Minutes
Planmng Commission
Isle of Wight County
November 18, 2025

1. Call to Order

Planning Commussion member Brian Carroll called the Isle of Wight County Planning Commission
meeting to order at 6:00 PM on November 18, 2025, in the Board of Supervisors Room at the Isle
of Wight County Courthouse, Isle of Wight, Virginia.

Invocation

Commissioner Johnson delivered the invocation.

Pledge of Allegiance

Commussioner Carroll invited everyone present to join in the Pledge of Allegiance.

2. Roll Call/Determination of a Quorum

Roll was called and the following members were present: Brian Casroll, Jennifer Boykin, Brian
Shotwell, George Rawls, and Keith Johnson. The following members were absent: Bobby
Bowser, James Ford, Raynard Gibbs, and Matthew Smith.

A quorum was determined.
Commussioner Ford was not present during roll call but joined the meeting at 6:29 p.m.

The Chair and Vice Chair were absent from the meeting. Commissioner Carroll was nominated to
serve as Temporary Chair for the duration of the meeting. A motion to appoint Commissioner
Carroll as Temporary Chair was made by Commussioner Boykin and seconded by Commissioner
Shotwell. The motion passed unanimously.

ALSO IN ATTENDANCE

Amy Ring, Community Development Director
Bobby Jones, County Attorney

Amanda Landrus, Secretary

3.  Action on Requests to Withdraw or Table Pending Agenda Items

Temporary Chairman Carroll asked if there were any requests to table or withdrawal agenda items.
Amvy Ring stated there were no requests.

4. Approval of Agenda

Temporary Chairman Carroll called for a vote to approve the agenda. Commissioner Boykin made
the motion to approve the agenda. Commissioner Johnson seconded the motion. Temporary
Chairman Carroll asked for all in favor to signify by saving aye. The motion passed unanimously.



5. Consent Agenda

Temporary Chairman Caroll called for a vote to approve the consent agenda. Commissioner Rawls
made the motion to approve the consent agenda. Commissioner Boykin seconded the motion.
Temporary Chairman Carroll asked for all in favor to signify by saying aye. The motion passed
unammously.

6. Citizens' Comments

Temporary Commissioner Carroll opened the floor for any citizens’ comments.

Mr. David Tucker, 6251 Old Stage Highway, Smithfield, spoke regarding concerns related to the
former Energy Task Force and issues suurounding Battery Energy Storage Systems (BESS).

M. Tucker stated that any ordinance addressing BESS that does not restrict systems operated by
PJM Transmission Cooperative or Dominion Energy for distribution or community use is, in his
view, inappropriate. He argued that any BESS installation that is not “behind the meter,” privately
owned, and responsibly managed presents unnecessary financial and operational risks to residential
ratepayers.

He remarked that BESS facilities consume more energy than they produce, and that inefficiencies
in energy storage ultimately increase costs borne by ratepayers—whether the wasted energy
originates from out-of-state transmission, regional distribution, or local community-sharing
systems.

M. Tucker referenced historic storage facilities at Smith Mountain and Bath County, explaining
they were originally designed to manage energy demand fluctuations but still operate at significant
inefficiencies. He asserted that Dominion Energy had provided inaccurate information to Halifax
County regarding the purpose and number of its operational BESS facilities. According to Mr.
Tucker, Dominion operates two BESS sites—Dry Bridge and Scott Solar—both with reported
inefficiency rates.

He added that North Carolina’s larger number of BESS systems also demonstrates simular
inefficiency issues. Mr. Tucker said his attendance at meetings of the Virginia Commission on
Electric Utility Regulation (VCEUR) revealed that utility profits are tied more to capital spending
than to operational efficiency. As a ratepaver, he urged both the VCEUR and the State Corporation
Commission (SCC) to consider closing facilities he believes pose increased risk or financial harm to
residents.

Mr. Tucker described prior interactions with Dominion Energy, stating that representatives had
contacted him unsolicited and behaved unprofessionally when he sought information or raised
concerns. He also described experiences with the Virginia Department of Energy and a former
chair of the Virginia Solar Energy Development and Energy Storage Authority, whom he claims
attempted to silence him after he publicly commented on local energy issues.

7. Public Hearings



A. Five Year Comprehensive Plan Review Proposed Revisions

Amy Ring, Community Development Director, gave the following presentation.
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Temporary Chairman Carroll opened the public hearing and invited any citizen comments,

Mz. Jonathan Hartley, 11192 Comet Road, stated that he previously served on the Citizens
Advisory Committee, which collaborated with planning staff and the Planmng Commission on
updating the County’s Comprehensive Plan. His primary areas of interest included rural county
areas and transportation connectivity. Mr. Hartley referenced his submutted letter and notes as part
of hus remarks.

