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MINUTES 
Board of Supervisors 

County of Prince George, Virginia 
 

Work Session 
August 25, 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, August 25, 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 
Discussion of Additional Wastewater Capacity.  Mr. Frank Haltom, County Engineer, went 
over a series of questions that the Board may have in assisting in their decision to move forward 
with a Wastewater Treatment Plant or a new pump station and forcemain that would be directed 
to Hopewell.  The first question was “How many current homes and businesses now on septic 
would be available to join the public utility system and abandon their septic systems? Which 
solution, plant or extension to Hopewell, would be better for this?”  The initial project will allow 
only existing customers already served by the public utility system in the business park to be 
served by the new solution. Therefore, no existing homes and businesses will be able to connect 
to the new solution without further expansion of the gravity sewer to the locations of 
existing homes and businesses.  The new Utility Master Plan will determine where/when new 
infrastructure is constructed.  Both solutions will equally meet the needs of those that wish to 
connect to public sewer. The second question was “How many vacant parcels are there today that 
would be available for development – either residential or commercial – that would benefit from 
the expansion?  Which solution, plant or extension to Hopewell, would be better for this?”  Both 
solutions will equally meet the needs of vacant parcels. With the variable size in parcels, it would 
be difficult to determine how many would be available for development. However, the county 
GIS identifies approximately 45 development sites in the immediate area of the business park 
and Route 460 that could connect with less than 4 miles of gravity sewer expansion. Many more 
development sites could be connected if additional gravity sewer is installed.  The new master 
plan will provide a layout for future gravity sewer to serve vacant parcels.  The next question 
was “Would the wastewater solution, either the plant or extension to Hopewell, shrink the 
current land zoning for agriculture and take it to residential or commercial zoning?”  In general, 
installation of new public utilities will encourage new development. The additional wastewater 
capacity, provided by both solutions, will allow for new development to occur. However, any 
new development that requires rezoning from agriculture to residential or commercial must gain 
approval from the board.  Next question, “How many houses are within one mile of the proposed 
sites for the wastewater plant or the pump station?”  The IT dept. has provided the number of 
properties that have addresses (assumes there is a home or business on the property).  There are a 
total of 261 address points within a 1 mile radius. They are listed by zoning as A-1: one home, 
B-1: two homes, and R-A: 258 homes.  “Do wastewater plants typically raise, lower or leave the 
same the assessment value of surrounding properties?  The more developed the area, the more 
impact.  The more rural, less impact.  Also, how well the property is buffered would affect 
neighboring values.   Values on approved building lots of the B-1 zoned properties will 
potentially see an increase in land value of approximately 15-30% based on the availability of 
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public utilities, with approximately 15% allocated toward each utility, water and sewer 
respectively.  Residential property values are virtually unaffected by the availability of public 
utilities versus private utilities.  Residential properties that are affected by a wastewater facility 
in terms of sight, sound, or smell may see a decrease in value due to the external obsolesce of 
such plant.  Similar external effects on residential properties within Prince George County have 
shown up to a 20% decrease in land value.  The relative location of a dwelling would make that 
determination, not the specific boundary line of a property.  Agricultural properties generally 
will see less of an impact than residential properties (i.e. A-1 vs R-A).  The availability of public 
utilities will generally boost development.  New parcels and new development will in turn 
increase the overall tax base.  “What are the proposed dates for both options that would allow 
businesses and residents to tie in?”  There are currently 2 pump stations in SBP that serve the 
wastewater needs. The initial project will allow only existing customers currently served by 
those 2 pump stations in the business park to be served by the new solution. Other projects not 
currently planned will need to be constructed to allow other businesses and residents to tie in. 
However, by diverting flow from these two pump stations to the new solution, it will free up the 
capacity of the existing sewer system along Bull Hill and Route 460, allowing new business and 
residents to connect.  Typically, it would take about 5 years to permit, plan and construct a plant. 
However, the permit of concern (VPDES permit to discharge into the swamp) has been obtained. 
Therefore, it is projected to take another 4 years to plan and construct. Likewise, it will take 
