 VIRGINTA: AT THE REGUIAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN THE
MEETING ROOM OF THE PAMPLIN ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, DINWIDDIE
COUNTY, VIRGINIA, ON THE 5TH DAY OF FEBRUARY, 1992, AT 7:30

P.M.

DRESENT:  EDWARD A. BRACEY, JR., CHATRVAN ETECTION DISTRICT #4
A. S. CIAY VICE-CHATRVAN * ELECTION DISTRICT #5
HARRTSON A. MOODY EIECTION DISTRICT #1
DONALD I.. HARAWAY ETECTION DISTRICT #2
LEFNORA EVERETT EIECTTION DISTRICT #3
DANTEL STEGEL COUNTY ATTORNEY

IN RE:  MINUTES

Upbn motion of Mr. Moody, seconded by Mr. Haraway, Mr. Clay, WMs.
Everett, Mr. Haraway, Mr. Moody, Mr. Bracey voting "aye',

BE IT RESOIVED by the Board of -Supervisors of Dinwiddie County,
Virginia, that the minutes of the January 2, 1992 Regular Meeting, January
15, 1992 Continuation Meeting, January 15, 1992 Regular Meeting and

January 21, 1992 Continuation Meeting are hereby approved in their
entirety. 4

IN RE: CIATMS

Upoh motion of Mr. Moody, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Ms.
Everett, Mr. Haraway, Mr. Moody, Mr. Bracey voting "aye",

BE IT RESOILVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie County,;
Virginia, that the following claims are approved and funds appropriated
for same using checks #17158 thru #17417, (void check #17295): . General
Fund - $349,233.54; E911 - $2,171.18; Self Insurance — $1,6161.63; Capital -
Projects - $1,315.86; Law Library - $38.14; for a total of $354,375.35.

TN RE: CITIZEN COMMENTS

1. Kay Winn asked the Board where the field sheets for the
reassesgnent were? She stated she wanted to see them and was told in the
Decémber meetJ_ng that the sheets were. in Staunton, except for the ones -
that had been pulled for the Board of AsSessors.

The County Administrator told M&. Winn that the field sheets were
now in the -office of the Commissioner of the Revenue.

Ms. Winn said she was very upsét with the reassessments for this
year. _She felt they were not done properly and were unfair. She asked the
Board rigt to wait six years to correct the problem.

2. Mr. John Talmage, who works with Youth Ieagues in the Rohoic
District, with the help of volunteers, is building a practice ball field
at Roh01c ‘Elementary School u51ng their own money. He asked the Board to
help place llghts at Rohoic and Midway Elementary Schools.

Mr Haraway stated that thie need has outgrown volunteer help with
the influx of new growth in the area and he felt that now was the time for
some capltal improvements.

3. Ms. Pearline Dabney asked the Board why the County didn’t have
a leash law for dogs? She said she had been having problems in her
neighborhood with a dog pulling clothes off the 1line and being
destructive. She said she called the sheriff’s offlce and the Animal

* . Contrel Officer had not responded vyet.

. The Chairman told Ms. Dabney that the County has a leash law and
that he would have the Animal Control Officer contact her.

4. Mr. Marshall Witt told the Board that there had bkeen no
'approprlatlons for recreation for thé children in the County. That
Everything is g¢géared. to adults- and he: felt it was tme to start do:mg
Sdméthing for our children. _

!l'AM






. Mr Moody responded to Mr. Witt that when he was elected to the
Board, there was no recreation department. Since he had been on the
Board,_ ~a_. recreation department had been developed and things were
progres51ng in the County These things don’t happen as quickly as we may

‘ waht, but progress is being made.

5. - Mr. Revin Woodlief said it was time to Jmprove on our present
fa0111t1es and make them available to ‘everyone. KReep our kids active and
we would keep them out of jail. A5 a child growing up in the County, he
stated there were no recreation facilities then and we still don’t have
any. Stop mov1ng at a snail’s pace, let’s get going.

6. . Marshall Witt suggested to the Board that they allcmr pay
phones to be put at locations in the County where children are practicing
because of poss:Lble injuries and emergencies.

