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MINUTES  
Board of Supervisors  

County of Prince George, Virginia 
 

December 15, 2021 
Pre-Budget Work Session 

County Administration Bldg. Boardroom, Third Floor 
6602 Courts Drive, Prince George, Virginia 

 
MEETING CONVENED. A Pre-Budget Work Session of the Board of Supervisors of the 
County of Prince George, Virginia, was called to order at 4:00 p.m. on December 15, 2021 in the 
Boardroom, County Administration Building, 6602 Courts Drive, Prince George, Virginia by 
Floyd M. Brown, Jr., Chairman. 
 
ATTENDANCE.  The following members responded to Roll Call: 
Floyd M. Brown, Jr., Chairman Present  
Marlene J. Waymack, Vice-Chair   Present 
Alan R. Carmichael Absent 
Donald R. Hunter Present 
T. J. Webb Present  

Also present was:  Percy C. Ashcraft, County Administrator; Jeff Stoke, Deputy County 
Administrator; Julie C. Walton, Deputy County Administrator; Betsy Drewry, Deputy County 
Administrator; and Dan Whitten, County Attorney. 

WORK SESSION 
 
Employee Pay Plan. Ms. Betsy Drewry, Finance Director and Deputy County Administrator, 
stated that Public Safety Employees were placed a “step plan” based on years of service.  The 
cost was $681,178.  Eighty-two employees received step placement and 15 received a one-time 
bonus.  Social Services employees received a 5% increase which was State supported.  
Constitutional Office employees received a 5% increase on their Comp Board salary, which was 
also State supported and required to received increased Comp Board revenues.  All other County 
employees received 2%.  Sheriff employees received a $2,000 Stated-funded bonus on 
November 16, 2021.  In FY21, there were no pay raises provided to employees.  Sheriff Comp 
Board funded employees received a $500 State-funded bonus.  In FY20, employees received 
$1,000, 2%, of a $2,000 increase.  Fire/EMS was placed on a separate pay plan similar to the 
Police Department made in FY19.  The pay grade was increased for Communications Officers 
and there was a 25% implementation to begin addressing compression.  In FY19, there was a 
Phase I Salary Study for Sworn Police Officers ($2,000/$4,000/$6,000/$8,000 varying by years 
of service) and other employees received $1,000, 2% of a $2,000 increase.  In FY18, no pay raise 
was provided to employees.  In September 2017, full-time employees received a $1,250 one-time 
bonus.   
 
