than 5 acres. Pursuant to County Code § 18-5.1.48(d), 

the applicant is requesting to modify County Code 18-5.1.48(c)(1)(ii) to authorize the use of an accessory 
structure on a parcel of less than five acres for a homestay use.  

 
Please see Attachment A for full details of staff’s analysis and recommendations.  
 
Staff recommends that the Board adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment F) to approve the 

special exception.  
 
By the above-recorded vote, the Board adopted the Resolution (Attachment F) to approve 

the special exception: 
 

 RESOLUTION TO APPROVE SE2025-00027  

2010A MILTON ROAD HOMESTAY  

  

WHEREAS, upon consideration of the Memorandum prepared in conjunction with the SE2025-
00027 2010A Milton Road Homestay application and the attachments thereto, including staff’s supporting 
analysis, any comments received, and all of the relevant factors in Albemarle County Code §§ 18-5.1.48 
and 18-33.9, the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby finds that a modified regulation would 
satisfy the purposes of the Zoning Ordinance to at least an equivalent degree as the specified 
requirement, and that the requested special exception:  

  

(i) would not cause adverse impacts to the surrounding neighborhood;  

(ii) would not cause adverse impacts to the public health, safety, or welfare;  

(iii) would be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and any applicable master or small-area 

plan(s); and  

(iv) would be consistent in size and scale with the surrounding neighborhood.  

  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that in association with SE2025-00027 2010A Milton 
Road Homestay, the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby grants a special exception to 
authorize the use of an accessory structure built on a parcel of less than five acres for a homestay use on 
Parcel 0790000-00-04100.  

_____  
 

Item No. 8.7. SE202500035 2924 Earlysville Road Homestay.  
 
The Executive Summary as forwarded to the Board states that the applicant is requesting a 

special exception for a homestay at 2924 Earlysville Road.  
 
Accessory Structure on a parcel of less than 5 acres. Pursuant to County Code § 18-5.1.48(d), 

the applicant is requesting to modify County Code 18-5.1.48(c)(1)(ii) to authorize the use of an accessory 
structure on a parcel of less than five acres for a homestay use.  

 
Please see Attachment A for full details of staff’s analysis and recommendations.  
 
Staff recommends that the Board adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment F) to approve the 

special exception.  
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By the above-recorded vote, the Board adopted the Resolution (Attachment F) to approve 

the special exception: 
 

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE SE2025-00035  

2924 EARLYSVILLE ROAD HOMESTAY  

  

WHEREAS, upon consideration of the Memorandum prepared in conjunction with the SE2025-
00035 2924 Earlysville Road Homestay application and the attachments thereto, including staff’s 
supporting analysis, any comments received, and all of the relevant factors in Albemarle County Code §§ 
18-5.1.48 and 18-33.9, the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby finds that a modified 
regulation would satisfy the purposes of the Zoning Ordinance to at least an equivalent degree as the 
specified requirement, and that the requested special exception:  

  

(i) would not cause adverse impacts to the surrounding neighborhood;  

(ii) would not cause adverse impacts to the public health, safety, or welfare;  

(iii) would be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and any applicable master or small-area 

plan(s); and  

(iv) would be consistent in size and scale with the surrounding neighborhood.  

  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that in association with SE2025-00035 2924 Earlysville 
Road Homestay, the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby grants a special exception to 
authorize the use of an accessory structure built on a parcel of less than five acres for a homestay use on 
Parcel 0450000-00-048B2.  

_____  
 

Item No. 8.8. FY 26 Second Quarter Financial Report, was received for information.  
_____  

 
Item No. 8.9. Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) Monthly Report, was received for 

information.  
_____  

 
Item No. 8.10. Board to Board, February 2026, A Monthly Report from the Albemarle County 

School Board, was received for information.  
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 9.  Presentation: Three Notched Trail Master Plan Project Update. 
 

The Executive Summary as forwarded to the Board states that Albemarle County was awarded 
just over $2,000,000 in Rebuilding American Infrastructure with Sustainability and Equity (RAISE) grant 
funds to develop a Master Plan for a future Three Notched Trail Shared Use Path connecting 
Charlottesville to the Blue Ridge Tunnel at Afton. The trail is intended for use by walkers, joggers, 
cyclists, and other non-motorized users, and is anticipated to provide broad-ranging community benefits 
including health benefits, tourism growth, and economic development. Similar trails, such as the Virginia 
Capital Trail, have delivered these types of benefits on a local, regional, and statewide scale. The scope 
of the Master Plan includes four major planning tasks: 

 
- Evaluate route options and conduct an alternatives analysis of up to three potential path 

alignments; 
- Conduct stakeholder and public engagement to determine a preferred alignment; 
- Reach functional (30%) design for priority sections of the preferred alignment; and 
- Develop an implementation plan for the shared use path that identifies segments of the 

alignment that would have independent utility if constructed separately. 
 
This is a planning grant only and additional funding must be sought for project construction. Staff 

finalized the grant agreement with FHWA and released an RFP for consultants in early April 2024. 
Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. (VHB) along with sub-consultants Toole Design and EPR, were chosen 
and a Notice to Proceed was issued in February 2025. 

 
The County's consultant team of VHB, EPR, and Toole Design will provide an update on the 

Master Plan process, focusing on the project background, characteristics of shared use paths, community 
engagement, technical analysis, and trail route options. The second Public Meeting for the project was 
held on December 4 at which the three potential route options were presented for public feedback 
(Attachment A). A survey allowed community members to provide input on those route options. In 
addition to a summary of Master Plan work completed to-date, the consultants will outline the next steps 
in determining a preferred route for the trail. 

 
There is no budget impact. This is an update on a project that is fully funded through a federal 

grant with the only cost to the County being staff time to manage the effort. 
 
Staff recommends the Board receive the Three Notched Trail Project Update; ask any questions 

they have and provide feedback to the project team. 
 

_____  
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Kevin McDermott, Deputy Director of Planning, said was excited to be there today to provide an 

update on their efforts with the Three Notched Trail Shared Use Path Master Plan. He said they were 
joined by a few members of their consultant team today. He would like to introduce Chris DeWitt, the 
consultant project manager from VHB, Amanda Poncy from EPR, and Henry Cohen from Toole Design. 

 
Mr. McDermott said that since not all the Supervisors had been part of the Board in 2022 when 

they first started discussing this project, he would like to provide some context. He said that there had 
been a long-standing local and statewide interest in this project, which had been included in both state 
and County plans, including the previous comprehensive plan, the Crozet Master Plan, and AC44. 

 
Mr. McDermott said that in 2021, a planning process had been initiated, and a petition with over 

4,000 signatures had been submitted to advance the project. He said, following that, they had decided to 
pursue a federal grant, which was a highly competitive program. They were pleased to receive over $2 
million from the federal grant program. Since then, they had worked through the federal agreements and 
conducted a competitive procurement process, which had brought them this consultant team. As they 
moved forward with this presentation, he believed they would see continued County-wide support for the 
trail. 

 
Chris DeWitt, VHB, said he was the lead consultant on the master plan project, along with 

partners EPR and Tool Design. He said he would be discussing the project scope, what they had done so 
far, and where they were moving forward. Before they began, he would like to clarify the term "shared use 
path." They often used it interchangeably with "trail," "multi-use trail," or "multi-use path," but the official 
term was "shared use path." He said this facility was intended for non-motorized uses and was physically 
separated from vehicles. 

 
Mr. DeWitt said these paths were at least 10 feet wide and were paved surfaces, though not 

always. Shared use paths offered numerous community benefits, including transportation connections, 
active outdoor recreation, health, and community well-being. They also contributed to tourism and 
economic development. For example, the Virginia Capital Trail, a 50-mile shared use path, generated 
approximately $9 million in direct economic impact annually and supported about 99 jobs. The Swamp 
Rabbit Trail in Greenville, South Carolina, a 25-mile trail, had also been shown to generate significant 
economic and tourism benefits, with an estimated $7 million in direct economic input and supporting 
about 90 full-time jobs. 

 
Mr. DeWitt said they were currently in the master plan process, mapping a preferred route to 

connect Charlottesville to the Blue Ridge Tunnel. They had identified potential routes and presented them 
to the public. Once they identified the preferred route, part of their responsibility was to assess how the 
facility might be phased from an implementation perspective. It would be virtually impossible to build all 
25 miles in one go, so they wanted to engage the community in discussions about the preferred route and 
what was most important. 

 
Mr. DeWitt said they aimed to explain likely construction costs and outline the necessary steps to 

make the trail a reality. Following that, they would conduct preliminary design work on the priority 
sections, allowing the County to seek additional funding for final design and construction of those priority 
segments. He said they had begun in 2025 with data collection, community outreach, and held an open 
house early in the process. He said they also hosted pop-up events. 

 
Mr. DeWitt said that now, they were currently in the second stage, where they were identifying 

and evaluating route options. Specifically, they were considering a route generally through the Crozet 
area. He said their goal was to determine the most viable route to get there, and once they had worked 
with the community to make this determination, they would proceed with preliminary design. 

 
Amanda Poncy, Principal Planner with EPR, said that community engagement had been a central 

aspect of this master planning effort thus far. She said they had strong in-person participation, with over 
530 people attending three in-person open houses or public meetings. For those who could not attend in 
person, all the necessary materials were available online, along with a corresponding survey that yielded 
over 1,000 responses and more than 4,000 comments. She said that to reach property owners, they had 
mailed over 830 postcards and partnered with 21 organizations to broaden awareness. 

 
Ms. Poncy said that they had also held 13 outreach events, including a pop-up event, where they 

met with community members to encourage participation and raise awareness. Digital engagement had 
also been robust, with over 700 email subscribers and more than 11,000 visits to the project website. She 
said this level of engagement truly reflected the substantial community interest and had provided the 
foundation for the route options. 

