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MINUTES 
Board of Supervisors 

County of Prince George, Virginia 
 

Work Session 
July 21, 2021 

4:00 p.m. 
County Administration Bldg. Boardroom, Third Floor 

6602 Courts Drive, Prince George, Virginia 
 

MEETING CONVENED. A work session of the Board of Supervisors of the County of 
Prince George, Virginia, was called to order at 4:00 p.m. on Wednesday, July 21, 2021 in the 
Boardroom, County Administration Building, Third Floor, 6602 Courts Drive, Prince George, 
Virginia by Chairman Floyd M. Brown, Jr. for a work session to discuss the budget. 
  
ATTENDANCE.  The following members responded to Roll Call: 
Floyd M. Brown, Jr., Chairman  Present 
Marlene J. Waymack, Vice-Chair  Present 
Alan R. Carmichael Present [electronically from 1001 E. Lee Street, 

Richmond, Virginia] 
Donald R. Hunter    Present 
T. J. Webb     Present 
 
County Staff present:  Percy C. Ashcraft, County Administrator; Jeff Stoke, Deputy County 
Administrator, Economic Development; Betsy Drewry, Deputy County Administrator, Finance; 
Julie C. Walton, Deputy County Administrator; and Dan Whitten, County Attorney. 
 
WORK SESSION 
Resolution; Deed of Dedication of Right-of-Way Located on Parcel ID:  230(0A)00-002-0 
for State Route 646/Middle Road Improvements and the Construction of the New 
Elementary School. 
Mr. Dan Whitten, County Attorney, stated that the Irving John Benesek, Jr., Revocable Trust 
owns 61.05+ acres of land on State Route 646/Middle Road described as Tax Map Number 
230(0A)00-002-0.  The County will be improving State Route 646/Middle Road in anticipation 
of the construction of the new Elementary School.  The work requires .340 acres of the property 
for the right-of-way for the road improvements on Middle Road.  Staff is requesting that the 
Board accept a Deed of Dedication of Right-of-Way between The Irving John Benesek, Jr., 
Revocable Trust and the County of Prince George.  Mr. Hunter made a motion, seconded by 
Mrs. Waymack, to authorize the County Administrator to sign the Deed of Dedication of the 
right-of-way.  Roll was called on the motion. 
 

R-21-122 
 

RESOLUTION:  DEED OF DEDICATION OF RIGHT-OF-WAY LOCATED 
ON PARCEL ID:  230(0A)00-002-0 FOR STATE ROUTE 646/MIDDLE ROAD 

IMPROVEMENTS AND THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE NEW 
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

 
 WHEREAS, the Prince George County Board of Supervisors has determined that it is in 
the best interest of the County and its citizens to improve State Route 646/Middle Road for the 
construction of the new Elementary School; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the County needs a right-of-way for the project on land owned by The 
Irving John Benesek, Jr., Revocable Trust, Tax Map Parcel:  #230(0A)00-002-0; and 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of the County of 
Prince George this 21st day of July, 2021, does hereby authorize the County Administrator to 
sign the Deed of Dedication of Right-of-Way. 
 
On roll call the vote was: 
In favor: (5) Webb, Hunter, Brown, Waymack, Carmichael 
Opposed: (0) 
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Absent: (0) 
 
Board Priorities for American Rescue Plan Act Funding 
Ms. Betsy Drewry, Deputy County Administrator for Finance, went over line by line the Board’s 
priorities for the American Recovery Plan Act Funding.  These are Department Head requests 
and other initiatives previously discussed with the Board members.  The County will be 
receiving just under $7.5 million and will come in two equal tranches.  The first tranche is 
scheduled to arrive soon with the second tranche arriving a year later.  To date, the Board has 
committed just over $100,000 to purchase a meeting platform called Swag-It leaving the 
undistributed remainder of tranche one at just over $3.6 million dollars.  A list of 95 requests 
were given to the Board ahead of time and they were asked to rank them by priority.  Chairman 
Brown stated that he feels obligated to the citizens tax rebate for vehicles that increased in 
assessed value 2020 to 2021.  There was discussion with the Board and Sheriff Allin regarding 
priority between the set of 15 tables and chairs and podium needed in the jury assembly room 
and the Plexiglas partitions for the jury box.  Sheriff Allin stated that they are both important and 
needed, however the partitions for the jury box would be the most priority for the safety of the 
jurors.  The Board’s top priorities were the Board meeting platform Swag-It, the air-filtration 
system for the Courthouse, the tax rebate for vehicles that increased in assessed value 2020-
2021, Plexiglas partitions for the jury box, blinds/window coverings for the jury assembly room, 
engineering costs for the wastewater solution, and the new water and wastewater master plan, 
bringing the total to $3,254,178.  This leaves a little extra on the first tranche.  Chairman Brown 
stated that he would like to see the Board consider the repair/replace of the dark fiber in the 
County Complex once they have a concrete dollar amount.  He stated that he would also like to 
see the Board consider financial assistance to the local Food Bank.  Mr. Hunter suggested that 
they check with the Food Bank first to make sure it is actually needed before the commit to it.  
Mr. Webb stated that he would be willing to consider it now that the larger utility amounts that 
are much needed are covered.  Ms. Drewry stated that she will get definitive numbers on the call 
center and cleaning staff workers.   