In August 2021, Staff discussed with the Board minimum wage impact and considerations, a 
Step Plan Placement for non-public safety employees, merit pay, and part-time temporary 
employees.  We must consider scale adjustment to address minimum wage increases as part of 
developing any plan for pay increases for FY2023 and in future years.  The updated Staff 
recommendation is to consider for FY23 increases in the following order:  (1) initial step 
placement for non-public safety employees at 65%, minimum wage adjustment, and perhaps 
merit increases in a future year.  The Virginia General Assembly approved increases to the 
minimum wage rate for Virginia Workers.  Minimum Wage will increase incrementally over the 
next few years.  Human Resources polled other localities and most are focusing on increases for 
lower paid hourly employees and improvements to the lowest pay ranges to meet minimum wage 
requirements.  Staff is recommending considering postponing scale adjustments until FY24.  
However, recent announcements show private sector employees are increasing hourly pays.  
Staff recommendation is that priority should be to address compression – step placement for NPS 
employees [if we are unable to afford scale adjustment and step placement in FY2023] – If, at all 
possible, do both.  Staff recommendation for FY2023 is to place non-public safety employees on 
ranges / steps using the same methodology as used for public safety employees, based on 
relevant years of experience, at 65%.  We would begin addressing compression and promote 
consistency in compensation across all County employee groups.  Human Resources sent 
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requests to all current non-public safety employees requesting all PG County Current and 
Previous Position Information, related outside service required certification of prior employer.  
Consistent with Public Safety increases made in FY2022, recommendation to grant placement at 
65% steps to years for all related internal and external employment for FY2023, one step for 
each year of full-time PG Service, part-time service in the same position granted at 50%, outside 
related service granted at 100%; 1 year = 1 step.  HR and Finance computed costs for NPS staff 
step placement using three scenarios, Current Pay Scales, a 3% Scale Increase, and a 5% Scale 
Increase.  On a no Scale Adjustment, 58 Employees would receive increases.  Employees 
receiving no step increase or less than a 1.2% Increase would receive a one-time bonus equal to 
1.2% of their current salary.  The total Cost would be $477,316.  On a 3% Scale Adjustment, 94 
Employees would receive increases.  Employees receiving no step increase or less than a 1.2% 
Increase would receive a one-time bonus.  The total cost would be $686,718.  On a 5% Scale 
Adjustment, 106 employees would receive increases.  Employees receiving no step increase or 
less than a 1.2% Increase would receive a one-time bonus.  The total cost = would be $819,060.  
To continue Step Plan Methodology for Public Safety, public safety employees would receive a 
step increase for FY2023. Ninety-eight public safety employees would receive a step increase 
average 1.92%.  Eight employees receiving no step increase or less than a 1.2% Increase would 
receive a one-time bonus.  Twelve Police Officers would progress along Career Development 
(higher grade) and receive an additional 5% increase.  The total cost would be 189,721 with no 
scale adjustment.  For a 3% Scale Adjustment, add $228,575 for a total $418,296.  For a 5% 
Scale Adjustment, add $380,958 for a total $570,679.  Staff recommendation remains to delay 
any merit pay increase to a future budget year (beyond FY2023).  Public Safety Step placement 
was not predicated on evaluation standing in FY2022.  Staff is recommending to include 
increases for part-time temporary (PTT) employees based on PG Years (“step placement”).  It 
has been a number of years since hourly rates were increased for PTT employees.  If step 
placement is considered for full-time (FT) non-public safety employees, consideration should be 
given to increases based on PT service to Prince George (# of years of part-time temporary 
service to Prince George).  Provides increase for length of service (allows employees who have 
served in a PT position for a length of time to be paid at a higher rate than those with no service).  
The estimated costs are as follows:  No Scale Adjustment $68,564, 3% Scale Adjustment 
$70,621, and 5% Scale Adjustment $71,992.  If the Board agrees to similar approach to 
establishing budget priorities as was performed for FY2022 budget process, we will provide pay 
increase options for board evaluation once resources (revenues) are known.  Chairman Brown 
stated that the cheapest option may not be the way to go in the long room.  He asked Ms. Drewry 
what Staff’s recommendation would be to start with.  Ms. Drewry and Ms. Corrie Hurt, Human 
Resources Director, stated that they would recommend to try to do a 3% scale adjustment to start 
moving our starting salaries a little higher than what they are.  It may be a progressive thing and 
we may need to consider scale adjustments for the next few years.   
 