 
Henry Cohen, Toole Design, said that one of the most frequently asked questions was about the 

route options, and he believed it was essential to understand that the trail's path was not predetermined. 
He said that in May of last year, they had held an open house, where they had presented blank maps and 
encouraged the public to share their thoughts on the corridor. 

 
Mr. Cohen said that they had asked about the important destinations the trail should connect, 

places to avoid, existing trails, and bike routes. He said that this open-ended approach had allowed them 
to gather valuable information on what mattered most to the public. He said that they had also worked 
with a technical advisory committee, comprised of County staff and community members with local 
knowledge, to identify key destinations and potential routes. 
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Mr. Cohen said that their marked-up maps had showcased the results of this process, highlighting 

potential routes and areas to consider. He said that one of the key themes that emerged from this initial 
process was the importance of perception of safety and comfort. He said that people wanted to feel 
secure and comfortable while using the trail, especially when it was separated from vehicle traffic. 

 
Mr. Cohen said that another crucial aspect was access to destinations, both recreational and 

every day, which could reduce the need for personal vehicles. He said that the public was excited about 
the lifestyle changes this trail could bring, including increased active lifestyles and family-friendly options. 
He said that the trail would pass through scenic areas, and it was essential to ensure that it did not disrupt 
sensitive environmental areas but rather enhanced access to these areas. 

 
Mr. Cohen said that the most pressing issue was implementation urgency; with people expressing 

a desire to see the trail built within their lifetime. He said that during their meetings and surveys, people 
had been clear about the challenges they would face. He said that looking at the steep slopes to the Afton 
Tunnel was definitely going to be a challenge. He said dealing with property owners and property access, 
ensuring they had the necessary easements, was crucial. 

 
Mr. Cohen said that even if the trail did not directly follow Route 250 for the entire route, it would 

have to cross major roads at some point. He said that making sure the trail considered what needed to be 
done to safely cross those crossings or navigate through areas along roads was essential. 

 
Mr. Cohen said that after investigating several routes, they had had to narrow down those 

options. He said that the spaghetti map was great for a million options, but they ultimately narrowed it 
down to three route options that they would present to the public. The three main things that defined their 
process of refining the routes were: terrain, ownership and right-of-way, and trip potential. 

 
Mr. Cohen said that because it was such a large corridor, it was not as simple as just having 

three independent lines to get from point A to point B. To address this, they had divided the corridor into 
different zones, allowing them to consider various route options within each zone. This approach had 
made it more digestible for the public, as opposed to evaluating each of the 20-mile options individually. 

 
Mr. Cohen said that the map illustrated the zones they established in the fall, spanning from Afton 

to Charlottesville, with approximately two to four route options in each zone for public consideration. In 
December, they presented these maps to the public at a meeting in Western Albemarle, along with a 
visual representation of the stations and key opportunities and challenges associated with each route. It 
was essential to note that the public was not voting on the preferred route, but rather sharing their 
thoughts on the challenges and opportunities they saw. 

 
Mr. Cohen said that they also had attendees express interest or concern about the trail passing 

through their property. The open house event in Western Albemarle drew over 220 attendees, with many 
sharing their thoughts and asking questions about the trail. Their goal was to gather feedback and use it 
to inform their decision. From those options, they needed to select a preferred route, and to do so, they 
must develop a set of data-driven evaluation criteria to guide their decision-making. These criteria would 
serve as the rationale for why they chose one route over the others. 

 
Mr. Cohen said that as they moved forward, they would be asked to explain their decision to the 

public, staff, and consultants, and they must be prepared to justify their choice. To ensure a clear 
understanding of how the community's values influenced their route decisions, they wanted a definitive 
answer. 

 
Mr. Cohen said they were moving forward with criteria based on input from their technical 

committee, public, and staff. They were evaluating routes based on connectivity, considering destinations 
and population centers, accessibility, trailheads, constructability, costs, and challenges. He said they 
were also assessing the user experience, scenic views, community support, safety, and avoiding 
dangerous intersections. Additionally, they were taking into account community feedback, as any 
concerns raised would significantly impact their evaluation. 

 
Mr. DeWitt said that they had received a significant amount of community input following the 

December meeting and online engagement. He said that this input would be carefully considered and 
factored into their route evaluation process. He said that they planned to apply the evaluation criteria, 
score and weight the different options in each zone, and assess potential environmental impacts that may 
affect their preferred route. 

 
Mr. DeWitt said that this process involved utilizing community input, addressing landowner 

concerns, applying evaluation criteria, and examining environmental impacts to identify a preferred route 
option. He said that they were currently coordinating with the County to determine the best approach for 
communicating with potentially impacted property owners as they moved forward. Following the 
identification of their preferred route, they intended to return to the community to discuss priorities, 
including what was most important and should be implemented first from an implementation perspective. 
He said that they would then focus on preliminary design for those priority segments and work with the 
county to pursue additional funding for final design and construction. 

 
Ms. Mallek said that she saw that environmental concerns were listed on the agenda, but not on 

slide 27. She said that she was afraid that she would continue to express her concerns throughout this 
process, as the survey information revealed that boardwalks were installed in critical locations, alarming 
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many people. She said this was a concern when considering the area's rare bird habitats and the 
prioritization of accessibility over the animals that lived there. She said that she hoped that they would 
take her comments in the spirit in which they were intended. 

 
Ms. Mallek asked if e-bikes would be allowed to use the path, even though they functioned as 

motorized vehicles. 
 
Mr. DeWitt said that for the purposes of this, e-bikes were considered non-motorized vehicles. He 

said that e-bikes would be permitted on the path. He said that motorbikes with gas-powered engines or 
high-speed battery-powered engines may be subject to different regulations. 

 
Ms. Mallek said that after the most recent community meeting, she had received a lot of feedback 

from people requesting when follow up meetings would be scheduled for property owners. 
 
Mr. McDermott said that they were processing the feedback to develop a single preferred route. 

He said that they wanted to avoid meeting with landowners, as they had approximately 800 potential 
property owners who might be impacted by the three routes. He said that to focus their energy effectively, 
they were looking to determine the most feasible route before starting direct outreach to property owners. 

 
Ms. Mallek said that to provide some background, she had been hearing from people that they 

may want to sell their properties within the next 10 years. She said that anyone conducting due diligence 
would notice the potential for a trail on the property. She said that this could severely impact their plans. 

 
Ms. Mallek said that when someone stated that they were not providing an easement over this 

property, she hoped that staff could understand this and refrain from further development of the trail in 
that direction. She said that some individuals were very adamant about their opinions on this matter, and 
she wanted to share this information to avoid wasting resources. 

 
Ms. Mallek said she held the project in high regard and believed it had the potential to be truly 

exceptional. She said that she was aware that long-term projects often encountered unforeseen issues. 
She said that she recalled similar challenges with the Capital Trail project. She said that her concern 
arose when she saw that they were willing to make sacrifices in order to expedite progress. She said that, 
in her opinion, environmental protection could not be a casualty of such expedience. 

 
Mr. Pruitt asked if there was an expectation that many or most easements would be donated, 

based on experiences with similar trails across the country. 
 
Mr. DeWitt said that in short, yes. He said that typically, as they began working with property 

owners and discussing specific easement needs and impacts, they were often supportive of the trail and 
willing to donate the easement. However, this was not always the case, and the cost of acquiring the 
right-of-way and easement could be a factor. He said that for instance, the Friendly City Trail in 
Harrisonburg, Virginia, was a combination of city-owned property and donated easements on private 
property. He said that in this case, the easements were donated, and as part of the negotiation, the city 
made some ancillary improvements to the properties. He said that this highlighted the potential for a 
mutually beneficial agreement, but it was not unusual for easements to be donated for this type of facility. 

 
Mr. Pruitt asked if they would be able to utilize pre-existing easements. 
 
Mr. DeWitt said the short answer was yes. He said that the easements, rights of way, and public 

and semi-public corridors had been taken into account in the route options development. He said that 
they had attempted to locate and prioritize these corridors as best they could. However, in some areas, 
they did not exist, and they were showing potential impacts to private property. When they could identify a 
corridor that appeared to be a preferred route, they would look to utilize existing rights of way easements, 
utility corridors, if available within that route option. 

 
Mr. Pruitt asked at what stage they could expect a cost estimate for property control. 
 
Mr. DeWitt said that they did not currently have an estimate of the costs involved. He said that 

once they had identified a preferred route, they would begin a more detailed analysis of the costs 
involved, including the acquisition of easements and the impact on their budget. He said that this would 
require a thorough review of construction structures, environmental permitting, and the acquisition of 
property and easements. 

 
Mr. Pruitt said that he was very excited about this project as a long-distance athlete. However, he 

was also deeply concerned about the potential costs associated with this project. He said that several 
extraneous factors made this an uncommonly expensive endeavor. He said that Albemarle County 
residents had previously been unusually resistant to easements, which could drive up costs. 

 
Mr. Pruitt said that the County had valuable land, educated residents, and a strong sense of 

community, all of which could make land acquisition more challenging and expensive. He said that the 
area's unique topography and lack of pre-existing easements may further complicate the process. He said 
that these factors combined created a stressful situation. He said he would like to know if there were any 
typical organizational strategies for communities that had successfully navigated similar projects. 

 
Mr. DeWitt said it was not unusual that once a trail alignment got established and public funding 

became available, they saw things like friends of trail groups or corporate sponsors helping fund projects. 
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He said that in his experience, the largest funding source for this type of project was federal funds. He 
said that friends groups, sponsorships, and partner organizations could greatly contribute and make an 
otherwise unrealistic project more feasible. 

 
Mr. Pruitt asked if Economic Development was involved in the process. 
 
Mr. McDermott said that they had discussions with the Economic Development Office, and the 

stakeholder committee had a member who was part of the regional economic development partnership. 
 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley said that the Economic Development Authority board had not yet reviewed the 

item. She asked if the County would be able to consider eminent domain to obtain easements for the trail. 
 