Discussion of Vehicle Replacement Process; Resolution; Appropriation ($400,000 Public 
Safety & County Vehicle Purchases; $412,000 School Buses).  Ms. Drewry discussed the 
vehicle replacement process.  Prince George County began replacing law enforcement vehicles 
through debt issuance in FY2016 (referred to as “rolling stock”).  Between nine and eleven 
vehicles have been replaced annually since FY2016 using this rolling stock method.  Until 
FY2021, vehicles were limited to police and sheriff vehicles.  In FY2021, other county vehicles 
were included.  Ms. Drewry gave of summary since FY2016 of the vehicles that were purchased.  
In FY22, the recommended purchases are six vehicles for Police and Animal Control, one for the 
Sheriff, and two for Community Development and Code Compliance.  In addition, included in 
the FY22 rolling stock is $412,000 for School Buses.  Mr. Webb asked what the School’s plan is 
for their rolling stock.  Ms. Drewry stated that they budget those within their operating budget. 
She clarified for Chairman Brown and Mr. Webb that this additional $412,000 is part of the 
carve-out.  Police vehicles are identified for replacement every eight years of 100,000 miles, 
whichever is first.  Non-Police vehicles are 10 years or 100,000 miles, whichever is first.  
Exclusions from Rolling Stock Borrowings include Utilities vehicles, Social Services, and 
Specialized Fire/EMS Equipment.  Some Fire/EMS SUVs and Vehicles have very low mileage 
after many years in operation.  Mr. Webb stated that there is some confusion regarding the 
currently used methodology.  The County currently has nine cars that have over 149,000 miles, a 
couple of them have up to 178,000 miles.  In addition, there are 18 County vehicles that have 
from 100,000 to 148,999 miles on them. We need to adjust something to figure out a means to an 
end.  It is all in how you maintain the vehicle, rather than thinking it needs replacing at 100,000 
miles.  Otherwise, we are going to have more vehicles hitting the threshold than the County is 
going to be able to keep up with.  We have got to try to figure it out with the vehicles we have.  
Are all of these vehicles really needed, as the citizens are paying for this.  Ms. Drewry stated that 
they can research how other localities are figuring their methodology.  It may be a case where 
other vehicles, a truck for instance, can last longer than 100,000 miles.  The appropriation for 
these items will come before the Board at its August 10 regular Board meeting.   

CIP Process for General Government and Fire and EMS.  Ms. Drewry stated that Prince 
George County typically engages in an annual 10-year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) process.  
Annually, one Board member, one School Board member, two members of the Planning 
Commission, three citizens, and one Fire/EMS representative make up the committee.    
Department Heads and School personnel are given an opportunity to submit projects and update 
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existing projects annually.  A capital project definition is construction or purchase of a new asset 
that costs over $50,000, upgrades to existing building, equipment or assets over $50,000 and 
remodel or repair of existing assets that costs over $100,000.  The Committee hears presentations 
on new projects and updates to existing projects.  Projects are ranked by voting-members of the 
committee with respect to urgency and significance–all projects evaluated together [County 
(including Fire/EMS) and School] to provide committee’s position of what ranks higher; 
excludes Stormwater projects (debt is repaid with Stormwater fees).  Typically, Utilities projects 
are not included with the Countywide projects as most Utility projects are not completed with 
tax-supported debt [Utility Enterprise Fund].  A project that needs to be completed within a year 
is considered extremely urgent and cannot be postponed.  A project that needs to be completed in 
2-3 years and if postponed, will incur addition cost, is considered the next of importance.  Next 
in priority are projects that are necessary within the next few years to meet anticipated needs, 
desirable project that will adversely affect current programs if temporarily postponed, and 
projected that are needed to meet future demands, but can be deferred to a future year.  Ranked 
list of projects, with estimated costs, are forwarded to Davenport & Company for modeling.  
Davenport provides fiscal impact (tax rate impact) considering when existing debt is paid off.  
Davenport provides a report of whether issuing debt creates instances of non-compliance with 
the County’s debt policies and assists with a timeline of when projects can be done.  At times 
lower ranked projects might be moved up, or smaller projects grouped together, to allow for 
“logical” debt issuance.  The Committee reviews Davenport modeling and requests needed 
adjustments.  CIP Committee Recommendations are submitted to the Planning Commission for 
Approval.  Planning Commission approved CIP recommendations are forwarded to County 
Administrator for consideration in Proposed / Introduced Budget.  The County Administrator 
may propose revisions to Committee’s listing.  CIP Projects as recommended are part of 
proposed/introduced budget, and ultimately are part of the adopted budget (however, projects are 
not funded at adoption).  Ultimate authority/approval rests with the Board of Supervisors on 
what projects are funded, and for what projects debt is issued.  Appropriation/funding of 
individual projects occurs throughout the year (with a reimbursement resolution), and debt is 
issued usually once per year.  A Reimbursement resolution is a resolution that expresses board’s 
intent to issue debt in the future and repay itself for costs incurred with future debt proceeds.  
The FY2022 process was suspended due to potential fiscal impacts of COVID-19 and limited 
debt capacity for new projects/updates until FY2027 as evaluated in the FY2021 cycle.  Ms. 
Drewry went over the FY2021 projects, all of which have been approved with the exception of 
the Fleet Garage Bay Expansion.  The projects total is $36,603,152 and the money has not been 
borrowed yet.  She went over the FY2022 projects which include Fire Company 1 renovations 
study, School Buses, and Police/County Vehicle, none of which have been approved yet.  There 
is nothing else until FY2027 when the new Beazley Elementary will be considered.  After that, 
there is nothing else until FY2032.  Staff is requesting direction about whether to engage in a 
CIP process for the FY2023 budget.  If yes, they would start in August/September.  In addition, 
Staff is looking for direction on separating out types of projects and/or include Utility capital 
projects in ranking/scoring (with General Tax supported debt issuance).  If they do not engage in 
the CIP Process for FY2023, there will be limited ability to issue debt without a tax impact until 
FY2027, it allows volatile construction prices time to “level out”, it allows the real estate market 
time to “level out,” and can make the long-term COVID revenue impacts more know.  However, 
there will be no ability to receive, rank or evaluate impacts of new requests/needs and there will 
be no ability to adjust scores or add new types of projects (Utilities).  If they engage in the CIP 
process and types of projects are separated out for ranking, it allows for scoring by discipline.  
However, if general tax supported debt is the funding source, having three to four #1s could 
create a confusion and difficulty in debt modeling.  So, should the Board establish priorities 
before modeling occurs?  Mr. Hunter stated that he would like to see the Board move forward 
with a CIP process for the FY2023 budget.  Mr. Webb stated that he will do whatever the rest of 
the Board wants to do.  Mr. Ashcraft asked the County Attorney if the Board has to have a 
project formally in a CIP list in order to discuss proffers based on that project.  Mr. Whitten 
stated that is correct.  It would need to be included in a CIP.  Mr. Carmichael stated that he 
would like to see the FY2023 process continue as well.  Chairman Brown stated that at this time, 
he does not see a formal CIP Process the way it is set up.  He does not really know what the 
value would be at this time.  He, however, would like to see an updated list, but is not sure that a 
committee is needed at this time.  Mr. Hunter agreed that they definitely at least need a list to 
enhance the County’s possibilities of getting proffers.  Mr. Whitten stated that as long as they 
have a list, they would not necessarily need a ranking.  Ms. Drewry added that it may be helpful 
to also have a Fire and EMS Apparatus listing.  Mrs. Waymack asked where the list would come 
from without a committee.  Ms. Drewry stated that it would come from Department Heads and 
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School personnel.  Mr. Whitten added that it would still need to come before the Planning 
Commission as approved projects.  He could give a future presentation as to how an official CIP 
Plan legally work.  Mr. Webb stated that since he currently serves on that committee, he will 
abstain and let the rest of the Board decide whether they want a committee.  The rest of the 
Board agreed that they would like to have a CIP Project list, but do no necessarily need a 
committee at this time.  Once that list is compiled, it would come before the Planning 
Commission and then come to the Board.  Ms. Drewry stated that Staff will start working on 
compiling a list. 
 