INRE AMENDMENTS'IO'IHEAGENDA

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Haraway, Mr. Clay, Ms.
Everett, Mr. Haraway, Mr. Moody, Mr. Bracey voting "aye", the
followmg amendment was approved. ’

'Add: 15. Executive Session #2 - Industrial

IN RE 90’ - 91’ AUDIT REPORI‘

Speticer Elmore, of the audltJ_ng firm of Robinson, Farmer, Cox
Associdtes, told the Board that prudent spending and trimming of budgets

by the administration and department heads left Dinwiddie County with a
$2.8 million reserve for June 30, 1991

'Ihe revenues exceed expendltures by $1.1 mllllon, with the County

'spendlng $337,000 less that its $22 million budget called for during the

year. The School Board also underspent in expendltures which left $76,000
in their budget for the ’90-91 fiscal véar.

Mr Elmore stated the next year’s report could. be even better.
Assessed value of taxable property rose by 3.28 percent during the last
fiscal yéar, outpacing the 3.1 percent: inflation rate.

These fJ_gures only :anlude a partlal assessment of the new
busiriesses located in the County and do not cover anticipated taxes on new
developments expected in the County.

Mr. Elmore commended the Treasurer’ s Office onh the collection
'rate of 97.75 percent which is above the expected level for the State. He
said an addltlonal $60,000 could be added to the County s budget if the
tax collection rate remains consistent or improves.

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING P-91-9 - MR & MRS S JANES M. BLAND

, 'IhlS being the tJ_me and place a8 advertlsed in the Progress—Index
Newspaper on January 22, 1992, and Janua_ry 29, 1992, for the Board of
Supervisors to conduct a PL]bllC Hearlng to con51der a request from Mr. &
Mrs. James M. Bland for a rezoning from R-1 to B-2 of Tax Parcel 98-(8)-2

which is a 1.41 acre parcel located near the mtersectlon of Route 226 and
Route 600. A ‘

Mr. Ieonard Ponder, Dlrector of PlannJ_ng, stited that due to
increased traffic in the area and the expansion of the strlp mall
conitaining Brother’s Pizza, P & R Businéss Machines and Movie Time, the
Blands contend that their héuse oh this site is becoming less de51rable as
a residence and more compatible with the aforementioned commer01al uses.

Staff Report The property on the south side of Route 226 all the
way to the intersection of Route 226 and U. S. Route 1 is currently zoned

B-2 & B-3 and is being used commerc¢ially. On the north side of Route 226
there is currently commercial zoning (B=2 & B-3) from the intersection of
U. S. Route 1 and Route 226 to within one hundred seventy (170) feet of
Iee Boulevard. The developer of Westwind Subdivision on Route 600
(Ferndale Road) is also not developihg séveral lots (3) as re51dences in

- anticipation of some more commercial needs in this area. There is dlSo
'some commercial zoning (B—l) at the- J_ntersectlon of Sterling Road and
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Route 226 and two sections of B=2 zoning near the intersection of U. s.
Route 460 and Route 226 at both on tlhie nsrth and south sides of Route 226.

The ever—increasing population deémarnds and traffic flow on Route 226,
Route 600, and U. S. Route 1 seem to portend the inevitability of
commercial growth in this area to provide the services that will be
demanded. ‘The recent rezoning by the Board of the Pierce property for a
mall behind Safeway is an example of the market responding to pressure
for commercial activity in this area.

The Plarining Commission at its January 8, 1992 meeting voted 5-2 to
recomierid denial of this rezoning. Their ratlonale was that a commercial
use was probably reasonable for this parcel but they would have been more
comfortable with a conditiocnal rézoning that would force proffered
conditiotis that would have restricted Uses to professional offices, i.e.
doctors, lawyers, accountants etc. The Blands felt that this was too
réstrictive and asked for a straight Fézoning to B-2.

Mr. Ponder told the Board that the following 1list were some
important issues raised that needed cénsideration:

1. Is Cox Road tlie leldJ_ng lihe between curréent and future
residential and commercial uses? If s6, is any rezoning request on the
south sidé of Cox Road to be approved as a matter of fact and is any
rezoning request on the north sifle 6f Cox Road perfunctorily turned down?

2. Has the population detrisity oh the northern part of the County
not changed dramatically and doesn’t this change demand more services?

3. Is there not an argiiieht to bé made that good zoning principles
recognize that times and situdtions charige? Furthermore, isn’t the
rézoning process in place to acconinodate these changes?