about 4 years to obtain easements, plan and construct a new PS and FM to Hopewell.  “What has 
to be done at the Blackwater swamp if a plant is built?”  Improvements to the swamp are not 
required for the extension to Hopewell. There was a question regarding impacts to adding 6 
MGD of flow into the swamp. This flow represents less than 1% of the current flow into the 
swamp. The issuance of the VPDES permit by DEQ is the approval to allow the rate of discharge 
and the effluent limitations. Therefore, there are no improvements needed downstream to ensure 
conveyance of the flow from the plant; and the swamp is not impacted by the effluent.  Our 
consulting engineer has analyzed the impact of the plant discharge:  the upstream drainage area 
to WWTP outfall is approximately 19.26 Sq.Mi.  (12,326.35 acres).  A 1-year, 24 hour storm 
will generate approximately 2,765 cubic feet per second (CFS) of flow at the outfall location. 
Plant design flow is 6 MGD = 9.28 CFS. Therefore, the plant design flow is approximately 
0.34% of the 1-yr, 24hr storm to the outfall. The conclusion is that 6 MGD is a very small flow 
rate as it relates to the run of the river/swamp and will not create a flooding condition.  “Will the 
construction of either option cause any traffic issues, either short term or long term?  During 
construction, both options will have impacts on the traffic for about 2 years. However, this is 
only to traverse to and from the site. All work will be performed on site with adequate 
construction entrances. For the extension to Hopewell, the route of the force main along the 
roadside will cause traffic delays during the workday. No long-term traffic issues will result from 
the construction of a new PS and FM. The WWTP will increase traffic but not significantly, to 
cause traffic issues. When operating a 6 MGD plant, these include:  (1) hauling of dried sludge 
from the plant to a landfill - 2-3 trucks per week; (2) Chemical delivery - 2-3 trucks per week; 
and (3) Personnel - 3-5 vehicles daily.  Mr. Carmichael stated that he is leaning more towards the 
pump station and forcemain into Hopewell.  He asked if the hookup for new businesses in the 
industrial park is included with either option.  Mr. Haltom stated the trunk sewer line is included 
with either project.  Chairman Brown clarified that a WWTP would start with 2 MGD with the 
capacity of 6 MGD.  Mr. Haltom stated that is correct.  Chairman Brown asked if the A&E will 
be able to determine if there is a risk for the Blackwater Swamp.  Mr. Haltom stated that it was 
already determined during the permit process that there will be no impacts on the Blackwater 
Swamp.  Per Chairman Brown’s request, Mr. Jeff Stoke clarified that the County lost $1.8 billion 
in projected revenue.  Mr. Carmichael stated that this would only solve the wastewater capacity.  
Wouldn’t the County need the water capacity as well to consider that projected revenue.  Mr. 
Haltom stated that is correct, but the wastewater capacity is more pressing now.  Mr. Carmichael 
asked how the County will pay for all of this if the projected revenue does not happen.  Mr. 
Haltom stated that it is a risk, but we would be in a much better situation to bring business to the 
County.  Mr. Carmichael asked if we have enough land to offer development for businesses 
without going through a third party.  Mr. Stoke stated that the County owns about 45 acres.  
Chairman Brown stated that the opportunity would be there to bring businesses into those lots.  
In addition, the money going towards Petersburg would come back to the County.  Mr. Webb 
stated that it is a little more money coming out of the gate, but it would pay off in the long run 
and put Prince George County in the driver seat.  Chairman Brown stated that we cannot sit here 
and do nothing.  We have to choose one or the other.  Mr. Ashcraft agreed with Mr. Webb that in 
the end, it is a cheaper option to build a wastewater treatment plant.  Chairman Brown stated that 
if they choose neither option, they will need to redirect the $2.5 million in ARPA funds.  Mr. 
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Haltom clarified for Mrs. Waymack that there is no environmental impact on the Blackwater 
Swamp if they choose to go with the wastewater treatment plant.  Mr. Webb stated that it is 
discharged into the James River where he works.  Mr. Carmichael asked what the life span of 
this equipment is supposed to be.  Mr. Haltom stated that there will be typical operating costs 
and equipment replacement, which is included in the annual operating costs.  The likelihood of 
equipment failure is very low.  Mr. Webb stated that where he works, he has some that have run 
thirty plus years with no major incidences.  Mr. Haltom stated that there will be a smell with a 
pump station or a wastewater treatment plant.  With buffers and proper treatment, it can be 
minimized.  Mr. Hunter asked if there are a lot of homes in this immediate area.  There are 216 
within a one mile radius.  He does not believe the smell will get out to a mile.  Mr. Webb stated 
that he is still a proponent for the wastewater treatment plant.  Mr. Carmichael stated that he is 
leaning towards the pump station.  Chairman Brown asked the Board if they could place it on the 
September 14 agenda for a decision.  The Board agreed by consent.   
 