Eliminating the Vehicle License Fee – Ms. Lindsay Lane, Chief Deputy Commissioner of 
Revenue, stated that the current State Code authorizes localities to “levy and assess taxes and 
charge license fees on motor, vehicles, trailers, and semitrailers, for such periods,…as proper 
authorities may determine.”  The current County Code states that “The annual county license fee 
shall be payable in full for any motor vehicle, trailer or semi-trailer normally garaged in the 
county on January 1 of any taxable year, and for any motor vehicle, trailer or semi-trailer 
subsequently garaged in Prince George County. Such license fee shall be nonrefundable and 
shall not be pro-rated.”  Current fees are pickup or panel truck; motor vehicle, trailer or 
semitrailer:  4,000 pounds gross weight and under $23.00, 4,001 pounds gross weight to 6,500 
$27.00, and 6,501 pounds gross weight and over $29.00, motorcycles $18.00, trailers gross 
weight under 1,500 $6.50.  Vehicles exempted under State Code include vehicles displaying 
special permanent plates for veterans with service-connected disabilities, active Volunteers for 
rescue squad, auxiliary police, or fire department, active Duty Military, a vehicle owned by any 
of the persons who have served at least 10 years in the following capacity:  former member of 
rescue squad, former member of volunteer fire department, former auxiliary police officer or 
sheriff's deputy, and a former volunteer police chaplain.  Ms. Lane went over current license fees 
of surrounding localities with Charles City having none.  She stated that some of the taxpayer 
concerns are “why do we pay for a decal that we do not receive?” and “why do I have to pay a 
full fee if I only own the vehicle for 1 month?”  If the vehicle license fee were to be eliminated, 
there would be a loss of $1,100,000 (FY2022 budget).  In order to recoup that, they would need 
to raise the current personal property tax by 9.19% or $.39 per $100 or they would have to 
change the assessment methodology.  They currently use NADA Clean Loan as all surrounding 
localities utilize Clean Loan.  Currently, vehicles under $1,000 value only receive license fees; 
therefore, they would not be paying anything for those vehicles.  Another option would be to 
prorate on a semi-annual basis creating a loss of $72,000 or to prorate on a monthly basis 
creating a loss of $145,000.  If they make no changes to the vehicle license fee, there would be 
no monetary impact, but citizens would continue to complain about having to pay the same fee 
amount for vehicles owned 12 months vs 1 month.  Mr. Webb stated that if it had not been at the 
State level 15 years ago, we would not even be having this discussion.  Mr. Hunter stated that it 
is not fair to pay the license fee twice if you sell your vehicle and purchase a new one.  Mrs. 
Waymack stated that she does not know how they can lose all of that money.  Mr. Webb agreed 
that they would need to make it up.  Chairman Brown stated that he would be in favor of 
prorating on a monthly basis.  He feels like they can find $145,000 in the next year’s fiscal 
budget.  Ms. Lane stated that if they waited until the budget, they would not be able to 
implement it until a year later.  Chairman Brown stated that he would be in favor of doing it in 
order for it to go into effect in 2023 if they could find the $145,000.  The Board agreed.   
 
