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to its intersection with State Route 650; thence with State Route 650
south and west to its intersection with State Route 619; thence continuing
on State Route 650 west to 1ts mtersectlon with State Route 709 being the
place of the beginning. HE

Sec. 8-5. Effective date of chapter.

“This ordinance shall become effective July 1, 1989.

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING —— A-89-2 -— PRINCE GEORGE/DINWIDDIE
COUNTY BOUNDARY I.JNE

- This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress—Index
Newspaper on Monday, January 30 and Monday, February 6, 1989, for the
Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to cons1der for adoption
the Prince George/DJ_nw1dd1e County Boundary Line Resurvey.

Mr. Jim Cornwell advised there has been past questions regarding
where the boundary line between Dinwiddie County and Prince George County
is physically located. The Boundary line was surveyed and adopted by the
two localities in 1901 and these momments were difficult to locate. The
Boards of Supervisors of Dinwiddie and Prince George Counties authorized a
resurvey and location of the boundary lines between Prince George .and
Dinwiddie County. The Counties went out to bid on this and employed the
surveying firm of Rouse-Sirine Associates. This firm did extensive
field work and were able to physically locate seven of the nine
monuments. Using those monuments, along with the material from the
Dinwiddie and Prince George Court reconis and State records, they have
done a comprehensive retracement of the 1901 Boundary Line. The two
boundary markers not located were at Idieutenant’s Run, which is now
located in Petersburg; and the other was at Route 607 at monument called
"Wood’s Well". = Using state of the art satellite equipment, the boundary
lines were retraced and 19 markers were placed along the survey line.
These markers were placed at or near roads and other public places so
future surveyors will be able to find and use them. Rouse-Sirine
Associates has prepared a detailed map of each station location, which
will be on file in the Clerk of the Court’s office in Dinwiddie and Prince
George Counties. The procedure now is for Dirwiddie County to adopt this
as the boundary line between Dinwiddie and Prince George.  Hopefully,
Prince George will also adopt this as their boundary line. After
adoption, there will be petition filed with either the Dinwiddie or Prince
George Court and the Judge will be requested to enter an Order designating
the boundary line as the official boundary line of the two counties. It
will be recorded in the Circuit Court Clerk’s Office in both counties and

with- the State. Mr. Terry I.aFountaJ_n of Rouse—Slrlne Associates was
present to answer any questlons

Mr. Corrmwell requested the Board to adopt the reswrvey as an
ordinance and to give him permission to petition the Cowrt for the
approval of this boundary line between the two counties.

At this time the floor was open for the public hearing.

Mr. George Hobbs appeared, along with his records, disputing the
boundary survey. After significant discussion with the Board members, as

well as representatives of Rouse—SlrJ.ne Associates, the public hearmg
was closed.

Upon motion of Mr. Bracey, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bracey,
Mr. Harrison, Mr. Moody, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay voting "aye", the Prince
George/Dinwiddie Boundary Line decision was continued until a later date.

IN RE: PUBLIC HFARING -- A-88-38 -— PERMITTED USE -
- COMPONENT ASSEMBLY

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress-Index
Newspaper on Monday, January 30 and February 6, 1989, for the Board of
Supervisors to conduct a public hearmg to consider for approval an
ordinance to amend Chapter 22, Division 14, Section 22-223 - Permitted
Uses. '
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Mr. Joe Emerson, Director of Planning & Economic Development,
stated A-88-38 us an amendment to Division 14; Industrial General District
M-2 of the Code of Dinwiddie County. This amendment would add as a
permitted use, component assembly and product distribution. It currently
is not an allowed use in Industrial, General, District, M-2.

The reason for this amendment is the location of S.H.0.C.0., Inc.
in the McKenney Industrial Park. This amendment will allow S.H.O.C.O.
to assemble boat trailers and distribute recreational boating products out
of its new location.

This amendment also needs to be added to the Industrial category to
accamodate other industries as the County’s industrial base continues to
grow.

This amendment has been reviewed by the Planning Commission at it’s
January meeting and unanimously recommended for approval.

No one spoke in favor of or against the amendment.

Upon motion of Mr. Moody, seconded by Mr. Harrison, Mr. Bracey, Mr.
Harrison, Mr. Moody, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay voting "aye",

) BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF DINWIDDIE COUNTY,
VIRGINIA, that the Dinwiddie County Code, as adopted, and as heretofore
amended, be further amended to add to Chapter 22, Division 14, the
following, and in all other respects be reordained:
. DIVISTION 14. INDUSTRIAL, GENERAL, DISTRICT M-2
Section 22-223. Permitted Uses.
(29) Component Assembly and Product Distribution

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARTNG —- A-88-39 —-- TEMPORARY PIACEMENT -
MOBITE HOMES

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress-Index
Newspaper on Wednesday, February 1 and February 8, 1989, for the Board of
Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to consider for adoption an
ordinance amending Chapter 22 of the Dirwiddie County Code by adopting
Section 22~44, Temporary Placement of Mobile Homes.