Mr. McDermott said that they had not discussed that topic. He said that he did not think it was 

something they wanted to consider at this time, as they were not yet ready to. 
 
Mr. Herrick said that the option was available if the Board chose to exercise it and met all the 

other requirements. 
 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley said that to construct this project, they would need to obtain permission from 

homeowners and landowners, at least some of them. 
 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley asked if the trail would become part of the Parks and Recreation Department. 
 
Mr. McDermott said that was to be decided. He said it depended on the alignment of the routes. 

He noted that several of the alignments passed through existing parks. He said that Virginia Department 
of Transportation (VDOT) also maintained shared use paths within their rights-of-way. There were other 
options, as well, such as having other organizations maintain the paths. 

 
Mr. Missel asked if staff had considered the County-wide trail offerings available today and how 

they might impact their overall larger, broader master plan trail system. He said that Walnut Creek, with its 
many trails, was a notable example, as was Biscuit Run. He said that there were numerous other 
opportunities for trails as well. He said that all these trails were part of the master-planned Albemarle 
County trail system. He said that he was curious to know if they considered how each trail contributed to 
the overall diversity and uniqueness of the system. He said that he wondered if there were strategies they 
would employ to ensure that the entire master-planned park system, including the trail system, was as 
comprehensive as possible. 

 
Mr. DeWitt said in short, yes, they were considering existing facilities beyond just parks, including 

public, semi-public, and neighborhood-owned trails, to explore potential connections. He said that the 
Three Notched Trail could serve as a major spine, allowing other trails to develop and connect. He said 
that his question would likely become more relevant as they engaged with the community about 
prioritization and implementation. Additionally, examining areas where a small section of the Three 
Notched Trail would have a significant impact, such as expanding an existing trail or facility, would be an 
important consideration. 

 
Mr. McDermott said that they were considering ways to offer different types of trails targeted at 

different uses. 
 
Mr. Missel asked if the planning criteria were weighted. 
 
Mr. Cohen said that they could be. He said that they could get very technical with the scoring 

process. He said that this could be helpful, but it also risked creating a false sense of accuracy, implying 
that they were somehow magically determining the perfect alignment. He said that he did not envision this 
project relying solely on numerical scores to determine the preferred alignment. He said that instead, they 
aimed to use these scores as a tool to explain their decision-making process. 

 
Mr. Missel said that Ms. Mallek's comments regarding environmental impacts were really helpful. 

He said that he wanted to echo those comments not only out of sensitivity to them, but also in exploring 
ways to incorporate them into the trail experience. He said that he was curious about the proposed 10-
foot width shared path. He asked if they expected it to be narrower in places. He asked if the trail was 
intended for all uses, or if there would be specific parts dedicated for specific uses. 

 
Mr. McDermott said their goal, as they were creating a single trail, was to make it accessible to all 

users. He said that as they had previously discussed, there may be opportunities for offshoots or 
connections to other trail systems that catered to specific users, such as mountain biking. He said that the 
primary purpose of this trail was to serve all users. 

 
Mr. McDermott said that the 10-foot width was the standard. However, he noted that there were 

exceptions where the width may need to be adjusted based on the location. He said that in rural areas 
where the trail was expected to receive less use and was constrained by environmental features, it may 
be possible to reduce the width slightly. He said that, conversely, in very busy areas, the width may need 
to be increased to accommodate the anticipated high volume of users. 

 
Mr. Missel encouraged the County to consider partnerships to address trail maintenance. 
 
Ms. Mallek asked for more information about the potential for using railway easements. 
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Mr. McDermott said that according to his understanding, the Buckingham Branch Railroad had 

indicated that they did not want to see any uses within 30 feet of an active rail. He said that if they owned 
additional right-of-way outside that 30 feet, they were willing to collaborate with them. He said that this 
meant that they could not follow the rail right-of-way the entire length, but there may be opportunities to 
work with them to utilize portions of their right-of-way, as long as they maintained the required distance. 
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 10. Introduction to the Bond Issuance Process. 
 

The Executive Summary as forwarded to the Board states that the County's Capital Improvement 
Plan (CIP) is primarily funded through the issuance of bonds, consistent with the Board's adopted 
Financial Management Policies that were last updated on November 19, 2025. 

 
As capital projects progress and expenditures occur, the County undertakes periodic bond 

issuances to provide long-term financing for eligible projects and to maintain alignment with approved CIP 
cash flows. 

 
At the February 18, 2026 Board of Supervisors meeting, staff will present a brief educational 

overview of the bond issuance process and highlight the key factors that credit rating agencies consider. 
 
The issuance of municipal bonds is a coordinated and methodical process involving County staff, 

the County's financial advisors (Davenport & Company LLC) and bond counsel (Hunton Andrews Kurth 
LLP), and the national credit rating agencies, among others. Leading up to any debt issuance, County 
staff and Davenport work closely together to align the County's capital needs, financial policies, and long-
term repayment considerations, developing a Plan of Finance that supports responsible and sustainable 
debt management. As the issuance process begins, Hunton prepares the legal and disclosure documents 
that form the basis of the financing, while Davenport advises on structuring considerations and prepares 
materials that effectively communicate the County's financial position and management practices. 

 
Prior to the Bond Issuance, the Board of Supervisors and the Economic Development Authority's 

(EDA) Board of Directors will be required to formally approve the Authorizing Resolution(s). At this time, 
Davenport and County staff will present a detailed Plan of Finance, including the specific borrowing 
amounts, repayment structure, and policy compliance analysis. This forthcoming presentation will provide 
the Board with the full financial context necessary to authorize the issuance and advance the financing 
process. 

 
Finally, a central component of the process is the County's engagement with the credit rating 

agencies. Their evaluation of the County's financial management, economic conditions, reserve levels, 
debt profile, and governance practices directly influences the County's overall credit standing and investor 
confidence. These ratings play a significant role in determining market reception and the interest rates 
available at the time of sale. 

 
The County has a AAA bond rating by the three leading bond rating agencies-Fitch, Moody's, and 

S&P-which represents the highest level of credit rating available. A locality with a AAA credit rating 
benefits from lower borrowing costs, stronger investor confidence, and greater financial flexibility. This 
top-tier designation signals exceptional fiscal health and minimal default risk, attracting investors, 
reducing interest rates on public project bonds, enhancing the area's reputation for stability, and making 
the community more appealing to businesses and residents while providing resilience during economic 
downturns.  As of October 2025, only 54 of the 3,000+ counties in the United States have AAA bond 
ratings by the three leading bond rating agencies. 

 
Key Next Steps: 
- March 17 and March 18: Authorize the financing. The EDA will consider the authorizing 

resolution and associated financing documents on March 17, followed by the Board of 
Supervisors' consideration on March 18. At the March 18 Board of Supervisors meeting, staff 
will request that the Board approve the authorizing resolution. 

- Week of March 23: Conduct rating agency engagement. Based on the financing calendar, 
rating agency meetings are expected to occur during the week of March 23, during which 
Davenport and staff will present the County's credit profile and respond to any follow-up 
inquiries. 

- Week of April 13: Competitive bond sale. The bond sale is expected to occur during the week 
of April 13, at which time the County will know the interest rate for the borrowing. 

- Week of May 6: Closing. Close on the financing during the week of May 6, with proceeds 
made available for authorized project expenditures. 

 
Capital projects to be funded by the issuance of bonds are approved annually in the budget and 

have been appropriated in FY 26. This issuance was anticipated in the Board's adopted FY 26 - 30 CIP, 
which will be updated when the County Executive presents an FY 27 Recommended Budget and FY 27 
31 CIP for the Board's consideration on February 25. 

 
Staff recommends that the Board receive the information provided in the presentation to use 

throughout the during the bond issuance process. 
_____  

 
Andy Bowman, Assistant Chief Financial Officer, said that in a month, the Board would be 
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requested to authorize the issuance of bonds. He said that this was an item that the County typically 
addressed every two years, with the last instance occurring in the fall of 2023. He said that as a result, 
there were three elected officials who had not undertaken this process, and three who had not done so in 
a while. 

 
Mr. Bowman said that bonds could be a complex topic, and the presentation would not delve into 

charts, graphs, and financing plans, but rather provide an overview of the process from past years, 
leading up to this point. He said that it would also explore their future direction. He said that he would 
discuss why the County issued bonds, how they were used, the role of the Economic Development 
Authority, credit ratings, and their financial management policies. He said that he would also explain how 
the Board's activities throughout the year tied these elements together, as well as their next steps. 

 
Mr. Bowman said that bonds served as a revenue source to fund capital projects and were 

considered a best practice in implementing capital projects. He said there were numerous benefits, but 
two significant advantages come to mind. Bonds allow for a smoother cost distribution over time, assisting 
with financial planning by issuing debt at a reasonable policy-managed level. The second major impact 
was that capital projects were generational investments with long-term, generational impacts. 

 
Mr. Bowman said the CIP was funded primarily by bonds, with 72% of the revenues in the 

adopted CIP being funded by bonds. He said it was essential to note that the County did not borrow for 
ongoing operations. He said this was established as a best practice and clearly stated in the Board's 
adopted financial management policies. He said bond issuances were generally planned every other 
year, and staff was always on the lookout to refinance existing debt or refund existing bonds when 
eligible. 

 
Mr. Bowman said a good rule of thumb was that bonds were typically refinanced around 10 years 

old, based on the interest rate. He said that currently, there was an opportunity to undertake a bond 
issuance in the spring, but the details will be presented to the Board on March 18. Moving forward, he 
would like to explain the process of issuing bonds from start to finish. He said this process began many 
years ago, when the Board was appropriating past capital projects and planning to fund them through 
bonds. 

