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MINUTES 
Board of Supervisors 

County of Prince George, Virginia 
 

Work Session 
September 13, 2021 

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

6602 Courts Drive, Prince George, Virginia 
 

MEETING CONVENED. Chairman Floyd M. Brown, Jr. called a work session of the Board 
of Supervisors of the County of Prince George, Virginia, to order at 4:00 p.m. on Monday, 
September 13, 2021 in the Boardroom, County Administration Building, Third Floor, 6602 
Courts Drive, and Prince George, Virginia 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  
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 
Utility Rate Adjustments.  Mr. Frank Haltom, County Engineer, went over the County’s future 
capital needs totaling $240,355,000 through 2030.  Revenue growth as necessary and revenue 
growth on an annual basis have been analyzed to provide perspective on the impact of the 
County’s CIP on its financial profile.  The Financial Targets of Debt Service Coverage at a 
minimum of 1.25x and cash balance of no less than 100% cash as a percentage of operating and 
maintenance expense are solved for on a fund-by-fund basis.  Historically, the County has 
maintained strong cash reserves.  From FY 2017 through the FY 2022 Budget, Combined 
Operating Revenue has grown at an average of 4.0% compared to Combined Operating 
Expenditure growth of 2.2% in the same time period.  Current Revenues support Operating 
Expenses and Debt Service. Debt Service Coverage has remained well above peer medians and 
rating agency standards since FY 2017.  Operating Fund Cash and Investments as a % of 
operating and maintenance expense have increased each year since FY 2017.  Because the 
County is able to issue General Obligation debt, there is not currently any debt outstanding that 
holds a pledge of the net revenues of the system or any of its cash balances.  Based on future CIP 
needs, the utility will need an average growth in revenues of 10.2% per year in the water fund 
and 5.0% per year in the sewer fund.  Achieved through new customers, increased flow from 
existing customers, rate increases, contributions from the general fund, grants.  Included in the 
2020 Rate Study were Capital Improvement Program (CIP) Costs and Grants.  Scenarios initially 
considered to pay for CIP costs over next 5 years included cover all CIP costs with debt, cover 
several of the highest cost projects with 50% grants, cover all CIP projects from 2021, going 
forward, with 50% grants.  The rates modeled and recommended are closer to a best-case 
scenario than they are to a worst-case scenario.   The County must take advantage of any grants 
opportunities.  The recommended water connection, minimum charge, and unit rate adjustments 
were provided, which would result in a 22.5% increase in minimum bimonthly charge and 30% 
increase in unit rate charge.  The recommended sewer connection, minimum charge, and unit 
rate adjustments were provided, which would result in a 34% increase in minimum bimonthly 
charge and -0.40% increase in unit rate charge.  There are approximately 307 unmetered sewer 
customers.  Unmetered customers generally use more water than metered customers, 25%+.  The 
current flat rate bi-monthly bill for unmetered sewer customers is $108.00. Is this fair?  The 
average bi-monthly use for metered accounts is 8,456 gallons, which currently generates a bill of 
$99.49. The recommended rates would generate a bill of $107.61. For 10,000 gallons, current 
rate generates a bill of $113.12 and the recommended rate of $121.18.  The study considered the 
current unmetered customer’s bill at $108 to be reasonable as compared to the current metered 
rate bills. The study did make any recommendation for the flat rate.  The initial water rate 
adjustments will result in an overall revenue. Equivalent bill for a 5,000 gallon per month 
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residential customer:  water will rise from $24.41 per month to $31.02. (increase of 24.6%) and 
sewer will rise from $56.56 per month to $59.78. (increase of 1.8%).  In future years, it is 
projected water rates will need to be increased across-the-board by 5.0 percent to match inflation 
and to reach the reserves target. Sewer rates will need to rise by 3.0 percent, just to match 
inflation.  Several very expensive capital improvements scheduled to occur five to seven years 
from now will necessitate additional rate increases or interventions, like higher grants, in the near 
future.  