Mr. Joe Emerson, Director of Planning & Economic Development,
stated amendment A-88-39 is an amendment to Section 22 of the Code of
Dinwiddie County to allow temporary placement of mobile homes in all
zoning districts by special exceptions. It has been designed to where
such a request would have to be heard as a variance by the Board of Zoning
Appeals, :

The Amendment has been reviewed by the Planning Commission and
unanimously recommended for approval in its present form.

Mr. Emerson explained that under certain conditions, such as a
burn-out or remodeling, that you can get a special exception to place a
mobile home for a period not to exceed six months. If something happens
"that you have to apply for an additional six months, you can do so, but
at no time will the period exceed one year on one piece of property.

Mr. Robertson stated that this has been done in the past for
security purposes and this was making things legal.

Mr. Harrison opposed the six month timeframe, wherein if someone
needed an extension they would have to go back through the Board of Zoning
appeals. He felt 12 months, without an extension, would be sufficient.

Mr. Bracey questioned enforcement of removal of the mobile homes
once the timeframe has expired. Mr. Corrwell stated as one requirement
that if the Board of Zoning Appeals has any question about enforcement
when it issues such a permit, it may require a bond to guarantee the
removal.
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Mr. Emerson stated that this amendment does allow a mcbile home for
a temporary period of time in an R-1 zone, which is the most restricted
area with small lots and :subdivisions. If one stays there too long,
neighbors will start complaining as to why this mobile home is there.
Therefore, consideration of this should be in the recommended time period.

The following spoke in favor of the ordinance:

1. Mr. Willie Edwards favored the ordinance but emphasized that
sometimes it takes the insurance campany six months to settle claims and a
six month extension would take care of the problem.

.2 Mrs. Iucille Phares commented to have the ordinance state
one year, instead of six months.

"3. ‘Mr. Richard Farrington stated each case should be handled
separately.-

| Mr Harrison recommended the ordinance be changed to 12 months, with

an extension of up to another 12 months for extreme circumstances, makmg
a total of 2 years

Mr. Robertson suggested the applicant be notified when they apply
of the amount of time and the circumstances so they will know from the
begmmng that they have one year. -

Mr. Corrwell emphas1zed that this will be an application to the
Board of Zoning Appeals and will require a hearing before the Board of
Zoning Appeals, and the Board of Zoning Appeals may not grant it to begin
with. The Board of Zoning Appeals should inform the applicant of the time
limitation and circumstances. The permit that is issued will be a
Corditional Use Permit in writing. - .

Mr. Moody stated the two year possibility would present a problem
if a trailer was in a residential district, for this duration. ’Iherefore,

he still supported the Planning Comrnlssmns recommendation of six months,
w1th a six month extensmn.

Upon motion of Mr. Harrison, seconded by Mr. Bracey, Mr. Bracey,
Mr. Harrison, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay voting "aye", Mr. Moody voting "no",

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF DINWIDDIE COUNTY,
VIRGINIA, that the Dinwiddie County Code, as previously adopted and
amended, be further amended by the following addition to Chapter 22,
Section 22-44 and in all other respects be reordained:

Section 22-44. Temporary Placement of Mobile Homes.

The Board of Zoning Appeals may authorize, upon application and
after notice and hearing as provided by Section 15.1-431 of the Code of
Virginia, a special exception to allow the temporary placement of a mcobile
home only for residential use on any parcel of land irregardless of its
zoning classification, subject to the following restrictions and
conditions:

a) Such special exception permit shall be for a period not to
exceed twelve (12) months, which period may not be extended or enlarged
under any circumstances, provided, however that one extension of such
permit may be allowed by the Board for one additional period not to exceed
twelve (12) months upon a new application and payment of an additional
filing fee with new notice and hearing as provided by Section 15.1-431 of
the Code of Virginia. Upon expiration of the special exception permit the
temporary mobile home shall be removed.

b) Such mobile home is only to provide temporary replacement living
quarters for persons dispossessed of their home due to repair, remodeling
or replacement of such home and such permit shall only be for placement of
the temporary mobile home on the same or an adjoining parcel of lard as
the home from which the person as been dispossessed;

c) The lot upon which the mobile home is to be temporary placed
meets the size requirements for lots within its zoning classification;
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d) The county health department has approved provisions for water
and sewer;

e) A building permit has been issued for the repair, remodeling or
replacement of the 1living quarters necessitating placement of the
temporary mcbile home and such building permit continues in effect during
the period of placement. Revocation or expiration of such building permit
shall automatically revoke the special exception permit issued hereunder.

f) The mobile home to be placed pursuant to the special exception
permit must comply with the reqtu.rements of Sec. 22-1 of the Dinwiddie
County Code as defined under Dwelling, Mobile Home.

g) The unit is so situated upon the parcel so that all yard
requirements regarding accessory uses are met.

h) All provisions of the Virginia Uniform Statewide Building Code
are complied with and a certificate of occupancy is issued by the county
building inspector for the temporary mcbile home.

i) Unless the application is for the one extension of the existing
permit allowed hereunder, no previous special exception permit under the
provisions of this section as been granted either to the applicant, the
parcel for which the permit 'is sought, or any adjoining parcel thereto
owned by the same applicant for a period of two years prior to the date of
the current application.

