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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA, ON THE 16TH DAY OF JUNE, 1982 AT 
8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.E. ROBERTSON, JR., CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 
fV1. I. H A R G RA V E, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
CLAIBORNE FISHER 

ABSENT: STEVE WEBER, VICE-CHAIRMAN 

IN RE: INVOCATION 

ELECTION DISTRICT 
ELECTION DISTRICT 
ELECTION DISTRICT 
ELECTION DISTRICT 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
INVESTIGATOR 

ELECTION DISTRICT 

#2 
#1 
#3 
#4 

#2 

The Chairman opened the meeting with the Lord1s Prayer which 
was followed by the Pledge of Allegiance. 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr~ Bennett, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting lIaye ll

, the 
minutes of the June 2, 1982 meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

':, Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Har-
grave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
COMnty, Virginia that the following claims be approved: General 
Fund checks-numbering 82-1077 through 82-1230 amounting to $87,021.46; 
Library Fund checks-numbering LF-82-l0 and LF-82-l1 amounting to $95.54. 

Mr. Bennett stated that looking through the bills, he found 
alot of discounts the County was losing because of the schedule set 
for warrant approval and bill payment. He also indicated he felt 
paychecks should be approved and released at the middle of the month 
following the month worked. 

No action was taken. 

IN RE: SPECIAL ENTERTAINMENT PERMIT--WELDON A. GIVENS 

The Director of Planning presented the application of Mr. 
Weldon Givens for a Special Entertainment Permit to hold a music 
festival on July 17, 1982 at the H&P Amusement Park on Rt. 670. 
Mr. Givens appeared in support of his request. 

Mr. Robertson stated that the application lists adjacent 
property owners; however, he was also concerned about the people in 
the overall area and whether it would cause a problem for them. Mr. 
Givens indicated that he had contacted the residents in the area 
and they had no problem with the event. 

Mr. Robertson indicated that the closing time of 2:00 A.M. 
bothered him and asked if the late time caused a problem with anyone 
in the area. Mr. Givens stated it had not so far. 

Mr. Robertson asked if M~. Givens had cnntacted the Sheriff1s 
Department and asked for security. also the fire departments and 
Rescue Squad. Mr. Givens stated they had contacted th~ deputies in 
the area and the State Police. He added that the Half'Moon Corvette 
Club and the Little Bethel Red Sox baseball team would be present. 

Mr. Robertson then asked about first aid facilities. Mr. 
Amos Winfield stated he had talked with the Operations Officer for 
the Rescue Squad who had assured him they would be on standby if 
needed. 
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Mr. Robertson asked if a phone was available. Mr. Givens 
advised him there was a phone at the grocery store which was 100 feet 
away. He added the area was well lighted. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he had been concerned about closing 
at 2:00 A.M. and he would have liked 1 :00 A.M. better. He felt the 
applicant was right to contact the neighbors and alert them to the 
time of the event. He added that he thought it was good to see 
people raising the money on their own for recreation rather than asking 
the government to fund it for them. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the regulations on serving food 
had been met. The Director of Planning stated the Health Department 
had been notified. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that a Special Entertainment Permit be approved for 
Mr. Weldon Givens to hold a music festival on July 17, 1982 at the 
H&P Amusement Park on Rt. 670. 

IN RE: SPECIAL ENTERTAINMENT PERMIT--JAMES E. PARHAM 

The Director of Planning presented the application of Mr. 
James E. Parham for a Special Entertainment Permit to hold a music 
festival on June 26, 1982 at the H&P Amusement Park on Rt. 670. He 
stated that the conditions were identical to the request from Mr. 
Weldon Givens except for the date of the event. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Har
grave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie County, 
Virginia that a Special Entertainment Permit be approved for Mr. James 
E. Parham to hold a music festival on June 26, 1982 at the H&P Amuse
ment Park on Rt. 670. 

IN RE: SPECIAL ENTERTAINMENT PERMIT--THOMAS MANSON 

The Director of Planning presented the application of Mr. 
Thomas Manson for a Special Entertainment Permit to hold a music 
festival on July 2, 1982 at the Church Road Ball Park on Rt. 629. 
Mr. Manson's father represented him to answer any questions. 

Mr. Scheid stated the purpose of the event was to raise 
money for the Davis Lumber Company ball team to enter a tournament. 

Mr. Clay asked Mr. Scheid if he felt all the requirements 
for the permit had been met. Mr. Scheid stated he felt they had been. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Ben
nett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by -the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that a Special Entertainment Permit be approved for 
Mr. Thomas Manson to hold a music festival on July 2, 1982 at the 
Church Road Ball Park, Rt. 629. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--P-82-2--FIRST COLONIAL FINANCIAL CORPORATION 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on Wednesday, June 2, and Wednesday, June 9, 1982 for the Board 
of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to consider for adoption 
an ordinance to amend the County Code of Dinwiddie by changing the 
district classification of a portion of Sec. 44B2, Parcel (A)l, from 
Agricutura1, General A-2 to Conditional Agricultural, Rural Resi
dential A-R. 

The Director of Planning reviewed the application and action 
taken by the Planning Commission who recommended approval at their 
May 12, 1982 meeting. 
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Mr. JCl.mes Stewart, President, First Colonial Financial Cor
poration, ~ppeared before the Board to present the request. He stated 
they had presented the request in November of 1981 and did not realize 
they were not presenting it properly. He said the request has been 
modified to include three entrances 'on Rt. 627 and three on Rt. 611, 
six parcels of land altogether'. 

He felt.there 'was no other feasible way to use the prQ
perty because of the lay of the land and the WaY it percolates. 
Mr. Stewart added that the limited entrances have been put into a 
written agreement and the corner lot has a deed restriction. .' 

Mr. Bennett stated that when Mr. Stewart bought the pro
perty, the sale was under the parent tract concept and he knew he 
had two building rights. Since that time, Mr. Stewart sold a parcel 
and the building rights with it. Mr. Bennett felt it looks like 
Mr~ Stewart wants the County to pull him out of the crack. 

Mr. Stewart inditated that had he known there was going 
to be a problem with development, he would not have sold off the 
parcel. He'added his company deals with buying land and development 
and he knew he made a mistake by not obtaining approval of the zoning 
of the remainder 'of the property. 

-
Mr. Bennett indicated it bothered him that Dinwiddie County 

was expected to help Mr. Stewart make a profit. He stated that the 
intent of the A~R zoning was to relieve stripping of road frontage 
and to allow subdividing in an agric~ltural area. Mr. Bennett stated 
what Mr. Stewart was doing is stripping the'roid frontage but with 
larger lots. He added that if the Board approves this request, he 
saw no reason for other people nQt to want to make a profit and sell 
more lots on their property. ' 

Mr: Stewart indica~edthat he was only doing what the zoning 
ordinance allowed which was adopted by the Board of Supervisors. He 
added that he was not stripping the road frontage. He was utilizing 
100% of the land. 

Mr. H a r g r a v est a ted the Bo a r dIs 0 rig i n 11 1 . com p 1 a i n twa sse v en 
entrances on Rt. 627. Now the applicant shows three entrances on 
Rt. 627 and three on Rt. 611 which is very similar to the development 
across the road. This reduces the total number of lots from 8 to 6. 

Mr. Stewart indicated that the original plan submitted could 
not have been used due to the percolation results. 

Mr~ Hargrave felt that the Rlans:submitted were more in step 
wi t h d eve lop I1J e n t on R t. 6 2 7 and R t . 6 11 ., . He added ,t hat. h e 1. ike s 
to see developers build their own roads rather than have highway funds 
used. He felt-the plans submitted'were alot more proper and he 
had little difference with the request. 

No one appeared in opposition.' 

Mr. Hargrave moved that rezoning request P-82-2, First 
Colonial Financial Corporation be approved with the entrance con
ditions aS,outlined in the request. 

Mr. Clay seconded the motion, stating he agreed with Mr. 
Bennett that the County should not get into getting people off the 
hook; however, he felt this request conforms to the surrounding area. 

Mr,. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, voting "aye", Mr. 
Bennett voting "nay", 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that the County Zoning Map be amended by changing 
the district classification of a portion of Section 44B2, parcel 
(a) 1 containing 21 acres as shown on Cl. map entitled the Southeast 
Corner of Bonneville Farm prepared by Irving Pritchett, III, CLS 
dated May 11, 1981, from Agricultural General, A-2 to Conditional 
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Agricultural, Rural Residential, A-R. The condition imposed, which 
was proffered in writing by Mr. James C. Stewart, President, First 
Colonial Savings and Loan, in a letter dated February 24, 1982 to Mr. 
Milton Hargrave, and a letter written by Mr. James C. Mann, land 
specialist employed by the First Colonial Savings and Loan, addressed 
to the Dinwiddie County Planning Commission and dated March 30, 1982, 
is as follows: 

A maximum of three (3) homesites served by individual drive
ways shall be permitted to enter upon State Route 627 as 
shown on the attached plat and made a part of this ordi
nance. All other driveways serving homesites on this land 
parcel shall be connected to State Route 611. 

The above condition shall be enforced by the Zoning Administrator. 

In all other respects said zoning ordinance is hereby re-
ordained. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--P-82-3--L.0. SCOTT 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on Wednesday, June 2, 1982 and Wednesday, June 9, 1982 for the 
Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia to conduct a 
public hearing to consider for adoption an ordinance to amend the County 
Code of Dinwiddie by changing the district classification of a portion 
of Sec. 25, Parcel 2F, from Business General B-2 to Residential Limited 
R-1A. 

The Director of Planning reviewed the action taken by the 
Planning Commission wherein they recommended approval at their May 12, 
1982 meeting. 

Mr. L.O. Scott appeared in support of his request. He 
stated that the old store was located on the property when he bought 
it and there had always been an apartment upstairs. Mr. Scott 
stated now the building is empty and he wants to fix the downstairs 
area into an apartment. 

Mr. Hargrave asked what the surrounding zoning was. Mr. 
Scheid advised him it was a mixture. 

system 
acre. 
square 

No one appeared in opposition. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if it was reasonable to put in a septic 
to serve two families on property that is less than one-half 
Mr. Scheid stated the requirement for R-l and R-1A is 20,000 
feet with on-site water and sewer. 

Mr. Scott said he would meet the health department regulations 
because he has more land if needed. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if this rezoning would be out of line 
with the surrounding area. Mr. Scheid stated it would not. 

Mr. Bennett stated he had received two calls in favor of 
the rezoning and Mr. Maitland received several in favor at the Planning 
Commission hearing. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that the County Zoning Map be amended by changing 
the district classification of a portion of section 25, parcel 2F, 
containing 0.47 acres as shown and located on the sketch attached 
and hereby made a part of this ordinance, from Business, General, 
B-2 to Residential, Limited, R-1A. The property is bounded on the 
north and east by the lands of L.O. Scott, to the south by Route 
724 (old Rt. 460) and the west by the land of Shelly Becerra. The 
entire tract of land contains 2.42 acres. 

In all other respects, said ordinance is hereby reordained. 
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IN RE: REAPPOINTMENT-~SCHOOL BOARD 
~ . 

Upon motion of 'Mr.. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Ben
nett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", Mrs .. Julia 
Watkins was reappointed to the Dinwiddie County School Board, term 
expiring June 30, 1986. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENTS--SOCIAL SERVICES BOARD 

Upol') motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. C 1 a y, Mr. H a r 9 r a v e, Mr. Rob e r t s.o n v 0 tin g "a y e", Mr. L ar r y To 0 m b s 
was appointed the Social Services Board, term expiring June 30, 1986. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Ben
nett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", Mr. Richard 
Avery was appointed to the Social Services Board, term expiring June 
30, 1986. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENT~-APPOMATTOX REGIONAL LIBRARY BOARD 

Upon motion of Mr .. Bennett, seconded .by Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", Mrs. Susan Stone 
was appointed to the Appomattox.Regional Library Board, term expiring 
June 30, 1986. 

IN RE: REAPPOINTMENT--CRATER PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION EXECUTIVE 
COMMITTEE AND METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargr.ave, seconded by Mr. Clay~ Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", Mr. 
George E. Robertson, Jr.. was reappointed to the Crater Planning 
District Commission Executive Committee and the Metropolitan Planning 
Organization, term expiring June 30, 1983. 

. . 
IN RE: APPOINTMENT--CRATER COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH PLANNING COUNCIL 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, ~lr. Bennett, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", Mr. Ray Wells was 
appointed to the Crater Comprehensive Health Planning Council, term 
expiring June 30;"1985. . 

IN RE: CARSON VFD--PARTICIPATION IN PURCHASE OF NEW TANKER TRUCK 

The County Administrator presentep a letter from the , 
Prince George Board of 'Supervisors asking the County to participate 
in the purchase of a new tanker truck for the Carson VFD by funding 
one-third of the cost. This is 'based upon the number of calls made 
in the respective counties. 

The.County Administrator indicated the maximum cost to 
the County would be $20,000. 

Upon:motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by.the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that Dinwiddie County fund one-third of the 
purchase cost of a new tanker truck for the Carson VFD, not to 
exceed $20,000 .. 

IN RE: CARSON VFD--SALE OF 1966 TANKER TRUCK 

The Chairm~n stated that the Carson VFD listed a 1966 
tanker truck to be sold at.an auction held by Prince George County 
Saturday, June 12, 1982. At.the tjme it.was entered, the vehicle 
was thought to be titled in the name of Prince George; however, they 
later found it to be titled in the name of Dinwiddie County. There
fore, the truck was sold contingent. upon approval by the Board of 
Supervisors ~at this meeting. The Carson VFD requested that the 
funds be returned to them for use to purchase equipment. 
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Mr. Hargrave moved approval of the sale of the truck with 
the proceeds to be returned to the Carson VFD. 

Mr. Bennett seconded the motion. He asked if the Judge 
had to approve sale of equipment. The County Attorney advised him 
there would be no problem if the sale was approved at this meeting. 
Mr. Bennett then asked if the County would be setting a precedent 
by returning the funds to the department. He would like to see 
it come back to the County. 

Mr. Hargrave agreed that the vehicle should be examined 
to see if it could be used in any way by the County. He added that 
the County should also look into titling the vehicles on which they 
participate in the purchase. Mr. Hargrave withdrew his original 
motion. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Har
grave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the 1966 tanker truck be examined by the 
School Bus Garage personnel to see if it would be adequate for use 
by the County. 

IN RE: CHESDIN MANOR HOMEOWNER1S ASSOCIATION--FIREWORK DISPLAY 

Mr. G. Berry, representing the Chesdin Manor Homeowner1s 
Association, appeared before the Board to request permission to 
have a fireworks display on July 4, 1982 at the Homeowner1s Assn. 
Picnic. 

He indicated that the display will be on Association pro
perty in the Chesdin Manor Subdivision, shortly after dark. He stated 
they expected 15 to 20 couples. First aid assistance will be avail
able and there is plenty of water. 

Mr. Clay moved that the 
July 4, 1982 by the Chesdin Manor 
Mr. Hargrave seconded the motion. 
Mr. Robertson voted lIaye ll

• 

fireworks display to be held on 
Homeowner1s Association be approved. 

Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, 

IN RE: HEALTH DEPARTMENT--REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING 

Mr. Charles Thomas, Admin. Supervisor, Crater Health Dis
trict, appeared before the Board to request that the Board reconsider 
the full funding request of the Health Department which was $83,858. 
The Board approved $73,890 at the June 2, 1982 budget adoption. 

Mr. Thomas indicated that the County1s percentage of con
tribution had increased from 36.843% to 45%, which he had no control 
over. He added that if the County did not come up with the additional 
$9860, the local Health Department would have to be cut somewhere. 

Mr. Robertson stated that the Board deliberated several 
months on the budget that was adopted. He added tht some agencies 
received larger increases than what the County employees were 
getting. He stated the Board was trying to be fair and look out 
for its citizens. Any changes made now would throw the budget 
out of balance. 

Mr. Hargrave explained that the State has leveled off in its 
contribution to the Health Department and the County is being asked 
to pick up a larger share. 

The Chairman advised Mr. Thomas the Board would take his 
request under advisement. 

IN RE: TIMING OF FUNDING FOR CARSON VFD TRUCK 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he would like to see the County1s 
one-third share of the cost of a new truck for Carson VFD be post
poned until the 1983-84 budget. 



r~ ,.1 I 

The Board agreed and instructed the County Administrator 
to discuss the timing of funding with the Prince George County Ad-
ministrator. . .. . 

IN RE: TRANSFER OF FUNDS--l% LOCAL SALES TAX 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
H a r g r a v e, Mr. Ben net t, Mr. C 1 a y, Mr. Rob e r t son v 0 tin g II aye ", the 
Treasurer is hereby authorized to transfer $299,699.86 from the 1% 
Local Sales Tax Account to the General Fund. 

IN RE: TRANSFER OF FUNDS--COUNTY SCHOOL FUND EXPENDITURES 

Mrs. Margaret W. Lewis, Treasurer, appeared before the 
Board to request a~thorization to transfer monies from the General 
Fund to the County School Fund to meet necessary expenditures as of 
June 30, 1982 in anticipation of State receipts. 

Mrs. Lewis i.ndicat~d that the School Board wa~ not able 
at this time to determine what theirne~ds will be but had assured 
her that they were within bud~et on their expenditures. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by ~r: Bennett, Mr. 
HargraVe, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Cl9-Y, Mr. Robertson voting "aye ll

, 

the Treasurer is hereby authorized to' transfer monies from the General 
Fund to the County School F~nd to ~eet the necessary expenditu~es as 
of June 30, 1982 in anticipation of state receipts. 

IN RE: FIRE SUPPRESSION SYSTEM--977 TRAXCAVATOR 

The County Administrator advised the Board that a fire 
suppression systemc6uld be installed on the 977 Traxcavator; how
ever, it would not have helped very much in the fire the County had. 
He felt it would be more beneficial in clearing land rather than 
working in trash as the County's tractor does. He stated that the 
cost would be $3500 to $3600 and he really didn't feel it would be 
beneficial to the County. M~. Robertson asked if installation of 
the system would reduce the fire insurance cost.· The County Ad
ministrator state~ it would not. 

Mr. Hargrave moved that in view of the County Administrator's 
evaluation ~nd the cost of· the system, the fire suppression system. not 
be installed on the 977 Traxcavator. Mr. Bennett seconded the motion. 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voted "aye". 

IN RE: VIRGIN1A DEPARTMENt OF HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION--WORKSHOP 
ON SIX-YEAR PLAN 

After a brief discus~ion, the Board members'decided to hold 
a workshop. se~sion with representatives of the Virginia Department of 
Highways and Transportation on the six-year plan at their regular 
meeting on July 21, 1982. A public hearing will be held on the six
year plan at'that meeting and the members felt they could have the 
workshop afterwards. 

IN RE: RADIO COMMUNICATIONS--LAKE CHESDIN BOAT LANDING 

The Chairman stated that the employees at the Lake 
Chesdin boat landing are using walkie talkies for communicating; 
however, they cannot reach the Sheriff's Department. They, there
fore, have to rely on catching a Deputy that may pass by for com-
munic~tions. . . . 

. He indicated that he talked 0ith Dee Hartman, Director, 
Appomattox' River Water Authority, and they have a radio which is 
manned 80% of the time. They also have two walkie talkies they 
would be willing to l~nd the County until the County can purchase 
something on their fr~quen~y. M~. Robertson ~dded that on State 
contract, the walkie talkies would be $578 each. 

Mr. Rob~rtson ~ta~ed that another possibility would be to 
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purchase a CB radio to put in the Appomattox River Water Authority 
office since both employees have CBls in their vehicles. If the 
members agree, Mr. Robertson suggested the County Administrator be 
authorized to purchase a CB radio. 

Claiborne Fisher, Investigator, advised the Board that 
there was a CB radio in the Jail that hadnlt been used in two years. 

The County Administrator stated he would talk to Mr. Hartman 
about placing the radio in the Appomattox River Water Authority office. 

IN RE: INSTALLATION OF STOP SIGNS ON CROSSBUCKS AT PUBLIC ROAD 
CROSSINGS 

The Chairman presented a letter from the N&W Railroad about 
a program to place stop signs on crossbucks at all public grade cros
sings. The railroad will install the signs if the locality will pur
chase them. It was suggested that the signs can be purchased from 
the Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation. 

Mr. Hargrave questioned who would maintain the signs. He 
then suggested that the County would want all the public grade cros
sings covered. 

The County Administrator was instructed to refer the letter 
to the Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation. The County 
Administrator stated he would also follow the letter up with the 
Seaboard Coast Line Railroad. 

IN RE: CABLETt:LEVISION 

Mr. Robertson stated that he had talked with representatives 
of Chesterfield Cable Television about setting up a meeting to talk 
about cabletelevision in the County. They informed him there was no 
need for a meeting because they were not interested. He also wrote 
a l~tter to Sammons Communications and he had not heard from them 
in six weeks. Therefore, Mr. Robertson concluded that he felt the 
cabletelevision companies were not interested in coming into the 
County. 

Mr. Bennett asked Mr. Robertson if he had looked at the 
disc or radar outfit. Mr. Robertson stated he had but it would be 
illegal to run it into subdivisions because one neighbor canlt sell 
it to another. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", the Board 
moved into Executive Session at 10:05 P.M. to discuss legal matters. 
The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 10:41 P.M. 

IN RE: RESCHEDULING JULY 21, 1982 MEETING TIME 

Due to the desire of the Board to have the public hearing 
on the VDH&T Six-Year Plan and the workshop on July 21, 1982, it 
was suggested that the meeting be advertised to begin at 7:00 P.M. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Har
grave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", the County 
Administrator was instructed to advertise the meeting for July 21, 
1982 to begin at 7:00 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", the meeting 
adjourned at 10:47 P.M. ~R~~ 

G.E. BERTSON~~N 
AT T EST: ~/S%o&Y ,£/ =t-.< :-i¥ . n ....... I, _ ...... -.. 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 21ST DAY OF JULY, 1982 AT 
7:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.E. ROBERTSON, JR., CHAIRMAN 
STEVE WEBER, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 
M.1. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.-S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 

C.L. MITCHELL 

IN RE: INVOCATION 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

SHERIFF 

The Reverend Willie E. Williams, Pastor, Rocky Branch Bap
tist Church, delivered the Invocation, which was followed by the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Weber, ~~r. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 
the minutes of the June 16, 1982 meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: General 
Fund checks-numbering 82-1231 through 82-1444 amounting to $189,735.11; 
History Book Fund Check #HB-82-3 in the amount of $4.80; Library 
Fund checks-numbering LF-82-12 and 13 amounting to $203.56. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--1982 SIX YEAR PLAN FOR SECONDARY ROAD IM
PROVEMENTS 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on July 7 and July 14, 1982 for the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia to conduct a public hearing with repre
sentatives of the Va. Department of Highways & Transportation for 
the purpose of discussing with the citizens of Dinwiddie County the 
entire Six-Year Plan and to receive interested citizens comments. 

Mr. C.B. Perry, Resident Engineer, VDH&T, distributed an 
outline of estimated construction funds and a list of suggested pri
orities. 

1. Mrs. Virginia Creech, a resident of Rt. 601 presented 
a letter and a petition from the residents along Rt. 601 to have the 
road made a top priority for improvements. She cited an incident 
involving a drunk driver who almost hit a young child adding 
that the road was inadequate for the heavy recreational traffic going 
to Lake Chesdin. Mrs. Creech indicated that the citizens also felt 
there was a need for a speed reduct jon on the road and extra police 
patrol on the weekends. 

2. Mr. James Wilkerson appeared before the Board to request 
that Rt. 628 from Rt. 756 to Rt. 613 be included in the priority list 
for paving. He indicated the road was rough and dusty causing pro
blems for the homes along the road. 

3. Mr. Hargrave stated he was glad to see the grade crossings 
in the plan. He indicated that he would like to see Rt. 601, the Hali
fax Road and Rt. 703 included for improvements. He added that there 
were no county funds included in these road improvements. 
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4. Mr. Weber stated he had received input on Rt. 601 and 
would like to see it moved up on the priority list. 

5. Mr. Bennett stated he realized what the State was facing 
and would like to see the dollar amounts on the projects for the work
shop session. 

6. Mr. Clay stated he would like to see Rt. 738 and Rt. 
715 included, which had been pushed out of the original six year plan. 

7. Mr. Robertson stated he had also received input on Rt. 
601 and would like to see it moved up on the priority list. He indi
cated there were some bad curves on the road which could cause you 
to lose control of your car. 

8. Mr. Robertson stated that there was a problem with the 
independent gravel trucks on Rt. 226 and with them using Rt. 1310 
to get to Rt. 600. He added that he learned that the weight could 
not be restricted because they have no alternate way to go. 

The members agreed to meet for a workshop session on the 
six-year plan on another night and to set a date later on in the 
meeting. 

closed. 

IN RE: 

There being no other comments, the public hearing was 

ROAD IMPROVEMENTS--RTES. 226, 600 & LEE BOULEVARD--PROJECT 
#0226-026-101, C501 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, project #0226-026-101, C501 was scheduled to 
be advertised in December, 1979 and was later revised to be ad
vertised in June, 1980, then March, 1982 and delayed again until 
September, 1982; and 

WHEREAS, due to current traffic conditions which exist 
on Rt. 226, this project qualifies for federal participation, spe
cifically High Hazard Safety funds; and 

WHEREAS, because advertisement of the project has been 
delayed on three occasions, the Board would like to reaffirm its 
position to the Virginia Department of Highways & Transportation of 
a desire ~nd need for the above project and would like to see 
it advertised in September, 1982 as scheduled; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Virginia Department of High
ways and Transportation is hereby requested to advertise Project 
#0226-026-101, C501 in September, 1982 as scheduled and is urged 
to complete the improvements as soon as funds become available. 

IN RE: STOP SIGNS AT RAILROAD GRADE CROSSINGS 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Cl ay, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voti ng "aye", 
the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the County received a letter from Mr. J.F. Conant, 
Norfolk & Western Railway, offering to install signs on crossbucks 
at all public grade crossings if the county will provide the signs; 
and 

WHEREAS, having conferred with the Va. Dept. of Highways & 
Transportation, the Department stated the installation of these signs 
would be inconsistent with present policy and unenforceable; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
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of Dinwiddie County, Virginia appreciates the offer by the Norfolk 
and Western Railway but must decline in view of the recommendation 
by the Va. Dept. of Highways & Transportation; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Din
widdie County, Virginia that a letter be written to the N&W Railway 
advising them of this action. 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE GARDENS -- STOP SIGNS 

Mr. Robertson asked Mr. Perry if he would review the stop 
signs within the Dinwiddie Gardens Subdivision to see if they could 
be replaced with yield signs. He indicated because there were so 
many stop signs, they were not being complied with. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA TRACTOR--977 TRAXCAVATOR REPAIR 

Mr. James Chenery, Territory Manager, Va. Tractor Co., Inc., 
appeared before the Board to discuss the undercarriage work needed 
on the 977 Traxcavator and answer any questions they might have. He 
indicated .that the repairs needed on the undercarriage were going 
to have to be done whether the fire had occurred or not. He stated 
that while the tractor was already torn down due to the fire repairs, 
$1,170 could be saved in labor and additional hauling fees if the under~ 
carriage work was done now. Mr. Chenery added that it would save down 
time for these needed repairs later on. 

Mr. Hargrave asked what the undercarriage work would do to 
the present time of repair. Mr. Chenery stated it would have no 
effect if done now but the machine would be out of service 3 to 5 
days if repairs were done later on. 

Mr. Hargrave added there would be a cost to rent a machine 
later on. 

Mr. Chenery advised the Board that certain parts could 
not be rebuilt after a certain percentage of wear and estimated it 
might be one month or 3 or 4 months before something would break 
if the tractor were put back in service now. 

Mr. Robertson stated that it has been very costly to the 
County while the tractor has been out and since the repairs are 
above and beyond the insurance, having the repairs done now would 
prevent having to do them next year. 

The County Administrator stated the funds for the repairs 
were included in the Vehicle Account. 

Mr. Robertson asked what the warranty is on the repair. 
Mr. Chenery indicated there is no set time on repairs, but Virginia 
Tractor stands behind its work. 

The County Administrator stated he and the Director of 
Sanitation had. discussed the work and the County would sav~ over 
$1,000 in labor plus $400 to $800 for rental of equipment, if the 
work were done now. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Har
grave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that Virginia Tractor Company be authorized to proceed 
with the undercarriage work on the 977 Traxcavator, total cost 
$13,720.10. 

IN RE: OLD HICKORY VFD--REQUEST FOR FUNDING OF LIGHTS, SIREN, 
LETTERING AND RADIO FOR NEW BRUSH TRUCK 

Mr. Robert Spiers, President, Old Hickory VFD, appeared 
before the Board to discuss items needed for the 1982 4-wheel drive 
pickup the department purchased to be used as a brush truck. The 
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cost of the truck was $8700 and the department purchased a slide 
unit for the- truck to put out small fires at a cost of $4800. 

Mr. Spiers stated that the department would like the 
County to fund tne lights, siren, lettering, cost $1038 and a 
new radio, approximate cost $1500. The County Administrator stated 
he had ordered a radio for the department at their request. 

Mr. Clay stated that since the department had done so much 
on their own, he felt the County should help them with this request. 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting 
"aye", funding was approved for lights, siren, lettering and a 
radio for the Old Hickory VFD's new brush truck. 

IN RE: CHESDIN MANOR STREETLIGHTS 

Mr. Robertson stated that a request had been submitted in 
November of 1980 for streetlights in Chesdin Manor Subdivision. He 
then asked the County Administrator to report on his findings. 

The County Administrator stated that he went out with 
a Southside Electric representative to review the site. They 
found seven (7) lights could be installed in the Williams section 
on existing poles with no installation cost. In the Henshaw sec
tion, three (3) lights could be used in the foreseeable future; how
ever, because there are no poles on the street, three poles would 
have to be installed at $350 each. The monthly fee for the ten 
lights would be $85.60. 

Mr. Robertson added that the residents have agreed to purchase 
their own street signs to have the lights installed. 

Mr. Hargrave stated they were setting a heavy precedent 
for lights because the county has never gotten in the business 
of buying and owning poles. He was advised the request was for the 
Williams section only. 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", the 
installation of seven (7) streetlights was approved for the Williams 
section of Chesdin Manor Subdivision. 

IN RE: TREASURER'S REPORT 

Mrs. Margaret W. Lewis presented her report for the month 
of June, 1982. 

IN RE: SHERIFF--REQUEST FOR TIME CLOCK 

The Sheriff advised the Board that because of increasing 
personnel he felt that a time clock was needed for his department 
and requested authorization to purchase one. He indicated he had 
made arrangements for its use to include all department personnel 
except the deputies. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the time clock would be reimbursable. 
He was told it is not. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if other Sheriff's departments use 
time clocks. The Sheriff stated they did. 

Mr. Weber asked if the Sheriff felt the time clock would 
save money and time for the County. The Sheriff indicated he did. 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", the 
Sheriff was authorized to purchase a time clock for his department. 

IN RE: TRAIN BLOCKING PUBLIC ROADS 

Mr. Hargrave indicated he had received a complaint about 
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a train blocking Dabney Mill Road for a long period of time for 
no apparent reason. 

He asked the Sheriff what the State Code's limit was on 
how long the train could block a public road. The Sheriff stated 
five (5) minutes. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if he should tell the person to call 
the Sheriff promptly to report the train to enable the Sheriff's 
Department to get to the scene and write the Engineer a ticket. 
The Sheriff agreed with this suggestion. Mr. Hargrave wondered 
if a County ordinance could be enacted to help enforce the limit. 
The County Attorney indicated the County could not have a county 
ordinance enforcing the State law. 

IN RE: REPORT ON SHERIFF'S ASSISTANCE WITH DUMPSTER SITES 

Mr. Robertson reminded the Sheriff that the Board had 
asked for his assistance in policing the dumpster sites and asked 
what had been done. The Sheriff stated his men hadn't written any 
tickets but had talked to several people at the sites. He added 
that you need to see the person in the att and was going to try 
dressing some of the men in civilian clothes. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha presented his report for the month of 
June, 1982. 

IN RE: AN I MAL ~lARDE N 

Mr. L.A. Brooks, Jr. presented his report for the months 
of May and June, 1982. , 

Mr. Hargrave asked why the number of dogs picked up was 
so low as compared to May of last year. He stated he was concerned 
if people were told to tie their dogs ,up and the Animal Warden was not 
covering the areas as he should. The County Administrator stated he 
would discuss it with the Animal Warden. 

IN RE: W.R. MARKER -- LIVESTOCK CLAIM 

The Animal Warden presented a livestock claim for Mr. W. 
R. Marker for one (1) cow, value $217.60. Mr. Bennett asked if 
the County can find out if the owner has insurance on the animals 
killed so th~re,won't be double payments. The,County Administrator 
stated that an effort is being made but there was no insurance in 
this case. ' , 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett~ Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting 
"aye", Mr. W.R. Marker was awarded $217.60 for one (1) cow. 

IN RE: DIRECTOR OF PLANNING--REPORT ON AIRPORT FLY-IN 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning introduced Mr. Kurt 
Thibault to give the Board a brief review of what will be happening 
at the Airport Fly-In planned for August 14 and 15. 

~r. Thibault stated that the event would actually be 
an Air Race'on a three mile track. He stated the two day event 
had been cleared with the FAA and handed out a schedule of events. 
He added that he had contacted the Sheriff and State Police and 
felt he had adequate coverage both at the Airport and on the roads 
to the airport. He indicated there was adequ~te parking and the 
Rescue Squads would be on hand. The event will open at 9:00 a.m. 
and close at 5:30 p.m. The crowd will be in the center of the field. 
He stated he was working on trash collection, but if needed, they 
have their own trailer and trash would be picked up by volunteers. 

For restrooms, they were using Johnny-on-the-Spot and 
he was negotjating with the Health Department on the number. 
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Mr. Scheid commented on the following concerns since the 
event had changed to an air race: 

1. He found that air races are allowed where air shows 
are held. 

2. The FAA has dealt with a few of these races and safety 
is a major consideration. He indicated that the FAA inspectors 
would be there on the day of the race and would shut the race down 
if they found any safety deviation at all. The spectators are placed 
so that any debris will be forced away from the area they are in. 

3. Noise Factor - The noise generated is not an unreasonable 
amount. Also, there is not a density of population in that area. 

Mr. Scheid added that he would be there and make contacts 
with those involved before the race starts. 

Mr. Robertson stated Mr. Scheid had looked into several 
concerns he had and after this discussion, his concerns were satis
fied. 

IN RE: SLH APPLICATIONS--PETERSBURG GENERAL HOSPITAL--MEDICAL 
COLLEGE OF VIRGINIA--GREENSVILLE MEMORIAL HOSPITAL 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Chairman be authorized to sign contracts 
for State and Local Hospitalization with the Medical College of 
Virginia at the rate of $270.76 per day; Petersburg General Hos
pital at the rate of $205.45 per day; and Greensville Memorial 
Hospital at the rate of $158 per day. 

IN RE: SCHOOL BOARD--REAPPROPRIATION TO 1982-83 BUDGET 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting lIaye ll

, Mr. 
Bennett abstaining, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie County School Board was able to 
save $100,000 from the 1981-82 budget, which was reappropriated 
to the School Board 1982-83 budget by the Board of Supervisors; 
and 

WHEREAS, there is an additional surplus of $69,946.67 
because expenditures for electricity were less than estimated; and 

WHEREAS, $50,000 is needed because of a change in the pay
ment and reimbursement for Fixed Charges-VSRS Payments; and 

WHEREAS, by using this $50,000 to pay the required VSRS 
payments for July and August of this year in 1982-83 and making 
fourteen payments, the School Board will derive the savings from 
paying at the old rate of 7.33% rather than 8.86%; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that $50,000 surplus of 1981-82 funds 
be reapproprtated to the 1982-83 School Board budget to derive the ~ 
percentage savings by making the payments required in the VSRS 
Directive 82-5 in fiscal year 1982-83. 

IN RE: YOUTH & COMMUNITY SERVICES COMMISSION 

Mrs. Diane Galbreath appeared before the Board to discuss 
the appointments to the Youth & Community Services Commission re
quired by the Virginia Delinquency Prevention & Youth Development 
Grant, effective August 1, 1982. The Grant requires that the members 
be appointed by September 1, 1982. Mrs. Galbreath distributed a list 
of suggested appointees for the Board to select a committee. She 
stated that the committee can have as many as 20 members with 3 to 
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5 year terms. The youths appointed serve one year terms. More 
than half of the group has to be comprised of citizen representatives. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the members wanted Mrs. Galbreath to 
submit a suggested committee or did each member want to appoint his 
own. 

Mr. Weber stated that he would like to see Andy Perdue 
included on the list. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that 20 is a big number for a committee 
and asked if the committee would be breaking up into smaller groups. 

Mrs. Galbreath suggested that 15 would be an adequate 
number consisting of youths, citizens and professionals. 

After a brief discussion, Mrs. Galbreath was directed to 
bring a suggested list of Committee members back to the August 18, 
1982 meeting for. consideration for appointment to the Youth and 
Community Services Commission. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--P-82-4--JAMES E. CAUDLE· 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on Wednesday, July 7, and Wednesday, July 14, 1982 for the 
Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to consider for 
adoption an ordinance to amend the Code of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, 
by changing the district classification of Sec. 10, Parcel 5, from 
Residential Limited,. R-l to Business, General B-2. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented the appli
cation and reviewed the action of the Planning Commission wherein they 
recommended approv~l at their June 15, 1982 meeting. 

Mr. James Caudle appeared in support of his rezoning request. 
He stated that he was involved in the restoration of Mayfield, which 
he bought in 1979, and would now like to use as an office building. 

Mr. G.L. Greenlee, Director, Central State Hospital, ap
peared before the Board to find out more information about the re
zoning and thB use of the property. He stated that since the pro
perty was so close to Central State, he would like time to present 
the request to the Commissioner of Mental Health and Mental Retar
dation Services and the Attorney General. He, therefore, asked 
that action be postponed. 

Mr. Robertson asked why Mr. Greenlee had not received 
a notice about the rezoning until a few days before the meeting. Mr. 
Scheid indicated that the same notices were sent out in June for the 
Planning Commission meeting to the same address at Central State. 

Mr. Weber stated that the Director from Central State indi
cated he wasconce~ned about an office building being on the property 
and Mr. Caudle had stated that the usage has been approved by the 
State Landmarks Commission and Mr. Caudle had given up the idea of 
a restaurant. Mr. Weber asked Mr. Caudle if a 30-day delay would 
hurt him. Mr. Caudle stated it would not. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Ben
nett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 
action on rezoning request P-82-4 of Mr. James E. Caudle, was 
tabled until the August 18, 1982 .meeting. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--C-82-3--JAMES E. CAUDLE 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Wednesday, July 7 and Wednesday, July 14, 1982 for 
the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to consider 
for approval a conditional use permit requesting permission to 10-
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cate a security mobile home on Sec. 10, Parcel 5 upon which the 
historic structure "Mayfield" is located. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented the appli
cation and reviewed the Planning Commission action wherein they 
recommended approval at their June 15, 1982 meeting. Mr. Scheid 
stated that he had approved a 90-day permit to temporarily locate 
a security trailer on the property due to the break-ins Mr. 
Caudle had already had and action taken by the Board on Brickwood, 
a similar case. 

Mr. James Caudle appeared in support of his request, stating 
that he needed the trailer because of the vandalism that had oc
curred over the past two years. 

Mr. Robertson asked how long the restoration would take. 
Mr. Caudle indicated 1 to l~ years. 

Mr. G.L. Greenlee, Director of Central State Hospital, 
stated he was concerned about the aesthetic look of the hospital 
and what would happen if a patient got loose in the area. He, 
therefore, asked that action be delayed until he could discuss this 
with the Commissioner of Mental Health and Mental Retardation Services, 
and the Attorney General. 

Mr. Robertson indicated that he was concerned that security 
trailers were getting out of hand, and that if one is approved, a 
time limit should be set. 

Mr. Weber indicated that Mr. Caudle had already had 
property destroyed and he needed security now. He further stated 
that Mr. Caudle has indicated he would move the trailer when the 
restoration is complete~ Mr. Hargrave added that the trailer is al
ready on the property for 90 days, and since the rezoning was delayed, 
the Board does not have the authority to locate a trailer on R-l 
zoned property. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he agreed with Mr. Robertson1s 
concern about security trailers; however, with the number of break
ins Mr. Caudle has had, some type of security is needed if law en
forcement can1t protect every area. 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 
action on Conditional Use Permit, C-82-3, of James Caudle was tabled 
until the August 18, 1982 meeting. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING -- C-82-4 -- SECURITY MOBILE HOME - SANDRA 
TAYLOR 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on Wednesday, July 7, 1982 and Wednesday, July 14, 1982, for 
the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to consider for 
approval a conditional use permit requesting permission to locate a 
security mobile home on Sec. 45, Parcel 27A. Presently, the Lewis 
Market #2 is operated on the front portion of the property. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented the appli
cation and reviewed the Planning Commission action wherein they 
recommended approval at their July 14, 1982 meeting. Mr. Ronald 
Janosik was present to represent Ms. Taylor who could not be there. 
He stated that the building was being used for a grocery store now 
and Ms. Taylor was living in the back rooms. He indicated that Ms. 
Taylor would like to move out of the store into a trailer and there 
was a well and septic tank already in place from a previous trailer. 
He added that Mr. Loftis, the property owner, indicated it was 
alright with him if a trailer was placed there. Mr. Janosik stated 
that they may want to expand the store in the future and would need 
the space. 

Mr. Bennett asked if there had been any break-ins. Mr. 
Janosik stated there had been none so far since Ms. Taylor had 
been living there. 
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Mr. Hargrave asked if the trailer were approved, would 
the present living quarters be abandoned. Mr. Janosik indicated 
they would bB abandoned. He added that the trailer would be moved 
when the business terminated, maybe before. 

No one appeared in opposition. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave~ seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, t1r .. Weber voting "ayel!, Mr. Robertson 
voting "nay", Conditional Use Permit C-82-4, security mobile home 
for Ms. Sandra Taylor, was approved with the following conditions: 

IN RE: 

1. the trailer must be located in the rear of the lot; 
2. upon termination of business, the trailer must be 

removed from the property. 
3. occupation of rear rooms in Stuckey's building be 

discontinued for residential purpose upon mobile home 
located on premises. 

SPECIAL ENTERTAINMENT PERMIT -- THOMAS ·E. MANSON 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented the 
request of Mr. Thomas E~ Manson for a Special Entertainment Permit 
to hold a music festival on July 23, 1982 on his property on Rt. 
629. Mr. Scheid ,indicated that r~r. Manson received approval for 
a music festival before and held an orderly event. However, there 
was a problem with the music stopping at 2:00 a.m. Mr. Manson indi
cated that he stopped his music at the proper time but a neighbor 
continued to play his music after the 2:00 a.m. cutoff time. Mr. 
Scheid stated that when a complaint was made, a Deputy was sent 
out; however, he felt that the Sheriff considers a permit from 
the Board to be blanket authority for the applitant to do as they 
please. 

The Board remembered at the last meeting that Investigator 
Fisher asked about the Sheriff's Department authority when a permit 
was granted and he ·had been told that the .deputies still had autho-
rity to enforce the permit requirements. . 

Mr. Robertson indicated that he felt the applicants should 
have a little guidance in filling out the permit forms. He asked 
what the beginning and ending times were for the festival. Mr. 
Manson stated they were 9:00 p.m. to 2:00 a~m. Mr. Robertson asked 
if the area was densely populated. Mr. Manson indicated it was not. 

Mr. Bennett moved that a Speci-al Entertainment Permit be 
approved for Mr. Thomas E. Manson to hold a music festival on July 
23, 1982 on his property on Rt. 619 provided Mr. Manson will gua
rantee the music will stop at 2:00 a.m. Mr. Weber seconded the mo-
t ion. MT. Man son s tat e d he co u 1 d g u ar ant e e his m u sic wi 11 s top. Mr. 
Ben net t, Mr. Web e r, Mr. H a r g r a v. e, Mr. C 1 a y, Mr. Rob e r t son v 0 ted II aye" . 

The Board member:s asked the County Attorney to advise the 
Sheriff that approval of an',Entertainment Permit does not give the 
applicant blanket freedom to do as he pleases. The Sheriff has 
the authority to enforce th~ county ordinances and the requirements 
of the permit. 

IN RE: JOHNSONGRAS5 CONTROL PROGRAM--AUTHORIZATION TO SIGN 
AGREEMENT 

U P 0 n mot ion 0 f M'r. _ C 1 a y, sec 0 n d e d by Mr. Ben net t, Mr. C 1 a y , 
Mr. Bennett, Mr.. Hargrave, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 
the Chairman was authorized to sign the Johnsongrass Control Agree
ment between the Va. Dept. of Agriculture and Consumer Services 
and the County of Dinwiddie, commencing July 1, 1982 and ending 
June 30, 1983. 

IN RE: CARSON VFD--SALE OF 1966 TANKAR 

As requested by the Board at the June 16, 1982 meeting, Mr. 
George Soloe examined the 1966 Tankar being offered for public auction 
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by the County of Prince George for the Carson VFD. Mr. Soloe reported 
that the truck was in a deteriorated condition and he would recommend 
selling it. 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr, Weber, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the County of Prince George be authorized to 
sell the 1966 Tankar; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Din
Widdie County, Virginia that the proceeds of the sale be deposited 
in the General Fund of the County of Dinwiddie. 

IN RE: ST. JOHN'S CHURCH--TRASH DUMPSTER LOCATION 

The County Administrator advised the Board that problems 
were developing with the St. John's trash dumpster location and 
other dumpster locations in that area. He indicated that he and 
the Director of Sanitation were looking for another central loca
tion like the one on Rt. 460 to locate the dumpsters and would keep 
the Board advised on what they planned to do. He emphasized that 
he might be forced to move the St. John's location very soon. 

IN RE: PROCUREMENT ORDINANCE 

The County Administrator advised the Board that he and 
the County Attorney were gathering information on the procurement 
ordinance and would probably be presenting it to them sometime in 
September. 

IN RE: SCHOOL BUS GARAGE--REPAIR OF COUNTY VEHICLES 

The County Administrator stated he had talked with Dr. 
Vaughn about the School Bus Garage repairing county vehicles and Dr. 
Vaughn indicated he would have an answer for him by the August 18, 
1982 meeting. 

IN RE: REPORT ON RT. 615 & BISHOP STREET 

The County Administrator stated that he was working on 
Rt. 615 and Bishop Street to see what could be done. He indicated 
that in the past, the citizens along the road finance the survey 
and the deed and give it to the County. On Rt. 615 and Bishop Street, 
the County was becoming more and more involved. He stated he did 
not mind helping the people but he was afraid the County was going 
to wind up assuming the cost. 

He. stated that on Bishop Street, it was 50/50. On Rt. 615, 
there were two landowners he was dealing with who were brothers and 
one was in favor of the road and the other was not. He asked for 
guidance from the Board as to what he should do if the two individuals 
agree to deed the land but will not pay for it. 

Mr. Hargrave and Mr~ Clay indicated they did not think the 
County should start putting County funds into the road negotiations. 
Mr. Robertson asked the County Administrator to keep the Board 
apprised of the situation. 

IN RE: LAKE CHESDIN BOAT LANDING--COMMUNICATIONS 

As discussed by the Board at its last meeting, the County 
Administrator investigated putting the CB radio located in the Jail 
into the Appomattox River Water Authority building to provide radio 
contact with the attendants at the Boat Landing. He stated that he 
would not recommend taking the CB radio out of the jail. He then 
suggested that the Board purchase a radio to be placed in the ARWA 
office. He stated the radio would have to be a base station and an 
antenna would need to be installed. Mr. Dee Hartman, Manager, ARWA 
had advised the County Administrator that it would be alright to 
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install an antenna if the same hole would be used that the .present 
cable was located in. . 

Mr. Hargrave asked what the cost'of a radio telephone 
would be. The County Administrator indicated he did not know. 

Mr. Clay asked if the Board had determined it would be 
feasible to continue to operate the boat landing. The County Ad
ministrator indicated that in July, .they were breaking even .. Mr. 
Clay added they may not break even if they purchase a radio. Mr. 
Robertson stated that one catastrophe would pay for the radio. 

The County Administrator stated the cost of a base sta
tion, antenna and installation would be approximately $200 plus. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that a radio would not have helped 
at the recent drowning. The County Administrator stated that the 
main concern was protection of the individual worker and recom
mended installation of the.radio in cooperation with the ,Appo
mattox River Water Authority. 

Upon motion-of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr., Robertson voting lIaye ll , ~'1r. 
Clay voting IInayll, the County Administrator was instructed to pur
chase a CB base,station and antenna to be installed at the ARWA 
office, for communication with the Lake Chesdin Boat Landing atten
dants. 

IN RE: RECESS 
-

The Chairman declared a short recess at 10:00 P.M. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of ~11~. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. ,Bennett, Mr. Weber,Mr. Roberts,on voting 
II aye~', pur sua n t to Sec. 2. 1 - 3 LJ. 4 (1) and, ( 6) 0 f the Vir gin i a F r e e d 0 m 
of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 10:07 
P.M. to discuss personnel and legal matters. The meeting reconvened 
into Open Session at 10:50 P.M. 

IN RE: ELIZABETH B. CLEATON -~ 1982-83 SALARY INCREASE 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll , the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Mrs. Elizabeth B. Cleaton, Deputy Commissioner 
of Revenue, received a 4.5% salary increase for fiscal year, 1982-
83; and 

WHEREAS, Mr. W.E. Bolte, Commissioner of Revenue, felt 
Mrs. Cleaton, deserved a 8.5% increase to equalize the percentage 
increase for his two deputies; and. 

WHEREAS, Mr. Bolte has written to the Compensation Board, 
by letter dated June 16, 1982 requesting that Mrs. Cleaton's salary 
be increased by 8.5%, making it $16,368 for fiscal year, 1982-83; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia concurs with the Compensation 
Board's letter dated June 24, 1982 granting the increase as re
quested. 

IN RE: T. O. RAINEY, I I I -- 1982-83 SALARY INCREASE 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Ben
nett, Mr. Cl ay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber, Mr.· Robertson voting lIaye ll , 
the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the salary of Mr. T.O. Rainey, III, Assistant 
Commonwealth Attorney, was set by the Compensation Board at $8,650 
for fiscal year 1982-83; and 
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WHEREAS, Mr. Larry G. Elder, Commonwealth Attorney, felt 
Mr. Rainey·s salary should be raised to $9600 to bring it more in 
line with surrounding Assistants· salaries, and requested this in
crease by letter to the Compensation Board, dated June 15, 1982; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia concurs with the Compensation Board·s 
letter dated June 28, 1982 granting the increase as requested. 

IN RE: COUNTY ATTORNEY -- EMPLOYMENT BY RETAINER 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll , the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Mr. Larry Elder, County Attorney, has been paid 
by the County a certain salary with applicable payroll deductions; 
and 

WHEREAS, Mr. Elder has discussed payment for his services 
as a retainer to the law firm of Vergara, Elder & Associates; and 

WHEREAS, Mr. Elder indicated payment as a retainer would 
benefit him financially as well as allow Mr. T.O. Rainey, III, 
Assistant Commonwealth Attorney, to be more available to the Board 
and other County agencies for county attorney services; and 

WHEREAS, Mr. Elder has suggested that $700 a month would 
be an equitable payment; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County Attorney be paid 
for his services by a retainer fee of $700/ month to Vergara, 
Elder and Associates, effective July 1, 1982; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the agencies that use the County 
Attorney services include their percentage use in their individual 
budgets for legal services. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting .Iayell, 
pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (1), the Board moved into Executive Session 
at 11:07 P.M. to discuss personnel matters. The meeting reconvened 
into Open Session at 11 :40 P.M. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR'S SALARY - 1982-83 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting lIaye ll , Mr. 
Weber voting IInayll, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has evaluated the 
Building Inspection program; and 

WHEREAS, because of the economy there is very little new 
construction, renovation and repair; and 

WHEREAS, because of the decrease in new construction, 
renovation and repair, the income to finance the operation of the 
Building Inspection program is down considerably; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the salary for the position of 
Building Inspector for fiscal year 1982-83 is frozen at the 1981-
82 level of $19,840. 

IN RE: SALARY INCREASE FOR COUNTY EMPLOYEES--1982-83 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll , 
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BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the 1982-83 sal.ary increase for the employees 
under the control··of the Board of Supervisors be set at 7%, effec
tive July 1, 1982. 

IN RE: SIX YEAR PLAN WORKSHOP 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Har
grave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 
the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the VDH&T has compiled a priority list of secon
dary road improvements for the Dinwiddie County Six Year Plan to 
present to the Board for their review and approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie County, Vir
ginia, because of limited funds and the Highway Department's expertise 
and knowledge of the roads, will accept the VDH&T's recommendation, 
thereby eliminating the need for a join~ workshop; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, approves the six-year secondary road 
budget recommended by the VDH&T; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Din
widdie County, Virginia that the Chairman is authorized to sign this 
document. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave; Mr. Robertson voting "aye", the 
meeting was adjourned at 11 :55 P.M. 

ATTEST:~. 
/,; .C. NOTT 

BOOK 8 

CHAIRMAN 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 15TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 1982 
AT 8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.E. ROBERTSON, JR., CHAIRMAN 
STEVE WEBER, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

IN RE: 

M. I. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
ALVIN BOOTH 

INVOCATION 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
INVESTIGATOR 

The Reverend Thomas J. Jordan, Associate Pastor, Shiloh 
Baptist Church, delivered the Invocation which was followed by the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll

, the minutes of the August 18, 1982 meeting were~approved 
as presented. 

IN RE: AUTHORIZATION TO BID CONTRACT FOR RADIO SERVICE 

In reviewing the claims, Mr. Hargrave commented that 
there seemed to be alot of radio repairs. The Chairman asked what 
the status was of a radio service contract for the County. The 
County Administrator stated that a contract was discussed last 
year, and the Board decided at that time to continue the work on 
an as needed basis. 

Mr. Clay indicated that he would like to see figures on 
what it was costing the county now as compared to if there was a 
contract for radio service because he wanted to do it the cheapest 
way. He added that to determine the cost for a contract, it would 
probably have to be put out on bid. 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting lIaye ll

, 

the County Administrator was authorized to solicit bids on a 
radio service contract. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

The Chairman advised the members that they had not given 
approval for anyone to attend the Virginia Association of Counties 
meeting, and they should consider Check #1758 to the Homestead, 
when reviewing the claims. 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr-. Bennett, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Ben net t , Mr. Web e r, Mr. H a r g r a v e, Mr. Rob e r t son v 0 tin g II aye II , 

the following claims were approved, with the exception of Check #1758: 

General Fund checks-numbering 82-1666 through 82-1757 and 
82-1759 through 82-1879 amounting to $164,487.87; Law Library Fund 
Check Number LF-82-17 in the amount of $25.00. 

IN RE: COMMISSIONER OF REVENUE 

Mr. W.E. Bolte appeared before the Board to present a 
Comparative Report of 1981 and 1982 Assessments on personal property, 
machinery and tools, farm machinery, heavy construction machinery and 
mobile homes. 
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IN RE: TREASURER 

Mrs. Margaret W. Lewis was not present at the meeting, but 
previously provided copies of her report for the month of August, 
1982 to be presented to the Board. 

Mr. Bennett asked if it looked like the County will be 
able to get to December without borrowing. The County Administrator 
stated that in discussions with the Treasurer, he felt the County 
could certainly get through October without borrowing. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the Treasurer was keeping the 
checking account as low as possible to allow the maximum invest
ment of funds. The County Administrator stated she was. 

IN RE: SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT--APPROVAL OF TELETYPE TERMINAL 

Mr. Alvin Booth, Investigator, appeared before the Board 
to answer any questions they might have concerning the Sheriff's 
request for a teletype terminal. The request was presented at the 
August 18, 1982 meeting. 

Mr. Robertson commented about the State taking over the 
funding of the equipment. The County Administrator stated that the 
County would have to fund the installation, shipping and rental 
until July of 1983 at which time it would be placed in the Sheriff's 
budget and, hopefully, the State would agree to fund it. 

Mr. Clay stated that he had talked with members of the 
Sheriff's Department who indicated there was a real need for the 
equipment. 

Mr. Clay moved that the Sheriff's Department be authorized 
to install a teletype terminal in their department. Mr. Hargrave 
seconded the motion. He asked if there was a competing brand available. 
Mr. Booth stated that this brand was used throughout the State. Mr. 
Hargrave then asked if it was normally rented. Mr. Booth stated he 
talked with Chesterfield and Prince George and they were both 
renting. Mr. Hargrave also asked if the County could apply now to 
have it taken over by the State. The County Administrator indicated 
they would but because it was not a budgeted item, it did not look 
encouraging this year. 

Mr. Robertson asked if it would be such an important item 
that a backup would be needed when it was out. Mr. Booth said 
no backup would be needed. He then asked who performed the service. 
Mr. Booth advised him the service is provided by contract through a 
program with the State Police. 

Mr. Weber asked who would be trained for the equipment. 
Mr. Booth stated all the Dispatchers and two or three other employees. 

Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robert
son voted Haye H. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha was not present but previously provided 
copies of his August, 1982 report to be presented to the Board. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

Mr. L.A. Brooks, Jr. presented his report for the month of 
August, 1982. 

In response to the Board's previous inquiry about the hours 
spent on dog bites, Mr. Brooks indicated that he had already spent 
40 hours on dog bites this month. He stated that each case was 
different. 

Mr. Robertson asked what type were most of the dog bites. 
Mr. Brooks stated that 75% were children. He added that he was 
usually able to find the dogs but they were very hard to catch. 
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Mr. Hargrave asked what percentage were licensed. Mr. 
Brooks indicated 25%. Most of the cases were stray dogs. 

Mr. Weber asked if they are kept for a certain time. Mr. 
Brooks stated they were required to be confined 10 days. He added 
the parents pay the doctor1s bill 'unless the owner is found. Then 
it becomes a civil matter. 

Mr. Robertson asked what the child does if the dog is not 
f 0 u n d . Mr. B roo k sst ate d i twa sup tot h epa r e n t s but they us u all y 
go through the shots. 

Mr. Robertson stated that each year, the dogs are required 
to be penned up in May. He added he had heard comments that this 
really wasn1t working and asked Mr. Brooks what results he had. Mr. 
Brooks advised that the ordinance was not a leash law and the dog 
was alright as long as he was in his own yard. 

help 
out. 
next 

Mr. Robertson said Mr. Brooks 
the month before May to go door to 

Mr. Brooks stated it did work and 
week. 

had requested the Assistant1s 
door and asked how that worked 
he was going to start again 

Mr.' Robertson asked if Mr. Brooks was able to satisfy all 
of the complaints. Mr. Brooks indicated he was able to satisfy most 
of them. He usually tries to get in touch with someone for three 
days. Mr. Hargrave asked if he was unable to get in touch with an 
individual, did he leave a note on the door to that effect. 

Mr. Brooks stated that if he couldn1t reach them by phone, 
most of the time it was useless to go to their house. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that there was a concern one time that 
he wasn1t getting the messages and maybe if he left a note, people 
would know he tried. 

Mr .. Brooks stated they, had gone to the dupl icate system 
for messages and it had worked. H~ also has a tag to place on the 
door. 

Mr. Robertson asked when Mr. Brooks was out on the road, 
did he have a r~gular time to check in. Mr~ Brooks said it depends 
upon the seriousness of the call. He usually tries to check in three 
times a day. 

IN RE: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM 
APPLICATION 

1982-83 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, appeared before the 
Board to present the application for 1982-83 Community Development 
Block Grant funds, as he described at the August 18, 1982 meeting. 
Mr. M.G. Rainey, Director. of the Water Authority was also present 
to answer questions concerning the project. 

Mr. Robertson asked if there would be mandatory hookup 
for the project. Mr. Rainey advised him that the individuals served 
would not be required to hook up to water but would be required to 
pay the connection fee. He added that they would be required to 
hook up to the sewer line.' 

Mr. Robertson expressed a concern for the burden placed 
on the people renttng the units and' their ability to pay. Mr. Rainey 
stated that because grant money was involved~ they would reduce 
the connection fee by 75%. 

Mr. Weber indicated that he was not against the people 
receiving a service, but he did not think it was fair for the owners 
of the rental property to receive this 75% reduction when the users 
on the system now did not receive a break. Mr. Rainey explained 
that with the 75%. reduction on the connection fee, they would be 
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paying $500 which is the same the original users paid for a connection 
fee. Mr. Weber indicated he too did not want to see a burden on the 
individuals renting the property and he did not want to see any more 
mandatory hookups. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that on the other side, the project 
would help to improve the conditions for the occupants, whereas 
now, some did not have indoor plumbing facilites and no room on 
the property for a septic tank. 

Mr. Hargrave asked Mr. Rainey if he felt comfortable with 
his construction estimates if the project would not start until 
probably February of next year. Mr. Rainey stated he did if there 
was no delay in the starting time. 

Mr. Weber asked if the pipe would be plastic or asbestos. 
Mr. Rainey said it would depend upon what the federal regulations 
required in awarding the contract. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Commonwealth of Virginia through the Depart
ment of Housing and Community Development is administrating the 
Virginia Development Block Grant Program for Non-Entitlement Com
munities for FY 82-83; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Dinwiddie is an eligible applicant 
for funds available through this program; and 

WHEREAS, public water and sewer lines benefiting low 
and moderate income families is an eligible project under this pro
gram; and 

WHEREAS, there is a need for public water and sewer lines 
in an area of Dinwiddie County known as Piney Beach/Oak Hill; and 

WHEREAS, the total project cost is estimated at $634,723.00 
of which $512,882.00 is construction costs which is within the maxi
mum grant amount of $700,000.00 for a single fiscal year; and 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie County Water Authority has expressed 
an interest in administrating and constructing this project; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, that an application be prepared and 
sent to the Department of Housing and Community Development requesting 
that funds in the amount of $512,882.00 be made available for the 
construction of public water and sewer lines to serve the Piney Beach/ 
Oak Hill area; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Din
widdie County, Virginia, that the Dinwiddie County Administrator be 
authorized to act on behalf of the Board of Supervisors in entering 
into any and all agreements necessary to secure these grant funds; 
and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie County Water Authority 
be authorized to administer the construction of this public water 
and sewer project. 

IN RE: SOCIAL SERVICES DIRECTOR 

Mrs. King B. Talley appeared before the Board to answer any 
questions they might have. She previously presented her financial 
report to be included in the Board material for this meeting. Mrs. 
Talley expressed her appreciation to the Board for concurring with 
her budget request presented at the August 18, 1982 meeting. 

IN RE: TRANSFER OF FUNDS--1981-82 SCHOOL OPERATING BUDGET 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber, 
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Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett', Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting lIaye ll
, 

the following transfers were authorized within the 1981-82 School 
Operating budget 

TRANSFER FROM: TO: 

l7B Instruction 17A Administration $ 7,922.02 
II l7C Health Services 6,898.03 
II 17E Food Service 21,497.49 
II 171 Adult Education 1,450.49 
II 19 Capital Outlay 35,880.18 
II 20 Debt Service 6.54 

IN RE: POSTPONEMENT OF APPOINTMENTS 

The appointments to the Appomattox Basin Industrial Develop
ment Corporation Board were postponed until the October 6, 1982 meeting. 

IN RE: RENEWAL OF SOIL SURVEY AGREEMENT UNTIL 9/30/83 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll

, the Chairman was authorized to sign the renewal of the 
Dinwiddie Soil Survey Agreement extending it to September 30, 1983. 