 
PG Circuit Court Renovations – Moseley Architects.  Mr. Chris Roman of Moseley 
Architects, stated that there has been a request to get a price on renovations, including updating 
existing work finishes in the Courtroom and the Jury Assembly Room.  The would like to reduce 
unused space in the Judge’s bench, consolidate unused witness attorney space, renovate the jury 
toilet rooms, enlarge the jury seating area to accommodate 14 jurors, plan for future technology, 
provide easily cleanable seating and work surfaces in the Court, address accessibility, and 
address generator inadequacies.  Mr. Moseley showed the Board its schematic designs of the 
court renovations and the design budget.  The construction costs and generator replacement 
would be $1,199,488.  After other costs are factored in, including furniture allowance, study fees, 
survey fees, design services, testing and inspections, commissioning services, moving expenses 
allowances, 2% building construction costs, and a 10% project budget contingence, the total 
would be $1,621,488.  Chairman Brown asked about a timeline and if the time it would take has 
been factored into the price.  Mr. Roman stated that they estimate eight months to a year and that 
there would be alternatives for Court while the renovations are being made.  Chairman Brown 
stated that a cost will come with that.  Mr. Roman confirmed for Mrs. Waymack that the rooms 
that are currently not being used will be consolidated and four walls will be removed.  He 
clarified for Mr. Hunter that there will be only one sequestered witness room.  He stated that the 
Judge and the Sheriff signed off on that.  Mr. Hunter expressed a concern about placing adverse 
people in the sequestered witness room.  Sheriff Allin stated that there has been a concern about 
that.  However, the two rooms that are there now have not been used as sequestered rooms in 
years.  Everyone sequestered is placed in the hallway with a Deputy Sherriff there at the door.  
Therefore, one room will help if there is an issue.  Chairman Brown stated that we need to think 
ahead and not just concentrate on what we are doing today for a quick solution.  We must factor 
in all of the requirements.  Mr. Webb stated that some think the market may not correct itself 
until 2024, so his concern would be supply on demand, which will add costs on the other end. 
 
PG Heritage Center Water Intrusion Report – Moseley Architects.  Mr. Chris Roman of 
Moseley Architects, stated that a water infiltration investigation was requested.  It included 
investigating a window leaking source, a review of the condition of the roof, a review of the 
source of water behind the plaster, an investigation of the source of arcade roof leaks, 
confirmation of adequate drainage, a review of the condition of the existing brickwork, and a 
recommendation for remediation.  Mr. Roman showed the Board pictures of the existing 
conditions and went over remediation recommendations, including removing and replacing the 
slate roof in the clerk’s office, removing and replacing all flashing, removing and replacing attic 
louver vents, removing and replacing gutters and downspouts, removing and replacing steel 
window lintels, scraping and re-painting wood and steel windows, re-pointing brick starting at 
the water table and up, and scraping and re-plastering damaged interior walls.  In the historic 
courthouse, they recommend re-pointing brick on facade facing the connecting arcade, and 
scraping and re-plastering the damaged interior side of the walls facing the arcade.  In the 
connecting arcade, they recommend removing and replacing the membrane roof, removing and 
replacing flashing, and removing and replacing gutters and downspouts.  The construction costs 
are $724,669.  After other costs are factored in, including study fees, survey fees, design 
services, testing and inspections, commissioning services, moving expenses allowances, and a 
10% project budget contingence, the total would be $904,669.  Ms. Carol Bowman, Director of  
the Regional Heritage Center, stated that they would like a chance to look at this and maybe 
come up with some ways to raise some money for the project.  In addition, there may be grants 
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available and they would be happy to pursue that.   
 