 
Private Road Standards.  Mr. Tim Graves of the Planning Department talk about a potential 
ordinance amendment regarding private roads.  Mr. Graves presented to the Board examples of 
existing private roads, including Boulder Lane, Mayes Lane, Junius Lane, Destiny Lane, King 
Drive, and Silvercrest Drive.  Prior to December 2007, private roads were not permitted and 
Family Divisions were permitted on access easements.  Beginning December 2007, private roads 
were allowed for up to 3 lots in A-1 and R-A districts, if built to VDOT standards, except they 
could be gravel.  Family divisions were allowed to be accessed by a private easement, or a 
shared easement if they could not secure a new private one.  Beginning January 2009, Family 
Divisions were allowed on minimum 10’ wide easement and access management standards were 
added.  Beginning 2013, Family Divisions were to be held to same access standards as other 
divisions in R-A and A-1.  Mr. Graves went over some of the challenges and questions they are 
dealing with regarding private roads, including (1) the difference between a driveway and a 
private road, (2) the difference between a shared entrance and a private road, (3) is a single-user 
access easement a private road or is it a driveway, (4) if a lot has public road frontage but doesn’t 
use that frontage for access, does that exempt the lot from the 3-lot limit, (5) can four or five lots 
share an entrance if VDOT requires them to, (6) what standards should prevail when the 
County’s access management requirements differ from VDOT’s, (7) is a road maintenance 
agreement required, or just an entrance maintenance agreement, and (8) what is the County’s role 
in enforcing private easements.  Other challenges include, (1) what road surface should be 
constructed when there is an existing shared easement and no road was constructed by the 
developer (subdivider) inside of the easement, (2) who is responsible when a new building 
permit is submitted, (3) when does a private road need to be built during the development 
process and can they be phased, (4) what setbacks apply to a private driveway in an easement vs. 
a private road, (5) are surety bonds and engineering plans applicable to private roads, (6) what 
specifically are the VDOT standards, and (7) does (or should) a 3-lot road need to be named.  
Mr. Graves showed some examples of a shared easement serving two users, a private road 
easement with no road constructed, a private road easement and private easement side-by-side, a 
private road that will need to be extended if a house is proposed on the third lot, shared 
entrances, a driveway splitting off from road at the entrance on the public road, and an easement 
for a future road.  Currently in the ordinance, all new lots in the County are required to front on 
state-maintained roads, except that private roads are permitted to serve up to 3 lots in R-A and A-
1 zoning districts.  Each lot must have road frontage of effectively 120 feet, or 50 feet on a cul-
de-sac. -- The administrator may exempt the cul-de-sac.  The required road frontage must be 
used for access via a driveway.  A driveway is not defined, but it is effectively an on-site 
roadway serving only one lot.  A private road is something that provides the required road 
frontage to an abutting lot, including a road that serves only one lot. -- We understand this may 
not be the intent for a road serving only one lot.  A shared entrance becomes a private road after 
a common-sense distance, i.e. 50 feet.  The developer must construct or bond the road prior to 
final plat approval. Otherwise, the lot would not have the required road frontage, and the road 
may never be constructed by the developer.  The VDOT Standards referenced by the Ordinance 
are for a two-lane subdivision street with a width of at least 18’, not including engineered 
shoulders and ditches.  The County’s access management standards currently require private 
roads for lots fronting on collector and arterial (high traffic) roads.  The County does not enforce 
private agreements, but can enforce required development standards (at the time of subdivision 
or initial construction).  The potential draft ordinance consists primarily of clarifications for 
existing requirements.  It provides new definitions for Driveway, Public road, Private road, and 
Access easement.  In addition, it establishes driveway standards (10 feet wide gravel).  It allows 
a driveway standard whenever there is only one lot served by an easement, or when roads platted 
prior to 2013 have not yet been constructed.  It requires road maintenance agreements.  It 
changes VDOT standard to be based on traffic volume (= change from 18’ width to 15’).  The 
agent can exempt one or two lots from the three-lot limit if they only share the road entrance 
(first 50’).  It defers to VDOT to regulate access management (shared entrances, spacing between 
entrances, etc.).  Reasons to have clear road standards in the ordinance are to limit the 
proliferation of roads that are inaccessible by property owners and emergency vehicles, to ensure 
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a quality minimum standard for access for new housing construction, to limit road failures on 
substandard roads, ensure there is funding to repair roads when they do fail, to prevent requests 
by property owners for the County to maintain private roads when there is no funding available, 
to allow for standardized and predictable addressing for new housing construction                            
(so that visitors, mail trucks and emergency vehicles can easily locate houses by address), to put 
developers and County Staff on the same page about requirements, and to enable developers to 
calculate accurate costs of development during the planning stages.  Mr. Graves gave the Board 
some options for the next steps.  They can seek community input on the draft ordinance 
amendment and send it to the Planning Commission for consideration (Staff recommendation).  
They could draft an alternate amendment to prohibit private roads, except for Family Divisions 
(Max three lots, include standards for Family Division roads and roads not yet built).  Staff 
recommends working toward this option within 3-5 years or to consider during the next 
Comprehensive Plan update.  They could draft an alternative amendment to eliminate private 
road standards except for a three-lot limit.  Staff would recommend only considering this after 
first adopting the currently proposed clarifications.  Another option would be to do nothing.  Mr. 
Webb stated that he thought it was a minimum of 30 feet on private roads to allow for emergency 
vehicles.  Ms. Walton stated that the access was 30 feet.  Mr. Webb asked if they require an 
HOA, will the County have to enforce it.  Mr. Graves stated that they would not require an HOA, 
just an agreement.  Chairman Brown asked what the public input would look like.  Ms. Julie 
Walton, Director of Community Development, stated that they need to reach out to the 
development community probably electronically and the public input would be more of a town 
hall.  Chairman Brown stated that it looks like we are trying to lower the bar. Ms. Walton stated 
that VDOT has lowered the bar as well.  Chairman Brown stated that as long as the two work 
together.  Chairman Brown added that he would like an opportunity to read it in more detail 
before they seek public input.  The Board requested a couple of more weeks to look it over and 
provide input before they seek public input. 
 