3) Any special exception permit issued hereunder shall expire
thirty (30) days after the issuance of the certificate of occupancy for
the house whose repair, remodeling or replacement nhecessitates the
temporary mobile home, irregardless of the remaining time period of the
permit. This provision shall not extend or enlarge the permit period.

k) Such other conditions relating to the use as the Board of Zoning
Appeals may deem necessary in the public interest including a guarantee or
bond to ensure that the conditions imposed are being and will continue to
be complied with.

Applications for the special exception permit allowed hereunder
shall be filed with the zoning administrator and shall be accompanied by a
check or money order in the sum of one hundred dollars ($100.00) payable
to the county treasurer. If actual expenses associated with the
application exceed forty dollars ($40.00) the applicant shall be billed
the difference.

IN RE: PUBLIC HFARTNG —— A-88-7 — JAMES I.. WYATT - REZONING

This item has been continued by the Planning Commission at its
February 8, 1989 meeting. No action will be required at this time.

IN RE: EXECUTTVE SESSTON

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Harrison, Mr. Bracey,
Mr. Harrison, Mr. Moody, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay voting "aye", pursuant to
Section 2.1-344 (4) and (6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act,
the Board moved into Executive Session at 9:50 p.m. to discuss industrial
and legal matters regarding the Dinwiddie County Water Authority and the
jail. A vote having been made and approved, the meeting reconvened into
Open Session at 10:40 p.m.

IN RE: DINWIDDTE COUNTY WATER AUTHORTTY — ENGINFERTNG FEES

Mrs. Wendy Quesenberry, Interim County Administrator, advised that
at the previous meeting the Board authorized the Dinwiddie County Water
Authority to proceed with engineering on the feas1b111ty of locating a
sewer plant in Dirnwiddie County. The Board had previously authorized the
Engineer to work on a sewer plant for the jail and the administration
Building Complex. Some of the work has been completed, while some has yet
to be done and the money needs to be appropriated to the Dinwiddie County
Water Authority to pay for the fees.

o e e e



' = One bill the County has had for some t'ime, which is approximately
$3,000, was preliminary engineering done at the time when there was a
possibility of the race track 1locating here. This needs to be

appropriated to pay the engineer; however, we are trying to recover some
of the costs from outside sources.

- The second request is the sewer plant for Dinwiddie County,
wherein the fee is not to exceed $6,000. If the County definitely goes
forward with the sewer plant, this money will be included in the financing
and would be recovered at that time. _

-~ The thixd item would be the sewer plant for the Jail and
Administration Building Complex which would not exceed $2,500, which will
be funded by fees paid by housing prisoners for other localities.

These figures are based on reasonable cooperation from the State
Water Control Board and total approximately $11,500 to be appropriated to
the Dinwiddie County Water Authority budget for engineering fees.

Upon motion of Mr. Moody, seconded by Mr. Harrison, Mr. Bracey, Mr
Harrison, Mr. Moody, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay voting "aye",

BE IT RESOIVED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF DINWIDDIE COUNTY,
VIRGINIA, that $1l 500 be appropriated to the Dinwiddie County Water
Authorlty for engineering fees.

IN RE: NPDES PERMIT —— JATL AND ADMINISTRATION COMPLEX
SEWER PIANT

Mrs. Wendy W. Quesenberry, Interim County Administrator, stated
that in order to go forward with the sewer plant for the Jail and
Administration Building Complex, authorization is needed for the engineer
to proceed at this time to obtain the NPDES Permit which allows the
County to site the plant and set the limits. This would be based on the
jail needs and it would be sized large enough to take in the area of the
Administration Buildings. Therefore, she requested authorization for the
engineer for the Dinwiddie County Water Authority to proceed with
obtaining an NPDES permit, capacity large enough to take in the jail,
courthouse area, and Administration Building Complex. In addition,
authorize the County Attorney to prepare a contract with the Dinwiddie

County Water Authority for the construction of the plant when the permit
is obtained.