Annual Property Assessments.  Ms. Donna Prince, Real Estate Assessor, stated that Annual 
reassessments began after the 2005 biennial reassessment and coincided with the adoption of 
biannual real estate tax billing.  Leading up to 2008 real estate markets were rapidly appreciating 
and county municipalities were incurring assessment increases.  As the peak of the real estate 
market came and went, Prince George County benefited by having an accurate tax base from the 
result of converting to an annual assessment.   She talked about the benefits of an annual 
assessment. It provides a more current interpretation of the property tax basis.  Assessed values 
are more accurate reflection of current market values and factors that affect market conditions.  
Annual assessments alleviate the dramatic changes in property value that can occur in rapidly 
increasing or declining markets over a biennial assessment.  Annual assessments capture value 
changes in an increasing market more quickly, increasing the tax base equitably.  Some 
detriments of an annual assessment are higher cost associated with staffing, postage, and office 
supplies.  the estimation of the tax base for budgeting purposes is challenging, and a decreased 
window of opportunity for physical property inspections.  According to Historical Notes from 
the Assessors Office “2011 was the worst that Prince George County has experienced over the 
past five years.  The second quarter showed signs of stabilization and some increases over the 
same in 2010, but it would take a substantial turnaround in the market over the next four months 
to again not see a decrease in the over assessed values.”  At that time Mr. Rod Compton, former 
Real Estate Assessor, believed converting to a biennial assessment cycle would have benefited 
the county because of the downturn of the real estate market, limited valid sales, and declining 
property values.  Ms. Prince went over figures of the current residential market in Prince George 
County.  The median sales price is up 17.9% and the original list price is up 4.1%.  The median 
sales price is $245,000.  The median home size is 1676 square feet.  There are currently only 
three foreclosures in Prince George County, which is down by 42 in 2018.  New Kent, Hopewell, 
Petersburg, Colonial Heights, and Powhatan all do a biennial assessment.  Surry, Charles City, 
and Sussex are on a four-year cycles, and Dinwiddie is on a six-year cycle.  As we look ahead to 
the future of County assessments and the impact of the surrounding real estate market there are 
situational influence factors that will be anchors to keep in mind when considering an annual or 
biennial assessment; accelerated real estate market conditions, and situational Influence Factors 
such as forbearance, eviction moratorium, inflation, and higher interest rates.  The trials of 
assessing property are always challenging.  During this time of situational influences the 
Assessor’s office believes there are many positives and negatives to amending the assessment 
cycle.  Some of the Pro’s and Con’s listed by staff members are: Pro’s being always current with 
the market and allows for an appeal period every year.  Con’s are time and staff to do the reviews 
and field work and the County could miss out on addition tax revenue needed in a 2 year cycle.  
With the Situational Influence Factors such as forbearance, eviction moratorium, inflation, and 
higher interest rates the Assessor’s office recommends continuing an annual assessment cycle is 
warranted in the current market. 
 
Pay Increase Discussion – Merit Pay, Step Plan, Scale Adjustment.  Ms. Betsy Drewry, 
Finance Director, talked about pay increase possibilities for FY2023 for non-public safety 
employees.  Public Safety employees were placed on newly created step plans created from pay 
ranges based on years at 65% [PD # years certified law enforcement; Fire/EMS & Sheriff # years 
of related service (internal and external)].  Public Safety employees would be recommended to 
move up one step for FY2023.  These possibilities include minimum wage impacts and 
considerations, a scale adjustment, a step plan placement (similar methodology as Public Safety 
approved for FY2022), merit pay, and part-time temporary employees.  She stated that Virginia 
General Assembly approved increases to the minimum wage rate for Virginia Workers and 
minimum wage will increase incrementally over the next few years.  The minimum wage rate 
increases provide a much-needed increase in the living wage for lower-paid Virginia Workers.  
These dramatic increases over the next few years create unique challenges for each Virginia 
employer across every class of employee.  The minimum wage rate increase does not just impact 
hourly, lower-paid employees – it impacts all employees.  Hourly rates are equated to salaries for 
all full-time employee classes.  The minimum wage is typically considered the foundation or 
starting point  for all salary scales.  Prince George County worked with Evergreen Solutions to 
update its salary scales in 2018.  Evergreen used a Job Assessment Tool (JAT) score to place 
each job title / classification* on a pay grade based on leadership, working conditions, 
complexity of duties, decision making, and relationships.  The County Administrator, County 
Attorney and Constitutional Officers are not on a pay grade.  At that time, County Pay Grades 
were developed (Min / Mid / Max) and positions were placed on grades through market reviews, 