Mzr. Hartley emphasized that change is inevitable, though it can be uncomfortable. He lughlighted
the long-term nature of comprehensive planning, noting that the current plan spans a twenty year
horizon, while the 2025 update is a five-year revision prepared without the full resources used for
the 2020 plan. He commended County staff for their extensive efforts in producing the update
despite the small size of the planning team and their ongoing duties serving the public.

He expressed disagreement with a recent editonal in the local newspaper suggesting that the County
revisit the plan, stating that the editorial failed to consider the planning process, legal requirements,
and historical context of the update. Mr. Hartley noted the constraints umposed on the County by
Dillon’s Rule and emphasized Virginia’s strong property rights framework, highlighting the
influence of the Virginia Home Builders Association in shaping development regulations.

Regarding growth management, Mr. Hartley recalled opposition from community members
historically referred to as the “Gate Closers Five” and noted that concerns about growth are
longstanding in Isle of Wight County. He described the updated plan’s approach to designating
development areas, including that roughly 10.6% of the County’s land is allocated for future
development—primanly in the Windsor area—while the Newport Development District compuses
only 3.8% of the County, leaving 90% of the County outside of intensive development zones.

Mr. Hartley advocated for a more detailed study of the rural areas, including understanding the
viability of farm and forestry communities and identifying local resources such as the Blackwater
River, the James River, and the former Walters railroad corridor, which could serve as a regional
bicycle trail. He recommended that these studies be undertaken over the next five years to inform
future planning, though he did not suggest modifying the current plan at this time.

He concluded by encouraging the Board to support and approve the updated Comprehensive Plan.

Mz Bill Butler, 6175 Rivers Ridge Lane, addressed the Commission regarding conceins about
farmland and agricultural sustainability. He noted that the average farmer is 58 vears old and that



the farming industiy is facing a decline, referencing a recent news report on the topic.

Mzr. Butler emphasized the importance of preserving farmland when considering future
development. He cautioned that once farmland 1s developed, it is lost permanently and urged the
Board to consider the long-term implications for future generations’ food secunty. He highlighted
advancements 1 agncultural technology, such as automated tractors, wluch may allow fanmners to
work more efficiently, but stressed that responsible land use planning remains critical.

He also commented on land use related to energy developments, stating that large-scale solar
mstallations on farmland may be less efficient compared to smaller, more concentrated energy
projects. Mr. Butler concluded by encouraging the Board to weigh long-term land preservation
alongside short-term development incentives,

Mr. David Tucker, 6251 Old Stage Higlway, Rushmere, spoke again regarding the Comprehensive
Plan. He acknowledged the controversy surrounding the plan and admitted he had not reviewed it
m detail due to the ongoing debates.

Mir. Tucker expressed skepticism about certain plan provisions, including broadband nutiatives,
comparisons of local crime rates to national averages, and projected increases in property values,
which he noted could lead to lugher taxes. He raised concerns about development in the Burwells
Bay area, particulatly traffic safety issues on Route 10 and Burwells Bay Road, citing blind spots
and accident hazards.

He criticized the perceived prorities of developers, asserting that development tends to follow
existing sewer mfrastructure rather than community needs. Mr. Tucker questioned whether the
plan reflects the interests of long-term residents and emphasized the need for careful consideration
of local conditions and infrastructure before approving large-scale developments.

Temporary Chairman Carroll asked if any additional citizens wished to speak regarding the
Comprehensive Plan. Hearing none, he closed the public hearing and invited the Commuissioners to
begin discussion.

Commnussioner Boykin inquured about changes in the County’s manufacturing and retail spaces since

2020.

Ms. Ring responded that this information was not included in the current plan but is available in
the County’s economic development annnal report. She noted that the Economic Development
Director, Kristi Sutphin, 1s scheduled to provide an update on the state of economic development
in January.

Commnussioner Johnson commended the staff for the extensive work on the plan but raised

questions regarding the transportation and connectivity sections. He noted several tables and data
points appeared outdated or incomplete, mncluding the tollowing items:

¢ Page 48-49: Status of bridge projects and IROD program updates, including Windsor.



¢ Page 69: Fire and rescue response numbers, currently from

2018. Page 72: Number of county employees, currently from

2018.

¢ Page 73: Solar farm approvals, noting the count increased from three to eleven, but the
referenced vear remained 2019; it should be updated to 2024.

o Page 82: Public engagement feedback on top county priorities, which was sourced from
2020.