 
Discussion on Possible Change in June 5 Due Date for Real Property Taxes (2nd Half) OR 
Personal Property Taxes.  Ms. Lane stated that this was brought forward due to the concern 
that the second half of the real estate taxes and all of the personal property taxes are currently 
due on June 5.  Ms. Lane gave a locality comparison on their due dates.  The options for due date 
changes are to change personal property tax billing to twice a year, which would result in a 
revenue loss of half of the personal property taxes for a fiscal year in the year of change.  For 
example, based off of FY2022, it would be a $4,832,602 loss to the budget.  If we changed the 
real estate tax due date with the fiscal year, there would be no revenue loss.  For example, 
Colonial Heights’ due dates are currently May 15th and November 15th.  The advantages of 
changing the due dates would be a less taxpayer burden and a better cash flow budget.  The 
disadvantages would be increased printing costs and postage for twice a year billing, collection 
of delinquencies, and of course, the $4,832,602 revenue loss to the budget.  Mr. Webb stated that 
if we’re going to do that then why don’t we just reduce the personal property rate equivalent to 
the amount you show, then everyone would walk away happy. Chairman Brown stated that he 
would be in favor of changing the due dates of the real estate tax.  Mr. Webb asked if the State 
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gets a percentage of the personal property tax.  Ms. Lane stated that it is all locality.  Mr. Webb 
stated that he asked because other states do not charge personal property tax.  Ms. Vargo stated 
that having an additional due date may cause staffing issues with overtime in her department.  In 
addition, she will need enough time to notify all of the mortgage companies.  The Board decided 
that this may require some more discussion in the future. 
 
Redistricting Update.  Mr. Whitten stated that the Virginia Constitution and the Virginia Code 
require redistricting every 10 years by the local government.  Localities must redistrict their 
districts in every year ending in one (2021). VA Code 24.2-304.1(B).  Redistricting must use the 
most recent decennial census population figures for redistricting. VA Code 24.2-304.1; 24.2-
304.1(C).  Localities are allowed to redistrict for the following reasons:  change in boundaries of 
locality that results in change of population size; Court order; change of form of government; 
and increase or decrease in number of districts, other than at-large districts.  Localities can’t 
create, divide, abolish or consolidate any precincts or change the boundaries of any precinct 
effective February 1, 2019 to May 15, 2021 except for the exceptions just listed.  No change in 
an election district, precinct or polling place shall be enacted within 60 days preceding a general 
election. VA Code 24.2-306.  No redistricting can be adopted until after receipt of the census 
data.  No redistricting can be adopted between September 3 and November 2.  The redistricting 
must be accomplished before December 31, 2021.  Accordingly, the localities must adopt 
redistricting between November 2 and December 31.  Mr. Whitten proposed a list of items to do 
before November 2.  Does the Board want to establish a redistricting committee?  IT can add a 
page on the County website explaining the process.  They would gather census data.  Staff would 
work on redistricting once the data is received.  They would then advertise a public hearing in 
advance of adoption and ask for Attorney General Certification (2021 VA Rights of Voters Act).  
The goal is to preserve the following:  existing districts (unless making change to single member 
districts); incumbency; voting behavior; and Communities of Interest to the maximum extent 
possible, areas that have readily identifiable communities of interest should not be split. 
Residential subdivisions or small villages are examples of communities of interest that should 
remain intact.  They must comply with Federal and Virginia Constitutional requirements.  
Districts must be more or less equal in population based on “one person, one vote” (Federal) and 
be “as nearly as is practicable, representation in proportion to the population of the district” (VA 
Constitution).  Districts must be contiguous and compact and must not be drawn to discriminate 
on race.  They must use most recent decennial census population figures, as adjusted by Division 
of Legislative Services (VA Code 24.2-304.1).  The Division of Legislative Services has 30 days 
to make the adjustments after receipt of the data.  The districts must be redrawn if the existing 
districts do not meet the constitutional or statutory requirements due to population growth or loss 
or demographic shifts.  Beginning with the 2021 redistricting, any person incarcerated in a 
federal, state or local correctional facility within Virginia will be counted as a resident of the 
locality when he/she resided prior to incarceration.  If the person lives outside Virginia or the 
address can’t be determined, the person is deemed to live at the facility.  Local electoral districts 
must be comprised of contiguous and compact territory and have clearly defined and observable 
boundaries.  One polling place per precinct (VA Code 24.2-307) is allowed.  The polling place 
may be located within 1 mile of precinct if a suitable location can’t be found (VA Code 24.2-
309).  A local electoral district must be wholly contained within a single Congressional district, 
Senate district, House of Delegates district and election district.  Prince George County applied 
to the State Board of Elections for a temporary waiver under VA Code 24.2-309 to use the 
current split precinct for the upcoming election.  A local electoral district must not be less than 
100 registered voters (there is an exception if needed to avoid a split precinct) and more than 
5000 registered voters at time of creation.  (VA Code 24.2-307).  Polling places shall be located 
in a public building whenever practicable (VA Code 24.2-310(B)).  If the same building is used, 
each polling place shall be in a separate room or defined space.  No polling place shall be located 
in a building which serves primarily as the headquarters, office, or assembly building for any 
private organization, other than an organization of a civic, educational, religious, charitable, 
historical, patriotic, cultural, or similar nature, unless the State Board has approved it for 
accessibility reasons. (VA Code 24.2-310.1).  Polling places must be accessible to qualified 
voters as required by the Virginians with Disabilities Act, the Voting Accessibility for the 
Elderly and Handicapped Act, and the Americans with Disabilities Act relating to public services 
(VA Code 24.2-310(C)).  Redistricting requires the Board of Supervisors to pass an ordinance 
(VA Code 24.2-304.1).  Notice is published in a newspaper one a week for two weeks and shall 
state where descriptions and maps of the boundary changes may be inspected (VA Code 24.2-
306(A)).  Localities may expend funds and employ persons to carry out the responsibilities 
related to redistricting (VA Code 24.2-304.2).  The clerk for the locality shall send a certified 
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copy of the ordinance once approved, including a description of the boundaries of the districts 
AND a GIS map showing the same to the local electoral board, the Secretary of the 
Commonwealth, the Department of Elections, and the Division of Legislative Services (VA 
Code 24.2-304.3).  Notice shall be mailed to each affected registered voter of any change to an 
election district at least 15 days before the next general, special or primary election (VA Code 
24.2-306(B)).  The Virginia Rights of Voters Act requires additional notices and implements a 
certification process through the Virginia Attorney General’s Office rather than DOJ.  The act 
applies to any covered practice which is: any change in the boundaries of election districts and 
any change that reduces the number of or consolidated or relocates polling places, except in an 
emergency.  Mr. Whitten gave two options to the Board.  One is to at least 45 days “prior to 
enacting or seeking to administer any voter qualification or prerequisite to voting, or any 
standard, practice, or procedure with respect to voting, that is a covered practice,” the following 
additional notices are required:  publication on the locality’s website of the notice of opportunity 
for public comment on the proposed covered practice, and publicize the notice via press releases 
and other media.  Public comment must be “accepted for no fewer than 30 days via mail, fax, or 
email, or through an online public comment forum on the official website for the locality if one 
has been established.”  One public hearing must be held during this 30-day period to receive 
public comment.  After public comment is received, if the BOS makes any changes, the same 
notices are required along with a new opportunity for public comment and a new public hearing 
except that the comment period may be 15 days.  After previous notices and public comments 
are concluded in Option 1, a publication of the proposed covered practice is required in a 
newspaper of general circulation, including a “plain English description of the practice and the 
text of the ordinance giving effect to the practice, maps of the proposed boundary changes, or 
other relevant materials, and a notice that the covered practice will take effect in 30 days.”   In 
the 30 days following the publication, “any person who will be subject to or affected by the 
covered practice” may sue in circuit court due to:  “purpose or effect of denying or abridging the 
right to vote on the basis of race, color or membership in the language minority group,” 
“retrogression in the position of members of a racial or ethnic group with respect to their 
effective exercise of the electoral franchise.”  The Court may award attorney’s fees and strike 
down the covered practice.  Option 2 would be that the locality can submit the proposed covered 
practice to the Attorney General for issuance of a “certification of no objection.” The practice 
may not go into effect until that certification is given. Such certification is deemed to be given if 
the AG does not give an objection within 60 days of submission, or, if upon good cause shown, 
AG says sooner that no objection will be made.  Option 2 is quicker since Option 1 is total of 45-
day notice and comment period followed by 30 day publication period.  Option 2 could be 
quicker since the AG can take less than 60 days for “good cause shown”.  The certification does 
not bar a subsequent action to enjoin the enforcement of such covered practice.  Once the date is 
received, Staff would begin working on redistricting.  Staff would prepare a notice and 
advertisement for redistricting, adopt an ordinance in the window of November 3 to December 
31, and ask for certification of no objection from the Attorney General after the ordinance is 
approved.  The ordinance takes effect immediately but does not cut short the term of a sitting 
member.  Loss of residency does not affect sitting members with residency requirements.  If a 
locality fails to reapportion representation among the districts or fails to shift boundaries as 
mandated by law, “mandamus shall lie in favor of any citizen of such [locality] to compel the 
performance of such duty” (VA Code 24.2-304.4).  If an action is brought against the locality 
challenging the election boundaries, the locality shall immediately notify the AG (VA Code 
24.2-304.5).  The Attorney General may also bring an action in Circuit Court if it has reasonable 
cause to believe that a violation of an election law has occurred and rights of any voter or group 
of voters have been affected by the violation (VA Code 24.2-104.1).  The Attorney General may 
seek injunctions, civil penalties, attorney fees and costs, compensatory and punitive damages.  
Accordingly, it is helpful if the affirmative certification of no objection is received from the AG 
in advance.  Mr. Webb asked if there are any guidelines or criteria to be on the committee.  Mr. 
Whitten stated that it is really up to the Board.  Sometimes it is the Board and sometimes it is 
Staff.   Mr. Webb stated that since citizens are pushing for this, he would be interested in 
knowing if the committee could have citizens.  Mr. Whitten stated that there is nothing to do 
until after September 30.  Mr. Webb and Chairman Brown agreed that Board members should 
not be involved other than to approve it.   
 