Page 5 of 8   
    
  
peer comparisons and employee interviews.  The minimum wage in place in 2018 ($7.25/hour) 
was used as the foundation / starting point of the lowest pay range.  The minimum of each grade 
increased incrementally from that starting point – based on JAT scores.  Our scales have 
remained unchanged since implemented for 2018-19 [except for Sworn Police Officers, Sheriff’s 
Sworn Deputies & firefighters/EMT and Fire/EMS Officers.  No improvements have been made 
to starting salaries for non-public safety employees.  This does NOT position us well for these 
minimum wage increases.  Therefore, there is a need to increase non-public safety ranges [not 
increased since 2018-19].  Police Officers and Fire/EMS direct response staff have received scale 
improvements since 2018-19.  Attempting to increase all ranges to keep pace with the minimum 
wage rate taking effect on 1/1/2023 for FY2023 would mean increasing ranges at all levels 10-
39%.  It would be costly and this would not address compression for non-public safety 
employees (also a big concern and need to retain employees).  Mrs. Drewry stated that they will 
be contacting other localities to see what they have planned to address the minimum wage 
increase and develop strategies to address minimum wage increases and minimize compromising 
the integrity of the current scales to the extent possible.  In regards to a step plan increase, Mrs. 
Drewry stated that Public Safety employees received increases based on creation of a step plan 
(30 equal steps in pay range) and placing at 65% years to step (slide 2 shows how PS employees 
were placed).  Affording step plan / placement increases to non-public safety employees would 
begin addressing compression across employee groups and promote consistency and equity in 
“years to pay” status across all County employee groups (survey feedback indicated employee 
feelings of inequity from non-public safety employees).  Human Resources sent a request to all 
current non-public safety employees requesting current PG County position information (Start 
Date; Years in position; description of duties), other / prior PG County Position Information 
(Title; FT/PT Status; Service start and end dates and # Years). And related outside service (Title, 
Employer, Service start and end dates and # Years) – required certification of prior employer.  
HR still awaits completed forms from several employees (not 100% complete).  A step plan 
increase would be consistent with Public Safety increases for FY2022, recommendation to grant 
placement at 65% steps to years for all related internal and external employment; one step for 
each year of full-time PG Service, part-time service in the same position granted at 50%, and 
outside related service granted at 100%; 1 year = 1 step.  Years’ experience gathering continues 
and then calculations of cost will follow.  Because of minimum wage increases, we must also 
consider scale adjustments to meet required minimum wage increase effective 1/1/2023.  Next, 
Ms. Drewry talked about the possibility of merit pay.  The Board requested that we examine re-
implementing increases based on merit and develop a plan.  Increases would be based on 
performance evaluations, and would vary depending on employee performance.  A higher 
evaluation score would equal a larger pay increase.  Merit Pay increases were last provided for 
County employees in FY2008 (before economic recession of 2008/2009).  The cost of living 
adjustment was received on July 1.  A merit increase would be received January 1 [half year 
budget impact].  Recommended eligible employees would include employees hired prior to July 
1, 2021.  It would be non-public safety employees only.  Public Safety employees would 
continue progressing on step plan, if step increase approved.  The increase would be based on 
performance evaluations completed 7/1/2021 – 06/30/2022.  The range of increases would be 0% 
