
MINUTES 

Board of Zoning Appeals 

County of Prince George, Virginia 

 

July 26, 2021 

 

County Administration Building, Board Room, Third Floor 

6602 Courts Drive, Prince George, Virginia 23875 

 

MEETING CONVENED. The meeting of the Prince George County Board of Zoning Appeals 

was called to order at 6:30 p.m. on Monday, July 26, 2021 in the Board Room, County 

Administration Building, 6602 Courts Drive, Prince George, Virginia by Mrs. Linda McAllister, 

Chair. 

 

ATTENDANCE. The following members responded to Roll Call: 

Charles Leonard   Present 

Carol Woodward   Present 

William Kreider   Present 

Erma Brown    Present 

Linda McAllister   Present 

 

Also present: Julie C. Walton, Director, Angela Blount, Environmental Program Coordinator, 

Cliff Young, Director of IT, Tim Graves, Planner I and Missy Greaves-Smith, Administrative 

Support Specialist II 

 

INVOCATION. Mrs. Erma Brown provided the Invocation. 

 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG. Mr. Leonard led in the Pledge of Allegiance to 

the United States flag. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENTS. At 6:33 p.m. Mrs. McAllister opened the Public Comment period 

to anyone who wished to come forward to speak to the Board on only topics that were not on the 

agenda. Citizens were asked to limit their comments to three (3) minutes.  

 

With no one coming forward wishing to speak, the Public Comment period was closed at 6:34 

p.m. 

 

ADOPTION OF MEETING AGENDA. Mrs. McAllister asked the Board for a motion to 

approve the Meeting Agenda. Mrs. Woodward made a motion to approve the Meeting Agenda as 

amended and Mrs. Brown seconded the motion.  

 

Roll was called on the motion. 

In favor:  (5) Kreider, Brown, McAllister, Woodward, Leonard 

Opposed:  (0)  

Absent:  (0)  

 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 

 

A-1. Meeting Minutes – January 25, 2021 



Mrs. McAllister asked the Board for a motion to approve the Draft Minutes of the January 25, 

2021 Board of Zoning Appeals’ Organization Meeting. Mr. Kreider made a motion to approve the 

Minutes and Mrs. Woodard seconded the motion.  

 

Roll was called on the motion. 

In favor:  (4) Kreider, Brown, McAllister, Woodward 

Abstained:  (1) Leonard 

Absent:  (0)  

 

A-2. Training - Resource Protection Area Exception Requests 

 

Heather Mackey, Principal Environmental Planner, from Virginia Department of Environmental 

Quality (DEQ) presented a training seminar on the Resource Protection Area. Her presentation 

focused on three topics:  The Bay Act and Water Quality, Local Program Requirements, and 

Waivers and Exceptions.  

 

Ms. Mackey began by explaining the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act and noting these key 

points: 

• Comprehensive, enforceable nonpoint source pollution prevention program 

• Protects local and state waters from additional degradation 

• Cost effective, locally implemented approach  

o Avoids or reduces water quality impacts that could result in mitigation for lost or 

damaged resources   

o Advances coastal resiliency  

o Uses local land use tools already in place 

o Preserving existing vegetation, and limiting land disturbance and impervious surfaces, 

reduces the cost of development and stormwater compliance  

• Financial and technical assistance mandated 

 

She explained the meaning of nonpoint source pollution as rainwater that becomes contaminated 

as it moves over and through the ground, picking up pollutants from many different sources. She 

stated nonpoint source pollution comes from a wide variety of human activities that almost 

everyone contributes in some way, often without realizing it.  

Sources include: 

• Stormwater runoff from impervious surfaces including parking lots;  

• application of pesticides and fertilizers on suburban lawns and farm fields;  

• runoff from construction sites and eroding streambanks;  

• bacteria from faulty septic systems and animal waste.  

 

DEQ’s programs are designed to be integrated and work together. Water quality protection begins 

with project planning, design, and approval and continues with the control of erosion and 

sediment during construction.  The process is ongoing throughout the life of the development as 

stormwater runoff is managed. Together, the three programs protect water quality from nonpoint 

source pollution. 

 

Prior to development, rainfall is stored in the tree canopy, taken up by the roots of vegetation, and 

slowed down to enable infiltration into the soil. Nonpoint source pollutants are filtered out of 



stormwater runoff before it reaches local waterways and 40-50% returns to the atmosphere 

through evapo-transpiration, and 10-40% infiltrates into the soil to feed waterways and aquifers.  