Upon motlon of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Harrison, Mr. Bracey,
Mr. Harrison, Mr. Moody, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay voting "aye",

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF DD\]WIDDIE COUNTY,
VIRGINIA, that the engineer for the Dinwiddie County Water Authority is

authorized to proceed with obtaining an NPDES permit for the sewer plant
for the Jail and Administration Building Complex, and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOINVED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF DINWIDDIE
COUNTY, VIRGINIA, that the County Attorney is authorized to prepare a
contract with the Dirwiddie County Water Authority for the construction of
the sewer plant when the permit is obtained.

IN RE: INCRFASE IN JAIL CAPACTTY -- DOUBLIE BUNKING

: Mrs. Wendy W. Quesenberry, Interim County Administrator, advised
Sheriff Heath has brought to the board a request to increase one portion
of the jail, which would increase the capacity of the existing block of
cells to 26 cells. Sheriff Heath has obtained bids on haVJ_ng this work
done whereas bunk beds would be added to the existing beds in the cell, as
well as adding a table and seat in each of the cell blocks. The Sherlff
is helping other localities by taking in extra priscners, and this would
allow these extra prisoners beds to sleep on instead of sleeping on the
floor. It also allows the County to open a source of funding that we did
not have before. Other localities will have a facility close by to send
their prisoners to and not have to drive them all over the State. The
Sheriff had obtained three bids ranging from $8,250 to $6,355.24.

Sheriff Heath advised that since November he is housing inmates for
Colonial Heights, Prince George and Hopewell. During the month of
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November, these immates brought in $6,529; in December $5,849 was taken
in; and in January $5,796 was received. During the three month period,
the Sheriff’s Office has been reimbursed $18,175 for Kkeeping inmates from
other localities. He emphasized that it is a good opportunity now for the
County to get some money,. as the Regional Jail may not be available for
another three years. Sheriff Heath advised that the localities are paying
$15.00 per day per immate, the Department of Corrections is paying the
County $8.00 per day per immate, and if the prisoner is sentenced, that is
an additional $7.00 per day per immate. The cost to the County per inmate
is $11.00 per day. Sheriff Heath advised that Colonial Heights is anxious

to sign a contract, guaranteeing $108,000 per year. Sheriff Heath advised
there are 11 immates sleeping on the floor now.

Upon motion of Mr. Harrison, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bracey,
Mr. Harrison, Mr. Moody, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay voting "aye",

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF DINWIDDIE COUNTY,
VIRGINIA, that Gale Welding and Machine Company, Inc. is authorized to
install 26 bunk beds with railings and five table and seat extensions at a
cost of $6,355.24; ard,

BE IT FURTHER RESOIVED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF DINWIDDIE
COUNTY, VIRGINIA that the funds derived from the usage by surrounding
localities be earmarked for construction of the sewage plant for the jail.

IN RE: REGIONAT, JATT, UPDATE

Mrs. Wendy W. Quesenberry, Interim County Administrator, advised
the Regional Jail study is complete. Up to this point, the Sheriff’s of
the localities have been participating in the study and comparing their
needs. The study by the Department of Corrections is complete and they
have established that there is a need for a Regional Jail in this area.
If the jail were approved tonight, it would be two to three years before a
facility would be available to accommodate anyone. That is why Sheriff
Heath wanted to take the steps towards increasing the jail capacity now in
an effort to help our situation, in addition to helping the other
localities. We cannot wait on the Regional Jail due to the needs of the
facility we now have. That is why we are taking steps now to help offset
some of the costs. The Sheriffs’ have taken the Regional Jail concept as
far as they can, and the Department of Corrections has suggested that a
comnittee be appointed to take the feasibility study and go forward to
investigate the possibilities of where it might be located, who is really
going to participate in the construction of the facility, what the size
and design will be, etc. The Sheriffs are going to serve in an advisory
capacity; however, they need someone on the committee to represent the
local govermmenting bodies and who can speak for them. Tt is suggested
that the Committee be made up of the City Manager/County Administrator of
the jurisdictions who have participated in the study at this point.
Chesterfield County has Just recently Jjoined. Mrs. Quesenberry
recommended that the County Administrator be appointed to the Committee,
and the Sheriff be appointed in an advisory capacity.

Mrs. Quesenberry advised this does not commit the County in any way
to this project. She stated we need to see figures and costs before a
decision is made whether it would be feasible for the County to actually
participate in the construction of that facility.

Upon motion of Mr. Bracey, seconded by Mr. Moody, Mr. Bracey, Mr.
Harrison, Mr. Moody, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay voting "aye",

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF DINWIDDIE COUNTY,
VIRGINIA, that Mrs. Wendy W. Quesenberry, Interim County Administrator, be
appointed as Dinwiddie County’s representative for the Regional Jail
Committee; and Sheriff Bennie M. Heath be appointed as an advisory member.