to 2.5%.  A full-year impact would be $260,000 and a half-year impact would be $130,000 if 
implemented January 2, 2023.  Ms. Drewry stated that it has been a number of years since hourly 
rates were increased for part-time temporary employees.  If step placement is considered for full-
time (FT) non-public safety employees, consideration should be given to increases based on part-
time service to Prince George (# of years of part-time temporary service to Prince George).  This 
provides an increase for length of service (allows employees who have served in a PT for a 
length of time to be paid at a higher rate than those with no service).  Staff recommendation is to 
consider for FY2023 increases in the following order:  minimum wage adjustment (Scale 
Adjustment), initial Step Placement for non-public safety employees at 65% (begin to 
meaningfully adjust compression) – will mirror what was done for PS employees in FY2022*, 
and merit increases – perhaps consider in a future year (beyond FY2023).  Staff plans to poll 
other localities to determine what actions they are taking to address mandated minimum wage 
increases and determine what scale adjustments are needed to effectively address minimum wage 
increases.  HR will continue to input experience information for non-Public safety employees.  
Cost calculations will follow completion of experience information.  Staff will provide the Board 
with an update at a future meeting.  Ms. Corrie Hurt, Human Resources Director, added that if 
the Board decides to move toward a step plan, merit increases could be tied-in to them gaining a 
step each year.  She reminded the Board, that there are still Constitutional Officers that are not 
on board with performance evaluations.  If merit becomes an option, we want it to be an option 
for all employees.   
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Scott Park Road Improvements.  Mr. Keith Rotzoll, Director of Parks and Recreation, 
presented a proposal to the Board for paving the entrance road into Scott Park.  In addition, he 
proposed paving the Scott Park rear parking lot, and paving the trails near the concession stand.  
The cost to pave the entrance road is $139,819.60.  The cost to pave the rear parking lot would 
be $342,238.40 and the cost to pave the trails near the concession stand is $6,328.80.  $200,000 
is the maximum per project total a contracted vendor can provide without a competitive 
procurement.  If a formal IFB is prepared, they will need at least minimal professional A/E 
services to prepare drawings and assist with bid specifications.  Staff would need to contact firms 
to get a cost estimate for these services.  The Tourism Fund Balance is not secure to cover all 
three projects.  Mr. Hunter asked if there was enough in the Tourism Fund to cover the entrance 
to the park.  Ms. Drewry stated that there was.  Mr. Hunter also recommended suggested speed 
limit signs.  Mr. Webb stated that he has no problem using Tourism Funds.  However, this was 
not budgeted for and he does have a problem taking funds from other places.  In addition, we 
have yet to do any of the top three items citizens asked for in the park including a walking trail 
and a fishing pond.  He cannot support anything outside of the Tourism Funds.  Mr. Jeff Stoke, 
Deputy County Administrator and Economic Development Director, stated that their estimated 
FY21 surplus was $324,014, which is what they will initially carryover.  He believes that these 
projects are legitimate for this.  Chairman Brown asked if the road would extend to Tree Time.  
Mr. Rotzoll stated that Tree Time would be responsible for paving that portion if they wanted.  
Chairman Brown stated that he would have thought they would have considered running water 
when they original did the trails near the concession stand.  Chairman Brown stated that the 
Board will readdress this once they get final numbers from Mr. Stoke. 
 