Single-Member Voting Districts.  Mr. Whiten stated that there is an option to switch from two 
election districts to five election districts.  The Board of Supervisors shall establish the 
magisterial district boundary lines.  The Board can provide by ordinance for the election of its 
members (VA Code 24.2-304.1).  The Board has the authority to change from at-large districts to 
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single member districts.  The district must “be so constituted as to give, as nearly as it 
practicable, representation in proportion to the population of the district.”  County Code Section 
30-31 would need to be amended to increase the number of election districts to five.  County 
Code Section 30-33 would need to be amended to establish the boundaries for each of the 
districts.  If the Board desires to change to five election districts, it makes the most sense to do it 
at the same time as the required decennial redistricting.  Otherwise, the Board would have to 
approve another ordinance to redistrict and go through the certification procedures a second time.  
The County must have Dillon Rule authority to request a referendum.  There is not any express 
or implied authority to request a referendum on the question. Mr. Carmichael asked what they 
would do if you have two existing Board members that live within a mile of each other.  Mr. 
Whitten stated that as long as there is a clearly defined boundary between the Board members, 
they would want to use that to draw the boundaries.  Chairman Brown asked what they would do 
if they could not avoid two Board members living in the same single district.  Mr. Whitten stated 
that they would have to have a special election to decide which one serves that district.  Mr. 
Whitten stated that those lines can be taken into consideration when drawn upon who currently 
serves on the Board now and how close they are in proximity to each other.  Mr. Hunter stated 
that he was alright with moving forward on single member districts.  The five districts would 
need to have an equal amount of voters.  A committee would determine those districts.  Mr. 
Whitten stated that if they wanted to go in the route of single-member districts, he could move 
forward with an authority to advertise a public hearing.  Chairman Brown asked the Board 
members what they thought.  Mr. Webb stated that he is fine with it but they will not really know 
anything until they get the information from the Census first.  Mr. Hunter stated that he is fine 
with it.  Mrs. Waymack, and Mr. Carmichael would like to leave it the way it is.  Chairman 
Brown stated he is in favor of moving forward with single-member districts and instructed the 
County Attorney to move forward since it is a 3-2 consensus.  The Board agreed that they are 
fine with the Committee consisting of Staff.  The Board members would like to stay out of it. 
 