Veterans Memorial.  Mr. Percy Ashcraft, County Administrator, asked the Board for their 
thoughts on a new Veterans Memorial.  He stated that this is a community of active and retired 
veterans and he believes they have outgrown the Old Courthouse lawn.  He would like an 
opportunity for Staff to come up with something at a new location and bring it back to the Board.  
Mr. Hunter stated that he would be in favor of that.  He suggested it be where the soccer fields 
are at Scott Park.  Chairman Brown stated that he thought of that location as well.  Mrs. 
Waymack stated that a Veterans Memorial Garden would be perfect in that area.  Mr. Webb 
stated that he would like to see some numbers first.  Mr. Carmichael stated that he would like to 
see what Staff can come up with.   
 
Staffing.  Ms. Betsy Drewry, Finance Director, stated that new position requests have been made  
for FY2023.  Department Heads have communicated needs for most of the same positions 
requested in FY2022 plus a few more.  The requests include four Police Officers, a Part-Time 
Property & Evidence Technician, a Senior Grounds Maintenance Worker, an Information 
Systems Technician, a Manager VI Planning [Authorized but not Funded], a Logistics Officer, 
three Fire Medics, and a Maintenance Supervisor.  In addition, the Garage is requesting an 
Administrative Support Specialist, Finance is requesting a Deputy Finance Director, and Social 
Services is requesting a Benefit Program Specialist and a Human Services Assistant.  The Real 
Estate Assessor is reviewing her Appraiser (I and II) and Real Estate Technician positions; and 
evaluating any needed realignment to achieve Certificate of Excellence from IAAO.  Job 
descriptions, education and certification requirements, and pay grades are under review by the 
Assessor and Human Resources and recommendations pending for a possible position 
reclassification. 
 
Exit 45 Plan.  Mr. Jeff Stoke, Deputy County Administrator and Economic Development 
Director, introduced Consultant Mr. David Denny from Sanford Holshouser to discuss the 
Strategic Plan for Exit 45.  There are three components in the Plan; the utility side, the 
community development side, and the economic development side.  They will be doing 
interviews with key personnel and meeting with the property owners around the first of October.  
Mr. Denny stated that the current project is intended to take previous study results, confirm and 
modify the visions and options that have been developed in some of those pieces of work, gather 
information from a wide range of local, regional, and state stakeholders and evaluate the current 
state of water and infrastructure and service in that study area making recommendations on 
solving any water and sewer issues that negatively affect the ability to revitalize and develop the 
Exit 45 study area.  Sanford Holshouser is focused on where things stand in the area collecting 
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information from a host of print and electronic reports and related data.  They are conducting a 
comparative analysis of Exit 45 assets with up to five other interstate exits in order to identify 
needs, shortfalls, and how development progressed at those exits.  The RiverLink Group has help 
gather this input, which really helps to shape and validate the vision developed and helps gain 
buy-in for the ultimate activities in the area.  Liz Povar from RiverLink has already had 
interviews with the County Administrator and the Virginia Gateway Region.  She has a total of 
about sixteen other focus group interviews scheduled.  The team also includes Draper Aden 
Associates who are evaluating the water and sewer components of the projects and making 
recommendations as to what is needed to create the vision of that area.  Mr. Denny stated that the 
heart of this project will be an action matrix, which will consisting of individual goals, a list of 
specific project actions to accomplish each goal, a timeframe to achieve and an assignment for 
each action.  They also offer one year of support service on anything that they write.  They are 
moving forward with a timeline before Thanksgiving.  Mr. Carmichael asked if they plan to take 
a look at the businesses that are already there to decide whether they need improvement and 
Chairman Brown asked if they will be focused on specific types of business that will improve the 
area.  Mr. Denny said yes. 
 