IN RE: REVIEW OF INCOME SOURCES 

As discussed at the last meeting, the County Administrator 
distributed information on the dog license fees for the Board to 
review. He indicated he was still collecting information on the 
building fees and he would present at 'a later date. He advised the 
Board that if they desired to adjust the tax, a public hearing should 
be scheduled for the October 20,.1982 meeting with adoption at the 
November 3, 1982 meeting. 

M0. Robertson asked if"the size of the kennel 'or restric
tions as to where kennels are allowed could be considered at the 
same time. The County Attorney stated they could but it would be 
a separate ordinance. 

Mr. Bennett asked if as the tax increased, was there a 
decline in the tags purchased? The County Administrator stated 
that the number of tags purchased has remained about the same. 

No action was taken. 

IN RE: INCREASE IN DUMPSTER USE 

Mr. Robertson advised the Board that since the City of 
Petersburg has increased its Landfill fees, the County will pro
bably see an increase in dumpster use from outside the County. He 
felt the County should be aware of the situation. The County Admini
strator added that there had been an increase in use from Chester
field too since they raised their fees. 

Mr. Hargrave felt it would be beneficial to make these 
localities aware of the increase the County is having to share be
cause of usage by their citizens. 

IN RE: STREETLIGHT--RT. 1322 AND U.S. #1 INTERSECTION 

As instructed at the last meeting, the County Administrator 
presented information on placing a streetlight at the intersection of 
Rt. 1322 and U.S. #1. He indicated there was a light serving homes 
approximately three lots down that could be moved to the intersection. 
The Chairman pointed out that the indiViduals where the light is . 
now located had not been contacted about moving it. A citizen from 
that area appeared before the Board to request that a light be placed 
at the intersection. She stated that she went to work in the morning 
at a restaurant on the road and she could not see where the entrance 
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was located to turn into the road. She felt it was a safety hazard 
for everyone that uses the road. She added that the restaurant owner 
was going to put up another light at the building to better light the 
area. 

Mr. Hargrave questioned whether a light at the intersection 
would make it difficult to see when trying to enter the flow of traf
fic. He suggested a reflector might be more beneficial. 

Mr. Weber moved that an additional light be placed at the 
intersection. Mr. Clay seconded the motion. 

Mr. Bennett asked if the other streets in that area had 
lights at the intersection. The County Administrator indicated he 
did not know which ones did or didn1t. 

Mr. Hargrave suggested that the marking of streets be a 
consideration on future lights. 

Mr. Bennett felt that the reflectors would be sufficient 
for entrance to a road. 

Mr. Hargrave suggested that the Board let the State put 
up reflectors to see if that would alleviate the problem before 
considering moving or adding a light. 

Mr. Bennett agreed that they should approach the VDH&T 
Resident Engineer about a solution. 

Mr. Hargrave amended Mr. Weber1s motion to state that before 
moving or adding a light, the County Administrator ask the Virginia 
Department of Highways and Transportation Resident Engineer, Mr. 
C.B. Perry, to look at the intersection and offer any suggestions 
he might have for it and future situations in lieu of a light for 
discussion at the October 6, 1982 meeting. 

Mr. Bennett seconded the amendment. Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voted lIaye ll

• 

The vote on the original motion to add a light was: Mr. 

Weber, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voted lIaye ll
• r~r. 

Bennett abstained. 

IN RE: PRESENTATION OF SHOOTING RANGE PERMITS--DONALD R. GREENWAY 

The County Administrator presented two applications for 
shooting ranges from Mr. Donald Greenway. One will be located at 
St. John1s Recreational Hall and the other behind Greenway Grocery 
Store. Because the County Code requires a waiting period of 28 
days, action will be considered at the October 20, 1982 meeting. 

IN RE: CABLETELEVISION ORDINANCE WORKSHOP 

The County Administrator presented information that has 
been prepared on the cable television ordinance and suggested a work
shop session to be held October 6, 1982 at the regular day meeting. 
He stated that he and the County Attorney had taken the County1s 
ordinance and suggestions from two companies and come up with some 
suggested changes. 

Mr. Robertson questioned why the Chair was not invited to 
participate in the discussions. 

Mr. Elder stated that there was nothing new in the material. 
The Board had copies of the February letter and he had just recently 
received the other one. 

Mr. Robertson indicated that he would like to have had 
more and better communications with the Board. Mr. Hargrave indi
cated that he did not understand Mr. Robertson1s concern. Mr. 
Robertson stated he had made a specific request three months ago 
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to look at the inadequacies in the ordinance and discuss them with 
the County Attorney. He further indicated that he would like to 
have had input into the preparation of the material prior to meeting 
with the cable television companies. He was only asking for the 
courtesy. 

Mr. Elder stated that he did not understand the problem. He 
understood that the Chair was attempting to arrange a meeting with 
the cable television companies and it fell through. He added that 
the letter received in February had been there some months and 
the last letter was-from a gentleman who had approached him and 
he told the gentleman to send a letter indicating his interest. Mr. 
Elder stated he was now presenting the information to the Board to 
arrange a meeting. 

Mr. Robertson stated that the Chair was disappointed with 
communications with County government. He added he had been Chair
man for nine months and has received only twelve telephone calls. 
Mr. Robertson stated he has not had communication from the Admini
strator. He added that he wanted to have input into what was going 
on since he had spent considerable time on cabletelevision. This 
discussion merely gave him an opportunity to vent his frustration. 

The Chair closed the discussion indicating there was a 
need to go into Executive Session. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 
pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 10:15 P.M. tQ discuss 
legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 10:30 
P . M . 

IN RE: BROWN VS. WATER AUTHORITY & ET ALS 

Up 0 n mot ion 0 f Mr. H a rg r a v e, sec 0 n d e d . by Mr. C 1 a y, Mr. H a r
grave, Mr. Clay, 'Mr. Weber, Mr. B~nnett, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 
the County Attorney was authorized and instructed to act on behalf 
of the County in the case of Brown vs. the Water Authority and et also 

IN RE: 'ADJ 0 U RNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, 
Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber, Mr. 
"aye", the meeting adjourned at 10:32 

ATT E STN-----------
• C. K TT 

seconded.by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Hargrave,Mr. Robertson voting 

. ~~ -~ ~ .. ~BERTSON, JR::RMAN 
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VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD AT 
THE AIRPORT, DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA, ON THE 23RD DAY OF 
SEPTEMBER, 1982 AT 7:20 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.E. ROBERTSON, JR., CHAIRMAN 
STEVE WEBER, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

M.l. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER COUNTY ATTORNEY 

IN RE: APPOMATTOX RIVER WATER AUTHORITY BOND VALIDATION SUIT 

The County Administrator told the Board that Darrell 
Rice, the County1s representative on the Appomattox River Water 
Authority, could not be present due to a prior commitment. 

The matter before the Board was whether or not to inter
vene on behalf of the Appomattox River Water Authority in its suit 
filed in Chesterfield Circuit Court, to have the bonds validated 
to finance the expansion of the treatment plant. Chesterfield 
County and Prince George County have indicated they will intervene 
on the side of the Authority. Petersburg opposes the expansion of 
the treatment facility; therefore, they will oppose the bond vali
dation suit. It appears at this time that Colonial Heights will 
intervene on the side of the City of Petersburg. 

After a thorough discussion, the County Attorney was asked 
to provide the Chairman with additional information on this suit. 
After the Chairman reviews this information, if he feels the Board 
should intervene, he will call a meeting on Friday, September 24, 
1982. 

24, 1982. 
The Chairman recessed the meeting until 2:00 P.M., September 

The Board returned from Recess and the Chairman called 
the meeting to order at 2:00 P.M., September 24, 1982. 

Mr. Weber and Mr. Hargrave, due to prior commitments, were 
unable to return to the meeting. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voting lIaye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) 
of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act, the Board moved into 
Executive Session at 2:10 P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting 
reconvened into Open Session at 2:30 P.M. 

IN RE: APPOMATTOX RIVER WATER AUTHORITY BOND VALIDATION SUIT 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Ben net t , Mf. Rob e r t son v 0 tin g II aye II, the f 0 11 ow i n g res 0 1 uti 0 n was 
adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Appomattox River Water Authority has filed in 
Chesterfield Circuit Court a suit to have the bonds validated to 
finance the expansion of the Appomattox River Water Authority; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors of Chesterfield County 
and Prince George County have intervened on behalf of the Appomattox 
River Water Authority; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Petersburg opposes the expansion of 
the Appomattox River Water Authority and the City of Colonial Heights 
has intervened on behalf of the City of Petersburg; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors at its regular scheduled 
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meeting on March 3, 1982 unanimously approved the expansion of the 
Appomattox River Water Authority; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County Attorney is hereby 
authorized to file a motion to intervene on behalf of the Appomattox 
River Water Authority and support their position in the bond validation 
proceedings pending in Chesterfield Circuit Court. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 

ATTEST:~ --------
W . 

seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, 
~g adjourned at 2:35 P.M. 

<~/<2~ 
G. E. ROBERTSON, JR., CHAIRMAN 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING .OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, DIN
WIDDIE, VIRGINIA, ON THE 6TH DAY OF OCTOBER, 1982 AT 2:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.E. ROBERTSON, JR., CHAIRMAN 
STEVE WEBER, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

M.1. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
T.O. RAINEY, III 

ALBERT MATHIAS 

IN RE: INVOCATION 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
ASS'T.- CO. ATTORNEY 

DEPUTY SHERIFF 

The Reverend Paul Campbell, Pastor, Kenwood Methodist Church, 
delivered the Invocation, which was followed by the Pledge of Alle
giance. 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting lIaye ll

, the 
minutes of the September 15, 1982 Regular Meeting and the September 
23, 1982 Special Meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: General Fund 
checks-numbering 82-1880 through 82-1973 amounting to $108,701.22. 

IN RE: SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS--REPORT ON BOILER SYSTEM AT 
JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

Dr. Richard L. Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, appeared 
before the Board to advise them of the condition of the boiler system 
at the Junior High School. He indicated that the steam lines were 
in concrete in the floor and seemed to be breaking so they were 
looking at running new lines in the ceiling. Dr. Vaughn stated 
that the boiler had overheated one morning last week and three fire 
departments responded. He commended the fire departments for their 
assistance. He added that they learned the cutoff valve was located 
at the boiler. They were, therefore, looking at alternatives for a 
replacement unit which could be a big expense. 

Mr. Hargrave suggested that Dr. Vaughn check the boiler 
inspection and certification that is supposed to be done on an 
annual basis. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the large expense was a budgeted 
item. Dr. Vaughn advised him it was not, but he hoped the boiler 
insurance wo,uld take care of the immediate problem. He added he 
would come back to the Board if it looked like they would have 
trouble covering it. 

Mr. Hargrave added that the pipes in the floor should 
not be corroding and Dr. Vaughn should have the boiler feed water 
checked. He indicated the same thing was happening at the Senior 
High and they might want to look at water treatment. Dr. Vaughn 
advised him that the water treatment was already being done at 
the Senior High and agreed the Junior High might need it too. 
Dr. Vaughn added that electric heat might be the most economical. 

Mr. Weber stated the Board was concerned about the safety 
of the schools and he urged Dr. Vaughn to follow up closely on 
this situation so that it does not happen in the other schools. 
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IN RE: COMMISSIONER OF REVENUE 

Mr. W.E. Bolte appeared before the Board to present a 
report on 1982 assessments for public service corporations. He ad
vised the Board that the figures reflect the reassessment and the 
new Vepco line constructed across the County. 

IN RE: HISTORICAL DISPLAY COMMITTEE--REPORT ON DISPLAY CASE 

Mr. W.E. Bolte appeared before the Board to give a report 
on the Historical Display Committeels recommendation for a display 
case. He stated they had located two that they felt would be suit
able to place in the building. The wood is maple; however, and they 
would have preferred oak. The cost assembled and delivered would be 
$800 each. Mr. Bolte indicated that they were strongly considering 
safety glass which would make the cost a little higher. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the Committee had a suggestion on 
how many cases were needed and where they should be placed. Mr. 
Bolte stated they did not. 

Mr. Robertson stated he had looked at the cases and they 
were very attractive; however, the ones he looked at were oak. Mr. 
Bolte indicated the oak cases were $2500 but were not available now. 
Mr. Clay asked how many cases were needed. Mr. Bolte stated one 
was sufficient but he would recommend getting two. Mr. Robertson 
asked if the items the County has now would fill up a case. Mr. 
Bolte indicated that once they had the case it would fill up fast, 
i.e., the American Legion trophies needed a place to be displayed. 

Mr. Bennett asked if the cabinets were plain or decorative. 
Mr. Bolte said they were plain. Mr. Bennett then asked if the Com
mittee had talked to any carpenters about building a cabinet to 
specification to fit a certain area in the building. Mr. Bolte 
indicated they had not but they could investigate that area. Mr. 
Bennett stated he would like a comparision of a new cabinet. 

Mr. Robertson indicated he would like to see the safety 
glass installed. 

Mr. Clay agreed he would like to see the price of a new 
cabinet before taking action. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mrs. Margaret W. Lewis presented her report for the month 
of September, 1982. 

IN RE: ISSUANCE OF COUNTY TAGS TO NON-RESIDENT MILITARY 

Mrs. Margaret W. Lewis, Treasurer, appeared before the 
Board to discuss a letter received from the Provost Marshal at 
Fort Lee concerning the issuance of county tags. She stated the 
Provost Marshal IS office has offered to issue county tags for 
the County at no cost to non-resident military personnel at the 
time their vehicles are registered at Fort Lee. The program would 
be fully controlled and supervised by military police personnel. 
Mrs. Lewis stated that she and the County Administrator and the 
County Attorney had discussed it and felt it would be beneificial 
to the County and the Sheriffls Department. She indicated her 
office would provide a block of county tags with applications to 
the Provost Marshal to issue and she presently did not think it 
would be more than 25-50. She added that they would probably 
require a copy of the individual IS military orders and registration 
for the car. 

The County Administrator stated he had talked with the 
Treasurer and County Attorney and felt it would benefit the County. 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting lIaye ll

, 

'-'----~~-::, 
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the Treasure~ was authorized to enter into agreement with the Pro
vost Marshal to issue county automobile tags to non-resident military 
personnel at the time their vehicles are registered at Fort Lee. 

IN R#: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha presented his report for the months 
of September, 1982. 

IN RE: BUILDING PERMITS--DISCUSSION OF CHANGE IN FEE SCHEDULE 

The County Administrator presented information gathered 
by the Building Inspector concerning building permit' fees charged 
in surrounding localities and proposed increases in the County's 
fee schedule for their consideration. 

He explained,that in 1967 when the position of Building 
Inspector and the Building Inspector's office were created, the 
expenses of this operation were to be offset by the building permit 
fees. This had not been true for the past two years. 

Mr. Bennett asked what the cost was to the county for 
inspection of a building. The Building Inspector stated he makes 
three to five trips. 

Mr. Robertson asked how long the trips were. The Buil
ding Inspector stated it varies with-the type of inspection made. 
A footing takes ten minutes, a structural inspection would take 
longer. 

Mr. Bennett stated that he felt the problem was that 
homes are not being built. 

Mr. Clay stated he agreed and he would hesitate to raise 
the fees now. He felt they were already high enough. 

Mr. Robertson felt the increase in fees would not bring 
that much revenue. 

Mr. Bennett indicated that if more houses were built 
under the old rates, it would generate more revenue. 

Mr. Robertson asked if figures were available to back up 
the cost per hour of inspection. 

The County Administrator stated the cost has not been 
computed because there also administrative costs involved. 

Mr. Robertson asked if there are fees for certain things 
passed on to the applicant. 

The County Administrator indicated there was a fee if 
the building inspector was called for an inspection and the indi
vidual was not there. Also, a fee is charged for plans that have 
to be sent to BOCA because they are too complicated to be reviewed 
at the local level. 

Mr. Robertson asked how did they arrive at the figures 
for the cost of an inspection. 

The County Administrator indicated that it was very 
difficult to set because the building inspector tried to combine 
several inspections in one trip. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that the County should not be making 
money on the building fees, and it was a low building period. How
ever, he added that the shortfall in funds is passed on to all 
taxpayers and the individual home builder is reaping the benefits. 
He, therefore, felt it is reasonable to bring our rates into line 
with surrounding localities, and the fees haven't been changed in 
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a long time. Mr. Hargrave felt the rates should be considered to be 
moved and the cost should not be put on people not doing anything. 

Mr. Weber stated that there was not enough building 
because of interest rates, and the building fees should not be 
raised now. He felt they could be looked at later on. 

There were no futher comments and no action was taken. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

Mr. L.A. Brooks, Jr. was not present due to being called 
on a dog bite. His report for the month of September, 1982, was 
distributed to the Board. 

IN RE: LIVESTOCK CLAIM--LEONARD F. HARRISON 

A livestock claim and follow-up report on ten goats be
longing to Mr. Leonard Harrison was presented to the Board. The 
Animal Warden indicated on his report that it was still under in
vestigation to locate the owner of the dogs, but he recommended 
payment now to Mr. Harrison. If the owner is found, the County 
will be reimbursed. 

Upon motion of ~~r. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 
Mr. Leonard F. Harrison was awarded $350.00 for ten (10) goats. 

IN RE: LONG TERM CARE COUNCIL--DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 

Mrs. King Talley, Director, Social Services, appeared be
fore the Board to review Long Term Care Services and ask for the 
appointment of a lead agency and a coordinating committee to develop 
a Long Term Care plan for the County. 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Senate Bill 219, which was passed by the 1982 
General Assembly, establishes a partnership of public resources 
for the provision of long-term care services for the elderly in 
their homes and communities; and 

WHEREAS, the local governing body is required to desig
nate a lead agency and member agencies to accomplish the coordi
nation of local long term care services and to have in place by 
July 1, 1983 a plan for the cost effective utilization of funds 
for these services; and 

WHEREAS, this is not a new approach to community based 
services, because the Social Services Department has already been 
providing many of these services; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia appoints the Dinwiddie County Depart
ment of Social Services as the lead agency for Long Term Care Ser
vices; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Local Coordinating Committee 
will consist of representatives of the following: 

1. Department of Social Services 
2. Health Department 
3. Mental Health Department 
4. Extension Services 
5. Crater Area Agency on Aging 
6. West Petersburg Nutrition Council 
7. Several Senior Citizens 
8. Local Physician - Dr. Ben Mcl1waine 
9. Local Attorney - Mr. W.O. Allen, III 

---"'--
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IN RE: FUEL DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM REPORT 

Mrs. King B. Talley, Director, Social Services, distributed 
a report on last year1s fuel allocation program. Mr. Robertson 
asked why so many elderly were turned down. Mrs. Talley stated 
it was because they owned real property and that restriction had 
been taken out of this year1s program. She added the new program 
will start November 1,1982. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION--ACCEPTANCE 
OF BISHOP STREET AND RAINBOW STREET -- BISHOP SUBDIVISION 

Upon motion &f Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber3 Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie County, 
Virginia, that the Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation 
is hereby requested to add to the secondary system a road known as 
Bishop Street in Bishop Subdivision beginning at a point on Rt. 619, 
0.10 miles north of Interstate 85, running in a westerly direction for 
a total length of 1534 feet to dead end with turn-around; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Din
widdie County, Virginia, that the Virginia Department of Highways and 
Transportation is hereby requested to add to the secondary system a 
road known as Rainbow Street in Bishop Subdivision, beginning at a 
point on Bishop Street, 700 feet west of Rt. 619, running a northerly 
direction for a total length of 614 feet to dead end with turn-around; 
and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Din
widdie County, Virginia, that these roads, if accepted, be added to 
the secondary system of Dinwiddie County pursuant to Section 33.1-229 
of the Code of Virginia of 1950 as amended; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of Din
widdie County, Virginia, does hereby guarantee the Commonwealth of 
Virginia an unrestricted. right-of-way of 50 feet with necessary ease
ments for cuts, fills, and drains recorded in Deed Book 217, Page 
305, dated September 24, 1982. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION 

~~r. C.B. Perry, Resident Engineer and Mr. J.T. Lester 
Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation, appeared before 
the Board to answer any questions they might have: 

1. Mr. Perry advised the Board that the Rt. 226 project 
will be advertised this month. Any work begun, he stated would 
be minimal with the bulk being done in April of next year. 

2. Mr. Perry advised the Board that the Rt. 1 bridge 
project is scheduled to be advertised in December. He estimated 
that the project will start April, 1983 and probably finish in 
December, 1983 or January 1984. He added that because of budget 
constraints, it will remain 2 lanes. . 

3. Mr. Robertson asked about the streetlight at Rt. 
1322 and U.S. #1. Mr. Perry stated it had been turned over to 
the Traffic and Safety Engineer and he hoped to have a report at 
the next meeting. 

4. Mr. Weber asked what the schedule was for review of 
u.s. #1 for overlaying. Mr. Perry advised him they are scheduled 
to begin reviewing all the primary roads. 

5.-· r~ r . Ben net t ask e dab 0 u t the s pee d 1 i mit stu d yon R t. 
40 at Claiborne1sStore. Mr. Perry advised him it had also been 
turned over to the Traffic and Safety Engineer. Mr. Bennett stated 
he would like a copy of the report when it was ready. 
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6. Mr. Robertson asked what had been done about the 
triangle on Ritchie Avenue beside Kenwood Methodist Church. Mr. 
Perry stated that Clarence Roberts talked with the individual and 
he would check on it and call Mr. Robertson. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENTS--APPOMATTOX BASIN INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, ~1r. Weber, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, 
voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that Mr. Fred Sahl be appointed to the Appomattox 
Basin Development Corporation to replace Mr. Lynwood Inge, who 
could not be reappointed, term expiring September 30, 1983; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the following be reappointed to 
the Appomattox Basin Industrial Development Corporation, terms 
expiring September 30, 1983: 

Jack DeBoer; Frank Freudig; James Thrower; Melvin Als
brook; and M. I. Hargrave, Jr. 

IN RE: LAKE CHESDIN BOAT LANDING REPORT 

The County Administrator presented a report on the boat 
landing operations which concluded after Labor Day. He emphasized 
the fact that they were able to control abuse and vandalism and com
mended Mr. Raymond McCants and Mr. John Gibbs for the fine job 
they did. 

The Chairman also commended Mr. McCants and Mr. Gibbs. 

The County Administrator included in his report a break
down of income and expenses. He stated that he would like to study 
the situation a while before making a recommendation on what to do 
next year. He added that the gate is not being locked now. 

Mr. Robertson thanked the County Administrator and the atten
dants for a fine job on working on the problem at the boat landing. 
He added that he had been asked by individuals who wanted to go 
more than once a day to suggest that a season pass be considered. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if there was another public boat landing. 
The County Administrator indicated there was not another one con
structed but there was an entrance the state owned if people wanted 
to use it. Mr. Hargrave stated it was cabled off now. The County 
Administrator indicated the State had bought the property and had 
alot of problems with people parking there and causing disturbance at 
Whippernock Marina. So the State worked out an agreement with Whip
pernock to either operate it as a boat ramp or close it off. He 
added he would check into it to see what had happened. 

Mr. Hargrave added that there was alot of public dis
satisfaction with the ramp being closed. The County Administrator 
indicated when they closed it, alot of the trouble came to the 
other boat ramp. 

IN RE: RADIO MAINTENANCE--DISCUSSION OF CONTRACT FOR SERVICE 

As discussed at the last meeting, the County Administrator 
presented information on radio repair and the possibility of having 
a maintenance contract for service. He added that Mr. Wayne Frick 
from Motorola and Mr. Dale Ramey with Comm-Tronics were available 
fOF:questions. Mr. Harvey Lowe was also present. 

Mr. Robertson commented about the question raised in the 
report as to whether the County would continue to purchase one 
brand of radio. He asked if the County could do this under the 
new procurement ordinance. The Assistant County Attorney advised 
him it would depend upon two things: 1. the limits of the ordinance 
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would not effect low-cost i.tems 2'. what pre-qualifications were 
set before bidding .. 

Mr. Robertson stated that he wanted to do it the best 
way and the most economical way~ but he did not want to be without 
service in an emergency. He added our costs have been lower without 
the contract alth6ugh we have been walking a tightrope. He sug
gested that the Board discuss whether they want to continue as 
we are or secure a maintenance contract. 

Mr. Robertson asked what the experience has been with 
having a contract. 

The County Administrator stated we had one for six years 
and we have been without one for about 2~ years. He added the 
equipment, of course, was newer under the maintenance contract. 
So far as cost, it is hard to sayw~ didn1t save money because 
lighting did hit the equipment during that time. 

Mr. Hargrave indicated that a good portion of the costs 
shown have probably been transfer costs which are not included in 
contracts. 

Mr. Robertson asked about frequency checks. Mr. Frick 
stated they were not required annually anymore. Mr. Lowe indi'
cated the County was liable for any violation and a good mainte
nance contract should keep you out of trouble. 

Mr. Wayne Frick of Motorola appeared before the Board to 
advise them what a service contract could do for the County. He 
recommended a preventive service contract where checks would be 
scheduled every 180 days. 

Mr. Hargrave asked what was included in the 180 day 
check. Mr. Frick advised him frequency checks, weak tubes were 
checked, etc. 

Mr: Robertson asked if the County would be given any 
assurance in the contract that the radios will. give the coverage 
according to the Watt power they have. Mr. Frick advised him on 
the old radios the County has, they could only guarantee maximum 
usage. In determining coverage, other things like design have 
an effect. ' 

Mr. Robertson indicated he was concerned for safety and 
cost effectiveness. He asked if they would advise on proper an
tenna heighth. Mr. Frick stated they would act in an advisory 
capacity and offer engineering service. 

, 
Mr. Hargrave asked if they would check the radios every 

180 days to see if they were working up to optimum. Mr. Frick 
stated they would. Mr. Hargrave asked how long a check would take. 
Mr. Ramey said fifteen minutes if no repairs were needed. Mr. 
Hargrave asked if they had a contract for ~time and materials. Mr. 
Frick stated they did but the benefit of a preventive service con
tract would be that the County would have a fixed cost per month 
to work with and, of course, maintenance customers would come first. 

- , -
Mr. Hargrave stated he would l.ike to see the contract 

for 180 day inspections with repairs on time and material cost. 

Mr. Harvey Lowe, representing Superior Communications, 
the G.E. representative, appeared before the Board to discuss the 
benefits of a maintenance contract. He stated that with a main
tenance contract, you have an enforceable contract. With time and 
materials, often you have a lot of call backs and problems. He 
also pointed.out that if you properly maintain the radios, you 
can prevent alot of problems before they happen. He added that 
with a contract .you can require that certain parts be kept in 
stock. Mr. Lowe recommended that the Board consider bidding a 
maintenance contract. 
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Mr. Clay felt they were looking at a $12,000 to $15,000 
contract and we were getting by with very low cost of repair ser
vice now. So, he felt we should continue as we are and set an 
amount in the budget for repairs. 

Mr. Weber stated he liked the preventive maintenance 
contract and felt the County would be better off to have the service. 

Mr. Weber moved that the County solicit bids for a radio 
maintenance contract. There was no second. Mr. Weber and Mr. Ro
bertson voted "aye". Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voted 
"nay". 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", Mr. Weber, Mr. 
Clay voting "nay", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the County Administrator is hereby authorized 
to solicit bids for radio checks to be performed every 180 days; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia, that repairs on radios, the base sta
tion and the console continue on a time and material basis; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the resolution adopted at the Board 
meeting on September 15, 1982 authorizing the solicitation of bids 
for a full service radio maintenance agreement be repealed. 

IN RE: PROCUREMENT ORDINANCE 

The County Administrator presented a copy of the pro
curement ordinance prepared by the County Attorney. The County 
has the option of adopting the State's ordinance or one of its 
own by January 1, 1983. 

Mr. T.O. Rainey, III, Assistant County Attorney, advised 
the Board that 95% of the ordinance is required by the State Code. 
He briefly reviewed those sections wherein the Board has the option 
of making changes they desire. Mr. Rainey stated that the School 
Board must abide by what the County adopts. He further advised 
the Board that they should consider that whatever they adopt will 
govern the purchase and sale of surplus property. 

The Board decided to set a public hearing date at a 
later meeting.· 

IN RE: HEALTH DEPARTMENT--DISCUSSION OF NEW SEPTIC TANK AND 
DRAINFIELD REGULATIONS 

Mr. Marion Burnette, Regional Sanitarian, and Mr. Stephen 
Owen, District Sanitarian Supervisor, Health Department, appeared 
before the Board to discuss the new septic tank and drainfield 
regulations, effective November 1, 1982. 

Mr. Burnette explained that the regulations were alot 
thicker and more comprehensive due to the expansion of several 
Acts. Also, the legislative committees of the General Assembly 
gave instructions to the Health Department for better documentation 
and better trained Sanitarians. He added that there is an increase 
in forms due to the requirement of better documentation of what 
they have been doing all along. 

Mr. Alan Mitchell, and Mr. Ted Baxter, local well and 
septic tank installers, were present. Mr. Mitchell asked what 
the new regulations will cost the public per system installed. 
Mr. aurnette indicated ,he did not know the exact cost, but he did 
not envision alot more for installation. Mr. Baxter also expressed 
his concern 'for' the requirement of 20 feet of cement installed under 
pressure for a well. Mr. Baxter asked what regulations will an 
individual be under if his permit is issued before November 1, 1982. 



0) [--

Mr. Burnette stated the old regulations if there are no major pro
blems. Mr. Baxter also asked how much longer it will take a Sani
tarian to make an inspection and how will it be budgeted. Mr. Bur
nette indicated the time required is now under study. 

Mr. Weber stated he was concerned about the expense to 
the average homeowner because of the 20 feet of cement under pressure 
required for a well. He indicated this had not been required before 
on an individual homeowner. He felt it was unnecessary and costly. 

Mr. Burnette indicated he could understand the concern for 
cost but there were alot of problems with bored wells. He added they 
were advocates of public safety and they had been advised at the 
national level to require 20 feet of cement under pressure. 

Mr. George Robinson asked why the individual landowner 
could not ·develop his own septic system. Mr. Burnette stated it was 
because the Health Department was charged with controlling sewage 
for the "common good". 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, advised that the 
Health Department was planning on holding a local workshop for those 
interested. He expressed several concerns: 1. That the regulations 
would add $600 to $1000 to the cost of a system and there would be 
alot more paperwork.' 2. Putting in concrete under pressure is diffi
cult to control and the expense could vary from job to job. He 
stated he'was concerned about the flexibility of the standards and 
had heard it might put some people out of business. 3. Mr. Scheid 
asked if the well must be placed where shown on the health permit. 
Mr. Burnette stated that would be required on new installations. 

IN RE: HEALTH DEPARTMENT 1982-83 BUDGET 

Dr. J.R. Tietjen, Director, Crater Health District, ap
peared before the Board to discuss the County·s appropriation to 
the 1982-83 Health Department budget. He stated that at the 1982-
83 budget adoption, the County did not appropriate the full amount 
requested by the Health Department. This was due to the change 
in the percentage share formula used by the State. He stated he 
was concerned, however, about the Health Department·s ability to 
meet the needs of the County. He had talked with the State about 
coming up with the difference needed and they could not. nr. 
Tietjen indicated that at the present level of funding, one re
source would have to be cut. He, therefore, suggested that the 
Health Department be allowed to keep the excess revenues usually 
returned to the County. He stated that there was $8,000 + to be 
returned now and the State had agreed to match it giving them 
approximately $20,000 to add to the budget, just $3000 or $4,000 
short of the original request. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the Health Department was allowed 
to keep the money usually returned, would they keep two sanitarians. 
Dr. Tietjen stated they would. He then stated the information pre
sented shows a need for two. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if it was a request for more money. 
Dr. Tietjen advised him, no, the money was already there. 

Mr. Bennett asked if the money was listed as income in 
the County·s budget. The County Administrator advised him it was not. 

Mr. Hargrave reiterated that the difference was not with 
the Health Department. It was with the State formula because it 
handicaps local government. 

Mr. Clay asked how the parttime nursing would be affected. 
Dr. Tietjen said there would be no cut there. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Weber, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Weber, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting 
"aye ll

, ,.. ." :.":', ". 
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BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie County Health Department is 
hereby authorized to retain those funds received during the fiscal 
year 1981-82 in excess of the amount budgeted for revenues; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the amount appropriated to the 
Dinwiddie County Health Department as the County's share (local 
share) for fiscal year 1982-83 remains at $73,890.00, and shall 
be the basis for budget considerations for fiscal year 1983-84. 

IN RE: CABLETELEVISION WORKSHOP--DISCUSSION OF AMENDMENTS TO 
ORDINANCE 

At the September 15, 1982 Board of Supervisors meeting, 
the amendments to the cabletelevision ordinance were presented and 
a workshop suggested for the October 6, 1982 Board meeting. 

Mr. Paul Bland and Mr. Eddie Martinez, representing cable
television companies were present. 

The County Attorney briefly reviewed the changes which 
were largely based on input from the cabletelevision companies. 
He indicated he had talked with cabletelevision representatives 
about the ordinance and they indicated the changes were acceptable. 

Mr. Bland stated that the ordinance without changes was 
somewhat comprehensive for the size of the locality. He indicated he 
would like to have seen the franchise fee eliminated, but the County 
Attorney explained the reason for keeping it. He added he felt com
fortable with the amendments. Mr. Bland also had reservations about 
the buy-back provision but could live with it since the Circuit 
Court had final decision on material breach. 

Mr. Robertson asked Mr. Bland to tell the Board about 
his company. He then asked how the fees were running in comparison 
to other systems. Mr. Bland stated they were comparable. Mr. 
Robertson asked if the franchise were awarded, how long would it 
be before they were operational. Mr. Bland stated six months to 
a year. 

Mr. Martinez indicated he also had no problem with 
the exceptions. He also would like to have seen the franchise fee 
reduced. There were also some minor wording changes he would like 
to see, but he would be willing to bid. 

Mr. Robertson asked Mr. Martinez to tell the Board about 
his company. He then asked him how long it would be before he 
could be operational. He stated six months after third party 
consent. 

Mr. Robertson stated the County could expect bids from 
the two companies and the ordinance seems to look after the best 
interest of the County. 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voting 
"aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the County Administrator and the County 
Attorney be authorized to advertise the amendments to the cable
television ordinance for a public hearing to be held November 3, 
1982. 

IN RE: BROWN & WILLIAMSON TOBACCO CORPORATION--SUPPORT OF FULL 
OPERATION & EMPLOYMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 



DO 

WHEREAS, it is the intention of Brown and Williamson 
Tobacco Corporation of Petersburg, Virginia, to reduce its operation 
in the local area, possibly to,the extent of limiting operations to 
their export activities, transferring all domestic operations to 
their Macon, Georgia facilities; and 

WHEREAS, Brown and Williamson has for the past fifty years 
been an integral part of the economic stability of the tri-city area, 
providing employment for at least two generations of families who 
have deep roots in the local communities; and 

WHEREAS, it is felt that all efforts should be made to 
persuade the officials of Brown and Williamson Tobacco Corporation 
to reconsider their decision to curtail their local operations there
by creating a destructive economic impact on the local communities, 
as well as hardships on the families whose .lives have been rooted 
in the activities of Brown and Williamson; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the governing bodies of 
Petersburg, Prince George, Colonial Heights, Chesterfield and Din
widdie join together in trying to persuade Brown and Williamson to 
make every effort to continue their facilities in the Petersburg 
area at full employment and productivity; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the officials of Brown and 
Williamson be contacted in an effort to establish ·a meeting where 
officials .of the governing bodies and Brown and Williamson's per
sonnel can discuss any problems .facing the company which might have 
instigated their decision to curtail operations in the area; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that every effort be made by all 
localities involved to cooperate with the greatest manufacturing 
facility in our combined area, to extend to them our assurance of 
cooperation and assistance in sharing and solving of problems created 
by the present economic situation oUf nation, state and local com
munities face at this time. 

IN RE: REPAIRS TO 977 L CATERPILLAR 

The County Administrator distributed the following break
down of repairs to the 977 L Caterpillar: 

1. Repairs to 977L Caterpillar as a result of fire on 
May 12, 1982. 

Attached is a report from Crittendon Adjustment Company 
to USF&G regarding the fire loss on the 977 L Caterpillar. It out
lines very well repairs and the cost of these repairs as a result of 
the fire. The adjustment company was very liberal to the County 
on the depreciation allowance. I am recommending to the County that 
a settlement with the insurance company in the amount of $53,399.33 
be accepted. This is a very fair and reason~ble fig~re.· 

Cost to the County - $15,812.81. 

2. Normal Wear Items. 

As discussed with you previously, it was determined to 
be a very wise course of action that items not harmed by the fire 
but having a great degree of wear should be replaced. This was done 
at a cost of $3,113.09. This is a very reasonable figure and I 
recommend to the Board that this amount be paid. 

Cost to the County - $3,113.09. 

3. Undercarriage Work. 

The amount approved by the Board of Supervisors for the 
undercarriage work was $13,720.10. 

Cost to the County - $13,720.10 
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TOTAL COST TO THE COUNTY - $32,646.00. 

The County Administrator felt the cost to the County was 
reasonable and recommended a check be drawn for payment. John Loftis, 
Director of Sanitation, stated he was very satisfied with the repairs. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if an agreement could be made with 
the insurance company to have the depreciation start from the new 
value. The County Administrator stated he had spoken with the in
surance company and this would be done when the new policy is 
written. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting 
Haye H, payment to Virginia Tractor was approved in the amount of 
$32,646.00 for repairs to the 977 L Caterpillar. 

IN RE: UNITED BIO-FUELS MEETING 

The County Administrator advised the Board that there 
would be a meeting at Phillip Morris on October 13, 1982 at 8:30 
A.M. held by United Bio-Fuels to discuss their locating in Peters
burg. 

IN RE: BILLY HODGES AND HIS GOATS 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Weber, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Weber, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voting 
Haye H, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Billy Hodges had requested through the County 
Administrator to fence in the County's drainfield that serves the 
jail and courthouse to provide an area for his goats to graze; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors felt that by allowing 
the goats to graze on the drainfield will control the growth of 
weeds, bushes and grass; 

NOW THEREFORE.BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that Billy Hodges is authorized to 
erect a fence on the County drainfield located adjancent to Billy 
Hodges' property; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the number of goats housed on Billy 
Hodges' property and the County's property will not exceed ten; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that Billy Hodges hereby relieves the 
Board of Supervisors of all responsibility including the payment 
of claims should the goats be killed or harmed in any manner. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting 
Haye H, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of Infor
mation Act, 'the Board moved into Executive Session at 5:16 P.M. 
to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session 
at 5:45 P.M. 

IN RE: APPOMATTOX RIVER WATER AUTHORITY BOND VALIDATION SUIT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Weber, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Weber, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting 
Haye H, 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County Administrator and/or 
the County Attorney contact Dr. Darrell Rice, the County's repre
sertative on the.ARWA, ~o advise him that the Board of Supervisors. 
encourages a continuance of the bond validation suit in an effort 
to reach a negotiated settlement. 



IN RE: DISCONTINUANCE OF MONTHLY PAYMENT TO CIRCUIT COURT 
CLERK 

~.J 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Weber, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Weber, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll , the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the County has been paying the Circuit Court 
Clerk, $1200 a year, $100 a month, as payment for services rendered; 
and 

WHEREAS, the 1982 General Assembly established'~nannual 
salary for the Clerk which is no longer based on the fees she col
lects; and 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County Administrator discuss 
with the Circuit Court Clerk the discontinuance of the $100 monthly 
payments made to her office by the County. 

I N R E: B A l.: A N C [' I N T REA SUR E R I S DE FER RED A C CO U N T - - F . E. JON E S 

The County Administrator advised the Board that there 
was a remaining balance in the Treasurer's Deferred Account 
accumulated by Frank E; Jones, that could be paid to him. Mr. 
Bennett felt ,the balance should be passed on to the present 
Treasurer's account. 

Mr. Hargrave moved that the balance in the Treasurer's 
Deferred Account be paid directly to Mr. F.E. Jones. Mr. Weber 
seconded the motion. Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voted lIaye ll , 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay voted IInayll, Mr. ,Weber abstained. The 
motion died. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting lIaye ll , 
the meeting adjourned at 5:48~P.M. //J/J~-

._~~L 

~ 
G .. ROBERTSON, JR., ftAIRMAN 

ATTEST:~~ -------
.C. K OTT 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA, ON THE 20TH DAY OF OCTOBER, 1982 
AT 8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.E. ROBERTSON, JR., CHAIRMAN 
STEVE WEBER, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 
M.l. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

T.E. GIBBS 

ABSENT: L.G. ELDER 

IN RE: INVOCATION 

ELECTION DISTRICT 
ELECTION DISTRICT 
ELECTION DISTRICT 
ELECTION DISTRICT 
ELECTION DISTRICT 

DEPUTY SHERIFF 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

The Reverend Harry E. Leland, Pastor, Western Heights 
Baptist Church, delivered the Invocation, which was followed by 
the Pledge of Allegiance. 

IN RE: MINUTES 

#2 
#2 
#1 
#3 
#4 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting lIaye ll , the 
minutes of the October 6, 1982 meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: General 
Fund checks-numbering 82-1974 through 82-2103 amounting to $126,809.76; 
History Book Fund check #HB-82-4 in the amount of $2.40; Johnsongrass 
Control Fund checks-numbering JGC-82-8 through JGC-82-10 amounting to 
$470.00; Law Library Fund check #LF-82-18 and HB-82-19 amounting to 
$133.00. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--REZONING APPLICATION--P-82-5--DAVID BUCKLEY 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on Wednesday, October 6, 1982 and Wednesday, October 13, 1982 
for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to consider 
for adoption an ordinance to amend Section 45, Parcel 48, by changing 
the district classification from Residentia1R-l to Agricultural A-2. 

The Director of Planning presented the application and re
viewed the Planning Commission action wherein they recommended approval 
at their September 8, 1982 meeting. 

Mr. Buckley appeared in support of his request. He indicated 
he could not afford to bring the gravel access road up to state stan
dards required for utilization of the lots in the back. The Director 
of Planning added that the lots would not pass Health Department reg
ulations for health permits. 

No one appeared in opposition. Mr. Robertson asked if the 
Planning Commission considered the effects the rezoning would have 
on the front lots. The Director of Planning stated that Mrs. Brenda 
Whitaker was the only home owner there now and she was not oppose~. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Weber, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Weber, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the zoning ordinance be amended by changing 
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the district classification of Section 45, Parcel 48, from Residen
tial, Limited, R-l to Agricultural, General, A-2. Said property 
contains approximately 15 acres and is bounded on the south by 
the Buckwood Estates subdivision as platted by George Whitman, Jr. 
dated February 4, 1981, to the east by the lands of Edith Haynes-El 
and W.W. Howard, to the north by Little Cattail Creek and Seaboard 
Coastline and to the west by the lands of James K. Johnson. 

In all other respects said zoning ordinance is hereby 
reordained. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--REZONING APPLICATION--P-82-6--MRS. ANN 
MANN 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on Wednesday, October 6, 1982 and Wednesday, October 13, 1982 
for the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia to conduct 
a public hearing to consider for adoption an ordinance to amend the 
Code of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, by changing the district classi
fication of Section 21, Parcel 139, from Residential, Limited R-l to 
Conditional Business, General, B-2. 

The Director of Planning presented the application and 
reviewed the Planning Commission action wherein they recommended 
approval with conditions at their September 8, 1982 meeting. 

Mrs. Mann was not present. No one appeared in opposition. 

A letter signed by Mrs. Mann was enclosed accepting the 
following condition in the rezoning of her property. The Director 
of Planning stated this condition was requested by the Airport Au
thority as an extra precaution because of FAA requirements relating 
to the penetration of airspace and construction around airports. 

"Future development of this land, to include any buildings 
or structures, shall not permit any radio, television, power, 
etc. tower which would penetrate the air space needed for the 
safe operation of aircraft and no use shall be established 
which would cause any disturbance of an electrical nature in 
the operation of aircraft or the airfield." 

Mr. Robertson indicated he had asked the County Administrator 
to investigate the possibility of providing for a buffer zone for 
beautification of the airport and industrial park entrance. 

The Director of Planning indicated the Airport Authority 
agreed with the need and had discussed it but felt it was not their 
place to make a recommendation. However, it was mentioned in their 
letter concerning the rezoning. 

Mr. Hargrave asked how much of the property the Authority 
owns. The Director of Planning indicated none. The Va. Dept. of 
Highways and Transportation only has a 60 1 foot right-of-way. Mr. 
Hargrave felt the Authority should express an interest to the 
owner with the desire to talk later about obtaining some property 
for this purpose. 

The County Administrator stated he had not been able to 
talk with the County Attorney, but he felt unless Mrs. Mann agreed, 
the Board could not include the buffer zone as a condition in the 
rezoning request. 

Mr. Robertson indicated that he understood; however, 
he felt the seed should be planted now. He stated that he had a 
valid concern that the County should have a beautification area. 

Mr. Robertson also stated that he was concerned that the 
applicant was not present for her rezoning request. The Director 
of Planning stated Mrs. Mann had been notified but she does not 
make many personal appearances. 

Mr. Bennett asked if it had been stated what the use of 
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the property was going to be. The Director of Planning indicated 
that no one ever stated what the use was. 

Mr. Hargrave mentioned the area was not densely residential 
and asked if the Planning Commission expressed concern for a business 
being located in what could be residential. The Director of Planning 
advised that the Planning Commission had no real concern about homes 
being located there because of the businesses already established and 
the Airport. 

Upon motion ·of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that the Dinwiddie County Zoning Ordinance be 
amended by changing the district classification of Section 21, parcel 
139, from residential, limited R-l to conditional business, general, 
B-2. The following condition shall be enforced: 

IIFuture development of this land, to include any buildings 
or structures, shall not permit any radio, television, power, 
etc. tower which would penetrate the air space needed for the 
safe operation of aircraft and no use shall be established 
which would cause any disturbance of an electrical nature in 
the operation of aircraft or the airfield. 1I 

In all other respects said zoning ordinance. is hereby 
reordained. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--P-82-7--LEONARD HARRISON 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on Wednesday, October 6, 1982 and Wednesday~ October 13, 1982 
for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to consider 
for adoption an ordinance to amend the zoning ordinance. of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, by. changing the district classification of 2.72 + 
acres. of Sec. 21, Parcel 113. from Agricultural, General A-2 to Busi
ness, General B-2 .. 

'\ 
The Director of Planning pr~sented the application and 

reviewed the Planning Commission action wherein they recommended 
approval at their September 8, 1982 meeting. 

Mr. Harrison appeared in support.of his rezoning request. 
He indicated he wanted to expand the store and that because he 
hurriedly built the store, did not have time then to ask that the 
property be rezoned. He added that the property was 2.72 + acres 
directly behind his store. 

No one appeared in opposition. 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie County Zoning Ordinance be 
amended by changing approximately 2.72 acres of a 13.4 acre tract 
shown as Section 21, Parcel 113 on the County Tax Maps from Agri
cultural, General, A-2 to Business, General, B-2. Said parcel 
contains approximately 237 1 of frontage along U.S. Route 1. and 
extends approximately 500 1 in depth. The property is bounded to 
the east by U.S. Route 1, to the north by Lawrence E. Brooks, to 
the west and south by the lands of Leonard F. Harrison, Jr. 

In all other respects said zoning ordinance is hereby 
reordained. 

IN RE: P-82-6--MRS. EUGENIA MASON 

~lrs. Eugenia Mason. appeared, representing Mrs. t~ann, after 
action was taken on all th~ rezoning cases. She made no comments. 
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The Chairman advised Mrs. Mason when she arrived to consider 
the possibility of working with the Airport authority to permit them 
to obtain some property for beautification of the Airport entrance. He 
stated it was not made a condition of the rezoning, but he would ask 
that she consider it in her planning. 

IN RE: PROCUREMENT ORDINANCE--AUTHORIZATION TO ADVERTISE FOR PUBLIC 
HEARING 

The Chairman stated the Board has received copies of the 
procurement ordinance which must be adopted by January 1, 1983 or 
the County must adopt the State law. He indicated that the County 
Attorney recommended setting a public hearing date at this meeting. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he would like to have a discussion of 
certain points in the ordinance before the public hearing date. The 
Chairman stated they could hold a workshop session before that time. 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the County Administrator be authorized to 
advertise the procurement ordinance for a public hearing to be held 
November 17, 1982; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Din
widdie County, Virginia that a work session on the ordinance be held 
after the November 3, 1982 meeting. 

IN RE: WITHDRAWAL OF SHOOTING RANGE PERMITS--DONALD GREENWAY 

The County Administrator advised the Board that the two 
shooting range permits submitted by Donald Greenway are being with
drawn. He indicated that Mr. Greenway did not appear at a meeting 
set to meet with him. Upon contacting his home, his Mother indi
cated he did not want to pursue the shooting range permits. The 
County Administrator added that they had not received any indication 
from St. John's Church that they desired a permit. 

IN RE: MEETING WITH WELL DIGGERS--NEW HEALTH DEPARTMENT REGULATIONS 

The County Administrator stated that the well diggers had 
talked with some members of the Board and desired a meeting with 
them, the State legislators and Health Department officials to 
discuss the new Health Department regulations governing septic 
tanks, drainfields and wells. He suggested Tuesday, October 26, 
1982 at 3:00 P.M. The Board agreed leaving the time flexible to 
the County Administrator's need to schedule the other people in 
attendance. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber, Mr. Bennett, 
"aye", the meeting was adjourned until 3:0 

ATTEST: ~ -------
W. • KN TT 

by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Mr. Robertson voting 

.M. October 26d982. 
~~,4) 

?-n 
IRMAN 
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OCTOBER 26, 1982--3:15 P.M.--CONTINUATION OF OCTOBER 20, 1982 MEETING 

PRESENT: G. E. ROBERTSON, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
STEVE WEBER, VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
M. L HARGRAVE, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
A. S. CLAY ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

ABSENT: G. S. BENNETT, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT #1 

The Chairman stated that the new Health Department regula
tions on wells, septic tanks and drainfields were scheduled to go 
into effect November 1, 1982. The regulations were causing problems 
for the well diggers as well as additional'cost to the homeowners. 
The well diggers, therefore, had requested help in this area and 
invited the Homebuilders and other interested parties to be in atten
dance.at this meeting. Other local government officials have been 
invited along with representatives from the State Health Department. 

The Chairman further stated that he had been enlightened by 
phone calls and by reading the new regulations. He felt the basic 
problem was how to dig a well and grout it 20 feet without the soil 
elapsing. He indicated there were also problems with the different 
forms required for septic systems. Of all the people contacted, 
he had concern expressed throughtout the. State. The following areas 
were present at this.meeting:. Prince George, Chest~rfield, Lunenburg, 
Nottoway, Amelia, Hanover, Brunswick and Mecklenburg. He concluded 
saying that hopefully from thi~ meeting, they co~ld come up with 
something that would make the regulations a little easier to live 
with. 

Ted Baxter.representing the well digger.s, made the opening 
remarks. He stated that he would like to. review the problems they 
had discussed at the earlier meetitig, 

~.Tbe first problem is concerning the forms required. 
The Application to Install Septic System. Now an applicant meets 
the Sanitarian at the site, he checks. the lot.and.issues ·the permit 
or turns it down. Two forms are issu~d. The new regulations are 
requiring fourteen papers sign~d and filled out in .detai.l per instal
lation. 

2. The questions on,the.application require research. The 
biggest problem is the detailed drawing and sketch to scale. Mr. 
Baxter felt the average homeo~ner will have to hire some type of help 
to get all the information. He stated you have.to locate everything 
within a 200 foot radius of the proposed location of·the building 
site. If there is an error, the individual will have to start all 
over again. He felt they will need a.consultant because .people 
don't know what systems they-have. 

work. 
3. There will be a big holdup because of all the paper-

4. Mr .. Baxter stated he had started the d~sign for a new 
distribution box. The landowner and the builder are concerned about 
the finished product. The r.egulations require a minimum of a .22" 
distribution box and with a 24" ditch to get the flow of gravity, 
the distribution box will have to be on top of the ground. 

5. A certain type.of pipe is required. He.stated he 
could see the benefit but it will be an added cost. 

6. Brown, untreated paper is required in the ditch. This 
will be an additional cost. 

7. Wells-

A. On bored wells, have casing in center; dig well larger 
than casing. Come to depth of 20 feet, and he stated he had tried 
pumping and had problems. With 65 to 70% of wells in counties, 
only 25% will stay open to do process. He stated he tried it in 
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an area. He mixed cement and started pumping. The hole stayed 
open, cement went in the backfill and grouting penetrated the area. 
He indicated that he mixed the water and cement and ended up with 
60 bags of material. He hit a 26 ft. water level and penetrated 
past it to 35 feet. If it had not been a 60 foot well, it would 
have cut off the water vein. 

Mr. Baxter then explained how the bored well was put in 
now referring to Drawing D of his material. 

B. He then explained the difference between drilled wells 
and bored wells. He explained a bored well is a reservoir well 
that works on the reserve principal drawing from the bottom. As 
you use the water, the well recovers. The concrete casing is about 
24-34" in diameter. 

With a drilled well, the casing is 4-6" in diameter. You 
hit a rock at 50 feet on. Set casing 5 to 6 inches in rock and 
drill to water vein. You can tell with machine what the water flow 
is going to be. He stated there is no way to guage water flow from 
a bored well; therefore, you could not guarantee the customer 5 gal./ 
min. in a 4 hour flow. 

He added that the drilled well is $ll/ft and sometimes you 
can go 400+ feet before hitting water. He indicated that was the 
case in the well for the School Bus Garage. 

Mr. Baxter stated they had dug test sites in Chesterfield, 
Dinwiddie and Prince George to show the problems. All wells will 
not be dug the same way. There will be a problem waiting for the 
paperwork and they didn't really know how to establish a charge 
for the work. 

Mr. Henry Dowdy of Dowdy's Well and Septic Service spoke 
next. Mr. Dowdy indicated that he was very concerned and had been 
to many meetings, since the State started their draft in 1970. He 
stated then that the Health Department was asking for things that 
were impossible. 

1. Joints have to be watertight. He stated if this was 
so, all well contractors should park their machines. They know 
you can't get water if the joints are watertight. 

2. The regulations require you to pump neat cement in well 
to prevent surface water from coming in. He indicated the general 
contractors would not allow them to pour the seals. They wanted 
to pour their own to save money. They cut corners and that's where 
the problems started. State geologists said wells must be water 
tight. He stated we know water comes through joints, so if you 
pour 10 to 15 ft. well seal, you cut off the surface water. He 
stated he was not implying the builders weren't good but they cut 
corners and the State Health Department knows it and bypasses it. 
Now they're taking the rules and regulations for deep wells and 
applying them to shallow wells. He stated that backfill doesn't al
ways follow casing. Sometimes you can drill faster than its falling 
in. Can't get casing in ground unless opening is bigger than casing. 
It will slump in. Past the 20 ft level, have openings with irregular 
shapes. General contractors pour seal and shut off vein completely. 
State Health Department took no action. People pump off reserve and 
they're out of water. If this happens in conventional method, it 
will happen in pumping grout. It's impossible to pump. When 
you pump, gravity will push it down before up. There's not a member 
of the Health Department that can show you how it can be done. It 
has to go down. Can't inspect or measure it without going to middle 
of well and breaking through casing. The Sanitarians don't know how 
it will be inspected. Mr. Dowdy stated he knows how to cheat and he 
feels these rules will force mass misrepresentation. He indicated he 
would let general contractor sign off on permit. He added that the 
Sanitarians don't have the tools to inspect it and the homeowners can't 
afford it. It is an impossibility. If it falls in at 15 feet, can't 
go 20 feet, it will block the vein. He stated in Gloucester, he had 
two deep wells to grout at 15 to 20 feet. He said he had to lie or 
not do the job. They're trying to put deep well rules on shallow 
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wells. A bored well is better and chea~er. 
a cement seal in the wrong way. Should let 
cide. With slope rules, actually need more 
youlll seal off the veins. You cannot stop 
weight builds up. 

They are going about 
the well contractor de
than 20 ft. grout, and 
it from pushing down as 

Mr. Billy Williams, Chairman, Prince George Board of Super
visors, spoke next. He directed his comments to the State Health 
Department who he was sure acted in good faith. But on any regu
lations covering any subject: 

A. Include workers who do nuts and bolts in writing regu-
lations. 

B. Always remember best regulations should be concise, brief 
and include common sense. 

He stated he felt we have been over-regulated and over
protected and this has happened with these new regulations. He hoped 
the Health Department will listen to the well diggers and do like 
they did in North Carolina, make modjfications for a working solution. 

Mr. Allan Mitchell, a well digger for 19 years, spoke next. 
1. He doesn1t see a real need for the pump test. In drilled wells, 
when you hit 10, you get 10. Bored wells aren1t designed for flow. 
2. He has been grouting wells at 10 feet since the Health Department 
first required it. Since that time, he has had virtually no complaints. 
Now· at 20 feet, you have soup. Could leak anywhere. He stated 
he would like to see the 10 ft. grout made law. He knows 10 feet will 
work. Ninety percent of the problems he has had with wells is the 
customer getting muddy water because'the plumber knocked a hole in 
the side of the well. 

The Chairman opened the floor to the Health Department 
officials. 

Dr. Robert Stroube, Assistant Health Commissioner, spoke 
first. He started by explaining how the regulations got to where 
they are now. He said they prepared the draft and have distributed 
it in the past five years. They received public input and docu
mented all the comments received at the meetings held up to the 
Spring of 1981. They were then ready to promulgate them. They 
met with Delegate Glasscock who met with the homebuilders. The 
concern expressed then was with septic tanks. On July 1, 1981, 
the General Assembly reviewed the regulations and held hearings. 
The 1982 session voted to defer the regulations but it was defeated. 
Because of adjustments in getting started, through the Governor, 
they did get them deferred until November 1. 

The regulations do provide for a Sewage Handling and 
Disposal Advisory Group. They are representative of interested 
parties for an on-going review of problems with the regulations. 

Mr. Eric Bartsch, Director, Division of Water Programs, 
spoke next. He indicated that the Advisory 'Committee met October 
6, 1982 and will have another meeting the first week in January. 
They will receive feedback then and see how things are going. 

1. He addressed the paperwork first. He stated there 
was an application blank with the basics~-what the Sanitarian needs 
to locate and make a test at the site--name, address, location, 
planned usage, etc, very rudimentary. 

2.' Appendix II-l--General outline or sketch of lot. He 
stated that it doe~not have to be to scale. They also ask where 
are other thingSlOcated that might affect the well. The individual 
can pace them off and give an idea of distances. He stated the worst 
case is when a permit is all,owed and a septic system contaminates 
a neighbor1s well. So, they do want approximate dimensions. They 
have written i~structions for the staff and a copy will be provided 
the 'applicant. The staff will work with the applicant to fill out 
the form. The Sanitarian needs to know what to look for when he 
goes out. Most of the forms are for the Health Department1s use. 
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3. The Sanit~rian has to put holes in the ground. He 
records this information to determine what the soils can be used 
for. If a percolation test is required, there is a form for this 
also. The Sanitarian records his information for all to understand. 

4. The construction permit and inspection form. Mr. 
Bartsch ctated that this form shows the contractor where the system 
must be installed and the specifications. It can also be used to 
solicit bids. The Sanitarian must inspect the system before it is 
covered. This is also documented on the construction permit and a 
copy given to the owner showing the system is working properly. The 
first basic application is the only one the public has to fill out. 

5. A signed statement is required by the contractor when 
he finishes the job to say it was done to thespecifica~ions. This 
is given to the owner and the owner gives a copy to the Health De
partment. 

Mr. Bartsch stated that the Health Department or any 
agency has authority over a well only when it is installed with a 
septic tank on the same lot. No one has authority over a well 
otherwise. 

6. Water Well Completion Report - If a well is going to 
be put in, the Sanitarian shows where the well is to be put. A 
GW-2 form is filled out by the well contractor for the State Water 
Control Board. The Health Department is to be furnished a copy and 
they will accept it. The Sanitarian will use that to answer questions 
on his inspection form. 

7. Operation Permit - Under the Uniform Building Code, 
an Occupancy Permit has to be issued. Under a Memorandum of Agreement 
signed between the Health Department and HUD, the Building official 
will not issue the Certificate of Occupancy until he receives an 
Operation Permit from the Health Department. 

Mr. Bartsch then addressed the questions concerning the 
distribution box. He stated that they set the freeboard regulations. 
The heighth of the box must be above lines that come into it. The 
bottom is 411 below the invert. It is a standard FHA box. They use 
their standards nationwide. Mr. Baxter indicated that he didn't know 
of any box that size. He stated he put his present box in an FHA 
house and the Health Department approved it. 

Mr. Bartsch again indicated it was an FHA design. He 
stated that the boxes used today are not outlawed. If the contractor 
has alot on hand, 'they can use them up. The Health Department will 
make a determination on a case by case basis. Under Part D-Excep
tions, the field staff are allowed to grant exceptions. The regu
lations require substantial compliance only. 

Mr. Dowdy indicated since discussing the regulations 
earlier, he had talked with a supervisor over several counties and 
they had not received the first word or heard anything about ex
cepting situations. 

Mr. Bartsch stated they had held several staff orientation 
workshops in the past two weeks and that question has been covered. 
He suggested they talk to Mr. Burnett about any problems. 

Mr. Dowdy asked about the form design that can't be used. 

Mr. Bartsch indicated it depends on whether the form meets 
substantial compliance. 

Mr. Sam Bland asked what the additional cost will be to 
the consumer. 

Mr. Bartsch indicated that they held fourteen workshops 
and received written and verbal comments. They asked the contractors 
if they saw any difference in cost with the new regulations. They 
stated it looks like business as usual except we know what do do 
now. 
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Mr. Bartsch stated .that th~ crush strength pipe is 1500 
feet-rather than 1 ,000. The contractors-indicated they needed 
stronge-r pipe. 

He stated the percolation rates allow 120 mih/inch which 
very few States allow. 

He stated the square footage requirements are identical. 

Mr. Bartsch indicated he had not seen an increase in cost 
from th~_ regulatio~s. 

Mr~ Bland asked why weren ' { the localities notified of 
the public hearings. Mr. Bartsch stated they were. They had a 
ma.ilinglist with ov~r 1,OOO.names on it-.- In 1981, they had 200+ 
at the workshops. The General Assembly held 8 public hearings 
between June 1981 and F~brua~y, 1982. It was in the newspapers. 
All changes were mailed out and every written comment was answered. 

. . . 

Mr~ Bland asked what percentage of complaints had they 
received about contaminated wells. ' 

. . .. 
Mr. Bartsch stated information was mailed out 18 months 

ago ~nd in August of this year. He could guarantee it was put in 
the rna i1. 

Mr. kobert~on stated th~t when the- Health Department 
wanted more money, the Board got the message.~ He was concerned about 
this additional paperwork because the County was told it might l~se 
a Sanitarian! 

Mr. Baftsch-stated it was mailed out. 

Mr. Barn~s, Chairma~ of the Board, Lunenburg County~ stated 
they didn't get it. He indicated he wa~co~cerned about the memo 
sent to well diggers. about_24 hournotic~. 
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Mr. Bartsch indicated he got 
about it and it wa$ not a State Health 
was a local ~equirement by Dr. Graham. 
out to Dr. Graham concerning this. 

a letter from Brunswick 
Department regulation. It 

He added a letter was going 

Delegate Beasley Jones asked how they were going to handle 
the grouting. 

Ted Baxter wanted to make one more comment before they 
moved to wells. He indicated there would be a $300 additional cost 
on the 1500 lb. pipe. Mr. Bartsch stated they did not have to use 
brown paper. 

Mr. Baxter indicated that with a higher percolation rate, 
you need more drainfield. Mr. Bartsch stated the slower the water 
gets, more area needed. You would rather provide a larger area than 
have the permit turned down. 