With a healthy riparian buffer, less than 1% of stormwater runoff reaches local waterways. Left 

intact, a riparian buffer provides the functions of retarding runoff, preventing erosion, filtering 

nonpoint source pollution and protecting sensitive environmental features. 

 

After development the following may occur: 

• Impervious surfaces replace indigenous vegetation 

• The capacity and ability of soils to absorb rainfall decreases 

• The volume and velocity of stormwater runoff  increases 

• Less water infiltration = more nonpoint source pollution reaching our waterways 

o Sediment 

o Nutrients (e.g., nitrogen & phosphorus) 

o Toxic substances 

o Pathogens 

 

In Virginia, localities have authority to implement innovative zoning practices: 

• Cluster ordinances,  

• Urban development districts,  

• Transfer of development and purchase of development rights, 

• Traditional neighborhood design districts, and  

• Transit oriented development districts.  

 

The Bay Act Principles of preserving vegetation, minimizing land disturbance and minimizing 

impervious surfaces are reached through cluster land design or other types of zoning practices. 

Conventional design practices equal wider streets, larger setbacks, less open space, more land 

disturbance, and more parking and other impervious surfaces.  

 

When establishing local programs in the early 1990s, localities identified and mapped their 

Chesapeake Bay Preservation Areas (CBPAs) using readily available resources such as NWI 

maps, USGS Quads, FEMA floodplain maps, and USDA soils maps. Localities also incorporated 

water quality protection measures into existing plans and ordinances.  These measures are 

applicable to development within designated CBPAs. And, if they didn’t already have one, 

localities were required to establish a plan of development review process.  

 

Ms. Mackey further explained how these areas are classified: 

• Resource Protection Areas (RPA) 

o Tidal wetlands and shores 

o Nontidal wetlands connected by surface flow and contiguous to water bodies with 

perennial flow 

o 100’ vegetated buffer adjacent to above features and along both sides of any water 

body with perennial flow 

• Resource Management Areas (RMA) 

o Minimum of 150’ in width contiguous to the inland boundary of the RPA , plus 

o Floodplains 

o Highly erodible soils + steep slopes (>15%) 

o Highly permeable soils  

o Nontidal wetlands not included as RPA 



A CBPA Map of Prince George County was presented as reference. The County’s map is a 

general guide to assist County staff and applicants with determining whether or not a property is 

located within a CBPA. The specific location of RPA/RMA on a parcel is determined at the time 

of development through a site-specific determination conducted by the applicant. 

 

General performance criteria that apply within all CBPAs: 

• Minimize land disturbance 

• Preserve indigenous vegetation 

• Minimize impervious surfaces 

• E&S requirements apply for land disturbance >2,500 SF 

• Stormwater management requirements apply >2,500 SF 

• Plan of development review process required >2,500 SF 

• Septic system requirements 

o Pump out or inspection at least every 5 years 

o Reserve sewage disposal sites be identified 

• Agricultural conservation assessments 

• Silvicultural exemption with streamside BMPs 

• Evidence of wetlands permits required prior to clearing 

 

RPA Development Criteria: 

• Activities within the RPA are limited and require local government approval 

• Must comply with the general performance criteria 

• A site-specific determination of the RPA based on current site conditions must be 

conducted by the applicant 

• The applicant must submit a WQIA, including mitigation, for land disturbance in the RPA 

• The 100-foot buffer must be retained and reestablished where it does not exist 

• The RPA buffer is never reduced in width 

 

In order to protect sensitive environmental features and preserve functionality of the buffer, the 

types of land uses and development that can occur within the RPA are strictly controlled. 

Categories of allowable activities within the RPA: 

• Permitted or “by-right” uses  

• Exempt uses 

• Allowable buffer modifications (staff approval) 

• Administrative waiver for RPA encroachment (staff approval) 

• “Formal” exception approved by the BZA (public hearing) 

 

Ms. Mackey reviewed the Key Points to Remember: All development in the RPA is conditioned; 

approval is required, administratively by locality staff, or by the BZA. Approval of a state or 

federal wetlands permit DOES NOT EXEMPT OR DISMISS A PROJECT FROM 

COMPLIANCE WITH BAY ACT REQUIREMENTS. This can be particularly complicated 

when discussing shoreline erosion control projects, which are permitted by the Bay Act, provided 

that mitigation for any land disturbance that occurs within the RPA is mitigated. 