Employee Benefits.  Ms. Drewry stated that the Virginia Retirement System Rates show an 
unofficial rate increase of 10.11% which would equate to $247,518.  Preliminary health 
insurance renewal information shows a needed increase in total premium contributions of 
approximately 9%; if absorbed 100% by employer equates to 10.3% increase in employer 
contributions.  The estimated cost is $245,800.  Decision on whether to pass any part of increase 
to employees can be laid out in board budget priorities as “savings” to budgeted expenditures for 
FY2023.  Retirees will pay 9% more.  The School Division indicated that they are requesting a 
quote from The Local Choice and could potentially separate from the current health insurance 
plan [combined County / School employee].  Claims “run off” of up to 18 months will continue 
for school employees and retirees after withdrawing from the plan on June 30, 2022.  The fiscal 
impact is to be determined.  Staff is working with Mark III (County’s insurance consultant) to 
examine strategies for County for FY2023.  They say that we can remain self-insured (solo).  We 
will see an increase in Admin Fees and Stop Loss Insurance.  Chairman Brown asked at what 
point it becomes more beneficial to not be self-insured.  Ms. Drewry stated that we can go to The 
Local Choice, but there would be less flexibility in plan design and premium.  She stated that 
they can request a quote from The Local Choice and she can have Mark III come to a future 
budget work session and talk to the Board about these options and the pros and cons. She stated 
that they could even put it out for bid.  Chairman Brown stated that he does not want to give pay 
raises and then go up on health premiums.  Mr. Webb stated that the inflation rate is 6.8% and 
we don’t know when it is going to subside.  So, regardless of what pay raise you get, you are 
already paying 6.8% more on all commodities.  Mr. Webb asked if the County is locked into a 
State contract for fuel.  Ms. Drewry stated that they are locked into a differential on the market 
price and there is no cap on it. 
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Ordinance Creating the New Townhouse District.  Mr. Tim Graves, Planner, stated that there 
is an ordinance amendment planned for a Planning Commission hearing tomorrow.  It was an 
originally a request of a property owner in the County across from some existing apartment 
buildings on Prince George Drive.  The property owner is working with D.R. Horton and would 
like to put townhouses on his property.  He wants to sell the individual structures on their own 
lots.  The County ordinances do not currently allow that.  It currently allows multi-family 
buildings, single-family buildings, and two-family dwellings.  In all of those situations, the lot 
owner is the same as the building owner.  Therefore, you can have condos and apartments.  Their 
initial request was as a special exception use, so it would need a public hearing every time a 
builder wants to do this.  Staff reviewed that and was not supportive of that option because the 
applicant also wanted smaller setbacks.  They have come to the agreement that a better path 
forward would be a separate zoning district for townhouses.  This also enables a cash proffer to 
apply.  Mr. Webb asked how many units.  Mr. Graves stated that they are proposing to rezone 10 
acres for 51 units with an average lot size of 1650 square feet.  Mr. Webb asked about utilities.  
Mr. Graves states that utilities are there for that particular property.  Mr. Frank Haltom, County 
Engineer, stated that they would be on Virginia American Water.  Mr. Webb stated that this a 
very small area for that many people.  Mrs. Waymack agreed.  Chairman Brown asked if there is 
a way to create the ordinance generic enough for the next property owner that comes along.  Mr. 
Graves stated that it would be flexible to a range of types of townhouses on the market.  Mr. 
Webb stated that we should test drive this first.  We want nice, clean developments and have a 
nice community at the end of the day.  He asked Mr. Graves what the average square feet of the 
units and the price range would be.  Mr. Graves stated that 1200 to 1600 square feet would be 
likely.  He confirmed for Mrs. Waymack that the draft ordinance does allow for garages.  Again, 
this will go before the Planning Commission tomorrow evening and should come before the 
Board in January or February of 2022.   
 
Utility Rate Adjustments. Mr. Frank Haltom, County Engineer, gave a brief update on the 
water disruption activities earlier today.  Appomattox River Water Authority personnel were 
working on the County’s side of the meter and had some things go wrong on their side and cut 
the County off unknowingly.  Unfortunately, due to the amount of time the water was out, it 
dropped the pressure significantly.  As a result, we are required to issue a boil water advisory for 
the next few days. Mr. Webb asked if there is any explanation as to how this happened to prevent 
people from blaming the County.    Mr. Haltom stated that they were more specific in the Press 
Release that went out.  Chairman Brown asked if the boil water is more for drinking and what 
will that mean for the Christmas luncheon on Saturday.  Mr. Haltom stated that anything that is 
cooked is fine, but cleaning and anything made with water to drink should be done with boiled 
water. 
 