Waiving of Fees.  Mr. Ashcraft stated that it has been brought to Staff’s attention that different 
departments have been waiving fees for different reasons when they really should not have. Mr. 
Dan Whitten, County Attorney, went over different scenarios.  Parks and Recreation waives 
registration fees on a case-by-case basis for financial reasons after input from Schools or Social 
Services and membership for County gyms is waived for all Public Safety employees for health 
reasons.  Parks and Recreation does not have any applications or policies in place and the 
Director approves the waivers.  The Animal Control Department currently waives adoption fee 
or boarding fee on case-by-case basis for financial reasons or gives discount to County 
employees.  They do not have any applications or policies in place either.  The waiver is 
approved by the Supervisor.  They also occasionally do special events where ½ off adoption fees.  
The Community Development Department brings any waivers of fees to the Board of 
Supervisors for approval for building permit waivers for non-profits. The Utilities Department 
does not offer waivers unless under State of Emergency.  The department did not charge fees or 
penalties for nonpayment for set period of time in accordance with an Ordinance approved by 
Board.  When the department received funds from CARES act, the  department waived the fee to 
those that received the benefit as part of the act.  County employees and supervisors do not have 
the authority under either the County Code or Virginia Code to waive County fees.  Only the 
Board of Supervisors has the authority to waive fees.  The Board of Supervisors could adopt an 
ordinance after a public hearing that delegates the authority to the County Administrator or 
Department Heads to waive certain County fees.  Such delegation of authority is allowed under 
the Dillon Rule, but the Ordinance would need to specifically state the process for waiving 
County fees.  The Ordinance could allow for the waiver of fees for low-income families or on 
case-by-case basis.  Mr. Webb stated that he does not have a problem delegating as long as there 
are specific guidelines.  For instance, he does not think it is fair to give a discount to a County 
employee to adopt a pet if you are not going to offer it to all citizens.  He thinks it should be fair 
and equal for everyone.  Mrs. Waymack asked if they could just have a policy rather than an 
ordinance.  Mr. Whitten stated that they could.  Chairman Brown stated that he is fine with a 
policy as long as there are guidelines and criteria.  The Board agreed that they would like to see a 
policy brought back to them for their approval.  
 
Signing Bonus for New Police Officers.  Police Chief Keith Early stated that hiring and 
retention remains to be priority in the Police Department.  The starting salary for a brand new 
officer is $45,000.  Pay is evolving quickly in the public safety area.  To make Prince George 
County more competitive, Chief Early is proposing a signing bonus of $2,000 for a non-certified 
officer and $4,000 for a certified officer.  The Police Department received $36,310 from DCJS 
for police recruitment and retention and the intent it to use that money for the bonuses.  Chief 
Early would like to offer those bonuses until the funds run out.  If it is successful, he may come 
back before the Board with another proposal.  He stated that they just want to stay competitive 
with the pay along with the good reputation of the community and the team.  He is looking at 
two retirements in the near future.  The bonus would not be paid until all training is completed.  
Mr. Webb stated that he does not see a retention plan.  He asked if there is a time period they are 
required to stay after their training.  Chief Early stated that he does not advocate contracts 
because if an officer does not want to work here, then he would rather see them go.  Mr. Webb 
stated that there can be a lot of money invested in these recruits and some citizens may not be 
satisfied with letting them go just because they do not want to be here.  He suggested a contract 
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stating that they give some of that money back.  Chief Early stated that they have enjoyed the 
benefit of certified officers that were trained elsewhere more than losing recruits after the 
training has been paid for by the County.  Chairman Brown stated that at some point he would 
hope we are looking at how we keep the employees that have been here and put in the time.  The 
signing bonuses would require a resolution.  Chairman Brown stated the Board will discuss it 
further and bring it forward at a later date if they so choose. 
 