Staff Recohmendation: Although staff is inclined to go along with the
recommendation of the Planniriy Comm1551on, in this case we have to
differ. We feel that the precedent for moré commercial zoning along Route
226 has béen set by the Board in the past and that with the advent of more
residential development in this area - Walker’s Ianding subdivision,
Westw:.nd Subdivision, Cedar Heart subdivision, Mount Pleasant subdivision,
and the continuing development in the Brickwood area -~ that the demands
for commercial service delivery will increase in the 226 corridor. As the
pressures increase we feel it is better to serve these néeds from this
central location rather than strJ_ngent cofimercial development along Route
226 and Route 600. Staff reconiterids that this rezoning be approved by the
Board of Supervisors.

Mr. Jerry Cook spoke for the zoning request.

Mr. Calvin Milton spoke against the zoning request and presented
the following petition with 78 signatures.

We, the undersigned citizens of Réhoic District, Dinwiddie County,
Virginia do hereby petition the plannJ_ng comission of said county
recommerid denial of the request for rezoning of the Jameés Bland residence
oh Cox Road from residential to comine¥rcial or business usérs.

~ Cox Road is the present béundary between a commer01a1 and a
re81dent1al district, and this béundary must be maintained in order to
preserve the mtegrlty of hte residentail uses on the north side of Cox
Road. No mistake was made whén that boundary was orlglnally established
and no change in circumstances has occurred to require rezoning.
Accordingly, approval of the rezoning reduest would be inconsistent with
good zonifg principles and the law relevant thereto.

Mrs. Ellen Perdue spoke against the zoning request.

Upon motion of Ms. Everett, secoiided by Mr. Haraway, Ms. Everett,
Mr. Haraway, Mr. Moody, voting "aye", Mr. Clay, Mr. Bracey voting "nay",
the rezoning request P-91-9 by Mr. & Mrs. James M. Bland at the
intersection of Route 226 and 600 was dehied.



5&%

~.from outside the County, was continued - furthe
o input and revision by the County Attorhey and Commonwealth Attorridy.

| HJ ,

IN- RE VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORIATTON — REVISION OF SIX-YEAR
PLAN

~ This being the time and place ads advertised in the Progress—Index
Newspaper on January 22, 1992, Jahuary 26, 1992 and Januvary 29 1992 and
in the Dinwiddie Monltor on January 22, 1992 and January 29, 1992 for the
Board of Superv1sors to conduct a Pl.]bllC HearJ_ng for the rev1s1on of the

,,,,,

Transportatlon presented the s1x—year road plan for me1dd1e County.
With two new additions proposed by the Board of Supervisdrs. These
additions are: Route 604 and Route 622 .

. 1. Mrs. George Scott questiochied whether or not Route 615 has been
in the six-year plan and requested it be included.

, 2. Mr. Carl Pierce asked if Route 694 was eligiblé for hard .
surfacing.

: 3. Mrs. Overton of Route 674 (Wheaton Road) asked the Board if
they could move the road up on the list. She stated that she would
willingly give up her land. .

4. Mr. Harvey Rivers told the Board that in 1958 He was told
Rotite 674 was going to be hatrd surfaced, and it was still not done.

. 5. Mr. Joe Dillon stated that Wheaton Road hdd had o
improvements made to the road. : :

‘ 6. Mr. Floyd Perkinson of Hallfax Road gave a list of complaints
regarding the conditions of Halifax Road. He stated that on the average
1,077 vehicles traveled the road in a 24 hour period.

7. Ms. Mary Ascuye told the Board Route 632 from Rotte 631 to
Route 460 was highly traveled and it was extremely dangerous with curves
and dips.

8. Mr. Edward Titmus stated he owned property adj acent to Route
636 and he would like for it to stay where it is on the six-yedr plan.

9. Mr. Mark Stevens, with the Assdciation for the Preservation of

Civil War Sites, told the Board that he understood that Route 613 was due

to be widened and he would like the Board to keep in mind their efforts

to preserve the earthworks near the intersection of Route 613 and Route
631.

10. Mr. Franklin Zitta said he Sinad land adjacent to Route 615
which is used as a short cut betweeh Route 615 and 670. He asked that the
road be either maintained by the State or blocked off due to the high
usage.