IN RE: FORMAT ——PUBLIC HEARING A-88-33 —— DINWIDDIE IANDFILL
ENTERPRTSE

Mr. Joe Emerson, Director of Planning & Economic Development,
presented a letter from Attorney Dan Sloan, representative of the
Dinwiddie ILandfill Enterprises, stating DIE requests withdrawal of the
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following: Application for Amendment to Zoning Ordinance, Application for
Conditional Rezoning and Associated Proffers; Application for Conditional
Use Permit; Offer of an Agreement for Use in Support of a Solid Waste
Disposal System. The primary factor in the withdrawal is the proximity of
the November elections for the Board of Supervisors as a result of
settlement of Dirwiddie’s ACIU suit.

The following spoke regarding this issue:

1. Mrs. Kay Winn voiced objection to the information included in
the letter as she has not seen documentation as to what is quoted as
fact. Mrs. Winn asked the following questmns

Mrs. Kay Winn asked if the Amendment to the Zoning Code could be
reintroduced and if so, when? Mr. Cormwell answered there may be an
application filed at any time. She asked Mr. Cormwell how this differed
from the opinion that he stated to her and Mr. Abernathy in Mr. Cormwell’s
office on January 9, where if it was withdrawn, that there would have to
be a six month wait before it was reintroduced. Mr. Cormwell stated he
gave her an opinion and at that time Mrs. Winn pointed out to him that she
thought that was only after the Board hearing. Mr. Cormwell rechecked the
ruling and found Mrs. Winn was correct, it is only after the Board hearing
that there is a six month timeframe. Mrs. Winn stated he rendered that
same oplnlon at the Planning Commission meeting on Jarmuary 11.

Mrs. Winn inquired that this same amendment, or a modified
form could be resubmitted at what point in time. Mr. Cornwell indicated

at any point in time, and would have to go back before the Planning
Comm1ss1on.

Mrs. Winn asked that if the Board votes to accept the
w1thdrawals at this time, that Mr. Sloan on Mr. Davis’ behalf could go

to Mr. Emerson’s office and reapply before 1eavmg tonight? Mr. Corrwell
answered yes. ‘

Mrs. Winn asked if the other two tabled motions that are
before the Planning Commission at this time, are withdrawn and would have
to be reconsidered, even though they have been tabled by the Planning
Commission? Mr. Cornwell stated Mr. Sloan has made a request to
withdraw those and the Planning Commission would have to act to allow
those withdrawals. He stated those matters were not before this Board as
the Planning Commission tabled them and did not send them to the Board of
Supervisors, therefore, the Planning Commission would have to act. '

Mrs. Winn asked which proposal he is withdrawing, the
proposals of August 24, 1988 or the proposals of January 18, 19897 Mr.
Cormwell stated his request is to withdraw his application for amendment
to zoning ordinance, his application for conditional rezoning and
associated property, his application for conditional use permit, and his
offer of an agreement for the use and support of a solid waste disposal

system. Mr. Cornwell assumed Mr. Davis was withdrawing everything he had
submitted.

Mrs. Winn stated Mr. Davis has submitted two proposals. It
was her understarding from the interpretation Mr. Cornwell gave her, that
if Mr. Davis made any changes in his application whatsoever, of which he
did substantially on January 18, .1989, that he would have to withdraw and
wait six months to reapply.: Mr. Cornwell responded he did not recall that
matter. Mrs. Winn stated that she wanted it entered into the records that
there are two different applications that have been submitted. One
application was made on August 24, 1988. Mr. Emerson stated that there
had been one filing made. Mrs. Winn stated that the Planning Commission
was presented with a separate document on January 18, 1989, and it was
represented as though it were the application. The January 18th
application was substantially different in at least 25 ways. Mr. Cornwell
responded that he assumed from Mr. Sloan’s letter, that he is
withdrawing his appllcatlon as he has listed everything Mr. Corrwell knew
of as pendl_ng

Mr. Dan Sloan said that  those submissions  were
modifications. Mrs. Winn ' stated that is not allowed as the County Code
says no change can be made in the conditions proferred until after a
hearing by the Board of Superv1sors Mr. Sloan said she was wrong in
that there were modifications of the proferred conditions, there were
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modifications of things that went along with those applications. Mrs.
Winn stated that in Section 22-24 of the County Code, it says that there
can be no modification of the proferred condition until after a hearing
by the Board of Supervisors. She stated the County is withessing a severe
compromise of the rights of citizens.

Mrs. Winn wished the following to go on record: She requested
a written notification of any proposed amendments to the zoning code which
might involve the operation or establishment of private sanitary
landfills’ she requested written notification of any application for a
conditional use involving a waste disposal facility; and requested written
notification of any change in the solid waste ordinance as adopted by the
Board back in September.