 

RPA Buffer Encroachments (structures) Formal Exception for the BZA: 

• Relief from performance criteria for:  



o Encroachments into the RPA for any use not otherwise permitted (by-right, 

exempt) 

o Accessory structures & uses: detached decks or garages, pools, gazebos, patios, 

sheds, etc. 

o Encroachment into the seaward 50’ of the buffer 

• May be granted by the BZA following public notice and public hearing 

• Must meet the required findings and be approved with reasonable conditions, including 

mitigation 

 

As a rule, by-right uses will not come before the BZA and they include water-dependent, 

redevelopment, principal structures on pre-BA lots, private roads, flood control and stormwater. 

Exempt uses include passive recreation facilities (boardwalks and access paths), historic 

preservation/archaeological activities, wells, public roads/utilities and railroads. 

 

Conditions of approval should be based on the findings and circumstances, specific to the parcel, 

and ensure protection of water quality and that the function of the undisturbed RPA buffer 

remains intact. Typical staff reports include a staff analysis of how the proposed project meets the 

findings based upon their knowledge of the project and the review process. Additional documents 

available to the BZA for analysis include the plans, a water quality impact assessment and 

proposed mitigation for the encroachment. The following must be made for any exception to RPA 

development criteria: 

• Exception is the minimum necessary to afford relief 

• Exception will not confer upon the applicant any special privileges that are denied to other 

property owners who are similarly situated 

• Exception is in harmony with the purpose and intent of the Regulation and not a detriment 

to water quality 

• Exception is not based on self-created or self-imposed conditions or circumstances 

• Reasonable and appropriate conditions are imposed that will prevent the activity from 

degrading water quality 

With the support of staff, the BZA must discuss and document how the project meets the required 

findings. 

 

Presentation Summary: 

• Development in the RPA impacts water quality 

• It is required to meet a higher development standard 

• All land disturbance within the RPA requires submission of a WQIA with proposed 

mitigation 

• Exception decisions must meet the five findings, which must be documented 

• Exception decisions are based upon hardship (using similar standards for any other BZA 

decision) 

• Consistent decision–making is important! 

 

Mrs. McAllister thanked Ms. Mackey on behalf of the Board, for her informational presentation 

and her time.  

 

 

 

 



PUBLIC HEARING. 

 

P-1. Special Exception SE-21-01: Woodrow Dana Ethridge requests a Special Exception pursuant 

to Section 90-203.1 of the Prince George County Zoning Ordinance to permit a private animal 

boarding place (keeping 7 dogs for personal use) in a R-1, Limited Residential District on 0.586 

acres known as 3404 Tavern Road. A private animal boarding place means a place where four or 

more dogs, more than four months old, are kept for private use. A Special Exception is required 

for the use in a R-1 District if the parcel is less than one (1) acre. The property is also identified as 

Tax Map 43C(05)0B-009-0. The Comprehensive Plan indicates the property is suitable for 

residential uses. 

 

Mr. Graves’ presentation included an aerial map of the property along Tavern Road for reference 

and the GIS map with surrounding zonings in the area. The Zoning Ordinance in Section 90-

984(8) allows the BZA: “To grant special exceptions, upon conditions, to allow the keeping of 

more than three dogs on residentially zoned parcels, on business zoned parcels that allow  

residential uses, or any residentially used parcel, regardless of zoning, of an acre or less.” 

 

Mr. Graves reviewed the County’s history on this type of ordinance: 

• In 2012, Prince George County amended the zoning ordinance to add Private Animal 

Boarding Place as a potential use permitted by special exception.  

• In 2020, the Planning & Zoning office began working with the Prince George County 

Treasurer’s office to verify property sizes at the time that dog owners apply for licenses 

for individual dogs or kennels.  

• The applicant stated that they have maintained between 1 and 25 dogs on the property 

since purchasing the property in 1976 and have maintained seven (7) dogs on the property 

since 2017. It was discovered that the property is less than 1 acre in size when the 

applicant was seeking renewal for the seven (7) licenses for 2021. The Planning and 

Zoning office advised the applicant that they could apply for a Special Exception to the 

Board of Zoning Appeals if they wished to continue to house four or more dogs on the 

property for private use. 