Chairman Brown called a recess at 6:58 p.m.  The Board reconvened at 7:10 p.m.   
 
Capital Projects 
a. Additional Convenience Sites.  Mr. Dean Simmons, General Services Director, stated 
that in 2018, the Board received citizen requests for a garbage/recycle drop-off location closer to 
District 2 residents.  On July 23, 2019 an update was given and four possible County-owned sites 
were proposed; Scott Park site, Sawmill Road site, Middle Road site, and the Burrowsville 
Library site.  In addition, there are three operation options, including an unmanned option, a 
County option, or a contract option.  The construction costs for the site would be approximately 
$150,000.  Annual operations would be $184,000 after revenue.  If it is County-operated, the 
annual income would be $275,000 from fees.  Through a private contract, there would be no 
income.  Mr. Webb stated that an unmanned site would not be feasible.  He recommended a 
compactor site.  Tim Graves confirmed that the price does include two compactors.  Mr. 
Carmichael stated that if the compactor site is unmanned and someone puts the wrong items in 
there, they could tear it up.    Chairman Brown stated that Dinwiddie County has six compactor 
sites with part-time employees.  Mr. Simmons asked for some direction from the Board on a 
location.  Mr. Hunter stated that we should leave Burrowsville as it is and maybe put something 
closer to the Courthouse.  Mr. Webb stated that he is not in agreement with Scott Park and 
Middle Road.  In addition, he is not in favor of buying more land.  Mrs. Waymack stated that she 
is not in favor of any of the proposed sites.  She is concerned about the lighting on Sawmill 
Road.  However, she does understand the citizens in the Branchester Lakes and Birchett Estates 
area want something closer.  Mr. Webb stated that this is something that definitely needs to be 
considered and they could work around the lighting issues with set hours.  Chairman Brown 
agreed that they need to do something and maybe they could contract it out and hire part-time 
workers.  He added that maybe someone would be willing to donate the property or they could 
even expand the Burrowsville site.  He also suggested they could maybe add $10 to the citizens 
tax bill to dump at this site anytime they want.  Mr. Carmichael added that CFS is terminating its 
residential pick-up and this may affect the citizens.  Chairman Brown agreed that this is a 
definite need in the County and the citizens deserve it.  Mr. Ashcraft stated that they will start 
looking for a more suitable site and Staff will make it a planning priority. 
 
b. Garage Expansion.  Mr. Simmons stated that a feasibility study was completed by WW 
Associates with a cost estimate of $1,856,000 on January 23, 2020.  On July 15, 2021, a 
schematic design study was completed by Guernsey Tingle Engineers with a cost estimate of 
$2,971,481.  The total difference is $1,115,481.  The studies were conducted to include building 
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renovation and bay additions, building demolition, site work, HVAC upgrades, and 
electrical/generator upgrades.  At this time, the Design Study for this project is still being 
analyzed to obtain the most efficient means to proceed with construction for the Fleet Garage 
Expansion.  Mr. Simmons confirmed for Mr. Webb that the original proposal was for two bays 
and it is being designed to accommodate the ladder trucks.  In addition, it is an all steel structure.  
Mr. Webb stated that $1.1 is a pretty significant jump due to rising constructions costs.  Mr. 
Simmons also confirmed that there is a $300,000 contingency.  Chairman Brown stated that he 
does not know what they need to do to get better estimates from these A&E firms to avoid gaps 
like this.  Mr. Carmichael stated that he wonders if the Board needs to improve upon prolonging 
things causing time to increase prices.  Mr. Simmons stated that in this case, the original 
numbers were unrealistic to begin with.  Mr. Webb confirmed that this is a “not to exceed” 
amount.  Mr. Webb stated that they need to stick to the scope and hold the contractors’ feet to the 
fire.  Chairman Brown asked Ms. Drewry how they would come up with the $1.2 million extra.  
Ms. Drewry stated that she could have Davenport rerun the model with the increased $1.5 
million to include the additional A&E services as well.  Chairman Brown stated that he would 
like to see them be able to do this without a tax increase.  There is also always Fund Balance if 
they may have to dip in that.   
 
c. Congressman McEachin.  Mr. Jeff Stoke, Deputy County Administrator, stated that the 
projects are wrapped in the twelve appropriation bills for the FY22 budget.  The House Bills are 
all out of committee, which includes both the water side and the transportation side.  The Feds 
have until September 30 to pass the FY22 budget starting October 1.  It has not reached the full 
House floor yet and is still working its way through the Senate committees.  Chairman Brown 
thanked all of the Staff that was involved in making those requests happen. 
 