2. Mr. Jack Mayes stated the media quoted a lot of the County
citizens as saying the Planning Commission passed the buck when they did
not approve or disapprove Mr. Davis’ proposal. He felt as if some
maneuvering was going on. He stated that if this issue is not brought
before the public, then the Board would be passing the buck. He said the
Board should bring the battle to an end and say one way or the other which
way to go. He stated opposition has been since the beginning and
petitions from each district represented a majority of registered voters
from those Districts were opposed to this issue. Mr. Mayes stated he was
not a member of CORD, but wished to commend them for all of their efforts
in making the public aware of the facts and issues due to the workshops
and research of laws. He felt the Public Hearlng should be held and voted
on. He asked the Board to vote no on this issue, as this is what their
constituents want.

3. Mr. Ronnie Abernathy appeared stating the last six months has
been a trying time for Dinwiddie. The citizens and CORD have played by
the rules in that they have done, what they had been asked to do, and had
kept their mouths shut at the meetings they were supposed to and did what
the Boards had requested. However, he felt the citizens were again being
jerked around because of this public hearing. He felt they had been used
and abused for the purpose of the developer for the purpose of money and
politics. That is what CORD has been trying to show in that the people of
Dinwiddie have unified in one resounding no, and that it has not been from
one small group. It started out that way, but they have found support in
every district of the County. He stated the issue has got to be addressed
and answered. The more it is put off, the longer the bickering and
maneuvering will continue. He felt it only fair to the citizens that the
hearing should be held tomorrow night and that the input from the citizens
to their Board meambers should come out and wipe the slate clean and start
on making Dinwiddie a better place to live.

4. Mrs. Kay Winn again appeared asking the Board to refer to page
1252 of the Dinwiddie County Code, paragraph f that "There shall be no
amendment or variation of conditions created pursuant to this section
(which is the Conditional Zoning Code) until after a public hearing before
the board of supervisors advertised pursuant to the provisions of the Code
of Virginia." She stated she has discussed this with Mr. Corrwell in the
presence of Mr. Abernathy, and they were given one interpretation. On
January 11 at the meeting of the Planning Commission, she asked what
action would be heard at the public hearing on January 23rd? Would it
be the application of August 24, 19887 She was told that was all they had
and that was what the public hearmg would be held on. Subsegquently,
there was advertisement made for a public hearing, but she felt it could
not have legally been advertised for the changed document which was dated
January 18, 1989, to be heard by the Planning Commission on January 23,
1989. It was not legally possible for that amended, varied and altered
document to be legally heard by the Planning Commission on January 23,
because it did not exist at the time that the advertisement of that public
hearing was made.

Mrs. Winn said she felt that the citizens of the County have
been used, abused and insulted. She stated she had been perscnally
insulted, personally misquoted on highly erronecus information in Mr.
Sloan’s book on Page 23, Section 10, where she supposedly spoke in favor
of the Coal fired generation plant. She challenged Mr. Sloan to
document when she had spoken favorably on that proposal. Mr. Sloan said
he could show her the transcript. She stated the only remark she had only
made was that it at least generated some tax revenue for the County as
opposed to what DLE offered. She did not consider that speaking favorably
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for it but just a comparative statement. She stated that on Jamuary 9,
she asked Mr. Cormwell how D.L.E. could apply and offer things that are
prohlblted 1n our - county’s zoning  code? She stated they are also
prothlted in the State Code as well as she had received a written
opinion from Mary Sue Terry, Attorney General for the Commorwealth of
Virginia, on January 24 which states that "the County may not accept cash
contributions as part of a conditional zoning process. Circumvention of
the prohibition by acceptance of cash as a gift violates the State code."
Mrs. Winn stated it also violates our County Code. She stated there are
six other prohibitions in the code that have also been severely trampled

by the offered agreement by D.L.E. She stated Mr. Cormwell has repeatedly
told her that Mr. Davis can offer anyth:mg he wants to.

Mr. Harrison stated he wanted to hear a legal opinion on this and
wanted to know if we would be violating Mr. Davis’s rights if we did not
let him withdraw. Mr. Corrwell stated that once application is filed
before the Board, it is the Board’s. The Board can proceed or not proceed

‘as the Board wishes. This is a request to withdraw and the Board may or

may not honor this request as it chooses. The Board can go forward, even
though he has made a request to withdraw.

Mr. Clay stated he had no problem with gOJng ahead with the Public
Hearing that was scheduled.

‘ Mr. Harold Conover stated the people elected the Board to carry
out the people’s wishes, and a great deal of the Board, citizens and
County time has been spent in studying the landfill issue. It has been
divisive and has kept the County from concentrating on other matters that
it could have better applied itself to. He stated the Board and the
people were prepared for the public hearing tomorrow night and felt it
should be held and a decision made so we can go forward with the rest of
the County’s business.