 
Mr. Bowman said that the debt service payments, which take place over a period of 20 years, 

were a critical component of this process. Once a bond was issued, the payment, reimbursement, 
compliance, and monitoring were handled on an annual basis. The majority of the time spent on this 
process was working with bond council and financial advisors to develop a financing plan and package, 
with the goal of securing the best possible interest rate. 

 
Mr. Bowman said that after the plan was authorized, they met with credit-rated agencies to 

undergo a credit agency review. He said, as a result, those bonds will be sold and closed on shortly 
thereafter. He said this entire process was expected to be completed by early May. 

 
Mr. Bowman said that in previous years, the Board had approved five-year CIPs and reviewed 

them annually, anticipating that future projects would be funded by bonds. Each year, the Board annually 
appropriated capital projects and approved a resolution with the intent to borrow for those capital projects 
in the future. On March 18, the Board would take the actual resolution to issue bonds and approve a draft 
form of the financial documents. 

 
Mr. Bowman said that the documents would be a draft, as they could not be finalized until the 

credit agency review was completed, but they would provide a general sense of the form of those 
documents. It was essential to note that the upcoming budget discussion on capital projects was separate 
from the bond issuance, as the bonds were to fund already appropriated projects. The same week that 
the Board would be approving this, the Economic Development Authority would also take action. The 
Economic Development Authority was the conduit through which the Board was issuing bonds, and this 
was a best practice that was cost-effective and widely used by Virginia counties. 

 
Mr. Bowman said that after the Board authorized this, they would have a team of County staff and 

financial advisors meet with the three national credit rating agencies. Their goal would be to defend the 
County's creditworthiness and maintain the triple triple-A bond rating. They would receive their ratings a 
couple of weeks after that. The common question he had received in the past was what the bond rating 
agencies were looking at when they reviewed the County's financials. 

 
Mr. Bowman said they examined the economic tax base, which involved analyzing the mix of their 

tax base, economic development projects, and local and regional growth patterns. He said this 
information was informed by the cost for services study, the economic outlook report, and the Board's 
consideration of these data points last fall. The agencies also looked at financial performance and 
flexibility, which included reviewing the County's clean audit in December and quarterly financial reports. 
He said that the Board's five-year planning and consideration of multi-year impacts also tied into this 
section and adherence to and maintaining the long-range financial planning and policies was considered. 

 
Mr. Bowman said that the debt itself was also considered. He said they had two key financial 

policies, which were a ratio between current debt service obligations and operating revenues, and the 
total outstanding debt compared to the tax base. He said that the County's triple triple-A rating was 
earned three times, twice in 2003, and again in 2013. He said that ratings were re-evaluated each time 
the County issued bonds. He said that of all counties in the US, only 54 had a triple AAA rating, and 13 
were in Virginia. He said that a triple triple-A rating also enabled the County to secure the best possible 
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interest rates, as it attracted a large number of bidders. 
 
Mr. Bowman said that the triple triple-A rating translated to lower debt service payments, 

providing future flexibility. Additionally, in the event of an emergency or unexpected borrowing needs, the 
triple triple-A rating ensured market access and borrowing when required. He said that the next steps 
involved a request for action by the Economic Development Authority (EDA) on March 17, followed by a 
presentation by Mr. Sumner and Davenport Company on March 18 for the Board to authorize the bonds. 
Rating agency reviews would take place in late March, a bond sale was scheduled for mid-April, and bond 
closing was expected by early May. 

 
Ms. Duncan said that she was wondering if there was a standard length of time after a project 

was approved before the bond was issued. 
 
Mr. Bowman said that one of the key points was that they did not want to borrow too early or too 

late in the reimbursement timeline. He said that he was having trouble recalling the exact timeline, but 
they generally borrowed within a couple of years after a project was completed. 

 
Ms. Duncan asked if there was a limit to how much they could borrow. 
 
Mr. Bowman said the County had a policy limiting debt service to 10% of total operating 

revenues. He said that if the County were to exceed this threshold, it would still be able to issue bonds, 
but they would be rated at a lower rating, resulting in higher interest costs. He said that the more debt the 
county had, the less flexibility it would have to allocate funds for other budgetary priorities that the board 
may desire. 

 
Mr. Pruitt asked if the rates and offerings available to them as a municipality were comparable to 

those available in consumer credit markets and followed similar trends. 
 
Jacob Sumner, Chief Financial Officer, said that he believed the pattern would be similar. He said 

that the type of debt they were issuing was tax-exempt debt, which was typically at a lower rate than what 
was seen in other taxable capital markets. He said they would see a similar pattern, though at a lower 
rate. 

 
Mr. Missel asked how often they considered refinancing debt service. 
 
Mr. Sumner said that their financial advisors regularly conducted an exercise to monitor their 

outstanding debt and compare it to the current interest rate environment. He said that when certain 
parameters were met, it became advantageous for them to consider a refunding or refinancing of the 
debt. He said that in such cases, they would present the option to the Board for consideration. 

 
Mr. Missel asked if the recent AstraZeneca project would impact the County's ability to borrow 

and issue debt. He asked if staff had considered those impacts, as related to infrastructure readiness. 
 
Mr. Sumner said that the rating agencies would evaluate not only their historical financial picture, 

including revenues and expenditures, but also their planning efforts and planning processes. He said that 
as part of their conversations with the agencies, they would present five-year financial plans. He said that 
during their November discussion of these plans, they examined the short-term and long-term aspects of 
the five-year plan. 

 
Mr. Sumner said that he anticipated that these conversations would be part of their discussions 

with the rating agencies. He said that the agencies would assess their planning approach, including 
whether they were engaging in prudent financial planning and integrating their various plans. 

 
Mr. Missel asked if the AstraZeneca project increased the County's ability to issue bonds for the 

project. 
 
Mr. Bowman said that in the long term, he believed that the project would increase the County's 

revenues. He said that as total revenues increased, this provided more headroom for taking on debt. He 
said that the Rivanna Futures property was part of the 2023 issuance. 

 
Mr. Gallaway said that he thought it was beneficial to explain the triple triple-A bond rating when 

discussing the budget. He said that it was not immediately clear what this rating meant, and it may be 
useful to break it down in terms of dollars. He said for example, if they had a lower rating, they could 
calculate the interest rates and equate them to dollar savings. He said that this would help illustrate the 
benefits of having a triple-AAA bond rating, especially the benefit to taxpayers. 

 
Mr. Bowman said that he suggested they could bring that idea into the budget work sessions. 
 
Mr. Gallaway said that he would appreciate it if they could clarify the difference between a bond 

issuance and a bond referendum. He said that when they discussed capital projects, such as a high 
school or a large CIP request, and they had had a bond referendum in the past, it was essential to 
distinguish between the two. 

 
Mr. Bowman said that if a general obligation referendum was approved, the County could 

potentially benefit from about 25 basis points better on a debt service issuance. He said that this was 
because the market viewed debt backed by the full faith and credit of the voters as more favorable than 
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traditional bonds issued by the County. He said the Board would need to carefully consider which projects 
to include in the referendum, as a mandated project that was turned down could have significant 
implications. 
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 11. Closed Meeting 
 

At 4:29 p.m., Ms. Duncan moved that the Board of Supervisors convene a closed meeting 
pursuant to section 2.2-3711(A) of the Code of Virginia: 

• under subsection (6) to discuss and consider the investment of public funds related to 
possible agreement(s) with AstraZeneca LP and the Virginia Department of Transportation, 
where bargaining is involved and where, if made public initially, would adversely affect the 
financial interest of the County;  

• under subsection (8), to consult with legal counsel regarding specific legal matters (including 
possible agreement(s) with AstraZeneca LP and the Virginia Department of Transportation) 
requiring the provision of legal advice by such counsel; and  

• under subsection (29), to discuss the negotiation of public contract(s) with AstraZeneca LP, 
involving the expenditure of public funds, where discussion in an open session would 
adversely affect the bargaining position  

 
Ms. Mallek seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 

recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Mr. Missel, Mr. Pruitt, and Ms. Duncan.  
NAYS:  None. 
_______________ 

 
Agenda Item No. 12. Certify Closed Meeting.  

 
At 6:03 p.m., Ms. Duncan moved that the Board of Supervisors certify by a recorded vote that, to 

the best of each Supervisor’s knowledge, only public business matters lawfully exempted from the open 
meeting requirements of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act and identified in the motion authorizing 
the closed meeting were heard, discussed, or considered in the closed meeting.  

 
Ms. Mallek seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 

recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Mr. Missel, Mr. Pruitt, and Ms. Duncan.  
NAYS:  None. 
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 13. From the County Executive: Report on Matters Not Listed on the Agenda. 
 
There was no report provided. 

_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 14. Public Comment on: Matters Previously Considered or Currently Pending 
Before the Board (Other than Scheduled Public Hearings).  
 

Mr. Missel read the rules of procedure for public comment. 
 
Alicia Lenahan said that when they demanded better from their elected officials and expected 

their laws to reflect their values, they expected to see better outcomes. She said that the resolution 
passed by the Charlottesville City Council and the proposed legislation working its way through the 
General Assembly were helping Virginia catch up with other states. However, County residents were still 
waiting for a response from the Board. 

 
Ms. Lenahan said that the community was still waiting to learn how law enforcement would 

respond when ICE agents showed up at residents' doors without a judicial warrant. She said that they 
were also waiting to learn how law enforcement would respond when residents were brutalized while 
exercising their constitutional rights. She said that the resolution and other legislation were reactive. 
Policies, planning, and practices must reflect the changing landscape. 

 
Ms. Lenahan said that ICE agents should be transparent, in uniform, and carrying judicial 

warrants. She said that ICE agents were often showing up in casual attire, driving unmarked vehicles, 
and even posing as stranded individuals or helpers. If law enforcement was committed to keeping all of 
them safe, it must be vigilant, proactive, and strictly adhere to principles of de-escalation. 