Fire Station Renovations & Construction 
a. Station 5.  Mr. Paul Beamon, Director of Fire and EMS, presented three proposals for 
Company 5.  The first proposal includes replacing the existing roof, replacing the existing hot 
water system with potential recirculation loop, renovate the bathrooms with new fixtures and 
finishes, replace the building HVAC systems, design for a new fire alarm system, design for 
infrastructure to support the County’s building access control system, and design for 
infrastructure to support the County’s call alerting system, apparatus bay renovations, 
repurposing the existing bunkroom into two offices, enlarge the existing sleeping area, renovate 
the existing kitchen facilities, and expand the multi-purpose room.  Mr. Beamon stated that once 
he and Mr. Simmons started looking into these requests, they discovered missing items from the 
original estimate and came up with a 53% increase for a total price estimate of $678,500.  The 
second proposal includes a new community room.  He confirmed for Mr. Webb that the 
generator is in front of the community room and would need to be moved.  Mr. Simmons 
confirmed for Mr. Webb that none of these walls they are talking about moving are load bearing.  
Mr. Beamon stated that just adding that room would cost $678,000, not counting the other things 
in the first proposal.  If you add in the must haves from the first proposal, the second proposal 
would be $902,000.  He added that they absolutely need the roof, the HVAC, and the bay doors.  
The third proposal is everything mentioned with an extra bay at $300,000.  That proposal with 
the must haves is $645,000.  Mr. Webb asked if the extra steel structure bay would be big 
enough to handle an apparatus.  Mr. Beamon stated that it would.  Mr. Beamon recommended 
proposal one as it would give the County more for its money.  Mr. Hunter stated that proposal 
one would meet their needs and give them some of their wants.  Mr. Webb stated that he would 
be for proposal one.  Mr. Beamon did confirm for Mr. Hunter that proposal one does not include 
the fuel tank.  Mr. Webb stated that the tank is leaning and he would think they could fix that.  
Moving it is something they could do later.  Chairman Brown asked what the steps are to get this 
show on the road.  We need to start making stuff happen.  Mr. Beamon stated that he could check 
on a turnaround time.  He should have something together in 30 days for the bid.  Mr. Webb 
asked if the station will need to shut down temporarily for some of these changes and if they 
have a backup plan.  Mr. Beamon stated that they haven’t work that out yet, however they may 
need to shift some people around.  The Board gave Mr. Beamon the consensus to move forward 
with proposal one. 
 
b. Company 1.  Mr. Beamon stated that he has had a couple of meetings regarding 
Company One.  They have walked through and showed the company everything, measurements 
have been taken, and the members have given them an indication of what they would like to see 
done.  He has not had a chance to put everything together and determine the needs versus the 
wants, but he would not be surprised if it ends up being as much as $2 million.  However, he 
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does not disagree with most of Chief Foster’s requests.  Mr. Beamon confirmed for Mr. Webb 
that the sinkholes are secured but have not been repaired.  He does not believe it is a hazard at 
this time.  Mr. Simmons stated that the contractor is waiting on a pipe to complete the job.  Mr. 
Webb wants to make sure the material is going to be sound enough to support the weight of a 
parking lot.  Mr. Simmons stated that it would not be sound enough as it is now. 

 
c. Contribution to the Burn Building.  Mr. Beamon stated that there has been no 
movement on the Burn Building and he has not seen any prices in writing.  He understands that 
they are working on the MOUs now.   
 
d. Electrical Upgrades at Station 8.  Mr. Simmons stated that DJG, Inc. was retained by 
Prince George County to perform an electrical assessment of Fire Station #8 located at 10800 
Prince George Drive.  The assessment goals are as follows:  1)Perform site visit to determine 
2017 National Electrical Code (NEC) violations throughout the Fire Station; 2) Investigate 
upgrading electrical service to a three-phase electrical service to satisfy the current and future 
electrical demands of the Fire Station; 3) Investigate replacement of the existing generator set 
with Automatic Transfer Switch (ATS) to serve the entire Station; and 4) Investigate current 
emergency lighting (lighting operating with loss of power).  Fire station #8 is a two-story 
structure with six (6) vehicle bays and is approximately 9,000 sq. ft.  The first floor consists of 
vehicle bays, office space, dayroom, kitchen, and supporting rooms.  The upstairs is comprised 
of a sleeping area, laundry room, and shower area.  DJG Inc. surveyed the Building’s electrical 
system and documented the existing conditions.  The current electrical system serving the Fire 
Station is a 400A, 240/120V, single-phase electrical service.  A 30Kw, 240/120V, propane gas 
fired, engine-driven, generator set feeds a 100A load center that serves small miscellaneous loads 
in the building.  Based on the study, DJG, Inc. has concluded that the electrical system size is not 
adequate to support the existing Station.  In addition, the existing non-metallic sheathed cabling 
(NM-cable), and emergency lighting is not currently in accordance with the NEC.  DJG’s 
recommendations are to provide new three-phase electrical service to station, provide new three-
phase main distribution panel board, provide three-phase lighting and appliance panel boards at 
current locations, correct NEC code violations, provide adequate emergency lighting,  and 
provide additional branch circuits in vehicle bays.  The total cost of these recommendations is 
$125,000.  DJG recommends that all load centers within the Fire Station be replaced with 3-
phase, 42-pole panel boards. This will allow for the loads to be balanced across all three-phases 
and give sufficient space to support future loads.  The calculation also indicates that a 
80kw/100kva 3-phase propane-fired, engine-driven industrial generator set with 400A service 
entrance ATS.  To keep rework of the electrical service to a minimum the service entrance rated 
ATS should be provided outside adjacent to the new power company metering. The electrical 
panel boards will be located inside the Station.  It is recommended that the emergency lighting 
units be replaced, and additional units be provided to illuminate the path of egress within the 
Station.  Mr. Simmons stated that the County currently has an 80kw generator that was 
purchased for Station 7.  It is brand new and can be used for this project giving the County a 
$40,000 savings.  Mr. Simmons confirmed for Mr. Webb that they have a feed trace to run the 
wire.  The Board gave consensus to move forward with this project.   
 