'Ms. Everett made a motion to 1iGve Route 674 up oh the 51x—year,"
plan. It was seconded by Mr. Haraway. Ms. Everett, Mr. Haraway, voting

"aye", Mr. Clay, Mr. Moody, Mr. Bracey voting "nay" Motioh was hot
approved.

Upon motioni of Mr. Moody, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay,v ‘
Everett Mr. Haraway, Mr. Moody, Mr. Bracey voting "aye", the Slx—year
plan for 1992-93 thru 1997-98 was approved as presented by theé Virginia
Department of Highways with the two addltlons of Route 604 and 622

IN RE: RECESS

The Chairman of the Board declared a recess at 9: 38 P.M. Thé
meetlng reconvened at 9:44 P.M.

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING A-91-18 — PROHIBITTON OF DUMPING FROM OUTSIDE

The Public Hearlng on amendment A-91-18, prohibition . of dwrplng
Jed until this meeting for fur '
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The County Attorney told the Board the dumping ordinance was
finalized for their approval with some changes that would give law
enforcement officials better enforcement powers. Hé explained that
property owners and residents would have to prove that trash was generated
from the County in order to use the landfill or dumpsters. He sStated that
the Commonwealth Attorney had spoken with the sheriff’s office and they
said the ordinance was enforceable.

Ms. Everett asked if the landfill employees could write sunmons?

The County Attorney stated that they certainly could be given
enforcemerit authority.

Ms. Kay Winn stated that when thé ordinance went into éffect that
there would be more dumping on private property which should be addressed.

No one spoke for or against the ordinance.

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Haraway, Mr. Clay, Ms.
Everett, Mr. Haraway, Mr. Moody, Mr. Bracey voting "aye", the following
ordlnance was adopted:

WHEREAS, the County of Dinwiddie, Virginia (the "‘County") has
adopted Chapter 17 of the Dinwiddie Code (the "Code") which relates to the
disposal of solid waste in the County ahd in the County landfill; and

WHEREAS, nonresidents of the Colunty have been abusing thé County’s
solid waste disposal systeim by dumping solid waste in thé County’s
landfill or in County receptacles which derived outside of the County
without authorization; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Supetvisors of Dinwiddie County (the
"Board") desires to amend the Code to clarify that such actions are
illegal and unauthorized in the County;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED that the Board hereby adopts the
following amendments to Chaptéyr 17 of the Code:

Chapter 17-6 shall be amerided by replacing the current provisions
therefore with the following:

"7-6 (a) A public sanitary landfill shall be available only
to county residents or owners of real property in the County for the
disposal of garbage and trash generated within the County during such
hours and upon such conditions as the Board of Supervisors may direct.

(b) It shall be unlawful for any person to dispose of
solid waste of any kind or mnature, including but not limited to
agricultural waste, commercial waste, haZardous waste, industrial waste,
prohibited waste refuse, garbage, residential waste or trash, which solid
waste was generated outside of the County, in the County’s public sanitary
landfill.

(c) Any person found to be using the Couhty public
sanitary landfill who is unable to exhibit for inspection (i) a éurrent
county vehicle license decal issued pursuant to Section 14-22 of the Code
for a wvehicle owned by that person or a member of his immediate family,
(ii) a current dumping permit issuéd by the County or a tax bill for the
airrént year for real property located in the County in the name of that
person or a member of his imfediate family, or ( 111) a current County
building permlt reflecting the location of the site in the County where
the waste originated, shall be presuiied to be in violation of this section.

(d) Violation of  this section shall be punishable
pursuant to the penalties prescrlbed in Section 17-13 of this Code.®

Section 17-11 shall be ariended by replacing subsectién (c) of said
section with the following provision:

"17-11 (c) Only residents of the county, owners of real
property in the county and those persons visiting or touring the county
who are actual "bona fide tourist" may use kulk containers for disposal of
fAdtmal Household and residéntial wastés generated from the county.



However, no commercial, mdustrlal or mstltutlonal wastes shall be
placed in bulk contalners for pUb].lC use.

Section 17-11 shall be amended by adding the follow1ng subsection
to ‘said section:

: 17-11 (i) It shall be unlawful for any person, other than as
permitted under subsection (c) above, to dispose of solid waste of any
kind or nature, including but not limited to agricultural waste,
commercial waste, hazardous waste, industrial waste, prohibited waste,
refuse, ga:cbage, residential waste or trash in bulk containers.