Mr. Bavter stated he had been told it had to be 120 
min./inch. 

Mr. Bartsch reviewed the regulations stating a special 
permit was not required. 

Mr. Bartsch then addressed Mr .. Jones l question concerning 
wells. He stated there was a concern about 20 ft. casing and 
grouting on shallow wells. He indicated if they followed the rules 
most States had on soils ~llowed, they would rule out most of the 
State. So Y9U set system in at water level and grout and case at 
20 feet to eliminate surface water contamination. Mr. Bartsch 
explained that bor~d wells can be grouted similar to drilled wells. 
Bring gravel .uP to 20 feet. Prepare concrete. Pour on gravel and 
put case on top. Take pellitized betanite and put it on top of 
gravel. It swells and.plugs hole. Then grout on top to surface. 

He stated the regulations on cement call for up to 6 
gallons of water per bag. You can use a tremie pipe or pump. 
Adjust as you need to. Start from bottom to surface. Make a seal 
so water doesn't get in. Alright for water to go to bottom and 
come in. 

As to caving problems, you can have that in hard rock. 
May not be able to provide 20 feet. The Field staff can allow 
exceptions. They will go 17 or 18 feet if that's all you can 
get. They just don't want the people to get sick. 

Mr. Jones stated that 20 feet is not a mlnlmum then. Mr. 
Bartsch indicated it can be handled on a case by case basis. 

Senator Eva Scott asked what instructions have been given 
to the Sanitarians about making a decision to grant exceptions. 

Mr. Bartsch advised her they have been given a manual 
on exceptions. It is also in the regulations. He added they are 
not hard and fast rules. 

Mrs. Scott indicated that the people who do the work 
don't know what these exceptions are and. that can be a problem. 

Mr. Bartsch stated that all were approaching November 1 
with trepidation. Some will take these regulations as the Ten 
Commandments and others will substantially comply. But we all 
must work together. If we find out theylre not working, we can 
make some changes. 

Mr. Allan Mitchell asked who he was to talk to about an 
exception if he runs into a problem. 

Mr. Marion Burnett, Regional Sanitarian Supervisor, 
stated that t~e minimum standards are set. They do not want the 
exceptions to become the rule. It is incumbent upon the well 
diggers to ask for an exception when it is a unique case. He 
has a responsibility. Every job can't be an exception. 
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Mr. Mitchell asked if he grouted below 20 feet because 
it was ~aving at ~·feet and signed off ~n the permit, what will 
happen if the Health Department doesn't ~pprove it .. Ted Baxter 
added that 75% of the wells will cave .. Somearie from the audience 
indicated this was true in the Northern Neck ,and all ·thesurrounding 
areas. Mr: Baxter-added they will 'not stay open 20 feet. They are 
not isolated.cases. 

Mr. Jones asked if.theregulations will be reviewed again 
in January, 1983 .. 

Mr. Bartsch said yes, the"Advisory Committee will meet. 

Mr. Jon e s ask e d i f 10 cal q 0 v ern ni en t s will ben 0 t i fie d. ' 
~ , 

Mr .. Bartsch indicated they have'a representative on the 
Committee. 

-Mr. Jones stated he woul dli ke peop'l e here today to know 
about· the meeting-and be heard. 

Mr. Bartsch stated the Virginia Wate~ Well Works Association 
rep res en tat i v e . wi 1 1 be. the r e ~ I t -i s . a p-u b 1 i c. me e t ~ n g . 

Mr. Willis Sitzer, asked if one well' diqger at any of 
those meetings agreed with cement and water grout.· 

Mr. Bartsch said yes, from Virginia Beach. 

Senator-Richard Holland stated apparently the regulations 
w i 11 ,g 0 i n to e f fee t Nov ember 1, 1 9 8 2 .' Aft e r . Nove m b era n d Dec em b e r , 
at the January 1:> 1983 meeting the 'Health Department will ·receive 
testimony whether they are worklng .. The rules. can be changed. The 
well diggers should be heard. The legislatorsdon't always recog
nize the rules as the Statutes they passed. He added he was delighted 
they would be holding·a meeting as early·as January. 

·Senator Scottindi~ated she felt .the meeting was helpful 
and the people doing the work should be heard. She felt the Health 
Department has a better. insight. now .. If ·thewell diggers do' have 
problems she wanted them to let her a~d ·the other.representatives 
know. . .. . 

DelegateLewi~ W~ P~rker stat~d that he echoed the Senators l 

remarks. He wanted .his people to stay intouch.with'him. He would 
make them aware of the meetings.: He still wanted to fihd oat ~ore 
about the gro~t and distribution box. He appreciated the openness 
exemplified by the State Health Department. 

Dr. Straube stated a~parently,there were some problems 
getting the information out. He advised- them if he could get 
the names and addresses, he would s~nd a ~otice abo~t the Advisory 
Committee- meeting to those interested.-He added that comments 
could be submitted.any time. 

Mr. Robertson ask~d'him if ~e had learned ~nything today 
that would be of any help to the well' diggers .. Dr. Straube indi
cated he had learned more aboat the well problems. 

··Mr. Hargrave stated itwouJd. be.good to have the Health. 
Department examine the 1 0 ft.. we 11 s tos ee' w tic!' t. i sac t u a 11 y causing 
the contamination problems .. He.added alot of people.are.uncom
fortable with the pressure grouting. Mr. Ha~grave:stated that all 
the people in the field are going to,strive to enfOrce the rules. 
He reminded:the Health Department that th~County had to deal 
with a Sanitarian befOre'who was very cap~icious in his decisions 
and they' finally moved him. He felt the people had been stung. 
The field person~el .will not· be Gomf~rtable to make exceptions or 
maybe be as understanding. . . . 

M~. Weber stated there seems te have ~een a problem with 
communications to the Sanitarians· and the County- and this needs 
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to b e imp r 0 v e d . H e f e 1 t the w ell d i g-g e r s are not get tin g the sam e 
information. He wanted all to work together to protect the people. 
He also does not want the cost to run up. He felt meetings with 
the Sanitarians and well diggers would be helpful. 

Senator Scott stated she would like to know more about 
the extra costs. 

Ted Baxter indicated that the extra $300 he spoke of was 
on the seotic system alone. The wells could be anywhere from 
a $500 to $3000 additional cost. He added -they will have to go to a 
drilled well when the bored well doesn't meet specifications. When 
you go deeper, a larger pump is rsquired and more treatment is needed 
which will add to the costs. Senator Scott stated this extra cost 
was a concern to all. 

Mr. Willis Sitzer stated that on a bored well, neat cement 
is costly. He added that someone way out West wrote the 20 ft. 
regulations. He stated they just as well drill the wells. The neat 
cement is too costly. 

Mr. Dowdy stated they cannot afford to pump cement grout. 
He said they won't get blockage at l~ inches and may cave in at 10 
feet. He stated they would pay the Health Department representative 
$1,000 to show them how to block. It takes pounds of cement to fill 
cavity. They can't show us how do do it without pushing it down. 

Mr. Mitchell. stated they came to the meeting to get some 
changes but he didn't feel anything has changed. He asked if it 
would be possible to get some tests run so he wouldn't buy alot of 
equipment and find out it isn't needed in January. 

Dr. Stroube advised him he could work with Mr. Bartsch 
at the actual site. Mr. Mitchell indicated he would meet him any
where, but preferably in Dinwiddie because of the cost to move his 
equipment. 

Mr. Mitchell asked what will happen if they find it can't 
be done. 

Dr. Stroube stated he couldn't answer that because they 
would have to talk to the lawyers. The delay of the regulations 
until November 1 was done by emergency legislation through the 
Governor's office. 

Mr. Robertson asked what good the public meeting will be 
if they can't change the regulations. 

Dr. Stroube indicated they could change them but not 
by November 1 because of the public hearings required to be held 
and the General Assembly review which could take six months altogether. 

Mr. Baxter reminded them that this process had been tried 
in 1972 in N.C. and they abandoned it. 

Mr. Marshall Johnson, representing the Homebuilders, stated 
it sounded like two different ball games and they needed to get their 
acts together. He thanked them for being invited to the meeting. He 
indicated that he hated to see the well diggers buy all that equip
ment and find out in January itasn't needed. And thev certainly 
can't pass anymore costs to the home buyers. 

Mr. Harg ave asked if they couldn't waive the enforcement 
until the rules are set or at least until Mr. Mitchell has had a 
chance to show them a test site. 

Mr. Robertson asked that the Health Department notify 
him about what can be done in that regard. He stated the test would 

. b e jus t sot hew ell dig g e r s w 0 u 1 d n 't h a v e to bu y e qui pm e n tun n e c e s s a -
rily. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he would like to see the Health Depart
ment give some indication that they saw some of the practical pro
blems today. 
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Dr. Stroube advised them'that he could not commit the 
Commissioner. They held hearings from July 1, 1981 until now and 
that was thettme to'work on'the regulati:o,ns. He stated they would 
try to get'the-information out better in the future. 

Mr. Bob Hin~s st~tedhe sold toov~r 200 contractors. He 
i ndi ca ted he 'h ad a p proa c hed theHea 1 th. Departmen t wh en th e s e reg u
lations came out and they didnl~ chan~e anything. The well diggers 
donlt have $50,000 for a pump. They can pour it and do the same 
job. He'said they tried three test site~and Mr. Burnett received 
the results. Mr. Burnet~ stated he receive~ the specifications only. 

Mr. 'Hinesstated that if they are allowed to pour, 
they would be putting water at a poor man1s table and have a sani
tary'well . 

. The Chai~man thanked everyone for coming. He felt the 
meeting was well cond~cted., He urged the ~ell diggers to keep a 
record of their problems .between now;and the meeting and he would 
keep them as informed as possible. ;He was greatful to see all who 
came out for the m~eting and he thanked the Health Dept. representatives. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he would like to see a deleaate from 
the group/be heard at the committee hearing. 

Mr. Bartsch advised him that they would have a representative 
from the Va. Water Well Works there and they should talk to him. 

Mr. Hines and others stated that this individual .would not 
represent them. 

Mr. Hargrave asked again if a designee here could appear 
at the meeting. Mr. B~rtsch stated they could. 

Mr. W.W. Edwards asked what the well diggers were sup
posed to do until January 1. The Chairman advised Mr. Edwards the 
Health Department .~ould get back to the Chair'with some information. 

Mr. Bartsch stated they could use atremie pipe. Pour 
the cement in the funnel and keep going'til, they reach the top. 

Mr. Edwards said with.a 20ft. cavity, they don1t have 
enough cement to fill it up. Mr. Bart~ch advised him they could 
f ill i t up now' and use t rem i e pip e to' g r Q u t. The y' we r e nit be i n g 
asked to fill the cavity with cement. 

There being no further comments, the meeting was ad
jounred at 5:37 P.M., 

A TT ES T: ~ -----------
/ . C. OTT 

BERTSON, JR., 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF, THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, DIN
WIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 3RD DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1982 AT 2:00 
P. M. 

PRESENT: G.E. ROBERTSON, JR., CHAIRMAN 
STEVE WEBER, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

IN RE: 

M.l. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 

T.E. GIBBS 
MITCHELL HARRIS 

INVOCATION 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

DEPUTY SHERIFF 
DEPUTY SHERIFF 

The Reverend Joseph Slowik, Pastor, St. John's Church, 
delivered the Invocation, which was followed by the Pledge of Alle
giance. 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Mr. Hargrave stated that in reference to the October 26, 
1982 minutes, there might be a need to review the details with a 
representative of the well diggers if the Board desired the minutes 
to be technically correct. 'If not, he felt they were generally cor
rect in reference to the nature of the business that took place and 
moved that the October 20, 1982 and October 26, 1982 minutes be 
approved. Mr. Bennett seconded the motion. Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Ben
nett, ~~r. Clay, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voted "aye". 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voting 
"aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: 

General Fund checks-numbering 82-2104 through 82-2186 
amounting to $83,215.62. 

IN RE: COMMISSIONER OF REVENUE 

Mr. W.E. Bolte advised the Board that the last session of 
the General Assembly made a provision to permit mobile homes to 
be considered real estate an~ qualify for exemption under. the Tax 
Relief for the Elderly and Totally and Permanently Dissabled. He 
felt it would be a big help to these individuals in the County, and 
asked that the Board consider amending the ordinance to include 
mobile homes. Mr. Bolte indicated it did have to be the individual's 
main dwelling to qualify. 

Mr. Robertson asked how many were in the County. Mr. Bolte 
stated there were very few. He added that public hearings would be 
required and the change should be effective by February 1, 1983. 
Mr. Bolte suggested that the Board might also consider raising the 
income limits. 

The Chairman instructed the Commissioner of Revenue to 
consult with the County Attorney and County Administrator and pre
sent his recommended changes to the Board at the next meeting to 
consider for advertisement for a public hearing. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mrs. Margaret W. Lewis presented her report for the month 
of October, 1982. Mr. Hargrave asked what the cash picture was at 
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the present time. 

Mrs. Lewis felt that the County would not have to borrow 
at the present time. The tax money was coming in fairly well because 
the tickets went out early. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the cash was being invested closely 
to earn as much interest as possible. Mrs. Lewis assured him it was, 
although she usually had to guess at what the expenditures were going 
to be. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha presented his report for the month of 
October, 1982. He indicated that trailers were still outnumbering 
houses. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

Mr. L.A. Brooks presented his report for the month of 
October, 1982. 

IN RE: LIVESTOCK CLAIM--L.A. COLEMAN 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. H a r g r a v e, ~~ r . Ben net t, Mr. Web e r, Mr. Rob e r t son v 0 tin g II aye II , 

Mr. L.A. Coleman was awarded $120 for four (4) pigs. 

IN RE: REPAIR OF COUNTY VEHICLES--SCHOOL BUS GARAGE 

The County Administrator presented the following report 
on repairing the county vehicles in the school bus garage: 

Begin 1/1/83. 

Equipment and Tools - This would be a start-up cost. Items needed: 

Filter Wrench, Grease Gun, Oil Spout, Various wrenches, pliers and 
screwdrivers. Approximate Cost - $2,000. 

Parts, Oil and Grease - These are being purchased now when this ser
vice is being provided by the private sector. Cost approximately 
$1,000. 

Things to Be Done: 

1. Change engine oil & grease. 
2. Check and replace when necessary - battery, windshield wipers, 

water hoses, head and taillights, power steering fluid, trans
mission fluid, antifreeze, tires (flats only), fuses, belts, 
brake fluid, oil filter, air filter. 

Things Not to Be Done: 

1. Repairs or work on motor, i.e. tuning, water pumps, heater hoses, 
fuel pumps, transmission, power steering, body, radiator, brakes, 
radios, tires, (balancing & aligning), alternator, wiring, muffler. 

The above list outlines the scope of service to be provided and the 
service not to be provided. A work sheet will be maintained on each 
vehicle with the mechanic checking those items completed under the 
list of things to be done. Under the heading of things not to be 
done, the mechanic would check those items that need to be repaired 
at an automobile shop. 

This agreement between the Board of Supervisors and the School Board 
will be for twelve months. At the completion of ten months, the ope
ration will be evaluated to determine one of the following: 

1. Continue the agreement. 2. Continue the agreement and broaden the 
scope of services. 3. Discontinue the agreement. 

On January 1, service will begin on the Sheriff's Department vehicles 
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and the County Administration1s vehicles. On February 1, service will 
begin on the Rescue Squad vehicles. On March 1, service will begin 
on the social service department vehicles. 

Employee - The operation for the first year will require one employee 
under the direct supervision of the School Board. If he is not in
volved in working on county vehicles, he may work for the School Board. 
When this employee is sick or on vacation, the School Board will arrange 
for a replacement for him. 

The present labor cost is virtually impossible to determine. At pre
sent, 95% of the service and preventive maintenance are performed when 
repair work is done. Labor costs for each area is not defined. Anti
cipated labor costs at school board garage - $10,000 to $12,000 for 
the first year. 

He added that high figures were used on the estimates. He 
indicated that this was a new approach, not used in other places. 
What they were trying to do was only service. work in the first year 
that would not require alot of parts and equipment to be purchased. 
The items listed under things not to be done were very time consuming, 
and would be difficult for one man to tie up all his time. 

He further stated that· they set the guidelines to let 
Mr. George Soloe, Maintenance Supervisor, work into the job gradually; 
therefore, the departments serviced would be staggered from January 
to February to March. The report showed one individual to be hired 
to work directly under the School Board at an approximate cost of 
$12,000. Mr. Robertson asked if this figure would include fringes. 
Dr. Vaughn advised him it would. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the individual would report to Mr. 
Soloe directly. The County Administrator stated yes and he would 
also be paid by the School Board, funds to be included in the County's 
appropriation to them. Each individual mechanic is furnished a box 
of tools. 

Mr. Robertson asked if flats would be fixed from 8:00 a.m. 
to 5:00 p.m. only. Mr. Soloe stated anything after 5:00 would be 
overtime. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that the Rescue Squad vehicles bothered 
him because they were getting into what the County doesn't own. He 
also stated that the fire departments weren't mentioned and he felt 
they would be next in line asking for service. 

Mr. Soloe indicated that the fire trucks would have to 
be emptied first. He was hoping he could work into other agencies. 
Mr. Soloe added that he felt the fire trucks were kept in alot better 
condition. The Rescue Squad vehicles are on the road all the time. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if he would be able to handle the fire 
trucks. 

Mr. Soloe stated not with just one person. Mr. Robertson 
asked about all the fire department jeeps and vans. Mr. Soloe 
indicated that on a normal day, with two to four people working, 
they can handle six vehicles. He didn't feel like they could jump 
into it too strong in the beginning. 

Mr. Hargrave suggested they may want to give the fire 
departments a wait and see position. 

Mr. Robertson asked what authority the County has if, i.e., 
the Sheriff does not want his vehicles maintained at the garage. Mr. 
Hargrave stated the County owns the cars, but he couldn't imagine 
there being any objection. The County Administrator stated he didn't 
see any problem with it. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the School Bus garage parts person would 
keep proper records on the vehicles for the County to use to improve 
usage. Mr. Soloe stated records could be kept, but he would suggest 
a maintenance officer be appointed in each agency to make sure the 
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cars are brought in when scheduled, and someone he could talk to about 
problems on improper usage. 

Mr. Clay asked if any thought had been given to bidding out 
the service rather than putting on another employee. It could be 
bid on time and material basis to a service station. 

Mr. Weber asked how much money the County is really going 
to save by having this small amount of work done at the School Bus 
garage. 

Mr. Robertson stated you could look at the claims to see 
how much was being spent on this type of service at other places. 
But the prime concern is having preventive maintenance done on 
these vehicles and doing business in an orderly manner. 

Mr. Clay added that the individual has to also check his 
own car properly on a regular basis. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if bidding had been talked about. 

The County Administrator indicated that no private enter
prise had been contacted. 

Mr. Clay stated he was interested in getting the best job 
done the cheapest way. 

Mr. Robertson asked if to be effective, would they need three 
to four locations in the County. 

Mr. Clay felt one would be sufficient near the center of 
the County to do the service work. He stated Mr. Soloe could draw 
up the specifications. Then there would be no need for tools, equip
ment, and fringes. 

Mr. Weber indicated he would like to see it checked into. 

Mr. Bennett stated he would like to broaden the scope of 
service if it were going to be bid out. He would like to see all 
the work included except major engine and transmission work. 

Mr. Robertson stated they might as well include everything 
if they were going to bid it out. 

Mr. Hargrave felt that no local place could do all the 
work. He stated a major concern to include in the specifications is 
that proper records be kept. It will probably be harder to commu
nicate with them but he was all for looking into it. 

Mr. Soloe stated he thought it would work. There were some 
good mechnaics in the County but it would have to be on a time and 
material basis. They could bid the labor at a flat rate per hour. 

Dr. R.L. Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, suggested they 
might want to consider bidding two categories--one service and/or 
all the other work. 

Mr. Soloe stated that he wanted the Board to understand 
that they had a facility and wanted to help the County if they could. 
But it would, of course, be more work for his people and he wasn't 
trying to reach out and get the work. 

The County Administrator stated that no matter who did the 
work, the funding sources would be the same--Compensation Board, 
Social Services, Rescue Squad would still pay for their own work. 
Mr. Hargrave asked if the Rescue Squad knew this. The County Admini
strator stated no one had been approached about funding. That would 
be done after the Board of Supervisors gave approval to this program. 

The County Administrator was instructed to investigate 
whether there was interest in the private sector to enter into a con
tract with the County to perform maintenance and repair work on 
county vehicles. 
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IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. J.T. Lester appeared before the Board to answer any 
questions they might have. He advised them that they had started 
work on Bishop Street and Rainbow Drive and would make good progress 
if the weather would cooperate. The County Administrator advised Mr. 
Lester that he had received a letter from Southside Electric stating 
they would take care of their poles as soon as possible. 

IN RE: LIGHTING AT INTERSECTION OF HARWELL DRIVE & U.S. #1 

At a previous meeting, the Board discussed a request for 
a streetlight at the intersection of Harwell Drive and U.S. #1. The 
Chairman stated that the installation was postponed pending investi
gation and recommendations from the Highway Department. The Highway 
Department sent a letter in reply indicating they had reviewed the 
intersection and were unable to determine any safety problem at that 
location. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he thought the location of the road 
was the question. He asked if there was a street sign there. He 
was advised there was. 

Mr. Robertson stated he remembered the problem was not 
being able to locate the entrance. They had requested a report from 
the Traffic Engineer. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that it seems they needed a marker. 

Mr. Weber stated that the request was for one streetlight 
and he felt it should be installed. 

Mr. Hargrave indicated that he felt a reflector would be 
suffi ci ent. 

Tommy Gibbs, Deputy Sheriff, stated there was a stop sign, 
road marker, two reflectors on posts and light from a big Exxon 
sign and Pecht1s business. He felt it was very well lighted. 

To allow time for the members to review the site, action 
was postponed. 

IN RE: C & P TELEPHONE--REQUEST FOR RIGHT-OF-WAY 

Mr. Gilbert E. Holland, Engineering Assistant, C&P 
Telephone Co., appeared before the Board to request a 10\ x 1180 1 
r/w to place a buried cable and associated pedestals on the County1s 
landfill property on Rt. 645. This relocation is due to the Va. 
Dept. of Highways & Transportation1s project on Rt. 645. He stated 
some tree cutting and brush clearing would be required. The cable 
is to service the telephones to the Landfill, and there would be 
no cost to the County. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, t~r. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following right-of-way be approved: 

The Right-of-Way will start at the south property line 
and continue north to the south edge of the driveway that goes 
into the landfill. The Right-of-Way will be 10 1 (foot) off the 
State Right-of-Way and run parallel to Rt. 645. The proposed cable 
will be placed in the center of the Right-of-Way with a minimum 
of 30 11 inches of ground cover. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--CABLETELEVISION AMENDMENTS--A-82-7 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Wednesday, October 20, 1982 and Wednesday, October 
27, 1982 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing 
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to consider for adoption an ordinance to amend Chapter 15A of the 
Dinwiddie County Code by changing certain sections dealing with 
Community Antenna Television Systems. 

The County Attorney presented the amendments stating they 
had been discussed extensively, and input had been received from 
two cabletelevision companies. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that it surprises him that governments 
require cable t.v. companies to provide them free connections and 
public time. He stated it seems not proper that others pay for 
services that serve everyone. The County Attorney stated it was 
not a hot issue with the companies and was customary. 

No one appeared in favor or opposition. 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting 
"aye", 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that the Dinwiddie County Code, as adopted April 
1, 1970, and as heretofore amended be further amended by the following 
changes to Chapter 15A and in all other respects Chapter 15A is hereby 
reordained: 

The last sentence in the following sub-section as it cur
rently exists is deleted and replaced as follows: 

Section 15A-3. Application for franchise. 

(a) ... Applications shall be accompanied by a non
refundable application fee of $100.00 to offset direct expenses 
incurred in the franchising and evaluation procedures. 

The first sentence in the following sub-section as it currently 
exists is deleted and replaced as follows: 

Section 15A-3. Applications for franchise. 

(b) Any applicant who is granted a non-exclusive franchise 
shall, in addition to the non-refundable fee specified hereinabove, 
pay to the County upon acceptance of the franchise, $5,000.00. 

The following sub-section is changed to read as follows: 

Section 15A-5. Franchise fee. 

(b) Payment of the franchise fee shall be quarterly and 
made within forty-five days after the expiration of each of the 
Grantee's fiscal quarters based on an estimate of gross subscriber 
revenues. The Grantee shall also file, within one hundred twenty 
days following the conclusion of the Grantee's fiscal year, an annual 
report prepared and audited by a Certified Public Accountant accept
able to the County, clearly showing the yearly total gross subscriber 
revenues broken down on a quarterly basis. For each and every fiscal 
qarter Grantee's gross subscriber revenue estimates fall 20% or more 
below actual receipts a penalty of 15% shall be imposed on the amount 
by which the actual revenue exceeded the estimate. Additional fees 
and the penalty, if any, shall be paid upon the filing of the annual 
report. 

The following sub-section is changed to read as follows: 

Section l5A-6. Insurance - Bonds - Indemnity. 

(a) 

(4) A performance bond running to the County with good 
and sufficient surety approved by the County in the sum of Twenty 
Thousand Dollars ($20,000.00) conditioned upon the faithful per
formance and discharge of the obligations imposed by this chapter 
and the franchise awarded hereunder from the date thereof. At 
such time as the Grantee completes a significant portion of its 
obligation to service a percentage of the occupied dwelling units in 
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the County, the Grantee may petition the Board to reduce the amount 
of the performance bond; provided, however, that such bond shall 
not be reduced below $7,500.00. 

The last sentence in the following sub-section as it currently 
exists is deleted and replaced as follows: 

Section 15A-10. Franchise Transfer. 

(d) ..• Such approval shall not be unreasonably withheld 
or delayed. 

The following sub-section is changed to read as follows: 

Section 15A-ll. Franchise revocation. 

( a ) 

(2) A Grantee becomes insolvent, unable or unwilling 
to pay its just debts or is adjudged a bankrupt. 

The following section is changed to read as follows: 

Section l5A-12C. Management Fee. 

For its management services during this interim period, the 
Grantee shall be entitled to receive as compensation, the net profit, 
as defined herein, generated during the period between the date 
the Grantee received written notice from the County of its intent 
to purchase the Grantee's cable television system or' the expiration 
date of the franchise, whichever is earlier, and the payment of the 
purchase price. Such management services shall not be continued without 
Grantee's consent for more than six (6) months. However, if the Din
widdie County Circuit Court determines that the Grantee is responsible 
for any delay in transfer of ownership and control, the Grantee shall 
continue to operate the cable television, as provided for in Section 
15A-12B, without compensation for its services until the sales agreement 
is executed and ownership and control passes to the County or its 
assignee. In addition, the County shall also have the further right to 
(1) forthwith terminate Grantee's franchise and have the system removed 
or (2) to purchase the assets of the Grantee's cable television system 
at its depreciated value. 

The following sub-sections are changed to read as follows: 

Section l5A-13. Initial franchise area. 

(b) The Initial Franchise Area shall be subject to approval 
by the County, and may be amended at any time, either by the County 
on its own motion or upon petition to the Grantee by fifty percent 
(50%) of the residents within the area to which the proposed amend
ment applies. T~e area must be adjacent to the Initial Franchise 
Area. Petitions are acceptable only in areas in which the total 
number of miles of paved and unpaved, public and private, streets 
and roads (exclusive of limited highways) within the extended area 
exceeds seventy-five. This shall in no way restrict the right of 
the County to act on its own motion; provided that the density cri
teria are met. 

(c) The Grantee may interconnect its cable television system 
with other cable television systems or other broadband communications 
facilities located in contiguous communities so long as such inter
connection is for the benefit,of subscribers within the County as 
conclusively determined by the County. 

The following sub-sections are changed to read as follows: 

Section 15A-15. System description. 

(b) The Grantee's cable television system shall have the 
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capability to operate with at least thirty-five channels. Program
ming on all channels will not be required. 

(c) The Grantee's cable television system shall within 
twenty-four (24) months after the franchise is awarded have technical 
capacity to enable it to provide nonvoice return communications upon 
installation of additional equipment not requiring rewiring of the 
cable television system. The County shall have the option of requi
ring active nonvoice return communication when it becomes feasible and 
is in the community's interest. 

(d) Within twenty-four (24) months after the franchise is 
awarded the County may require that the Grantee's cable television 
system maintain at least one specially designated noncommercial 
public access channel available on a first-come, nondiscriminatory 
basis. If the County requires it the system shall maintain and have 
available for public use the minimal equipment and facilities necessary 
for the production of programming for such a channel. If the Court 
requires it, one such channel will be made available without charge, 
except that production costs may be assessed for live studio presen
tations exceeding five minutes. Such production costs and any fees 
for use of other _public access channels shall be consistent with the 
goal of affording the public a low-cost means of television access. 

(e) The Grantee's cable television system shall within twenty
four (24) months after the franchise is awarded maintain a specially 
designated access channel for use by local educational authorities. 
This channel shall be installed and made available without charge 
from the time of commencement of cable television service in the 
County. 

(f) The Grantee's cable television system shall maintain 
a specially designated access channel for local government use. 
This channel shall be made available without charge within twenty
four (24) months of the commencement of cable television service 
in the County until five years after completion of the system's trunk 
1 in e. 

(g) Delete. 

(h) Whenever all of the channels described in paragraphs 
(d), (e) and (f) of this section are in use during eighty percent 
(80%) of the weekdays (Monday to Friday) for eighty percent (80%) 
of the time during any consecutive three-hour period for six con
secutive weeks, the Grantee's cable television system shall, 
within the limits of its channel capacity specified in paragraph (b) 
of this section and if consistent with tne applicable FCC rules and 
regulations, have six months in which to make a new access channel 
available for any or all of the purposes for which such channels 
are designated. 

(i) Grantee shall provide, without charge within the Initial 
Franchise Area, one service outlet to each fire station, public 
school, police station and public library; provided, however, that, 
if it is necessary to extend Grantee's trunk or feeder lines more than 
one hundred fifty feet solely to provide service to any such school 
or public building, the County shall have the option, either of paying 
Grantee's direct costs for such extension, in excess of one hundred 
fifty feet, or of releasing Grantee from the obligation to provide 
service to such building. Furthermore, Grantee shall be permitted to 
recover, from any public building owner entitled to free service, the 
direct cost of installing, when requested to do so, more than one 
outlet, or concealed inside wiring, or a service outlet requiring 
more than two hundred feet of drop cable. 

The following sub-section is changed to read as follows: 

Section l5A-17. Operational requirements. 

(d) Copies of any correspondence, petitions, reports, appli
c~tions.a~s other documents sent or received by Grantee from Federal 
or State agencies having appropriate jurisdiction in matters affec
ting cable television operation shall be made available by Grantee 
to the County upon request for cause. 



The last sentence in the following sub-section as it cur
rently exists· is deleted and replaced as follows: 

Section 15A-18. Tests and performance monitoring. 

(b) .. Periodically, but not less frequently than once 
every six months, the following da'ta will be obtained and made 
available for County inspection:· 

The following sub-section is changed to read as follows: 

Section 15A-26. Rights reserved to the County. 

(c) The right to adopt additional regulations at the end 
of the tenth year of the franchise to require that the system 
be upgraded to what is then considered a IIstate of the artll system. 

IN RE: AUTHORIZATION TO BID CABLETELEVISION SERVICE 

Mr. Weber moved that the County Administrator be autho
rized to send out bids for cabletelevision service to be returned 
by January 3 for action at the January 5, 1982 meeting. 

The County Attorney indicated they may run into problems 
with advertising in trade publications if they asked for them to 
be returned that soon. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if we received any bids from adver
tising in the trade magazine. The County Administrator stated they 
received inquiries. He then suggested that he be allowed to find 
out how soon it could be advertised in the Trade Journal and then 
ask for returns sixty (60) days thereafter. Mr. Hargrave added 
that they might mention in the advertisement that the ordinance 
has been changed. 

Mr. Weber amended his motion to receive bids 60 days 
from the earliest time it can be advertised in the trade magazine. 
Mr. Hargrave seconded the motion. Mr. Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, 
Mr .. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voted lIaye li

• 

IN RE: 1982 COST ALLOCATION PLAN 

The County Administrator stated that for the past three 
years, the County has contracted with David M. Griffith & Associates 
for the preparation of a cost allocation plan for the County. The 
County only pays a fee if funds are recovered, and the limit of the 
fee is $4,000. The recovery is based mainly on the Social Services 
Department. He felt the firm has done an excellent job and recom
mended that the County enter into an agreement with David M. Griffith 
& Associates for preparation of the County's Cost Allocation Plan for 
1982. 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Weber, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr.· Bennett, Mr.· Robertson voting "aye ll , 
the County Administrator was authorized to execute the Cost Allo
cation Plan ·contract for 1982 with David M. Griffith and Associates. 

IN RE: DISCUSSION OF LANDFILL FEES 

The County Administrator stated that on October 10, 1982, 
they started charging Mr. Thweatt .$20/10ad to dump in the County 
Landfill. He indicated that Petersburg and Prince George charge 
$22.50. He stated that Mr. Thweatt had been allowed to make dumps 
free of charge; however, now the trash he is dumping is not all 
Dinwiddie trash. He indicated he didn't know whether the fee had 
slowed him down or not. 

The County Administrator indicated he wanted to find out 
the Board's response. He stated they do charge Central State and 
T.W. Mayton when they use the Landfill periodically.· They were 
not really charging customers and he wanted to know if the Board 
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had any problems with what they were doing. He added that he didn't 
think an elaborate fee schedule was needed at this time. 

The Board indicated they had no problem with the procedure. 

Mr. Clay asked how the disposal with Rochester Button Fac
tory was going. The County Administrator indicated it was working 
out well. The only expense to the County would be maintaining the 
area around the dumping site. Mr. Weber asked when the last test 
was made. The County Administrator indicated he would have to 
check the records, but he knew it had been less than a year ago. 

IN RE: STUDY OF DISPOSAL ALTERNATIVES 

The County Administrator stated that, of course at this 
time, it was unknown as to whether the County would contract with 
either of the disposal firms. However, he suggested a study be 
made to determine how much it is costing to dispose of trash with 
the present Landfill, so they would have a comparison figure for 
contract negotiations with the firms. Mr. Hargrave added that 
increased haul distance, equipment and man utilization should 
be included. 

The Board concurred with having the study done. The 
County Administrator stated he hoped to have it ready by the 
December 1, 1982 meeting. 

IN RE: JAY DEBOER--NEW DELEGATE FOR THE 63RD DISTRICT 

The Chairman recognized and congratulated Mr. Jay DeBoer 
for his election to the House of Delegates, representing the 63rd 
district. Mr. DeBoer stated this district represents part of Din
widdie, Petersburg and Prince George. Therefore, the needs are 
going to be different. He stated he and Mr. Beasley Jones, 62nd 
District, might not always agree but they would do their best 
for the County and always welcome input from the Board of Supervisors. 
He closed stating he was looking forward to a close working relation
ship. 

IN RE: ADMISSIONS TAX--WORKSHOP DATE 

Mr. Clay stated that the Board had discussed the Admis
sions Tax before and he felt now was a good time to move along on 
it while things were quiet. The County missed recently collecting 
on the Air Show held at the Airport. 

Mr. Robertson indicated the County was limited by law 
on the tax at 10% and there had been some discussion before as to 
whether to include charitable and non-profit organizations. He 
felt these things needed to be addressed. 

The County Attorney stated there would have to be a 
public hearing. He indicated he had prepared a simple ordinance 
before, but it should include alot more detail. 

Mr. Hargrave asked how lengthy the legislation was. The 
County Attorney stated it was three to four lines in the Acts of 
Assembly naming the localities who were authorized to enact the 
tax. He felt the Board should decide upon some reasonable cate
gories. 

Mr. Hargrave also felt it was a good time to establish 
the tax. It was going to be the only way to gain a little income 
to defray the costs of providing service for these events. 

The County Attorney suggested that a workshop be held 
first so the Board could provide him with what they wanted to in
clude in the ordinance. 

The Board agreed to hold a special workshop session on 
the Admissions Tax at 7:00 P.M. before the regular meeting on 
November 17, 1982. 
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III 

IN RE: PROCUREMENT ORDINANCE WORKSHOP 

The County Administrator asked if the question on the 
School Board coverage had been clarified. Mr. T.O. Rainey, Assis
tant County Attorney, appeared before the Board to answer questions 
on the ordinance. He stated that at the VML seminar, no distinction 
was made on the School Board.' They would be governed by what the 
County did~ 

1 . Mr. H a r g r a v e a s ked i fin Sec. 2 - 1 2, the s am e doll a r 
limit is applicable as established in the first part of the ordi
nance. Mr. Rainey stated yes, it relates to page 5, Sec. J, which 
presently reads $10,000. 

2. Mr. Hargrave stated that page 4, (c) state<;l all bids 
shall be opened and announced in public at the given time and place. 
He asked if that could be done without the Board meeting and having 
a formal bid opening. Lanny stated yes, as long as it was announced 
how it would be done when you advertise for bids. 

3. Mr. Hargrave indicated that page 4 (e), calls for 
award to lowest bidder. _He asked if you have to take the lowest 
bid. Mr. Rainey stated yes, provided the bidder is "responsive 
and responsible". Dr. R.L. Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, asked 
what is meant by responsible. Mr. Hargrave suggested if he knew 
someone was not, don't ask him for a ,bid. Dr. Vaughn asked what 
if the work submitted was not adequate. Mr. Rainey indicated it 
could be worked into the defintion of responsible. 

Mr. Robertson said that Sec. 2-12B stated a notice must 
be posted 10 days prior to receipt of bids in a public place or 
published in a newspaper. Mr. Rainey stated that was correct; 
they had two choices. 

4. Mr. Hargrave asked who makes the determination in 2-12 
(g). Mr. Rainey stated the Board or a Procurement Officer. Mr. 
Hargrave indicated that was a heavy responsibility. Mr. Rainey stated 
the,Board sets the(policy but most governments are delegating the 
Authortty. 

5. Mr. Hargrave asked ,in reference to Sec. 2-18, why 
couldn't braDd names be used. Mr. Rainey stated they can be used 
as long as it is specified in the Invitation to Bid. Mr. Robertson 
indicated that the State shows ubrand nCl,me or equivalent" on their 
Invitations to Bid. Mr. Rainey said the County wouldn't have to 
if the brand name was specified in the Invication to Bid. 

6. Mr. Bolte stated that he understood if a contract 
was in force, it would not have to be rebid. He said his office 
used a data processing service and he usually renewed it by signing 
a letter. He stated he would hate to have to rebid it every year. 
Mr. Hargrave advised him to write do~n what has to be done with 
the contract and what difficulties he would have wi,th rebidding 
it. Mr. ,Bolte stated with the present limit, he might not have 
to bid. Mr. Rainey stated it could probably be defined as a 
professionql service and the requirements are more lenient. 

7. Mr. Hargrave stated that it seemed odd in Sec. 2-22 
that a 95% payment is required with only a 5% retainage when the 
ordinance was supposed to be prote~ting the public. He felt that 
it should be addressed back to the State. Mr. Rainey advised him 
it was straight out of the Code. 

. 8. Mr. ,Hargrave as~ed 
above bond requirement was law. 
out of the Code. They could, of 
than $25,000. 

if on Sec. 2~23, the $25,000 and 
Mr.,'Rainey stated it was straight 
course, require a bond on less 

9. Mr. Robertson stated that on page 3, Sec. 2-11 allows 
the County Administrator to designate a purchasing agent. He 
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asked if he could do this even if the position did not exist. Mr. 
Rainey stated it could be a present employee. 

10. Mr. Bolte asked if all departments must go through 
the purchase officer, or through the procedure. Mr. Rainey stated 
that the intent was go protect the County from someone going out 
and making a purchase on their own. They should at least contact 
the Purchase Office. They could give approval or the Purchase 
Officer could do all the work. It allows for a central purchase 
system. On Page 2 {m}, you may exempt petty cash usage. 

The County Administrator stated that as he understood 
it, all the departments in the County would come under the 
ordinance. Mr. Rainey indicated that was correct. 

11. Mr. Hargrave asked how 2-33 would be enforced. Mr. 
Rainey stated the contract could be disbarred. It was straight 
out of the Code. 

Mr. Elder stated he had called and obtained an answer 
on the School Board. As he understood it, if the School Board 
purchases through the County, they are bound by the County ordi
nance. If not, they are bound by the State Code. Mr. Hargrave 
then asked if you could designate more than one Procurement Officer. 
Mr. Rainey stated there probably could be an Assistant. Mr. Robert
son stated that at the workshop in Charlottesville, they stated that 
the School Board was bound by what the County adopted. Mr. Elder 
stated there had been alot of argument, but it seems it has been left 
up to the School Board as to how they want to purchase. 

Mr. Bolte asked if it meant every office must purchase 
through the Procurement Office. He was told yes, if it was over 
$10,000 or whatever amount is set. Guidelines will be established for 
everything under that. They could be just what is being done at the 
present time. 

12. Mr. Hargrave asked about the intent on page 11, Sec. 2-
36. It states that materials can't be supplied by the Architect or 
the Engineer. He felt that was why alot of the firms have combined 
into one. 

13. The County Administrator asked if you had to bid in
surance every year. Mr. Rainey stated it could be considered a 
professional service on a long term contract. 

The Chairman thanked Mr. Rainey for his work on the ordi
nance. A public hearing will be held November 17, 1982. 

IN RE: RAYMOND MCCANTS--REPAIR OF COUNTY VEHICLES 

Mr. Raymond McCants stated that he could not see taking 
the county's vehicles to a service station because they were not 
really mechanics. He added they shouldn't be getting $22/hr. He 
indicated the County had spent $450,000 on a garage and maybe it 
should be the central garage. Mr. McCants urged the Board to try 
the School Bus Garage for a year. They would save money. 

T8e Chairman stated his points were well taken. That is 
why they were looking at the other possibility. He felt they would 
probably find the School Bus garage cheaper. 

IN RE: BLUE CROSS/BLUE SHIELD INCREASE 

Mr. Bennett asked the Superintendent of Schools if the 
School Board's Blue Cross Blue Shield rates had increased like the 
County's. He stated they had. Mr. Bennett asked if they had 
planned for the increase. Dr. Vaughn indicated they had not. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting 
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"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(1) of the Virginia Freedom of Infor
mation Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 4:01 P.M. to 
discuss personnel matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session 
at 4:27 P.M. 

IN RE: ITEMS INCLUDED IN INFORMATION SECTION OF BOARD MATERIAL 

The following items were included in the Information Sec-
tion of the Board's material for this meeting: 

IN RE: 

1. Hazardous Waste Facility Siting Legislation. 
2. Jail Expenses & Income for the 1st Quarter. 
3. Block Grant Information. 
4. VDH&T - Report on Rt. 40 and Rt. 613 Intersection. 
5. Letter from Director,District 19 Mental Health & 

Mental Retardation Services. 
6. Study of Real Estate Procedures. 
7. Industrial Develop. & Revenue Bond Act Study Commission -

Notice of Public Hearing. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting 
"aye", the meeting adjourned at 4~.2~ ,/11? 

~L62~ 

~
/~~ G.E. BERTSON, JR., ~MAN 

ATTEST:y...p._:..:,..~~_~_~ ~ 
.C. NOTT 
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VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA, ON THE 17TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1982 
AT 7:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.E. ROBERTSON, JR., CHAIRMAN 
STEVE WEBER, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 
M.L HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. EL.DER 

ABSENT: C. L. MITCHELL 

IN RE: DISCUSSION OF ADMISSIONS TAX 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

SHERIFF 

Mr. Clay asked at the November 3, 1982 meeting, that the 
Board discuss the Admissions Tax. They agreed to meet in Special 
Session to hold a workshop. The County Attorney was present to 
answer questions. The County Administrator stated that at this 
time, there were several questions to be answered. 1. Do they want 
the tax? 2. What percentage the tax will be? 3. Will it include 
profit and non-profit organizations? 

Mr. Robertson asked the County Attorney to define what 
a non~profit organization is. Mr. Elder advised him that the key 
is whether the organization itself is non-profit, not whether the 
organization is making a profit at the event. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the Air Show at the Airport had 
been held in the name of the Airport Authority, would it ha~e been 
under the Admissions Tax. Mr. Elder indicated it would not have 
been taxed since the Authority is a non-profit organization. 

Mr. Robertson then asked if an event is being held in 
the name of the Fraternal Order of Police and they are paying 
someone to put it on, would it be taxed. Mr. Elder stated since 
it is sponsored_ by the FOP, it would be a non-profit organization 
and therefore not taxed. 

Mr. Robertson then stated that the County lost valuable 
money for the music festival when it was held. He stated the ads 
indicated the event was being held to give a portion of the pro
ceeds to the Jaycees. Mr. Elder stated that it was not sponsored 
by them, 'so it would not have be~n non-profit. 

Mr. Robertson then asked who would make the decision 
as to what is profit and what is non-profit. 

Mr. Elder stated that to whoever the application was sub
mitted would make the decision but non-profit could be defined sim
ply by any organization recognized as non-profit by the IRS. He was 
not sure what to do with the non-profit organizations who wanted 
to join up with a promoter for an event. The County would have to 
rely on their integrity. 

Mr. Clay asked if the tax pertained to admissions only. 
If so, what about tickets for a church supper where you are pur
chasing a meal. Mr. Elder stated no, the Board could make a dis
tinction. But he felt they would have problems, i.e., the Pig-Nic 
is a meal but other things are involved once you get in. 

Mr. Robertson asked about the cover charge at the 
Country Music Lodge. Mr. Elder stated that would be taxed. Mr. 
Robertson again asked who would make the decisions. 

Mr. Elder indicated the one administering the ordinance. 
These things would have to be defined in the ordinance and the Board 
could make it as explicit as they wanted to. 
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Mr. Weber stated that the one making the decisions would 
be busy 24 hours a day. Mr. Elder stated it would probably be 
himself since he is the legal representative for the County. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if you could set a money or size 
limit below which you wouldn't charge. This might take away the 
trivial things. 

Mr. Elder indicated he was not sure. He added he had thought 
of all the Entertainment Permits the Board had been granting. Col
lecting the tax on those would be more trouble than it was worth. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the County would require an audited 
report from the organizations. Mr. Elder stated the County would 
need a report of income but it would be foolish to require too much. 

Mr. Hargrave suggested requiring a permit starting at a 
1,000 person event and going up. 

Mr. Elder stated he had reservations about whether that 
could legally be done. 

Mr. Hargrave suggested it could be written as a policy 
level. Mr. Elder indicated he didn't really care for that. Mr. 
Hargrave felt that unless the County got into major entertainment, 
it wasn't worth fooling with. 

Mr. Robertson asked if there was a way the ordinance 
could be written so that for those events requiring special permits, 
the tax would be set at the time their request appeared before the 
Board. Mr. Hargrave added that not all events have to appear before 
the Board. 

Mr. Bennett felt that on small events, you would have to 
rely on the people's word as to what their income was. Mr. Elder 
agreed. 

Mr. Clay felt the tax shouldn't be so hard to administer. 
The burden to collect the tax is placed on the individual holding 
the event. 

Mr. Robertson stated that everyone was concerned about 
the fact that the Sheriff, fire and rescue services are used and 
they mayor may not receive a donation. Since the County wants 
to try to recoup that cost, Mr. Robertson suggested it would save 
alot of time by saying the promoter will pay for these services, 
and restrict others from using them. Mr. Elder stated you could 
cover those who get a permit, but it would be hard to cover all. 
He added that these service organizations have to respond to emer
gencies. 

The County Administrator asked if, in that case, you 
had to guarantee someone would cover the event. Mr. Elder indi
cated you would. You could use off-duty personnel. 

than the 
has had. 
they got 

Mr. Weber stated that he felt it would be more trouble 
money taken in was worth, with the few events the County 

He also felt it would cause hard feelings, especially if 
into school events. Mr. Elder agreed it would probably 

cause an uproar. 

Mr. Hargrave indicated what little you would receive 
from the smaller events would probably not pay for the gas used. 

Mr. Robertson asked if there was such a thing as an 
Unusual Business Tax for a business that might hold a special event 
once a month. Mr. Elder and the Commissioner of Revenue stated 
they didn't know of such a tax. 

Mr. Elder stated that if they don't tax non-profit organi
zations, income will be very insignificant. Mr. Hargrave indicated 
he was concerned where the event is the type that requires a con-



i
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siderable expense. 

Mr. Elder stated that under the Special Entertainment 
Permit and other powers that the County has, they could require large 
event holders to pay part of th~ expenses. 

Mr. Hargrave again asked if it could be ddne under the 
tax with a dollar or size limit. Mr. Elder stated he doubted it 
could be done. 

Mr. Hargrave then asked what the County has had that was 
held by profit organizations. He was advised there have been three 
big events. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if a participative event would qualify? 
Mr. Robertson asked if that was the difference between the Amusement 
Tax and an Admissions Tax. Mr. Elder indicated they were considering 
only an Admissions Tax. 

Mr. Hargrave indicated he was only interested in keeping to 
large events. He had no desire to get into alot of bookkeeping. He 
felt the County should collect on those of magnitude that impact on 
the County. 

Mr. W.E. Bolte, Commissioner of Revenue, stated he could 
see the man at the'Air Show collecting the tax. But on the donkey 
ballgame at the school, there would be no tax but the promoter 
would be making a profit. He didn'tfeel that was a fair tax. 

Mr. Robertson asked if they could say X% at the discretion 
of the Board. Mr. Hargrave said that would be bad. 

Mr. Bolte indicated it would be easier from an admini
strative point, to put the tax on everything. He felt there would 
be more problems with things you are trying to exempt. 

Mr. Bennett asked if the Board would be opposed to putting 
the tax on everything. Mr. Robertson stated he would. 

Mr. Hargrave stated it would be a problem for someone 
having a turkey supper or a play at school. 

Mr. Clay suggested it be tabled so the Board could do more 
homework. Several things had been mentioned that he had not thought 
about." Mr. Elder' agreed there was alot to think about from the 
administrative point. 

Mr. Hargrave asked Mr. Elder if he felt comfortable with 
a number limit. Mr. Elder stated he didn't know. Mr. Hargrave asked 
him to check with the Attorney General to see if it could be done. 

Mr. Weber stated he felt the tax should be on big events, 
not small stuff. 

Mr. Bolte stated the percent of tax is another question. 

Mr. Elder asked if in defining events, the Board desired 
those things you come and sit and watch. Mr. Robertson indicated 
that would take in the schools. 

Mr. Clay stated that he just thought it was a gopd time 
to discuss the tax while everything was quiet. 

Mr. Clay moved that discussion of the tax be tabled 
until the County Attorney has prepared- a draft ordinance for review. 
Mr. Hargrave seconded the motion. r~r. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Ben
nett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voted "aye". 

7:45 P.M. - ITEMS FROM NOVEMBER 17, 1982 MEETING AGENDA 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Har-
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grave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 
the Board decided to continue with certain items of business from 
the agenda of the November 17, 1982 regular meeting. 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, r,1r. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting 
"aye", the minutes of the November 3, 1982 meeting were approved 
as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting 
"aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: 

General Fund checks-numbering 82-2187 through 82-2390 
amounting to $87,597.27; History Book Fund-Check #HB-82-5 in the 
amount of $7.00; Johnsongrass Control Fund-check #JGC-82-11 in 
the amount of $30.00; Library Fund-LF-82-20 and 21 amounting to 
$187.04. 

IN RE: LAND USE SEMINAR 

The Chairman announced that he had received information 
from J. Paxton Marshall, Extension Economist, Virginia Cooperative 
Extension Service, concerning a regional assembly of the Virginia 
Assembly on Land Use Policies to be held Friday, December 10, 1982 
at Longwood College. Mr. Robertson stated he would like to attend 
and asked what other members felt they could go. After a brief 
discussion, the County Administrator was asked to make tentative 
reservations for four (4) Board members and other Administrative 
personnel who felt they could attend. 

IN RE: TREASURER1S DEFERRED PAYMENT ACCOUNT 

Mr. Bennett indicated that at the October 6, 1982 meeting 
when the Board last discussed the $914.99 balance in the F.E. Jones, 
Treasurerls Deferred Payment Account, he had appeared to be opposed 
to the payment to Mr. Jones. Since that time, he had taken the 
opportunity to talk with Mr. Jones and Mrs. Margaret Lewis. He 
stated that Mr. Jones did not want the entire amount, but did feel 
during his term, that he probably put in $250 to make up shortages. 
He, therefore, felt a check should be written to Mr. Jones for 
the amount of $250.00. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting 
"aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Treasurer be authorized to issue a Trea
surer1s check in the amount of $250.00 to Mr. F.E. Jones; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the balance in the F.E. Jones, 
Treasurer1s Deferred Payment Account, $664.99, be transferred to 
the General Fund. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Har
grave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 
the meeting adjourned at 7:49 P.M. 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 17TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1982 
AT 8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G. E. ROBERTSON, JR., CHAIR~1AN 
STEVE WEBER, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

M.L HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 

C.L. MITCHELL 

INVOCATION 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 

. ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

SHERIFF 

Mr. W.E. Bolte, Commissioner of Revenue, delivered the 
Invocation, which was followed by the Pledge of Allegiance. 

IN RE: CABLETELEVISION 

Mr. Larry Elder, County Attorney, stated that he wanted 
to emphasize that when the Board gets to the point where the County 
has received cabletelevision proposals and is ready to decide who 
will get the franchise, that a consultant be obtained to advise 
the Board before they take the plunge. He stated that both he 
and the County Administrator do not feel they have the expertise 
needed in this field.· He felt the major need is to have someone 
review the financial backing of these companies. 

The County Administrator stated that he also felt the 
Board should seek professional help. That is what the $5,000 fee 
is for. 

Mr. Hargrave felt they would need someone with a financial 
specialty as well as in the technical area and wondered if they 
could find one individual with both. 

Mr. Elder stated he had asked for a list of professionals 
in that field, but he didn1t have a recommendation at this time. 

Mr. Robertson asked Mr. Elder if he had any idea how long 
the evaluation would take. Mr. Elder stated that if the Board 
makes a decision on a consultant before the January 25, 1983 dead
line and the consultant has all the information at that time, it 
shouldn1t create a delay. You would have to advertise and hold 
a public hearing. 

Mr. Hargrave indicated that the Board would also have 
to weed through the consultants. Mr. Elder indicated he should 
have his list by the next meeting. He said he was not in favor 
of using consultants but felt one was needed in this case. 

Mr. Robertson stated they would receive bids by the 25th, 
advertise two weeks, hold a public hearing and award a franchise. 
Mr. Elder indicated it probably could be done by March 1, but 
the Board would want to review the proposals also. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Weber, Mr. 
H a r g r a v e , t~ r . He b e r, Mr. C 1 a y, Mr. Ben net t, Mr. Rob e r t son v 0 tin g 
lIaye ll

, the County Administrator and County Attorney were requested 
to bring in a list of consultants in each area of expertise for 
the Board to evaluate. 

INRE: PROCUREMENT ORDINANCE 

This being the tim~ and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Wednesday, November 3, 1982 and Wednesday, November 10, 
1982 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to 
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BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that the Virginia Department of Highways and 
Transportation be and is hereby requested to add a section of road 
known as Independence Drive, beginning at a point on Route 1516, 
0.22 mile west of Route 1515 and running in a southerly direction 
0.07 mile to Hope Drive. This road has been constructed, drained 
and surfaced in accordance with Virginia Department of Highways 
and Transportation Specifications and County Ordinances; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Virginia Department of Highways 
and Transportation be and is hereby requested to add a section of 
road known as Hope Drive, beginning at a point on Independence Drive, 
0.07 mile south of Route 1516 and running in an easterly direction 
0.10 mile to dead end·with a turn-around and beginning at a point 
on Independence Drive and running in a westerly direction 0.07 
mile to dead end with a turn:around. This road has been constructed, 
drained and surfaced in accordance with Virginia Department of 
Highways and Transportation Specifications and County Ordinances; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Din
widdie County, Virginia that these roads in Clay Estates Subdivision, 
if accepted, be added to the Secondary System of Dinwiddie County, 
effective on the date of approval of the Highway Commission with a 
maintenance bond and fee, pursuant to Section 33.1-229 of the Code 
of Virginia (1950, as amended); and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Din
widdie County, Virginia that the Board does guarantee the Common
wealth of Virginia a minimum unrestricted right of way of 50· with 
necessary easements for cuts, fills and drainage as recorded in 
Plat Book 10, Pages 104 and 105 dated January 26, 1977. 

IN RE: SEWAGE HANDLING AND DISPOSAL REGULATIONS 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Weber, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has received many 
complaints concerning the sewage handling and disposal regulations 
effective November 1, 1982, issued by the Department of Health; 
and 

WHEREAS, because these complaints were many and varied, 
the Board of Supervisors held a meeting on October 26, 1982, where 
the well diggers and septic system installers presented their pro
blems and stated their complaints, and where representatives of 
the Department of Health responded; and 

WHEREAS, during this meeting, it was quite evident 
that these regulations needed further study; that although designed 
to further protect the health and safety of the consumer, it was 
forcing a tremendous increase in the cost of a well and a septic system; 
and some of these specifications required are unrealistic and 
unattainable; and 

WHEREAS, as a result of this meeting, the State Board 
of Health has issued official interpretations that address many 
of the problems and complaints about these regulations; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors appreciates this 
effort by the State Board of Health and has the feeling that even
tually these problems and complaints could be rectified; and 

WHEREAS, after further discussions with the well diggers 
and septic system installers, the Board of Supervisors is of the 
opinion because of the tremendous increase in cost to the consumer 
and the increase in the investment of the provider, immediate action 
should be taken to suspend the implementation of these regulations; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, that the Governor of the Commonwealth 
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of Virginia is hereby requested to immediately suspend the imple
mentation of the sewage handling and disposal regulations pending 
further review; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that during this period, the State Board 
of Health is hereby requested to modify and/or eliminate those 
provisions that have provided questionable results. 

IN RE: AMENDMENTS TO TAX RELIEF FOR THE ELDERLY, AND TOTALLY 
AND PERMANENTLY DISABLED ORDINANCE 

Mr. W.E. Bolte, Commissioner of Revenue, outlined the 
following changes suggested to made to the ordinance on Tax Relief 
for the Elderly, and Totally and Permanently Disabled: 1. That mobile 
homes be added to the property definition. 2. That personal assets 
be raised to $26,000 3. That $1,000 be added across the Board to 
the income limits. 

With the changes, Mr. Bolte estimated it would cost 
the County $3500. Mr." Robertson asked what these changes would 
do for the people. Mr. Bolte stated it would save them $3500 in 
real estate taxes. Mr. Hargrave asked when was the last time the 
income scale had been modified. Mr. Bolte advised him at the 
last general reassessment. Mr. Hargrave stated they have not kept 
up with the relative values in the beginning and felt it was needed. 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. H a r g r a v e, Mr. Ben net t, Mr. Web e r, Mr. Rob e r t son v 0 tin g II aye II , 

the County Attorney was authorized to draft the proposed amendments 
to the Tax Relief for the Elderly and Totally and Permanently Disabled 
ordinance for advertisement for a public hearing at the December 15, 
1982 meeting. 

IN RE: DISCUSSION OF ADDITIONAL DOG TRAPS 

Mr. Clay stated that he mentioned at the last meeting 
the number of complaints he was receiving about stray dogs and he 
was still receiving alot of them. The people were paying their 
taxes and they expected some services. He felt something should 
be done. Mr. Clay indicated the traps cost about $275 each and 
if they are needed, additional traps should be purchased. 

The County Administrator was instructed to discuss this 
with the Animal Warden and bring his recommendation to the December 
1, 1982 meeting. 

IN RE: NIGHT MEETINGS 

Mr. Bennett asked the Board to think about having two 
night meetings instead of one day and one night. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber, 
Mr. Clay, ~1r. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting lIaye ll

, 

pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 9:20 P.M. to discuss 
legal matters. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting lIaye ll

, the 
meeting adjourned at 9:35 P.M. 

ATTEST: ~ ----------
I • C. K OTT 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM 'OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 1ST DAY OF DECEMBER, 1982' AT 
2:00 P.f~. 

PRESENT: G. E. ROBERTSON, JR., CHAIRMAN 
STEVE WEBER, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

M.I. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
ROY HODGES 

IN RE: INVOCATION 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
DEPUTY SHERIFF 

The Reverend Glen C. Evans, Pastor, Carson United Methodist 
Church, delivered the Invocation, which was followed by the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by ~~r. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, fvJr. Weber, r~r. Hargrave, ~~r. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll , the minutes of the November 17, 1982 Special Meeting and 
Regular Meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES--SPECIAL SERVICE FEE 

The Board of Supervisors received a letter from the 
National Association of Counties requesting a one-time special 
service fee in the amount of $163.00 to help them through a diffi
cult financial period. Hopefully, this fee can offset future dues. 

Mr. Clay asked what would happen if the fee isn1t paid. 
He indicated that he hated for the County to pay for the Associa
tion1s mismanagement. The County Administrator stated he could not 
answer that. Mr. Hargrave stated that there was no way for them to 
rectify the situation. Mr. Weber felt the County should contri
bute. Mr. Robertson added that this was the only way to make up 
the shortfall, and if the County doesn1t help, the organization 
will not be as strong as they would like for it to be. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Weber, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Weber, ~~r. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voting lIaye ll , Mr. 
Clay voting IInayll, the one-time special service fee in the amount 
of $163 was approved for the National Association of Counties. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll , 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: 

General Fund checks-numbering 82-2391 through 82-2476 
amounting to $84,190.53. 

IN RE: PRESENTATION OF DRUM FROM MONCURE COLLECTION 

Mr. W.E. Bolte, Commissioner of Revenue, appeared before 
the Board to present a drum from the Ambler B. Moncure collection. 
The drum, which is traceable back to 1828, was donated to the 
County by Mrs. Jacquelin Moncure Spiers and Mrs. Edith Moncure 
Lopez with the stipulation that it always remain in the possession 
of Dinwiddie County. 
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The Chairman was happy to accept the drum on behalf 
of the County, stating that it will be displayed. The County Ad
ministrator was instructed to write a letter of appreciation to 
the Moncure family for this donation. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mrs. Margaret W. Lewis stated she did not have time to 
prepare a report but would have it ready by the December 15, 1982 
meeting. She added they had collected $1,355,971.36 in taxes 
which was a little higher than last year at this time. She added 
that the majority was collected the last days and the banks were 
also a little behind in collections. 

IN RE: SHERIFF--ROAD CHECKS 

Mr. Weber asked if the Sheriff's Department is still 
holding road checks. Deputy Roy Hodges stated they were. He 
had run two checks himself last month. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James 
of November, 1982. 
the interest rates, 
Blaha indicated the 
year. 

L. Blaha presented his report for the month 
Mr. Robertson asked if with the decrease in 
there was a rising trend in building. Mr. 
last two months have been the highest this 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

Since the Animal Warden was not present, his report and 
discussion of additional dog traps was postponed until the next 
meeting. 

IN RE: SOCIAL SERVICES DIRECTOR 

Mrs. K.B. Talley appeared before the Board to advise 
them that the Social Services Department has two temporary pro
grams operating at the present time. She stated the fuel assis
tance program started November 1, 1982 and they have processed 
459 applications. She also stated they would be distributing 
cheese and butter on Friday and Saturday. 