RCJA Conditions.  Mr. Simmons presented to the Board a building analysis report on the 
Riverside Criminal Justice Agency building and gave a recommendation for repair.  He believes 
they can be their own general contractor on this.  He is currently waiting on an environmental 
study before they move forward.  There is water damage to the walls which appear to be due to 
inadequate flashing and mortar deteriorating. The main floor throughout is unlevel and showing 
signs of structural deficiencies.  They found no visual deficiencies.  The walls in the upstairs 
storage area are delaminating.  There is a wild animal nest in the attic.  The electrical systems 
throughout are missing key safety components.  There is an unsecure light fixture that proposes 
safety hazard.  The stairs are inadequate and does not meet standards for habitable space.  The 
upstairs does not meet building requirements for habitable space.  The basement drainage system 
is not draining and standing water.  The basement door is not secure for humans or pests.  The 
concrete base structure for the first floor is showing signs of decay and stress. Missing chunks of 
material and exposed rebar members.  There is missing insulation under the structure.  It appears 
to have some fungus growing on floor framing members.  There is debris under the structure in 
the crawl space that needs removed. 
 
Streetlight Update – Mr. Simmons stated that at the September 11, 2018 Board Meeting, 
General Services presented projected cost summaries and detailed information on the existing 
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streetlights.  It was identified that the County pays approximately $95,000 each year for existing 
streetlights across the County with possible security lights included on private property.  At the 
October 19, 2018 Board Meeting, the Board of Supervisors approved the Streetlight Policy.  
There are 377 lights with Dominion at $53,476 per year.  There are 342 lights with Prince 
George Electric at $41,525 per year.  This is an average of $132 per light per year.  This includes 
some security lights the County will not continue paying in policy.  Mr. Simmons informed the 
board of recent street light requests.  There was a resident Request for a Streetlight Installation at 
3155 Deep Bottom Road, Prince George.  The Police Department performed a nighttime 
evaluation of this request.  It was determined that this site does not warrant a County Paid Street 
Light installation.  They advised the resident to contact their Electric Company to have a  
Security Light installed (Dusk-to Dawn light) at a minimal monthly fee to resident.  There was a 
street light request at the intersection of Bull Hill and New Bohemia Drive.  The Police 
Department performed a nighttime evaluation of this request.  It was determined that this site 
does warrant a County paid street light installation.  “Tractor Trailers are a constant factor 24/7 
and it is a very dark intersection”.  General Services contacted the two property owners at the        
intersection for permission to install a street light.  The owner of the South Corner property 
responded giving permission to install a Street Light.  This property has the Hardee’s Restaurant.   
The Building Official’s Office was contacted with their response stating that any Future 
Development in that vicinity may address this intersection light request.  The initial installation 
costs to the County is $7,000 for Pole, Concrete, Fixture, Labor,  Electrical lines, etc. to then 
follow with monthly electricity costs.  In addition, Dominion Energy would have to receive an 
easement from the North corner property across the intersection for the only power source 
available in the vicinity.  Streetlights paid for by the County prior to this policy will continue to 
be paid for by County both located inside and outside of the Central Service Area (CSA) and at 
public intersections.  Staff will continue to audit bills to determine if the County is paying for 
Security Lights and work to return bills to land owners; especially if the security lights are on 
private property.  Residents can request private security lights from Dominion Energy or from 
the PGEC.  General Services will assist residents to contact correct power company - but not pay 
for lights.  Where the County is currently paying for the “Security lights” General Services will 
notify property owners of the change of service.  Mr. Webb inquired what kind of bulbs are in 
the lights.  He recommends LED.  Mr. Simmons stated that the bulbs are completely through the 
power company that puts it up. 
 
IT Matters.  Mr. Clifton Young, IT Director, stated that there are two open positions for an 
Information Systems Technician.  They have 80 applicants so far and twelve are currently 
selected for interviews.  They have one additional part-time employee to help with citizen calls 
and low-level duties in the department.  They are working with local, Prince George, IT 
businesses for some small projects such as replacing wireless access points, and installing 
Ethernet cable in the fire stations.  There is an ongoing request for one additional staff member 
focused on supporting public safety.  Mr. Young went over upcoming projects.  Mr. Webb asked 
if the AC issue in the server room has been corrected.  Mr. Simmons stated that it is not 
completely corrected, but they are headed in the right direction.  They have the correct cooling 
tower now, but they are having flow issues.  They are currently working on devices and cables 
getting them properly organized, labeled, and documented. They are doing general cleanup and 
organization on network switches and racks.  There are 12-13 switches to be replaced in various 
locations over the next 1-2 years.  They are approximately $3-3500 each pending price 
fluctuations.  There are 3-5 higher level switches in other buildings at approximately $6,500 
each.   They are working on getting the Animal Shelter onto the County’s network.  There is a 
server storage hardware devise near the end of its life.  The estimated cost to replace this will be 
$50-77,000 pending quote adjustments and desired storage space.  Another project is the fiber 
connections in and around the Administration Complex.  They are in contact with a contracted 
vendor to text the existing fiber and build potential scope of work.  There will be additional 
ARPA-related projects.  Looking ahead, they are potentially increasing the network speed,  They 
have two new virtual server hosts and four to be replaced in approximately 3-5 years.  The   core 
administrative building network switches were upgraded in 2021.  Core Emergency 
Communications Center switches will be upgraded in 4-5 years.  There are two server storage 
hardware devices to be replaced in calendar years 2023 and 2024.  There will be changes to the 
off-site backup procedures, but for security reasons, this will be discussed offline.   
 
ADJOURNMENT.   Mr. Webb made a motion, seconded by Mrs. Waymack, to adjourn at 9:01 
p.m.  
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On roll call the vote was: 
In favor: (5) Webb, Hunter, Brown, Waymack, Carmichael 
Opposed: (0) 
Absent: (0) 
 
[Draft Minutes prepared July 30, 2021 for consideration on August 10, 2020; adopted by 
unanimous vote.] 

  
 
________________________________________ 
Floyd M. Brown, Jr. 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors 
 
 
_______________________________________ 
Percy C. Ashcraft 
County Administrator 
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