(3) Any person fourid to ‘be disposing of solid waste in
bulk containers who is unable. to exhibit for inspection (i) a current

County vehicle license decal issued pursuant to Section 14-22 of the Code
for a vehicle owned by that person or a member of his immediate family,
(ii) a current dumping permit issued by the County or a tax blll for the
current year for real property located in the County in the name of that
person or a menber of his immediate family, or ( 111) ‘a current County
~ building permit reflecting the locatich of the site in the County whére -
the waste originated, shall be presuméd to be in violation of thls section.

(k) Violation of this section shall be punishable
pursuant to the penalties presch_bed an Section 17-13 of this code." ’

Section 17-13 shall be amended by ade_ng the following subsectlon
to Section 17-13 of the Code:

"17-13 (d) In addition to the penalties prescribed above, any
person found to be in violation of this chapter shall pay to, or
reimburse, thé County for all costs or expense of any kind and nature
assoc1ated with the clean-up and proper disposal of all materials dumped
or disposed of by such person in violation of this chapter."

rIhese prov181ons shall be effective as of the date of adoptlon

IN RE: FIRE CHIEFS ASSOCTIATION

Mr. Donald Porter of the Dinwiddie County Chiefs Assoc1atlon
appeared before the Board to discuss repair of their Air Unit, and fundJ_ng
for the contract on their cascade bottles, at a total cost of $2 474.56.
He also asked the Board to pay for five people from the various fire
departments to attend the Fire Chief’s convention 1n Hampton.

. Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Ms. Everett, Mr. Clay, M.
Everett, Mr. Haraway, Mr. Moody, Mr. Bracey voting "aye" funds in the
amount of $2,474.56 were approprlated from the Fire Departments Capltal.
Improvements Fund for the repair of the Namozine Volunteer Fire Department

Air Unit cost of $924 56, and a lifetime lease of cascade bottles cost .
's1, 550. ‘ '

- Upon motion of Mr. Haraway, lseconded by Mr. Moody ;- Mr Clay, Ms =
Everett Mr. Haraway, Mr. Moody, Mr. Bracey voting “aye', funds were
approved for the travel request by the Fire Chiefs Association for five

fire depart:ment members to attend the State Fire Chief’s Conventlon 1n -

Hampton, not to exceed $750.

IN.RE: DINWIDDIE COUNTY AMBUIANCE & RESCUE.SOUAD

Ms. Mary Wallace, Pre51dent of the Dinwiddie County Rescue Squad,
_asked the Board for funds to place its crash truck back in service. She
stated that financial assistancé was needed to build a new crash truck as
well as update some of their oldest edquipment. The cost to build a new
truck and replace equipment is $18,300. The Assistant County Administrator
advised the Board that $16,000 was available in the Capital PrOJects Fund
as matchlng funds for a new ambulance which could be used.

Upon moticn of Mr. Moody, seconded by Ms. Everett, Mr. Clay, M.
Everett Mr. Haraway, Mr. Moody, Mr. Bracey voting "aye", funding for the
crash truck for the Dinwiddie County Ambulance and Rescue Squad in the
amount of $18 300 from Capital PrOJects was approprlated
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IN RE: ANIMAT, SHEITER BUITDING MATERTATS — BIDS

The Assistant County Administrator told the Board she had received
the bids on the materials for the animal shelter from the following:

Builder’s Supply $7,292.46 (120 gal. water heater)

Moore’s $7,418.88 (82 gal. water Hedter)
(120 gal. - $3,265.95)

Ragsdale $7,775.53 (120 gal. water heater)

She said B. & J. Enterprises is révising the plans to show the new
shelter as an addition to the existing facility, which should result in a
significant cost savings and provide more utility for the Animal Control
Officer’s operations.

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Ms. Everett, Mr. Clay, Ms.
Everett, Mr. Haraway, Mr. Moody Mr. Bracey, voting "aye" the bid from
Petersburg Building Supply in the amoéunt of $7,292.46 for materials was
accepted and B. & J. Enterprises was authorized to proceed with the
construction of the animal shelter as an addition with the total cost not
to exceed $20,000, contingent upon meeting procurement law.