‘Mr. Dan Sloan, attorney for D.L.E., stated it was true that if
they withdrew now they could bring the issue up again tomorrow. If they
go forward tomorrow. and it is voted down, they could bring it up again in
six months. The difference is six months. As indicated, Mr. Davis is not
going to bring the issue up again until after the next election; or he may
never bring it up again. He stated Mr. Davis is looking for a more
hospitable location. He stated the debate in wiping the slate clean is
false. What CORD does not focus on is the legal consequences which by
simply withdrawing he has no appeal rights, no challenge rights, nothing
to say about the process. Forcing him through the process does give him
rights to challenge the County’s-decision and puts it in a situation where
they can go to court. He stated Mr. Davis developed the information for
the County and spent a lot of hard work trying to find an answer to the
concerns raised by the citizens and spent $90,000 in this process. He did
not feel it was something he would do toying with the citizens, as he has
been very serious with the proposal and has acted honorably and felt it
only falr to-allow him to w1thdraw. ’

Mr. Cornwell stated it is a con51derat10n and the application to
withdraw has no legal challenge. If he withdraws, he withdraws.

Mr. Robertson asked Mr. Cormwell that if the public hearing was
held tomorrow, what would be the issue before the Board to decide. Mr.
Corrwell stated the same as it was, whether to allow the amendment to the
ordinance. Mr. Robertson asked if there would be any presentation by the
applicant? Mr. Cornwell stated that was up to the applicant. The
applicant does not have to appear. Mr. Robertson asked if we could be
subject to suit if we continue it? Mr. Cormwell stated we were always
subject to suit if we continued it or not. There is a request before the
Board by the appllcant to withdraw his application. That only requires
the Board to take action allowing him to withdraw. If the Board denies
his application to withdraw and goes through the process and denies his
application, then the denial of his application can be questioned. Mr.
Robertson asked if there was any reason for him to have to ask for a
withdrawal. Mr. Cormwell stated if he did request withdrawal and failed

to show up, he would still go forward. His application is still before
the Board.

Mr. Bracey made the motion to go forward with the public hearing
scheduled at 7:00 p.m. February 16, 1989, at Dinwiddie County High School,
seconded by Mr. Harrison. Mr. Bracey, Mr. Harrison, Mr. Moody, Mr. Clay
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voting "aye", Mr. Robertson voting "no" because of legal matters, the
public hearing for Amendment A-88-33 will be held as scheduled on
Thursday, February 16, 1989, at 7:00 p.m. at the Dinwiddie County High
School Auditorium.

Mrs. Wendy W. Quesenberry, Interim County Administrator, advised
that at the last board meeting, the issue of the public hearing for
Amendment A-88-33 was brought up and discussed and the Board instructed
the staff to come up with a recommended format for the meeting. It is the
Staff’s recommendation that to protect the County legally, the format as
used in an ordinary public hearing be followed, which is to have the
Director of Planning present the amendment, to have applicant make his
presentation, and to open the public hearing up to those in favor and
those against. At the conclusion of the public input, give the applicant
time to make a rebuttal if he wishes to respond. Time 1limits can be
imposed. To protect the Board legally, we would not recommend that the
Board veer from the normal process. However, a time limit can be put on
any of the presentations. She felt the time limit the Planning Commission
used seemed to go well and things moved along.

Upon motion of Mr. Bracey, seconded by Mr. Moody, Mr. Bracey, Mr.
Harrison, Mr. Moody, Mr. Clay voting "aye", Mr. Robertson voting "no" due
to legal reasons;

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF DINWIDDIE COUNTY,

VIRGINIA, that the same format be used for the public hearing on A-88-33
as by the Planning Commission at its public hearing on Jamuary 23, 1989.

IN RE: TANDFITI, PERSONNEL

Mrs. Wendy W. Quesenberry, Interim County Administrator, had two
recommendations to fill existing vacancies at the Iandfill. She
emphasized that these were not new positions.

Mrs. Quesenberry recomended promoting Irvin Davis from Heavy

Equipment/Compactor Operator I to Heavy Equipment/Compactor Operator II ——
Grade 14, Step 2A, $16,078.40, effective February 1, 1989.

Upon motion of Mr. Bracey, seconded by Mr. Moody, Mr. Bracey, Mr.
Harrison, Mr. Mocdy, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay voting "aye", Mr. Frvin Davis
was promoted to Heavy Equipment/Compactor Operator II, Grade 14, Step 2A,
$16,078.40, effective February 1, 1989.

Mrs. Quesenberry recommended promoting Ronald Bell from Part-Time
Heavy Equipment/Compactor Operator I to Full-Time, Grade 13, Step 23,
$15,308.80, effective February 1, 1989.

Upon motion of Mr. Moody, seconded by Mr. Harrison, Mr. Bracey, Mr.
Harrison, Mr. Moody, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay voting "aye", Mr. Ronald Bell

was promoted to Full-Time Heavy Equipment/Compactor Operator I, Grade 13,
Step 2A, $15,308.80 effective February 1, 1989.