IN RE: RECOGNITION OF DINWIDDIE FOOTBALL GENERALS 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Weber, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Weber, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Football Generals have been 
widely acclaimed across the State of Virginia, acknowledging 
their outstanding display of talent, sportsmanship, and desire 
to excel; and 

WHEREAS, their record of nine (9) wins and two (2) 
losses is the high school's best ever; and 

WHEREAS, among these wins was the regional champion
ship victory that allowed them to participate in the semi-finals 
of the State Championship; and 

WHEREAS, Cary C. Parker, Head Coach and Athletic 
Director, with his very able assistant coaches, has built a 
tremendously successful football program; and 

WHEREAS, the Generals, Coach Parker, and his staff 
have brought honor and recognition to the County of Dinwiddie; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, that the Dinwiddie football 
Generals be commended on their 1982 achievements and the fame 
received; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 



u , 

Dinwiddie County, Virginia that Cary C. Parker be commended 
for his outstanding leadership and many accomplishments; and 

[ 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that a copy of this resolution be 
presented to the members of the Dinwiddie Football Generals, 
Coach Parker, and the Assistant Coaches as a token of the esteem 
in which they are held by the Board of Supervisors on behalf of 
the citizens of the County of Dinwiddie. 

IN RE: YOUTH SERVICES COMMISSION 

Mrs. Diane Galbreath, Coordinator, Youth and Community 
Services, appeared before the Board to request a replacement ap
pointment on the Youth Services Commission and to review what the 
Commission has been doing. She stated that because his family 
had to move, Tray Abernathy had to resign from the Commission. 
She, therefore, requested that Gregg Jordan be appointed in his 
place as a Youth representative. 

J 

She then distributed a quarterly report of activities 
the Commission has been involved in. She indicated they had a real 
good response from the community on the youth forums they had held. 

Upon motion of Mr. 'Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. We-ber, Mr. Robertson voting 
"aye", ~~r. Gregg Jordan was appointed as a Youth representative to 
the Youth Services Commission, to replace Mr. Tray Abernathy. 

IN RE: POSTPONEMENT OF APPOINTMENTS 

Mr. Bennett stated that if it was agreeable to the rest 
of the Board, he would like to see the appointments postponed 
until the December 15, 1982 meeting. 

Mr. Robertson stated that-in 1978, the citizens,ofthe 
water district were concerned and felt'there was one way to go and 
that was to challenge the mandatory ~onnections. ' They formed 
the "concerned citizens" and obtained legal services. The group 
was gUided by the action of the attorney. Some recommendations 
were not popular and probably should not have been done. He 
indicated that some of the decisions did not reflect the majority 
of the people. Since 1978, most all 'the residents have connected 
by their own choice or either by court order. He added he felt 
the actions taken by the group were not intentionally meant to 
harm the Board of Supervisors but feelings were hurt. Over the 
past three years, Mr. Robertson felt the water has been an asset 
to the area by eliminating some of the trouble spots. He stated 
that he and Mr. Weber represent the citizens of that area. They 
made an effort last year to reconstitute the Water Authority by 
nominating members ,but the majority of the Board did not go 
along with their nominations. He indicated this bothered Mr. 
Weber and himself because they were not allowed to have someone 
they wanted to appoint. He added that he and Mr. Weber had 
always supported the other areas,~nd their district was the 
onlY,one not allowed to put a representative of their choice on 
the Water Authority. 

Mr. Robertson said he hoped the Board would go along 
with appointing the person to the Water Authority suggested by 
Mr. Weber and himself. He also hoped they would take into 
consideration that the prime purp6se of the Water Authority 
was to provide the best service at the lowest possible price, 
and they needed someone with expertise in that area. 

Mr. Robertson stated he had someone in mind who has 
worked in utilities most of his idult life. He felt he would be 
an asset to the Authority, and he was retired and would have the 
time. He, therefore, hoped the Board would go along with the 
nomination of Mr. Andie Perdue. 
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Mr. Weber said he agreed with the Chairman. He felt 
each member of a district should be allowed to select a person 
to serve. He, therefore, nominated Mr. Andie Perdue. There was 
no second. Mr. Bennett moved that the appointments be postponed. 
Mr. Hargrave seconded the motion. Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay voted lIaye li

• Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voted II nay li. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. C.B. Perry, II, Resident Engineer and Mr. J.T. 
Lester, Va. Dept. of Highways and Transportation, appeared before 
the Board to answer any questions they might have. Mr. Perry 
introduced two trainees who are working at the Petersburg Resi
dency for a short period of time. 

1. Mr. Perry stated that the Rt. 226 project was 
recently advertised. The bids came in a little over estimate so 
it will be readvertised this month. Mr. Robertson asked if he 
expected lower bids to come in. Mr. Perry stated he did. 

2. Mr. Perry indicated that Rt. 621 is scheduled for 
advertisement in January. It was going to be a State Forces pro
ject, but because of the State's $100,000 limit on construction 
projects, it will now be contracted out. 

3. Mr. Perry stated that Rt. 645 will also be adver
tised in January. It was also supposed to be a State Forces pro
ject. He indicated they hoped to start all these projects in 
the Spring construction season. 

4. Mr. Perry indicated the Route 1 bridge project will 
be advertised in January and construction should begin in the 
Spring. 

IN RE: ROUTE 604 BRIDGE PROJECT--AUTHORIZATION FOR DETOUR 

Mr. C.B. Perry, VDH&T, advised the Board that the Rt. 
604 bridge project over the SCL railroad towards Carson was in 
the six-year plan to be constructed, and they had developed some 
cost ideas they wanted to discuss with the Board. 

Mr. J.T. Lester stated that to rebuild the bridge in 
the existing location would cost $439,000. To build it in a new 
location would increase the cost by $60,000 to $496,000. To rebuild 
the bridge in the same location, thereby saving the $60,000, he 
stated the Highway Department would need the Board's concurrence 
to close the road and have about a 2~ mile detour for approximately 
six months. 

Mr. Robertson asked what the traffic count was. Mr. 
Lester stated it was 249. Mr. Robertson asked if the road was 
a main thoroughfare. Mr. Lester stated it was more a collector 
being near 95. 

Mr. Perry stated that Richmond could authorize a bonus 
in the contract for the contractor to finish the project quicker. 
Mr. Hargrave felt they should be able to do the work in two to 
three months. Mr. Perry stated it takes time to cure the concrete 
before starting another phase. Mr. Hargrave suggested it might 
be bid on different time periods. He indicated there might be a 
few complaints but it was a good use of money. Mr. Perry stated 
the railroad had already closed it a month repairing the bridge. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Weber, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Weber, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia hereby authorizes the Va. Dept. of Highways and 
Transportatiun to place a detour on Rt. 604 for the bridge project 
scheduled over the SCL railroad; and 
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. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia urges the Va. Dept. of Highways and 
Transportati'on to have the ,project completed as expeditiously as 
possible. 

IN RE: VA. DEPT. OF HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION--COMMENTS 
FROM BOARD MEMBERS 

1. Mr. Bennett asked. if Rt. 672 was on the 1 i st of road 
improvements. Mr .. Perry stated that it was set up four years ago 
and because it passes over the railroad, they expected the rail
road to participate in the cost. The bridge woul,d have to be higher 
to meet the r.ailroad requirements, which the highway department 
considered to be 1/3 of the cost of the project. However, the 
railroad was .only willing to put up $3,000 to $5,000. Mr. Perry 
stated the Board then directed the highway department to hold 
the project in abeyance until the railroad decided to contribute 
their share. Mr. Perry indicated they have contacted the rail-
road but their position has not changed. 

Mr. Bennett asked if the bridge could be rebuilt at 
the same level. Mr. Perry stated it,could not because it would 
have to meet the railroad's requirements. 

2. Mr. Robertson asked about the progress on the roads 
on the County's priority list, which were Bishop subdivison and 
Lee Boulevard. Mr. Perry stated that.the roads in Bishop Subdi
vision were under construction and were waiting now for four uti
lity poles to be moved. He felt they should have relief by the 
worst of the winter. Then, work can start on Lee Boulevard, hope
fully by the Spring. 

3. Mr. Clay asked what the procedure was to have a 
IIStop Ahead Sign ll put up. He stated .one was needed at Rt. 645 
where it goes into Rt. 738. He indicated people don't stop at 
the end and keep going into the woods. 

4. Mr. Robertson asked about what had been done with 
the Stop Signs in Dinwiddie Gardens. Mr. Perry indicated the 
Safety Officer had reviewed it and the stop signs are correct 
in accordance with the Highway Department manual. To make any 
changes would put them in noncomformance. 

5. Mr. Weber asked if they had set a time for overlay 
on U.S. #1.. Mr. Perry stated they had completed their review. 
Mr. Lester indicated they would put slurry on U.S. #1 between 
DeWitt and Dinwiddie, and gravel on #1 from the Residency Office 
to the overhead bridge. Mr. Bennett stated Rt. 460 needed some 
too. 

6. Mr .. Robertson asked what the Rt. ,600 and 226 
project would do to the Namozine VFD signal light. Mr. Perry 
stated it had been placed in conjunction with the plans for 
the project. He added that they plan to make the streets in 
Edgehill Subdivision one way in and one way out. He stated the 
right side would be in and the 'left out, and they would make 
provisions for the fire truck to make its turn. 

7. Mr. Weber stated that the turning lane on U.S. 
#1 at the Produce Center was still causing a problem. Traffic 
backs up because people won't use the turning lane. Mr. Perry 
stated he hoped the problem would be corrected when the bridge 
is reconstructed. 

8. Mr. Robertson stated that the work in Southern 
Pines looks good. IVlr. Weber indicated Mr. Charles'Crowder 
was still having a problem getting into his lane where work 
was done near the church. Mr. Perry asked that he give his 
office a call to discuss the problem. 
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IN RE: REVIEW OF ITEMS BY COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR 

1. Radio Maintenance Bids - The County Administrator sta
ted that all the information on the radios in the County has been 
collected and bids should be ready to go out within the next 
few days. 

2. Auto Repair Bids - The County Administrator stated 
the bids on repair of county vehicles should be ready in 10 
days to 2 weeks. He indicated that he and George Soloe found 
information from other localities who have been successful 
bidding the work out locally. 

3. Cabletelevision - The County Administrator stated 
that he and the County Attorney were compiling a report on con
sultants. He was waiting on information from NACO. 

4. Solid Waste Study - The County Administrator stated 
they had expanded the study to include the Landfill costs as 
well as trash collection costs. 

5. Rochester Button Factory Contract - The County 
Administrator stated that the contract with Rochester Button 
Factory expires January 17, 1983. He stated he would have 
information gathered to present to the Board in January and 
if they wanted to make any changes, to let him know. 

6. Harwell Drive Streetlight - He stated a letter had 
been sent authorizing Vepco to move the light on Harwell Drive. 

7. John Tyler Meeting - The County Administrator re
minded the members of the meeting that night at John Tyler Com
munity College to which all of them had been invited. 

8. Procurement Ordinance - The County Administrator 
stated he had written a letter to Dr. Vaughn asking for the 
School Board's position on the procurement ordinance. He 
also hoped to have further information on guidelines for the 
County by the December 15, 1982 meeting. 

IN RE: TRASH TRUCK REPAIRS 

The County Administrator stated that he had worked up 
information on repairing the spare trash truck before and they 
found it would cost $30,000 to $35,000. At that time, they 
felt it was too much to spend on an old truck. He stated that 
the truck is the first one purchased and it needs a new motor. 
He stated a rebuilt motor would be $8,000 and to repair the 
existing motor would cost $2500. He added that a new truck 
would cost around $100,000. He stated the Landfull uses three 
trucks a great deal. The spare one is needed when one is being 
repaired and they also use it with the regular truck at the 
Airport site. 

The County Administrator indicated he and the Director 
of Sanitation felt $2500 was reasonable to repair the engine. 
Until the engine is pulled, it is not known if a new clutch would 
be needed. That would be an additional $300. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if this was the truck they decided 
to park and not use very much. He was advised it was. He asked 
if the engine was the only major problem. John Loftis, Director 
of Sanitation, stated the cab was in bad shape and it would 
probably need brakes, which would be around $800. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if they shouldn't look at other things 
to be done? The County Administrator indicated that's what they 
looked at before and they figured it would cost $30,000. Mr. 
Hargrave asked if they could find an in between point. The County 
Administrator stated that they felt the engine was what was 
needed now. They may encounter other things later on. He stated 
he would like to prepare all the information for them to look 
over at the December 15, 1982 meeting. 
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Mr. Loftis said the body was in good shape. 

Mr. Robertson asked if there was money in the budget 
for the repairs. The County Administrator stated there was. 

Mr. Weber asked if wasn't the body the only good thing 
on the truck. He felt they would keep adding and adding and still 
not have anything. He didn't feel they could get it in good 
running condition for $2500. 

Mr. Clay stated the ideal thing would be to buy a new 
one. But there is no money in the budget for that. Mr. Loftis 
stated he was just trying to keep his backup. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.l-344(6} of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 3:25 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 4:35 P.M. 

IN RE: INFORMATION DISTRIBUTED AT THIS MEETING 

The following information was included in the Board 
material at this meeting:' 

1. Letter from the Governor concerning the resolution 
on Sewage Handling Regulations. 

2: A letter on Community Development Block Grant funds 
for which Dinwiddie applied. 

3. Information on the Appomattox River Water Authority 
Agreement. 

IN RE: 

4. Letter on the Youth & Community Services program. 

S. Recommended funding formula for local jails. 

ADJOURNMENT 

ATTEST~·~~~~~_ 
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VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
AT THE AIRPORT, DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 6TH DAY OF 
DECEMBER, 1982 AT 5:35 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.E. ROBERTSON, JR., CHAIRMAN 
STEVE WEBER, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

M.I. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 

C. L. MITCHELL 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber, r~r. Robertson voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 5:36 
P.M. to discuss legal matterss. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 5:47 P.M. 

IN RE: APPROVAL OF AMENDMENT TO THE 1964 SERVICE AGREEMENTS 
BETWEEN APPOMATTOX RIVER WATER AUTHORITY AND PARTICIPATING 
JURISDICTIONS 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Weber, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Weber, Mr. Clay,Mr. Bennett, ~1r. Robertson voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the Appomattox River 
Water Authority (the "Authority") passed on July 21, 1982 a "Supple
mental Resolution Authorizing the Issuance of $20,000,000 Water 
Revenue Bonds" (the "Supplemental Resolution"), authorizing 
the issuance of $20,000,000 in Additional Bonds of the Authority 
for the purpose of financing certain improvements, betterments, 
repairs, equipment replacements, extensions and expansions to the 
Authority's water system as more fully described in the Supplemen
tal Resolution; and 

WHEREAS, there is now pending in the Circuit Court of 
the County of Chesterfield an action styled Appomattox River 
v·Jater Authority v. Taxpayers, et al.(Law No. 3547-82) (the "Liti
gation"), regarding, inter alia, the Additional Bonds and the 
1964 "Service Agreements" CaS-defined in the Supplemental Resolu
tion) between the Authority and the Cities of Colonial Heights and 
Petersburg and Counties of Chesterfield, Dinwiddie and Prince George 
(the "Participating Jurisdictions"); and 

. WHEREAS, the Authority and all five Participating Juris-
dictions are desirous of amending the Service Agreements and set
tling all matters raised in the Litigation; 

NOW~ THEREFORE, IT IS RESOLVED as follows: 

1. The Chairman of the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County is authorized and directed to execute the "Settlement Agree
ment" among t~e Authority and the Participating Jurisdictions set
tling the Litigation, in substantially the form attached hereto 
as Exhibit 1 and incorporated herein by reference, conditioned upon 
approval by appropriate resolution of the governing body of each 
Participating Jurisdiction, and upon execution of such Settlement 
Agreement by the duly authorized representatives of the Authority 
and each Participating Jurisdiction. 

2. The Chairman of the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County is authorized and directed to execute the "Amendment to 
1964 Service Agreements Between Appomattox River Water Authority 
and Participating Jurisdictions" (the "Amendment ll

), in substantially 
the form attached as Exhibit A to the Settlement Agreement, con-
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ditioned upon approval by appropriate resolution of the governing 
body of each Participating Jurisdiction, and upon execution of 
each Amendment by the duly authorized representatives of the Autho
rity and each Participating Jurisdiction. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voting 
"aye", the meeting adjourned at 5:49 P.M~ 

~/7.~ /~~e~ ..... 
ATTEST· ~ . 

frIf-.~c---r:.~~=--. C. OTT 

,J ~ 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA, ON THE 15TH DAY OF DECEMBER, 1982 
AT 8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.E. ROBERTSON, JR., CHAIRMAN 
STEVE WEBER, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

IN RE: 

M.I. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

T . O. RA I N E Y, I I I 
JOHN R. HODGES 

MINUTES 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

ASS'T. COMMONWEALTH ATTORNEY 
DEPUTY SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting 
"aye", the minutes of the December 1, 1982 regular meeting and the 
December 6, 1982 special meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. ~~eber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: 

General Fund checks-numbering 82-2477 through 82-2618 
amounting to $54,370.48; Law Library Fund checks-number LF-82-22 
and LF-82-23 amounting to $107.58. 

IN RE: JIM WILLIAMS--EXTENSION AGENT 

Mr. Jim Williams, Extension Agent, appeared before the 
Board to advise them that beginning January 1, 1983, he would be 
taking a two-year educational leave. He thanked the Board for their 
cooperation and support, stating he had enjoyed working in the 
County and was looking forward to -returning to the area. 

IN RE: PRESENTATION OF AUDIT 

Mr. Walter E. Cox, Robinson, Farmer, Cox and Associates, 
appeared before the Board to present the 1981-82 audit. He added 
that a Statement of the Treasurer's Accountability to the Couhty 
had been prepared, which the Board should approve for publication. 
Mr. Cox also advised that the Comparative Cost Report for the County 
has been filed, and he would be glad to have the ten-year summary 
of fund balances updated if the Board desired. Mr. Cox praised 
the employees of the County, who maintain the financial records, on 
their competence and ability to comply with accounting standards. 

He pOinted out that the figures stated for the undesig
nated fund balance is inflated approximately $300,000 because of 
the new accounting procedures, and the Board should keep this in 
mind when comparing figures with the ten-year summary. Mr. Hargrave 
asked Mr. Cox if he would note that difference on the summary when 
it was prepared. The County Administrator asked that a copy of the 
detailed working papers be sent and that the ten-year summary of 
fund balances be updated as it has in the past. Mr. Cox stated 
he would try to get that out by the first of the year. 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 
the County Administrator was authorized to publish the Statement 
of the Treasurer's Accountability to the County. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mrs. Margaret W. Lewis presented her report for the month 
of November, 1982. 
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IN RE: APPROVAL OF AGENTS TO SELL DOG TAGS 

The County Administrator presented a request from the 
Treasurer for approval of the businesses and individuals that will 
act as agents for the Treasurer to sell dog tags. In addition, she 
requested approval to require a personal bond of $5,000 on each agent. 
The County Administrator indicated this would be at no additional cost 
to the individual. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the bond would be on the individual 
and not the corporation. The County Administrator stated that was 
correct. 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following businesses and individuals are 
authorized to act as agents for the Treasurer to sell county dog 
tags: 

Edgehill Hardware (John B. Howerton & Donny Williams) 
Wallace1s Grocery (Robert Wallace) 
Ford Grocery - (John W. & Diane Bishop) 
Bolster1s Store (D.M. Barnes); and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Treasurer is authorized to 
require a $5,000 personal bond of each agent. 

IN RE: APPROVAL OF AGENTS TO SELL COUNTY AUTO TAGS 

The County Administrator presented a request from the 
Treasurer for approval of the businesses and individuals that will 
act as agents for the Treasurer to sell county auto tags. In addi
tion, he indicated they were reviewing the bonding requirements 
with the County1s insurance agent and did not have a recommendation 
at this time. 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll

, the following businesses and individuals were authorized to 
act as agents for selling county auto tags: 

Namozine VFD; Gibbs Store (Deborah S. & Alan W. Smith); 
and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Treasurer be authorized to 
require the proper bond needed as determined by discussions with 
the County1s insurance agent. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--P-82-8--R. BEASLEY JONES 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Wednesday, December 1, 1982 and Wednesday, December 
8, 1982 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing 
to consider for adoption an ordinance to amend the Dinwiddie County 
Code by changing the district classification of Section 45, Parcels 
35A and 36 from Residential Limited R-l to Business, General B-2. 

The Director of Planning presented the application and 
reviewed the action taken by the Planning Commission wherein 
they recommended approval at their November 10, 1982 meeting. 

Mr. Beasley Jones appeared in support of his rezoning 
request. No one appeared in opposition. 

Upon motion of Mr. Weber, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll

, 



[ II) 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the County Zoning Map be amended by changing 
the district classification of section 45, parcels 35A and 36 from 
Residential, Limited R-l to Business, General, B-2. Said parcel con
tains approximately 1.5 acres and is generally bounded as follows: 
to the north and west by the lands of F.E. Jones; to the east by 
U.S. Route 1; and to the south by the land of Elvin A. Taylor. 

IN RE: 

In all other respects, said ordinance is hereby reordained. 

PUBLIC HEARING--A-82-9--TAX RELIEF FOR THE ELDERLY AND 
DISABLED 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Wednesday, December 1, 1982 and Wednesday, December 
8, 1982 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing 
to consider for adoption an ordinance to amend Article VI of Chap
ter 8 of the Dinwiddie County Code by changing certain sections 
dealing with ,real estate tax exemptions. 

Mr. W.E. Bolte, Commissioner of Revenue, reviewed the 
proposed amendment. Mr. Robertson asked what the value of the 
changes would be to the elderly. Mr. Bolte stated it would be 
different for each one. He estimated the cost to the County would 
be $3500. 

No one appeared in support or opposition to the amendment. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that the Dinwiddie County Code, as adopted April 
1, 1970, and as heretofore amended be further amended by the following 
changes to Article VI of Chapter 8 and in all other respects Article 
VI is hereby ordained: 

,The following d~finitions are deleted and replaced as 
follows: 

Sec. 8-15. Definitions. 

Affidavit. The real estate tax and mobile home exemp
tion affidavit. 

Property. Real property and mobile homes. 

The following sub-sections,are changed to read as follows: 

Sec. 8-18. Requirements for exemption. 

(c) The total combined income during the immediately pre
ceding taxable year from all sources of the owners of the dwelling 
living th€rein, and of the owner1s relativEs, living in the dwelling 
does not exceed Thirteen Thousand Dollars; provided, however, 
that the first four thousand dollar~ of income of each relative, 
other than spouse, of the owner or owners, who is l1ving in the 
dwelling shall not be included in such total. 

(d) The net combined financial worth, including equitable 
interests, as of the thirty-first day of December of the immediate 
preceding taxable year, of the owners, and of the spouse of any 
owner, excluding the value of the dwelling and the land, not ex
ceeding one acre, upon which it is situated does not exceed 
Twenty-SiX Thousand Dollars. 

The following section is changed to read as follows: 

Sec. 8-20. Amount of exemption. 

Where the person or persons claiming exemption conforms 
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to the standards and does not exceed the limitations contained 
in this section, the tax exemption shall be as shown on the fol
lowing schedule: 

TOTAL INCOME ALL SOURCES TAX EXEMPTIONS 

$0 to $5,000 100% 
$5,001 to $6,000 90% 
$6,001 to $7,000 80% 
$7,001 to $8,000 70% 
$8,001 to $9,000 60% 
$9,001 to $10,000 50% 
$10,001 to $11 ,000 40% 
$11,001 to $12,000 30% 
$12,001 to $13,000 20% 

IN RE: APPROVAL OF REPLACEMENT AIR TANKS FOR FIRE DEPARTMENTS 

Mr. Ben Hawkins of the Namozine VFD, appeared before the 
Board to present a request for all the fire departments. He stated 
that the fire departments advised the Board at budget time that 
there was a possibility that the pressure demand air packs would 
be outlawed January 1, 1983 by OSHA and this has come true. The 
State is recommending the pressure demand survive-air type and 
they checked prices at several places and found the cheapest would 
be $750 each with trade-in. Mr. Hawkins indicated they needed a 
total replacement of eleven, three for Dinwiddie, five for Namo
zine and three for Ford. 

Mr. Robertson asked how long the departments had been 
notified of this change. Mr. Chris Goad, Chief of the Dinwiddie 
VFD, stated they found out about it right before budget time and 
they then advised the Board. Mr. Robertson asked if the air packs 
were still serviceable and if so, did the price include a trade-in. 
Mr. Goad stated it did. They were around $1100 without the trade
in. 

Mr. Bennett asked if the packs would be illegal to use, 
or is it just recommended not to use them. Mr. Hawkins stated 
it was illegal to use them according to OSHA regulations. Mr. 
Bennett asked how many of the approved ones did they have. Mr. 
Hawkins stated he really didn't know. He did know that Namozine 
had three on the new truck. 

Mr. Robertson asked if they got rid of these, would the 
remaining ones they have be legal. He was advised they would be. 

Mr. Hawkins stated that Dinwiddie has had several inci
dents in the woods where they needed them and Namozine has trouble 
with toxic materials in trailer fires. Mr. Robertson asked about 
McKenney, Carson and Old Hickory. Mr. Goad indicated their air 
packs were up to standard. 

Mr. Clay asked if the ones that can't be used are old 
ones. He was told they were. The newer ones are alright. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he understood that because of the 
hairstyles now, these air packs make sealing difficult. Mr. 
Robertson asked if it was standard procedure to mask up. Mr. 
Hawkins stated it was, so four or five air packs might be opera
tional at one time. Also, the tanks had to be refilled. 

Mr. Hawkins added that the tanks the departments really 
wanted were lighter, but would cost $200 more a piece. So they 
were only asking for the $750 ones. 

Mr. Robertson asked how many companies were contacted. Mr. 
Goad indicated four were contacted and $750 was the lowest bid. Mr. 
Robertson asked the County Administrator if he had checked the 
price on State contract. The County Administrator stated he had 
not, but on checking other equipment in the past, he thought he 
remembered the State did not fund fire equipment. 

----~ , ---~-:-=-
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Mr. Weber stated that he felt this was something the fire 
departments needed and should have~ and moved approval of the eleven 
air packs at $750 each. Mr. Hargrave seconded the motion stating 
that he felt it was a practical problem because of the lethal 
materials they face in pre-fab homes. Mr. Robertson felt the fire 
departments do a good job and supported their request. 

Mr. Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Robertson voted "aye". 

IN RE: REORGANIZATION OF DISPATCHERIS OFFICE 

Mr. John R. Hodges, Deputy Sheriff, appeared before 
the Board to present a request from the Sheriff to reorganize the 
Dispatcherls office. He passed out a sketch of the proposed changes, 
with an estimated cost of $589.72. 

1. The base station would be moved to the back storage 
room. This would help alleviate overcrowding of the office. 

2. The teletype will be coming in January and if it 
were put in now, it would only leave two foot clearance. He pro
posed to move the main console to the wall and have the teletype 
run along the wall beside it. This would enable the Dispatcher 
to have everything at hand. 

3. A desk will be put in for the Head Dispatcher to 
greet visitors and receive complaints. The file cabinets would 
also be moved to the side to provide a better working area. 

Mr. Hodges stated that Comm-Tronics had reviewed the area 
and felt the changes could be made at a cost of $589.72. 

Mr. Robertson stated that when the study was made by the 
State, they recommended the Dispatcher be moved to another office. 
Mr. Hodges stated the Sheriff had not mentioned it, but he did 
not see where the Dispatcher could be moved at the present time. 

Mr. Robertson asked if a buzzer could be put on the front 
door at this time, and did Mr. Hodges think it was needed. Mr. 
Hodges stated he didnlt believe it was needed right now, since they 
have more jailors and dispatchers. 

Mr. Robertson asked if this would be a separate appro
priation. He was advised it would be. Mr. Hargrave asked if the 
room they proposed to move the base station to could take the .heat 
generated. Mr. Hodges stated it had proper ventilation. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that the teletype had to be installed 
and moved that the changes in the' Dispatcherls office as requested 
by the Sheriff be approved. Mr. Clay seconded the motion. Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, ~1r. Robertson voted 
"aye ll

• 

IN RE: PROCUREMENT ORDINANCE ADOPTION 

A public 
November 17, 1982. 
School Board as to 
ordinance or not. 

hearing on the procurement ordinance was held 
Action was tabled pending a request from the 

their preference of being included under this 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Hargrave~ Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber, t~r. Robertson voting 
"aye ll

, the procurement ordinance was removed from the table for 
discussion. The County Administrator presented a letter from 
Dr. Richard L. Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, wherein the 
School Board elected not to be included under the Countyls pro
curement ordinance. 

Mr. Robertson asked Mr. Lanny Rainey, Asslt. Commonwealth 
Attorney, what were the Boardls options at this time. Mr. Rainey 
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stated that he assumed the School Board would be going under the 
State procurement law, then the Board of Supervisors could go for
ward and create a system for the rest of the County. Mr. Robertson 
asked if once the School Board goes out, is it out of the County's 
hands. Mr. Rainey stated the School Board may elect to come back 
under the County's ordinance because they may not like the State's. 

Mr. Robertson asked what the major differences were. Mr. 
Rainey indicated the State was alot more strict. Mr. Bennett stated 
that he thought the School Board had decided to adopt their own. 
Mr. Rainey indicated they would have to come under the State's. 
The County Administrator stated that they can still set their own 
rules and regulations under the State law. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the School Board understood that. 
The County Administrator stated he had talked with Dr. Vaughn 
on several occasions. Mr. Rainey added Dr. Vaughn had been to 
seminars also. They felt the School Board understands their choices. 

Mr. Rainey stated that a disclaimer must be put in the 
ordinance for the exclusion of the School Board, and it would pro
bably fit in Article 3, Sec. 2-6 (c). 

The County Administrator asked if the School Board were 
excluded now, could it be amended. Mr. Rainey stated it could. 

Mr. Hargrave moved that the ordinance be adopted with 
the exclusion of the School Board. He then. asked if (m) nominal 
value had to be filled in with the $10,000 figure. Mr. Rainey 
stated that it was meant for a petty cash amount. None of the 
Board members had given any thought to a petty cash figure and 
felt that it could be dealt with under the rules and regulations 
when they were set up. Mr. Hargrave then added the deletion of 
the money value in the definition of (m) nominal value. Mr. Bennett 
seconded the motion. Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that the Dinwiddie County Code, as adopted April 
1, 1970, and as heretofore amended, be further amended by the addi
tion of Article III-Procurement, as follows: 

CHAPTER 2 - ADMINISTRATION. 

Article III. Procurement. 

Section 2-6. Title, Purpose. 

(a) This chapter may be cited as the Dinwiddie County 
Public Procurement Act. 

(b) The purpose of this ordinance is to provide for the 
fair and equitable treatment of all persons involved in public 
purchasing by this county, to maximize the purchasing value of public 
funds in procurement, and to provide safeguards for maintaining a pro
curement system of quality and integrity. 

(c) This ordinance shall not apply to the Dinwiddie 
School Board. 

Section 2-7. Effective Date of Ordinance. 

This ordinance shall become effective January 1, 1983. 
The provisions of this ordinance shall not apply to those contracts 
entered into prior to January 1, 1983, which shall continue to 
be governed by the procurement policies and regulations of the county 
in effect at the time those contracts were executed. 

Section 2-8. Severability. 

If any provision of this ordinance or any application there
of to any person or circumstance is held invalid, such invalidity shall 
not affect other provisions or applications of this ordinance which 
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can be given effect without the invalid provlslon or application, and 
to this end the provisions of this ordinance are detlared to be seve
rable. 

Section 2-9. Definitions. 

The words defined in this section shall have the meanings 
set forth below throughout this chapter. 

(a) BTand Name Specification: A specification limited 
to one or mo~e items by manufactors' names or catalogue numbers. 

(b) Brand Name or Equal Specification: A specification 
limited to one or more items by manufactors' names or catalog num
bers to describe the standard of quality, performance and other 
salient char~cteristics needed to meet county requirements and which 
provides for the submission of equivalent products. 

(c) Business: Any corpor~tion, partnership, individual, 
sole proprietorship, joint stock company, joint venture or any other 
private legal entity. - , 

(d) Cbnfidential Info~matioh: Ahy infor~ation which is 
available to an employee only because of the employee's status as 
an employee of the county and is not a matter of public knowledge or 
available to the public on request. 

(e) Contract: All types of county agreements, regard
less of what they may be called, for the procurement of goods, ser
vices, insurance or construction. 

(f) Contract Modification: Any written alteration in 
specifications, delivery point, rate of delivery, period of per
formance, pric~, quantity, or other p00vision of any contract accom
p 1 ish e d by m u t u a 1 act i 0 no f the par tie s 0 f the con t r act' ; 

(g) Contractor: Any person having a contract with the 
county or a using agency thereof. 

- ; 

(h) Employee: An individual drawing a salary or wage 
from the county whether elected or not; any noncompensated individual 
performing personnel services for the county or any department, agency, 
commission, councel, board, or any other entity established by the 
executive or legislative branch of this county and noncompensated 
individual serving as an elected official of the county. 

(i) Goods: All 'material, equipment, supplies, printing 
and automated data processing hardware and, ~oftwar~. 

(j) Immediate Family: A ~pouse, child,p~rent, brother, 
sister or any other person living in the same household as the em
ployee. 

(k) Informality: A minor defect or variation of a bid 
or proposal from the exact requirements of the invitation to' bid, 
or the request for proposal, which does not affect the price, quality 
or delivery schedule for the goods, services or construction being 
protured. ' -,' 

, (1) Invitation for Bids: All documents, whether attached 
or incorporated by reference, utilized for soliciting sealed bids. 
No confidential or proprietary data shall be solicited in any invi
tation for bids.' 

(m) Nominal Value: So small, slight, or the like, in 
comparison to what might properly be expected, as sc~rcely to be 
entitled to the name. 

(n) Nonprofessional Services: 
fically identified as professional services 
tion. 
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(0) Official Responsibility: Shall mean administrative 
or operating authority, whether intermediate or final, to initiate, 
approve, disapprove or otherwise affect a procurement transaction, 
or any claim resulting therefrom. 

(p) Pecuniary Interest Arising from the Procurement: 
Shall mean a material financial interest as defined in the Virginia 
Conflict of Interest Act, Virginia Code Sec. 2.1-348, et seq. 

(q) Person: Any business, individual ,union, committee, 
club, other organization, or group of individuals. 

(r) Procurement Transaction: . Shall mean all functions 
that pertain to the obtaining of any goods, services or construction, 
including description of requirements, selection and solicitation of 
sources, preparation and award of contract, and all phases of con
tract administration. 

(s) Professional Services: Work performed by an inde
pendent contractor within the scope of the practice of accounting, 
architecture, land surveying, landscape architecture, law, medicine, 
optometry or professional engineering. 

(t) Public Body: Any legislative, executive, or judi
cial body, agency, office, department, post, commission, committee, 
institution, board, or political subdivision created by law to 
exercise some sovereign power or to perform some governmental duty, 
and empowered by law to undertake the activities described in this 
ordinance. 

(u) Public Employee: Shall mean any person employed by 
a public body, including elected officials, or appointed members of 
governing bodies. 

(v) Requests for Proposals: All documents, whether at
tached or incorporated by reference, utilized for soliciting pro
posals. 

(w) Responsive Bidder: A person who has submitted a 
bid which conforms in all material respects to the Invitation to Bid. 

(x) Services: Any work performed by an independent con
tractor wherein the service rendered does not consist primarily of 
acqUisition of equipment or materials, or the rental of equipment 
materials, and supplies. 

Section 2-10. Compliance with Federal Grants or Contracts. 

Where any procurement transaction involves the expenditure 
of federal assistance or contract funds, the receipt of which is con
ditioned upon compliance with mandatory requirements in federal laws 
or regulations not in conformance with the provisions of this chapter, 
the county may comply with such federal requirements, notwithstanding 
the provisions of this ordinance, only upon the written determination 
of the governing body that acceptance of the grant or contract funds 
under the applicable condition is in the public interest. Such deter
mination shall state the specific provisions of this ordinance in con
flict with the conditions of the grantor contract. 

Section 2-11. Establishment of Purchasing System. 

(a) There is hereby created a purchasing system to 
operate under the direction and supervision of the county administrator. 
Nothing contained in this ordinance shall prevent the county admini
strator from designating a responsible person to perform the duties 
of purchasing agent, subject to his direction. 

(b) The purchasing agent may be required to give an 
official bond to be approved by the Board of Supervisors. 

(c) In accordance with this ordinance, and subject to 
the supervision of the county administrator, the purchasing agent 
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shall purchase or supervise the purc~asing of all goods, services, 
insurance and construction needed by this county; exercise direct 
supervision over the county's central stores and other inventories; 
sell, trade or otherwise dispose of surplus goods belonging to the 
county; and, establish programs for specifications development, con
tract administration and inspection of goods, services and construc
tion. 

(d) Consistent with this ordinance, and with the approval 
of the board of supervisors, the purchasing agent may adopt operational 
procedures relating to the e~ecution of his duties. . 

(e) Except as herein provided no official elected or 
appointed, or.any employee shall purchase .or contract for any goods, 
services, insurance, or construction within the purview of this ordi
nance, and any purchase order or contract made contrary to the pro
visions hereof is not approved and the county shall not be bound 
thereby. 

Section 2-12. Methods of Procurement. 

All public contracts with nongovernmental contractors for 
the purchase or 1 ease of goods, or for, the purchase of ser:vi ces, i n
surance or construction shall be .awarded after Gompetitive sealed 
bidding as provided in this section, unless otherwise authorized by 
law. 

(a) Competitive sealed bidding shall mean a method of 
contractor selection whereby there is an, issuance of.a written invi
tation to bid containing or incorporate by reference the specifica
tions and contractual terms and conditions applicable to the pro
curement. The·Invitation to Bid shall include a statement of any 
requisite qualifications of potential contractors. 

(b) Public notice of ' the Inyitation to Biq shall be 
posied at least ten (10) days prior to! the date set for receipt 
of bids in a designated public area, or publication in a newspaper 
of general circulation~ Bids may be. solicited directly from poten
tial contractors. 

(c) All bids shall be opened.and announced in public_ 
at the given time and place. . . 

(d) All bids shall-be-evaluated-based upon the require
ments set forth in the invitation. 

(e) Award'shall be to the lowest responsive and respon
sible bidder. When the terms and conditions of multiple bids are so 
provided in the invitation to bid, awards may be made to more than 
one bidder. 

(f) Competitive sealed bidding shall not be required for 
procurement of professional services. 

(g) Upon a determinatioh in writing that competitive 
sealed bidding is either not practicable or not advantageous to the 
public, goods; services, insurance or construction may be procured 
by competitive negotiation. The writing shall document the basis 
for this deiermination. 

( b ) U po n ,a de t e r min a t ion i n, w r i t.i n g t hat the r e . i son 1 y 
one source practicably available for that which is to be procured, 
a contract may- b~ negotiated and awarded to that source without 
competitive sealed bidding or competitive negotiation. The writing 
shall document the basis for this determination. 

(i) In case of emergency, a contract may be awarded 
without competitive sealed bidding or competitive negotiation; 
however, such procurement shall be made with such competition as 
is practicable under the circumstances. :A written determination of 
the basis for t'he emergency and for the selection of the particular 
contractor shall be included in the contract file. 
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(j) The county shall have the right to establish pur
chase procedures, based upon written standards, that do not require 
competitive sealed bids or competitive negotiation for single or 
term contracts not expected to exceed $10,000 such procedures shall 
provide for competition wherever practicable. 

Section 2-13. Competitive Bidding on State-aid Projects. 

No contract for the construction of any building or an 
addition to or improvement of an existing building for which state 
funds of $100,000 or more, either by appropriation, grant-in-aid 
or loan, are used or are to be used for all or part of the cost of 
construction shall be let except after competitive bidding. The 
procedures for the advertising for bids and letting of the contract 
shall conform, mutatus mutandis, to this chapter. No person or 
firm shall be eligible to bid on any such contract nor to have the 
same awarded to him or it who has been engaged as architect or engi
neer for the same project. 

Section 2-14. Cancelation, Rejection of Bids; Waiver of 
Informalities. 

An Invitation to Bid, a Request for Proposal, any other 
solicitation, or any and all bids or proposals, may be canceled 
or rejected. The reasons for cancelation or rejection shall be 
made part of the contract file. 

Section 2-15. Debarment. 

Prospective contractors may be debarred from contracting 
for particular types of supplies, services, insurance or construction, 
for specified periods of time. The debarment procedure shall be 
established in writing by the Board of Supervisors and will provide 
for debarment on the basis of a contractor1s unsatisfactory perfor
mance for the county. 

Section 2-16. Discrimination Prohibited. 

In the solicitation or awarding of contracts, the county 
shall not discriminate because of race, religion, color, sex, or 
national origin of the bidder or offeror. 

Section 2-17. Public Inspection of Procurement Records. 

(a) Except as provided herein, all proceedings, records, 
contracts and other public records relating to procurement transac
tions shall be open to the inspection of any citizen, or any interested 
person, firm or corporation, in accordance with the Virginia Freedom 
of Information Act. 

(b) Cost estimates relating to a proposed procurement 
transaction prepared by or for the county shall not be open to public 
inspection. 

(c) Any bidder or offeror, upon request, shall be af
forded the opportunity to inspect bid and proposal records within 
a reasonable time after the opening of all bids but prior to 
award, except in the event that the county decidas not to accept 
any of the bids and to reopen the contract. Otherwise, bid and 
proposal records shall be open to public inspection only after award 
of the contract. Any inspection of procurement transaction records 
under this section shall be subject to reasonable restrictions to 
ensure the security and integrity of the records. 

(d) Trade secrets or proprietary information submitted 
by a bidder, offeror or contractor in connection with a procurement 
transaction shall not be subject to public disclosure under the 
Virginia Freedom of Information Act; however. the bidder, offeror or 
contractor must invoke the protections of this section prior to or 
upon submission of the data or other materials, and must identify 
the data or other materials to be protected and state the reasons 
why protection is necessary. 
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Section 2-18. Us~ of Brand Names: Unless otherwise pro
vided in the invitation to bid, the name of a certain brand, make or 
manufacturer does not restrict bidders to the specific brand, make 
or manufacturer names; the use of brand name is intended to convey 
the general style, type, character and quality of the article desired, 
and any article which the county in its sole discretidn determines 
to be the equal of that specified, considering the quality, workman
ship9 economy of operation, and suitability for the purpose intended, 
shall be accepted. 

Section 2-19. Employment Discrimination by Contractors 
Prohibited. 

Every contract of over $10,000 shall contain the fol
lowing p~o~ision herein: 

(a) During the performance of this contract, the contrac
tor agrees as follows: 

(1) The contractor will not discriminate against any 
employee or applicant for employment because of race, religion, color, 
sex or nation~l origin, except where religiOn, sex or national 'origin 
is a bona fide occupational qualification reasonably necessary to the 
nor mal 0 per a t ion 0 f the 'c 0 n t r act 0 r . The con t r act 0 rag re est 0 po s tin 
conspicuous places, available to employees and applicants for employ
ment, notices setting forth the provisions of this nondiscrimination 
clause. ' , 

(2) The contractor, in all solicitations or advertise
ments for employees placed by or on behalf of the contractor, will state 
that such contractor is an equal opportunity employer. 

(3) Notices, advertisements and solicitations placed 
in accordance with federal la0, rule or regulation shall be deemed 
sufficient foi the purpose of meeting t~e r~q~irements of this section. 

(b} The contractor will 'include the provisions of the 
foregoing paragraphs a, band c in every su~contract or purchase order 
of over $10,000, so that the provision will be binding upon each 
subcontractoi or vendo0. ' " 

Section 2-20. Withdrawal of Bid Due to Error. 

(a) A bidder for a public construction contract, other 
than a contract for construction or ~aintenarice of public highways, 
may withdraw his bid from consideration if the prior bid was sub
stantially lower than the other bids due solely to a mistake therein, 
provided the bi'd was submitted in good faith, and the mistake was a 
clerical mistake as opposed to a judgment mistake, and was actually 
due to an unintentional arithmetic error or an unintentional omission 
of a quantity of work, labor or material made directlj in the compi
lation of a bid, which unintentional arithmetic error or unintentional 
omission can be clearly shown by objective evidence drawn from inspec
tion of original wdrk papers, document~andmaterials used in the 
preparation of the bid sought to be withdrawn. One of the following 
procedures for withdrawal of a bid shall be selected by the county and 
stated in the advertisement for bids: (i) the bidder shall give 
notice in writing of his claim of right to withd~aw his bid within 
two business days after the conclusion of the bid opening procedure; or 
(ii) the bidder shall submit to the county or designated official his 
or i g ;' n a 1 w 0 r k 'p ape r s, doc u men t san d mat e r ia 1 sus e din the pre par a t ion 
of the bid within one day after the date fixed for submission of bids. 
The work papers shall be delivered by the bidder in person or by 
registered mail at 00 prior to the time fixed for the opening of bids. 
The bids shall be opened one day following the time fixed by the public 
body fo~ the submission of bids. Thereafter, the bidder shall have 
two hours after 'the opening of bids within which to claim in writing 
any mistake as defined herein and withdraw his bid. The contract 
shalT not be awarded by the county until th~ two-hour period has elapsed. 
Such mistake shall be proved only fr6m the original work papers, docu
ments and materials delivered as required herein. 
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(b) The county reserves the right to establish procedures 
for the withdrawal of bids for other than construction contracts. 

(c) No bid may be withdrawn under this section when the 
result would be the awarding of the contract on another bid of the 
same bidder or of another bidder in which the ownership of the with
drawing bidder is more than five percent. 

(d) If a bid is withdrawn under the authority of this 
section, the lowest remaining bid shall be deemed to be the low bid. 

(e) No bidder who is permitted to withdraw a bid 
shall, for compensation, supply any material or labor to or perform 
any subcontract or other work agreement for the person or firm to 
whom the contract is awarded or otherwise benefit, directly or 
indirectly, from the performance of the project for which the with
drawn bid was sUbmitted. 

(f) If the county denies the withdrawal of a bid under 
the provisions of this section, it shall notify the bidder in writing 
stating the reasons for its decision. 

Section 2-21. Modification of the Contract. 

(a) A public contract may include provlslons for modi
fication of the contract during performance, but no fixed-price 
contract may be increased by more than 25 percent of the amount of 
the contract or $10,000 whichever is greater, without the advance 
written approval of the Board of Supervisors. 

(b) Nothing in this section shall prevent any public 
body from placing greater restrictions on contract modifications. 

Section 2-22. Retainage on Construction Contracts. 

(a) In any public contract for construction which pro
vices for progress payments in installments based upon an estimated 
percentage of completion, the contractor shall be paid at least 
ninety-five percent of the earned sum when payment is due, with 
not more than five percent being retained to assure faithful per
formance of the contract. All amounts withheld may be included in 
the final payment. 

(b) Any subcontract for a public project which provides 
for similar progress payments shall be subject to the same limitations. 

Section 2-23. Bid Bonds. 

(a) Except in cases of emergency, all bids or proposals 
for construction contracts in excess of $25,000 shall be accompanied 
by a bid bond from a surety company selected by the bidder which is 
legally authorized to do business in Virginia, as a guarantee that 
if the contract is awarded to such bidder, that bidder will enter 
into the contract for the work mentioned in the bid. The amount of 
the bid bond shall not exceed five percent of the amount bid. 

(b) No forfeiture under a bid bond shall exceed the 
lesser of (i) the difference between the bid for which the bond 
was written and the next low bid, or (ii) the face amount of the 
bid bond. 

Section 2-24. Performance and Payment Bonds. 

(a) Upon the award of any public construction contract 
exceeding $25,000 awarded to any prime contractor, such contractor 
shall furnish to the public body the following bonds: 

(1) A performance bond in the sum of the contract amount 
conditioned upon the faithful performance of the contract in strict 
conformity with the plans, specifications and conditions of the 
contract. 

(2) A payment bond in the sum of the contract amount. 
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Such bond shall be for the protection of claimants who have and ful
fill contracts to supply labor or materials to the prime contrac
tor to whom the contract was a~arded~ or to any subcontractors, 
in the prosecution of the work provided for in such contract and 
shall be conditioned upon the prompt, payment,for all such material 
furnished or labor supplied or performed in the prosecution of the 
work. "Labor or materials" shall include public utility services 
and reasonable rentals of equipment, but only for periods when the 
equipment rented is actually used at the site. " 

(b) Each of such bonds shall be executed by one or more 
surety companies selected by the contractor which are legally autho
rized to do business in Virginia. 

(c) Bonds required for the contracts shall be payable 
to the county. 

(d) Each of the bonds shall be filed with the county 
or a designated office or official thereof. 

(e) Nothing in this se~tion shall preclude the county 
from requiring payment or performance bonds for construction contracts 
below $25,000. 

(f) Nothing in this seC~lon shall preclude such con
tractor from requiring each subcontractor to furnish a payment 
bond with surety thereon in the sum of the full amount of the 
contract with such subcontractor conditioned upon the payment to 
all persons who have and fulfill contracts which are directly with 
the subcontractor for performing labor and furnishing materials in 
the prosecution of the work provided for in'the subcontract. 

Section 2-25. Action on Performance Bond. No action 
against the surety on a performance bond shall be brought unless 
within five years after completion of the work on the project to 
the satisfaction of the chief engineer, Department of Highways and 
TransportatiQn, in cases where t~e public body is the Department of 
Highways and Transportation, or within one year after (i) completion 
of the contract, including the expiration of all warranties and gua
rantees, (ii) discovery of the defect or breach of warranty, if the 
action be for such all other cases. 

Section 2-26. Actions on Payment Bonds. 

(a) Subject to the provisions of subsection (b) hereof, 
any claimant who has performed labor or furnished material in accor
dance with the contract document~ in the prosecution of the work 
provided in any contract for which a payment bond has been given, 
and who has not been paid in full therefor before the expiration of 
ninety days after the day on which such claimant performed the last 
of such labor or furnished the last of such materials for which he 
claims payment; may bring an action on such payment bond to recover 
any amount due him for such labor or material, and may prosecute 
such action to final judgment and have execution on the judgm~nt. 
The obligee named in the bond need not'be named a party to such' action . 

. (b) Any claimant who has a direct contractual relations
ship ,with any subcontractor from whom the contractor has not required 
a subcontractor payment bond under Section 2-24 (f) but who has no 
contractual relationship, express or'implied, with such contractor, may 
bring an action on the contractor's payment bond only if he has given 
written notice to such contractor within 180 days from the day on 
which the claimant performed the last of the labor 9r furnished the 
last of the materials for which he claims payment, stating with sub
stantial accuracy the amount claimed and'the name of the person 
for whom the work was performed or to whom the material was furnished. 
Any claimant who has a direct contractual relationship with a sub
contractor from whom the contractor has required a subcontractor 
payment bond under Section 2-24 (f) but who has no contractual rela
tionship, express or implied, with such contractor, may bring an 
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action on the subcontractor's payment bond. Notice to the contractor 
shall be served by registered or certified mail, postage prepaid, 
in an envelope addressed to such contractor at any place where his 
office is regularly maintained for the transaction of business. 
Claims for sums withheld as retainages with respect to labor per
formed or materials furnished, shall not be subject to the time 
limitations stated in this subsection. 

(c) Any action on a payment bond must be brought within 
one year after the day on which the person bringing such action last 
performed labor or last furnished or supplied materials. 

Section 2-27. Alternative Forms of Security. 

(~) In lieu of a bid, payment, or performance bond, 
a bidder may furnish a certified check or cash escrow in the face 
amount required for the bond. 

(b) A bidder may furnish a personal bond, property bond, 
or bank or saving and loan association's letter of credit on certain 
designated funds ,in the face amount required for the bond. Approval 
shall be granted only upon a determination that the alternative form 
of security proffered affords protection to the county equivalent 
to a corporate surety's bond. 

Section 2-28. Bonds on Other Than Construction Contracts. 

The county may require bid, payment, or performance bonds 
for contracts for goods or services if provided in the Invitation to 
Bid or Request for Proposal. 

Section 2-29. Remedies. 

(a) Any bidder, offeror, or contractor refused permission 
to, or disqualified from, participating in public contracts shall be 
notified in writing. Such notice shall state the reasons for the 
action taken. This decision shall be final unless the bidder, offeror, 
or contractor appeals within thirty (30) days of receipt by invoking 
an administrative appeal according to the written procedure set by 
the county for such an appeal, or by instituting legal action as pro
vided in Virginia Code Sec. 11-70. 

(b) If, upon appeal, it is determined that the action taken 
was arbitrary or capricious, or not in accordance with the Constitution 
of Virginia, statutes or regulations, the sole relief shall be resto
ration of eligibility. 

Section 2-30. Ethics in Public Contracts. 

Purpose: The provlslons of this Article supplement, but 
do not supersede, other provisions of law including but not limited 
to, the Virginia Conflict of Interest Act, the Virginia Governmental 
Frauds Act and Article 2 and 3 of Chapter 10 of Title 18.2. The 
provisions of this article apply not withstanding the fact that the 
conduct described may not constitute a violation of the Virginia 
Conflict of Interest Act. 

Section 2-31. Proscribed Participation by Public Employees 
in Procurement Transactions. 

No public employee having official responsibility for 
procurement transaction shall participate in that transaction on 
behalf of the public body when the employee knows that: 

(a) The employee is contemporaneously employed by a 
bidder, offeror or contractor involved in the procurement transaction; 
or 

(b) The employee, the employee's partner, or any mem
ber of the employee's immediate family holds a position with a 
bidder, offeror or contractor such as an officer, director, trustee, 
partner or the like, or is employed in a capacity involving personal 
and substantial participation in the procurement transaction or 
owns or controls an interest of more than five percent; or 
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(c) The employee, the employee ' s partner, or any member 
of the employee's immediate,family has a pecuniary interest arising 
from the procurement transaction; or 

(d) The employee, the employee's partner, or any member 
of the employee's immediate family is negotiating, or has an arrange
ment concerning, prospective employment with a bidder, offeror or 
contractor. 

Section 2-32. Solicitation or Acceptance of Gifts. 

No public employee having official responsibility for a 
procurement transaction shall solicit, demand, accept, or agree 
to accept from a bidder, offeror, contractor_or.subcontractor any 
payment, loan, subscription, advance, deposit of money, services 
or anything of more than nominal or minimal value, present or pro
posed, unless consideration of substantially equal or greater value 
is exchanged. The county may recover the value of anything conveyed 
in violation of this section. 

Section 2-33. Disclosure of subsequent employment. 

No public employee or former public employee having offi
cial responsibility for procurement transactions shall accept em
ployment with any bidder, offeror or contractor with whom the em
ployee or former employee dealt in an official capacity concerning 
procurement transactions for a period of one year from the cessation 
of employment by the public body unless the employee or former 
employee provides written notification to the county, or a public 
official if designated by the county, or both, prior to commencement 
of employment by that bidder, offeror or contractor. 

Section 2-34. Gifts by Bidders, Offerors, Contractors 
or Subcontractors. 

No bidder, offeror, contractor or subcontractor shall 
confer upon any public employee having official responsibility for 
a procurement transaction any payment, loan, subscription, advance, 
deposit of money, services or anything more than nominal value, 
present or promised, unless consideration of substantially equal 
or greater value is exchanged. 

Section 2-35. Kickbacks. 

(a) No contractor or subcontractor shall demand or 
receive from any of his suppliers or his subcontractors, as an induce
ment for an award of a subcontract or order, any payment, loan, sub
scription, advance, deposit of money, services or anything, present 
or promised, unless consideration of substantially· equal or greater 
value is exchanged. 

(b) No subcontractor or supplier shall make, or offer 
to make, kickbacks as described in this section. 

(c) No person shall demand or receive any payment, loan, 
subscription, advance, deposit of money, services or anything of 
value in return for an agreement not to compete on a public contract. 

(d) If a subcontractor or supplier makes a kickback or 
other prohibited payment as described in this section, the amount 
thereof shall be conclusively presumed to have been included in the 
price of the subcontract or order and ultimately borne by the County 
and will be recoverable from both the maker and the recipient. Recovery 
from one offending party shall not preclude recovery from other offending 
parties. 
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Section 2-36. PurchaS~of B~ilding Materials, etc., from 
Archit~tt6t ·Ert~irt~~tProhibit~d. 

Except in cases of emergency, no building materials, 

PAGE 60 December 15, 1982 



supplies or equipment for any building or structure constructed by or for 
the County shall be sold by or purchased from any person employed as an 
independent contractor by the public body to furnish architectural or 
engineering services, but not construction, for such building or structure 
or from any partnership, association or corporation in which such 
architect or engineer has a pecuniary interest. 

Section 2-37. Penalty for Violation. 

Willful violation of any prOV1Slon of this article shall 
constitute a Class 1 misdemeanor. Upon conviction, any public em
ployee, in addition to any other fine or penalty provided by law, 
shall forfeit his employment. 

Mr. Hargrave asked that the Board's concern about the re
quirement of 95% payment with only a 5% retainage for completion 
of the project be carried back to the State representatives. The 
Board concurred with his request. 

-------- I N R E : TRASH TRUCK REPAIR 

The County Administrator presented the following report 
on repairing the 1974 spare trash truck. He stated that he and 
the Director of Sanitation felt this work was necessary to con
tinue operation. 

The first trash truck purchased in 1974 has 221,000 miles 
on the speedometer. The speedometer has been broken on two occasions. 
The engine runs while the trash containers are being emptied and 
while the trash is being compacted. Therefore, the 221,000 miles 
is not a true reflection on the wear and tear on the engine. 

In the very near future, a brake job costing approximately 
$800 must be performed on this truck if it is to continue operation. 
On the days the truck is in operation, it uses 7 to 10 quarts of 
oil. It is not necessary that the engine be rebuilt or replaced to 
continue operation. Maynard Williams has inspected the engine and 
advised John Loftis that unless the engine is rebuilt in the very 
near future, it will not be feasible to rebuild it. 

There are no funds in the budget to purchase a new chassis 
and/or a new trash body; therefore, we must consider the alternatives 
that are available to maintain a spare trash truck. 

A rebuilt engine can be installed at an approximate cost 
of $8,000, plus clutch if needed. The engine presently in the truck 
can be rebuilt for an approximate cost of $2500 plus a clutch if 
needed. The cost of a clutch is approximately $300. 

There is a possibility once the present engine is pulled 
down that it not be feasible to rebuild. But from the inspection 
made, that is not likely to be the case. 

John and I recommend to the Board that the present engine 
be rebuilt, a new clutch be put in and the brake job be done at an 
approximate cost of $3600. We feel that this is the most economical 
route to follow since no new chassis or trash body are planned. 

We fully realize there are other problems with the truck, 
i.e. as the cab, but the manner in which this truck is used, these 
are not serious problems and need not be addressed at this time. 
We would strongly urge the Board of Supervisors that in the coming 
budget year that one-half of a new chassis and trash body be budgeted 
with the other half being budgeted in the 1984-85 fiscal year. We 
estimate the cost of a truck at that time between $100,000 to $110, 
000. 

Mr. Robertson asked at what point would it be able to 
determine whether the engine can be rebuilt. The County Administrator 
stated when it is torn down. 

Mr. Clay stated that the truck is continuously leaking 
oil. The County Administrator asked the Board to please understand 

.. 
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there are alot of things wrong with the truck but not critical to 
continue operation. Mr. Robertson asked the County Administrator 
if he felt he was throwing good money after bad money. The County 
Administrator stated that therewasn't any money in the budget for 
a new truck. If there was, the repairs wouldn't be considered at 
this time. He added if a body needs repair, we spend one day going 
to Roanoke or Wilson, N.C., usually have to leave it and spend 
another day going back after it. So, at times we will have one 
truck left to pick up trash if this one is not repaired. 

The County administrator stated we want to have the work 
done during January and February when work is slack. Mr. Clay 
asked who would do the work. The County Administrator indicated 
we have someone in mind but will check around to find the most 
economical price. 

Mr. Weber asked why the trucks had to be taken to Roanoke 
and Wilson. The County Administrator stated these were the locations 
of the body repair companies. 

Mr. Weber stated that he felt the truck was worn out 
and that they would not get the work done for $3600. He did not 
want to keep spending money for nothing. He felt they should keep 
using the truck and try to budget for a new one. 

Mr. Robertson asked how sure they·were that the work 
can be done for $3600. The County Administrator stated right now 
that would the maximum. However, if they get into it and find it 
will cost more, we will come back to the Board. He stated once 
they got into it, they could determine the parts needed and that 
would be the biggest expense. 

Mr. Hargrave stated it was similar to personally needing 
a new car. The County doesn't have the money for a new truck. If 
they drive on and break the block, they wouldn't get the $8,000 
trade-in. He indicated the wise thing to do was to prevent junking 
it and make it serviceable. 

Mr. Clay added that it will probably need a vnnng har
ness because the lights blink off and on at times during the early 
morning. He indicated that he agreed with Mr. Hargrave. 

Mr. Weber stated that he felt they better start looking 
at a new truck. The County Administrator stated we will be 
spending money on the trucks all during the year, but this was 
an out of the ordinary repair. 

Mr. Hargrave stated at least this was a budgeted item. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargl~ave, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", Mr. 
Weber voting "nay", the County Administrator was authorized to pro
ceed with repair of the trash truck. If the estimated repair cost 
was over $3600, it would be brought back to the Board. 

IN RE: SUPPORT OF 1982 CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE 

The County Administrator presented a letter from the 
Bureau of Census requesting support for the 1982 Census of Agri
culture. Mr. Bennett asked if the census was compulsory. He was 
advised it was not. Mr. Hargrave asked if the Board's resolution 
would accompany the forms mailed out. The County Administrator 
stated he didn't think so. The only method they had was the news 
release. Mr. Hargrave stated it seems like the people won't know 
about it. The County Administrator stated that was a good sug
gestion to send back to them. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

Since the economy of Dinwiddie County benefits in large 
measure from farming, the Board of Supervisors bring to the attention 
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of all county residents the 1982 Census of Agriculture. 

WHEREAS, the periodic farm census is the primary source 
of accurate information on the number of farms and farm operators 
in our county; and 

WHEREAS, it also provides accurate data on sales of 
farm products as well as production costs in our county; and 

WHEREAS, many business decisions affecting the County's 
farmers in today's economy, depend upon accurate data from the 
Census of Agriculture; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia urge all farm and ranch operators 
to fill out and return promptly the farm census questionnaires they 
have received in the mail and thus help to make the 1982 census the 
most successful in a series of 22 farm census counts which began 
in 1840; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that a copy of this proclamation accom
pany the census form when it is mailed out. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENT--PLANNING COMMISSION 

Mr. Hargrave nominated Mr. Gilbert Wood for reappointment 
to the Planning Commission. Mr. Bennett asked that the replacement 
for Mr. Granville Maitland be postponed until the next meeting. 

Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber, Mr. 
Robertson voting "aye", Mr. Gilbert Wood was reappointed to the 
Planning Commission, term expiring December 31, 1986. 

IN RE: REAPPOINTMENT--DINWIDDIE COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY 

Mr. Hargrave nominated Mr. T.J. Leftwich for reappointment 
to the Dinwiddie County Water Authority stating he works hard at 
the position and lives in the served area. Mr. Weber nominated 
Mr. E. Anderson Perdue. Mr. Robertson indicated he hoped the 
Board would honor this appointment. 

The vote was as follows: 

1. E. Anderson Perdue - Weber, Robertson - aye 
Hargrave, Bennett, Clay - Nay 

2. T.J. Leftwich - Hargrave, Bennett, Clay - aye 
Weber, Robertson - nay 

Mr. T.J. Leftwich was reappointed to the Dinwiddie County 
Water Authority, term expiring December 31, 1986. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENTS--TRANSPORTATION SAFETY COMMISSION 

Mr. Tommy Gibbs was suggested by the Sheriff's Depart
ment to replace Mr. Roy Hodges. Mr. Ben Hawkins was suggested by 
the fire departments to replace Mr. Bill Queen. The replacement 
of Mr. Wayne Gwaltney from the Rescue Squad was postponed until 
the January 5, 1983 meeting. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Weber, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Weber, ~~r. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting 
"aye", Mr. Tommy Gibbs and Mr. Ben Hawkins were appointed to the 
Transportation Safety Commission and Mrs. Barbara Wilson, Mr. 
A.S. Clay, Mr. Gilbert Wood, and Mr. Robert Bowden were reap
pointed to the Transportation Safety Commission, terms expiring 
December 31, 1983. 