IN RE: INDUSTRIAT, DEVELOPMENT IOAN

_Mr. Daniel Siegel, County Attorriey, told the Board that ih October
of 1991, the Board of Supervisors authorized the loaning of $850,000 to
the Industrial Development Authority of Dinwiddie Courity and the
appropriation of funds from the County’s Reserve Funds for such purpose in
order to provide money to the Authority for its purchase of approxnnately
74 acres of land in the County owned by VEPCO across from the Hardees
Restaurant on Route 1. This authorization and appropriation was a result
of the interest shown by Ingram Industries, Inc. ("Ingram") in locating
a 230,000 squatre foot distribution facility on approximately 19 acres at
this 1ocatlon VEPCO, however, would noét agree to sell a 19 acre
portion of the 74 acre tract but only the entire tract. The Authority
had prev1ously acquired an optlon from VEPCO in August of 1991. The
purchase price for the entire parcel under the Authority’s option with
VEPCO was $850,000 or approximately $11,500 per acre. The sales price to
Ingram was approximately $15,000 per acre or $285,000. The closing with
Ingtam was structured to insure that Ifgram paid for its property
similtaneous with the purchase of the full parcel from VEPCO.

The County Attorney said the Board’s decision to loan the money to
the Authority was conditioned upon the Authérity repaying the loan before
the end of 1991. Prior to regquesting the loan, the County had received a
comm_ltment to refinance the 1l6an from the County’s financial advisor.
After the purchase of the land from VEPCOD and subsequent sale of the
portion to Ingram, the County Administrator initiated discussions with
Peter Cleftents, President of the Bank of Southside, for a refinancing loan
for the Authorlty which would be on more favorable terms than the earlier
com[nltment received by the County. The Bank of Southside issuéd a
commitmerit letter for the refinancing in December, 1991 which was on more
favorable terms. Unfortunately, due to tax law concerns, the refinancing
could not be acconplished on a tax exempt basis. However, the proposal
from the Bank of Southside included provisions for a taxable refinancing
with a rate on the loan of 9.95% per annum, and the Board felt at its
December meeting that it should review its earlier decisionh to require
repayment by the end of the year since the monies returned to the county’s
Yeserve fund from repayment of the Orng_nal loan to the Authority could
only be invested at a much lower rate, near 4%

The County Attorney stated right now, the Board needs to decide
whether or not to accept the commitment of Bank of Southsidé, to further
negotiate with the Bank or to delay any refinancing decision. The
advantages of delaying the decisiocn include the elimination of the need to
repay the loan by appropriations of the Board to the Authority at an
interest rate far in excess of the investment rate of the funds received
by the refinancing. At this time, it was felt by the Board that readily
avallable funds would not be necessary in the _Reserve Fund and that




Mr. Siegel said an alternative to acceptlng the refinancing
proposal or attempting to renegotiate the same would include entering into
a note with the Authorlty, with the Authorlty paying interest to the
County at prime or higher, with interest to accrue and be sufficient years
to all for sale of the remaining property by the Authority. The intent
would be for the note to be secured by a deed of trust on the remaining -
property and an assigrment of all funds from the sale of any portion of
the remaining property. Due to the develdpment at this location, there is
a reasonable basis to believe that the land will sell for more than its
$11,500 per acre purchase price. :

) The County Attorney said the d1sadvantage would be that the
repayment would be solely dépendent upon the land selling and providing
funds to repay the Authorlty s note to the County.

: Upon motion of Mr. Haraway, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Us.
Evérett, Mr. Haraway, Mr. Moody Mr. Bracey, voting "aye", approval of
flnancmg the Industrial Development Authority’s loan of $850, 000
isextended on the following terms. The loah should have a term of 5 years,
with interest accrued but not paid until maturity. The interest rate on
the loan sholuld match the current 5 year U.S. Treasury raté and be fixed
to maturlty Net proceeds from the eventual sale of any portion of the
ramaining land of the Authority shall be used to repay the principal
balance of the loan. The loan should be secured by a first deed of trust
on the remaining land. Any profits from the sale of the remaining land
after repayment of the County’s loan shall be returned to the County and
used as determined by subsequent resolution of the Board of Supervisors of
Dinwiddie County, Virginia. Any funds remaining from the sale of land to
Ingram Distribution Group, Inc. after payment of J_nfrastructure
improvemnets to the VEPCO site, costs arid other appropriations authorized

by the Board, shall be returned to the County for reduction of the loan
balance.