® Page 92-94: Commuter data and employment statistics, with potential miscalculations or
unclear descriptions of residents living and working in the county.

e Page 95 Farmland statistics, where the plan stated only 1% of the county is actively farmed;
Mi. Johnson clarified that approximately 40% of the county’s land is farmland.

Mr. Johnson also raised questions regarding the Policies and Actions table on pages 98-99, noting
that the status of some actions had changed since the benchmark report and suggested that updates
be reflected in the current draft.

Ms. Ring acknowledged the points raised, confirming she would review and update information as
necessary, consult with staff on data discrepancies, and incorporate the most current figures were
available.

Temporary Chairman Carroll asked if there were any additional comments. None were offered.

Commissioner Ford asked about the timing of the next Board meeting on December 11, 2025, and
whether the plan could be submitted in time if approved at the current meeting.

Commissioner Shotwell made the motion to table consideration of the draft plan due to the
absence of several commissioners. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Ford.

The motion passed wanimously (6-0) with Commissioner Carroll, Commissioner Ford,
Commussioner Boykin, Commissioner Shotwell, Commissioner Rawls, Commissioner Johnson
voting in favor of the motion and no commissioner voting against the motion.

B. Rushmere Village Master Plan

Amy Ring, Community Development Director, gave the following presentation.
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Temporary Chairman Carroll opened the public hearing and called for citizen comments.

Mr. Ronnie Brunt, 14466 Burwells Bay Road, addressed the Board regarding proposed public
waterfront access at Tylers Beach and Burwells Bay. Mr. Brunt noted that he has lived i the area lis



entire life and is currently President of the Burwells Bay Improvement Association. He expressed
concerns about the potential impacts of adding public waterfront access, citing longstanding issues
with mixing commercial and private property in the area. Mr. Brunt referenced historical conflicts
and ongoing problems, including pubhlic disturbances, trespassing, and other musances, and
emphasized that the local beaches under private management are patrolled and maintained to
prevent such issues.

Mzr. Brunt argued that public access could reintroduce problems previously mitigated over decades
and questioned whether the project would serve the communmty effectuvely. He also noted survey
results included i the Comprehensive Plan, highlighting that only 54°% of respondents expressed
support for little to no development, suggesting significant community hesitation.

He concluded that, based on historical experience and survey feedback, the community may not be
ready for the proposed public waterfront project at Tyler’s Beach.

Ms. Pat O’Benry Edwards-Eich, 2425 North Shore Drive, addressed the Commission in opposition
to the proposed Rushmere Village Master Plan. She stated that she completed the survey and was
among the majority of respondents who opposed development in the area.

Ms. Edwards-Eich expressed concerns that Rushmere Village could become similar to other large-
scale developments in the County, including Carrollton, Benn'’s Grant, and north Suffolk. She
highlighted existing tratfic congestion along Route 10 and within Rushmere, noting that cutrent
traffic conditions already create challenges for residents commuting daily. She encouraged the
Commussioners to observe tratfic in the area during peak hours to understand the impact firsthand.

Ms. Edwards-Eich also raised concerns about infrastructure deficiencies, citing potholes and
road conditions along Lawnes Neck Road, which she said are inadequate to support additional
development. She emphasized the importance of preserving farmland, noting that three large
farms would be directly impacted by the proposed development, potentially resulting in the
permanent loss of aguicultural land.

Ms. Edwards-Eich concluded by urging the Commission to reconsider the Rushmere Village Plan
and allow the ruial character of the area to remain intact, supporting only organized and controlled
development consistent with the County’s long-term planning goals.

Mr. Gary Parsons, 13246 Lawns Court, addressed the Commission regarding the proposed
Rushmere Plan. He noted that althougl his mailing address is Smithfield, he resides within the
section of Rushmere identified for low-density development in the Comprehensive Plan,
specifically Ennisdale Farms, where parcels range from five to ten acres.

M. Parsons expressed concern over inconsistencies in the plan, citing slides that indicated low
density development for farm fields but also showed townhouses, apartments, and higher-density
housing. He emphasized that the appeal of Rushmere lies in its open farm fields and wooded areas,
and argued against major residential developments that could compromise the rural character of
the commumity.



He raised several infrastructure concerns, particularly regarding Route 10 as the primary access
route, noting limited alternative routes and potential traffic congestion if the area is further
developed. He highlighted the capacity constraints of local schools, indicating that additional
development would exacerbate overcrowding despite data or projections suggesting otherwise.

M. Parsons concluded by urging the Commission to carefully consider the impact of proposed
developments on rural character, traffic infrastructure, and school capacity before approving new
projects in Rushmere.