 
Ms. Lenahan said that it must also be resolute in upholding the law, especially when federal 

agents posed as law enforcement. The specter of ICE agents at polling places loomed large. In April, 
Virginia would hold a special election addressing a proposed constitutional amendment that would allow 
the General Assembly to temporarily adopt new congressional districts to restore fairness in the 
upcoming elections. 

 
Ms. Lenahan said that the Board had time to plan and take action. She said that the County 

Executive oversaw law enforcement, and the Board held the purse strings. Together, they had the 
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authority and responsibility to ensure that the actions of local government reflected their values. She said 
that they could protect their community. 

_____  
 
Susan McCulley, Samuel Miller District, urged the County to make a clear statement and 

establish policies regarding how the County would respond when federal immigration agents arrived. She 
said that Commonwealth's Attorney Jim Hingley had pointed out in a meeting last week that regardless of 
whether a particular action was lawful, unidentified agents performing immigration enforcement terrorized 
the community and endangered both residents and law enforcement. She said that Minneapolis Mayor 
Jacob Fry had recently said, "You're not going to avoid this kind of engagement by not speaking up." 

 
Ms. McCulley said that she had heard both elected officials and CEOs say, "We don't want to 

attract any attention." However, she noted that this was precisely the point: they should all be paying 
attention to what was happening right now. She said that they should all be speaking out. Mayor Fry, who 
had experience with this issue, understood that not speaking up simply kicked the can down the road and 
subjected other places to this kind of unconstitutional action. He also recognized the importance of 
separation ordinances and other policies that instilled community trust, ensuring that everyone felt 
comfortable calling 911 in an emergency without fear of being deported based on their documentation 
status. 

 
Ms. McCulley said that this was not a moral issue; it was simply good policy. She questioned 

what the County would do to keep residents safe. She said the time to set policy was now, and the time to 
establish what police and other officials would do was now. She said other jurisdictions were doing this, 
and they wanted to know if the County would work with them to build dialogue and prepare action plans. 

 
Rebecca Brown said that she lives with a genetic health condition and disabilities that significantly 

impacted her daily life, leading to substantial personal loss. She said that as the County began its search 
for a new Director of Community Development, she would like to emphasize the vital housing assistance 
infrastructure that already exists. She said that the County had a robust housing toolkit, and she believed 
that there was an opportunity to hire a leader who will further enhance how the tools functioned and 
provide true preventative infrastructure. 

 
Ms. Brown said that currently, even when residents followed every rule and tracked every update, 

they can still fall through the cracks created by administrative design. She said that she was requesting 
four specific low-cost refinements to maximize the impact of the current programs. First, she proposed 
wait list predictability to ensure that individuals with disabilities or unstable health were not excluded by 
surprise openings. She said that publicly announced schedules for housing voucher wait lists were 
necessary to provide stability and clarity. 

 
Ms. Brown said she recommended an anti-purge safeguard to protect the work already done to 

qualify residents. She said that a mandatory 30-day cure period and clear reinstatement pathways were 
necessary before someone was dropped for a missed notice. This was particularly important for 
individuals who may be experiencing significant health changes. She suggested providing public-facing 
clear accessibility information to make it easier for disabled residents to find accessible units in the 
publicly funded developments. She said that this will eliminate the need for an exhausting scavenger 
hunt. 

 
Ms. Brown said they need to consider emergency relief program transparency to ensure that the 

program was used effectively. She said that service providers report that awards were often made below 
the maximum, even when funds were available and eviction risk remained. By providing clear written 
guidelines for award amounts, they can ensure that whenever funds were available, eviction risk can be 
fully resolved, rather than just delayed when people were vulnerable. 

 
Ms. Brown said she was asking for administrative clarity. She said the County had built the 

infrastructure; the next step was ensuring that it was used to its full preventative potential, so that access 
to help did not depend on total collapse and homelessness. 
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 15. Public Hearing for Walnut Creek Park Appalachian Power Utility 
Easement. To receive public comment on the conveyance of a proposed underground utility easement to 
Appalachian Power on County-owned Parcel 10000-00-00-03500 (100-35), a portion of Walnut Creek 
Park, to serve a cell tower subject of a County lease approved on August 9, 2024. 

 
The Executive Summary as forwarded to the Board states that Appalachian Power requests an 

underground utility easement (Attachment A) on County-owned Parcel 10000-00-00-03500 (100-35), a 
portion of Walnut Creek Park, to serve a cell tower subject to a County lease approved on August 9, 2024 
(Attachments B and C). Virginia Code § 15.2-1800(B) requires a public hearing prior to disposal of County 
property. 

 
Activation of the cell tower is anticipated to improve cell coverage for County staff and public 

safety at the park and in the vicinity. Based on previous utility easements conveyed to Appalachian 
Power, County staff determined that $1,500 was a fair and reasonable value of this proposed utility 
easement. 

 
If the proposed utility easement is approved, the county would realize a one-time payment of 

$1,500 of revenue for the utility easement. 
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Staff recommends that the Board adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment D) approving 

conveyance of the utility easement. 
_____  

 
Amy Smith, Director of Parks and Recreation, said that Appalachian Power was seeking an 

underground utility easement on a portion of Walnut Creek Park, which already had a cell tower. She said 
that they needed the easement to bring power from one location to another. She said that the lease for 
this easement was approved on August 9, 2024. She said that the cell tower was completed in April 2025. 
She would like to remind the Board that the cell tower was located near the maintenance shop at Walnut 
Creek Park. She said that the easement would run along the road, up toward the cashier booth, and over 
to the cell tower. 

 
Ms. Smith said that the budget impact was a one-time revenue of $1,500, which was determined 

by County staff on previous utility easements. She said that the cell tower would bring better cell 
reception into the park, which would benefit neighboring residents and improve safety in the park. She 
said that Walnut Creek Park had 15 miles of mountain biking trails, and in the event of an accident, it 
could take a long time for help to arrive due to the lack of cell coverage. She said staff recommended that 
the Board adopt the resolution approving the conveyance of the utility easement. 

 
Ms. Mallek said she was surprised that this request was not included in the original application. 
 
Ms. Smith said that they realized that they should have implemented the changes all at once, and 

they did not. 
 
Mr. Gallaway opened the public hearing. There was no one wishing to speak, so the public 

hearing was closed, and the matter was brought back before the Board for discussion. 
 
Mr. Missel moved that the Board of Supervisors adopt the Resolution, Attachment D, as 

presented in the staff report.  
 
Ms. Mallek seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 

recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Mr. Missel, Mr. Pruitt, and Ms. Duncan.  
NAYS:  None. 
 

RESOLUTION APPROVING CONVEYANCE OF A UTILITY EASEMENT TO  
THE APPALACHIAN POWER COMPANY ON TAX PARCEL 10000-00-00-03500  

  

WHEREAS, the Board finds it is in the best interest of the County to approve the conveyance of a 
utility easement to the Appalachian Power Company across a portion of Parcel 10000-00-00-03500 
(“Parcel 100-35”), a part of Walnut Creek Park, for the purpose of providing electrical service to a cell 
tower located on Parcel 100-35;  

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Albemarle County Board of  

Supervisors, hereby approves the conveyance of a utility easement to the Appalachian Power Company 
across a portion of parcel 100-35 for the purpose of providing electrical service to the cell tower located 
on parcel 100-35, and authorizes the County Executive to execute an easement and any related 
documents on behalf of the County after such documents are approved as to substance and form by the 
County Attorney.  
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_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 16. Utility Easements across County-Owned Parcel 09100-00-00-002E0.  
To receive public comment on the conveyance of a utility easement to Brightspeed of Virginia LLC and 
utility easement Virginia Electric and Power Company across County-owned Parcel 09100-00-00-002E), 
located at 1515 Founders Place.” 

 
The Executive Summary as forwarded to the Board stated that Albemarle County Public Schools 

(ACPS) is developing Parcel 09100-00-00-01100 for the Southern Feeder Pattern Elementary School 
Project. To support the upcoming construction and future operation of the new elementary school, several 
easements have been requested across the adjacent County-owned Parcel 09100-00-00-002E0. 
Albemarle County Fire Rescue Station 11 is located on this parcel. 

 
Two easements are requested. 
 
1) Dominion Power Easement: This easement (shown in Attachment A) would supply 

permanent power to the new Southern Feeder Pattern Elementary School. 
 
2) Brightspeed Internet Easement and Licensed Use Area: The access for this service will be in 

two forms. One section will be a non-exclusive easement for the utility (Attachment B). The 
remainder of the area needed for the utility will run through an existing unused conduit 
connecting to the main utility service along Mill Creek Drive. This area will be in the form of a 
non-exclusive licensed use agreement (Attachment C) which will not restrict future expansion 
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or modification needed to the Fire Station located on the parcel. The plat showing the 
proposed easement and license areas is in Attachment D. 

 
There would be no budget impact for these proposed easements and license. 
 
Staff recommends the Board adopt the resolution (Attachment E) approving the easements and 

licensed use and authorizing the County Executive to sign the agreements. 
_____  

 
Bill Strother, Deputy Director of Facilities and Environmental Services, stated that they were there 

for the public hearing to discuss utility easements across the County and parcel 91-2E. To provide some 
background, this parcel was actually Fire Station 11, located directly in front of a parcel where the County 
schools were building a new upper elementary school. For reference, the parcel was located along Mill 
Creek and Founders Place. These utility easements would directly support the construction and 
operations of the new school. 

 
Mr. Strother one would be a permanent Dominion Power easement, providing permanent power 

to the school. The second would be a telecommunications easement through Brightspeed, which would 
be separated into two portions: an easement and a licensed used area. He said that he would provide 
more information on why they separated this out and the benefits the County would receive from it. These 
easements would be non-exclusive, allowing for future modifications if the provider changed. The 
licensed used area would also not restrict the County's ability to expand the fire station renovations and 
perform additional work. 