IN RE: PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICER = VEHICIE

The "County Administrator told the Board that the Public Safety
Officer had received the bids on a new vehicle for the County for his
department. He asked Mr. Nlchols to present them to the Board.

Mr. David Nichols told the Board he needed the vehicle to carry

out the functlons and respons1b111t1es of the pos1t10n of Public Safety
Officer.

He said the following was a list of bid prices and spe01f1catlons
from three different dealers. These three are the lowest prices of each
respective manufacturer.

1. CHESTERFIEID DODGE , $20,750.00
1992 Dodge Ramcharger
2 Door 4 Wheel drive utility vehicle

2. PETERSBURG FORD 7. $18,659.00
1992 Ford Explorer ’
4 Door 4 Wheel drive ut:Lllty vehicle

3. R.K. CHEVROLET, VA BEACH $15,189.00
1992 Chevrolet S-10 Blazer '
4 Door 4 Wheel drive utility vehicle

. The Public Safety Officer told the Board he would recommend the
approval of the Chevrolet S-10 Blazer based on State contract.

Upon motion of Mr. Moody, seconded by Ms. Everett, Mr. Clay, Ms.
Everett Mr. Haraway, Mr. Moody Mr. Bracey, voting "aye" the State
Contract bid for $15,189.00 from R.K. Chevrolet for the 1992 S-10 Blazer
vehicle for the Public Safety Officer was accepted.

IN RE: POSITION ANNOUNCEMENT —-— PART TIME ANIMAT, SHEITER CUSTODIAN

The County Administrator stated that the Ass1stant County
Administrator and the Animal Control Officer had interviewed three people
for = the part—tlme position for the Animal Shelter = Custodian and
recommended Mr. Kevin Brown be hired at the rate of $5.77 per hour. o
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Upon motion of Mr. Clay, secondéd by Mr. Haraway, Mr. Clay, Ms.
Everett, Mr. Haraway, Mr. Moody Mr. Bracey, voting "aye", Mr. Kevin
Brown was appointed to the position of Animal Shelter Custodian, at a rate
of $5.77 per hour, effective immediately.

IN RE: APPOTNTMENTS —— INDUSTRTAL, DEVELOPMENT AUTHORTTY

Mr. Clay nominated Mr. Wayne Barnes for reappointment to the
Industrial Development Authority. Mr. Moody seconded the motion. Mr. Clay,
Ms. Everett, Mr. Haraway, Mr. Moody, Mr. Bracey voting "aye",

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF DINWIDDIE COUNTY,
VIRGINTA, that Mr. Wayne Barmes is hereby reappo:.nted to the Industrlal
Developiient Authority for a term of four years, expiring February 5, 1996.

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Moody, Mr. Clay, Ms.
Everett, Mr. Haraway, Mr. Mcody, Mr. Bracey, voting "aye", pursuant to the
Virginia Freedom of Information Act, Section 2.1-344(a) (1) personnel; and
Section 2.1-344(a) (5) industrial matters, the Board moved into Executive
Session at 11:06 P.M. A vote having been made and approved, the meeting
reconvened into Open sSessicn at 11:59 P.M.

IN RE: CERTIFICATION OF EXFCUTIVE MEETING

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Moody, Mr. Clay, Ms.
Everett, Mr. Haraway, Mr. Moody, Mr. Bracey, voting "aye", the
following certification resolution was adopted:

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie County convehed
an executive meeting on this date pursuant to an affirmative recorded vote
and in accordance with the provisions of The Virginia Freedom of
Information Act; and

WHEREAS, Section 2.1-344.1 of the Code of Virginia requires a
certification by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie County, that such
Executive meeting was conducted in conformity with the Virginia law;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of
Dinwiddie County, Virginia, hereby certifies that, to the best of each
member’s knowledge, (1) only public business matters lawfully exempted
from open meeting requiremerits by Virginia law were discussed in the
executive meeting to which this certificatioch resolution applies; and (2)
only such public business matters as were identified in the motion
convening the éxecutive meeting were heard, discussed or considered by the
Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia.

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Haraway, Mi. Clay, Ms.
Everett, Mr. Haraway, Mr. Moody, Mr. Bracey voting "aye", the meeting
adjourried at 12:02 A.M. to be continued until February 12, 1992 at 4:00
P.M. for an Executive Session at the Pamplin Administration Building for
acquisition of property and legal matters.
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