State-Funded Bonus for Sworn Funded Sheriff’s Office Positions.  Sheriff Bucky Allin stated 
that the purpose of the 2021 General Assembly Special Session II was to determine allocations 
of the Commonwealths distribution of Federal American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) funds in 
FY22.  The Budget was approved by House, Senate, and Governor on August 10, 2021.  The 
Budget calls for a one-time $3,000 bonus for Compensation Board funded sworn positions in 
Sheriff’s Office and Regional Jails.  It does not represent base salary funding.  In addition, it 
does not supplant local salary supplements.  The Compensation Board met August 26, 2021 and 
approved funding for each Sheriff’s office and Regional Jail.  Bonus must be implemented by 
November 30, 2021.  The Compensation Board will provide reimbursement for bonus with 
payroll reimbursement.  Individuals who are eligible includes deputies that occupied a sworn 
funded position on the Compensation Board payroll on the date of implementation of the bonus 
and have served in that position for 231 hrs. or approximately 5.8 weeks.  One Deputy position 
funded by the County, the Office Manager, and two part-time Deputies are not eligible.  The cost 
to allow bonuses for those positions are $3,000 bonus for deputy position funded by the County 
($3,230); $1,500 bonus for each part time deputy ($3,230); and $1,500 bonus for Office Manager   
($1,615).  The three options for Board consideration are to allow for bonuses to cover all 
compensation board funded positions, deputy position funded by county, two part time deputy 
positions, and office manager.  Total $8,075, to allow for bonus to cover all compensation board 
positions and one deputy position funded by the county  $3,230, or just to allow for bonus to all 
sworn Compensation Board positions at no cost to the county.  Funds for covering the cost of 
any of these options for full and part time deputies could come from the Courthouse Security 
fees ($6,460).  The funds to cover the cost of the Office Manager could come from Sheriff’s 
Office existing budget ($1,615).  Sheriff Allin stated that he believes the Compensation Board’s 
intent was to reward these employees for their challenges during COVID.  Mr. Webb asked if 
this is without them coming back later to ask for money for that line item.  Sheriff Allin stated 
that there is $28,000 in that fund and he has not touched it.  Mr. Webb stated that he would be 
okay with it as long as they do not come back and ask for more money.  He stated that there are a 
ton of County employees that have dealt with the public during COVID just the same if not more 
since the Courts closed for a while.  Mr. Hunter agreed.  Chairman Brown asked for clarification 
that the State will be reimbursing for FICA.  Ms. Drewry stated that they will.  Chairman Brown 
agreed that he is okay with it as well as long as they do not come back later and ask for that 
money back.  The County Attorney stated that this will require a public hearing.  They will have 
a public hearing in October.  Chairman Brown made it clear to the Board that if they say yes to 
the Sheriff, they should not say no to the Chief since they are both coming from a different 
funding source.  Mr. Webb stated that he only had a problem with retention where the Police 
Department was concerned.   
 
BOS Assessment Tool.  Mr. Ashcraft stated that this was given to the Board several months ago.  
He encouraged the Board to look it over and be framing their thoughts since it is very similar to 
the type of questions that will be asked in line with the Strategic Plan and the Exit 45 Plan.   
 
ADJOURNMENT.  Mr. Hunter made a motion, seconded by Mr. Webb, to adjourn at 5:30 p.m. 
on September 14.  The meeting adjourned at 6:42 pm. 
 
On roll call the vote was: 
In favor: (5) Webb, Hunter, Brown, Waymack, Carmichael 
Opposed: (0) 
Absent: (0) 
 
[Draft Minutes prepared September 30, 2021 for consideration on October 12, 2021; adopted by 
unanimous vote.] 
 
________________________________________ 
Floyd M. Brown, Jr. 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors 
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_______________________________________ 
Percy C. Ashcraft 
County Administrator 
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