 
Mr. Strother said they were actually providing an existing three-inch conduit that was installed 

when the facility was constructed. He said this would help save costs on the school construction and 
avoid routing the power all the way down Founders Place to Mill Creek. The telecommunications 
easement would connect with the three-inch conduit, then run directly to Mill Creek where the main 
interconnection was. 

 
Mr. Strother said that they had engaged with County stakeholders and saw no issues with the 

easements for the utility. He said they were working with County school project management staff to 
ensure that there were no interruptions to County fire services at the station. There would be no budget 
impacts for this easement to the County. He said staff recommended that the Board adopt the attached 
resolution, approving the easements and license use area, and authorizing the County Executive to 
execute deeds and any necessary or related documents to convey these interests. 

 
Mr. Gallaway opened the public hearing. There was no one wishing to speak, so the public 

hearing was closed, and the matter was brought back before the Board for discussion. 
 
Mr. Pruitt moved that the Board of Supervisors approve the Board adopt the attached Resolution 

(Attachment E) approving the easements and licensed use and authorizing the County Executive to sign 
the agreements.  

 
Ms. Mallek seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 

recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Mr. Missel, Mr. Pruitt, and Ms. Duncan.  
NAYS:  None. 
 

RESOLUTION APPROVING CONVEYANCE OF A UTILITY EASEMENT TO 

DOMINION VIRGINIA ENERGY AND A UTILITY EASEMENT AND LICENSE 

AGREEMENT TO BRIGHTSPEED OF VIRGINIA ACROSS 

PARCEL NUMBER 09100-00-00-002E0 

  

WHEREAS, Albemarle County Public Schools (“ACPS”) is developing and constructing the 
Southern Feeder Pattern Elementary School (the “Project”), adjacent from County-owned Parcel 09100-
00-00-002E0 (“Parcel 91-2E”); and  

  

WHEREAS, utility easements for Dominion Virginia Energy (“Dominion”) and Brightspeed of 
Virginia (“Brightspeed”) are needed across a portion of Parcel 91-2E to provide power and phone/internet 
service to the Project; and  

  

WHEREAS, the Board finds that granting a utility easement to Dominion and a non-exclusive 
utility easement and non-exclusive license to Brightspeed across portions of Parcel 91-2E, is necessary to 
support the construction and operation of the Project.  

  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby 
approves conveying a utility easement to Dominion, and a nonexclusive utility easement and non-
exclusive license agreement to Brightspeed, across a portion of Parcel 91-2E, and authorizes the County 
Executive to sign any documents needed for conveyance of the utility easements and license agreement 
as proposed, once the County Attorney has approved those documents as to form and substance.  
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_______________ 

Agenda Item No. 17. Public Hearing: HEARR Lease - Yancey Community Center.  
 
The Executive Summary as forwarded to the Board stated that in March 2018, the Board of 

Supervisors adopted a use framework for the B.F. Yancey Community Center (“Yancey Community 
Center”) located in Esmont. The use framework provides for public entities, such as Local Government, 
Community Agency Partners, and human service-oriented non-profits, to occupy space within the 
Community Center at no cost. 
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Health, Equity, and Access in Rural Areas (HEARR) is a nonprofit 501(c)(3) designated 

organization that has been working in the region since 2018. HEARR’s governing body consists of a six-
member volunteer board with approximately ten Community Liaisons and serves residents in a 10 to 15-
mile radius of Scottsville, including Southern Albemarle, Buckingham, Nelson, and Fluvanna counties. 
HEARR’s mission is to work toward healthier and happier lives in rural communities. Rural residents are 
often disadvantaged due to transportation and are often unaware of resources which could give them 
better access to services they can utilize. 

 
To further their mission, HEARR would like to lease space at the Yancey Community Center 

(Attachment A). Under the proposed lease (Attachment B), HEARR will utilize one of the trailer 
classrooms for meeting space, program development, small group education, and space for 
supplies. This space will continue to help HEARR towards achieving their mission to improve health and 
advance education related to health & wellbeing. 

 
Under the proposed lease, the County would forgo rent for this improved space. No additional 

expenditures or revenues are projected. 
 
Staff recommends that the Board adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment C) to authorize the 

County Executive to sign a proposed lease agreement. 
_____  

 
Bill Strother, Deputy Director of Facilities and Environmental Services, said that the public hearing 

for this matter was to consider allocating space to the HEARR organization at the Yancey Community 
Center. He said that in March 2018, the Board adopted a use framework allowing public entities, 
community partners, and nonprofits to occupy space within the community center. Currently, there were 
several nonprofit agencies, including JABA, the Department of Health, the Food Pantry, and Parks and 
Recreation, as well as various recreational activities, located in the community center. 

 
Mr. Strother said HEARR stood for Health Equity Access in Rural Regions, and their mission was 

to work toward a healthier and happier life in rural communities. He said they were a 501(c)(3) nonprofit 
established in 2018, governed by a six-member board and 10 community liaisons. He said they provided 
services within a 10- or 15-mile radius of Scottsville, including community engagement, small group 
education sessions, and outreach programs to promote health and wellness. 

 
Mr. Strother said that they partnered with local agencies and organizations to strengthen health 

systems and deliver integrated services. They also worked with resources to provide information and 
support to connect residents to health services in their area. Some of their current partnerships included 
the Blue Ridge Health District, JABA, Central Virginia Health Systems, University of Virginia (UVA) Health 
Systems, Sentara, WellAware, and other community organizations. 

 
Mr. Strother said they had available space at the community center, utilizing one of the classroom 

trailers that had been vacant. They had done some remodeling and painting in preparation and upgraded 
the lighting to LED for the anticipated use. For this partner agency, there would be no charge for leasing 
the space. He said the request was in line with the Board's adoption of the 2018 use framework for the 
Yancey Community Center, and staff recommended that the Board adopt the resolution authorizing the 
County Executive to sign a proposed lease agreement. 

 
Ms. Duncan said that this initiative addressed many of the needs that they had learned about in 

the fall from the health district, particularly those faced by people in rural areas. She said that she 
believed it highlighted the importance of public community centers in rural areas. She said that the listed 
website did not work, and she was wondering if there were plans to address the issue. 

 
Peggy Scott, President of HEARR, said that the website had changed, and it could be found at 

https://hearrnow.org. She said that it reflected the current needs and resource gaps that they faced. She 
said that they served the Southern Albemarle region, as well as Northern Buckingham, Eastern Fluvanna, 
and Western Nelson. 

 
Mr. Gallaway said that his only question was regarding the mobile unit. He asked if that was the 

only option available. 
 
Mr. Strother said it was one of the only spaces available. He said that the other spaces were 

occupied. He said that this space also provided ample room for material storage, as well as meeting and 
work space. 

 
Ms. Scott said that the space previously belonged to Monticello Area Community Action, and it 

held significant historical value for the community, having fostered trust among the children who were 
educated there. She said that as a result, they wanted to incorporate both the historical aspect and its 
connection to the community center. 

 
Mr. Gallaway opened the public hearing. There was no one wishing to speak, so the public 

hearing was closed, and the matter was brought back before the Board for discussion. 
 
Mr. Missel moved that the Board of Supervisors adopt the Resolution, Attachment C, as 

presented in the staff report.  
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Ms. Mallek seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 
recorded vote: 

 
AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Mr. Missel, Mr. Pruitt, and Ms. Duncan.  
NAYS:  None. 
 

RESOLUTION APPROVING A LEASE    
TO HEALTH EQUITY AND ACCESS IN RURAL REGIONS  AT THE 

YANCEY COMMUNITY CENTER  
  

  WHEREAS, the Board finds it is in the best interest of the County to lease a portion of the space 
at the Yancey School Community Center, located at 7625 Porters Road, Esmont, VA  22937 (Parcel 
128A2-00-00-01800), to Health Equity and Access in Rural Regions (HEARR);  

  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby 
authorizes the County Executive to execute a Lease to HEARR at the Yancey Community Center, once 
approved by the County Attorney as to form and substance. 
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_______________ 

Agenda Item No. 18. 18.Public Hearing for Conveyance of Utility Easements on Colonnade 
Drive (SUB-2025-00215).  

 
The Executive Summary as forwarded to the Board stated that Skyline Ridge Apartments were 

approved with site development plan SDP202400007 on March 12, 2025, for Parcel 060000000040C8 
(Parcel 60-40C8). Parcel 60-40C8 will develop 96 multifamily units, including 11 affordable units, under 
the existing R15 Residential Zoning. Access to Parcel 60-40C8 is provided by Colonnade Drive, an 
existing road dedicated to public use that has not been accepted into the State Secondary Highway 
System. Since Colonnade Drive has not been accepted into the State Secondary Highway System, the 
County must authorize the conveyance of any utility easements on the road. 

 
In order to facilitate development of Parcel 60-40C8, public drainage easements and utility 

easements are needed within a portion of the Colonnade Drive for ACSA to provide service to Parcel 60-
40C8 (Attachment A). The proposed improvements and placement of easements were reviewed and 
approved with SDP202400007 and will not impede the use of the roadway. A public hearing and Board 
authorization is required before the easements can be conveyed. 

 
There would be no budget impact for the proposed easements. 
 
Staff recommends that the Board adopt the attached resolution (Attachment B) to authorize 

conveyance of the easements. 
_____  
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Rebecca Ragsdale, Planning Manager, said this was a public hearing that was required by state 

code for some utility easements proposed within a right-of-way that was already dedicated to public use. 
She said that these easements were located within Colonnade Drive, which was associated with the 
Skyline Ridge apartments, a development on existing R15 zone property. She said that the Skyline Ridge 
apartments were approved in 2025 and were currently under construction. 

 
Ms. Ragsdale said that Colonnade Drive had sections that dated back to the late 1960s, which 

were indicated to be dedicated to public use on plats. However, there were gaps in that section along 
Colonnade Drive. She said the area at the end of Colonnade Drive was one of those sections that was 
within public right-of-way or dedicated to public use, but the road itself was still privately maintained and 
not part of the state system. 