In regards to the 2020 Utility Rate Study, Mr. Haltom stated that rate setting is first about 
recovering costs.  Job one of utility rates is to pay the utility’s costs.  Proper rate setting is also 
about building adequate reserves; funding a capital improvements program (CIP); and pay for 
equipment repair and replacement (R&R).  The study analyzed and current and planned expenses 
of the utility to determine the appropriate water and sewer rates and connection fees.  The initial 
water rate adjustments projects an overall revenue increase of 24.6 percent.  The initial sewer 
rate adjustments projects an overall revenue increase of 1.8 percent.  In future years, it is 
projected water rates will need to be increased annually 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 four to five 
years from now will necessitate additional rate increases or interventions, like higher grants, in 
the near future. Why increase utility rates?  They need to replace aged pumps at water and sewer 
stations, water distribution pipes, sewer conveyance pipes, and outdated technology.  Residential 
use makes up 92% of customers, but only 59% of annual consumption.  Non-residential use 
makes up just over 8% but over 41% of the annual consumption.  Minimum charge for water and 
sewer service is based on meter size.  For residential, water is a 22.6% increase and sewer is a 
34.1% increase.  Larger Meters have a reduced Minimum Charge.  Mr. Webb asked what the 
difference is.  Mr. Haltom stated that the actual cost of utility to provide the water for a different 
meter size is not much different.  Mr. Webb stated that if he were a residential customer, he 
would question this.  Mr. Haltom stated that there are other factor to level out the playing field.  
Usage Rate Block is revised to compensate for reduced minimum charges for larger meters.  The 
consultant recommended reduced charges for new water customers. Staff recommends 
maintaining the current charges.  It avoids new customers paying less than existing customers.  
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The water bill equivalent for a 5,000 gallon per month residential customer will rise from $25.91 
per month to $32.96. Increase of 7.05/month. The equivalent sewer bill for a 5,000 gallon per 
month residential customer will rise from $56.56 per month to $60.59. Increase of $4.03/month.  
Total combined water and sewer bill for a residential customer will increase $11.08/month, or 
22.16/billing period.  National average Affordability Index (AI) is 1.0%. AI for PG water rates 
are approximately .68%, but sewer rates are approximately 1.58%. Combined = 2.26% EPA: 
water charges in excess of 2.5% of a community's median household income (MHI) for water 
and 2% for sewer (or 4.5% combined) are “unaffordable.” Some grant programs have an AI 
eligibility criterion -keep rates less than 2.0% after a capital improvement is completed and debt 
is in place.AI can be a primary factor in determining grant eligibility and amount awarded. If AI 
is less than 1.0%, grant agencies may require rate increases to assure future rate stability.  There 
are approximately 307 unmetered sewer customers.  Unmetered customers generally use more 
water than metered customers, 25%+.  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 would generate a bill of $113.12, and the 
recommended rate $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 not make a 
recommendation to adjust the flat rate.  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.  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.  This is 
achieved through new customers, increased flow from existing customers, rate increases, 
contributions from the general fund, grants.   
 

Draft FY2023 Budget Calendar and Timelines.  Ms. Drewry reported to the Board that in 
August 2021, the normal Capital Improvement Plan process was suspended for FY2023 at the 
direction of The Board of Supervisors due to limited debt capacity.  In October 2021, there were 
discussions of FY2023 CIP Priorities with Board of Supervisors.  In December 2021, an 
Operating Budget memo and templates were provided to Department Heads (for request 
submission) and the Board held its first Pre-Budget Work Session.  Department requests are due 
to Finance on January 7, 2022.  January 10 through February 11, County Administration and 
Finance Staff will review Department requests and meet with Department Heads, which will be 
recorded for Board member review.  The Board will focus on revenue at its February 17 Pre-
Budget Work Session.  February 10-22, Staff will do some fine-tuning on budget revenue and 
expenditures.  The Board will have another Pre-Budget Work Session on February 23 and March 
1.  The Interim County Administrator will present the County’s budget on March 8.  The 2022 
General Assembly Session is scheduled to end on March 12.  The Board will have another 
Budget Work Session on March 15.  On March 22, the Board will grant authority to advertise a 
Public Hearing on Tax Rates and/or Effective Tax Increase (increase in assessed values).  The 
Board will have another Budget Work Session on March 29.  On April 26, the Board will hold its 
tax rate public hearing and adoption and the public hearing for the Budget.  Final adjustments 
will be made to the Budget at the Board’s May 3 Budget Work Session and the Budget will be 
adopted on May 10.  Mr. Webb stated that he purposely has not prioritized anything on the CIP 
yet, because of supply chain issues and with four of five projects already out there with no 
timeline.  Other than something we have to do such as utilities, he hates to see Staff waste their 
time coming up with new CIP projects when we do not even have a timeline and costs on the 
ones we have committed to.  Chairman Brown agreed with Mr. Webb.  Mr. Webb stated that we 
went into this stressing one of our financial policies to begin which kind of puts our backs 
against the wall on future borrowing.   
 
Discussion of FY2023 Budget Process.  Ms. Drewry asked the Board if they were in agreement 
with the same process as last year, by recording budget meetings with Staff for their review.  The 
Board agreed that it was helpful.  Chairman Brown added that the previous timeline is very 
helpful as well.  Mr. Hunter added that he might have a conflict the third week in March.  The 
Board agreed that they could move it one day before or after.   
 