Applicant’s Proposal: 

The applicant is applying to continue to house seven (7) dogs on the property. In their application, 

they stated the following: “My pens are enclosed on three (3) sides by a privacy fence. We have 

not had any complaints from any of my surrounding neighbors, as you would not know my dogs 

are in the yard unless a deer walks through the adjacent yard or when other neighborhood dogs 

are barking. My pens stay clean and do not put out offensive odors and my animals are well taken 

care of.” 

 

There were no negative comments received from the review team. The Planning Division mailed 

nine (9) notification letters to adjacent property owners on July 9, 2021. No comments from the 

public were received prior to the BZA meeting. The applicant submitted signatures from two (2) 

property owners at 3400 Tavern Road and 3408 Tavern Road indicating no objection to the 

continuance of housing his dogs on his property. Staff recommends approval for this special 

exception with the listed recommended conditions. 

 

Mr. Graves presented the Recommended Conditions: 

 



1. This Special Exception is granted for a Private animal boarding place for the housing of 

no more than seven (7) dogs on the property to Woodrow Dana Ethridge, exclusively, and 

shall not be transferrable nor run with the land on Tax Map 43C(05)0B-009-0. 

2. This Special Exception is granted for a period of five (5) years from the date of approval 

and is renewed automatically so long as there is ongoing demonstration that the keeping of 

up to seven (7) dogs has not proved a detriment to the adjacent properties or the area in 

general. 

3. All dogs shall be kept under appropriate supervision within the kennels or dwelling or 

fenced area or leashed. 

4. All areas associated with the keeping of the dogs shall be cleaned and made free of waste 

on a daily basis, and the property owner shall dispose of the waste in a proper manner. 

5. This Special Exception may be revoked by Prince George County or by its designated 

agent for failure by the applicant to comply with any of the listed conditions or any 

provision of federal, state or local regulations. 

 

Mrs. McAllister asked what the proper procedure is for the disposal of animal waste. Mr. Graves 

indicated that the Planning Division would work with the Animal Control Department if there were 

any complaints filed in reference to waste or odors. 

 

Mr. Krieder asked if the total number of permitted dogs were seven (7), would that include an inside 

dog? Mr. Graves explained that seven (7) would be the total allowed on the property. Mr. Kreider 

asked the origin of the total number. Mr. Graves stated the applicants currently have seven (7) dogs 

and that was the total amount he had requested. 

 

Mrs. Woodward asked about the kennels being across property lines. Mr. Ethridge explained the 

details of how he maintains the property next to him that is “land locked”. 

 

At 7:41 p.m. Mrs. McAllister opened the Public Hearing for SE-21-01. Mrs. McAllister opened 

the Public Hearing to anyone who wished to speak for or against the special exception request. 

Citizens were asked to limit their comments to three (3) minutes.  

 

With no one coming forward, the Public Hearing was closed at 7:42 p.m.  

 

With no further discussion, Mrs. Woodward made a motion to grant SE-21-01 request of 

Woodrow Dana Ethridge to permit a private animal boarding place (keeping 7 dogs for personal 

use) in a R-1, Limited Residential District on 0.586 acres known as 3404 Tavern Road with the 

recommended conditions. Mr. Kreider seconded the motion. 

 

Mrs. McAllister asked the Board if there were any further discussions.   

 

Roll was called on the motion. 

In favor:  (5) Kreider, Brown, McAllister, Woodward, Leonard 

Opposed:  (0)  

Absent:  (0)  

 

Mrs. McAllister thanked the Planning staff for their hard work and for producing a complete and 

thorough packet. 

 

COMMUNICATION. Mr. Graves presented to the Board the following updates: 



 

A. Actions of the Board of Zoning Appeals 

a. No cases are scheduled for the August 23, 2021 meeting date  

B. Actions of the Planning Commission 
a. Upcoming: A special exception case for a home occupation 
b. Approved: A special exception case for a home occupation for online sales 

was approved and is scheduled to go to the Board of Supervisors next 

meeting 
c. Upcoming: Rezoning case for an industrial use 

C. Actions of the Board of Supervisors 

a. Approved the special exception request for Chester Plantation, a wedding 

venue with a bed & board 

 

ADJOURNMENT. At 7:49 p.m., Mrs. McAllister asked the Board if they had any additional 

questions. If not, she would entertain a motion to adjourn. Mr. Kreider made a motion to adjourn 

and Mrs. Brown seconded the motion.  

 

Roll was called on the motion. 

In favor:  (5) Kreider, Brown, McAllister, Woodward, Leonard 

Opposed:  (0)  

Absent:  (0)  
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