 
Ms. Ragsdale said that these easements would allow the extension of utilities that were already in 

Colonnade Drive, without impacting the ability of the roadway to function, and they were typically located 
in roadways. She said that the plat was included in the packet. She said that they had not found any 
issues with the proposal, and it was consistent with the site plan that was approved. 

 
Ms. Mallek asked if this would address any gaps that could arise in the future. 
 
Ms. Ragsdale said that it addressed the gap in utilities for the Skyline Ridge Apartments. 
 
Mr. Gallaway opened the public hearing. There was no one wishing to speak, so the public 

hearing was closed, and the matter was brought back before the Board for discussion. 
 
Ms. Duncan moved that the Board of Supervisors adopt the Resolution, Attachment B, as 

presented in the staff report.  
 
Ms. Mallek seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 

recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Mr. Missel, Mr. Pruitt, and Ms. Duncan.  
NAYS:  None. 

 
RESOLUTION APPROVING THE CONVEYANCE OF EASEMENTS 

TO THE ALBEMARLE COUNTY SERVICE AUTHORITY 
  
WHEREAS, the Skyline Ridge Apartments were approved with site development plan 

SDP202400007 on March 12, 2025, for Parcel 06000-00-00-040C8 (“Parcel 60-40C8”); and   
  
WHEREAS, access to Parcel 60-40C8 is provided by Colonnade Drive, an existing road 

dedicated to public use that has not been accepted into the State Secondary Highway System; and  
  
WHEREAS, since Colonnade Drive has not been accepted into the State Secondary Highway 

System, the County must authorize the conveyance of any utility easements on the road; and  
  
WHEREAS, public drainage easements and utility easements are needed within a portion of the 

Colonnade Drive for the Albemarle County Service Authority (“ACSA”) to provide service to Parcel 60-
40C8;   

  
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Albemarle County Board of Supervisors hereby 

approves the conveyance of public drainage easements and utility easements to the ACSA across Parcel 
60-40C8 and authorizes the County Executive to sign any documents needed to effect this conveyance 
as proposed, once those documents have been approved as to form and substance by the County 
Attorney.   
_______________ 
 

Non-Agenda Item. Closed Meeting 
 

At 6:36 p.m., Ms. Duncan moved that the Board of Supervisors convene a closed meeting 
pursuant to section 2.2-3711(A) of the Code of Virginia: 

• under subsection (6) to discuss and consider the investment of public funds related to 
possible agreement(s) with AstraZeneca LP and the Virginia Department of Transportation, 
where bargaining is involved and where, if made public initially, would adversely affect the 
financial interest of the County;  

• under subsection (8), to consult with legal counsel regarding specific legal matters (including 
possible agreement(s) with AstraZeneca LP and the Virginia Department of Transportation) 
requiring the provision of legal advice by such counsel; and  

• under subsection (29), to discuss the negotiation of public contract(s) with AstraZeneca LP, 
involving the expenditure of public funds, where discussion in an open session would 
adversely affect the bargaining position or negotiating strategy of the County and the Board. 

 
Ms. Mallek seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 

recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Mr. Missel, Mr. Pruitt, and Ms. Duncan.  
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NAYS:  None. 
_______________ 
 

Non-Agenda Item. Certify Closed Meeting.  
 

At 7:02 p.m., Ms. Duncan moved that the Board of Supervisors certify by a recorded vote that, to 
the best of each Supervisor’s knowledge, only public business matters lawfully exempted from the open 
meeting requirements of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act and identified in the motion authorizing 
the closed meeting were heard, discussed, or considered in the closed meeting.  

 
Ms. Mallek seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 

recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Mr. Missel, Mr. Pruitt, and Ms. Duncan.  
NAYS:  None. 
_______________ 
 

Non-Agenda Item. AstraZeneca Resolution.  
 

Emily Kilroy, Director of Economic Development, said that this evening, staff was presenting a 
resolution to move forward with the AstraZeneca project in the County. She said the resolution before the 
Board would authorize the County Executive to sign agreements related to AstraZeneca incentives and 
the Boulders Road extension within defined parameters. The intent was to enable the County to remain 
responsive to critical deadlines and schedules as they continued to work on this project with an 
aggressive timeline. 

 
Ms. Kilroy said they were working in harmony to deliver a road, critical infrastructure, and ensure 

AstraZeneca can open its facility according to their development plan. She said that AstraZeneca will be 
the first tenant of the Rivanna Futures project property, which the Board purchased two years ago. In 
December 2023, they announced the closing of the real estate transaction at Rivanna Futures. 

 
Ms. Kilroy said that as they discussed during the real estate transaction, funding was a key focus. 

Owning property was a transformative investment in their economic future, but going it alone would have 
been challenging. Their goal was to bring in additional dollars to advance site readiness, including 
extending utilities, extending the roadway, and making conceptual engineering investments to understand 
how to best move forward with developing the property. 

 
Ms. Kilroy said that since 2024, they secured $31 million in state funding and $12 million from 

AstraZeneca to support the extension of Boulders Road. There had been a significant amount of support 
at the state level for moving forward with the vision of this project, which had positioned them well since 
AstraZeneca chose Virginia as the location for their facility. 

 
Ms. Kilroy said that the AstraZeneca project design incorporated several environmental features, 

including laminated timber, which replaced steel as a structural element, reducing carbon emissions. The 
concept also included a focus on daylighting, which had numerous environmental benefits. Some of the 
features that were not visible in the rendering included roof-mounted solar panels to help offset 
AstraZeneca's energy needs, as well as ground-mounted arrays. 

 
Ms. Kilroy said that the concept plan for Rivanna Futures represented a significant update from 

where they were a year ago. At that time, they had identified Land Bay 25, Land Bay 30, and Land Bay 
50, and the road followed a more circular path through the property. They acknowledged that they would 
need to be flexible with the plan, and this update reflected their progress. 

 
Ms. Kilroy said that the road had been shortened by about 1,000 linear feet, and Land Bay 50 

was now Land Bay 82, which will be fully AstraZeneca's over the next year as they completed site 
readiness work and conveyed the property. She said the project would generate 600 direct jobs. She said 
they were focusing on direct jobs because they knew they can count on them, but they also recognized 
that other jobs will be created as a result of this facility. She said the minimum salary for these jobs was 
$125,000 per year, which were high-paying manufacturing jobs. 

 
Ms. Kilroy said that AstraZeneca's presence unlocked numerous opportunities, particularly in 

research partnerships with the University of Virginia. Piedmont Virginia Community College had been 
working behind the scenes to enhance and level up their biotechnology and life sciences programs to 
ensure they had the qualified labor needed by companies like AstraZeneca and Afton Scientific. She said 
that there were great commercial partnership opportunities with local biotech companies, thanks to the 
Commonwealth BioAccelerator at North Fork Discovery Park and the Manning Institute at Fontaine 
Research Park. 

 
Ms. Kilroy said that infrastructure build-out was planned at Rivanna Futures to serve 

AstraZeneca's needs, benefiting Rivanna Station employees and future operations, as well as system-
wide upgrades that will positively impact the entire Route 29 North Corridor. She said this partnership 
also presented opportunities for other biomanufacturing facilities and supply chain partners, as 
companies like AstraZeneca had unique supply chain needs. 

 
Ms. Kilroy said that the strategic partnerships with Rivanna Station were also being explored, 

particularly in the area of national security. AstraZeneca's presence was expected to drive demand for the 
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rest of the property, and their concept plan was adaptable to accommodate future tenants. She said the 
Virginia Business Ready Sites grant will provide the necessary infrastructure to support the full build-out 
of the campus. 

 
Ms. Kilroy said that the transportation partnership opportunity funding from VDOT will enable the 

rapid development of the road extension, and energy and water sewer service upgrades will benefit 
AstraZeneca, Rivanna Station, and the region. As part of the prospecting phase, they were examining the 
tax revenue benefits to the County and using those as a starting point for conversations about incentives 
that the County could offer to ensure a successful outcome. 

 
Ms. Kilroy said that the AstraZeneca announcement included two projects, which they were 

excited to move forward with. She said that the original project was called Project Zodiac, and then just a 
few days prior to the announcement, a second project, Project Gemini, was introduced. She said that the 
total 25-year revenue from these projects was approximately $709 million, based on the investment 
parameters provided to staff. She said that this revenue figure was the basis for the incentive offer that 
they had developed, which was outlined in the resolution before the Board. 

 
Ms. Kilroy said that the resolution authorized the County Executive to sign agreements related to 

AstraZeneca incentives and the Boulders Road extension, within a 25-year financial incentive limit of up 
to $95.57 million. She said that the intent of this resolution was to enable the County to remain responsive 
to critical deadlines and schedules. 

 
Ms. Duncan asked if the projected revenue was a baseline minimum. 
 
Ms. Kilroy said that the finance and budget team, when conducting their revenue analysis, 

considered all applicable revenue sources for the business once it was operational. She said that for this 
business, revenue was generated from a combination of real property tax, based on land value and 
improvements, machinery and tools, and business personal property tax. She said that the valuations 
were based on the information provided, including the amount of money invested in the building and 
equipment, and then modeled over a 25-year period. 

 
Ms. Kilroy said that any investments made to enhance the facility during this time were not 

included in the initial investment parameters. She said that as a result, any additional work done at the 
facility would generate additional revenues not subject to this agreement. She said that the expectation 
was that the facility would continue to operate beyond the 25-year period, resulting in ongoing revenues 
generated off the project, as well as at the end of the 25 years when the incentive expired. 

 
Mr. Missel noted that if the build out timeline changed, the incentive schedule would be adjusted. 
 
Mr. Gallaway noted that this project justified the entire land purchase, but they still had available 

acreage for other projects. 
 