Chairman Brown called a recess at 6:57 p.m.  The meeting reconvened at 7:03 p.m.   
 
Senior Citizen Van Grant.  Ms. Bertha Judge, Social Services Director, shared some 
information she received from the Crater District Area Agency on Agency.  She stated that she 
spoke to the County Administrator along with the Senior Task Force member.  There is an 
opportunity to get a van that requires a 20% match.  The purpose of the van would be to assist 
seniors in the County for medical and wellness transportation.  According to the Crater District 
Area Agency on Agency, the County would need to respond and submit a letter in February, 
2022 requesting the van.  The approval of the van would be made in June, 2022.  The 20% match 
is about $10,000 and is required in January, 2023.  The van would be delivered in October, 2023.  
In order to be eligible for the grant, the County has to have a transportation program already 
established.  This would require a transportation manager and a driver.  Mr. Webb asked what 
the driver would drive until the grant is approved and the van is delivered.  Ms. Judge stated that 
there are a few options for the Board to consider.  There is a very old van that the County can use 
or if there are funds available, they may be able to purchase a used older van for the program to 
meet the need now.  She stated that the program manager can be someone already on Staff.  
However, they will need a driver and the driver would need a cell phone.  She also clarified for 
Mr. Webb that the driver would not need a Class B license to drive a 15-passenger van.  The 
Board agreed that they have time to budget for the match for the grant.  Chairman Brown stated 
that he has a church van at his house that they no longer use.  He will speak to his pastor to see if 
the church would be willing to donate the van to the County to use that in the meantime to get 
the program started.  It is a 15-passenger van.  Mr. Keith Rotzoll, Director of Parks and 
Recreation, stated that they could start with just a couple of days a week to have a program in 
place.  Mr. Webb stated that he would like them to figure how where the money will come from 
to maintain the program before they start. 
 
Battery Storage Facilities Policy/Ordinance.  Ms. Julie Walton, Deputy County Administrator 
and Director of Community Development, stated that this type of facility is not addressed in 
Prince George County’s Zoning Ordinance as a “stand alone” use.  They have received a request 
to add the use and definition to the Code.  Staff has developed a Draft Ordinance for 
consideration, defining the Use, Application as Special Exception, Zoning Districts, etc.  They 
recommend an internal policy for guidance on application reviews and standard conditions for 
Special Exception requests.  Ms. Walton showed the Board a couple of examples of battery 
storage facilities.  Regulations established the demand for 3,100 MW of energy storage in 
Virginia by 2035, most among states in the nation.  Energy storage is valued for its rapid 
response – most battery storage technologies can begin discharging power to the grid very 
quickly, while fossil fuel sources tend to take longer to ramp up. This rapid response is important 
for ensuring stability of the grid when unexpected increases in demand occur or temporary 
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outages.  Battery Storage facilities should have proximity to an electrical substation or 
transmission line.  Other things to consider are the size of the facility (‘footprint”) and size of 
lot/property where located (acreage), the distance to adjoining properties and structures, hazard 
protections, a provider agreement in place with an Energy company, and facility screening and 
security.  Facilities should be sited to avoid wetlands, floodplains, and environmental concerns.  
Also addressed in the draft ordinance is fire and explosion risk mitigation and developing a water 
containment plan as a component of a Battery Fire Action Plan.  Ms. Walton went over the 
substation locations in the County.  The next steps would be to receive feedback from the 
Planning Commission and the Board on the Draft Ordinance, set public hearings for Ordinance 
consideration, and determine if a Policy is needed, or include Special Exception conditions in the 
Ordinance.  Mr. Webb asked if replacing or disposing of batteries is included in the draft 
Ordinance.  Ms. Walton stated that they need to address single-use replacement.  Ms.  Walton 
informed the Board that they have included lot size and noise components.  Mr. Webb asked if it 
has been determined how many hours of backup are required based on the amount of kiilowatts 
used.  Ms. Walton stated that they have picked a kilowatt amount of energy that they have to be 
able to backup.   
 