IN RE: VICE-CHAIRMAN ASSUMES CHAIR DUE TO CHAIRMAN'S CONCERN 
OVER CONFLICT OF INTEREST 

The Chairman turned the gavel over to the Vice-Chairman and 
left the room due to his concern over conflict of interest in voting 



on the Bingo & Raffle permits for the Dinwiddie Moose Lodge and the 
Women of the Moose since he is a member of the Dinwiddie Moose Lodge. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--DINWIDDIE MOOSE LODGE 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Hargrave, tv'lr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber voting "aye", the 
following" resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Moose Lodge has made application 
to the Board of Supervisors for a Bingo and Raffle permit for 
calendar year 1983; and 

WHEREAS, the Moose Lodge meets the requirements as set 
forth in Sec. 18.1-340 of the Code of Virginia and has filed the 
required $10.00 fee; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie Moose Lodge No. 1993 
is hereby granted a Bingo & Raffle Permit for the calendar year 
1983. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--DINWIDDIE WOMEN OF THE MOOSE 

Upon- motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
H a r g r a v e, fVl r. C 1 a y, Mr. Ben n e"t t, Mr. Web e r v 0 tin g II aye ", the 
following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Women of the Moose has made 
application to the Board of Supervisors for a Bingo and Raffle 
permit for calendar year 1983; and 

WHEREAS, the Women of the Moose meets the requirements 
as set forth in Sec. 18.1-340 of the Code of Virginia and has filed 
the required $10.00 fee; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie Women of the Moose 
is hereby granted a Bingo & Raffle Permit for the calendar year 
1983. 

IN RE: CHAIRMAN REASSUMES CHAI~ 

The Chairman returned to the meeting room and reassumed 
the Chair for the remainder of the meeting. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--AMERICAN LEGION BASEBALL COMMITTEE 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, tv'lr. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", 
the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the American Legion Baseball Committee has made 
application to the Board of Supervisors for a Bingo and Raffle 
permit for calendar year 1983; and 

WHEREAS, the American Legion Baseball Committee meets the 
requirements as set forth in Sec. 18.1-340 of the Code of Virginia 
and has filed the required $10.00 fee; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the American Legion Baseball 
Committee is hereby granted a Bingo & Raffle permit for the calendar 
year 1983. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--DINWIDDIE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

Upon motion of Mr; Weber, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Weber, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting "aye", Mr. 
Clay abstaining, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Elementary School has made appli-
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cation to the Board of Supervisors for a Bingo & Raffle permit for 
calendar year 1983; and 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Elementary School meets the re
quirements as set forth in Sec. 18.1-340 of the Code of Virginia 
and has filed the required $10.00 fee; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie Elementary School 
is hereby granted a Bingo & Raffle Permit for the calendar year 
1983. 

IN RE: SHOOTING RANGE PERMIT--AMERICAN LEGION BASEBALL COMMITTEE 

The County Administrator presented an application for 
a shooting range permit from the American Legion Baseball Committee 
to hold turkey shoots at the Ford volunteer fire department. The 
application must lie for 28 days before action is taken by the 
Board. During this time, the range will be inspected. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

Mr. L.A. Brooks, Jr. presented his report for the month 
of November, 1982. 

The discussion of additional dog traps was postponed 
from the last meeting. The County Administrator stated it was 
becoming more difficult to capture dogs and after talking with 
the Animal Warden, recommended purchasing two additional dog 
traps. He stated they would be built locally at a cost of $240 
to $250 each. 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, t~r. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting 
"aye", the Animal Warden was authorized to purchase two additional 
dog traps. 

IN RE: COMMENTS FROM THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR 

1. Auto Repair Bids - The County Administrator indicated 
that he was ready last week to solicit bids on repair of the county 
vehicles; however, he waited to see if the Board wanted to restrict 
the service to within the County. 

Mr. Clay stated he would like to see the work stay in 
the County. Mr. Hargrave indicated it would be natural to stay 
within the County unless they were unable to get competitive bids. 
Mr. Robertson felt it would be best to stay in the County. Mr. 
Weber and Mr. Bennett agreed. 

2. Dinwiddie Ruritan Club -- Christmas Tree - The County 
Administrator stated that the Dinwiddie Ruritan Club has requested 
permission to plant a Christmas tree on County property. The club 
will purchase decorations and put them up and take them down at 
Christmas. The County would select the site and care for the tree. 
The only cost to the County would be the electricity for the lights. 

Mr. Hargrave stated it was a good idea and they should 
be careful to fit the landscape. Mr. Robertson stated the Ruritan 
Club should be commended for the idea. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Weber, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson 
voting "aye", the Dinwiddie Ruritan Club was authorized to plant 
a Christmas tree on County property and be responsible for deco
rating the tree at Christmas. 

3. Cabletelevision Consultant List - The County Admini
strator distributed a list of cabletelevision consultants he 
and the County Attorney prepared for the Board's consideration. 
He stated at this time, they knew nothing about the firms. 



Mr. Hargrave asked if he knew any references. The 
County Administrator indicated he did not, but the list came from 
the National Association of Cabletelevision. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Weber, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Weber, Mr. Bennett, Mr; Clay, Mr. Robertson voting 
Haye H, the County Administrator was authorized to solicit pro
posals from each of the firms along with a reference list to pre
sent to the Board for their review and selection. 

4. Review of Buildings for Pest Control - The County 
Administrator advised the Board that a survey is needed to deter
mine pest infestation to County buildings. He stated he had 
drafted solicitations for bids from four companies asking them 
to determine if the County buildings have pests; to propose a 
plan to take care of the problem and a follow-up. These would 
all come to the Board for consideration. He further advised the 
Board that a pipe had burst in the Health Building and termites 
were found. He stated also part of the tile at the Health Buil
ding had to be replaced. 

5. nistribution of Material - The County Administrator 
distributed i~formation on the School System and Operating Expenses 
o f Co u n tie san d C it ie s a"c r 0 sst h eSt ate. He" a 1 sod i s t rib ute d a 
copy of ~ulesand regulations for procurement for the Board to 
review and suggested they have a work session at the January 5, 
1983 meeting. CneG information was also provided. 

IN RE: EMERGENCY SERVICES REGULATIONS 

Wendy Quesenberry, Admin. Assistant, advised the Board 
that the Rescue Squad would be appearing at the January 5, 1983 
meeting to request a waiver from the Emergency Medical Services 
regulations effective March 1, 1983. She stated that the Rescue 
Squad was having a gr~at deal of trouble finding an instructor for 
the EMT training. She added that the Transportation Safety Com
mission met December 8, 1982 and discussed their alternatives. 
Their recommendation will also be presented at this meeting. 

The County Administrator stated that he had received 
a letter from Charlotte County asking other localities to join 
them to urge the General Assembly to turn the authority over to 
the localities to set the requirements for the local Rescue 
Squads. He suggested that the Board might want a representative 
of the Emergency Medical Services Agency to appear at the January 
5, 1983 meeting to explain the requirements. The Chairman indi
cated that he understood them. No other comments were made. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Weber, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Weber, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting Haye H, 
pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 9:55 P.M. to 
discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session 
at 10:03 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting 
Haye H, the meeting adjourned at 1 :05 P.M. 

~ 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA, ON THE 5TH DAY OF JANUARY, 1983 AT 
2:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

GEORGE S. BENNETT, JR., VICE..,CHAIRMAN 
GEORGE E. ROBERTSON, JR., 
M. I. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
B.M. HEATH 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
DEPUTY SHERIFF 

THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR PRESIDING 

IN RE: ELECTION OF CHAIRMAN 

Mr. Robertson nominated Mr. Steve Weber. Mr. Hargrave se~ 
conded the motion. 

Mr. Clay moved that the nominations be closed. Mr. Har
grave seconded the motion. Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Bennett voted "aye", Mr. Weber abstained. 

Mr. Steve Weber was unanimously elected Chairman of the 
Board for the year 1983 or until his duly elected successor assumes 
office. 

IN RE: ELECTION OF VICE-CHAIRMAN 

Mr. Clay nominated Mr. George S. Bennett, Jr. Mr. Robert
son seconded the motion. 

Mr. Robertson moved that the nominations be closed. Mr. 
Hargrave seconded the motion. Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Weber voted "aye", Mr. Bennett abstained. 

Mr. George S. Bennett, Jr. was unanimously elected Vice
Chairman of the Board for the year 1983 or until his duly elected 
successor assumes office. 

IN RE: PRESENTATION OF GAVEL TO G.E. ROBERTSON, JR., CHAIRMAN 
FOR 1982 

Mr. Steve Weber presented a gavel to Mr. George E. Robertson 
Jr., on behalf of the Board of Supervisors, for his service as Chair
man during the year 1982. 

Mr. Weber then thanked the Board members for electing him 
Chairman for 1983 and stated he was looking forward to a successful 
year. 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Mr. Clay asked that the vote on the Bingo & Raffle permit 
for the Dinwiddie Elementary School be corrected to show that he 
abstained from voting. He also asked that the wording be changed on 
the trash truck repairs to show that a wiring harness might be needed 
because the lights "blink on and off" rather than "shake". 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting "aye", 
the minutes of the December 15, 1982 meeting were approved with 
the corrections as noted. 

IN RE: 'CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that the following claims be approved: 
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General Fund checks-numbering 82-2619 through 32-2699 
amounting to $71,286.37; and 83-1 through 83-6 amounting to $32,188.81. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mrs. Margaret W. Lewis presented her report for the month 
of December, 1982. She stated that as of December 5, 1982, the 
County has collected 85.74% of its assessments as compared to 85.33% 
last year at this same time. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James l. Blaha presented his report for the month of 
December, 1982. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

Mr. l.A. Brooks, Jr., had to answer a call and could not 
be present at the meeting. He previously submitted his report for 
the month of December, 1982. 

IN RE: POULTRY ClAIM--~1RS. J. R. RUFFINS 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, Mrs. J.R. Ruffins was awarded $63.00 for eighteen (18) 
chickens. 

IN RE: SECURITY MOBILE HOME--DAVID MOORE--REVIEW OF CONDITIONAL 
USE PERMIT 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, advised the Board 
that a year has passed and it was time to review the Conditional Use 
Permit for a security mobile home for David Moore. He indicated 
that he had a letter from Mr. Herman Harrison, owner of the property, 
stating the business was still in operation and there had been no 
break-ins. Mr. Scheid stated the trailer was located to the rear 
of the property and he would recommend allowing the Conditional Use 
Permit to stand as it is. 

Mr. Bennett asked if it would be brought back again to 
the Board for review in a year. Mr. Scheid indicated it would if 
the Board requested it. Mr. Bennett stated he would like to see 
it brought back if the business ceases to operate or circumstances 
change. Mr. Scheid indicated that was a condition of the permit. 
Mr. Bennett asked if these conditions were on all trailers of this 
type, and Mr. Scheid stated they were. 

Mr. Hargrave felt a periodic review of the permits might 
be wise. Mr. Bennett agreed. 

Mr. Robertson stated that about six months ago, the Board 
approved a Conditional Use Permit for a security mobile home at ano
ther location and as of this time, it has not been placed. He asked 
if there was any way to revoke the permit if not used in a certain 
period of time. Mr. Scheid stated the permit would be reviewed in 
a year, and if the trailer isn1t located, it could be assumed it 
was not needed and the permit be revoked. Mr. Robertson asked Mr. 
Scheid to keep an eye on that particular situation. 

The Board instructed Mr. Scheid to bring the Conditional 
Use Permit of Mr. David Moore back in a year for review, and that 
this be a condition placed on all conditional use permits of this 
type issued in the future. The County Administrator suggested that 
they could all be reviewed in a certain month, rather than at 
different times throughout the year. 

IN RE: REVIEW OF CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR AMUSEMENT CENTER-
JIMMY POPE 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, advised the Board 
that it was time to review the permit for an amusement center at 



L_JJ r _J 

the Blue Tartane, operated by Jimmy Pope. Mr. Scheid stated 
he had visited the' site with the Building Inspector and they 
found no problems. He, therefore, recommended continuing the per
mit. 

Mr~ Robertson asked Deputy B.M. Heath if the Sheriff1s 
Department had encountered any problems with the Amusement Center. 
Mr. Heath stated they had not. Mr. Robertson commented that he 
wondered how they stayed in business when there is so little activity. 

No action was needed to continue the permit. 

IN RE: SOCIAL SERVICES DIRECTOR 

Mr. Robertson stated that with the emphasis on surplus 
food, the government indicated one reason they were not giving more 
of it away was because there were no local volunteers. He asked 
Mrs. Talley if there was any way Dinwiddie County could bring 
together volunteers to distribute this food. Mrs. Talley stated 
it was alot of trouble to distribute. She added that she had been 
criticized about the distribution of cheese, stating they were too 
restrictive. They had expanded it to include those on Medicaid 
but some felt it should be expanded to include Medicare. She sug
gested they come to the next Social Services Board meeting. She 
added it would take more manpower. 

Mr. Robertson stated he was thinking of food other than 
cheese and asked Mrs. Talley if she knew of any. He stated the 
County has high unemployment and alot of families could use the 
food. He felt they should look into using the unemployed families 
to help distribute the food. He urged the Social Services Board to 
look into it. 

Mrs. Talley stated dried milk was the only other commo
dity she knew of. She indicated it was right much of a jo~ to 
distribute the food. She stated with the cheese, she had four 
volunteers and only one showed up. Mr. Robertson asked her to look 
into distributing the food and bring back her recommendation. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. C.B. Perry, Resident Engineer, and Mr. J.T. Lester, 
VDH&T, appeared before the Board to answer any questions they may 
have. 

1. Mr. Perry advi sed the Board that 
bridge projects will be advertised ·next month. 
Rt. 226 project has been advertised but hasn1t 
Robertson asked what the completion date was. 
him 120 days~ He added that Clay street would 
next month. 

the Rt. 645 and #1 
He added that the 

been awarded. Mr. 
Mr. Perry advised 
also be advertised 

2. Mr. Robertson stated that in regard to the Rt. 226 
improvement, the Simmons-property was being considered for possi
blya bank business. He asked if this became,a reality, what effect 
would it have on the interchange. Mr. Perry stated it would have no 
adverse reaction. Mr. Robertson asked about turning left coming out 
of the triangle. Mr. Perry stated that as it is planned now, there 
wouldn1t be any room. He added that the Highway Department would 
have to look at whatever was proposed. Mr. Ben~ett added that the 
Highway Department would have to approve any business entrances. 

3. -Mr. Perry asked about the IIStop Ahead ll sign at the 
intersection of Rt. 645 and 738. Mr. Clay advised him that the 
sign had been put up a few days after he mentioned it. 

4. Mr. Hargrave stated that the left hand turning lane 
at Produce Center below the u.S. #1 bridge project is not being 
used. He felt the public is just not aware of how it should be 
used. Mr. Perry stated that the lane will be extended with the 
Rt. 1 bridge project and maybe it would be more distinct. Mr. 
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Hargrave suggested that a sign indicating the turning lane could 
be placed south of the location. Mr. Perry stated he would review 
the lane again and also check to see if there were turning arrows 
there. 

5. Mr. Bennett asked if Rt. 644 in Darvills is in good 
shape now. Mr. Perry stated it is fixed now and they hadn't heard 
any more about it, but they would look at it again. 

6. Mr. Bennett asked about areas of limited construction 
on Rt. 460. Mr. Perry advised him that certain locations required 
Conditional Limited Access. He stated this cuts down on the number 
of entrances. It allows entrances at the time the right-of-way is 
bought and does not allow any more. The landowners are compensated 
at the time. Mr. Perry indicated that the problem with it is that 
the right-of-ways for conditional limited access are not really marked. 

7. Mr. Clay stated that on Rt. 611, there was a bad 
curve between Rt. 645 and 627 where the road is broken up and it 
causes a car to fishtail. Mr. Perry stated he would have it looked 
at to see what could be done. 

8. Mr. Bennett asked about pulling ditches. Mr. Perry 
stated that the roads that will be resurfaced have been pulled and 
they had done all they were going to. Mr. Bennett said that one 
side of Rt. 611 had been pulled. Mr. Perry indicated some of that 
could have been done under maintenance. 

9. Mr. Hargrave advised Mr. Perry that Rt. 605, east of 
Rt. 660 had some flooding across the road because of property that 
had been cleared. 

10. Mr. Clay asked that the Highway Department keep Rt. 738 
in mind. 

11. Mr. Robertson thanked Mr. Lester for his help during 
the recent snow. Mr. Weber also commended the Department on the 
snow removal. 

IN RE: HONEYWELL ENERGY AUDIT--BOSS SYSTEM 

Mr. Ron Des Roches, Customer Representative, Building Ser
vices Division, appeared before the Board to present the Energy Audit 
and explain the second year energy savings. He indicated that the 
County has been under the BOSS System for two years during which 
time quarterly audits have been made. Mr. Des Roches explained how 
the audit figures were compiled. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the County saves a certain amount, 
how much do they pay for that savings. Mr. Des Roches stated that 
the savings outweigh the payments. He added there was a percentage 
guarantee with the contract. 

Mr. Bennett asked where the weather forecast was obtained 
used in the energy study. Mr. Des Roches indicated the nearest wea
ther station was Richmond. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the systems were tuned at the out
set of the County entering the Boss Contract. Mr. Des Roches 
stated the equipment was tuned. Mr. Hargrave then asked if they 
were having trouble with people working against them. Mr. Des 
Roches stated there were none that he was aware of. He added they 
were having operational problems but not due to that. 

IN RE: 

He then thanked the Board for their service. 

DINWIDDIE RESCUE SQUAD -- SUPPORT OF VARIANCE REQUEST 
FOR EMERGENCY MEDICAL TECHNICIAN TRAINING 

Wendy Quesenberry, Admin. Assistant, advised the Board 
that the Rescue Squad representative could not be present and sug
gested they might want to postpone action until the night meeting 
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when the Rescue Squad members could be there. She felt that it 
was an important issue and the Board might like to hear input from 
the Rescue Squad personnel. 

Mr. Clay stated that he understood there wasn1t that 
much urgency. They have until March 1st. But, he saw no reason 
for the Board not to go along with it. Mr. Hargrave stated that 
the need was quite clear, and by acting, they might save those 
people an extra trip. ,The other members agreed. Mr. Robertson 
stated he had no problem going ahead and acting. The only reason 
he could see'to postpone action until the night meeting would be 
to allow for more publicity for the Squad and the problems they 
are facing if the press would give them that coverage. He indi-
cated he had spent 15 minutes talking on the subject with a radio 
station that morning. His concern was that if the Board didn1t 
concur, they may have an impossible time getting volunteers. He 
stated the young volunteer was the backbone today. He has a family 
to run, a job to take care of and duty to pull and now theylre 
asking for more hours. He was concerned they may not be able to get 
volunteers: He added they received a letter from Charlotte County 
stating their problems. There didn1t seem to be anyone available for 
training and he felt that Richmond could provide to train them. Mr. 
Robertson stated the members are willing to do all they can to meet 
the requirements by March 1, 1984 and he felt they deserve the Board1s 
concurrence and support. Mr Hargrave agreed stating they want to 
be well trained but somewhere a balance has to be reached between 
what is expected of a volunteer and the time they have available. He 
stated the Rescue Squad didn1t differ with the requirements, they 
just canlt get an instructor. He stated it was a shame that the 
State can1t donate this instruction time. 

Upon mot ion, of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Cl ay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie County Ambulance and Rescue Squad 
provides a most valuable service to the citizens of Dinwiddie County 
that is not available from any other source; and 

WHEREAS, the Rescue Squad depends totally on volunteers 
for its membership; and 

WHEREAS, the State Health Department through the Emergency 
Medical Services Agency promulgated rules and regulations effective 
March 1, 1983 governing emergency medical services throughout the 
State; and 

WHEREAS, Sec. 5.02 sets forth the minimum EMS vehicle 
personnel requirements which state that the attendant-in-charge 
shall be a certified Emergency Medical Technician or an equivalent 
approved by the Commissioner; and 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Rescue Squad has been unsuccessful 
in securing an instructor for this EMT training and, therefore, will 
not be able to meet the requirement by the March 1, 1983 deadline; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie County Rescue Squad has submitted 
a written request to the Board of Supervisors for a one-year variance 
from the March 1, 1983 effective date for the Emergency Medical 
Technician training; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia supports the Dinwiddie Rescue Squad1s 
request and urges the State Health Commissioner to grant this one
year variance from the March 1, 1983 effective date for the Emergency 
Medical Technician training; and ' 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Emergency Medical Services Agency 
provide an instructor for the Emergency Medical Technician training 
should the Dinwiddie Rescue Squad continue to be unsuccessful in 
obtaining one. 
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Mr. Clay stated the letter from Charlotte County was a 
little different. Mr. Robertson stated they want to waiver the 
whole local option. Mr. Hargrave stated then, you would have a 
real hodgepodge of requirements. Mr. Robertson stated every loca
lity has different needs. Dinwiddie has a difficult time getting 
men during the day whereas Petersburg doesn't have that much trouble. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENT--PLANNING COMMISSION 

Mr. Bennett nominated Mr. Harrison Moody to replace Mr. 
Granville Maitland on the Planning Commission. There were no other 
nominations. 

~1r. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, ~~r. 
Weber voting "aye", Mr. Harrison Moody was appointed to the 
Planning Commission, term expiring December 31, 1986. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENT--TRANSPORTATION SAFETY COMMISSION 

Mr. Robertson nominated Mr. Larry Conner to represent the 
Rescue Squad on the Transportation Safety Commission. Mr. Conner 
was suggested by the Rescue Squad for the nomination. Mr. Hargrave 
seconded the nomination. Mr. Robertson, (VJr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voting lIaye li

• Mr. Larry Conner was appointed 
to the Transportation Safety Commission, term expiring December 31, 
1983. 

IN RE: RADIO MAINTENANCE BIDS 

The County Administrator distributed copies of the radio 
maintenance bids, received January 4, 1983 for the Board's review. 
He stated they would be placed upon the January 19, 1983 meeting 
agenda for consideration. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--MCKENNEY RURITAN CLUB 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, ~~r. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the McKenney Ruritan Club has made application 
to the Board of Supervisors for a Bingo & Raffle permit for calendar 
year 1983; and 

WHEREAS, the McKenney Ruritan Club meets the require
ments as set forth in Sec. 18.1-340 of the Code of Virginia and has 
filed the required $10.00 fee; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the McKenney Ruritan Club be 
granted a Bingo & Raffle Permit for the calendar year 1983. 

IN RE: ROCHESTER BUTTON FACTORY--WASTE DISPOSAL CONTRACT 

The County Administrator presented the proposed contract 
for renewing the waste disposal agreement with the Rochester Button 
Factory. He stated that the present contract expires January 17, 
1983. The only change in the renewal would be the fee of $500 
payable in advance. He indicated this fee would cover stone and 
gravel for the area where they dispose of the button factory waste. 
He added that they dug a ditch last year which should last a number 
of years. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if reports on the waste disposal were 
being filed periodically. The County Administrator stated they 
were being filed with the Health Department and nothing was wrong. 
Mr. Robertson asked what the cost of the trench was. The County 
Administrator advised him it was $3800. Mr. Robertson asked if that 
included the cost of the land, which will have to be replaced. 
The County Administrator stated they did not include the cost of 
the land. Mr. Robertson asked if that wasn't a quantity discount 
and shouldn't they be figuring the cost of digging the trench 



every year. He stated he felt $500 was too low, that he would 
like to see at least $1,000. 

The County Administrator stated that the County has a 
Landfill for its citizens, industry and business, and they are not 
charged. He indicated they were charging Rochester because their 
waste required special handling. This year, he stated the only 
thing out of the ordinary was maintaining the road. He said if 
it wasn't hazardous materials, they wouldn't charge. Mr. Robertson 
stated that this area was separate. Other trash was dumped all 
together. He indicated they are requiring special handling. He 
also asked if the County has a way of disposing of the material 
if they had to or will the Company pay. He felt the County should 
have a cushion. The County Administrator read the contract wherein 
it states the Company will pay. Mr. Robertson added if the Company 
exists at that time. 

Mr. Hargrave stated they should be careful not to release 
to the world that whoever may come, the County will take care of 
their trash. It could be totally impossible. The County Administrator 
stated that was a point well taken. That's what they were doing with 
Mr. T h w eat t. Mr. H a rg r a v e i n d i cat e d i twa s imp r act i cal 0 n sma 11 bus i -
ness. 

Mr. Clay stated they were looking for industry. The County 
lost an expansion last year. He added the~e was high unemployment 
and the County shouldn't be picky. 

Mr. Clay moved that the Chairman be authorized to execute, 
on behalf of the County, renewal 'of the contract with Rochester Button 
Factory to dispose of its waste in the County Landfill. Mr. Bennett 
seconded the motion. Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Har
grave, Mr: Weber voted "aye" . 

. Mr. Hargrave indicated that he agreed with some of Mr. 
Robertson's concerns. He felt the cost of replacement should be 
considered but this particular contract was past that point. Mr. 
Robertson added that he was certainly concerned about the need for 
industry and he would not do anything to deter it coming. He thought 
the fee may be low but he would support renewal of the contract. Mr. 
Bennett asked that a record be kept of actual expenses on handling 
the waste. 

The County Administrator indicated they would probably 
need five loads of rock at approximately $485. Mr. Robertson asked 
if that included labor. The County Administrator stated it did 
not. 

Mr. Weber stated that he did not want to see the County 
lose money. He was concerned about the waste in the beginning. 
He felt the County should keep a close check on the waste as well as 
the cost involved. '; 

IN RE: LOW LEVEL RADIOACTIV~ WASTE FACILITY 

Mr. Robertson stated that he would like to pass on the 
material he received on the radioactive waste facility to the 
new Chairman. He stated that from what he read, .of.fi-cials will 
be contacting the County Administrator to set a meeting to discuss 
the subject. He added that he understood they have not selected a 
definite site. They are still evaluating and have narrowed it 
down to six locations. 

Mr. Clay presented a petition from concerned citizens 
in his area opposing a site in Dinwiddie County. He was sure a 
public hearing would be held and asked that the petition be kept 
on file. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he resented that information 
was released that the County was a potential site without being 
contacted first. He felt the Board should have been contacted 
in due time to give them an opportunity to be informed and develop 
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an understanding of the material. The other members agreed. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie Coun
ty, Virginia that the County Administrator is instructed to write 
a letter to the State Health Commissioner stating the Board's con-
cern that the County was released as a potential site for radioactive 
waste disposal without being contacted in due time to become informed 
and develop an understanding of the subject; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia acknowledges the receipt of the petition 
presented from concerned citizens opposing the location of a waste 
disposal facility in Dinwiddie County. 

IN RE: PROCUREMENT RULES AND REGULATIONS 

The proposed purchasing rules and regulations were distri
buted at the December 15, 1983 meeting and it was suggested that 
a workshop be held at this meeting. The County Administrator advised 
the Board that the majority of purchasing would remain as it is 
being done now. Mr. Hargrave stated that he understood the regula
tions would provide for small purchases to be handled as they have 
in the past. He further stated that he felt a change needed to be 
made on page 7 to allow the determined purchase price to go back 
to the requesting department on every purchase, rather than just 
when it was above budget. He added that he didn't want to disrupt 
the system we have now. 

The County Administrator stated that the regulations pro
vided for a warehouse but he did not feel the County was large enough 
to warrant one at this time. He then advised the Board that he would 
ask the County Attorney to review the regulations to see that they 
complied with the Procurement Ordinance and the State Code and at 
that time place them on the agenda for action. 

IN RE: COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR'S COMMENTS 

1. The County Administrator advised the Board that the 
crankshaft in the #1 trash truck is in excellent condition. Next 
will be the engine to determine if it will be suitable to rebuild. 

2. The County Administrator advised the Board that bid 
proposals from the cabletelevision consultants and pest control 
companies are due January 14, 1983. The auto repair bids are due 
January 17, 1983. 

3. The County Administrator stated that he had canvas 
on the rear deck of the Administration Building because there is 
a crack that allows leaking into offices on the lower level. He 
stated he has secured someone to repair and caulk the area. 

4. The County Administrator advised the Board that 
the County has been carrying malpractice insurance on the Rescue 
Squad for $1600. He stated that the Rescue Squad is now carrying 
fire insurance on their building, which includes malpractice in
surance for $893, so the County will cancel its policy January 31, 
1983. Mr. Hargrave asked if he was comfortable that the County 
was not being left uncovered. The County Administrator stated 
they had been assured the County was covered in every way and the 
County carried double coverage until it received that assurance. 

5. The County Administrator stated he would like to 
set a date for the Board to meet to discuss the income figures 
and some other basic decisions. The Board agreed to meet January 
11, 1983 at 7:00 P.M. 
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IN RE: PAST CHAIRMAN'S COMMENTS 

Mr. Robertson thanked the Board members for their coope
ration during the past year and expressed appreciation to the 
press, clergymen of the County and all those who cooperated during 
the year. He then congratulated Mr. Weber for being elected Chair
man for 1983. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson,Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
II aye ", pur sua n t to Sec. 2-. 1 - 344 (6) 0 f the Vir gin i a F r e e d 0 m 0 f 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 4:15 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 4:45 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, IvJr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber Voting 
"aye", the meeting was adjourned until 7:00 P.M., Tuesday, January 
11,1983. 

JANUARY 11, 1983--CONTINUATION OF JANUARY 5, 1983 MEETING--7:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: ALL MEMBERS 

IN RE: REVIEW OF INCOME PICTURE--1982-83 BUDGET 

The County,Administrator reviewed the income picture for 
the 1982-83 budget. He indicated that local income should be on 
target; State income down a few percentage points; and Revenue Sha-
ring off by $48,000. -

Mr. Robertson asked if the Water Authority was receiving 
the same price on their gas as the County does. The County Admini
strator stated he would have to check into it. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if he had heard anything about employees 
having the option of coming out of the Social Security system. The 
County Administrator stated he had not. 

Mr. Robertson stated he had read something about Prince 
George giving out cheese and butter to the unemployed and wondered 
if Dinwiddie could do that. Mr. Clay st~ted he would check into it 
at the Social Services Board meeting on the 18th. 

IN RE: REVIEW OF NEW-OR POSSIBLE INCREASED SOURCES OF INCOME 

The County Administrator distributed the following list 
of new or possible increased sources of income and asked that the 
Board review them and decide if they want to raise any of them or 
establish some fees where there aren't any now. Zoning permits were 
discussed at some length and the members asked for information on 
what surrounding localities were doing: 

Possible New or Increased Sources of Income 

1. Dog License - This was considered in th~ Fall of 1982; therefore, 
no information is presented. 

2. Building Permits - This was considered during the Fall of 1982; 
therefore, no information presented. 

3. Zoning Permits - No charge. 

4. Subdivision Plats - These charges are under review and will be 
updated when the new subdivision ordinance is presented to the Board 
of Supervisors. 
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5. Rezoning Applications - Cost of advertising. 

6. Zoning Variance - Cost - $20.00 

7. Conditional Use Permits - Cost - $20.00 

8. Land Development - Preliminary review - $10.00; Final Review 
$10.00 plus $1.00 per acre. 

9. Erosion Control Permit - Base Cost - $25.00 plus $2.00 per acre; 
Maximum - $150.00 

10. Bingo & Raffle Permit - $10.00 

11. Bingo & Raffle Audit - 1% of Gross Income - Maximum Allowed. 

12. Gold & Silver Permit - Cost - $25.00 

13. Health Permit - Cost - $25.00 

14. Boat Landing Parking Fee - Cost - $2.00 per vehicle; Maximum 
allowed under the contract between the County and the Commission 
of Game and Inland Fisheries. 

15. Landfi 11 - No Charge 

16. Trash Containers - 4 Cu. Yd. - $27.00; 6 Cu. Yd. - $33.75. 

17. Dog Pound - When owner claims dog, $1.00 per day per dog. 

18. Alarms in Jail - No Charge. 

19. Use of Meeting Rooms - No charge. 

20. Motor Vehicle License - $15.00 per vehicle - 1982 Session of the 
General Assembly raised State Motor Vehicle License to $20.00. The 
County is allowed to charge up to the Statels charges. 

21. Consumer Utility Tax - Residential - 16% - Maximum - $1.60. 
Allowed by Law - 20%; Business and Industrial - 16% - Maximum - $16.00. 
Allowed by Law - 20%. 

IN RE: IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED--COUNTY BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS 

The County Administrator distributed the following list of 
improvements needed to county buildings and grounds: 

Circuit Court Clerkls Office -

1. New Roof and Gutters. 2. Carpet 3. Bathroom 

At the time improvements are contemplated for this building, 
consideration also must be given to the proposed construction of 
a courts building that would house the Circuit Court Clerkls Office. 
A courts building is included in the Master Plan and is thought to 
be needed sometime in the 90 1 s. The amount of money needed to 
expand, renovate and install toilet facilities might be better spent 
in a new building. 

The following have been mentioned as being needed at the Cir
cuit Court Clerkls Office: 

1. Toilet Facilities 
2. Increase the size of the building to accommodate the 

ever-expanding volume of records and the space needed by 
the general public and attorneys to review and research 
the records. 

Whatever course the Board chooses to follow, the two improve
ments mentioned above, roof and carpet are desperately needed to 
prevent the further deterioration of the building and to reduce 
the liability exposure. Estimated cost of new roof and new carpet 
is $30,000. 
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The funding source for these two improvements: 1. Construction 
Fund - $21,000 2. Lew Jones Village Subdivison Bond Account - $9,000. 

Social Services Building -

This building needs a new roof. Some portions of this roof 
are better than 25 years old. The continued patching is costly 
as well as contributes to the deterioration of the wood decking. 
If allowed to continue much longer, the decking would have to be 
replaced as well as the roof. 

Recently, we have experienced some difficulty with the wiring. 
A study will be made to determine its status. If there is exposure, 
repair and/or replacement would be done under normal maintenance. 

At this time, I 'am not aware of other improvements needed in 
this building. 

1. Estimated Cost of new roof is $30,000. 

The funding source is budget year 1983-84. 

Health Building -

A major portion with the tile floor was corrected during 
December. It is anticipated that the other problem areas would 
be corrected in the coming year and be funded out of the normal 
repair and maintenance budget. 

There still is a need to consider replacing the tile with new 
tile and/or carpet. This is not a pressing matter and can be con
sidered each budget year when funds are available. 

A leak in the kitchen is a major problem that still exists and 
will be corrected under normal repair and maintenance. 

Courthouse -

To my knowledge, there are no improvements and/or repairs 
needed in this building. A clock for the Circuit Court room and 
drapes for the entire building are desireable. 

I have discussed with you previously the need to remove the 
large oak trees in the rear of the Courthouse. This is a must! 
Large, dead limbs are falling from these trees and just missing 
vehicles and people. All of the trees are in a position to inflict 
severe damage to buildings should they topple over. 

The shrubs on each side of the building should be removed. 
They are no longer decorative and the roots are causing problems 
with the foundation. The sidewalks need to be replaced and/or 
repaired to lessen the liability exposure. The drainage system 
needs to be replaced. When it rains, the water runs off the buil
ding and under the foundation pouring into the basement. All of 
this work should be completed this Spring, Summer and Fall, anti
cipating that the. Courthouse will be repainted on the outside in 
the next twelve to 24 months. 

To remove the trees, to remove all the shrubs around the Court
house and remove the sidewalk would cost employee time and opera
tion of equipment. A machine would be needed to dig the ditches 
for the drainage system and a cement finisher would be needed for 
the sidewalks. Crusher run would be needed for those areas from 
which trees are removed. The State will repair the roadway that 
is damaged due to the removal of the trees. 

Total Cost would not exceed $7,000. This includes replacement 
shrubbery. Hopefully, much of this can be obtained through dona
tions. 

J ail -

1. Remove old Jail - This work can be performed by County per-
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sonne1 with County equipment. 

2. Move gas pumps -

3. Pave parking area. This is needed due to the continued 
erosion in and around the jail that clogs up the drainage system. 
As a result of the grading needed after removing the old jail, the 
rear entrance road might need to be paved. 

The cost of moving the gas tanks and paving would be $10,000 
to $12,000. 

Funding Source - Budget 1983-84. 

Administration Building -

There are no major improvements needed to the Administration 
Building. All items that need to be done will be funded out of 
our normal repair and maintenance budget and the money received 
from W.F. Hamm's bond. 

I strongly suggest to the Board that all items, not currently 
needed in the operation of the County, surplus items, be sold at 
a public auction the latter part of April or the first of May. We 
will clean the attic of the Courthouse and the storage room of the 
Administration Building. We would request from the department 
heads and Constitutional Officers a list of items within their office 
that they do not need. We would review all vehicles and equipment 
to determine their need. The income from this sale would offset 
some of the expense of these improvements noted above. 

Mr. Hargrave commented that the gas tanks might be better 
left where they are. 

Mr. Robertson recommended that they investigate putting the 
Circuit Court Clerk's records on microfish. This might alleviate 
the problem of having to expand the building. 

The County Administrator indicated that the most pressing 
needs are the Circuit Court Clerk's Office and Social Services Buil
ding roofs. Mr. Bennett asked about the Clerk's Office roof. The 
County Administrator stated it was slate which would double what 
he proposed another type of roof would cost. 

Mr. Robertson wondered if there would be problems with 
history buffs if the roof is changed. 

IN RE: OTHER COMMENTS 

The County Administrator stated it would be very bene
ficial to the Board if they read the two books he distributed at 
the last meeting, Facing Up-16 - Statistical Data on Virginia Public 
Schools, and the 1982 Comparative Report of Local Government Revenues 
and Expenditures. He also mentioned the book on Tax Rates in Virginia's 
Cities, Counties and Selected Towns: 1982 should they desire copies to 
read. Mr. Hargrave stated he felt they needed to get the information 
on relative key factor costs for education in perspective and before 
the school people. He felt they need to see and have an appreciation 
for costs and their comparison with other localities. 

Mr. Robertson stated he would like to determine how they 
were going to work on the budget. He felt they should meet with 
the department heads and give the County Administrator their feelings 
on what they wanted in the budget that day. Then the County Admini
strator could prepare a budget for their review. He felt they should 
be more explicit in putting together the budget. 

Mr. Weber stated he would like to get away from meeting 
and cutting away a little at the time. They should decide what 
they want and give it to the County Administrator. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voting 
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"aye, pursuant to Sec. 3.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 8:37 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 8:50 P.M. 

IN RE: INFORMATION DISTRIBUTED 

The County Administrator distributed copies of the Com
prehensive Conflict of Interest Act and the information from the 
State Health Department on Low Level Radioactive Waste Disposal 
Facilities. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT' 

~
." <:', ,~, . E E WEBER, CHAIRMAN 

ATTEST: ~~ -------
.' . T 

J 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETtNG OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 19TH DAY OF JANUARY, 1983 
AT 8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.L ROBERTSON, JR. 
M.I. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
T.E. GIBBS 

INVOCATION 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
DEPUTY SHERIFF 

The Reverend Russell Freeman, Pastor, Bloomfield Baptist 
Church, delivered the Invocation. 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Mr. Robertson asked that his comments about putting the 
Circuit Court Clerk's records on microfish be added to the minutes 
under the discussion on improvements to buildings and grounds. 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the minutes of the January 5, 1983 meeting were approved with 
the one addition as noted. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber 

.voting lIaye ll
, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: 

General Fund checks-numbering 83-7 through 83-139 amoun
ting to $102,323.35; Law Library Fund checks-numbering LF-83-1 
and 2 amounting to $193.44. 

IN RE: LAND USE DISCUSSION 

Mr. Robertson stated that he had requested that Land Use 
be placed on the agenda. He said for the past couple of years, 
he had heard different questions about Land Use and had attempted 
to find out the impact on the County. He stated the only infor
mation he had seen was from the Commissioner of Revenue and a semi
nar he attended at Longwood. He stated that Mr. Bolte indicated 
due to Land Use, the County was deferring $300,000 in taxes and he 
felt this was passed on to the homeowner who must pick it up for a 
period of time. He realized there is a rollback tax which allows the 
County to recoup those taxes. However, Mr. Robertson did not feel the 
Land use tax is benefitting the homeowner. He felt they had reached 
a point where they should discuss Land Use in a public hearing. He 
indicated that the meeting at Longwood College was effective and 
interesting. The different things brought up were voted on by 
those there, which was a good amount of people. He stated one issue 
was that the number of acres allowed under Land Use should be limited. 
A small majority voted that the number of acres be limited but no 
acreage was mentioned. To get this before the Board and the public, 
he had called the County Administrator on Monday of last week and 
requested an ordinance be drafted to limit the number of acres allowed 
under Land Use to 750 acres. He did not intend that it be an exact 
figure, merely a starting point,which could be based on the feelings 
of the citizens. On Thursday, he indicated he received a call from 
the County Attorney stating the Board could not limit the number of 
acres allowed under Land Use. Therefore, he was left with· a couple 
of alternatives. He was dismayed and disappointed that the Board 
does not have that authority, but it is according to State law. 
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The two alternatives were: 1. Reintroduce the amendment he presented 
last year, limiting Land Use to agricultural use only. 2. To have 
a public hearing inviting citizens to discuss Land Use and take 
whatever action comes out of this meeting. Perhaps, the citizens 
would have input to guide them in which area to go or acreage to li
mit. He further hoped the Board would adopt a resolution and advise 
legislators in Richmond to pursue allowing Boards throughout the State 
to limit the acreage in Land Use. 

He stated if citizens do not feel the acres should be limi
ted, and if they feel Land Use is a good thing, they can lay Land 
Use to rest until someone tells them different. They have not done 
anything with Land Use recently. He indicated when they adopted the 
ordinance, members stated they would be willing to discuss it again 
in a year or biannually. Mr. Robertson asked if the public session 
could be a discussion without being an official public hearing. The 
County Attorney stated it could be an information session without 
advertising for a public hearing. Mr. Robertson stated then looking 
at the two alternatives, he would like to have the citizens input 
on Land Use at a hearing held on Tuesday, prior to the February night 
meeting, February 15, 1983 at 7:30 P.M. He would like to advertise 
through the news media and by word of mouth. He felt there should be a 
meeting of the citizens with the Board to discuss Land Use to see 
what the citizens want. He said the reason he was bringing it up 
now was they were going into the budget session and the County will 
need all the income they can get. If it will help them not to have to 
raise taxes, he felt they should take action now. He said also 
if they wanted to do anything, it had to be done by June 1 of this 
year to be effective January 1, 1984. 

Mr. Robertson moved that a public input session be held 
February 15, 1983 at 7:30 P.M. to hear comments from the citizens 
concerning Land Use. There was no second. 

Mr. Weber asked if anyone in the audience would like to 
make a statement on Land Use. Mr. George Robinson stated that he 
has always been against taking any person or parties and treating 
them special. He stated if you give someone a special favor, you 
sell yourself out. The County is losing and he felt all should be 
treated equally. He indicated that rural land can be appraised 
at a reasonable value if done properly. It can be taken care of 
in established values. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that if you put 1,000 people together 
and 900 could find a method to tax 100, that 800 would probably agree 
and maybe find some fairness. Too many people feel the only good tax 
is one on someone else. He felt Land Use is a very fair tax. He said 
people need to read and understand the premise of the State law. As
sessments do not take care of equitability. What the property will 
sell for is not value of what it is used for. The Land Use law passed 
by the State enables localities to choose for those people near growing 
area where development has caused the apparent values to be higher. 
The market value is higher than what property is actually used for. 
If you can get away from the pressure of that development, values will 
come down to Land Use value which is what it will produce. Inflated 
value is pressed on it by sale of land in area for other uses. He 
added the Board held extensive public input sessions before the 
ordinance was adopted with representatives from other localities 
and State agencies for the public to be informed. He felt the County 
is the same and the law is the same. He had seen no surprise in 
the way Land Use was functioning. He stated the Board's responsi
bility is to see taxing is done in a fair manner, and he felt Land 
Use was doing that. He said he was sure every homeowner's tax 
is a little higher. Agricultural land may be lower as to value 
it can produce. He felt there was no need to change. He also felt 
there was no need to arouse a lengthy input since there was no 
difference and no change. 

Mr. Robertson stated that as elected representatives of 
the citizens, they should be willing to sit and listen to anything 
the citizens have to say. He said he had heard enough comments to 
feel justified to listen. He indicated he did not feel the homeowner 
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can continue to bear the load. 
and he was willing to listen. 
a public meeting and go along 
things have not stayed status 
citizens to have input. 

LJ 

He also felt things have changed, 
He was asking that the Board consider 

with listening because certainly 
quo. He was in favor of allowing the 

Mr; Hargrave stated he hears pro and con all the time on 
this matter. He felt the members can individually receive input with
out inviting the public to expect a change. 

Mr. Robertson stated the input should be able to develop 
into a meeting of the people to discuss the subject. He stated Mr. 
Bolte had presented-a $300,000 figure. At the budget session, a figure 
of $1400 to $1500 was presented for Land Use due to two more timber 
companies applying. He wondered what effect that will have on taxes. 
He didn't know the size of the companies but things have changed. He 
again stated that in the minutes prior, members had expressed a wil
lingness to get input on an annual or biannual basis. 

Mr. Hargra~e commented that 75% of the timberland is owned 
by individuals. The amount of land subject to Land Use has been there 
all the time. That has remained unchanged. 

Mr. Larry Elder stated that he remembered the debate about 
Land Use. He added he has always been a proponent of Land Use. He 
had mentioned it nine or ten years ago. He indicated he had heard 
comments that probably 30% to- 40% of the cost of Land Use as it related 
to timber land can be attributed to fewer than 20 individuals or enti
ties. He felt Land Use should benefit the whole county, and it should 
be looked into if only a few are benefitting. As to timber land, 
the agricultural category would allow 20 acres of timber land exclu
sive per parcel. Most of farmers would be able to exempt some timber 
per acre. -He felt it was a good concept but there were alot of ques
tions unanswered that could be answered by the records of the Com
missioner of the Revenue. He was not sure timber was fair for all 
the county. The average citizen does not benefit from timber. 

- Mr~ Robertson stated that Mr. Hargrave -mentioned 25% of 
the timber land in the County was owned by timber companies. He 
indicated that there were 328,000-acres in the County and if 25% 
was correct, 80,000 acres is in timber. 

Mr. Bennett stated he was at the Farmville meeting. He 
felt Land Use is good for the majority of the people. The majority 
of the people at the meeting did feel a limit of acres on timber 
land would be good, and they should take it to the legislators this 
year. He did not know who was going to take it upon themselves to 
take it to the General Assembly. He stated that he favored limiting 
the number of acres-an individual could have under Land Use. He 
felt there were alot of questions -they should know that public 
input wouldn't answer. He indicated he favored pursuing this 
option with the legislators allowing localities to have a limited 
number of acres per owner in Land Use. 

Mr. Robertson stated if they don't take action now, how 
would they get the information-to the General Assembly. He felt they 
were a government of the people and the people have a right to tell 
them what they want. He hoped they would adopt a resolution after
wards for the-General -Assembly. - He stated unless they passed a 
resolution tonight, they won't get action. They would probably be 
through with Land-Use and there would be no need for him to pursue 
it after-tonight. He indicated he would abide by the Board's deci
sion after the vote. It would not be his wish but he had made the 
effort. He felt they needed the citizen input and their backing 
to approach the General Assembly and say we want your support in 
giving Boards of Supervisors authority to limit the number of acres 
per owner in Land Use. 

Mr~ Hargrave stated that every year, the Board meets with 
their representatives and he felt the legislators value the Board's 
feelings whether unanimous or individually. That is another level 
of input. He felt they didn't need a large room full of people and 
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a popularity contest. He felt they had plenty of time and they 
should make it their business to have this exchange with the Legis
lators. 

Mr. Clay stated that he was in favor of limiting land in 
Land Use. He was willing to listen to the citizens but he wondered 
if it was needed. He didn't see alot of change. 

Mr. George Robinson stated that use value is market value 
if it is done right. Mr. Hargrave said it could not be done that 
way. You have to put value in reassessing based on market value. 
The County Administrator reiterated that State law requires them to 
use 100% valuation based on market value. Mr. Robinson then asked how 
you would value an apartment building with rental value. Mr. Har
grave stated that it is built for a price and the rent is set to 
return it and that is its use value. But, for example, land on U.S. 
#1 near the Rescue Squad building, that is near the road is valued 
higher than the land behind it. He added that the same criteria is 
used for assessing a small fine house as a large house of the same 
construction. He stated it is easy to pick on a few. They probably 
care less because it is not as important to them. He stated that 
the fact is that things in the assessment are not valued by use. 

Mr. Robinson stated that use value is in the appraisal. 
It depends on the attitude. Mr. Hargrave indicated that the State 
doesn't allow that option. Mr. Robinson added that the County is 
losing because of administrative costs. 

Mr. T.E. Gibbs asked about assessments on timber land 
and asked why the assessment for a timber company was lower than 
a private timber owner next to it. Mr. Robertson stated one reason 
may be that the timber company is a better manager and has a better 
inventory of trees, where the individual may not know about his own 
property and has to rely on the judgment of the assessor. Mr. 
Clay stated that the question deals with the assessment and not 
Land Use. Mr. Hargrave stated that when the reassessment was done 
before, the Board heard alot about this exact inequity. They saw 
it happening not because of good records. The State stopped the 
reassessment and let the individual go. He said he wasn't saying 
that it might not look that way, but the Board has made every effort 
to see that it wasn't done with the last reassessment. He felt they 
should always strive for equitability. 

Mr. Elder stated that he felt there were some misunder
standings and alot of misinformation. He said all farmers seemed 
to be for Land Use. But when you talk about categories, people 
don't know timber can be included under the agricultural category. 
He stated that he didn't see where the County was making use of 
the information they ought to have. He felt if the information 
were put before the Board and public that 10 to 20 individuals or 
companies were taking $75,000 a year, and could explain that taking 
timber out of land use would not have that much of an effect, they 
would have a larger sentiment expressed and considerably different 
input. But they don't know the facts. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he was not adverse to acquiring the 
information and understanding it. 

Mr. Weber stated he had never been in favor of Land 
Use and he felt the County didn't need it. He went along with 
Mr. Robertson's motion for agricultural land only and would agree 
today. He felt they were losing money each year and they owed it 
to the public to let them come and have input on changes since 
Land Use went into effect. He felt it would help the Board and 
the public. 

Mr. Bennett stated he had been hearing comments about 
the County losing money. He said they were losing money on personal 
property and real estate by not having higher rates too. 

There was no second to Mr. Robertson's motion to have 
a public input session. In a roll call vote, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, 
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Mr. Hargrave voted II nay , Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voted lIaye li
• The 

motion was defeated. 

Mr., Rob e r t so n m 0 ve d t h at a pub 1 i c he a ri n g be he 1 d Fe b r u a r y 
15, 1983 at 7:30 P.M. in the Dinwiddie Government Center to consider 
for adoption an ordinance to amend Chapter 8, Article 8 of the Code 
of Dinwiddie, Virginia, dealing with deleting special assessments 
for horticultural, forest or open space real estate. There was no 
second. On a roll call vote, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave 
v 0 ted II nay II, Mr. Rob e r t son, Mr. W e be r v 0 ted II aye II • The mot ion 
was defeated. 

Mr. Weber stated that he felt a roll call vote on impor
tant matters was beneficial. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he would like to see the infor
mation suggested by Mr. Elder collected. He felt the Board could see 
more clearly where they are and what the questions raised have done. 
He moved that this information be gathered and then a work session be 
held to discuss it. He felt that each Board member should request 
the pieces of information he needs and feels he has a lack of under-
s tan din gin. Mr. Ben net t sec 0 n d edt h e 'm 0 t ion. Mr. Rob e r t son ask e d 
for a clarification of the motion. Mr. Hargrave answered stating 
apparently there was a·lack of clarity of those taking advantage of 
Land Use and if any member feels a lack of understanding, they can 
derive this information from the Commissioner of Revenue. Mr. Ro
bertsonasked if it would be a work session open to the public. Mr. 
Hargrave stated anything the Board does is public. Mr. Robertson 
stated he wanted to make sure they received public input. Mr. Har
grave stated he could get all the input he needed from talking to 
people. Mr. Robertson then asked if he intended not to invite the 
public. Mr. Hargrave stated his intention was to get information. 
Mr. Robertson said he agreed with getting the information. He wanted 
to get it to the public. He felt they needed to meet with the citi
zens to get the information to them. Mr. Hargrave indicated the peo
ple can help, them on how the business is working, but they need facts 
to take action. Mr. Weber felt the information would be helpful. Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr.·Weber voted lIaye li

• 

IN RE: PETERSBURG JAYCEES ANNUAL PIG-NIC--APPROVAL OF PERMIT 
FOR 1983 

The County Administrator presented an application for a 
Special Entertqinment permit for the Petersburg Jaycees Annual 
Pig-Nic to be held May 4, 1983 at the Petersburg Airport. Atten
dance of 3500 is expected. He stated there were no major changes 
from the previous Pig-Nics held and he recommended approval. 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the application for a Special Entertainment Permit for 
the Petersburg Jaycees Annual Pig-Nic to be held May 4, 1983 
was approved with the, conditions as stated therein. 

IN RE: SHOOTING RANGE PERMIT--AMERICAN LEGION BASEBALL COMMITTEE 

The application for a shooting range permit for the 
American Legion Baseball Committee was submitted at the December 15, 
1982 meeting. Since by county ordinance, it must lie for 28 days 
before being considered, action was schedule,d at this meeting. 
The County Administrator reported that the range was going to be 
taken down and put up again in the Fall at which time it would 
be inspected. Action was postponed. 

IN RE: RADIO MAINTENANCE CONTRACT BID AWARD 

The following information was submitted to the Board to 
make a decision on a radio maintenance contract for the County: 

:0 ~11;'E~penses on radio repair for the last two and one
n a 1 f: yea r s. ~.: 
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2. Bid proposals in these forms: A. Fire, Rescue and 
Sheriff1s Communication Equipment - maintenance on a monthly basis. 
B. Fire, Rescue and Sheriff1s Communication Equipment - cost to 
inspect the equipment twice each 12 months. The bids submitted 
were as follows: 

1. Land Air Communications & Elec. Corp. - A. $933.25; 
B. $3394.00 

2. Superior Communications Services, Inc. - A. $955; 
B. $5,488 

3. Comm-Tronics - A. $1,7110.03; B. $10 in shop; $25 out 
of shop. 

Mr. Robertson stated the expenses for the past 2~ years 
were for repairs, not maintenance. It does not attest to the state 
of the equipment now. A maintenance contract would maintain the 
equipment in 1st class working condition at no more than the cost 
of the bid. The County Administrator said the only cost to the 
County as outlined in the three proposals to bring the equipment 
up to first class condition and maintain it in that condition is 
the monthly maintenance charge. The condition of the units is not 
known at this time. 

Mr. Harvey Lowe, Superior Communications Services, Inc., 
stated that they didn1t know how many units had been worked on, 
and this was not a good situation for an emergency basis. He added 
if you keep up the equipment, it lasts longer. 

Mr. Robertson stated he is unable from the bids to ascer
tain if the repair to mobiles is to be done in the shop or on loca
tion. He indicated if the units are to be taken to LaCrosse, he 
has concerns about the added cost and lost time of the deputies, fire 
and rescue people. He also feels the time and material rates are 
rather stiff for a one time charge. 

The County Administrator said usually work on mobiles, 
portables, pagers and plectrons is done in the shop. Mr. Robertson 
stated in the case of Land Air, the units will be carried to LaCrosse. 

Mr. Clay asked why there was such a big jump in expenses 
for the last six months of 1982. It was explained part of this 
amount were bills held by the Rescue Squad for a long period of 
time and paid in November of 1982. The County Administrator stated 
that there had been alot of repairs on the base station. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the six month inspections included 
satisfying the requirements of the FCC. Mr. Lowe stated they did. 

Mr. Robertson moved that the Board of Supervisors accept 
the bid of Superior Communications Services for full maintenance at 
a monthly cost of $955. He understood installation and acts of God 
would be extra. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he knew if the equipment was main
tained, it would hold up better and the cost of repair seemed to 
be doubling. But he debated the manner in which they were handling 
it now. He wondered if the equipment was hurting enough to be worth 
the extra $4,000 to $6,000 a year. Mr. Lowe advised that the County 
was going to gain that much in service. He further stated that the 
repairs in the past have been done on a break down basis. With a 
maintenance contract, availability of the equipment would be improved 
and time on the road would be less. 

Mr. Robertson added that now they did not know how many 
radios have been worked on. With a maintenance contract, they 
would know all of them. Mr. Hargrave stated that the cost of 
repairs was rising. 

Mr. Bennett asked Mr. Lowe if after looking over the 
console, did he think maintenanqe,was going to-cure the problems 
they· were having with it.' Mr. Lowe stated that in his opinion, the 
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console has been pocirly maintained. It has been repaired on a patch 
work basis. He added that it will not eliminate all the problems, 
but much has been caused by poor maintenance, because it is basically 
good equipment. Mr. Bennett asked if $955 a month will put the console 
in good shape. Mr. Lowe advised him it would. Mr. Bennett asked what 
the life expectancy was. Mr. Lowe stated 10 years normally, and pro
bably another ten years. He did not feel the equipment had become 
obsolete for the county's needs. 

Mr. Clay seconded the motion. Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. HargraVe, Mr. Weber voting "aye", Mr. Bennett abstaining, the 
contract for maintenance service on the fire, rescue and Sheriff's 
radios and communications equipment was awarded to Superior Com
munications Services, Inc. for $955/mQnth, effective February 1, 
1983. 

Mr. Bennett asked how long the bid was good for. He'stated 
the Board was beginning to work on the budget now. He felt they 
were always spending money not in the budget and wondered if the 
County could afford it. 

Mr. Robertson stated that the cost was reimburseable from 
the State. The County Administrator indicated money was budgeted 
to cover the cost. Mr. Hargrave said they had been laboring over 
it six to eight months. It had not been dropped on them at this 
meeting. 

The County Administrator stated that the people doing the 
repair work during the past several years~ Comm-Tronics, have been 
dOing an outstanding job. They only responded to the County's call 
when there was a problem because the County was not under a con
tract with them. He stated that the County was very happy with 
their service. 

IN RE: BID PROPOSALS--VEHICLE REPAIR; PEST CONTROL; CABLETELEVISION 
CONSULTANT 

1. The County Administrator distributed bids received on 
repairing county vehicles. He stated there was additional infor
mation he needed to gather, and recommended they be placed on the 
February 2, 1983 agenda. 

2. The County Administrator distributed bids received 
on pest control for the county buildings and recommended they be 
placed on the February 2, 1983 agenda. 

3. The County Administrator distributed proposals re
ceived for a cabletelevision consultant. He indicated that cable
television bids are due January 25, 1983. He stated he sent Invi
tations to Bid to five firms and received two. He stated they could 
wait until the February 2, 1983 meeting and they would have th~ 
benefit of having the cabletelevision proposals before them. He felt 
they could make a selection in two to five days and have a firm on 
board. He added that he had not had time to check references. Also, 
he had a meeting scheduled to discuss the proposals earlier in the 
day and the other party had to cancel, so he was not as prepared to 
discuss the proposals as he had planned. 

Mr. Robertson moved that action on the cabletelevision con
sUltant be postponed until the February 2, 1983 meeting to allow 
the County Administrator time to examine the proposals and check their 
references. Mr. Hargrave seconded the motion. Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voted "aye". 

IN RE: INFORMATION DISTRIBUTED TO THE BOARD 

The following information was distributed to the Board 
for this meeting: 

1. Legislative report on the General Assembly. 
2. Memo from Gloucester County concerning proposed certi

fication and licensing of soil scientists. 
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3. Letter and resolution from Washington County on the 
method of electing Boards of Supervisors. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting "aye", 
pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 9:30 P.M. to discuss 
legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 10:05 
P. M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, }1r. Weber voting "aye", the 
meeting adjourned at 10:06 P.M. 

ATTEST:!'vvf6fG{X -v . , 
I ; ;:., .r-.... " "'T'""" 



VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM 'OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 2ND DAY OF FEBRUARY, 1983 AT 
2:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M.I. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

1.0. RAINEY, III 
MITCHELL HARRIS 

INVOCATION 

ASS'T. COMMONWEALTH ATTY 
DEPUTY SHERIFF 

The Reverend Bob Lamb, Pastor, West Dinwiddie United Metho
dist Charge, delivered the Invocation. 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Ben
nett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting "aye", 
the minutes of the January 19, 1983 meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that the following claims be approved: General 
Fund checks-numbering 83-140 through 83-226 amounting to $84,230.17; 
History Book Fund check #~B-83-1 in the amount of $5.40. 

IN RE: LAND AIR COMMUNICATIONS--DISCUSSION OF RADIO MAINTENANCE 
CONTRACT AWARD 

Mr. George McClellan, President, Land Air Communications 
and Electronics, Inc., appeared before the Board to discuss the 
contract award for maintenance of the county's radios and communi
cations equipment. He indicated his Attorney did not feel the need 
to be present because he thought there had been merely a misunder
standing and he seemed to agree. Mr. McClellan stated he had sub
mitted his bid on a competitive basis on the bid forms provided. He 
indicated that the minutes showed Land Air Communications was the 
lowest bidder; however, the Board awarded a full mainteriance contract 
to Superior Communications. Mr. McClellan said he was led to believe 
that a competitive bid is to achieve the lowest price on a given ser
vice by a competent bidder. He stated that his General Manager, Mr. 
Tom Rentfrow called the County Administrator after the bid was sub
mitted to see if there were any questions. The County Administrator 
stated there were no questions and he was satisfied with their ser
vice and had checked the company's credibility. At this point, Mr. 
McClellan showed the Board a list of his present customers. 

Mr. McClellan stated that it appears Mr. Lowe was allowed 
to come and the County Administrator indicated they didn't need to 
come. Mr. McClellan added they had never had any trouble before. 
He just couldn't understand why the higher competitor got the bid 
when there is no travel time or emergency response fees in the , 
first option. He could not see where the Board would think there 
would be an additional charge for any emergency response. Mr. 
McClellan then read the letter he received from the County Admini
strator concerning the award of the bid. He reiterated that there 
is no mileage or travel time in Option 1. He added most of the 
problems can be fixed where the vehicle is. He stated it doesn't 
matter which shop the equipment is fixed at. It couldn't amount but 
to maybe 20 minutes more time. Mr. McClellan stated he would like 
to know why the bid was awarded to Superior Communications. 
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The County Administrator stated he never encourages or 
discourages anyone to come to the meeting. It is not a require
ment of the bid. He then explained his understanding as to why the 
bid was awarded as it was. He stated it was time and mileage. The 
County has under its authority, the radios of the Sheriff, Dog 
Warden, Rescue Squad and others. Under the contract, the radios, 
plectrons, pagers, etc. would be checked twice a year. The travel 
cost for maintenance to LaCrosse would be greater than to Peters
burg. This does not include additional travel cost for emergency 
work. The County Administrator stated that he had not checked the 
mileage to LaCrosse but he estimated it to be 40 miles. He had not 
checked the mileage to Petersburg but he estimated it to be 20 
miles. The travel time and employee time to LaCrosse would be 
twice as much. The travel and hours consumed would be more than 
the savings. He ended stating the overall cost to the County with 
Superior Communications would be less than Land Air. 