Ms. Tamara Brawley, 14637 Tyler’s Beach Road, addressed the Commussion regarding concerns
about potential development near Tylers Beach. She stated that she and her family moved to the
area in September of the previous year to enjoy rural living on a ten-acre property.

Ms. Brawley expressed concerns regarding ongoing trespassing on her property, noting that
individuals from the public beach frequently cross private land, leave trash, and create other
disturbances. She emphasized that existing signage is insufficient and called for ncreased measures
to protect private property.

She also raised concerns about potential impacts of additional development m the area, including
increased traffic and further disturbances. Ms. Brawley requested that future plans include more
detailed information regarding proposed improvements for Tylers Beach rather than general
statements to better understand how the area will be managed and protected.

Temporary Chairman Carroll closed the public hearing and called for discussion from the
Commissioners.

Commussioner Boykin asked staff whether there had been any interest from developers in the
Rushmere area.

Ms. Ring stated that there had been no development inquiries for Rushmere to date.

Commissioner Bovkin then asked what the approval of the plan, if forwarded to the Board
of Supervisors, would mean for Rushmere.

Ms. Ring explained that, even with an approved plan, actual development would stll depend on a
private developer choosing to submit an application, as the County cannot initiate development on
1ts own.

Ms. Ring provided background on why the Rushmere Village Plan was initiated. She stated that
when HRSD constructed the new sewer line between Surry and Smithfield, staff recogimzed that
new utility infrastructure often increases future development pressure. The County chose to

proactively prepare a small area plan rather than react to uncoordinated development proposals.

Rushmere had previously been designated as a village center in the 1990s, and a village center plan
was completed in approximately 2005-2006. During the 2020 Comprehensive Plan process,
Rushmere was the only village center where residents expressed mterest in additional housing
options and limited additional services. The plan under consideration does not propose land-use
designation changes, but instead provides design guidelines illustrating what development could



look like 1f 1t occurs.
Ms. Ring emphasized that no development applications are currently under review for the area.

Comrmissioner Boykin asked for an update on Bradby Park, noting she was aware it had previously
been mcluded in the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP).

Ms. Ring explained that Phase 1 of the Bradby Park Master Plan includes a basketball court, trail,
parking, and an equipment shed. The Parks and Recreation Director presented this information
during the September community meeting. Additional phases will be implemented as funding
becomes available. A site plan was submitted several months prior and remains under review.

Commussioner Carroll noted that the draft plan references creating public access to Burwells Bary,
which is prvately owned. He asked if language could be revised to avoid suggesting that private
property would be opened for public use.

Ms. Ring confirmed that the wording can be revised, and the public hearing process is intended to
capture such corrections. Statf agreed to remove or revise the reference to Burwells Bay in the
proposed revision.

Commussioner Carroll recommended that further discussion occur with the full Commuission
betore any final action.

Commussioner Johnson raised concerns regarding tratfic impacts and school capacity. He asked
whether such analyses should be completed at thus time.

Ms. Ring stated that the plan does not specify nnit counts, densities, or recommended
development intensity, and therefore traffic or school impact analyses were not applicable at this
stage. The plan is conceptual rather than regulatory.

Commissioner Johnson provided several document-specific comments, including the following
items:

¢ Page 9 Figure: The map contains colored shading but no legend explaining what the coloss
represent. A legend should be added.

¢ Page 13 Photograph: The plan includes a photo of an older structure in Rushmere, He
requested identifying or labeling the structure for context.

¢ Page 29 Trails Figure: Symbols in the legend—specifically the zigzag line representing a
walking trail—do not match the figure and should be clarified.

¢ Logo Study: The report references final logo selections, but the document does not clearly
identify which logo was chosen, and the statement about the logo appearing on each page is
mncorrect,

¢ Appendix Photographs: The appendix contains meeting and feedback photos without
introductory explanation. Commissioner Johnson recommended adding a description
summarizing their purpose and ongn.



Ms. Ring acknowledged the comments and noted that survey materials referenced on page five
correspond to images and responses in the appendix. She agreed to turther clasify the survey
explanations and results.

Commissioner Carroll reminded the Commussion that the document is a work in progress and
represents only a guide forming part of an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan. He

commended staff for proactively planning to manage development pressures related to the sewer
line.

Ms. Ring stated that staff would incorporate the comments provided into a revised draft. If the
Commmussion elected to table the matter, staft would prepare updated matenals for consideration at
a future meeting.

Commissioners discussed the meeting schedule and agreed that, given the abbreviated December
calendar, final consideration should take place in early 2026, allowing adequate time for review.

Ms. Ring noted this public hearing was the final opportunity for public comment before the
Planning Commission, but there would be a second public hearing betore the Board of Supervisors
prior to any adoption.