FY2023 Capital Improvement Plan Board Priorities.  Ms. Drewry stated that we have not 
completed the borrowing for FY21.  As the Board is aware, we are currently waiting on real bids 
for the Garage Expansion.  Those bids are due on January 13.  We are hoping to award that 
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construction contract on January 25.  We will want to get the borrowing done within the next two 
months on the non-school projects.  The estimated total for the Garage will be close to $3.5 
million.  She confirmed for Mr. Webb that the estimated timeline start to finish on the Garage is 
270 days.  The estimated total amount for borrowing for all projects will be about $6 million.  
This includes the PGHS generator, the Zoll X Series monitors, the Garage, School Technology 
Infrastructures, School Buses, Police/County Vehicles, and the Self Contained Breathing 
Apparatus.  Projects in the FY22 budget included Fire Company One renovations, School Buses, 
and Police/County Vehicles.  Chairman Brown stated that he cannot see moving forward with 
Fire Company One at this point with the other projects not completed.  Ms. Drewry stated that 
there were also other projects that the Board has committed to that were not on the FY22 list.  
These projects include the Circuit Courtroom renovations, water infiltration issues at the 
Heritage Center, and paving of the Scott Park entrance Road and trails near the concession stand 
using Tourism Funds.  Mr. Webb stated that we need to maintain what we already have and he 
thinks the Heritage Center should be a priority.  Mr. Hunter agreed.  Other items that have been 
recently discussed are the replacement of Dark Fiber using ARPA funds, the Courthouse 
entrance re-design using Court fee money and the Veteran’s Memorial at Scott Park.  Ms. 
Drewry reported that the repurposed Series 2019 Bond proceeds will be used for the Jefferson 
Park renovations.  The design work is in progress.  They are awaiting design finalization and the 
IFB process to determine final amounts for the Emergency Crew Building electrical upgrades 
and the Jefferson Park renovations.  There is also the new Wells Station Road Fire Station down 
the line.  Construction could partially be supported by bond proceeds on hand originally 
borrowed for construction of a new Jefferson Park Fire Station after considering the Crew 
Building electrical upgrades and the Jefferson Park renovations.  Mr. Webb stated that he could 
support a new Wells Station Road Fire Station, but we need to finish what we have started first.  
On July 21, the Board provided feedback to put together a CIP project listing and not to engage 
in the normal CIP Committee process.  Department Heads and School Personnel were given the 
opportunity to submit new projects, update amounts/ scope of existing projects and to eliminate 
projects on the existing listing.  An updated list was developed.  Some projects were removed 
and more newly requested projects were added.  Future projects as ranked during the FY21 
process stated that there will be no other projects until FY27 when the new Beazley Elementary 
School will be addressed.  Some of the projects added include the Circuit Courtroom renovation, 
the Scott Park Master Plan, and the CWC renovations Phase II.  School projects added include 
roofing projects, HVAC projects, restroom renovations, and South Elementary car stacking.  In 
addition, there have been cost changes on existing projects.  Ms. Drewry stated that they were 
looking for Board input this on which direction to go.  She said that, basically, she and Mr. Stoke 
are hearing from the Board this evening to limit it to the essential things and stick with the things 
that they are already committed to.  The Board agreed that is the way to go.  Chairman Brown 
stated that he just does not see putting a lot of time into developing a CIP for the next three of 
four years.  The Board agreed that they should not do anything new until FY27.  It sends the 
wrong message.   
 
ADJOURNMENT.  Mr. Hunter moved, seconded by Mrs. Waymack to adjourn.  Roll was 
called on the motion.   
 
On roll call the vote was: 
In favor: (4) Hunter, Brown, Webb, Waymack 
Opposed: (0)  
Absent: (1) Carmichael 

 
The meeting adjourned at 6:16 p.m.   
 
[Draft Minutes prepared January 3 2021 for consideration on January 11, 2021; adopted by 
unanimous vote.]    
 
________________________________________ 
Floyd M. Brown, Jr. 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors    
 
 ________________________________________ 
Jeffrey D. Stoke 
Interim County Administrator   


	MEETING CONVENED. A Pre-Budget Work Session of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Prince George, Virginia, was called to order at 4:00 p.m. on December 15, 2021 in the Boardroom, County Administration Building, 6602 Courts Drive, Prince George,...