Mr. Robertson stated that he made the motion to accept 
the bid of Superior Communications. First, he stated when the County 
bids, it is not bound to the lowest dollar value. The Board can 
consider other things as the County Administrator described. Se
condly, he stated the fact that Mr. Lowe was present was not a con
sideration. Mileage and lost man hours would cost the County to 
travel to LaCrosse. He added we rely on volunteers. They have 
to take time off to have their equipment repaired. Since Dinwiddie 
County is close to Petersburg, alot of them make their living there 
and it's much closer and easier to have their equipment repaired 
in Petersburg. These were some of the things taken into consideration. 
He added volunteers were needed. Mr. Robertson indicated lost time 
did enter the decision a great deal. He stated that at no time' 
did he consider the qualifications of the firms to be greater or 
less. He felt they were all equal and competent. He was sorry they 
couldn't recommend the bid be awarded to Land Air. He wanted to 
do what was best for the County and he was satisfied with the deci-
sion. 

Mr. McClellan responded to the FCC checks stating they 
would be done in Dinwiddie. He advised the Board that any radios 
to be repaired in LaCrosse would be removed and that cost would be 
on Land Air. 

Mr. Robertson stated that their bid showed a block for 
repairs on location and at the shop and both had XiS by them. He 
was, therefore, led to believe that repairs would be done in both 
places. Mr. McClellan stated the place of service would be at 
both location~ but Land Air'would supply' the travel time. If 
they were going to have to take things in to Lowe's, then Land Air 
would be cheaper. He indicated that he still felt they should 
have been contacted if the Board needed anything clarified. 

The County Administrator asked Mr. McClellan if he meant 
that there is no requirement that'a vehicle ever go to LaCrosse. 
Mr. McClellan indicated that was correct. The County Administrator 
stated travel time for them to Namozine would be approximately l~ 
hours. Mr. McClellan stated that would be on us. For Superior, 
it would be a ten minute drive. Mr. McClellan stated obviously, they 
are going to be in a situation where they could respond in the time 
from the time they leave their shop. He stated Land Air would re
spond in three hours anywhere in the County on the 24 hour equip
ment. He added that Lowe will not work only on Dinwiddie County's 
radios nor would he. But Land Air will go anywhere in the County. 
He again showed his list of customers indicating alot of them were 
Rescue Squads and he was familiar with the volunteer situation. That 
was why they could supply a bid like they did. Mr. MrClellan stated 
as he suspected, there had been a misunderstanding. 

Mr. Weber stated that the Board appreciated Mr. McClellan's 
bid, adding that they know he has a good service. However, they 
were concerned about travel.time and would stay with Superior Com
munications. 
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Mr. McClellan asked if he meant they were accepting a 
bid higher than his for a reason that didn1t exist. The County Ad
ministrator said the reasons had already been stated. Mr. Mc
Clellan stated there is no reason. There is no travel time included 
in the bid. He repeated Land Air is even cheaper if Lowe requires 
travel time. 

The Chairman thanked Mr. McClellan for his comments. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 
/ 

Mr. James L. Blaha presented his report for the month of 
January, 1983. 

Mr. Robertson stated that he and Mr. Hargrave had dis
cussed the fact that the Building Inspector1s report showed-six 
new dwellings with an average value of $30,000 per dwelling. They 
felt this was a deflated figure because they would not be sold for 
that amount. Mr~ Robertson asked Mr. Bolte, Commissioner of Revenue, 
what would that do to the net worth of the County. Mr. Bolte stated 
he was governed by the values established at the last general re
assessment. He would pick up the new houses using the figures set 
by the last general reassessment. Mr. Bolte stated he checks on 
the new dwell ings in January 1 and July 1. - Mr. Robertson asked what 
happens when it is sold'for a certain amount. Mr. Bolte indicated 
they pick up the land when the deed is recorded on the lot. They 
assess the house, so it does not really affect the net worth of 
the County. 

The Building Inspector added that the price on the building 
permit does not include' the lot and well and septic tank. 

. . 
Mr. Bennett asked if the figure was given by the contractor 

or builder. The Building Inspector stated they usually have a good 
idea of cost.' Mr. Bennett stated the assessment would be different. 
Mr. Bolte stated that in all probability, it would be less. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

t~r. L.A. Brooks, Jr., presented his report for the month 
of January, 1983. 

IN RE: DIRECTOR Of PLANNING 

Mr. W.C. Scheid stated that he had received several ques
tions on building sites in an Agricultural A-2 area. He had pre
pared information on a specific case for the Board and asked if 
they had any questions. Mr. Hargrave stated that from the place
ment'shown of the two trailers on the 5 acre parcels, it would appear 
that they were so close they wouldn1tfit the plat. 

Mr. Scheid stated that he didn1t go out and measure the 
distance. Under uniform ownership, the owner can change the shape 
of the plat .. It did not have to be recorded. This was a schematic 
and when the actual sale occurs, he would require that it be 
accurate~ It'is only a guide at this time. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the owner could add another dwelling. 
Mr. Scheid indicated that ·they must~accommodate immediate family 
members. Mr~ Hargrave indicated he was not aware of that. Mr. 
Bennett asked how many children the owner had. Mr. Scheid thought 
there were three. Mr. Bennett asked if there was another building 
not shown. Mr. Scheid stated there was one more building site avail
able for a non-family member. Mr. Scheid stated that he did not 
sign this plat. He indicated that he had encountered some problems 
with the Clerk recording plats without his signature. He stated he 
feels he has a responsibility to have an opportunity to review the 
plats before they are recorded.' If he had on this plat, one extra 
lot would not have been given a building site. Mr. Bennett asked 
if when providing for a family member, you have the same guidelines 
to follow. Mr. Scheid' stated that was one part of the administrative 
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nightmare. He had been using a rule of thumb, if the person can 
comply, he must; if not, he would have to make a decision on substan
tial compliance. Substantial compliance is not defined. Mr. Bennett 
then asked if an individual can locate his children without cutting 
off parcels. Mr. Scheid stated that once you exceed your development 
rights, you must deed or give title to the receiver or user of the 
parcel. Mr. Scheid stated he might require a schematic. He would 
try to work something out with the individual. 

IN RE: INDUSTRIAL CLIENT 

Mr. Robertson stated he would like to apprise the Board 
of something that has occurred in the past few days. He stated he 
was approached last Thursday by a real estate agent about an indus
trial client. The ,client needed land and would hire 20 people, ex
panding to 50 later. He had a multi-million dollar contract. Mr. 
Robertson indicated that he solicited the Director of Planning's help 
and information for zoning. Mr. Scheid was not aware of the firm 
involved. Talking with B.Z. Clarke, the real estate agent, they 
arranged a meeting yesterday to present information to the industry. 
The industry indicated they were impressed with the County and felt 
the County had a master organization and hoped to locate in the 
County. They had a few things to take care of and told Mr. Robert
son they would call him about their decision at 2:00 P.M. today. 
He stated the call came and the firm has decided to locate in Hope
well. He wanted the Board to know and expressed his appreciation 
to Mr. Scheid and B.Z. Clarke and his real estate agent. 

IN RE: AIRPORT AUTHORITY APPOINTMENT 

Mr. Scheid advised the Board that Mr. Loid Hodnett's 
term on the Airport Authority expired January 31, 1983. He indicated 
Mr. Hodnett could be reappointed. He advised the Board that action 
could be postponed until the February 16~ 1983 meeting and it would 
be in time for the next Airport Authority meeting. 

IN RE: SOCIAL SERVICES DIRECTOR--REPORT ON CHEESE & BUTTER DISTRI
BUTION 

Mrs. King Talley distributed a report on the cheese and 
butter distribution as requested by the Board. Mr. Robertson stated 
this was done at his request and he had looked into it further. He 
found the biggest problem is volunteer help. In anticipation of 
something being done, Mr. Robertson stated he had approached the 
Retired Senior Volunteer Program and the Petersburg Civitan Club. 
They had both offered their services when and if the program becomes 
a reality and he felt there were others. He hoped the Social Services 
Board would explore it, and if the program does become a reality he 
would offer his services in soli.citing volunteers. He would consider 
it a privilege, especially to help get the food to the unemployed. 

Mrs. Talley stated they would be distributing again on 
the third Friday and Saturday in February and she would need three 
or four volunteers. She indicated she had been using her staff 
but Mr. Lukhard didn't approve .. She was using the services of Mr. 
Clanton from the County and a driver and truck from the School Board. 
She added that most places distribute every three to four months. 
You have to plan 60 days ahead of time to get the cheese. She stated 
that they had expanded to include Medicaid and ADC families. Mr. 
Robertson indicated that Prince George required a VEC card when they 
were laid off and set a special time for them to come. Mrs. Talley 
added that there were seasonal workers also. She stated that they 
would help those that were really in need if they know about them. 
Mr. Robertson stated the important thing was to get the identification 
set up and get the food to those who need it. He added that he would 
like to see it expanded to the unemployed at this time. Mrs. Talley 
asked Mr. Robertson for a contact person with the organizations he 
mentioned. 

Mr. Bennett a~ke~ if all localities got the same amount or 
could you ask for what amount you wanted. Mrs. Talley stated you 
could ask for whatever amount you wanted but it had to be sixty days 
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ahead, because the cheese has to be brought into Virginia. She didn't 
think the butter could be handled in warm weather, but it does cost 
to store it. Mr. Bennett commented that the localities have different 
participating households. He asked if there were guidelines or could 
it be given to everyone in Dinwiddie County. Mrs. Talley stated she 
had asked the same thing and was told it was up to Dinwiddie's pro
fessional judgment. 

Mr. Hargrave commented if there was no limit, it could be 
ordered monthly. Mrs. Talley indicated it could if planned sixty 
days in advance~ He then asked if you needed physical labor. Mrs. 
Talley said she used the truck driver and Mr. Clanton to unload the 
truck at the site. She indicated the cheese is in cartons and the 
butter in 1 pound containers. They could leave the truck loaded in 
cold weather~ Mr. Hargrave stated if the program were expanded to 
the unemployed, they need to make sure they know about it. He sug
gested the churches could disseminate it with an eligibility list. 
It is costing all of us to store it. Mrs. Talley staten she thought 
of distributing it at election time. 

Mr. Bennett said he would like the Social Services Board 
to look at the 65 and older. Alot of them are on tight budget con
straints and may not be on welfare. He suggested it could be a one 
time distribution to that certain group and he could ask the Ruritan 
Club to help. They could use Senior Citizens cards for identification. 
Mr. Clay stated they would discuss it at the next Social Services 
Board meeting. Mr. Weber stated they were concerned about the 65 and 
older and the unemployed. Mrs. Talley stated she would expand if 
she could get the volunteers to help. 

IN RE: JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL SEWAGE TREATMENT FACILITY 

The County Administrator stated that he and the sch~ol 
administration have been working since 1975 with the State Water Con
trol Board to get the sewage treatment facilities at five of the 
schools in compliance. He felt they had satisfied the requirements 
at the High School, Southside Elementary, and Rohoic Elementary. 
Eastside Elementary was functioning on a contingency plan. The only 
one left was the Junior High and the requirement will be to install 
a chlorinator. He said the State Water Control Board has approved 
the plans as shown in their letter of January 13, 1983 and were 
ready to move on the project. He stated the estimated cost would 
be $40,000. This would include repairs and installation of the 
chlorinator and repairs to the treatment facility itself. He in
dicated it would be bid out and the bids would come in hopefully less 
than $40,000. This money could come from either of two school bond 
accounts. He stated the SWCB requires this be done. The County 
Administrator asked that the Board authorize the School Board to seek 
bids on the project at this time. The Board could authorize the ex
penditure when the bids are considered. Mr. Hargrave stated they 
had been fortunate, and he felt the County Administrator's efforts 
saved them $200,000. He felt they s.hould go on and take care of it. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Ha~grave, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, r~r. Robertson, Mr. Clay, ~~r. Weber voting 
"aye", the School Board is authorized to request bids for upgrading 
the sewage treatment facility for the Dinwiddie Junior High. 

IN RE: COMMENTS ON INDUSTRIAL CLIENT 

Mr. Weber thanked Mr. Robertson, B.Z. Clarke, and the 
Director of Planning for their work with trying to locate an 
industry in the County. He felt they did an excellent job. 

Mr. Raymond McCants asked Mr. Robertson if he could find 
out where the County failed in getting this industry. 

Mr. Robertson indicated that he did not think the County 
made any mistakes. He felt it was the pressure of the government 
contract. The land they were looking at would have to be rezoned 
to M-l, and the land in Hopewell was already zoned for industry. 
This gave them a six to eight week leeway because the earliest 
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the County could have taken any action would be the middle of April. 
He stated the government contract required the building to be up 
by March and in production by April because of a patent restriction. 
He felt time was just ·against the County but he was going to talk 
with the gentlemen further. Mr. Hargrave asked if they were shown 
all the M-l land available in the county. Mr. Robertson stated this 
was the only site suitable to them. Mr. Weber told Mr. McCants he 
could be assured that they were doing all they could to bring busi
ness and industry into the County. 

IN RE: JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT 

Wendy Quesenberry, Administrative Assistant, appeared 
before the Board to briefly review the Job Training Partnership 
Act. She stated that the CETA program is being phased out and the 
JTPA will become effective October 1, 1983. One major difference is 
that these funds provide for training, not jobs as the CETA program 
did, and the other difference is that public service employment is 
prohibited,because the Act is geared towards creating a partner
ship with local industry. 

She stated that with every grant program, there has to 
be a vehicle to receive and administer the funds. In this case, it 
is based on service delivery areas which are controlled by Private 
Industry Councils. The makeup of the council is appointed by the 
local governing body. These service delivery areas can be either 
single localities or a voluntary consortia of contiguous localities 
with a population of 200,000 or more. Most single localities do not 
have a population of 200,000; therefore, the Governor has offered 
three options for dividing up the State: 1. By a combination of 
Planning Districts. In this case, Planning District 19 would be 
combined with PDC 20. 2. By Congressional Districts 3. by Standard 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas or Labor Market Areas. The other 
option is for localities to get together and jointly agree upon another 
configuration of 200,000. She then introduced Ms. Betty Lou Weaver, 
Planning Manager for the ROC III, Office of the Balance of State 
Prime Sponsor to explain an alternative configuration. 

Ms. Weaver stated the Act is 100% federally funded, It is 
a new Act concentrating on training. As of October 1, 1983, there 
will no longer be state employee involvement. The program will 
be handled by the localities. She stated the intent of the Act 
was to teach those that qualify an occupational skill to get them 
employed. 

Ms. Weaver explained that the present CETA program is 
being administered by state employees through Regional Operation 
Centers and hopefully the localities will want to contract with 
them to help administer these funds. She stated she was today 
requesting that Planning District 13, 14, and 19 stay together as a 
Service Delivery Area to receive the Job Training Partnership Act 
funds. There is an already established working relationship, and 
they can come in under the 200,000 option. She stated by authori
zing the Chairman to sign the agreement today, Dinwiddie will be 
agreeing to go with with PDC 13, 14 and 19 as a service delivery 
area only. Later, she would come back and ask the Chairman to become 
involved in selecting a Private Industry Council. She stated she 
envisioned that the Private Industry Council will incorporate and 
hire a staff. Then the local Board will approve the PIC's plans. 

Ms. Weaver then explained the reasons for recommending 
the County go with PDCs 13, 14, and 19. 1. They know that the ar
rangement works. 2. The Congressional option would put Dinwiddie 
in with a10t of larger localities. 3. The option of going with 
PDC 20 would put Dinwiddie in competition with Norfolk and Virginia 
Beach. 4. The Labor Market option would put Dinwiddie with Richmond 
and the Tri-City area. She added that with PDC 13, and 14, that 
PDC 19 was the largest and usually received 42% of the funds. 

Mr. Bennett asked what the people will be trained to do. 
Ms. Weaver stated they would look at the needs in the area and find 
a source to train them. They will match the needs of the private 
sector with the source. Mr. Bennett asked if the training is free to 
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the individual. Ms. Weaver stated it is paid by the federal govern
ment. The person has to be economically disadvantaged to qualify. 
Mr. Hargrave stated that he understood some of the money could go 
to wage support. Ms. Weaver stated in hardship cases, a portion could 
go for work experience wages but it was a small amount~ Mr. Clay 
asked if she had any idea how many would be eligible in Dinwiddie 
County. She said she did not at this time. 

Ms. Weaver stated the main thing needed was the Board's 
approval to go with PDC 13, 14 and 19. She said the application is 
due by February 18, 1983 and she had everyone's signature in PDC 19 
except Hopewell, Petersburg and Dinwiddie. She added that if they 
did not agree, the Governor would probably place them there on 
February 18 because the majority had agreed. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voting "aye", 
the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Public Law 97-300 of the United States Congress 
establishes the Job Training Partnership Act; and, 

WHEREAS, the Act provides funding for job training for 
economically disadvantaged individuals and others who are in special 
need of training to begin emp/loyment; and 

WHEREAS, the Governor of the Commonwealth of Virginia will 
designate service delivery areas; and 

. I 
WHEREAS, each service delivery area must have an aggregate 

total population of at least 200,000; and 

WHEREAS, a consortium of contiguous units of local govern
ments may apply; . 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia endorses the application for Service 
Delivery Area status for the South Central Service Delivery Area 
consisting of Planning Districts 13, 14 and 19; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Chairman be authorized to sign 
the application to be submitted to the Governor for such designation. 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY--ROHOIC ELEMENTARY & 
AIRPORT PROJECTS 

The County Administrator stated that on May 7, 1980, the 
Board authorized the expenditure of $628,000 for the installation of 
water and sewer lines to Rohoic Elementary School and the Airport 
Industrial Park. The Authority spent $589,141.73 and needs an addi
tional $28,848.27 for the court related expenses involved in these 
projects. He stated that $900 additional should be added for court 
costs making the total needed·$29~748.27. He further stated that 
the $628,000 was originally appropriated and because it was not all 
used, the balance had been returned to the General Fund. Therefore, 
the Board needs to reappropriate the $29,748.27 to close the account. 
Mr. M.G. Rainey, Jr., Director, Water Authority, was present. He 
stated this would close the account except for a court case in which 
the Water Authority and the County were presently involved. Mr. 
Bennett asked if the money was·in a separate account. The County 
Administrator stated it had not been expended, so it was returned 
to the General Fund. Therefore, the Board needs to reappropriate 
it. Mr. Rainey indicated that even with this additional expense, 
the total cost is still $10,000 below the original estimate. Mr. 
Clay asked if damages are awarded in the pending court case, would 
the Water Authority be back for another appropriation. Mr. Rainey 
stated yes. Mr. Weber stated that it looked like the water and 
sewer service was going to get more expensive, and asked how long 
it-would be before it would reach Henshaw Village. Mr. Rainey 
stated· he COUldn't say. It couldn't b~ funded now because it would 
be cost prohibitive. Mr. Bennett asked if the bills had .been paid. 
He was told they have been. 

BOOK 8 PAGE 78 February 2, 1983 



Mr. Hargrave moved that $29,748.27 be transferred from the 
General Fund to the Water & Sewer Account to cover the court related 
costs to Brown and Bragen on the Rohoic School and Airport Industrial 
Park projects. There was no second. Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber voted "aye". 

IN RE: SUPPORT OF BLOODMOBILE DRIVE 

The County Administrator presented a letter from the 
Dinwiddie County Junior Woman's Club requesting the Board's support 
of a bloodmobile drive in the County on March 18, 1983 at the Lebanon 
United Methodist Church. He introduced Mr. Forest Price, Field Re
presentative for the American Red Cross ~idewater Region to discuss 
the details of the drive. Mrs. Nila Cook, Executive Director, of 
the Southside Area Chapter, was 'also present. ' 

Mr. Price stated ,he was delighted that the Junior Woman's 
Club has made known the needs of the Red Cross. He indicated that 
they need the support of the community and especially employee groups 
and asked that the the employees of the County be allowed 50 minutes 
out of their working day to give a pint of blood. He added that it 
costs everyone money for blood and this is one of the safest methods 
of obtaining it. Mi. Bennett asked if there was going to be a drive 
at the High School. Mr. Price stated there was going to b~ one on 
February 17, 1983 and commended the school on their past participation 
and support. Mrs. Cook pointed out that March 18 was chosen for the 
County because it was a teacher workday which would allow them to 
participate. 

Mr. Robertson stated being a past Chairman of the Southside 
Chapter, he urged the Board and citizens to participate to the fullest 
extent. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia supports the American Red Cross bloodmobile drive 
sponsored by the Dinwiddie Junior Woman's Club on March 18, 1983 at 
the Lebanon Methodist Church; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia urges the full participation of the citizens 
and employees of the County. 

IN RE: CABLETELEVISION -- DISCUSSION OF BID & CONSULTANT 

The County Administrator stated that the cabletelevision 
bids were due January 25, 1983.and the County received one bid from 
Crater General Communications, Inc. He said, therefore, the Board 
has one firm to deal ,with in the manner it qeems wisest. He sug
gested that they proceed with discussions with the firm which will 
hopefully cUlminate in a contract. He then passed out additional 
information on cabletelevision in other localities. 

, Mr. Weber stated they had been discussing cabletelevision 
for a long time. He realized they wanted to be very careful about 
awarding the franchise, but-he would like to proceed as soon as 
possible. Mr. Robertson asked if once they award the contract, 
did he understand there would be a public hearing. The County 
Administrator stated that wa~ correct. Mr. Hargrave felt it was 
essential so that the people receiving the service do not differ 
with the decision. Mr. Robertson indicated he was inquiring about 
timing. They would need ten days before a public hearing so it 
would probably be March. The County Administrator stated that would 
be something to shoot,for depending upon negotiations. The Board 
could sit with the bidder and iron out the details. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the bidder had differed with the 
ordinance. The County Administrator state~ he had not. M~. 
Hargrave said. jt should, therefore, b? simple to draw up a con
tract. The County Administrator stated,this was true but things 
do crop up as you go along that could not be anticipated. He, 
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therefore, suggested the contract be sent to a consultant for re
view after it is drawn up. He stated there have been problems with 
cabletelevision in numerous localities. 

Mr. Robertson stated that he was certain other Board mem
bers had questions and the reason for a consultant would be to see 
if the bidder could provide the services and to check the financial 
backing of the company. Mr. Robertson stated he had talked with 
the President of ,the firm and he had offered a personal financial 
statement for the Board's review. Also, as to his ability to ful
fill the contract, he invited the Board to visit his facility in 
Lamar, South Carolina. Mr. Robertson indicated they should get the 
information and do the best for the citizens, proceeding as soon 
as possible. Mr. Hargrave stated he didn't see any problem if the 
firm meets the requirements of the ordinance. If not, the County 
can sell. The County Administrator stated he agreed. The main 
thing was to assess the financial capabilities of the individual. 

Mr. Weber stated they have a good ordinance and a bid. 
The County Administrator and the County Attorney, and the Board 
can sit with the bidder and draw up a contract. There should 
be very few details to be worked out. He added he would like to 
see Mr. Robertson included in the discussions. Mr. Hargrave said 
he agreed. They could look at existing contracts and the County 
Attorney could draft one agreeable to everyone. He couldn't see 
the real need for a consultant. 

The County Administrator suggested they just take it 
one step at a time. Mr. Robertson stated he would like to attend 
any sessions they have. 

Mr. Clay moved that the County Administrator, County 
Attorney and others hold discussions with the bidder and proceed 
with drawing up a contract for consideration. Mr. Hargrave seconded 
the motion. Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Weber voted "aye". 

IN RE: COUNTY VEHICLE REPAIR BIDS 

The County Administrator stated that the bids received 
on repairing the county vehicles have been distributed along 
with information on repair at the School Bus Garage. The bids 
were quoted at an hourly rate as follows: 

Bid Proposal Number One : Paul IS Pure Station - $12.00/hr. 
M.A. Williams Truck Repair - $12.00/hr. 
Wright's Auto - $16.00/hr. 

Bid Proposal Number Two - Paul IS Pure Station - $12.00/hr. 
M.A. Williams's 'Truck Repair - $14.00/hr. 
Wright's Auto. - $16.00/hr. 

He indicated if the Board chose to go with the private 
sector, the vehicles would be delivered to the garage selected and 
the individual would provide the labor. The County would pro
vide the parts. 

Mr. Bennett said they have talked about the station that 
is vacant across the road from the Administration Building and asked 
if the County Administrator had any more details. The County Admi
nistrator stated the Company hasn't gotten back· back in touch with 
him. They only indicated they were willing to discuss it. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he thought their objective was to 
save money and provide better and less costly maintenance. He stated 
he couldn't believe that government can compete with the private 
sector. He was also disappointed they couldn't get a bid close by. 
He felt they need to understand what the potential savings are 
due to lack of maintenance. He couldn't think they would spend 
less than $30,000 by setting up an operation. If they were going 
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to save, they needed to substantiate it. He felt they had not 
looked at everything good enough yet. 

Mr. Clay said he still felt private industry could do 
it cheaper. Maybe they needed to see if they really will save. 
Mr. Hargrave suggested they could appoint someone to see that 
the vehicles are routinelymaintenanced. He felt they needed more 
information. He also indicated it would be nice to have a service 
site at different locations in the County. 

Mr. Weber asked Dr. Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, 
if he had any comments on repair at the school bus garage. Dr. 
Vaughn stated when it was discussed earlier, they had estimated 
the cost and he remembered it would take a man and some tools. He 
indicated they were still willing to look at what can be done at 
the Bus Garage. 

Mr. Robertson moved that the County Administrator survey 
for the next few months the cost of maintaining the County vehicles 
and report back to the Board on July 1, 1983, Mr. Hargrave seconded 
the motion. Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Web e r v 0 ted Ha yell . Mr. H a r g r a ve ask e d we r e nit the s ere cor d sal rea d y 
available. The County Administrator stated there were very few 
records on maintenance because very little was done. He stated they 
needed to go through an experience period. Mr. Clay suggested ~hat 
they also contact other localities to see what their savings are. 
Mr. Bennett stated they need to guarantee that, ie., every 5,000 
miles a maintenance check be done on the vehicles. Mr. Raymond 
McCants stated if the County can work on school buses and save 
money, they can work on a11 the vehicles. He felt they need to 
look at all repairs, and they should already know they can save 
money. 

IN RE: PEST CONTROL BIDS 

The County Administrator stated the bids received on 
pest control for the county buildings were distributed previously. 
The four bids are as follows: 

Each Building 
Inspected 

Plan for Control 
and/or Elimination 

Monthly Checks 
and/or Treatments 

Buildings to be 
Treated for Termite 
Infestation 

Courthouse 

CC. Clerkls Office 

Jail 

Hea lth Buil ding 

Social Services 

Administration 

Total 

United Termite 
Control Co. 

No 

No 

Yes 
$200 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

-0-

Colonial Pest B.L, Houchins Orkin 
Control Co. Control Servo Exterminating 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
$ 65 

$621.88 

No 

No 

$525.56 

No 

No 

$1147.44 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
$115 

$750 

No 

No 

$560 

$550 

No 

$1860 

Company 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
$97.50 

No 

No 

No 

No 

$600 

No 

$600 

He stated that three of the firms inspected all the buil
dings. He felt that there was termite damage in the Health Building, 
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the Social Services Building, and the Courthouse; and he didn't think 
it could be ignored much longer. Termites were found in the Health 
Building when a pipe burst which had to be replaced. He added they 
have fought termites in the Social Services Bldg. on several occasions, 
and the Courthouse was treated ten years ago, and a portion when it 
was renovated. 

Mr. Hargrave asked the County Administrator if he had 
indications from other than the bidders that the three buildings 
needed treatment. The County Administrator said yes. Mr. Hargrave 
indicated that he couldn't believe'the Courthouse didn't have termites. 
He asked if' anyone accompanied the firms when they looked at the 
buildings. The County Administrator stated the Building Inspector 
did. Mr. Hargrave stated they needed to see how thorough the inspec
tion was. The County Administrator stated one firm told him he 
inspected the buildings thoroughly but he didn't know whether the 
man actually crawled under the Courthouse. 

Mr. Robertson asked if it was a one time charge for treat
ment and monthly maintenance payments to keep the bond in existence. 
The County Administrator advised him that was correct. 

Mr. Bennett asked if they could accept parts of the bid. 
He indicated he would like to·take the low bid on monthly main
tenance from lone firm, the low bid on treatment of the Courthouse 
and Health Building from another firm and the low bid on treatment 
of the Social Services Building from another. The County Admini
strator stated ~e would have to go back and ask. Mr. Robertson 
stated they would be losing because after the first year, the bond 
wouldn't be available with the other firm. Mr. Weber pointed out 
that one firm found termites in all three buildings but he was the 
highest bid. 

Mr. Bennett asked if it was necessary to check the buildings 
every month. The County Admi,nistrator indicated he couldn't answer 
that. He stated the Administration Building was treated monthly be
cause of the books brought into the School Board office. 

The County Administrator recommended that all three buil
dings, the Health Building, the Social Services Building and the 
Courthouse, be treated for termites. H~ stated he just couldn't say 
whether a monthly inspection was more beneficial than. a six month 
inspection. 

Mr. Robertson stated that"in order to make a recommendation, 
he felt they needed to request bids be resubmitted on the three buil
dings with a monthly maintenance check so they would be bidding on 
the same thing. Mr. Hargrave agreed stating they could consider the 
monthly treatment when they get the bids. Mr. Robertson moved that 
the County Administrator solicit bids from the same four firms for 
termite treatment of the Courthouse, the Social Services and the 
Health buildings and for monthly maintenance on all the County buil
dings. Mr. Bennett seconded the motion. Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Clay, ~1r. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voted "aye". 

IN RE: LAND USE INFORMATION 

At the January 19, 1983 meeting, a discussion was held 
on Land Use and the Board requested additional information on its 
effects. Mr. W.E. Bolte, Commissioner of Revenue, stated he had 
prepared a report but would like' to know if the Board needed other 
specific questions answered. His report is as follows: 

Gentlemen: 

I am listing below certain facts and figures pertaining to special assess
ments for agricultural, horticultural, forest and open space, commonly called 
the "land use program", as passed by ordinance by the Board of Supervisors in 
June 1980. . 
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Fair Market Value 
Deferred Value 
Use Value 

Parcels 

Fair Market Value 
Deferred Value 
Use Value 

Parcels 

1981 

$122,844,300. 
44,191,750. 
78,652,550. 

2089 

1982 

$136,113,700. 
50,014,850. 
86,098,850. 

2279 

Tax 
Tax 
Tax 

Tax 
Tax 
Tax 

Administration 

$995,038.83 
357,953.18 
637,085.65 

$1,102,520.97 
405,120.28 
697,400.69 

Receipts 

Roll-back Taxes assessed on 65 Parcels - Tax $1987.71 

Application fees Collected - 6/1/80 - 6/30/81 
7/1/81 - 6/30/82 
7/1/82 - 12/31/82 

Total Application Fees and Roll-Back Taxes 

$15,790.00 
1,700.00 
1,140.00 

$20,617.71 

*Clerical Help 
Travel - (3 Land 
Postage 
Advertising 
Office Supplies 
Computer Service 
Recording Fees -

EXPENSES 

7/1/80 - 12/31/82 
Use Seminars and 1 Regional Meeting) 

7/1/80 - 12/31/82 
7/1/80 - 12/31/82 
7/1/80 - 12/31/82 
7/1/80 - 12/31/82 

Circuit Court Clerk 
7/1/80 - 12/31/82 

Difference in expenses over receipts 

$13,225.67 
952.19 
756.40 
89.60 

'1,252.46 
2,301 .40 

2,334.00 
$20,911 .72 

$ 294.01 

* Of the total amount of Clerical Help shown above the amount of $4,268.17 
was expended to compute the impact of land use on the budget for the initial 
year. This amount did not include any funds for the Commissioner of the Revenue, 
his deputies or the regular land use clerk. 

It is not anticipated that administration costs will increase appreciably 
in the future. The yearly revalidation of application forms is expected to con
sume the most time spent on the administration of the land use program unless 
a category is dropped, If a category is dropped, the administration costs will 
go up considerably. This will necessitate voluminous changes in the figures. 
Almost every figure on each individual application will have to be changed. 

I consider the yearly revalidation of the application forms very important 
in that each landowner is required to make an affidavit attesting to the actual 
use of each parcel, showing any thanges that occurred during the year. Also, 
all new buildings constructed are required to be reported. 

The total deferred tax of $405,120.28 represents 11.48 cents in each 
$100 valuation at .81 per $100. This is computed by using the total real 
estate assessments for the year 1982 of $353,012,215. Each 1¢ in the levy of $0.81 
per $100 would produce a tax of $35,301. 

The entire amount of $405,120.28 deferred tax represents 14.17% of the total 
real estate tax levy. 

Agricultural 

Deferred Value 1982 

L ____ .J 

2,859,398.14 = 14.17% 
405,120.28 

$50,014,850 x .81 

r'~~-\ 

l_., _.~ 

= $405,120.29 
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Less Forest 

Less Open Space 

1==:1 

41,073,567 x 
$ 8,941,283 x 

60,080 x 
$ 8,881,203 x 

.81 ;::: 

.81 = 

.81 = 

.81 = $ 

332,695.90 
72,424.39 

486.65 
71,937.74* 

] 

* Above figures reflect 19 acres Forest Land on all parcels qualifying as 
agricultural land. 

Horti cultural 

-0-

" Forest 

163,388.66 Ac. @ 250 per ac. = $40,847,165 x .81 
4,201.29 Ac @ 50 per ac. = 210,064 x .81 

16.04 Ac. Tobacco Allotment 
@970 per ac = 15,558 x .81 

6.00 Ac Peanut Allotment 
@ 130 per ac = 780 x .81 

$41,073,567 x .81 

Open Space 

142 acres 60,080 x .81 = 

Recap 

Agricultural 

Horticultural 

Forest 

Open Space 

The above figures are subject to change. 

= 
= 

= 

= 
= 

$330,862.04 
1,701.52 

126.02 

6.32 
$332,695.90 

486.65 

Tax 

$ 71,937.74 

$ -0-

$332,695.90 

$ 486.65 
$405,120.29 

The Commissioner of the Revenue will have to keep records and assess 
roll-back taxes on all parcels in land use until a full 6 year cycle is com
pleted on each parcel. This would be the case even if the entire land use 
program was ended. 

Mr. Robertson commented that Mr. Bolte did a fine job of 
substantiating his argument. Mr. Weber asked if there were any large 
timber companies not in Land Use. Mr. Bolte stated he didn't know 
of any. Mr. Weber stated the County was losing money on Land Use. 
He felt the farmers need help but he didn't think the County needs 
Land Use. He stated that without the forestry category, they could 
still qualify less than 20 acres of timber. Mr. Hargrave asked 
Mr. Bolte in his calculations, how many parcels were pure agri
cultural, and how many timber and how many a combination. Mr. Bolte 
stated he did not keep the calculations separate. Mr. Hargrave 
stated that a question was brought up about the size of parcels 
because a few were thought to make up a greater portion of the 
volume in forestry. He felt the data added to make the calculations 
for this jneport· would help you pick a level and define it if Mr. 
Bolte kept that information. Mr. Bolte indicated they only worked 
with forestry but they could probably get those values. Mr. Har
grave reiterated that it was stated that most of the forestry was 
in the hands of not many and he would like to understand that. 

Mr. Bennett asked if a person had 100 acres and 5 acres 
were sold on which the use changed, wou.ld rollback taxes be collected 
on the five or all of it. Mr. Bolte stated the rollback would be 
collected on the five acres. . 

Mr. Robertson stated he needed time to review the infor
mation. Mr. Weber thanked Mr. Bolte for his report. 
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Mr. Henry Walker stated that the minutes showed Mr. 
Bennett indicating the majority of people benefitted from Land 
Use and Mr. Elder stated less than 20 did. He questioned why there 
was such a difference. He then asked which Board members had land 
in Land Use. Mr. Bennett and Mr. Clay stated they did. Mr. Har
grave stated he had a percentage of a larger piece. Mr. Walker 
asked if they benefitted from Land Use. Mr. Hargrave stated he 
personally did not. 

IN RE: TAXATION OF TOBACCO GROWERS 

Mr. Bennett asked if any of the members had reviewed the 
copy of the resolution from Prince George opposing additional tax
ation of tobacco growers and asked what their feelings were. He 
stated the Federal government was proposing an additional 7¢ per 
pound taxation on all tobacco poundage sold which would make a 
total of l4¢ per pound on the grower. He was opposed to the 
legislation and would like to adopt a resolution similar to Prince 
George's to send to Congressmen Warner, Trible and Sisisky. Mr. 
Hargrave and Mr. Clay stated they were opposed. Mr. Robertson 
asked Mr. Bennett if he felt he could vote on the resolution. The 
Assistant Commonwealth Attorney stated that he felt Mr. Bennett 
could vote. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, tobacco is the number one money crop in the 
County of Dinwiddie, providing a large base for seasonal employment; 
and 

WHEREAS, to finance the tobacco Price Support Program, 7¢ 
per pound is assessed when all tobacco is sold; and 

WHEREAS, an additional 7¢ per pound is assessed when the 
owner of the tobacco allotment rents it to the grower of the to
bacco; and 

WHEREAS, this 7¢ on all tobacco rented is paid by the 
tobacco grower in the amount of rent paid with the end result 
being that the tobacco grower pays l4¢ per pound; and 

WHEREAS, this is forcing a disproportionate share of 
the expense on the tobacco grower to finance the tobacco Price 
Support Program by the tobacco renter assuming none of the 
expense; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, that the U.S. Department of Agri
culture and the Flue-Cure Tobacco Cooperative Stabilization Cor
poration reassess and revise the method of financing the price sup
port program with the end product being a more equitable distri
but ion 0 f the cos t ,; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that a copy of this resolution be for
warded to Senator John Warner, Senator Paul Trible and Representative 
Norman Sisisky. 

INRE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of In
formation Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 4:45 P.M. 
to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session 
at 5:22 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
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Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, r1r. Be~nnett Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the meeting adjourned at 5:24 P.M. 

- OL 

~~
A ~ --'$T VE ~IEBER, CHAIRMAN 

ATTEST:~ ___ ~6-~~~~~~~~_ ~ 
-.C. NOTT 

'. . ~ 

J 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 16TH DAY OF FEBRUARY, 1983 
AT 8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

G. S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G . E. ROB E R T SON, JR .. 
M.l. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
CLAIBORNE FISHER 

INVOCATION 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
DEPUTY SHERIFF 

The Reverend J.H. Goode, Pastor, Little Zion Baptist 
Church, presented the Invocation. 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll , the minutes of the February 2, 1983 meeting were approved 
as presented. 

IN RE: CLAH1S 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
II ayell , 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: General Fund 
checks-numbering 83-227 through 83-365 amounting to $109,279.84; 
Water & Sewer Fund-check #W&S-83-1 in the amount of 29,748.27; 
Johnsongrass Control Fund-checks numbering JGC-83-l and 2 amounting 
to $1,049.56; and Library Fund checks-numbering LF-83-3 and 4 amoun
ting to $563.24. 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE EMERGENCY FOOD BANK 

Reverend J.H. Goode, Pastor, Little Zion Baptist Church, 
appeared before the Board to discuss the operation of an emergency 
food bank in the County for the needy. He stated it would be 
operated by the churches in the County and the food would be pur
chased for 10¢ a pound at the Central Food Bank in Richmond. He 
indicated they would have to pick it up themselves in Richmond and 
deliver it to those in need. He reviewed the guidelines for eli
gibility stating applicants would be recommended by the Dinwiddie 
Pastors and the Social Services Department. His immediate problem 
is that they have no place for storage and this was his request to 
the Board of Supervisors. Reverend Goode stated he had looked at 
the old jail and he could provide the manpower to clean it up. 
Reverend Goode stated the funding comes from the churches in Din
widdie and other social clubs. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the program included the unem
ployed because that was one of his concerns. Reverend Goode stated 
it would because high unemployment was a major concern this year. 
Mr. Robertson asked if Reverend Goode had determined how many he 
could handle with the funds he had and what amount of funds he 
had at the present time. Reverend Goode stated he really didn't 
know. He did have some churches committed. Reverend Goode stated 
they would have to depend on volunteer service to pick up the food 
in Richmond and again he would call upon the churches and the Mis
sionary Society. Mr. Robertson stated it was a fine idea. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if this program was connected to the 
cheese and butter program. Reverend Goode stated no, the food bank 
is endorsed but not funded by the federal government. He added 
they could get the cheese and butter and dispense it. Mr. Bennett 
asked about cleaning up the jail. Reverend Goode felt the Youth 
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Club could clean it up. Mr. Bennett asked if the County Administrator 
saw any problems with using the jail. The County Administrator stated 
he would like an opportunity to discuss it with the Sheriff to see 
if he needed it for storage. Mr. Hargrave asked if this program would 
relieve the Social Services Department from having to dispense cheese 
and butter. Mr. Clay stated it would depend on the size of his ope
ration, but he felt Reverend Goode was trying to reach the emergency 
cases. Also he was looking at the food at the Food Bank rather 
than cheese and butter. Reverend Goode indicated they wanted to 
assist more if they could and hoped to grow larger and take on cheese 
and butter. Mr. Hargrave stated the jail needs cleaning up. It has 
some supplies in it but it seems like an ideal place. Reverend Goode 
stated they didn't want to put the food just anywhere. They felt it 
would be secure there. Mr. Clay asked if the Board would act pending 
the Sheriff's permission, because they wanted to start March 1. Mr. 
Robertson asked if any of the food is perisable. Reverend Goode stated 
later on it would be but not until they get a refrigerator. He stated 
the Richmond Food Bank sets guidelines and they wanted to follow 
them. 

Mr. Clay moved that the old jail building be provided for 
use as a local Emergency Food Bank pending the Sheriff's approval. 
Mr. Robertson seconded the motion. Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voted "aye". 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--P-83-1--HAUSER & ELMORE 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Wednesday, February 2, 1983 and Wednesday, February 
9, 1983 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing 
to consider for adoption an ordinance to amend the Dinwiddie County 
Zoning Ordinance by changing the district classification of Section 
69, Parcel 8 and Section 69A, Parcel (2)5 from Agricultural, Gen€ral 
A-2 to Business, General B-2. 

The Director of Planning appeared before the Board to 
present the application. The Planning Commission recommended appro
val at their January 12, 1983 meeting. 

Mr. Tucker Ramsey, representing the applicants, Paul 
Hauser, Jr., and Ann H. Elmore, appeared in support of the applica
tion and to answer any questions they might have. Mr. Clay stated 
it had operated as a business ten to fifteen years before and he 
felt it should be rezoned. 

No one appeared in opposition. 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Dinwiddie County Board of Supervisors 
that the Dinwiddie County zoning ordinance be amended by changing 
the District Classification of Section 69, Parcel 8 and Section 69A, 
Parcel (2)5 from agricultural, general, A-2 to business, general, B-2. 
Said parcels are generally located on the west side of U.S. Route 1 at 
its intersection with Route 650 in DeWitt and are bounded to the 
rear by the Seaboard Coastline Railroad tracks. A building on the 
property was operated as the Little Pig BBQ. 

In all other respects said zoning ordinance is hereby 
reordained. 

IN RE: POSTPONEMENT OF PUBLIC HEARING--A-83-l--GOVERNMENTAL OFFICES 

The Director of Planning asked that the public hearing on 
amendment A-83-l be cancelled. He stated the Planning Commission 
heard the application at their last meeting but in his haste to get 
it before the Board, he did not legally advertise the hearing. While 
there was no opposition at the Planning Commission meeting, to meet 
the legal technicality, he asked that it be cancelled. 

Mr. Robertson moved that a public hearing on amendment 
A-83-1 be cancelled. Mr. Bennett seconded the motion. Mr. Robertson, 
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Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber voted lIaye li
• 

IN RE: REAPPOINTMENT--PETERSBURG-DINWIDDIE COUNTY AIRPORT & 
INDUSTRIAL AUTHORITY 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, Mr. Loid Hodnett was reappointed to the Petersburg-Dinwiddie 
County Airport and Industrial Authority, term expiring January 31, 
1986. 

IN· RE: REAPPOINTMENTS--DINWIDDIE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, ~~r. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye", Mr. J.P Derby·and Mr. W.O. Allen were reappointed to the 
Dinwiddie Industrial Development Authority, terms expiring February 
28, 1987. . 

IN RE: SCHOOL BOARD--INSTALLATION OF CABINETS 

Dr. R.L. Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, appeared before 
the Board to discuss the installation of cabinets for the School 
Board office. Earlier, the Board viewed the lower level of the buil
ding that is being used for a file room. The items need to be stored 
in an orderly fashion, and they are also a fire hazard. 

Dr. Vaughn stated they had been looking for some time for 
something to use as files. They had not found any metal shelves that 
were closed. However, Mr. Hargrave had given him some material on 
metal shelves that he would investigate. He obtained the following 
bids on putting in wooden shelves: 

Gravitte1s Cabinet Shop 
Builders Supply 
Dave1s Cabinet Shop 

$4025 
4703 
4300 

Mr. Hargrave asked if there were funds available in the 
School Capital Outlay budget. Dr. Vaughn stated funds would have 
to be diverted. Mr. Hargrave asked if there were funds available 
to be diverted.' Dr. Vaughn stated he wasn I t sure because he 
was reworking the present year budget no~. Mr. Clay stated he would 
like to see Dr. Vaughn look into the metal shelves and bring his 
recommendation back at the next meeting. He felt the bids on the 
wooden cabinets would hold until then. ~~r. -Weber' stated that he 
would like them to look into using the shop class at the High 
S c h 0,01 • 

Dr. Vaughn stated he would look 'into these alternatives 
and report back to. the Board. 

IN RE: REGIONAL SCHOOL BOARD ASSOCIATION MEETING 

Dr. R.L. Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, advised the 
Board that Dr~.Ch~rles. Ashby wa~ serving hi~ second term as Chair
man of the Regional School Board Association and the annual meeting 
would again be held in Dinwiddie County. He stated it would be 
March 3, 1983 at the Southside Elementary School and the Board 
would be receiving invitations.· 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--NORTHSIDE PTO 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, ·Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Northside PTO has made application to the 
Board of Supervisors for a Bingo & Raffle Permit for calendar year 
1983; and 

WHEREAS, the PTO meets the requirements as set forth in 
Sec. 18.1-340 of the Code of Virginia and has filed the required 
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$10.00 fee; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Northside PTO is hereby 
granted a Bingo & Raffle Permit for the calendar year 1983. 

IN RE: SHOOTING RANGE PERMIT--JAMES C. RANDOLPH 

The Director of Planning presented an application for a 
Shooting Range permit for James C. Randolph. Because the State 
Code requires that the application lie for 28 days, he requested 
that action be postponed until the March 16, 1983 meeting. 

Mr. Robertson asked him to describe the location. 
Scheid stated it was on Halifax Road near Ream's substation. 
Bennett asked what the purpose of the range was. ~ Mr. Scheid 
cated it would be a private rifle and pistol range. 

Mr. Robertson questioned the building that was only 

Mr. 
Mr. 

indi-

50 feet away. Mr. Scheid stated the building was a shed located 
behind the place they would be shooting from. 

Mr. Robertson then asked whose residence was 400 feet 
away. He wondered if the noise would bother them. Mr. Hargrave 
asked the zoning of the property. Mr. Scheid stated it was A-2. 
There are no constraints on the range, except the approval of a 
permit. Mr. Weber felt the people near the range should be noti
fied. He stated he wanted to be real careful since this appeared 
to be the first shooting range in the County. Mr. Hargrave stated 
they had one at Greenway's Store. Also, those organizations holding 
turkey shoots are supposed to apply for one. Mr. Weber asked that 
Mr. Scheid request Mr. Randolph be present at the March 16, 1983 
meeting. Mr. Scheid stated he would also contact the surrounding 
neighbors. 

IN RE: CABLETELEVISION CONSULTANT 

The County Administrator stated that at the last meeting, 
cabletelevision was discussed and they were in the process of nego
tiating with the one applicant to try and reach an agreement. He 
met last Tuesday, February 8, 1983, with the applicant. Mr. Robert
son, Denny Morris, Wendy Quesenberry, and the County Attorney were 
present. He felt the meeting was enlightening and he was encouraged 
by Mr. Bland's comments. He was accumulating information and needed 
a few more items from the applicant to submit for review by a con
sultant. He felt the consultant was needed to determine whether 
the applicant could financially construct the system and if the 
system he proposed was adequate and had capabilities similar to 
systems in other areas. He felt they should have a package to sub
mit to a firm next week. Two proposals were received from consul
tants and he recommended Warren L. Braun. He suggested he and the 
County Attorney contact Mr. Braun to review the information and 
come back on March 2 with answers to the questions and whether to 
go forward with a public hearing on March 16, 1983. Mr. Robertson 
asked if they should move to advertise the public hearing for 
March 16. The County Administrator stated he would like to come 
back at the Mar~h 2 meeting and c6nfir~ it .. Th~y could determine 
if they wanted to proceed with the public hearing at that time. 
Mr. Robertson asked if they could cancel the advertisement should 
they decide to cancel the public hearing. The County Administrator 
stated it could be arranged. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the County Administrator is authorized to advertise a public 
hearing to receive public input on cabletelevision for March 16, 
1983 at 8:00 P.M. 

Mr. Bennett asked which consultant the County Administrator 
was referring to. The County Administrator stated the one who 
quoted his cost per day. Mr. Bennett asked if the money would be 
provided by the successful applicant. The County Administrator 
indicated that was correct, from the $5,000 fee. Mr. Hargrave asked 
if they were going to obtain cable t.v. contracts satisfactory with 



other localities aside from the consultant. The County Administrator 
stated the County Attorney was gathering them, and emphasized he felt 
the need for a consultant because neigher he nor the County Attorney 
are experts in the fiel'd and need someone to tell them whether the 
cabletelevision proposal they have will be adequate for the County. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the cabletelevision consultants were 
furnished a copy of the county's ordinance and if they had any com
ments. The County Administrator stated they did receive a copy and 
there were no comments. 

Mr. Weber indicated he was pleased with where they are 
at with cabletelevision. He s~ated he started working on it when 
he was elected and there was alot more red tape to it than he 
thought. But they have a good applicant and he is looking forward 
to ,having a good system. 

IN RE: RENEWAL OF VEPCO CONTRACT 

The County Administrator stated,that the county's contract 
with VEPCO expired June 30, 1982. The Va. Assoc. of Counties and 
the Virginia Municipal League have been working for all localities 
to negotiate a contract which they have finalized. The rates given 
are for three 'years until June 30, 1985,. He added there is an approx
imate increase Df 25% over the three year period; 

Mr. Robertson indicated that there was really no alter-
native. 

The County Administrator stated that the localities do 
not come under the SCC so they can negotiate a contract for 
the whole state and come out much better. 

Mr. Hargrave asked what the change in all the building 
rates would be. The County Administrator stated he had not computed 
that because it fluctuates a great deal! He provided the change 
on streetlights because. that remains fairly constant. He added the 
increase in rates is retroactive to July 1, 1982. 

Mr. Hargrave stated it was going to ~e a chunk of money, 
probably $300,000 to $400,000. 

The County Administrator stated that Southside Electric 
has not recognized the negotiating procedure with localities. They 
recently increased their 'rate and it is being discussed as to 
whether it can be enforced. He added the January bill is being 
held in limbo and· the County Attorney is discussing it with the 
Attorney General's office. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr~ Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, r~r. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, ~1r. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the Chairman is authorized to execute the contract with the 
Virginia Electric Power Company, effective July 1, 1982. 

IN RE: LAND USE DISCUSSION 

Mr. Robertson stated that at the Board's request, the 
Commissioner of Revenue put together figures on Land Use. He 
indicated that he had also put together some facts and alternatives 
with the purpose of getting them out for the Board- and citizens 
to look at, and stimulate discussion. If the facts bear out his 
argument, fine; if not, fine. His job will be done. 

Mr. Robertson proceeded with the following report: 

LAND USE FACTS 
L. Deferred Tax Per Year 
2. Tota 1 Acreage in County 
3. Average Farm Size 
4. Total Landowners in Land Use 
5. Total Landowners under 600 Acres 
6. Total Landowners-over 600 acres 
7. Largest Number of Acres in Land Use 
8. Deferred Tax, Agricultural 

BOOK 8 PAGE 85 

$405,000 
320,819 
188 acres 
888 
824 

. 64 
Bstween 40 & 50,000 acres 

$71,000 
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9. Deferred Tax, Timber 
10. Deferred Tax, Open Space 
11. Agric. Savings (l¢ = $35,000) ($71,000) 
12. Timber savings (1¢=$35,000) ($332,000) 
13. Tax Rate with Land Use (Real Estate) 
14. Tax Rate without Land Use (Real Estate) 
15. Tax Rate with Land Use (Personal Property) 
16. Tax Rate Without Land Use (Personal Property) 

ALTERNATIVES 

$332,000 
$ 486 

2¢ per hundred 
9.5¢ per hundred 

81¢ per hundred 
69.5¢ per hundred 

$5.40 per hundred 
$3.40 per hundred 

1. Amend Land Use Ordinance to include agricultural land only and 
reduce taxes as follows: Real Estate 72¢ per hundred 

or 
Personal Property $3.40 per hundred 

or 
Eliminate Machinery & Tool Tax 

or 
Combination of above, 

2. Repeal Land Use ordinance and adjust all taxes appropriately. 
3. Have citizen input meeting and react to the majority. 
4. Limit number of acres that could be put into land use to 750 acres. 

*Would probably take at least two (2) years as General Assembly 
would have to grant authority. Not recommended as we need imme
diate relief. 

5. Leave ordinance as is and let homeowners continue to pay for land 
use to the tune of $405,000+ per year. Needless to say, this 
is not my recommendation. 

Mr. Robertson stated that he felt the personal property 
rate is hurting the County. He added that during the redistricting, 
he remembered the population was 22,000 and the average was 3.17 
per household. Therefore, 7000 homes are paying more taxes to pro
vide tax relief for 888 people in Land Use. He felt that was a 
little lopsided. 

After revieWing the facts, Mr. Robertson stated he didn't 
know how to approach a motion. In the city, they have a first reading, 
the citizens have input and then they have a second reading. He 
recommended no final action until the March 16 meeting to allow the 
citizens to have input. He stated his prime concern was to get the 
facts to the people. He wasn't saying they were right or wrong. 
If they felt anything should be done, he welcomed their suggestions. 
He wanted to correct the burden on the homeowner and now the Agri
cultural community. 

The Chairman then asked for comments from the Board. 

Mr. Hargrave commented that the deferred tax would not 
be as high as shown with the removal of Land Use. He then stated 
that at the time Land Use legislation was passed by the State, the 
Board spent a great deal of time talking and trying to understand 
it. They held several public input sessions with State and other 
jurisdiction representatives. He did not feel all the members of 
the present Board have looked at the basis for the tax as it is 
stated in the legislation. In 1979, 25 states had Land Use, now 
48 states have it. In 1979, 52 or 54 counties adopted it and one 
was waivering. Now 56 counties have adopted it and only one has returned 
it. Thirteen cities, including Peterwburg, have adopted it. He then 
read the basis of the law from the State manual. 

He added that we have had Land Use taxes forever. When 
the State law passed 100% valuation, then it was assessed at fair 
market value and it jumped up. He stated he is a homeowner and has 
lost to have Land Use. The pressure of development causes people to 
break up and sell their land. Contrary to belief he stated, assess
ment at 100% raised land over 100% while buildings went up 17%; 
just due to market value. They don't make any more land. When 
Land Use went in, land fell off but buildings went up. But, the net 
result in reassessment is that the increase in land has been 3 to 2 
over the increase in a house. Where timber land has gone up 3 parts, 
the home has gone up2 parts. He added there are states that buyout 



Cl 

the difference in value to maintain it in that use. A one acre house 
and lot takes l~ acres out of another use. If we stay in Land Use, 
we will never have not being in it to compare to. Land Use removes 
the pressure on the owner of overvalued land for the use he puts it to 
and removes the pressure to sell. The happiest land belongs to the 
people in this room. There is enough land pressed into the hands 
of cold organizations as neighbors~ Land Use removes that pressure 
to sell and allpws him to use it as he wishes. . 

He summarized saying the key factor is that we have always 
been in Land Use except one year. There has been a 3 to 2 impact. 
He doesn't think Land Use is something to decide in a popular manner. 
People can't understand it fully and it would be a wrong way to lead 
the Board. 

He asked that the Board members go back and be reminded of 
the basis on which it is done. He would share information and meet with 
anyone at anytime but he didn't feel it was a decision for a mass of 
people. 

Mr. Clay stated it was a fair tax if you look at both sides. 
People cause expenses and services, not land. He stated he didn't 
think things have changed that much since it went into effect. He 
would, therefore, prefer to see it remain as it is. 

Mr. Bennett stated that he wanted to make sure everyone under
stood that if land use were taken away, it could result in 69.5¢ 
real estate and $5.40 personal property, OR 81¢ real estate and $3.40 
personal property, not both. He felt they had too many people looking 
at Land Use on December 5 only. He stated we have to look at it 
over a period of time. He tried-to look down the road and agricultural 
use is important in the County, and we should encourage preservation. 
But timber preservation is important too. H~ stated that if Agri
~ulture is right, why isn't timber right. Before, he thought there 
was 'a movement to limit the acreage allowed in Land Use. He stated 
he had mixed feelings. He feels the Land Use concept is right and 
he had not changed his mind~ But they were getting alot of figures 
to look at. 

Mr. Weber stated he never,felt the County needs Land Use 
and he is still against it. He indicated he would go along with 
agricultural only. He can't see forestry and big timber companies 
having their-taxes deferred when people on fixed incomes do not. 
He doesn't feel Land Use will be in the County much longer. He 
stated he didn't have anything against farming but they have tax 
breaks on other things. He would go along with agricultural only. 
Under agricultural, an individual can have 19 acres of timber. 
This is an awful large amount to someone on a 100 x 200 lot. He 
stated he was against timber companies getting a break. He would 
never vote for deferred taxes on one group of people. That was not 
equal. 

Mr~ Raymond,McCants stated he could go along with Land 
Use for Agricultural, not individual timber owners. They asked 
the Commissioner of Revenue for information at the last meeting and 
it was in the minutes word for word. 

Mr. Carl Crowder stated that there were 7,000 homeowners. 
Why is it desireable for them to subsidize big companies who have no 
interest in the County except'profit. The Board should consider 
the citizens. Mr. Hargrave stated he didn't,see it as subsidizing. 
He sees it as taxation according to what it is used for. He stated 
the val u e s are n u m b e r s a r r i v e d a,t by the S tat e - - S LEA C . The val u e 
is according to its capacity to produce. The value is like a house 
which is competitive on the market. More can be made. Land near 
the road front is valued at what it might could do, not what it can 
actually do. Mr. Crowder asked how many of the 50 counties under 
Land Use have big timber compani~s like Dinwiddie. He felt Din
widdie probably is the larger. Mr. Hargrave stated they would look 
at it if the State' changes. He felt all taxes should be uniform. 
The machinery and· tool tax is unfair because the neighboring counties 
don't have it. 

BOOK 8 PAGE 86 FEBRUARY 16, 1983 



Mr. Steve Burton stated unfortunately, it appeared to be 
a battle between the big company and the small community. Some 
individuals own alot of timber too. Land Use is for fairness, not 
just big companies. They can't tax people improperly. He felt the 
people in the Northern end who require the services should pay 
the taxes. He stated people can't continue to own farm land if 
taxes keep going higher. They should try to cut taxes. He stated 
Land Use is fairness. Tax those receiving the services. Rather 
than look at Land Use, try to cut expenses. The people will have 
to sellout and big companies will buy. 

Mr. Weber stated he was against Land Use. He doesn't 
feel it is fair. The big timber companies are a business out to make 
a profit. It's unfair to the small man. He would go along with Agri
cultural only. He knows the farmers are losing, but that's their 
business too. Let's tax all equally. He stated they work on the 
budget, week after week, and the schools get cut. He felt unless they 
get business in, taxes will go up. He felt here is one way to help. 
The personal property tax is ridiculous. He felt this is what we need. 

Mr. John Smith stated they continue to make Land Use a 
political and emotional issue. It was stated individuals subsidize 
the timber Companies. He felt this is not true. 75% of the budget 
goes to schools. He failed to see how Continental Can benefits from 
that but he does. He stated he lived one mile off the road and his 
house and lot is assessed same as land on the road. He stated he didn't 
mind because he has a son. He felt he would never pay for his educa
~lon. But he requires no services for the rest of his land. Even 
less is required for timber. 

Mr. Edward Titmus indicated that Mr. Smith covered most 
of what he wanted to ask. He asked if there was any way that the 
Board can find out how the tax money is spent. It is certainly 
right that Continental Can is not responsible for educating children. 
All the streetlights are in the Northern end where the homeowners 
are. As long as Continental Can gets to use 45% of the roads, let's 
see who is really responsible for the expenses and see if they get 
their share of the taxes. He did feel they ought to see if the 
Northern end is subsidizing Continental Can, W.O. Allen and himself 
or are they subsidizing the Northern end. Mr. Weber indicated many 
in the Northern end feel they are paying their share and more. He 
did not feel they need Land Use. Mr. Titmus stated he was only 
asking if there was any way to work up the figures to see who was 
being subsidized. 

Mrs. Ann Scarborough stated she was not in favor of Land 
Use. She indicated that studies were available at the time Land Use 
was adopted and wondered whether there were any new studies to 
show a change in opinion. She stated a great many localities 
were not happy then. The homeowner was being shortchanged. She 
asked if there were any new studies. Mr. Hargrave showed her one 
publication he had received. Mr. Robertson stated 54 counties have 
Land Use and there were alot of bills on it in the General Assembly. 
It would lead one to believe other people need some change. Mr. 
Robertson stated there were 100 people at Longwood. The concern 
there was to limit acres that could put into Land Use. They re
presented the Piedmont area. 

Mrs. Scarborough then asked if the Board had any possible 
ways to offset the loss of revenue because of Land Use. Mr. Robert
son stated they had not started working on the budget. They can 
either increase taxes or reduce spending and he was in favor of 
reducing expenditures. He felt they might be able to operate the 
County without either by looking at Land Use. He stated there are 
places they can cut. He chose this way to get it to the people. He 
felt the input was enlightening. It is up to the citizens to bring 
their feelings to the Board. Maybe they feel there should be some 
changing. He stated it was not his intent to bring the matter up 
again. He would put the matter to rest unless the citizens come 
forward to do something. 
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Mrs. Gladys Brown stated she has a farm in District 2. 
Before Land Use, taxes w,ere'very hi.gh. The farm products brought 
the same as other areas of the County but she was paying twice as 
much in taxes. She felt people nearer Petersburg benefit the most. 
They could run a census and find how many children came from farms. 
She felt you would find many· more from 100 x 2bb lots. Mr. Robert
son stated it had been mentioned several times that the Northern 
end of the County requires the services. He stated he and Mr. 
Weber represent 9,000 people or 1500 to 2000 homes. He indicated 
that not all the Northern end has homes. He stated Land Use was 
not benefitting the proper people. Only farmers should be bene
fitting. He would like to put away the North versus the South. 
His intention is for everybody. Land Use is costing the farmer 
more than he is gaining. 

He wanted 
Land Use. 
perty and 

Mr. Bill Phillips stated that he owns a small farm~ 
to reiterate what Mr. Hargrave said. He is not under 

In 1982, he found his income was 1% of valuation of pro
taxes consumed 90% of his profit. 

Mr. Bennett stated if you removed Land Use, it may not 
raise taxes, but it would raise it somewhere. We are not losing 
$405,000 because we don't have it. 