Commissioners confirmed that they were under no time constraints to move the plan forward and
emphasized the goal of enswring a thorough and thoughtful review.

Commissioner Shotwell moved to table thus application which was seconded by Commuissioner
Ford.

The motion passed unanimously (6-0), with Commissioner Carroll, Commissioner Ford,
Commissioner Boykin, Commissioner Shotwell, Commissioner Rawls, Commussioner Johnson
voting in favor of the motion and no Commissioner voting against the motion.

8. Old Business

Amy Ring, Community Development Director, confirmed there are no items for old businesses.

9, New Business

A. County Attorney's Report

Bobby Jones, County Attormey, confirmed there are no items for the County Attorney's Report.

B. Planning Director's Report

1. Proposed Battery Energy Storage System (BESS) Zoning Ordinance Requirements
Discussion

Amy Ring, Director of Community Development, presented the most recent draft of the Battery
Energy Storage System (BESS) regulations included in the agenda packet. She reminded the
Commission that members toured the Diy Bridge Battery Energy Storage Facility in Chesterfield
County during the October 30, 2025, annual retreat, where Dominion Energy staff and
Chesterfield County staff provided on-site explanations and responded to questions.

Ms. Ring stated that County staft subsequently met with Dominion Energy representatives, Fire
Rescue staft, the Building Official, and Dominion Energy’s fire safety team to review the draft
ordinance. As a result of that meeting, staff incorporated suggested revisions and addressed safety-
related concerns.



She explained that redlined text reflects changes discussed at the Comrmission’s September meeting,
while blue-highlighted text reflects revisions resulting from the September 25 meeting with
Dominion Energy and County staft. Ms. Ring noted that the revisions were limited in scope and
prmarily addressed terminology, setbacks, and fire safety standards.

Key revisions include such items as the following:

® Replacing the term “agency” with “association” to reflect proper nomenclature;
¢ Revising setback requurements to align with National Fire Protection Association guidance,
mncluding:
o A munmum of 100 feet from secunity fencing,
o An additional 250 feet from public roads and property lines, and
o A mimimum of 500 feet from existing dwellings at the time of Conditional Use
Permit approval, with hnuted flexibility for reduction to 350 feet by the Board of
Supervisors under specific conditions.
¢ Clarifying that fire suppression systems are required only for indoor battery storage
installations, due to evolving safety technology and concerns regarding mnoff.
¢ Removing language referencing “other practices as recommended by experts or local first
responders,” which was deemed overly vague.

Ms. Ring concluded that these revisions represented the final recommended changes and opened
the floor for Commission comments.

Commissioner Boykin noted that several Commissioners who attended the retreat were absent and
suggested tabling further discussion until all members could participate.

Ms. Ring responded that the item was being presented for informational purposes only and could
be brought back for further discussion at the December meeting.

Comrmussioner Ford stated that he was unable to attend the retreat and had questions he preferred
to reserve until the item was revisited with full Commussion participation. He agreed that absent

Commissioners may also have additional input.

Comnussioner Bovkin asked whether the regulations would be sulyect to the County’s 2% cap on
large-scale utilities.

Ms. Ring confirmed that the ordinance language applies the same requirements as utility-scale
solar facilities, including the 2% cap.

Commissioner Johnson asked whether the County had already exceeded the cap.



Ms. Ring stated that the County is currently over the cap.
Commussioner Carroll clarified that the 2% cap applies only to prime farmland.

Commussioner Johnson commented favorably on the inclusion of a decommissioning plan
requirement, noting the importance of ensuring that facilities are properly removed if they become
obsolete. He referenced similar requirements in other locahties and emphasized the need to protect
the County from future financial habality.

Mz. Jones confirmed that similar decommissioning requirements already apply to solar facilities,
mcluding periodic updates to cost estimates and bonding requirements.

Ms. Ring confirmed that salvage value is not credited toward decommissiomng costs and that the
same approach would apply to battery storage facilities.

Following discussion, Commissioner Ford moved to place the dratt BESS regulations on the
agenda for the next meeting to allow additional review and comment. Commissioner Boykin
seconded the motion.

The motion carried unanimously.

Ms. Ring confirmed that the item would be added to the next meeting agenda.

10. Closed Meeting

Bobby Jones confirmed there were no items for closed session

11. Adjournment

There being no further information to discuss, Temporary Chairman Carroll adjourned the meeting
at 7:44 PM

Adopted this @} day of JOYY . 2026,
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Bobby Boswed Chairman
Iste of Wight County Planning Commission

Amanda Landrus, Secretary