Growth in Residential Areas.  Ms. Walton talked about Residential Growth Areas and Trends 
in the Planning Area and Rural Conservation Area.  Mr. Webb asked how this would compare to 
current utilities and projected untilities in the next five year.  Ms. Walton stated utilitities are 
only part of the Planning Area.  She stated that is one of the main barriers of growth in the 
Planning Area.  The current goal is to encourage and develop growth in the Planning Area in 
order to efficiently manage and provide services, infrastructure and businesses.  There have been 
256 new development lots in the Planning Area over the last three months.  The Rural 
Conservation Area is designed to preserve green space and encourage preservation of land and 
resources.  Five year totals show slight majority of single-family development growth in the 
Planning Area – current trend is a larger majority in the future.  There are differing opinions 
between citizens and developers on future development goals within the Rural Conservation 
Area.  Ms. Walton stated that they need to determine the desire to encourage growth in the 
Planning Area versus the Rural Conservation Area and work towards providing solutions that 
address any barriers for development in the Planning District (both real and perceived), while 
preserving the rural nature of the Conservation Area.  In addition, they need to determine the 
interest in reducing the lot size in the Rural Conservation Area, which will inherently encourage 
more growth in the rural area. They need to consider the impacts on providing services with this 
growth- Public safety, fire and EMS, school transportation, road conditions, business services 
that may be unavailable.  Ms. Walton presented the Board with two options.  One option would 
be to remove barriers to development in the Planning Area by increasing the availability/capacity 
of public water and sewer (connections required for new development in the Planning Area) 
Currently under consideration, providing incentives for private expansions of existing public 
services (already started), allowing small lot subdivisions (i.e. 5 to 10 lots) without providing 
public services if beyond certain distance from service, or capacity limits (Ordinance 
Amendment), and expanding a division waiver in Ordinance already in place (one lot, only 
certain zoning districts; requires Ordinance Amendment).  The second option is to address lot 
sizes in the Rural Conservation Area by facilitating rezoning from R-A or A-1 to R-E if smaller 
lots without utilities is desired by a developer and allow by Ordinance dedication of green space 
and concentrate/ group housing lots.  This is similar to cluster development.  They could 
concentrate smaller lots together and dedicate the remaining acreage that would have met the 
five acre minimum as green space for the neighborhood/development.  Ms. Walton recommends 
that Staff facilitate a development committee to define barriers and solutions for Board 
consideration regarding the Planning Area, utilizing both citizens and developers who have 
expressed interest in serving.  She also recommends they support R-E Rezonings in areas that are 
suited for smaller lot development outside of the Planning Area, maintain current rural areas, but 
recognize the need for small developments, and amend the Ordinance to allow dedicated green 
space for lot size reduction in the Rural Conservation Area.  Mr. Webb stated that it is more cost 
effective overall to build from inside out.  When you start building smaller lot sizes, there is the 
consideration of wells.  He does not want to see the County to continue to build places like 
Jordan on the James, Beechwood Manor, and River’s Edge.  He would like to see more of a 
centralized system when it comes to utilities.  Chairman Brown stated that they should figure out 
the best fit for this committee as to should it work under the Planning Commission or the Board.  
The Board agreed that they for the committee and Ms. Walton’s recommendations.  Mr. Ashcraft 
stated that there are a number of subdivisions in this County with very few amenities and nothing 
for kids to do.  He believes that concept should be part of the discussion as they move forward 
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with future development.  It starts with telling Staff that is where the discussions with developers 
need to be.  
 
Strategic Plan Update.  Ms. Walton stated that the RFP results came back with 12 firms 
responded to the Request for Proposals.  The Evaluation Team has reviewed and ranked each of 
the Respondents.  The top three firms have been selected for oral presentations.  The scheduling 
for presentations are to begin the first week of September.  Ms. Walton talked about the scope of 
services for development of the Plan, including a specific and effective plan for the County’s 
growth, public investment, direction for the future; prioritize goals and initiatives.  It must 
include Public engagement and Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission input.  While 
not a Comp. Plan update, it will need to incorporate key elements of the existing plan and 
provide update direction.  It will include community vision, economic development goals, 
community development priorities.  It will provide strategic direction and measurable action 
items and plan for fiscal sustainability.  The next steps are to complete respondent interviews and 
evaluations (September), select a candidate, and negotiate a contract for services and present a 
recommendation to the Board (October).  Mr. Webb asked where utilities will fit in this plan.  
Mr. Ashcraft stated that Utilities has a master plan and it will be made to fit in with the Strategic 
Plan.  
 
ADJOURNMENT.   After brief discussion on possible dates for a tentative work session in 
September, Mr. Hunter made a motion, seconded by Mrs. Waymack, to adjourn at 8:20 p.m.  
 
On roll call the vote was: 
In favor: (5) Webb, Hunter, Brown, Waymack, Carmichael 
Opposed: (0) 
Absent: (0) 
 
[Draft Minutes prepared September 3, 2021 for consideration on September 14, 2020; adopted 
by unanimous vote.] 

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