The Chairman thanked everyone for coming. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

U po n mot ion 0 f Mr. C loa y, ., sec 0 n de d by Mr. H a r g r a v e, Mr. C 1 a y , 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting "aye", 
pursuant t~ Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 10:00 P.M. to discuss 
legal matters. The Board reconvened into Open Session at 10:35 P.M. 

INRE: MEETING WITH LEGISLATORS 

Mr. Hargrave asked the members if they wanted to meet with 
the legislators. The General Assembly will adjourn on the 26th. 
The members all wanted to if there was a need. The County Admini
strator was asked if he felt there was a need to meet on any 
legislation affecting the County. He stated the County was selec
ted to respond to various bills. There were a few that affect the 
County a great deal. Among those are the bill dealing with teacher 
salaries; and appeals to the Compensation Board. He stated 
he had sent information to the legislators on the effect of the 
bill dealing with teacher salaries along with other information on 
education. 

After a general discussion, the County Administrator was 
asked to talk with the Legislators and if they had any concerns they 
wanted to discuss, the Board would be glad to meet at a location 
convenient to them. 

IN RE: BUDGET SESSION 

Mr. Hargrave stated he would like to meet with the School 
Board on the budget. The County Administrator stated he had his 
figures together whenever the Board was ready to meet. After a 
brief discussion, the Board decided to meet after the day meeting 
on March 2, 1983 to discuss the budget. 

IN RE: ELIMINATION OF DOE SEASON 

Mr. Bennett stated that he and Mr. Hargrave had received 
input on eliminating doe season in the County. He asked that_each 

__ ." .member talk to the hunt.clubs in their area to,see what their 
feelings were. The County Administrator suggested that a represen
tative from the Commission of Game and Inland Fisheries appear at a 
meeting to explain how the limits on doe kills are set for the 
County .. 
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IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. l~eber 
voting lIaye ll

, the meeting adjourned at 10:50 P~1. 

()L 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA, ON THE 2ND DAY OF MARCH, 1983 AT 
2:00 P.t~. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M.I. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 

C. L. MITCHELL 

MINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the minutes of the February 16, 1983 meeting were approved 
as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, ~1r. Weber voting 
"aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: General 
Fund checks-numbering 83-366 through 83-451 amounting to $86,851.88. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--1983-84 REVENUE SHARING FUNDS 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Wednesday, February 16, 1983 and Wednesday, February 
23, 1983 for the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia 
to conduct a public hearing to receive public comment on the uses 
of $250,000 in Revenue Sharing funds in the 1983-84 budget. 

There were no comments from the public. 

Mr. Robertson indicated he was concerned about the 
continual decrease in Revenue Sharing funds. He was concerned that 
if they continue to earmark the funds for the school system, it will 
be cut or possibly phased out and the Board will have to look to 
the General Fund. He felt Capital Improvements would be the best 
use for the Revenue Sharing funds. The County wouldn't have to 
depend on money from the federal government. If the money isn't 
there, they wouldn't make the improvements. He felt the Board 
was aware that'there may not be any revenue sharing in the future. 
These were just some of his thoughts that had been mentioned before. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that this was the Board's concern 
when the Revenue Sharing program began. The Administration Buil
ding was a result of that concern, and until they caught up, they 
did dedicate the funds to capital improvements. Then it was dedi
cated to the Schools. He felt it was fortunate that we were being 
weaned off and not just dropped. Mr. Bennett indicated that ear
marking it for the schools has been beneficial also through the 
County's bookeeping system. He stated last year, funds were short 
and the County had to make it up. 

Mr. Weber stated that he was disappointed to see Revenue 
Sharing reduced. He was afraid the time will come when it won't 
be here. 

IN RE: TREASURER'S REPORT 

Mrs. Margaret W. Lewis presented her report for the month 
of February, 1983. 

Mr. Robertson asked if she had an update on the percentage 
of taxes collected. Mrs. Lewis indicated she didn't have it worked 
up, but more were collected in February than January. She added there 
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were still alot uncollected. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha presented his report for the month 
of February, 1983. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

The Animal Warden was not present. The County Administrator 
read the report he previously submitted for the month of February, 1983. 

IN RE: LONG TERM CARE DRAFT PLAN 

Mrs. King B. Talley presented the draft of the Long Term 
Care Plan to be presented to the State. She added that the final 
plan will be submitted for approval in June. She felt the plan 
meets the stipulated format and the goals are those listed in the 
State Plan. Mrs. Talley stated that if the Board had no questions, 
she will forward the draft to the State for feedback. The County 
Administrator stated he had talked with Dr. J.R. Tietjen, the Crater 
Health District Director, and he indicated he was quite interested 
in working with Mrs. Talley on the program. 

Mrs. Talley then distributed a report on the cheese and 
butter distribution. She indicated it was very successful last 
week and they were going to try and finish the ones they missed 
on March 8. They served 1285 Senior Citizens. Mrs. Talley added 
they were scheduling another distribution for April. 

Mr. Weber asked how the volunteer help had been. Mrs. 
Talley indicated some was good but it was time consuming to train 
them each day they had new ones. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he thought the Long Term Care 
Plan was a very worthwhile effort. He was always bothered about the 
lack of coordination between departments. He felt the program 
will save money and improve services to the citizens. He suggested 
the paper may want to write an article on the program. 

Mr. Bennett asked Mrs. Talley if she contacts the news
papers or radio on the cheese and butter distribution. Mrs. Talley 
stated she didn't at first because they were serving the people 
on welfare; but they decided at the last minute to serve the Senior 
Citizens, and she couldn't get in touch with the newspapers and radio 
stations in time. She added that she would publicize it in the 
future. 

Mr. Bennett asked if the cheese and butter distribution 
in April will be for the same group. Mrs. Talley stated it would 
but it would be Medicare only. She thought this would pick up 
the fixed income, disabled people, and would be a ready means of 
identification. Mr. Bennett stated the ones that received the cheese 
and butter really appreciated it. Mr. Weber stated they appre
ciated the job Mrs. Talley and her staff were doing. 

IN RE: SCHOOL BOARD CABINETS 

Dr. Richard L. Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, advised 
the Board that as instructed at the February 16, 1983 meeting, he 
had checked into the alternatives for installing the cabinets the 
School Board needs for storage in the lower level of the building. 
He had talked to Mrs. Hattie Walker about having the work done in 
the Shop Class. Because of their schedule, he did not feel they 
would have the time to do the job. He also looked into the metal 
cabinets as suggested by Mr. Hargrave and felt they would be adequate. 
They had looked at the wood because they thought the appearance 
would be better. However, he stated their main concern was a 
place for storage and to deter the fire hazard. He indicated 
they could get 12 cabinets, including freight, and a working table 
for approximately $2500. Mr. Robertson asked if the cabinets had to 
be installed, how was the cost of labor determined. Dr. Vaughn stated 
he thought the cabinets came assembled. Mr. Clay suggested the shop 
class assemble the cabinets. Mr. Hargrave asked if the School Board 
had the funds available for the cabinets. Dr. Vaughn stated he did 
not know. The County Administrator suggested the cabinets would be 
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the County1s expense~ 

Mr., Hargrave·moved that the School Board be authorized 
to purchase and install the metal cabinets as described for $2500. 
Mr. Clay seconded the motion. Mr. Robertson asked if they would 
be bolted to the wall. Dr. Vaughn indicated they would not. Mr. 
Hargrave, fvlr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, r~r. Robertson, Mr. Weber voted 
!laye!l. . 

Dr. Vaughn reminded the Board of the Regional School Board 
Association meeting on March 3 at Southside Elementary School, 
registration at 5:30 and dinner at 6:30 P.M. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. J.T. Lester, VDH&T, appeared before the Board to 
answer any questions they might have. 

1. Mr. Robertson asked about the Rt. 1 bridge project. 
Mr. Lester stated it was advertised but the bid~ were too high, 
so it will be readvertised in April. Mr. Robertson asked who was 
doing the preliminary clearing now. Mr. Lester stated it was the 
utility companies. Mr. Robertson stated he understood during 
the first phase of construction, there will be one lane controlled 
by a traffic light. He then asked if the fire trucks will still 
have to detour. Mr. Lester stated yes they WOUld. The completion 
date is 18 months or less. However, when one lane is completed, it 
will carry the fire trucks and hopefully that will be a year or 
less. 

2. Mr. Robertson asked about the Rt. 226 and Rt. 601 
project. Mr. Lester stated it had been awarded and construction 
should start the first of April. He added it had a 90 day comple
tion date. 

3. Mr. Clay asked if there was any provision in the six 
year plan for the railroad crossing at Rt. 656. Mr. Hargrave stated 
a gate was listed for 2 or 3 years down the road. Mr. Lester con
firmed that. Mr. Clay stated he had received input that someone 
had almost been hit there. Mr. Hargrave stated he had received 
input also. 

4. Mr. Bennett asked about the status of Rt. 611 between 
Rt. 610 and Rt. 613. Mr. Lester indicated he had ridden over 
it before the meeting and stated he hoped to get a motorgrader in 
there by the end of the week to blade it. 

5. Mr. Bennett asked .if any work was planned for Rt. 611 
since they had been cutting the right-of-way. Mr. Lester stated 
there was none planned now. 

6. Mr. Bennett asked about the road beside Midway School. 
Mr. Lester stated they had sta~ted work on the bad curve. The 
road would stay in the same place. They will slope the bank for 
better site distance. 

7. The County Administrator asked to be provided a rural 
additions status report of work completed and available funds for next 
year. Mr. Lester stated Bishop and Rainbow were 90% complete. 
The County Administrator stated that Lee -Boulevard was next on 
the priority list. Mr. Robertson stated that Mr. Perry indicated 
they may change the traffic direction on Lee Boulevard in con
junction with the Rt. 601 and 226 project. 

8. Mr. Weber stated there were alot of dead trees on 
Lee Boulevard and asked if the Highway Department could remove 
them. Mr. Lester stated they could if necessary. 

9. Mr. Robertson stated there would be a Metropolitan 
Planning Organization meeting Monday night at 5:30 P.M. and among 
the topics to discuss will be the connector road from 295 to 
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u.s. #1. He stated the Highway Department will give a report and 
the Crater Planning District Commission will meet afterwards. 

IN RE: POSTPONEMENT OF 1983 ROADVIEWER APPOINTMENTS 

The appointment of the 1983 Roadviewers was postponed. 

IN RE: RICHMOND TIMES-DISPATCH -- "GOOD NEIGHBOR" DISTRIBUTION 

Mr. Bill Thomas~ Circulation Director, along with Richard 
Neely, Circulation Services Manager, and Guy Murdock, Area Super
visor, for the Richmond Times-Dispatch appeared before the Board 
to discuss the distribution of the "Good Neighbor" paper. He indi
cated that they were surprised when they received the letter from 
the Board indicating they would like to stop distribution in the 
County. They received complaints in April of 1982 which Sgt. Massen
gill had looked into, but had not heard any since. He indicated 
they wanted to be good neighbors and not be any problem to the 
County Administration. He indicated that he didn't know of any 
specific problems, and he would like for them to enlighten him 
on the complaints. 

Mr. Bennett stated that he had no personal problem with 
the paper, but he felt there was a litter problem. Out in the 
rural areas, a large percentage go unopened. He indicated he had 
noticed them in several driveways. People open them at the mail
box, discard the wrappers and they blow across the fields. He 
stated he had no opposition to the delivery, but he would like 
to see it put in the boxes. 

Mr. Thomas indicated they only deliver to those who don't 
subscribe to the Sunday Times-Dispatch. He added it is cost pro
hibitive to put up service boxes. He stated if they receive com
plaints, they don't deliver and try to make sure they are all 
picked up. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if it would be possible to communicate 
in some way to see who wants the paper and only deliver to them. 
That seems to be where the waste is. Mr. Thomas indicated they were 
looking at mailing to non-subscribers and possibly having them avail
able at stores. Mr. Bennett added that he had noticed a large number 
unopened on Rt. 645 too .. 

Mr. Thomas stated he would like to leave a toll free 
number somewhere in the County Administration and check back for 
complaints. 

Mr. Larry Elder, County Attorney, stated that when the 
complaints first started, Sgt. Massengill called the Times-Dispatch 
and got little cooperation. He advised Sgt. Massengill that if 
the paper is not requested, it is a violation of the litter sta
tutes. Sgt. Massengill informed the Times-Dispatch and he was 
told that the only way it would stop was if the individual called 
the Times-Dispatch office personally. Afterwards~ an attorney 
for the Times-Dispatch called him and indicated the County could 
not enforce the litter statutes. Mr. Elder stated he received 
subsequent reports. He indicated that if the complaints continue, 
he will perceive it as a litter violation on public property. Mr. 
Thomas stated they were supposed to be placed on private property, 
not on the road and they did want to cooperate. 

Mr. Raymond McCants stated that he lived on 311 Chesdin 
Road and he had called the newspaper. He indicated that he receives 
it with his newspaper but it is thrown in other yards. The dogs 
find them and bring them to. his yard and tear them up. Mr. 
Murdock stated he saw the dogs and picked the papers up. 

Mr. Thomas stated they would like to continue to deliver 
the papers and work out the problems. 

Mr. Donald Andrews stated that he felt it was a litter 
problem and that the blame lies with the carrier. He had seen 
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two or three papers delivered where there are no homes. He sug
gested delivering it on Saturday afternoon and seeing whether people 
wanted it or not .. He also suggested putting it in mailboxes. Mr. 
Thomas stated the federal government won't allow it to be placed 
in mailboxes unless people subscribe six days a week and they 
get it out by Monday. 

Mr. Thomas then showed a slide film on the paper. 

Mr. Weber thanked the 'representatives for coming and 
stated they wanted to work.with the media. He added·the County 
would contact them on problems that arise. 

Mr. Murdock stated he would like to have a list of the 
road numbers where there are the most problems. Then he could con
tact the carriers. Mr. Bennett stated that if the carrier saw last 
week's paper still lying in th~ yard, he should know not to deliver 
another one. 

Mr. Neely stated that "Good Neighbor" would be a good 
source to advertise the cheese and butter distribution or any 
public service, free of charge. 

IN RE: FORD VFD--REQUEST FOR HELMETS 

Mr. L.M. Tereschenko, Chief, Ford VFD, appeared before 
the Board to request funding for 35 new helmets. He stated the 
helmets they were using now were cheap plastic and the heat and 
cold had caused them to crystallize. He indicated they were purchased 
seven years ago and four have already cracked. 

Mr. Tereschenko showed the Board a new helmet, Cairns 
Metro 660C, which he stated was the top of the line and he would 
like to have. for his department. He indicated the helmet was 
from Sutton and Clark and the price was $57.50. He had.checked 
with Jack Slagl.e also and this was the lowest price he ~ould get. 
This helmet is the only one he found to have a five-year warranty. 

Mr. Hargrave felt thereshnuld be some type of recourse 
on those helmets that are nut holding up. Mr. Tereschenko reite
rated that the helmets they are using now were just cheap plastic. He 
stated that Richmond uses the Cairns Metro 660C and he thought 
Chesterfield was replacing theirs. The helmet is OSHA and NFPA 
approved. He indicated that Dinwiddie is using the old ones his 
department has now and Namozine has gone to American Sportsman, 
but they are not OSHA or NFPA approved. 

t1r. Robertson 'asked if it has been discussed with the 
Chief's Association to be recommended as a standard for all the 
departments. Mr. Tereschenko stated that by 1985, he heard they 
would have to go to OSHA approved on all -equipment. 

Mr. Weber asked if Ford VFD was the only department 
having problems. Mr. Tereschenko stated yes they were but the 
other departments were working on replacing theirs. Mr. Robert
son asked if this was an emergency situation. Mr. Tereschenko 
stated it was. Mr. Robertson asked about· the use of the ones 
his department already has. Mr. Tereschenko stated they were not 
safe to use and felt they will be outlawed. He stated -he was 
looking out for the safety of his firemen. 

Mr. Bennett stated that if all the helmets were alike, you 
could assume they all can be broken easily. He then asked Mr. 
Tereschenko if he was satisfied there were no other sources to 
get helmets. Mr. Tereschenko stated he had been to two sources 
and this was the cheapest price. He'indicated one was $51 but 
it was plastic, not reinforced steel on the strap. 

Mr. Robertson asked if this would come under the new pur
chase policy. Possibly, that is the way to find out if there is a 
better price. Mr. Bennett stated that he honestly feels other de-
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partments are going to request the same thing. He felt they should 
see if more are needed and if we could possibly work a better deal 
for all. Mr. Hargrave added that they also might be in better 
shape to go back to the supplier. He suggested maybe the helmets 
could be tested and they could do a piece meal replacement. Mr. 
Len Dockery, Dinwiddie VFD, stated their helmets were about 3 years 
old. 

Mr. Tereschenko stated that his men will not go in a 
house fire with these helmets. Mr. Weber indicated that the Fire
men need this equipment and he felt an obligation to help them 
out. Mr. Bennett stated he was in favor of providing the equipment, 
but he was still concerned about the number needed. He asked that 
they check with the other fire departments to see how many were 
needed to make every fireman safe. He asked Mr Tereschenko if he 
could wait until the Chief's meeting on the 7th and survey the other 
departments I needs and come back with a recommendation at the March 
16, 1983 meeting. Mr. Tereschenko agreed. Mr. Bennett asked the 
County Administrator to check out the prices of helmets during that 
time. Mr. Hargrave suggested that they check with someone who spe
cializes in hardhats in the construction industry. They might pro
vide a better guarantee. Mr. Tereschenko stated he had checked 
on hard hats and they won't compare to the helmet he is recommending. 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE VFD--REQUEST FOR PAYMENT OF BILL 

Mr .. Len Dockery, Dinwiddie VFD, appeared before the 
Board to request payment of a bill for $769.49 for repair t~ their 
1979 Pumper. He stated the department paid off the loan they had 
on their new jeep, and they had several other large expenditures 
which has nearly depleted their funds for the year. He indicated 
the repairs on the truck were an unforeseen expense, and they would 
like the Board's assistance. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he saw it as a fixed expenditure and 
their money was running out before the year ends. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", payment of a bi 11 in the amount of $769.49 was approved 
for repairs to the Dinwiddie VFD 1979 Pumper. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--DINWIDDIE SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Senior High School has made appli
cation to the Board of Supervisors for a Bingo & Raffle permit for 
calendar year 1983; and 

WHEREAS, the Senior High meets the requirements as set 
forth in Sec. 18.1-340 of the Code of Virginia and has filed the 
required $10.00 fee; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie Senior High School 
is hereby granted a Bingo & Raffle Permit for the calendar year 
1983. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 3:36 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into 
Open Session at 3:55 P.M. 

IN RE: CABLETELEVISION CONSULTANT 

The County Administrator indicated that he and the County 
Attorney met with the two cabletelevision consultant firms and 
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recommended that the Board hire Frederick G. Griffin. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll

, the County Administrator was authorized to hire 
Frederick G. Griffin as the County·s cabletelevision consultant. 

IN RE: CANCELLATION OF CABLE-TV PUBLIC HEARING 

The County Administrator advised the Board that the 
public hearing scheduled for March 16 on cabletelevision would 
not fit into their present time schedule and recommended that it 
be cancelled. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll

, the public hearing on cabletelevision for the county 
scheduled for March 16, 1983 was cancelled. 

IN RE: ASSESSMENT--SIX-YEAR INTERVALS 

The County Administrator stated that on March 3, 1982, 
the Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution stating its desire 
to reassess the County in five-year intervals rather than four
year intervals. He stated that if it is the desire of the Board 
to begin reassessment this year, then a decision. should be forth
coming very shortly. He added if it is the desire of the Board 
not to reassess, then a. resolution must be adopted indicating a 
desire to reassess in six-year intervals. The maximum that State 
law allows is six-year intervals. 

Mr. W.E. Bolte, Commissioner of Revenu~, gave a report 
on the Assessment/Sales Ratio for 1982 and 1983. He stated that the 
law requires the State Tax Commissioner to have an Assessment/ 
Sales ratio on all cities and counties every year. _ It is used 
in the school age distribution formula and the assessment of public 
service corporations. Mr. Bolte described two figures, the median 
and the coefficient of dispersion which he felt were important 
and showed that the County was in good shape so far as being equi
table in its assessment.- He, therefore, felt that the County 
could put the reassessment off another year and not be hurt. Mr. 
Hargrave stated he felt the report was very helpful. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, t'lr. Bennett;fvlr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has determined that it 
is not in the best interest of the citizens of the County nor the 
governing body of the County to reassess the County in five-year 
intervals at this time; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the reassessment for Dinwiddie 
County will be done in six-year intervals in accordance with Sec. 
58-778, Code of Virginia. 

IN RE: SOLID WASTE STUDY 

The County Administrator distributed copies of a solid 
waste study which portrays the expense of operating the Landfill 
and trash collection system. He indicated it was contrasted 
to the United Bio-Fuels operation. He added that some of the 
unknown factors that could not be figured in is the availability 
of land when they get ready to buy and what you will face operating 
a landfill in the future, i~e. federal and state regulations. 

IN RE: RAYMOND MCCANTS--COUNTY VEHICLE REPAIR 

Mr. Raymond McCants appeared before the Board to discuss 
tbe repair of county vehicles in the Scbool Bus Garage. He stated 
in October of 1982, the Board discussed. repairing the County vehicles 
in the School Bus Garage. He indicated that he reviewed the County 
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vehicles and found that the County doesn't have enough vehicles 
for its employees. He stated that next, they discussed bidding the 
work out and possibly opening a shop across the road. Mr. McCants 
reviewed the vehicles belonging to the School Board stating that 
the School Bus Garage personnel do the work on all the vehicles 
except front end alignment. He suggested that the County vehicle 
work could be added to the School Bus Garage or there was sufficient 
land behind the Garage to build. He stated that the average pay 
is $12,000 to $13,000 a year. He also visited the Chesterfield 
Garage where they maintain 650 cars and the average salary is $14,000 
to $16,440. 

Mr. McCants stated that he felt the County could save 
money by hiring a mechanic, approximately $15,000. If they decide 
not to add to the garage, he suggested they build a garage behind 
it with future growth in mind. He does not think the County can 
send the work out and get it done cheaper. Mr. Hargrave commended 
Mr. McCants on his concise presentation. 

IN RE: STAGGERED TERMS 

Mr. Bennett asked that with the upcoming election, the 
Board give serious consideration to staggered terms. He knows it will 
be hard to implement but he felt continuity is important. He asked 
that the County Attorney and County Administrator advise them at 
the next meeting of the procedure needed to be taken. 

IN RE: DONALD ANDREWS--DISCUSSION OF RIGHT-OF-WAY 

Mr. Donald Andrews appeared before the Board to discuss 
a Right-of-Way issue concerning land the Dinwiddie County School 
Board owns. Mr. Andrews indicated that he would like to be reim
bursed for the County using the road for the past five years and he 
was tired of hauling gravel and picking up bottles. His next step 
would be to get legal counsel. 

The Chairman indicated that the School Board and Mr. 
T.O. Rainey were working it out. Mr. Andrews stated Mr. Rainey 
had notified him of an encroachment on a right-of-way but he is 
wrong. He stated no one is taking care of -it. 

The Chairman suggested that the County Administrator look 
into it and try to have an answer by the next meeting. Mr. Andrews 
stated the County Administrator had already looked into it. The 
School Board is not taking the bull by the horns. 

The County Administrator indicated he had talked with 
the Sup e r i n ten den t a f S c h a a 1 s - and tho ugh t -t h eSc h a alB a a r d was . war -
king on it. Mr. Elder stated that the last he heard, the Schooi . 
Board was handling it because it is their property. Mr. Rainey'wa£ 
helping them. Mr. Andrews indicated that the County is not the owner. 
He stated there were other people back there and they tried to help. 
Mr. Bennett moved that. the Board send a letter to Dr. Vaughn and 
the School Board indicating Mr. Andrews ' concerns and if he feels 
the School Board is not acting, he can retain a lawyer and proceed. 
Mr. Bennett stated he did not want to get involved. Mr. Hargrave 
agreed adding to urge the School Board to a resolution of the 
problem and an answer to Mr. Andrews so that the business can be 
concluded. Mr. Bennett agreed to this addition. Mr. Hargrave stated 
it was out of the Board's hands. He said Mr. Andrews appeared. 
There should be a resolving to give the man an answer and he 
can choose which path to follow. He added he was a bit tired 
of hearing the story and wondered why they can't get a position 
out of the School Board. 

Mr. Hargrave seconded the motion. Mr. Bennett, Mr. Har
grave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voted "aye". Dr. Vaughn 
came in after Mr. Andrews left. He stated that Mr. Rainey and he 
visited the site before Christmas, to look at the options. Mr. 
Andrews called in February to appear before the School Board. Mr. 
Rainey was present but Mr. Andrews didn't show. The School Board 
suggested that Mr. Rainey get together with Mr. Andrews and let 
them know the options. 
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Mr. Hargrave suggested that they get Mr. Andrews to set 
his concerns down in writing. Mr. Elder stated that n~eded to be 
done. There was some confusion on Mr. Andrews' part as to who can 
use which right-of-way. 

The Chairman stated something should be settled. Dr. 
Vaughn stated he told Mr. Andrews he should work with Mr. Rainey 
and then they come back to the School Board. 

IN RE: DISCONTINUANCE OF GREYHOUND BUS SERVICE 

The Board was notified by letter of the proposed discon
tinuance of Greyhound Bus Service between Petersburg and the Virginia
North Carolina state line via U.S. Highway No.1. This would include 
stops at Dinwiddie, DeWitt a~d McK~nney. 

Mr. Bennett asked if the Board wanted to take some type 
of position. Mr. Clay indicated that he only knew of one woman 
at DeWitt who uses the bus to ride to work. 

Mr. Hargrave stated they might want to have the DeWitt 
stop retained. He felt they needed to understand the usage. Mr. 
Bennett agreed that they needed the knowledge of usage. The County 
Administrator stated he could request this information for them. 

IN RE: RECESS 

The Chairman declared a short recess at 4:50 P.M.Th~ 
Board reconvened at 5:00 P.M. 

IN RE: FEE FOR INSTALLING GAS TANKS 

Mr. Clay stated that he felt the fee for installing gas 
tanks should be changed. Mr. Hargrave agreed. The County Administra
tor suggested that discussion be postponed until the County Attorney 
was present. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon.motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Har.grave, Mr.· Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting "aye", pur
suant to Sec .. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act, 
the Board moved.into Executive Session at 5:10 P.M. to discuss legal 
matters. The meeting ·reconvened into Open Sesston at 5:45 P.M. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA EXTENSION SERVICE--DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS SEMINAR 

The County Administrator advised the Board that a two-day 
seminar for input on the Department of Corrections will be held in 
June at Wint~rgreen. 'It is sponsored by the Virginia Extension Ser
vice and they are asking for 2 representatives from the County. 
He stated that if any of the Board members were interested to let 
him know. 

IN RE: COUNTY VEHICLE REPAIR COSTS 

The County Administrator advised the Board that .as requested, 
he was keeping a record of expenses ~n each county car and would give 
them a report in July. Mr. Bennett stated he would like to see the 
labor figures kept separate. Th~ County Administrator asked if the 
Board was interested in the empty Exxon Station across the road. The 
Boa r·d ins t r u c ted him t 0 a d vis e the £ x xo n rep res en tat i vet hat t h e.y 
were not interested. 

IN .RE: TRASH DISPOSAL POLICING 

The County Administrator advised the Board that Spring and 
Summer were bad times for trash disposal. Last year, the Board 
authorized funds to monitor the trash locations~ He indicated he 
would like to pursue it this Spring starting in April. The indivi
duals would have to be deputized to write county warrants. He 
stated if the Board had any ·different feelings or ideas to let him 
know. . 
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IN RE: ACCEPTANCE OF DEED--WILL-KNOTT LAND 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED that the Chairman be authorized to sign 
the deed on behalf of the County accepting a .17 acre tract of 
land from Will-Knott, Inc., located near the Courthouse Road Office 
Building and the rear entrance to the Administration Building; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County Attorney be instructed 
to execute and record the deed on behalf of the County. 

IN RE: DISCUSSION OF BUDGET 

The County Administrator reviewed the proposed 1983-84 
budget figures. He advised the Board that they had to make up a 
$206,000 deficit out of fund balance to begin the year. This was 
due to $106,000 being budgeted out of surplus to balance the 1982-83 
budget and $100,000 for the school system and a reduction in revenue 
sharing. 

He commented on the following expense items: Codification 
of the County Code; Exit Audits; Uniforms and Equipment for the 
Sheriff's Department; Special Police Force; Operation of the Jail. 
Mr. Robertson asked about the status of the old jail. The County 
Administrator stated that there were a few things that were still 
left that had to be cleared out by the Rescue Squad and Sheriff's 
Department, and then it would be available. Maintenance of Buildings 
and Grounds; Mr. Bennett asked if the maintenance contract should 
be bid out. The County Administrator stated he had been very suc
cessful working out the contract increases with Honeywell and had 
a very good working relationship with the maintenance personnel. 
County Insurance; The Board instructed the County Administrator to 
place the County Insurance on the agenda for the March 16 meeting to 
discuss retaining a consultant. Mobile Hazardous Materials and Com
munications Van; Sheriff's Vehicles. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he would like to see the figures on 
the cost of running the schools expanded to show the increase in 
comparison to the rate of inflation. 

The Board discussed setting a date to meet with the De
partment Heads. It was suggested that since they wanted to hold 
budgets to the same as they were last year, that they set certain 
hours and invite those that want to appear to come and discuss their 
budgets at that time. No date was set. 

They also discussed meeting with the School Board and 
instructed the County Administrator to talk with the Superintendent 
of Schools and set up a meeting and advise them of the arrangement. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voting 
II aye II, the me e tin g was ad j 0 urn e dun til 1 1 : 00 A. M ., F rid ay, Mar c h 
11, 1983. 

MARCH 11, 1983--CONTINUATION OF MARCH 2, 1983 MEETING--ll :00 A.M.· 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
A.S. CLAY ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

L.G. ELDER COUNTY ATTORNEY 

ABSENT: M. I. HARGRAVE, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT #3 



IN RE: DISCUSSION OF SB 304 

The Board of Supervisors met.with Representative Norman 
Sisisky to discuss SB 304 which continues the tolls on the Richmond
Petersburg Turnpike. SB 304 has been passed by the Senate and the 
House of Delegates but has not been signed by the Governor as of 
this date. 

IN RE: 

nett, Mr. 
adjourned 

BOOK 8 

ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Ben
Clay. Mr, Robertson, Mr. Weber ~ye", the meeting 
at 12:00 Noon. 

~ tJL 
STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN 
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VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA, ON THE 16TH DAY OF MARCH, 1983 AT 
7:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M.I. HARGRAVE, JR. 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

A. S. CLAY 

T. O. RA I N E Y, I II 
T.E. GIBBS, JR. 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

ASSIT. COUNTY ATTORNEY 
DEPUTY SHERIFF 

ELECTION DISTRICT #1 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting lIaye ll

, pursuant 
to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act, the 
Board moved into Executive Session at 7:00 P.M. to discuss legal 
matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 7:40 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber vot'ng lIaye ll

, the 
meeting adjourned at 7:42 P.M. 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA, ON THE 16TH DAY OF MARCH, 1983 AT 
8:00 P. M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN 
GEORGE E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M. I. HARGRAVE, JR. 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

A. S. CLAY 

T. O. RA I N E Y , II I 
T. E. GIBBS, JR. 

GEORGE S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 

INVOCATION 

ASSISTANT COUNTY ATTORNEY 
DEPUTY SHERIFF 

ELECTION DISTRICT #1 

The Reverend Thomas Jordan, Associate Pastor, Shiloh Baptist 
Church delivered the Invocation. 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon motion pf Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting "aye", the minutes 
of the March 2, 1983 meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. l~eber voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: 

General Fund checks-numbering 83-452 through 83-563 
amounting to $57,507.80. 

IN RE: POULTRY CLAIM--FRANCES R. HARRISON 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting "aye", Mrs. 
Frances R. Harrison was awarded $180 for 18 Selke chickens. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--A-83-1--GOVERNMENTAL OFFICES 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Wednesday, March 2, 1983 and Wednesday, March 9, 
1983 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to 
consider for adoption an ordinance to amend the Dinwiddie County 
Zoning Ordinance by adding governmental offices as a use to Sections 
17-11, 17-18, 17-26, 17-57, 17-63, 17-69 and 17-77. The Director of 
Planning reviewed the amendment and the Planning Commission action 
wherein they recommended approval at their March 9, 1983 meeting. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he understood the need to allow 
post offices. He asked if there was any danger in being so general. 
Mr. Scheid stated that there is no distinction made among buildings 
allowed. 

Mr. Robertson asked what districts the governmental offices 
would be allowed in. Mr. Scheid indicated Agricultural, Business, 
and Industrial but Agricultural still requires a conditional use 
permit. Mr. Robertson asked if this type of office would include 
doctor's offices and if residential areas were considered. Mr. Scheid 
stated residential districts were not included. 

He added that the Planning Commission action was unanimous. 

The Chairman asked Mr. Scheid to explain the need for the 
change. Mr. Scheid stated that post offices are being considered 
for the Sutherland and Church Road areas and there is no commercial 
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zoning there. There is alot of agricultural area and post offices 
are located in other than business areas. 

Mr. Robertson stated in Sutherland, the post office was 
connected to a service station or grocery store. He asked if it 
became a governmental office. Mr. Scheid stated it was allowed because 
it was in existence before the zoning ordinance was adopted. It would 
not be allowed now. Mr. Robertson asked then if the same thing hap
pened now, it would not be permitted. Mr. Scheid stated that was cor
rect. He added that if the property was owned by the government, they 
could establish a use anyway. In this situation they do not own the 
property. A private individual would put the building there and would 
be subject to the zoning laws. 

Mr. Henry Walker stated that one piece of property in Suther
land had been rezoned for a bank and asked if a post office could 
also go there. Mr. Scheid stated the amendment allows post offices 
in business areas with no minimum requirements, so it could go there. 

No one appeared in support or opposition to the amendment. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber voting "aye", 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors, Dinwiddie County, 
Virginia, that the Zoning Ordinance be amended by adding governmental 
offices as a use to the following sections: 

Section 17-11. 

(24) governmental offices, with conditional use permit. 

Section 17-18. 

(43) governmental offices, with conditional use permit 

Section 17-26. 

(15) governmental offices, with conditional use permit 

Section 17-57. 

(18) governmental offices 

Section 17-63. 

(32) governmental offices. 

Section 17-69. 

(23) governmental offices 

Section 17-77. 

(26) governmental offices 

In all other respects, said zoning ordinance is hereby 
reordained. 

IN RE: FIRE HELMETS--APPROVAL OF CAIRNS METRO 660C 

At the March 2, 1983 meeting, L.M. Tereschenko, Jr., 
Chief, Ford VFD, appeared before the Board to request funding to 
purchase 35 new helmets for his department. The Board delayed 
action, pending additional information on types and prices of helmets 
available. Mr. Tereschenko was instructed to canvass the other depart
ments to determine their needs. 

Wendy Quesenberry, Admin. Assistant, distributed information 
to the Board on the various brands of helmets she found and prices. 
She stated that since the volunteers were not employees, they were 
not subject to the OSHA regulations. She had been assisted by Mr. 
Wayne Cook, member of the Petersburg Fire Department and a resident 
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of Church Road. 

She indicated they narrowed the selection down to three: 
Cairns Metro 660C; Cairns Phoenix 660 and the Chieftain Citation. 
The Cairns brand was the most widely used and the Cairns Metro 660C 
was the most highly recommended for safety. They did, however, find 
the Chieftain Citation to be comparable to the Metro 660C. 

Mr. Wayne Cook stated he had been asked'to look into the 
fire helmets by Mr. Bennett. He reviewed the different types of 
helmets. He stated the three types of materials used are leather, 
fiberglass and polycarbonite. The leather and fiberglass aren't used 
very much now. The polycarbonite shatters and does not hold up 
under heat very well. He stated the Petersburg department was using 
the Phoenix 660, which was OSHA approved. It is polycarbonite 
but the design and suspension are different. The Phoenix was the 
best but now they have come out with the composite. 

Mr. Cook stated alot of the helmets could be thrown out 
at the beginning. They narrowed the choices down to the three 
described. They found the Chieftain Citation to be similar to the 
Metro 660C and substantially cheaper. It is $48 and the Metro 660C 
is $55.90. The Phoenix is adequate but for the little difference in 
price, he would recommend the composite. The Metro 660C is far sup
erior. He would assume the Citation would hold up as well. There 
are good tests used by OSHA. The Citation meets and exceeds the 
standards like the Metro. He felt they couldn't go wrong with any 
of the three. 

Mr. Ben Hawkins, Namozine VFD, stated that the Namozine 
department just purchased 35 helmets, American Sports 1000, from 
Jack Slagle. They were told at the time that the helmets were OSHA 
approved and since, have found they are not. They chose this type 
because they could buy it by size. He stated his only objection 
was that the. earflaps were hot in the summer. He indicated they 
could not turn the helmets back in. He stated he was personally 
satisfied with the helmet but the department voted to go along with 
the Board's decision. 

Mr. Robertson asked· if when they buy helmets by size, 
don't they have to purchase new helmets when they change personnel. 
Mr. Hawkins stated that was correct. Mr. Robertson then asked what 
happens when a man responds to a fire away from his equipment. Mr. 
Hawkins stated they keep two spare sets of turnout gear on the van. 

Mr. Hargrave asked Mr. Hawkins if the department was satis
fied and totally equipped now. He stated they were. Mr. Robertson 
asked if he meant they would abandon the equipment they have now. Mr. 
Hawkins said yes. He stated he felt safe but he couldn't speak for 
all of the members. 

Mr. Robertson asked if they thought the Board was consi
dering replacing all their helmets. Mr. Hawkins indicated yes. If 
the Board goes the other way trey want to see what recourse they had 
with the County Attorney on the helmets they have now. All the 
OSHA requirements do not go into effect until 1985. The airpacks 
go into effect this year. Mr. Robertson asked Mr. Hawkins what did 
he mean would go into effect in 1985. Mr. Hawkins stated the OSHA 
regulations on protective clothing for paid organizations. He added 
unless they change and these might be on all departments. 

Mr. Hargrave stated it bothered him that the departments 
would go just with what the Board decided. He indicated that the 
main concern is their safety. He felt they were obligated to pro
tect the volunteers. He asked Mr. Hawkins if he felt safe with 
his helmet. He stated he did. 

Mr. Weber stated the Board's intent was to fill Ford's 
request. He indicated the Board didn't intend to buy for all the 
departments if they were satisfied. When they need helmets, then 
they can come before the Board. They just discussed the helmets 
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with Ford. He felt if they other departments were satisfied with 
their helmets, he could see no need to discard them. 

Mr. Hawkins stated that the department understood the 
County was buying new helmets for everyone. This is the way they 
voted. 

Mr. Robertson stated that he felt there was a more prudent 
way to handle this. When they discussed helmets before, Ford had a 
problem. They had a helmet that was unsafe and the men would not 
wear the helmets into a fire. He felt the Fire Chiefs need to get 
together and determine what is the best helmet. Then make a recom
mendation that in the future when helmets are replaced, that would 
be the kind to buy. They would then have uniformity. He did not 
see the need to replace all the helmets because a few are bad. He 
stated he would like to see the Chiefs make a recommendation for a 
standard helmet, then replace with this type when needed. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that when he served on the fire depart
ment, not all the members went into a house so they all didn't need 
the protection of those that went in. He felt they should equip 
those most likely to go. The first priority should be to order 
where they need replacing for safety exposure. Then follow the 
approved helmet and carry through, as opposed to buying $5000 or $6000 
worth of helmets at one time. 

Mr. L.M. Tereschenko, Jr., Chief, Ford VFD stated that 
they had a Chief's meeting the first Monday of this month. They 
decided if the County was going to buy the helmets, they wanted 
the Cairns Metro 660C. They would use different colors for officers, 
battalion chiefs and firefighters. 

Mr. Robertson asked if they were going to replace all 
the helmets or just those needed. Mr. Tereschenko stated just those 
needed. That is where he got the 141. Mr. Robertson indicated that 
Namozine just stated they might not need new ones. That would leave 
106. He asked if Mr. Tereschenko felt 106 were unsafe. Mr. Tere
schenko stated yes. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he felt the discussion may have 
changed. The 141 number seems to have changed and maybe the numbers 
from the departments will change. He felt they need to agree upon 
the principle and they can proceed with the business. Mr. Clay stated 
they should find the ones that really need replacing. He felt 
they should continue with the helmets they have if they are safe 
as long as they are useable. Safety is the first concern. Mr. 
Hargrave stated they should take action so the business can proceed. 
They have a choice of three and the Metro 660C seems to be the most 
highly recommended. 

Mr. Len Dockery, Dinwiddie VFD, stated he felt it has been 
proven that the helmets they have are unsafe. Mr. Robertson stated 
he hoped the firemen would tell the Board what helmets are safe. 

Mr. Weber stated he felt they were obligated to the fire 
departments to see that they get the best equipment. 

Mr. Raymond McCants questioned that Namozine was told that 
the fire helmets they purchased were OSHA approved and they then 
found out they were not. He felt they should have some type of 
recourse with the company. Mr. Cook stated he ran into the same 
problem in their research. They finally were told that if the helmet 
had an OSHA stamp, then it was OSHA approved. 

Mr. Robertson stated that he hoped they could convey to the 
fire department and citizens that the Board wants safe equipment. 
The dollar should not stand in the way. They need to pursue the 
helmets needed. He then moved that the County Administrator be autho-
rized to purchase the Cairns Metro 660C to replace helmets as needed, 
whether that means 141 or 50 or 70. He stated he wanted what was proper for 
the volunteers. Mr. Clay seconded the motion. 
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Mr. Hargrave stated he would like to amend the motion to 
expand the effort to clearly communicate that the Board doesn't want 
to force upon them a complete replacem~nt of helmets. 'They should 
ask for the helmets really needed. It may be that the lesser helmets 
will suffice for those that don't need the higher protection. They 
should be guided by that. He felt the Board probably would not have 
been approached if money was a little looser. He asked the depart
ments to include being as responsible and frugal as possible. Mr. 
Clay seconded the amendment. 

Mr. Robertson stated he had a problem with a person at 
the scene of a fire needing or not needing a helmet. Mr. Hargrave 
replied that was not his intent. He meant that going in the house 
to fight a fire is different than someone just operating a truck. 
He only wanted to make sure they ask for the helmets that are needed. 
Mr. Robertson stated that was the intent of his motion. He added 
that if an operator of equipment sees his buddy in jeopardy, he will 
go in a building. He personally, therefore, did not want to see 
this individual have another type of equipment. 

Mr. Weber stated that Mr. Robertson included lias needed" 
in his motion. Mr. Hargrave stated that he didn't want to see the 
burden of determining what is needed pla~ed on the County Administra
tor. The Chiefs should be responsible. 

Mr. Robertson stated he would support buying only those 
needed. That was what he intended and would include that in his 
original motion. 

Mr. Cook stated that the Metro 660C is the top of the 
line. The Chieftain Citation is new but if it will do the job, 
and is less expensive, he felt the Board should give it careful 
consideration. It could result in a sizeable savings. He stated 
he had not examined it. Mr. Robertson stated he thought the Chiefs 
wanted the Metro 660C. Mr. Tereschenko stated he had looked at 
the Citation. The only difference they found was that the Metro 
660C had an extra layer of laminated coating. Mr. Robertson asked 
if the Metro 660C was the helmet the Fire Chiefs recommended. Mr. 
Tereschenko stated it was. Mr. Robertson stated he would then stay 
with his original motion to purchase the Cairns Metro 660C. 

Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voted 
"aye" . 

IN RE: STREETLIGHTS--TOWN Of MCKENNEY 

Mr. Chuck Mansfield, Mayor of the Town of McKenney and Mr. 
Billy Roberts appeared before the Board to submit a request for 
streetlights for the Town of McKenney. He stated they had originally 
considered ten locations and a representative from VEPCO reviewed 
them. They then met with Supervisor Clay to review the lights and 
narrowed the request down to two. In reviewing the lights, they 
came across two new locations. Hence, the total request is for 
four streetlights. 

Mr. Clay moved that the four streetlights be approved 
for the Town of McKenney at the following locations: Bolling Road
VB 8163; Rt. 40 - WA03; Rt. 1 & 1015 - VC89; Rt. 40 & U.S. #1. 

Mr. Hargrave suggested that the County Administrator meet 
with a representative from VEPCO to see that the two additional loca
tions meet the streetlight requirements. Mr. Clay accepted that 
addition to his motion. Mr. Robertson seconded the motion. Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voted"aye". 

I N HE: MENTAL HEALTH & MENTAL RETARDATION SERVICES REPORT 

Dr. Eldon Taylor, Director of the District 19 Mental Health 
and Mental Retardation Services Board and Dr. David Portner, Director 
of the Dinwiddie Mental Health Service$ appeared before the Board to 
give a report of the services offered to citizens of Dinwiddie County 
in 1982. 
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IN RE: UNITED BIO-FUEL INDUSTRIES 

Mr. Jack Kidwell, President, United Bio-Fuel Industries, 
appeared before the Board to bring them up to date on the timetable 
for starting operation of his solid waste disposal company and to 
ask the County to give United Bio-Fuels consideration in their waste 
management program. 

The County Administrator stated the Board recently received 
a report on the county1s landfill and trash system costs and its 
economic impact on the County. The information presented by Mr. 
Kidwell will be included with the report to determine if it would 
be reasonable for the County to negotiate with him. 

IN RE: C&P VAN--YOUTH & COMMUNITY SERVICES COMMISSION 

Mrs. Diane Galbreath, Director, Office on Youth & Com
munitY,Services, appeared before the Board to ask permission to 
submit a letter requesting a surplus van from the C&P Community 
Relations Team. She stated that the donation would require accep
tance of ownership by the County and they would title and insure it. 
She would work the maintenance and storage out with the Superintendent 
of Schools. She added that alot of questions were unanswered and 
the Board might want to postpone a decision to accept it until the 
April 6 meeting. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if it would come into the School system 
and under their operating guidelines and policies. Mrs. Galbreath 
advised him it would come to the Youth Commission and be titled 
by the County. She stated she had not worked out the rules and 
policies yet. 

The County Administrator stated that the County has accepted 
vans from C&P in the past for the fire departments and the normal 
procedure is for the County to write a letter. 

Mr. Robertson congratulated Mrs. Galbreath on the fine job 
she was doing. He then moved that the County Administrator be autho
rized to send a letter to C&P Telephone Company indicating the County 
would accept and title a van for the Youth Services Commission. Mr. 
Hargrave seconded the motion. Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Weber voted lIaye ll

• 

IN RE: SHOOTING RANGE PERMIT--JAMES RANDOLPH 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, appeared before the 
Board to review the request of Mr. James Randolph for a shooting range 
permit located at his home on Rt. 604. It was presented at the February 
16, 1983 meeting but had to lie for 28 days before action could be 
taken. Mr. Randolph was present in support of his request. 

Mr. Scheid stated that he reviewed the proposed layout 
with Mr. Randolph. Mr. Randolph assured him that the backstop to 
be erected would preclude any stray shots. As requested, he contacted 
two of the neighbors, Spiers and Christopher. Mr. Spiers did not 
approve of the location. Mr. Christopher had no objection. He 
indicated a Mr. Davis, an adjacent property owner, called that after
noon and expressed concern about the noise. 

Mr. Scheid stated that regular procedure was to review 
the location and the range. Usually the noise factor doesn1t 
figure in. He stated he felt safe about the range and recommended 
approval. 

Mr. Weber asked if rifles were going to be used. Mr. 
Scheid stated not in the present application. 

Mr. Dick Spiers stated he objected to the range. He lives 
in front of the proposed range. He felt they would be scattering 
the road with bullets and there would be alot of noise. He stated 
his kinfolk were afraid to walk there. Mr. Charles Spiers stated 
the area was not safe for a target range. Mr. Robbie Jones indicated 



he had called that afternoon. He stated that he wanted peace and 
t ran q u il i t Y . H e 1. n, d i c. ate d his 1 and had bee n , i. nth e fa m il, y 1 0 Q yea r s 
and he didn't want to hear the noise. . 

Mr. Clay asked what time of day the shooting would take 
place. Mr. Randolph stated 8 to 5. Mr. Clay asked who would be 
using it. Mr. Randolph stated it was constructed for police officers 
in the tri-city area. It would be operated like a private club and 
would be NRA approved. 

Mr. Weber stated they had heard the concerns of the people 
present. He asked Mr. Randolph if the bullets would go on their 
property. Mr. Randolph stated no. The range would be operated like 
other ranges in the area and would be better equipped than the other 
ranges in Hopewell, Petersburg and Colonial Heights. His range would 
be open to members, Tuesday through Saturday. 

Mr .. Hargrave asked if Mr. Randolph lived where the range 
is proposed. He stated he did. It would be 350 feet from his house, 
75 feet long, and 2070 feet from the nearest house. He stated no 
one lives behind the backstop and it is on a downgrade. Mr. Hargrave 
asked if he owned the property behind the backstop. He stated he did. 

Mr. Robertson stated that it was indicated that the nearest 
residence is 2070 feet. Mr. Jones stated he would like to build on 
his property and Mrs .. Spiers stated her daughter intended to build 
out there. 

Mr. Hargrave asked what other ranges were in the area 
for this kind of shooting. Mr. Randolph said Hopewell and Peters
burg and they were in more populated areas. 

Mr. Robertson stated that he felt the concerns of the citi
zens are valid and that peace and tranquility should be preserved. 

Mr. Robertson moved that the request of Mr. James Randolph 
for a shooting range permit be denied. Mr. Hargrave stated he had 
mixed emotions. He stated .the people talked about fear from shooting 
but anybody can go into an A-2 area and shoot. He believes it can 
be safe. He asked if it were feasible to have a trial period or 
would that be too expensive. Then, they could see if the objections 
were still there. He indicated he agreed with Mr. Robertson. It 
is difficult to thrust it into a neighborhood and there are other 
places to shoot. If they had a trial period, they could see the 
experience. 

Mr. Randolph stated he had lived there 2~ years and there 
have been numerous people shooting in the area that trespass on his 
property. He indicated it .would be posted as a range and associated 
with the NRA. It would be safe and in a less populated area than 
other ranges. He stated that a trial period would be too expensive 
if the range haq to be clo~ed.down. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he understood, but he felt peace 
had to be made and the citizens be made to feel secure. He stated, 
however, that he saw the need for a range and felt it could be made 
safe. 

Mr. Hargrave seconded Mr. Robertson's motion to deny 
the request. Mr. Clay indicated he didn't have any problem with 
the request until he heard the citizens's objections. He also 
has mixed emotions." 

Mr. Bill Morgan stated he owned property next to the 
proposed range and he plans to build there. 

Mr. Hargrave indicated that the man can still shoot in 
his own yard. 

Mr. George Perkinson stated he lives near the area and 
felt the County w6uld have tried to contact more people. He said 
there were fifteen to twenty families about 1/4 mile away and they 
were very concerned about shooting towards a public road. 
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Mrs. Randolph stated they have four children. They were 
starting the range as a business so they can sell property and buy 
land to locate the range elsewhere. She stated they could still 
shoot and not make any changes. They would not be shooting all 
day long. 

Mr. Perkinson stated it could be 
will drift in and out without supervision. 
supervision would be there. Mr. Perkinson 
nuisance in the area. 

made safe but friends 
Mrs. Randolph stated 

stated it would be a 

Mr. Weber stated he was not against the range if it was put 
in the proper place. He felt they must respect the people because 
there were so many against it. 

Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the request of Mr. James Randolph for a shooting range permit 
was denied. 

IN RE: RECESS 

The Chairman declared a short recess at 10:07 P.M. The 
meeting reconvened at 10:17 P.M. 

IN RE: THE MERGER OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber voting "aye", 
the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the County of Dinwiddie and the Cities of 
Colonial Heights, Hopewell, and Petersburg and the County of 
Prince George comprise the Petersburg-Colonial Heights-Hopewell 
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA); and 

WHEREAS, the Office of Management and Budget has proposed 
that the Petersburg-Colonial Heights-Hopewell SMSA be merged with 
the Richmond SMSA; and 

WHEREAS, various local, regional, State and federal 
agencies use SMSAs for data collection and programmatic decisions; 
and 

WHEREAS, the private sector uses SMSA data in its 
decision-making concerning marketing and business and industrial 
locations; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed merger will have a detrimental 
effect on the Tri-Cities Area with regard to the attraction of 
business, and may affect the allocation of State and federal 
assistance to the Tri-Cities Area. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia firmly opposes the proposed merger 
of the Petersburg-Colonial Heights-Hopewell SMSA with the Richmond 
SMSA; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 
DINWIDDIE COUNTY, VIRGINIA that the County Administrator transmit 
copies of this resolution to Senator John Warner, Senator Paul 
Trible, Jr., Congressman Norman Sisisky, Governor Charles Robb, 
and the Office of Management and Budget. 

IN RE: HIGHWAY SAFETY PLAN--1983-84 

The Secretary to the Transportation Safety Commission pre
sented to the Board the 1983-84 Highway Safety Plan for their review 
and approval. 

The plan consists of the following: 

1. School Board - (2) Flashing School Zone Lights for 
Eastside Elementary School. Local - $1300 Federal - $1300 



2. Town of McKenney - Radar Unit - Local - $2000 Federal - $2000 

Dr. Vaughn appeared in support of the flashing lights for 
Eastside Elementary School. Town Sargeant Jerry Brown appeared to 
explain his request for a radar unit. 

The Secretary stated that the two projects submitted for 
the Sheriff's Department have been withdrawn. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if there were anyon-going projects at 
the Pupil Transportatiori Department that those funds could be used 
for. The Secretary stated that Mrs. Barbara Wilson did not submit 
a project. The monies are meant to be used for new projects. 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, r~r. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the 1983-84 Highway Safety Plan be approved 
as presented. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA PROGRAM--1983--AUTHORIZATION TO PARTICIPATE 

Dr. Richard L.-Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, appeared 
before the Board to request authorization to submit a request for 
funding to the Va. Program for one position at the Dinwiddie Senior 
High. He stated the cost would be absorbed by the School Board 
budget. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting "aye", the 
following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the County of Dinwiddie is eligible to partici
pate as a potential employer for college students desiring employment 
beginning the end of May for a twelve-week period; and 

WHEREAS, these students will be referred to the County 
through the Virginia Program from colleges throughout the State; and 

WHEREAS, these students will be from Dinwiddie County at 
a cost of 33% of the student's gross wages with Workmen's Compensation 
provided by the Virginia Program; and 

WHEREAS, the School Board has expressed a need for one (1) 
student at the Senior High School; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED-by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that application be made to the Virginia 
Program to have the County designated as a potential employer for 
college students beginning the end of May for a twelve-week period. 

IN RE: AWARD OF PEST CONTROL CONTRACT 

The County Administrator presented the following recap 
on the bids received for pest and rodent control treatment and monthly 
maintenance on the county buildings: 

Houchins Colonial Orkin United 

Treatment 
Health 490 525.56 600 586 
Courthouse 575 621.88 514 
Social Services 550 906 600 674 
Total 1615 2053.44 1200 1774 

Monthly Service 120 65 97.50 200 

Mr. Robertson asked if Orkin was proposing to treat the 
Courthouse. The County Administrator stated yes. Mr. Hargrave asked 
if their services would be as adequate as the others. The County 
Administrator stated that he did not crawl under all the buildings. 
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Orkin looked at the buildings and this is their bid. On their first 
inspection, they didn't see a need to treat the Courthouse. When 
it was rebid, they quoted on treatment. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that Colonial and Orkin seemed to be 
opposite in treatment recommended. He didn't feel alot of confi
dence in that. 

Mrs. Anne Scarborough asked if they had someone to go 
around with the firms to look at the buildings. The County Admini
strator stated someone accompanied them to point out the buildings and 
they were shown the spots. He indicated that he did not crawl under 
the Courthouse but he had someone with expertise in the area look 
at it and they stated it needed treatment. 

He added that the Courthouse has historical significance 
and since it is setting on the ground, he didn't feel they could 
risk termite infestation. There have always been termites there. 

Mr. Raymond McCants stated that 
should have accompanied the firms to look 
County Administrator stated there is only 
and he could not be around at all times. 
he had seen termites in the Courthouse. 

the Building Inspector 
at the buildings. The 
one building inspector 
Mr. Tommy Gibbs stated 

Mr. Hargrave moved that the bid for termite treatment 
only from Houchins be accepted. Mr. Clay seconded the motion 
stating that he wondered if they would get into trouble not accepting 
the low bid. Mr. Hargrave stated that the low bidder hadn't 
felt the need to treat the Courthouse. 

Mr. Robertson asked if they might not wind up with a more 
severe problem if they didn't include the monthly inspection. Mr. 
Clay stated they could treat the buildings now and see about the 
monthly inspection later. 

Mr. Robertson asked if they could pick up the monthly 
treatment later. The County Administrator stated they could. It 
wasn't really related to the termite treatment. He added that 
he had received complaints about other pests at the Courthouse. 
They have been treating the jail and Administration and Social 
Services buildings on a monthly basis. Mr. Robertson asked if they 
could be taken care of on an emergency basis. The County Admini
strator stated they had an insect problem with the Administration 
Building because of the books brought in downstairs. The Social 
Services and Health buildings are old and have insects. The jail 
probably needs monthly treatment too. 

Mr. Hargrave amended his motion to include termite treat
ment and monthly inspection service from B.L. Houchins. Mr. Clay 
seconded the motion. Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber 
voted "aye". 

IN RE: AUTHORIZATION TO SOLICIT PROPOSALS FOR INSURANCE CONSULTANT 

The County Administrator stated the County enjoys an 
excellent relationship with the insurance companies it now deals 
with. However, they need to see that the County is getting the 
best coverage and recommended a consultant be retained to do the 
following: 

1. Review the present insurance program. 2. Outline 
the insurance program that the county needs. 3. Draft the bid do
cuments. 4. Conduct the bidding. 5. Review the policies offered 
to determine if they meet the insurance needs of the County. 6. Recom
mend to the Board of Supervisors the insurance companies that best 
serve the interests of the County for the most economical cost. 

He recommended that if a consultant is retained that 
the School Board and other agencies over which the County has 
jurisdiction be included. 



[---------' LJ 

Mr. Robertson stated that he felt this was an excellent 
idea. This was recently done in Hopewell and Prince George and 
they saved a considerable amount of money. He hoped the County 
Administrator would include firms used by Hopewell and Prince George 
and give them an opportunity to bid. 

, ' 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber voting "aye", 
the County Administrator was authorized to seek proposals from 
insurance consultants for review by the BQard of Supervisors. 

IN RE: POSTPONEMENT OF DISCUSSION OF ,STAGGERED TERMS 
. , 

Since Mr. Bennett and the County Attorney were not pre
sent, the Board,agreed to postpone the discussion of staggered 
terms until the April 20 meeting. Mr,. Robertson asked if there 
were any citizens that would like to comment on the subject. 
There were no comments at this time. 

IN RE: "GOOD NEIGHBOR" NEWSPAPER 

Mr. Raymond McCants submitted a copy of a survey he had 
don eon C h e s din R 0 ado nth e II Goo d N e i g h b 0 r 1,1 new spa per. H est ate d 
he sent a copy to Mr. Thomas, Richmond Times-Dispatch office. He 
added that he also talked with the Progress-Index about the con
fusion on meeting dates because some people depend on the paper 
to make their appointments. 

Mr. Tommy Gibbs,stated he missed the last meeting about 
the "Good Neighbor" newspaper, but he wanted to reiterate the fact 
that he had received numerous complaints about the paper and the 
litter problem. 

IN RE: RADIOACTIVE WASTE DISPOSAL SITE--DISCUSSION OF STUDY 

Mr. Hargrave stated that they had all received a copy 
of a letter from the Virginians for Responsible Disposal of Radio
active Waste. He indicated that, he talked to Steve Martin, the 
Chairperson. Mr. Martin indicated he had also made a presentation 
to the State. Their suggestion ,is to store the waste above ground 
at the sources of greatest waste production until another method 
can be found. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he would lik~ to ask the Governor 
for a study to see if on-site storage can be studied for the near 
futUre. It is a better means than a Landfill .. He felt that not 
alot of time has been taken to look at,the alternatives. Mr. Clay 
stated he had been contacted by a representative who had attended 
all the meetings and Brunswick is considering the same thing. 

Mr. Weber stated that he didn't object to a study but he 
feels the Board should have taken a stand to not being in favor of the 
site. 

Mr. Hargrave moved that a resolution be drawn up petitioning 
the State to study the feasibi1ity of above ground storage for low 
level radioactive waste for the near future. Mr. Clay seconded the 
motion. Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson,Mr. Weber voted "aye". 

IN RE: OPPOSITION TO LOW LEVEL NUCLEAR WASTE SITE 

As requested by the Board at the March 2, 1983 meeting, 
the County Administrator presented a resolution concerning ra~io
active waste sites. He stated that not all waste disposal methods 
have been considered. He added that the localities where the 
plants were located were receiving the tax benefit. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he did not agree to a hard .stand. 
He found out that originally there were six disposal sites and three 
were closed due to groundwater problems. Mr. Weber felt they 
should take a stand. 
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Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Hr. Weber voting "aye", the 
following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Dinwiddie County is one of eighteen counties in 
the State of Virginia that is being evaluated as a possible location 
for a low-level nuclear waste site; and 

WHEREAS, the placement of a low-level nuclear waste site 
in the County would have a tremendous impact upon the citizens; 
and 

WHEREAS, it is of the oplnlon of the Board of Supervisors 
that all possible methods of disposal of low-level nuclear waste 
have not been properly considered; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia is opposed to the low-level nuclear 
waste site. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting "aye", pursuant 
to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act, the 
Board moved into Executive Session at 11 :30 P.M. to discuss legal 
matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 11 :40 P.M. 

IN RE: INTERPRETATION OF SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE 

The County Administrator explained to the Board that in 
the past, the conveyance of subdivided land that did not conform 
to the subdivision ordinance was treated in the following manner: 

l. The parcel of land that has been subdivided contrary to the 
subdivision ordinance was not issued a building permit for any type 
of structure. 

2. A parcel of land subdivided contrary to the subdivision ordinance 
but having a dwelling on it may be issued, provided all other State 
and local regulations are met, a building permit for repairs and/or 
additions. 

3. A parcel of land subdivided contrary to the subdivision ordinance 
that has on it an accessory building but no dwelling was not issued 
a building permit for any type of structure. 

The County Administrator further explained that an owner 
of a parcel of land with house, conveyed contrary to State Code 
and county ordinance, was requesting a building permit for a garage 
(classified as an accessory building in the county zoning ordinance). 
This situation had not been encountered before; therefore, the County 
Administrator recommended to the Board that an accessory building be 
considered the same as repairs and/or additions to dwellings. 

The Board as~ed would this in any way relax the regulations 
of the subdivision ordinance and would it undermine the enforcement 
of the subdivision ordinance. The County Administrator responded that 
a decision to allow the construction of an accessory building, in this 
case a garage, would not have an adverse effect on the subdivision 
ordinance and the ability of the subdivision agent to enforce it. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Har
grave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting "aye", the following 
resolution was adopted: 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following clarifications are made on the 
interpretation of the subdivison ordinance: 

1. A parcel of land that has been subdivided contrary to the sub
division ordinance not be issued a building permit for any type of 



Cl 

structure. 

2. A parcel of land subdivided contrary to the subdivision ordinance 
but having on it a dwelling may be issued a building permit for 
repairs, additions and accessory buildings provided all other state 
and local regulations are met. 

3. A parcel of land subdivided contrary to the subdivision ordinance 
that has on it an accessory building but no dwelling shall not be 
issued a building permit for any type of structure. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting "aye ll

, the 
meeting was adjourned until 1 :00 P.M., March 24, 1983. 