IN RE: SMOKE DETECTOR ORDINANCE

Mr. Jim Rice, Public Safety Officer, appeared before the board
requesting permission to advertise for a public hearing to consider for
adoption a new ordinance requiring smoke detectors in certain buildings in
relation to the fire protection code.

Mr. Robertson questioned the burden on present homeowners. Mr.
Clay stated tenants should be respons:.ble for the batteries in the smoke
detectors, not the landlord. Mr. Rice stated this ordinance was for the
quality of life and protection of tenants.

Upon motion of Mr. Harrison, seconded by Mr. Bracey, Mr. Bracey,
Mr. Harrison, Mr. Moody, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", Mr. Clay voting "no",
the Public Safety Officer is authorized to advertise for a public hearing
on March 15, 1989, to consider a Smoke Detector Ordinance.

IN RE: APPOTNTMENTS




1. JTPA Policy Board

P{O’{ Mrs. Wendy W. Quesenberry, Interim County Administrator, advised
«(Q that the Jdbs Training Partnership Act provides on the job training and
E\}\ employment for the disadvantaged. The policy Board consists of the
ChalrpersonoftheBoardsandencnsmthesurroundlngarea Mrs.
Quesenberry recommended that Mrs. King B. Talley, Director of Social

Services, be appointed to represent Dinwiddie since she deals with most of

these programs on a daily basis and would be an asset to the Countyln
this area.

Upon motion of Mr. Harrison, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bracey,
Mr. Harrison, Mr. Moody, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay voting "aye",

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF DINWIDDIE COUNTY,
VIRGINIA, that Mrs. King B. Talley be appointed to the Jobs Training
Partnership Act Policy Board as representative for the Chairman of the
Board of Dinwiddie County, with Mrs. Wendy W. Quesenberry, Interim County
Administrator, as alternate.

2. Mrs. Quesenberry advised that a vacancy existed on the
Dirwiddie Industrial Development Authority due to the death of J.P.
Derby. She urged the Board to fill this vacancy as soon as possible due

to the increased act1v1ty of the Dlnw1dd1e Industrial Development
Authority.

IN RE: -~ REQUEST TO REINSTATE 1988-89 HJ]I;ET AI.IDCATIONS

P Mrs. Wendy W Quesenberry, Interim County Adlnlnlstrator -advised

(\/l that she had received a letter from the - Appomattox Basin Industrlal

@)Q' Development Co ration (ABIDCO) requesting reinstatement of funds in the

gxr amount of which were cut by the Board on August 17, 1988. ABIDO

has played a part in successfully locating three J_ndustrles in the County

o in the past few months. Funding this effort can be viewed as a step

‘Q’Y{\ é towards locating new industry to help increase our tax base. On this

basis, she recommended the board reinstate ABIDCO’s request for funding
\_q%q for 1988-89 in the amount of $6,250. -

(4,6.20.

Upon motion of Mr. Moody, seconded by Mr. Bracey, Mr. Bracey, Mr.
Harrison, Mr. Moody, Mr. Robertson, Mr Clay VotJ_ng Taye",

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF DINWIDDIE COUNTY,
VIRGINIA, that funds be approprlated and reinstated to the Appomattox

Basic Imiustrlal Development Corporation (ABIDCO) m the amount of $67256
for FY 1988-89. By, SR O .

IN RE: BOAT TANDING OPERATTON

Mrs. Wendy W. Quesenberry, Interim County Administrator, advised if
the Board desired to operate the Iake Chesdin Boat Ianding this year, it

was time to advertise for . somecne to take over the operation as it did
‘last year.

" Upon motion of Mr. Bracey, seconded by Mr. Harrison, Mr. Bracey,
Mr. Harrison, Mr. Moody, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay voting "aye",

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF DDIWIDDIE COUNTY,
VIRGINIA, that the County Administrator is authorized to advertise Request

for Proposals to Operate Take Chesdm Boat Ianding in the same manner as
last year.

IN RE: EXECUI'IVE SESSTON

Upon motlon of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Moody, Mr. Bracey,
Mr. Harrison, Mr. Moody, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay voting "aye", pursuant to
Section 2.1-344 (1), (4) ard (6) of the Vlrglnla Freedom of Information
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 11:50 p.m. to discuss
personnel ‘industrial and legal matters. A vote having been made and
approved, the meeting reconvened into Open Session at 12:23 a.m.
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IN RE: CONTINUATTON OF MEETING

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Moody, Mr. Bracey,
Mr. Harrison, Mr. Moody, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay voting "aye", the Board
of Supervisors meeting was continued until February 16, 1989, at 7:00
p.m., to be held in the Auditorium of the Dinwiddie County High School.

S

Aubrey S. Clay tp/g‘ﬁ;/
Chairman, Board of SupeTvisors

2rsst: [y dy W &Zwméwm

Wendy W//'uesehberry
Interim ‘County Admlnlstrator