Ms. Kilroy said that was correct. She said they gained valuable insights through their 

collaboration with AstraZeneca, which significantly influenced their thinking and reevaluation of potential 
future opportunities. She said that over their work, they realized there was more acreage available for 
development than initially thought. She said they would be working over the next 12 months to better 
conceptually plan for what that could look like. 

 
Mr. Missel moved that the Board of Supervisors approve a Resolution authorizing development 

grant agreements and/or performance agreements with the Economic Development Authority of 
Albemarle County Virginia and/or AstraZeneca LP; and a directed funds agreement with the Virginia 
Department of Transportation.  

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 

recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Mr. Missel, Mr. Pruitt, and Ms. Duncan.  
NAYS:  None. 
 

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING BOTH   
(I) DEVELOPMENT GRANT AGREEMENT(S) AND/OR PERFORMANCE  

AGREEMENT(S) WITH THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY OF  
ALBEMARLE COUNTY, VIRGINIA, AND/OR ASTRAZENECA LP AND  

(II) A DIRECTED FUNDS AGREEMENT WITH THE VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF  
TRANSPORTATION 

 
 WHEREAS, the County of Albemarle, Virginia (the “County”) seeks to promote the economic 
development, improvement, and increased vitality of the Places29-North area; 
 
 WHEREAS, AstraZeneca LP (“AstraZeneca”) intends to acquire and develop portions of Parcels 
03300-00-00-001D0, 03300-00-00-01000, and 03300-00-00-00100 (the “Rivanna Futures Property”), 
located north and east of the existing terminus of Boulders Road, for industrial uses, including Project 
Zodiac and Project Gemini (collectively, the “Projects”); 
 
 WHEREAS, the Projects are consistent with, promote, and implement several Goals, Objectives, 
and Actions of the Albemarle County 2044 (AC44) Comprehensive Plan; 
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 WHEREAS, the Projects are expected to generate an estimated $709.6 million in County tax 
revenue over a 25-year period; 
 
 WHEREAS, AstraZeneca seeks the financial support of the County and the Economic 
Development Authority of Albemarle County, Virginia (“EDA”) both through (a) development grant(s) 
gauged to the incremental increase in real property taxes that will be paid to the County as a direct result 
of the Projects and (b) other performance agreement(s);  
 
 WHEREAS, County staff has discussed with AstraZeneca the general terms of potential 
development grant agreement(s) and/or performance agreement(s), subject to approval and execution by 
each party’s duly authorized agent(s);  
 
 WHEREAS, the Governor of the Commonwealth of Virginia has directed $20 million from the 
Commonwealth’s Transportation Partnership Opportunity Fund (“TPOF”) to support the Boulders Road 
Improvement Project, conditioned on the County’s execution of and performance under a Directed Funds 
Agreement, including the County’s commitment of $10 million to the Boulders Road Improvement Project; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, the County Board of Supervisors finds that: 

a. it is in the best interest of the County to enter into development grant agreement(s) and/or 
performance agreement(s) with the EDA and/or AstraZeneca to support the development and 
improvement of the Rivanna Futures Property;  

b. it is in the best interest of the County to enter into a Directed Funds Agreement with VDOT to 
support the Boulders Road Improvement Project; and 

c. such agreement(s) would promote the welfare, convenience, and prosperity of the inhabitants of 
the County; 

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

Virginia: 
 
1. Approves entry into development grant agreement(s) and/or performance agreement(s) 

with the EDA and/or AstraZeneca, subject to the terms specified herein, to support the development and 
improvement of the Rivanna Futures Property; 

 
2. Authorizes the County Executive to execute development grant agreement(s) and/or 

performance agreement(s), collectively providing for up to $95,570,000 in financial incentives over a 25-
year period and the conveyance of up to 82 acres of land, once such agreement(s) has/have been 
approved as to form and substance by the County Attorney;  

 
3. Approves entry into a Directed Funds Agreement with the Virginia Department of 

Transportation, subject to the terms specified herein, to support the Boulders Road Improvement Project; 
 
4. Authorizes the County Executive to execute a Directed Funds Agreement with VDOT, 

providing for a County commitment of up to $10,000,000 to the Boulders Road Improvement Project, 
once such agreement has been approved as to form and substance by the County Attorney; and 

 
5. Authorizes the County Executive or his designee to execute on behalf of the County such 

other requisite documents in connection with the transaction contemplated by the development grant 
agreement(s), performance agreement(s), and/or Directed Funds Agreement.  Such officer or his 
designee is authorized to execute and deliver on behalf of the County such instruments, documents, or 
certificates, and to do and perform such things and acts, as they shall deem necessary or appropriate in 
connection with the transaction authorized by this Resolution or contemplated by the development grant 
agreement(s), performance agreement(s), and/or Directed Funds Agreement; and all of the foregoing, 
previously done or performed by such officer or agents of the County are in all respects approved, 
ratified, and confirmed. 
 
_______________ 

 
Agenda Item No. 19. From the Board: Committee Reports and Matters Not Listed on the Agenda. 

 
Ms. Mallek said that the Crozet Community Advisory Committee (CAC) met last Wednesday, 

where they discussed topics for the year and focused on the high-priority goal of the Crozet Master Plan, 
which was adopted in October 2021. She said that the plan aimed to inventory the existing naturally 
occurring affordable housing (NOAAs) in the Crozet growth area. 

 
Ms. Mallek said that the discussion centered on how to move forward with this initiative, and it 

was possible that this work could also benefit other districts beyond Crozet. As a result, they would be 
working on this project further, and they could expect more updates from them on this matter. 

 
Ms. Mallek said that Solid Waste Alternatives Advisory Committee (SWAAC) meeting received a 

presentation last Thursday by Chuck Riegle, a recycling program consultant who lived in Stony Point. She 
said that he presented on the bottle bill recycling programs across the country, highlighting various 
methods to reduce the waste stream and benefit industries using aluminum and steel, as the cost of 
these raw materials was extremely high. She said that he also emphasized the significant energy savings 
and protection of natural resources that could be achieved through such initiatives. She said that the 
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discussion centered on waste hauler operations, and the committee was seeking input from HOAs around 
the County on their current waste haulers. 

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley said that at the SWAAC meeting, they decided to forward a proposal to the 

Board, which would change the charter. She said that instead of having two supervisors on the board, it 
would be one Supervisor. She said that she believed that this proposal would be presented to them later. 

 
Mr. Herrick said staff was preparing to bring the matter before the Board at the April 1 meeting. 
 
Ms. Lapisto-Kirtley said that she agreed with Ms. Mallek that there was a lot of interest in 

exploring County-wide or at least urban area initiatives related to recycling. She said that she thought 
they could expect another letter from the SWAAC soon, outlining how they could move forward with this. 

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley said that the EDA recently held a virtual meeting, which continued their efforts 

in economic development. She said that it was a follow-up meeting, and also yesterday, they had an EDA 
tour of the CvilleBioHub research facility, which was very interesting to see the progress being made 
there. 

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley said the Rio 29 Community Advisory Committee meeting was about North 

Point, and it appeared that a rezoning was expected to come before them in April. She said that there 
was significant discussion from residents regarding their desire to reduce commercial space in the area, 
not eliminate it, but rather reduce it and add additional apartments and homes. 

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley said that the EDA awarded a $25,000 planning grant for the first year and an 

additional $25,000 for the second year to support the food and beverage business accelerator. She said 
that this funding was intended to further develop the food industry in their area. 

 
Mr. Gallaway said that the Charlottesville Chamber of Commerce Public Policy Committee had 

met. He said that the committee was responsible for hosting the State of Community, which had been 
delayed or rescheduled due to the snow event. He said that this event would take place this Friday at 
7:30 a.m., with an 8:00 coffee hour start. 

 
Mr. Gallaway said that on March 25, the Regional Housing Partnership would be holding their 

quarterly meeting. He said that at this meeting, Dr. Benjamin Preis of the National Housing Crisis Task 
Force would be presenting. He said that this task force was spearheaded by the mayors of Cleveland and 
Atlanta, and it involved numerous city and metro areas. He said that he had the opportunity to hear Dr. 
Preis speak last year at the NACo legislative session. He said that the presentation would be broadcast. 

 
Mr. Gallaway said he would be attending the NACo legislative conference in Washington DC. He 

said he wanted to present a letter, and he requested that the Board take action to authorize him to sign 
and deliver the letter to federal representatives at the conference. The letter was related to the ICE topic 
and had been a subject of community concern. 

 
Mr. Gallaway said that their students had recently taken action on the issue, and they believed it 

was an opportune time to hand-deliver the letter to their federal representatives, who were scheduled to 
meet with them during the conference. The letter was addressed to Senator Warner, Senator Kaine, and 
Representative McGuire. He read the letter in the form of a motion. 

 
Mr. Gallaway moved that the Board of Supervisors authorize the Chair to sign and deliver the 

letter to federal representatives.  
 
Ms. Mallek seconded the motion. Roll was called and the motion carried by the following 

recorded vote: 
 

AYES:  Mr. Gallaway, Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley, Ms. Mallek, Mr. Missel, Mr. Pruitt, and Ms. Duncan.  
NAYS:  None. 
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_____ 

 
Ms. LaPisto-Kirtley announced that the airport was hosting an event at Research Park on 

February 27, 2026, from 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. She said that registration was required in advance. She 
said that there was also a Tourism for All conference scheduled from 8:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. at the 
Hillsdale Conference Center on February 24th. 
_______________ 
 

Agenda Item No. 20. Adjourn to February 25, 2026, 12:00 p.m., Room 241.   
 
At 7:35 p.m., the Board adjourned its meeting to February 25, 2026, 12:00 p.m., Room 241.  
 
 
 

 __________________________________     
 Chair                       
 
 

 
Approved by Board 
 
Date 05/06/2026 
 
Initials CKB 

 