MARCH 24, 1983--CONTINUATION OF MARCH 16, 1983 MEETING--l :00 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M.l. HARGRAVE, JR. (arrived 2:30 P.M.) 
A.S. CLAY 

1983-84 BUDGET DISCUSSIONS 

The Board of Supervisors met with the following Constitutional 
Officers and Department Heads to discuss their 1983-84 budgets: 

Extension Service, Health Department, Social Services Dept., 
Probation Officer, District 19 Mental Health & Mental Retardation Ser
vices; Appomattox Regional Library Board; Commissioner of Revenue; 
Treasurer; Old Hickory, Dinwiddie, Namozine and Carson volunteer fire 
de par t men t s, a 'nod S c h 0 0 1 Boa rd. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon m9tion .. .of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson., Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the meeting was adjourned until 7:30 P.M., Tuesday, April 5, 
1983. 

APRIL 5, 1983--CONTINUATION OF MARCH 16, 1983 MEETING--7:30 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G . E. R 0 B-E R T SON, JR. 
M. I. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

1983-84 BUDGET WORKSHOP 

The Board of Supervisors met in a workshop session to -
review the proposed 1983-84 budget. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of ~~r. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting lIaye ll

, pur
suant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act, 
the Board moved into Executive Session at 10:23 P.M. to discuss legal 
matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 10:44 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave Mr Weber voting lIaye ll

, 

the meeting adjourned at 10:45 P.M. ~~~. 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 6TH DAY OF APRIL, 1983 AT· 
2:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 

ELECTION D I STR-I CT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

M.l. HARGRAVE, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
A.S. CLAY 

( ., EL.ECTION DISTRICT #4 

.L.G. EL.DER COUNTY ATTORNEY 
ROY HODGES DEPUTY SHERIFF 

IN RE: MINUTES , 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting "aye", 
the minutes of the March 16, 1983 regular meeting, March 24, 1983 
and April 5, 1983 continuation meetings were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: 

General Fund checks-numbering 83-564 through 83-654 
amounting to $104,805.99 be approved as presented. 

IN RE: DISCUSSION OF LIMITS ON DEER SEASON 

Mr. John Redd, Game Biologist, Commission of Game and Inland 
Fisheries, appeared before the Board to explain how the limits on 
deer hunting are established. He explained that information is ga
thered from the Game Wardens and discussed at District meetings. The 
staff then meets and reviews the information. A proposal is drawn up 
for recommendation to the Game Commission and a public hearing is 
held. The Commission reconvenes and either accepts or rejects the 
proposal, which has to be published by June 30. He added that the 
Governor has asked that the laws be approved at two-year intervals 
now. 

Mr. Redd stated that the present doe season in Dinwiddie 
County is holding the deer population at the desired level. 

Mr. Bennett asked if there were figures available on the 
Dinwiddie County population .. Mr. Redd indicated they prepare popu
lation density maps. He stated that the Darvills area has the high
est density and the McKenney and Sapony areas were the next highest. 

Mr. Bennett stated that the information presented was 
sufficient for the input he received. He felt the hunt clubs 
should try to attend the district meetings and relate their con
cerns. Mr. Redd stated the meetings have already been held for 
this year and since the laws are set for two years, there will not 
be any held next year. 

Mr. Redd suggested that they cbntact the local Warden 
about the meetings but it has to be done quickly after the season 
is over. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he had also received input about the 
doe season and felt Mr. Redd had addressed these points. The 
hunt clubs felt the deer population is down but Mr. Redd pointed 
out that the kill is flat. He indicated another problem is the 
conflict between clubs about territory but he did not know how they 
can deal with that. 
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IN RE: TREASURER 

Mrs. Margaret W. Lewis presented her report for the month 
of March, 1983. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. J.L. Blaha presented his report for the month of 
March, 1983. 

IN RE: PRESENTATION OF 1983-84 SCHOOL BUDGET 

Mr. Edward Titmus, Chairman, School Board, appeared before 
the Board to present the 1983-84 budget and answer any questions 
they might have. 

1. He stated that the Board had commented that there 
were only 15 counties in the State with a higher per pupil expen
diture than Dinwiddie County. He indicated Central State Hospital 
monies were included in that figure. If not, it would be reduced 
to $1972 per pupil and 32 counties would then be above Dinwiddie. 
He added that the more free lunches they have, the more federal 
funds come in. 

2. He stated that he knew there are certain things that 
are obvious to the Board that are weaknesses in the School Board. 
A. Pupil-Teacher Ratio--He indicated there is a decrease in en
rollment, down 120 next year. Dinwiddie has a lower pupil-teacher 
ratio than other areas. He added that the School Board is working 
hard to increase the ratio, and at their April 12, 1983 meeting, 
should be able to make more definite assignments on teacher posi
tions they can save. 

Mr. Titmus stated that the School Board feels it has 
one of the most important jobs in the County--educating the children. 
He stated that he felt the School employees should be given a 10% 
increase. He wanted the Board to be aware that the School Board 
is not increasing the BC/BS payment. He stated they are free2ing 
the amount being paid for individuals by the County. He added 
that he knew that the VSRS payment would be increased to 9.9%. He 
didn't know about Social Security yet. 

Mr. Titmus stated that he felt Dinwiddie County is losing 
ground on teacher pay. In 1978-79, Dinwiddie ran~ed 63rd on begin
ning teacher pay. In 1982-83, they ranked 106 out of 135. In 1978-
79, they ranked 61 on the top end of the scale, now they are 72. 

Mr. Clay asked about the percentage increase on bus dri
vers. Mr. Titmus indicated it would be 10% on scale plus the mileage 
differential. He added it would be 10% for all employees. 

Mr. Robertson asked about the increase in contracted main
tenance service. Mr. Titmus stated it was $40,000 for the steam 
lines at the Junior High and a $14,000 increase for Honeywell. He 
added they were also getting someone to check the water conditions 
at the schools to see if there was anything that could be done to 
the water to increase the life of the lines. 

Mr. Robertson stated that the School Board installed a 
telephone switchboard to save money and are budgeting an $11,000 
increase. Mr. Titmus stated they did not budget enough in 1982-83 
and had a $10,000 shortfall. The actual increase is $1000 for 
Southside Elementary. Mr. Robertson asked when they expected to get 
their investment back. Mr. Titmus indicated 7 years. 

Mr. Robertson asked where they were paying the cafeteria 
staff from. Mr. Titmus stated the cafeterias are generating enough 
to pay the Supervisor position from the budget. It is actually 
l~ positions and represents a true savings. 

Mr. Hargrave stated tht in comparison with others, they 
were proposing 10% for teachers.- He asked if they had ma~e the 
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same type of comparisons with other positions, i.e. clerical, jani
torial. Mr. Titmus indicated that they had been lower in those cate
gories, and they were- not running away from that area when they talk 
about catching up in the teacher pay. He indicated 50% are getting 
mileage supplements and there is no increase there. 

Mr~ Robertson asked what the 1983-84 proposed increase 
would do to them on the chart comparisons. Mr. Titmus indicated he 
did not know because he didn1t know what the other localities were 
doing. 

Mr. Bennett asked about the census survey. Mr. Titmus 
stated it was.required every three years. 

Mr. Clay asked if putting on the extra maintenance per
sonnel was resulting in a savings. Mr. Titmus indicated that it 
was helping in keeping the buses up. They· didn1t have to call on 
outside help so much. 

Mr. Robertson asked what the reduction to the Rowanty
Vo-Tech Center meant. Dr. Vaughn~ Superintefldent of Schools, stated 
it was a bookkeeping procedure to match the reduction in receipts. 
He indicated the county1s cost would remain the same as last year. 

Mr. Titmus pointed out that they included a mini-bus in 
capital outlay and were proposing to keep the present one as a 
spare. He stated it was very difficult to transport the individuals 
without this vehicle. Mr. Robertson stated that he had seen some 
used handicapped vans for sale in Petersburg and suggested Mr. Tit
mus might want to look at them. Mr. Titmus stated his church 
had purchased some. They would run good for 30 days and then start 
problems. 

Mr. Hargrave commented that the School Board should keep 
careful records of the administrative costs of the flow-thru monies 
and grant programs to see that they don1t get burdened, with them. 
He felt they should make sure the costs of these programs are paid 
by the users. 

Mr. Bennett asked if the Flow-Through projects are inclu
ded in the budget. Mr. Titmus stated they are not in the budget. 
If they don1t get the money, they won1t have the programs the money 
is to take care of. 

Mr. Bennett then asked if the $582,000 was all grant money. 
Dr. Vaughn stated all but the Youth and Community Services, which 
local match comes out of that budget. He stated that the Attorney 
General ruled the Textbook and Cafeteria budgets must be shown now. 

Mr. Bennett stated the cafeteria receipts show a $641,000 
surplus. Mr. Titmus stated there are always expenses before the_ 
receipts start coming in. -

Mr. Bennett asked if they were projecting a surplus this 
year. Dr. Vaughn stated they were trying to break even. 

Mr. Titmus added they were projecting 90t/gallon on gas 
which they hope will not go up. He explained that figure is without 
taxes. 

Mr. Weber stated they were proposing a 10% increase for 
teachers. He indicated that should their request not be fully 
funded, the School Board should look at cutting something besides 
teachers salaries. 

Mr. Titmus stated in looking at changes the School Board 
can make, whatever action is taken at their meeting on the 12th, 
they would have· the figures for the Board of Supervisors at their 
meeting on the 20th and reduce what they can at that time. 
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IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--VA. DEPT. OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION 
1983-84 SECONDARY ROADS BUDGET 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on Friday, March 25, 1983 and Friday, April 1, 1983 for the 
Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing jointly with the 
Department of Highways and Transportation to receive comments from 
interested citizens concerning the 1983-84 secondary roads improve
ment budget. 

Mr. C.B. Perry, II, Resident Engine~r, and Mr. J.T. Lester, 
VDH&T, were present to open the hearing and answer any questions: 

Mr. Perry stated that last year, projected funds were 
$594,657 and the update for 1983-84 is $611,853. He distributed a 
proposed list of priorities from the present six-year plan as follows: 

1. Route 625 - Between Rt. 460 and Amelia County Line - Install 
flashing lights and short arm gates Norfolk and Western Railroad 
by contract. 

2. Route 604 - Between Rt. 668 and Prince George County Line -
Reconstruct bridge and approaches over Seaboard Coastline Rail
road by contract. 

3. Route 601 - From Rt. 600 to Rt. 718 - Reconstruct existing surface 
treated road by contract. 

The floor was opened to the public. 

1. Mr. John Gibbs stated that Rt. 628 was a dirt road and 
asked why the VDH&T would not maintain it. Mr. Perry indicated that 
there were two roads scheduled to be hard surfaced this year. He 
stated that they look at the roads and take traffic counts. Those 
with 50 car/day qualify. He stated there were 20 in the County now, 
but the problem is funds. 

Mr. Gibbs asked about Rt. 642, South from Rt. 613. He 
knew there were not 50 cars on that road. Mr. Perry stated there 
were 58/day. 

Mr. Gibbs then asked about 1407 off Rt. 627. He was told 
the subdivider paved that road. 

Mr. Gibbs then asked about Rt. 707 in Darvills. He stated 
it was hard surfaced and he knew there were not 50/day on that road. 
Mr. Perry stated the count was 93. Mr. Gibbs stated that the 
people that live on the road travelled back and forth on it. He 
indicated if you put the checker on Rt. 628, he would do the same 
thing. He felt the State should know there is not that much traffic 
on that road. 

Mr. Perry indicated that the Department has traffic counts 
back to the 50·s and they can tell by looking at previous years. He 
stated if there was a big increase, they could recount. 

Mr. Gibbs stated that he felt Rt. 708 and 601 could wait a 
while and they could put that money on the dirt roads. Mr. Perry ad
vised him that there were a lot of needs, some of them safety to pro
tect lives. He stated they have to try to maintain a vital balance. 

Mr. Gibbs stated that he had to call Mr. Perry to get any 
work done on Rt. 628. He felt the Superintendent should do the work 
without him having to call Mr. Perry. Mr. Perry indicated that the 
traffic count on 628 is 86, which puts it 8th or 9th on the present 
list. He added that the upcoming traffic count, which is done every 
two years, may change its status. 

Mr. Weber asked how much money was available now for secon
dary road improvements. Mr. Perry indicated Rt. 645 and 621 were 
scheduled and Rt. 656 and 738 in the 6 year plan. There are four 
roads to be hard-surfaced in the next six years, but that could change 
with revenues. 
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Mr. Raymond McCants asked why the state spends money on 
painting white lines on the side-of the road. He then questioned 
the need for three stop lights for two lanes at the Rt. 226 inter
section. He also stated that the Contractor provides a grey paved 
road in a subdivision and the Highway Department comes along and 
patches it in black. He asked why it couldn1t be tinted green. 

Mr. Perry responded saying the Highway Department must 
follow the state manual which standardizes signal lights. He indi
cated a double light is used in case one burns out. He added that 
the lines on the side of the road are standardized also. As far as 
patching, they have gone to a water base asphalt for ecology pur
poses. He indicated that it does bleed and stain. He felt bringing 
i n 9 r e e n roc k woo u 1 d b e cos t pro h i bit i v e . 

Mr. Hargrave asked Mr. Perry to keep Rt. 666 in mind. 
It has alot of water on it and he would like to see the roadbed 
at lease built up. 

Mr. Robertson stated that the bridge project on U.S. #1 
was advertised and turned down because the bids wer~ too high. It 
has been readvertised and bids received. Mr. Perry stated he did not 
know if the bids had come in under budget or not. Mr. Robertson stated 
the project was also being mentioned in the 2000 Plan and he thought 
it was a top priority now and, therefore, not related to the 2000 
Plan. Mr. Perry indicated that it may just be listed in the 2000 
Plan but they hope to start on it this construction season. Mr. 
Robertson added that, hopefully, one lane will be open for the fire 
trucks to use in a year. 

Mr. Raymond McCants asked what could be done about the 
federal government forcing 136,000 lb. double trailers on the county 
roads. Mr. Perry stated this was because of the increase in gas 
taxes. He indicated they were scheduled to receive public input 
and he suggested attending the hearings. 

Mr. Billy Bain asked what the cost per mile was for 
asphalt now. Mr. Perry stated it was $5,000/mile for surface treat
ment and $50,000/mile for plant mix. He indicated they have had 
to go to the less expensive overlay. Mr. Bain stated the people 
have been doing a very poor job. Most of the rock winds up in the 
ditch. Mr. Perry stated they are going to try to use less cover 
stone this year. 

Mr. Bennett introduced Mr. Lawrence Andrews. Mr. Andrews 
stated that he wanted to talk to Mr. Perry about the flooding on 
Rt. 624 where he lives. He had pictures that showed he was trapped 
betwBen two bridges. The flooding had been four feet over the road 
surface. Mr. Perry stated that they could discuss the road after 
the public hearing was closed, since Mr. Andrews was interested in 
a rural addition request. 

Mr. Bennett asked if the Highway Department had a list 
of dirt roads only. Mr. Perry stated he could make the list avail
able with the traffic counts. Mr. Bennett stated he would like to 
add Rt. 721. to the priority list for consideration and it would be 
helpful to have the list of dirt roads before they meet on the 
priorities. 

Mr. Clay stated he would like to add Rts. 637, 692 and 
715 to the list for improvements. He also indicated a desire for 
the list of dirt roads. He added that he agreed that the dirt 
roads needed to be bladed, and he mentioned that Rt. 738 and Rt. 
644 needed attention. 

Mr. Robertson stated that he was glad to see the project 
started on Rt. 600. He indicated that they were proposing three 
lanes to Rt. 600, and Lee Blvd. would be one way in and one way out. 
He felt it would be a minimal inconvenience for a few days. 

Mr. Bennett stated that he wanted the citizens to know 
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that they would consider all the roads at the time they establish 
priorities and would try to spend the dollar the wisest way. 

Mr. Weber stated they were very concerned about the bridge 
on U.S. #1. 

At this point, the public hearing was closed. 

IN RE: PROJECT 0601-026-176, N501--ENVIRONMENTAL ASPECTS 

The County Administrator presented a request from the 
Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation District Environ
mental Coordinator, seeking the Board1s comments on the environmental 
aspects of highway project 0601-026-176, N50l, Rt. 601 from Rt. 600 
to Rt. 708. They are as follows: 

1. Has there been any opposition to this project? No 

2. Will it disrupt a community or its planned development? No 

3. Is it consistent with community goals, such as proposed 
land use? Yes 

4. Do you anticipate that this project will be endorsed by 
the Board of Supervisors? Yes 

5. What is the existing and proposed zoning for this area? A-2 
and A-3. 

Mr. Robertson asked if there would be any straightening. He 
had mentioned one curve that caused a washboard effect. Mr .. Perry 
stated this might fall under improvements done. Mr. Hargrave stated 
there was a bad site problem to the right where Rt. 632 enters Rt. 
601. Mr. Perry indicated they may be able to do something about 
that now. 

IN RE: TEMPORARY CLOSING OF ROUTE 613 FOR BRIDGE PROJECT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, ~·1r. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, a construction project is planned to replace the 
bridge on Rt. 613 over Arthur Swamp; and 

WHEREAS, this project will require temporary closing of 
Rt. 613 for approximately 30 days; and 

WHEREAS, by closing the road, the construction of a detour 
immediately around this bridge will not be necessary and will result 
in a savings of $5,000 to $8,000; and 

WHEREAS, a temporary closing will result in approximately 
4~ miles in additional travel and will cause no hardship for access 
of emergency vehicles; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Virginia Department of High
ways and Transportation be authorized to temporarily close a short 
section of Rt. 613 for approximately 30 days to install 3 lines of 
83 11 x 57 11 arch pipe to replace the posted bridge. 

Mr. Perry added that he may need to acquire some additional 
right-of-way with the project which they would discuss at their work 
session with the Board. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENTS--1983 ROADVIEWERS 

Mr. Robertson nominated }1r. Henry G. Wal ker, Sr., Mr. 
Hargrave nominated Mr. T.O. Rainey, Mr. Bennett nominated Mr. John 
A. Hawkes, Mr. Robertson nominated Mrs. Barbara Wilson, and Mr. 
Clay nominated Mr. Carter Barnes. 

""~ >-' ~:"'~ 
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Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye", the following appointments were made to the 1983 Roadviewers: 

Mr. Henry G. Walker, Sr.; Mr. T.O. Rainey; Mr. John A. 
Hawkes; Mrs. Barbara Wilson; Mr. Carter Barnes. 

IN RE: ANDREWS ROAD 

Mr. Bennett asked that the Andrews Road (off Rt. 624) be 
added to the list to be viewed by the Roadviewers. The County Ad
ministrator stated the proper paperwork had been filed to have this 
done. 

IN RE: APPOMATTOX RIVER SOIL & WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 

Mr. Paul Myers, Chairman, Appomattox River Soil & Water 
Conservation District, appeared before the Board to review their 
1983-84 budget request and the projects they are involved in now. 

He indicated that federal funds through CETA had been 
provided in the past for the Engineering Aide and Clerical Help 
but is no longer available. They have reduced the clerical help 
to 12 hours and installed an answering service. He indicated, how
ever, that the workload has increased substantially. 

Mr. Mike Jones, Conservationist, Soil Conservation Service, 
briefly described some of the projects they were involved in and 
spoke in support of the District1s budget request. 

Mr. Granville Maitland, a District Director, appeared on 
behalf of the budget request. Other Directors ,and Cooperators 
were also present. Mr: Myers asked if they had any comments. 

Mr. Billy Bain stated that Mike Jones and his staff always 
go the extra mile., He felt their work benefitted everyone, not only 
the Agricultural people. 

Mr. Hargrave commented that any portion kept out of the 
Lake saves many dollars. Mr. Myers stated that he felt the streams 
are alot cleaner now because of the conservation effort. 

Mr. Jones indicated that at present, Virginia has a volun
tary program for erosion control on agricultural land. Most 
States have a mandatory program. He added that EPA has given the State 
three to five years to show the voluntary program will work. 

Mr. Robertson stated that he appreciated the dedication 
from this group of people and did not think their request for money 
was exorbitant. 

Mr. Bennett added that he also appreciated their efforts. 

IN RE: DESIGNATION OF UNITEU NEGRO COLLEGE FUND WEEK 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. ~~eber voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the week of April 17th through 23rd has been desig
nated United Negro College Fund Week; and 

WHEREAS, the United Negro College Fund (UNCF) Campaign 
is now planning for its annual Fund Raising Drive; and 

WHEREAS, Mr. Willie J. Bradley, Jr. has been appointed 
UNCF Chairman for the 1983 Lou Rawls Parade of Stars TV Special 
for the Tri-City area; and 
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WHEREAS, Mr. Bradley has requested that the County of 
Dinwiddie designate the week of April 17th through April 23rd as 
United Negro College Fund Week; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia this 6th day of April, 1983 that it 
does hereby proclaim the week of April 17th through April 23rd, 1983 
as United Negro College Fund Week in Dinwiddie County. 

IN RE: DESIGNATION OF HONORARY CHAIRMAN TO UNCF COMMITTEE 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Robertson, t~r. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the United Negro College Fund Committee has re
quested that the Board of Supervisors appoint an honorary chairman 
for the United Negro College Fund Committee; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that Mr. Legert Hamilton is hereby desig
nated as honorary chairman of the UNCF Committee of the Tri-City 
area. 

IN RE: REQUEST TO STUDY ALTERNATIVE METHODS OF HANDLING LOW
LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the State Health Department has undertaken a 
study to determine the location of an in ground low-level radioactive 
waste disposal site in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and 

WHEREAS, the designated site may be used not only for 
disposal of waste from the State of Virginia but also from other 
states in the Southeast Compact; and 

WHEREAS, Dinwiddie County is one of eighteen counties in 
the State of Virginia being evaluated as a possible- location; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors and the citizens of 
Dinwiddie County have expressed opposition to the low-level radio
active waste site; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has grave concerns that 
the State Health Department has not thoroughly investigated all the 
alternative methods available to deal with this waste, i.e. above 
ground storage; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia strongly urges the Governor and his 
administration to direct the State Health Department to carefully 
study alternative methods of handling low-level radioactive waste. 

IN RE: DOG POUND IMPROVEMENTS 

The County Administrator stated that he had previously 
discussed with the Board the need to expand the Dog Pound to properly 
house the increasing number of dogs. 

He stated that he received the following three bids for 
construction of the new runs which will be on the south side: 

W.D. Wallace - $3630.19 
Luther E. Russell - $3592.96 
John T. R u sse 1-1 , Sr. - $ 3 5 5 0 

Mr. Robertson asked if there was a closing date for the 
bids. The County Administrator stated the bids were secured orally 
by the Animal Warden. He stated it bothered him that the bids are so 
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close. The County Administrator indicated the Animal Warden met with 
all 'three of them. Mr. Hargrave asked if they were given a good 
description. The County Administrator stated, the bidders were shown 
the north side of the dog pound and were told that is what was to be 
placed on the south sid~. Mr. Bennett comment~d that the materials 
proposed appeared to be identical. 

The County Administrator stated the extra pens were nece
ssary because of dog bites. The dogs have to be confined in separate 
pens. They only have 8, now. 

Mr. Hargrave moved that the bid of IVjr. J.T. Russell for 
$3550 be accepted. Mr. Clay seconded the motion. Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, ~~r. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voted lIaye". 

IN RE: JOINT LEGISLATIVE AUDIT & REVIEW COMMISSION--PUBLIC 
HEARINGS 

The County Administrator advised the Board that the Joint 
Legislative Audit & Review Commission is holding four public hearings 
around the State to receive public input on the study of highway 
allocations. This will include: urban maintenance assistance to 
cities and towns; State aid to public transportation; and highway 
system maintenance in counties. He stated the discussion of counties 
w 0 u 1 d b eg ina 1: 1: 1 5 P. M . 

IN RE: DISCUSSION OF IMPACT OF REGULATIONS--ENVIRONMENTAL PRO
TECTION AGENCY 

Mr. Hargrave stated that the Board of Supervisors had re
ceived an invitation from the EPA to attend one of several meetings 
being held throughout the Mid-Atlantic Region to comment on the 
impact of burdensome regulations. He felt it was a rare opportunity 
to address the problem and felt other groups like the Appomattox 
River Soil & Water Conservation District might want to have input. 
The County Administrator stated the invitation would be circulated. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENTS TO PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCIL 

Wendy Quesenberry, Admin~ Assistant, ~ppeared before the 
Board to discuss the Jobs Training Partnership Act and the appoint
ments to the Private Industry Council. She stated that Planning 
Districts 13, 14 and 19 had been deSignated as a service delivery 
area to receive funds ~nd the next step is the appointment of members 
to the Private Industry Coun~il, who will be responsible for admini
stration of the program. 

She stated that Mr. Joseph Johnson had been suggested 
to represent the private sector and Mrs. Diane Galbreath to repre
sent education. She asked for approval of these two nominations 
and any others the Board might have. 

Mr. Hargrave,suggested Mr. Bruce Manson from the private 
sector and Mrs. Hattie Walker from e~ucation. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, r~r. Weber 
voting lIaye ll

, the following were suggested for nomination to 
the Private Industry Council: 

Joseph Johnson; Bruce Manson; Diane Galbreath; & Hattie 
Walker. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENTS TO YOUTH SERVICES COMMISSION 

Mrs. Diane Galbreath, Director, Office on Youth and 
Community Services, sent a letter to, the Board indicating the 
need to appoint new Commission members to replace those whose terms 
will expire in May and those who have moved from Dinwiddie. 

Upon motion' of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr~ Bennett, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bel1nett~ Mr. Robertson, ~1r. Clay, fvlr. Weber voting 
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lIaye ll
, the following appointments were made to the Youth and Com

munity Services Commission: 

Youth - Denise Winfield; Robb Jones; Patricia Walker; 
Paula Barr; Darryl Jordan; Pam Pegram 

Public Agencies - Guy Scheid; Patsy Barnes 

Citizens - Charlie Hawkins 

IN RE: COAT RACK FOR BUILDING 

Mr. Raymond McCants stated that there was a need for a 
coat rack outside the meeting room and suggested that the Southside 
Sheltered Workshop would be a good source to use. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.l-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of Infor
mation Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 4:52 P.M. 
to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session 
at 5:37 P.M. 

IN RE: POLICING OF TRASH DUMPSTER LOCATIONS 

The County Administrator discussed with the Board on 
several occasions the need to hire someone to police the trash sites 
during the peak season. After a discussion of several alternatives, 
Mr. Hargrave moved that the Sheriff, County Administrator and County 
Attorney be authorized to develop a plan to handle the policing 
of the trash locations. Mr. Robertson seconded the motion. Mr. Har
grave, Mr. Robertson, Mr, Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voted lIaye ll

• 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the meeting was adjourned until 7:30 P.M., April 11,1983. 

APRIL 11, 1983--7:30 P.M.--CONTINUATION OF APRIL 6, 1983 MEETING 

PRESENT: ALL MEMBERS 

IN RE: DISCUSSION OF AIRPORT AUTHORITY BUDGET REQUEST 

Mr. Loid Hodnett, Vice-Chairman, Petersburg-Dinwiddie 
County Airport & Industrial Authority, appeared before the Board 
to discuss the Authority1s budget request of $25,000 and ask the 
Board to consider fully funding it. He stated that he had strong 
indications that Petersburg was going to fund $21,000 and was looking 
for the other $4,000. 

Mr. Hargrave questioned the cost of the heating system. 
Mr. Hodnett stated that included a heat pump on the terminal building 
and infra-red for the hangar. Mr. Hargrave asked if the Airport 
Manager paid all the energy costs. Mr. Hodnett stated he thought 
50% but the Authority was recouping 50% of the hangar rental and 
would recoup 75% next year. He added that they should soon start 
recognizing a % of the gross but knew from the start, it would 
take five to six years to become self sufficient. Mr. Hodnett 
indicated they were discussing building additional hangars because 
they had a waiting list. 

Mr. Robertson asked if when they built and leased hangars, 
did it do anything towards fulfilling the goals for the Airport. Mr. 
Hodnett stated it helped the cash flow and becomes an asset. 

Mr. Robertson asked if they had a decreasing figure as 
far as the Airport Manager was concerned. Mr. Hodnett stated it 
was becoming less as more money is generated. 
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Mr. Robertson asked if he saw a time when money will 
be returned to the County other than in taxes. Mr. Hodnett stated 
he was afraid to answer, hopefully in 8 to 10 years. 

Mr. Weber asked about repairing the runways. Mr. Hodnett 
stated they had grant applications in for repair of the runways 
and aprons. He stated indications were good but expected none 
this fiscal year. 

Mr. Weber asked if this was holding back large aircraft. 
Mr. Hodnett stated there would probably be more C130's and corporate 
aircraft. Mr. Robertson asked about commercial aircraft. Mr. Hod
nett stated he didn't expect any. 

Mr. Weber indicated he would like to see the County fund 
as much as Petersburg. Mr. Hodnett commented that the tables 
were reversed last year. He felt any less from the County ·would 
have an adverse effect on the City. 

Mr. Hargrave commented about the heat in the hangars and 
suggested portable infra red. Mr. Hodnett indicated they would 
do what was necessary the cheapest way possible. Mr. Hargrave 
added that the heat pump field was very competitive and the figure 
they quoted seems like. alot of money. Mr. Hodnett stated that the 
system there now is totally inefficient and the repairs are extra
vagant. 

Mr. Hargrave then asked about industrial prospects. Mr. 
Hodnett stated they had two buildings, one active, one inactive, 
but he didn't know of any prospects~ He indicated they were not 
ignoring the industrial aspects. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that one of the State industrial 
folks had made ~ negative comment on the road into the industrial 
park. He felt it needed cleaning up. Mr. Hodnett stated it had 
been discussed on several occasions but they always felt the 
money was needed elsewhere. He added that they were willing to 
work on a plan to clean it up if there was a way to finance it. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he felt it makes a difference 
on the image you project. 

Mr. Hargrave indicated that he would like to see two 
accounts to show what money went into the land for industry and 
what went for the Airport. He didn't think the land money should 
support the Airport. Mr. Hodnett stated all the money goes to 
Airport improvements, but not at the expense of providing for 
industry. Mr. Weber stated that the appearance of a place appeals 
to industry. 

Mr. Hodnett stated they were open to suggestions. 
asked if they came up with a plan for cleaning and seeding, 
the County fund it. Mr. Weber stated they would be willing 
look at it. 

He 
would 
to 

Mr. Robertson asked if any restrictions precluded using 
the money from the Airport for that'purpose. Mr. Hodnett stated it 
must go for improvements, but legally he didn't know. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the Master Plan for the Airport 
addressed ownership of the drainageways and their protection. Mr. 
Hoqnett stated they would protect themselves. 

Mr. Robertson asked if he had a figure for cleaning up. 
Mr. Hodnett stated the drum chopper would be provided fr~e if they 
could get a tractor to pull it. He indicated he would discuss 
the cleaning up at the next Authority'meeting. 

IN RE: WORK SESSION -- 1983-84 BUDGET 

The Board of Supervisors met in a workshop session to 
continue their work on the 1983-84 budget. 
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IN RE: SOUTH CENTRAL EMPLOYMENT & TRAINING CONSORTIUM AGREEMENT 

Wendy Quesenberry, Admin. Assistant, stated that she pre
viously sent to the Board copies of the Agreement to create the 
South Central Employment- and Trainin.g Consortium to receive funds 
through the Jobs Training and Partnership Act. She stated that 
the agreement had to be approved by all the localities in the 
planning districts to enable the Chief Elected Officials to sign 
the document at a meeting before April 30. The next step would 
be to appoint the members to the Private Industry Council, which 
must also be done at that time. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, M'r. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voting "aye", Mr. Har
grave abstaining, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Chairman be authorized to sign the Agree
ment on behalf of the County creating the South Central Employment 
and Training Consortium. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of Infor
mation Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 10:37 P.M. to 
discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session 
at 10:52 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Il1r. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the meeting adjourned at 10:53 P.M. 

e CJ~ 
A TT EST: ~ _______________ 

. C. T 
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VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
AT THE DINWIDDIE VFD, DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 20TH 
DAY OF APRIL, 1983 AT 7:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M.I. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE VFD--REVIEW OF FIRE DEPARTMENT BUILDING AND 
BUDGET REQUEST 

The Board of Supervisors met with the Dinwiddie VFD at 
their fire department building to discuss their building repairs 
and budget needs. Major items discussed were repair of the 
bay doors and expansion of the building to allow more space in which 
to hold activities. 

No action was taken. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, r. Weber voting 
"aye", the meeting adjourned at 7:30 P.M. 

ATTEST:~~ 
. c. TT 

/ 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING Of THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDrrIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 20TH DAY OF APRIL, 1983 AT 
8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M.l. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 

C.L. MITCHELL 

MINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

SHERIFF 

Upon,motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the minutes of the April 6, 1983 regular meeting and the 
April 12, 1983 special meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Mr .. Bennett questioned Check #657 for the county's share 
of negotiations for electric power rates, and asked was this the 
first time the County participated. The County Administrator said 
yes, but pointed out that it was not the first time the County has 
received the benefits. Mr. Hargrave stated he felt it was fair that 
the County pay its share. 

I 

Mr. Robertson questioned the purchase of a new 11 HP 
Snapper Lawn Mower for $1,191. The County Administrator indicated 
that it was the lowest price he found on the mower itself, and 
the County already had the attachments to fit it. He stated the motor 
on the old one has been worked on extensively and now the rear end 
is bad. It has been estimated it would cost $350 to $400 in parts 
only for repairs. 

Mr. Robertson asked what the use of the old one would 
be. The County Administrator stated he was allowed $150 trade-in. 
Mr. Robertson asked if he felt it was better to buy a new one. The 
County Administrator indicated he did. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Hargrave, ~1r. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: General 
Fund checks-numbering 83-655 through 83-775 amounting to $81,183.46; 
History Book Fund-checks HB-83-2 and 3 amounting to $14.20; Library 
Fund checks LF-83-6 and 7 amounting to $65.00. 

IN RE: INDUSTRIAL INSURANCE MANAGEMENT CORPORATION--INSURANCE 
'CONSUL TANT 

Mr. Sam Rosenthal, Industrial Insurance ~1anagement Corpora
tion, appeared before the Board to explain the services offered by 
his firm and answer any questions they might have. He stated that 
his firm does not sell insurance but assists with insurance pro
grams. He stated that they design an insurance program to meet 
the needs of the County and to put the County in the driver's seat 
in case of a loss. He indicated they would review the existing 
insurance programs of the County as well as any new developments 
in the insurance industry. They would also look at self insurance. 
Mr. Rosenthal pointed out that his firm does make the decisions. 
They only present the pros and cons. They would analyze and make 
recommendations for an insurance program for: (a) the' County only 
and (b) combining the County and the School Board. 
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Mr. Robertson stated that when they decide to advertise 
for bids, insurance companies are very competitive. He said that 
once an agent gets the jump and gets to a company first, they 
are locked in. He then asked what will insure that the agents 
all get the same treatment and chance. Mr. Rosenthal stated that 
the County will pick the agents and have them declare their markets. 
If there are any identical choices, the County will decide what 
agents get what insurance companies. He added that it can become 
a real race between agents which is very unprofessional. 

Mr. Robertson asked if when recommending companies, would 
preference be given to companies in Dinwiddie County. He asked 
how people would be selected to receive invitations to bid. 

Mr. Rosenthal ~ndicated that he believes in dealing lo
cally. He would ask the County Administrator for those that the 
County is dealing with and who have asked to quote. If there is 
any question, the local agent would get it. The Couhty Administrator 
or insurance committee of the county will be in control. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the proposal included studying the 
County and also combining with the School Board. Mr. Rosenthal 
stated it did. 

Mr. Weber felt there could be a savings in having the 
insurance reviewed. 

Mr. Robertson asked if when combining the insurance, didn't 
the Board have to act in conjunction with the School Board. The 
County Administrator stated it would be discussed when the bids 
come in. The School Board would be consulted. This is only a 
recommendation now. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the school board received the insurance 
information. They indicated they did not. Mr. Bennett asked if the 
School Board was reviewing theirs now. Dr. R.L. Vaughn, Superinten
dent, stated that they just renewed a policy for one year. effective 
March 1, but it could be terminated on July 1. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if they could consider the question 
pending the School Board's approval. 

Mr. Edward Titmus, Chairman, and several members of the 
School Board were present. He indicated the School Board was 
agreeable to the study. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the Chairman was authorized to sign the agreement 
retaining Industrial Insurance Management Corporation as the 
County's insurance consultant. 

IN RE: OPPOSITION TO MERGER OF STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL 
AREA--AMENDMENT TO RESOLUTION 

Mr. Dennis K. Morris, Executive Director, Crater Planning 
District Commission, appeared before the Board to request an amend
ment to the resolution adopted by the Board opposing the merger 
of the Petersburg-Colonial Heights-Hopewell Standard Metropolitan 
Statistical Area with the Richmond SMSA. He stated he received a 
call from Congressman Norman Sisisky to revise the resolution adopted 
by the localities. The amendment would be to designate the Peters
burg-Colonial Heights-Hopewell SMSA and the Richmond SMSA as "Primary 
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas" and a second tier would 
be the combination of the two. This would allow the Tri-City 
SMSA to keep the same name and retrieve the same statistical infor
mation. It would also put the Congressman in a better position to 
negotiate the matter. 

Mr. Morris stated that the following paragraph would be 
added to the original resolution: 



r---"'.' . 
L~ 

II BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County of Dinwiddie, Virginia 
would support a Consolidated Metr~politan Statistical Area (CMSA) 
designation for the Tri-Cities-Richmond Area. Such a designation 
would allow for Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area (PSMA) status 
for the Tri-Cities area. 1I 

Mr. Robertson stated hs concern that this resolution 
has not been approved by the Crater Planning District Commission. 
Mr. Morris indicated it would be placed on ~heir agenda for next 
Wednesday's meeting. Mr. Robertson asked what would action by 
this Board do if other localities decide not to approve it. He 
indicated he supported the resolution passed in opposition and 
asked what assurances they have that this resolution is better. 

Mr. Morris stated that if they keep the old designation, 
they would be IIdead in the waterll. That designation is for areas 
of 1,000,000 population or more. The suggested revision would be 
a compromise and allow both areas to keep their identities. He 
added that it gives the Congressman what,he needs to negotiate. 

Mr. Robertson asked what it will do to block grants. 
Mr. Morris indicated it will not effect Dinwiddie that much. 
He added that it does skewer the numbers, but we won't lose our 
identity or numberical information. 

Mr. Robertson asked what good the identity will do if 
we compromise on the money. Mr. Morris indicated if they don't 
merger and don't maintain their identity, they will lose money. 
Mr. Hargrave added that we would not become lost with the Richmond 
designation. Mr. Robertson stated he was concerned the Tri
Cities SMSA would lose the designation to have industry come in. 
He did not want to do anything to take away from the recognition 
we deserve. He-felt it was the lesser of the two evils. But 
he did not want to do anything to deter getting the block grants 
to help the unemployed and encourage industry. Mr. Hargrave ques
tioned the wording in the letters about consolidation and asking 
for a waiver. Mr. Morris stated that the Congressman was asking 
for the consolidation and also a waiver of the 1,000,000 popula
tion figure. 

Mr. Robertson questioned if it was wise to adopt the 
resolution now and proposed it be -done subject to passage by the 
Crater Planning District Commission. Mr. Morris stated that would 
not present a.time problem. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, [VIr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll , the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the County of Dinwiddie and the Cities of Colonial 
Heights; Hopewell and Petersburg and the County of Prince George 
comprise the Petersburg-Colonial Heights-Hopewell Standard Metro
politan Statistical Area (SMSA); and 

WHEREAS, the Office of Management and Budget has proposed 
that the Petersburg-Colonial Heights-Hopewell SMSA be merged with 
the Richmond SMSA; and 

WHEREAS, various local, regional, State and federal 
agencies use SMSA's for data collection and programmatic decisions; 
and 

WHEREAS, the private sector uses SMSA data in its deci
sion-making concerning marketing and business and industrial loca
tions; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed merger will have a detrimental effect 
on the Tri-Cities Area with regard to the attraction of business, 
and may affect the allobation of State and federal assistance to 
the Tri-Cities Area;. 
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NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia firmly opposes the proposed merger 
of the Petersburg-Colonial Heights-Hopewell SMSA with the Richmond 
SMSA; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County of Dinwiddie, Virginia 
would support a consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area (CMSA) 
designation for the Tri-Cities-Richmond area. Such a designation 
would allow for Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area (PSMA) status 
for the Tri-Cities Area; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County Administrator transmit 
copies of this resolution to Senator John Warner, Senator Paul 
Trible, Jr., Congressman Norman Sisisky, Governor Charles Robb, 
and the Office of Management and Budget. 

IN RE: REVISED 1983-84 SCHOOL BOARD BUDGET 

Mr. Edward Titmus, Chairman, School Board, presented 
the following statement: 

IIWe as a School Board realize that you are faced with an 
awesome task as the governing body of Dinwiddie County and whatever 
commitments are made by you must be done in the best interest of the 
County's citizens. Yet, we, as members of the Dinwiddie County 
School Board, realize that we have an awesome responsibility of 
helping to mold future citizens that will be both productive and bene
ficial to society. 

Having been made fully aware of the fact that your Board 
would not be able to fund our original 1983-84 budget as presented 
due to your lack of financial resources, it caused our Board to 
go back and more critically look at our resources and determine what 
we must do to have a more efficient school system, yet one that 
would be just as effective, if not more so, than it has been in 
the past. With a steady decline in enrollment we found that this 
was possible; therefore, we appreciate what you did in being a part 
of this by not fully funding our budget as originally presented. 

In no way should you or any PATRON of this county feel 
guilty for any move that has been made by our Board because we feel 
that it has all been done for the best. We apologize for any 
feelings that may have been hurt due to the methods we may have used 
in handling the necessary changes; however, each move that has been 
made was done after first seeking competent legal advice. Each 
move to reduce costs was made based on a decline in enrollment and 
the lack of economic resources. 

We have committed ourselves to the patrons of Eastside 
to provide an education for their children next year that will in no 
way fall short of that which they are presently receiving. The 
Board is confident that this can be done. 

I would certainly be remiss as Chairman of your School 
Board if I did not publicly say that Dr. Vaughn and the other members 
of the School Board have worked together most harmoniously and unani
mously in handling all matters that affect our budget and progress 
for the educational system. We certainly have a Board with members 
of differing abilities which I feel are all necessary: 

1. A superintendent who has devoted his life to education 
and supports and appreciates what is best for our children. 

2. A mother who is a part of the stabilizing force of 
any nation and certainly one who wants the best for her children 
as well as those of others. 

3. A retired educator who wants the best education for 
everyone and understands the feelings of fellow educators. 

4. An industrialist who understands the need for effi
ciency as well as the methods that should be used in handling per
sonnel matters. 

5. A physician who understands both the physical and emo-
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tiona1 needs of people as well as being a servant to a large number 
of the county's citizens. 

The experiences that we have shared together as a Board 
will long be remembered. I -thank God for the opportunity I have had 
to be a part of this Board and hope it will be my privilege to 
continue to serve. 

At this point, I bring to you our revised budget which is 
a savings in county appropriations of $202,450. 11 

Mr. Titmus then outlined the breakdown of the $202,450 
savings. 

Mr. Weber asked if they had any plans for Eastside School. 
Mr. Titmus stated they did not. 

Mr. Weber asked if the budget included a 10% increase for 
teachers. Mr. Titmus stated it included an average 10% increase. 
Mr. Robertson asked what happens to the top and bottom of the scale. 
Mr. Titmus stated some would get a step and $1200 and some would 
get only $1200 but it would be a 10% average. He stated it would 
be the same for all employees.· 

Mr. Bennett asked if they had to heat all portions of 
Eastside or could they heat just certain wings. Mr. Frank Freudig, 
Prlncipal, Northside, stated both boilers had to run but you could 
heat certain sections. The boilers would not have to work so hard. 

Mr. Bennett then asked if they were cutting the heat off. 
Mr. Titmus stated a tank of fuel would be left for the two coldest 
months and they would try to maintain it at 45 to 50 degrees. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the School Board became too 
cramped in the administration building lower level, would they 
consider expanding into Eastside. Mr. Titmus stated he could only 
speak for himself, but he would say no. With a declining enroll
ment and trying to cut expenses, it would be absurd to mo~e away 
from their central location . 

. Mr. Robertson asked if in moving students to Southside, 
did they anticipate ample space to receive them. Mr. Titmus stated 
yes. They had trailers at Northside for support services. The 
enrollment was 450 and had been 650. They could put them all in 
the one school but they didn't want to do that. 

Mr. Bennett stated he would like to thank the School Board 
for helping the County through difficult times. They were making 
every effort to spend every dollar wisely. Mr. Hargrave stated he 
would like to echo that. He pointed out that even with this effort, 
the budget still provides $100,000 more from ·the County than from 
the State. 

Mr. Titmus closed with the following statement: IIWe have 
done our best and request that you approve the revised budget of 
$11,417,510 as requested since we feel that if this budget is not 
fully funded there will have to be cuts made in areas that will 
definitely hurt Dinwiddie County's educational progress. We realize 
that our average salary increase recommendations are as high or 
higher than any of the surrounding areas, but what could be 
better for Dinwiddie than being Number 1. Our position has slipped 
somewhat, but there is nothing to do when you get behind but try 
and catch up. The administrators, faculty, and all other school 
related personnel will do their best to help us make Dinwiddie County 
School System one that we all shall be most proud of. 

It would be most pleasing to see you vote in favor of 
this budget request. Remember, again I say, that if this budget 
is funded as presented tonight, we as a school board promise the 
citizens an educational system that is moving ahead with a governing 
body that has made- us aware of necessary changes. Gentlemen, I 
th-ank you. II 
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Mr. Weber stated that the Board and most of the parents 
understood the reason for closing Eastside school; however, if this 
should happen again, he felt the parents and the public should have 
some input before it is done. 

Mr. Bennett stated that being Number 1 in salary increases 
is not a goal you should shoot for. It should be quality education. 
Mr. Titmus stated it is when you are behind. He indicated that when 
you pay the most, you get the most competent teachers. 

IN RE: DISCUSSION OF STAGGERED TERMS 

The discussion of staggered terms was postponed from 
the March 16, 1983 meeting. Mr. Larry Elder. County Attorney, 
appeared before the Board to present the procedure to be followed 
should the Board desire to pursue staggered terms. 

He indicated that it could be accomplished simply as a 
resolution from the Board or as complicated as 10% of the registered 
voters petitioning the court to have it placed on the ballot. If 
the Board chose to have staggered terms, the manner of selection 
would take place after the election. Three people would serve 
four year terms and two people would serve two year terms. Then 
all would serve four years thereafter. 

Mr. Elder indicated that the selection by lot would be 
difficult with our situation because of the two member district. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the citizens wanted it. would they 
have to file a petition one year prior to the election. Mr. Elder 
stated it would not be that long, but it would be impossible at 
this point because of the court orders required. 

Mr. Bennett stated that he felt staggered terms has 
its advantages. But the way Dinwiddie is set up, it puts the 
incumbents on the spot. He thought it would be an ideal situation, 
but he would leave it up to the other Board members. 

Mr. Clay stated that he felt it was ideal but hard 
on the incumbent. 

Mr. Weber stated he was against staggered terms. He 
felt it was unfair to make somebody run for two years. He felt 
it might be good if they had all new members. 

No action was taken. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--ST. JOHN'S CHURCH 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Bennett, ~lr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, ~1r. Weber voting 
Ilaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, St. John's Catholic Church has made application 
to the Board of Supervisors for a Bingo & Raffle permit for calendar 
year 1983; and 

WHEREAS, the Church meets the requirements as set forth 
in Sec. 18.1-340 of the Code of Virginia and has filed the required 
$10.00 fee; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that St. John's Catholic Church is 
hereby granted a Bingo & Raffle permit for the calendar year 1983. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--DEWITT--DINWIDDIE--ROCKY RUN 
ATHLETIC ASSOCIATION 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. ltJeber voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 
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WHEREAS, the DeWitt--Dinwiddie--Rocky Run Athletic 
Association has made application to the Board of Supervisors for 
a Bingo & Raffle permit for the calendar year 1983; and 

WHEREAS, the Association meets the requirements as set 
forth in Sec. '18.1-340 of the Code of Virginia and has filed the 
required $10.00 fee; 

J 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the DeWitt-Dinwiddie-Rocky Run 
Athletic Association be granted a Bingo & Raffle Permit for the 
calendar year 1983. 

IN RE: CERTIFICATE OF DEPOSITORY DESIGNATION 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the State has changed bonding insurance com-
panies for the Constitutional Officers; and 1 

WHEREAS, a resolution is needed approving the depositories 
desigHated by the Treasurer; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Chairman be authorized to 
sign the Certificate of Depository Designation as submitted by 
the Treasurer. 

IN RE: LAKE CHESDIN BOAT LANDING OPERATION 

The County Administrator reported that last year the boat 
landing was operated by attendants during the week ·and weekends. 
Reviewing the facts and figures, he found that the majority of the 
income was collected on Saturday, Sunday and holidays and these 
were also the days which needed tighter controls. 

He, therefore, recommended that the boat landing be 
operated on Saturdays, Sundays and holidays and other days which 
are needed to control problems, and that the gate be closed every 
night shortly after sunset and opened every morning at 6:00 A.M. 

Mr. Weber asked what happens if someone gets caught after 
closing time. The County Administrator stated that the Sheriff's 
Department has keys. Mr. ,Ro.bertson stated that the attendants I 

cooperation had prevented· alot from being .caught and just ha'ving 
the gate opened and closed would increase the chances of someone 
getting caught. 

Mr. Hargrave indicated that the individual closing the 
gate would have to look for people still there and also the times 
should be posted .. The County Administrator stated that they have 
signs to post. The idea of having the attendants is to control 
vandalism and the later the individual is there, the more he places 
himself in jeopardy. He added that a CB base was placed in the 
Appomattox River Water Authority building and the attendant has 
communications through that. 

Mr. Hargrave 'stated that he felt it was a good way to 
operate. They had operated at a slight deficit last year. 

Upon motlon of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll

, the County Administrator was authorized to proceed 
with operating the boat landing as presented. 

IN RE: SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL DISCUSSION 

The discussion of solid waste disposal was postponed.· 
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IN RE: REAPPOINTMENT--JOHN TYLER COMMUNITY COLLEGE BOARD 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
C 1 a y, Mr. H a r g r a v e, t1 r. Ben net t, Mr. Rob e r t son, Mr. Web e r v 0 tin g 
"aye", Mr. H. Barner Batte was reappointed to the John Tyler 
Community College Board, term expiring June 30, 1987. 

IN RE: AMENDMENT TO WATER & SEWER ORDINANCE--EMERGENCY ORDINANCE 

The County Administrator, for the Water Authority, presented 
a proposed amendment to Articles III. & IV of Chapter 16A of the 
Dinwiddie County Code by changing certain sections to provide to the 
water and sewer authority provisions to collect costs associated 
with approval or disapproval of submitted plans. 

The County Administrator stated the Water Authority needed 
this change to allow them to recover expenses that are now being 
passed on to the customers for reviewing plans for water and sewer 
systems. Mr. Weber asked if this was new. The County Administrator 
stated it was not. The Water Authority is reviewing plans now, 
but they have no provision to allow them to recover the cost. 
He stated the Board could authorize advertisement for the May 4 
or May 18 meeting .. 

Mr. Bennett asked if this would allow them the same powers 
as authorities in other localities and Mr. Hargrave asked if the 
amendment was based on policies in other jurisdictions. The County 
Administrator stated he could not respond either way. These amend
ments were researched by Mr. M.G. Rainey, Director, and their Attor
ney, Herbert Williams. 

Mr. Hargrave stated if it was commonly done, he had no 
problem, but the reimbursement to the Water Authority for all review 
costs is open-ended to the owner. Mr. John Scarborough, member of 
the Water Authority, stated now the engineering costs are being 
passed back to the Authority and the County is eating the cost of 
development. Mr. Hargrave stated he was only concerned about the open
endedness. The owner is at the mercy of the Engineer. Mr. Scar
borough stated that the developers ask for plans to be reviewed 
a number of times and now the costs are absorbed in the customer's 
rate structure. He stated the Engineer does have a fee schedule 
they could probably get. Mr. Hargrave stated there was no problem 
if this was done everywhere. The County Administrator stated the 
problem is how well the plans are prepared. Mr. Weber asked if there 
was any way to have a maximum on reviewing the plans. Mr. Scar
borough stated they could probably give an estimate. Mr. Weber 
stated he was worried about the time taken. The County Administrator 
stated that the Water Authority had three or four plans and expect 
more in May. 

Mr. Robertson suggested it be adopted as an emergency 
ordinance and authorize advertisement for a public hearing within 
sixty days. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber voting 
II aye II , 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that the Dinwiddie County Code, as adopted April 
1, 1970, and as heretofore amended be further amended by the fol
lowing changes to Articles III and IV of Chapter l6A and in all 
other respects Articles III and IV are hereby reordained: 

The following sections are repealed and replaced as follows: 

Article III, Private Waterworks. 

Chapter l6A. Water and Sewers 

Sec. 16A-24. Construction, enlargement, etc., of system
Approval ofPlanning~td be made by authority. 
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Before commencement of "construction of any waterworks 
system or the extension, alteration or enlargement of any 
existing waterworks system, the owner shall obtain 
approval by the Authority of the plans, specifications and 
other material furnish~d by the owner setting forth the" 
terms and conditions under which the construction shall 
be performed and the system operated and maintained. 

Application for approval shall be submitted on forms 
provided by the Authority and accompanied by a non
refundable fee of One Hundred Dollars. Upon receipt of 
the required information the A~thDrity shall cause a 
review of the plans and notify the owner of their approval 
or disapproval. Upon such notification the owner shall 
forthwith reimburse the Authority for all review costs, 
including, but not limited to consulting engineering costs. 
No in-house costs shall be passed on to the owner. All 
such outside costs shall be paid prior to the Authority 
signing the necessary approval forms, or if disapproval, 
prior to releasing the plans specifying changes needed. 

Sec. l6A-25. Same-Construction Permit-Inspection Fees 

Before commencement of construction of any waterworks 
system, or any extension, alteration or enlargement to an 
existing waterworks system, the owner shall first obtain 
a written construction permit signed by the Authority. 
The application for a construction permit shall be made on 
a form furnished by the Authority, which the applicant 
shall supplement by any plans, specifications, and other 
information as are deemed necessary by the Authority. A 
construction permit fee of Twenty-Five Dollars and an 
inspection fee not to exceed an average of Seventy-Five 
Dollars per day during the anticipated period of con
struction, shall be paid to the Authority at the time 
the application is filed. 

Article IV. Private Sewage Works. 

Chapter l6A. Water and Sewers. 

Sec. l6A-38. Construction, enlargement, etc., of system
Approval of Planning-to be made by Authority 

Before commencement of construction of any sewage works 
system or the extension, alteration or enlargement of any 
existing sewage works system, the owner shall obtain appro
val by the Authority of the plans, specifications and other 
material furnished by the owner setting forth the terms 
and conditions under which the construction shall be per
formed and the system operated and maintained. , 

Application for approval shall be submitted on forms 
provided by the Authority and accompanied by a non-refun
dable fee of One Hundred Dollars. Upon receipt of the 
required information the Authority shall cause a review of 
the plans and notify the owner of their approval or disap
proval. Upon such notification the owner shall forthwith 
reimburse the Authority for all review costs, including, 
but not limited to consulting engineering costs. No in
house costs shall be passed on to the owner. All such out
side costs shall be paid prior to the Authority signing 
the necessary approval forms, or if disapproval, prior 
to releasing the plans- specifying changes needed. 

Sec. l6A-39. Same-Construction Permit-Inspection Fees. 

Before commencement of construction of any sewage 
works system, or any extension, alteration or enlargement 
to an existing sewage works system, the owner shall first 

: 7 :.' 
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obtain a written construction permit signed by the Authority. 
The application for a construction permit shall be made on 
a form furnished by the Authority, which the applicant shall 
supplement by any plans, specifications and other infor
mation as are deemed necessary by the Authority. A con
struction permit fee of Twenty-Five Dollars and an inspec
tion fee not to exceed an average of Seventy-Five Dollars 
per day during the anticipated period of construction, 
shall be paid to the Authority at the time the application 
is filed. 

The Board of Supervisors finds that an emergency exists 
and that this amendment be effective as of this date. 

IN RE: AUTHORIZATION TO ADVERTISE AMENDMENT TO WATER & SEWER 
ORDINANCE -- ARTICLES III AND IV OF CHAPTER l6A 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the County Administrator be authorized to adver
tise the amendment to the Water and Sewer Ordinance, A-83-3, for a 
public hearing to be held June 15, 1983. 

IN RE: PRIMITIVE FIREARM HUNTING 

The County Administrator stated that he had been approached 
about the County having a primitive firearm hunting season. It 
would correspond with the regular deer hunting season. The individual 
has to shoot from a 10 1 platform. An ordinance from the Board 
would have to be submitted to the Game Commission by May 1. A 
season is allowed in Prince George and the request came from an 
individual on the Prince George, Dinwiddie line. The County Admi
nistrator stated he was getting a copy of the ordinance from Prince 
George. He stated it could not be done this year, but he wanted 
to make the Board aware of the request. 

Mr. Robertson asked if prlml~lve firearms will humanely 
kill animals. The County Administrator stated he could not answer 
that. They can only be used on deer. He stated that in the Western 
part of the State, they designate a month, December 6 to January 6. 
Here, it has to be done by action of the Board of Supervisors. Mr. 
Robertson stated he was concerned there wasn1t enough power in the 
gun and the animal would suffer. Mr. Bennett stated he thought 
they were concerned about the power of the gun" and that is why 
they have to shoot from a stand. 

Mr. Hargrave added that a high powered rifle is not allowed 
because of action by the County. If not for that, this primitive 
firearm hunting could be done anywhere. 

IN RE: CANCELLATION OF SUMMER DAY MEETINGS 

Mr. Bennett stated that he wanted to make sure the can
cellation of summer day meetings was put on the agenda for action 
at the next meeting. 

IN RE: APPEARANCE OF AIRPORT ENTRANCE--ESE, INC. 

Mr. Bennett stated the Board received a letter from Mr. 
Ed Sweeny, ESE, Inc., addressing the appearance of the Airport pro
perty. He indicated he would like to either discuss the situation 
now or give the County Administrator authority to seek bids to have 
the work done. The comments concerned the cutover woodland. He 
stated it is not very pretty and is causing negative comments from 
industrial clients. 

Mr. Robertson indicated that he received a call from one 
of the Airport Authority members the day after discussing their 
budget, and he advised the member that something had to be done 
to improve the entrance. The member indicated they would discuss 



l --

it at the next Airport Authority meeting. Mr. Robertson stated 
he would like to see if they will handle it first. If not, then 
the Board should do what is necessary. Mr. Bennett stated that 
was agreeable to him. Mr. Clay stated he felt it was the Airport 
Authority1s job. . 

Mr. Hargrave suggested that the County Administrator write 
Mr. Sweeny thanking him for the letter and advising him that the 
Board is pursuing the matter. Mr. Weber stated he called Mr. 
Sweeny and told him that. 

IN RE: INFORMATION PROVIDED FOR BOARD 

The following items were included in the information 
section of the Board1s meeting material: 

IN RE: 

1. Soil roads in the County and road counts. 

2. Letter from Ed Swesny concerning the Airport 
property. ' 

3. Letter concerning reappointment of H. Barner Batte 
to John Tyler Community College Board. 

4. Letter concerning payment for negotiating electric 
power rates. 

5. Letter from Harold King, Highway Commissioner, con
cerning hearings on roads designated for twin-trailer 
trucks .. 

6~ Letter of Delegate Axselle concerning the Governor1s 
Regulatory Reform Advisory Board. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr .. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(1) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 9:54 
P.M. to discuss personnel matters. The meeting reconvened into 
Open Session at 10:19 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the meeting was adjourned until 7:00 P.M., Monday, April 25, 
1983. 

APRIL 25, 1983--7:00 P.M.--CONTINUATION OF APRIL ~O, 1983 MEETING 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M.l. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A .. S. CLAY 

VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION--1983-84 
SECONDARY ROADS BUDGET WORK SESSION 

Mr. C.B. Perry, II, Resident Engineer and Mr. J.T. Lester, 
Vit. Qe~t." qf.:.Highways and Transportation, met with the Board in a 
workshop session to discuss the 1983~84 secondary roads budget. 

Mr. Perry presented the following items: 
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1. A list of the non-hard surfaced roads with road counts 
over 50. 

2. A list of the roads discussed at the public hearing. 
Mr. Perry stated that all the requests total $2,000,000 and the 
budget allocation for the upcoming year is $611,863. 

Mr. Perry added that there were three roads in the six
year plan obligated for funding last year: Rt. 625; Rt. 604; and 
Rt. 601. 

3. The proposed 1983-84 secondary roads budget and the 
improvement projects as recommended by the Va. Dept. of Highways and 
Transportation: 

$611,863 
73,900 

537,963 

100,000 
139,500 
187,163 
111,300 

25,000 
20,000 
8,000 

16,300 
15,000 
27,000 

Construction Allocation 
Countywide Activities 
Remaining balance 

No. Projects 

Rt. 625/5l0/FS715 
Rt. 604/212/M501/B656 
Rt. 601/l76/M501 
Remaining Balance 

Incidental Items 

Rt. 624 Raise Grade 
Rt. 666 Raise Grade 
Rt. 1323 Prime & Seal 
Rt. 647 Raise Grade 
Rt. 667 Lower Vertical 
Rt. 622 II II 

Rt. 613 Intersect. S . D . 

Curve 
II 

Mr. Hargrave stated that in addition to flooding on Rt. 
666 at Stony Creek, there is a branch between the two power lines 
which is a lower spot and is more often flooded. 

Mr. Perry indicated they had looked at the area but the 
problem is to raise the road, they would have to put in another 6 
ft. of pipe. He stated the road is actually lower than the terri
tory. They would have to raise the whole road which would cost alot 
of money. 

Mr. Perry added that the first six roads on the traffic 
count list have been addressed in some manner, either advertised 
and awarded or included in the 6 year plan. 

Mr. Bennett asked if the recommended projects finish up 
the six year plan. Mr. Perry stated there were no more roads in 
the upcoming year, 1983-84, of the six year plan. Mr. Bennett asked 
if they were pretty much on schedule. Mr. Perry stated they were, 
and maybe ahead. 

Mr. Perry stated that with regard to rural additions, 
they hoped to finish Bishop Subdivision in three to four weeks 
and would then start on Lee Boulevard. 

Mr. Bennett asked when the six-year plan would be revised. 
Mr. Perry stated they would start work on it in July or September 
of 1983. 



IN RE: 

[_~J 

DINWIDDIE COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY--DISCUSSION OF OFFICE 
BUILDING 

I 
I 

Mr. M.G. Rainey, Director and members of the Water Authority, 
met with the Board to answer any questions they might have. 

Mr. Weber stated that the Board heard the Water Authority 
was going to be moving into a new building and had bought or were 
going to buy property in the industrial park. Mr. Rainey indicated 
they have not bought any property at this time. Mr. Weber asked if 
the lease was up on the present building the Water Authority is in. 

Mr. Rainey responded the problem was that the Water Autho
rity could not get a contract with the owner. The owner wants to 
sell the building if he gets a willing buyer. Mr. Weber asked if 

. the Water Authority could continue renting now. Mr. Rainey indicated 
they could but the owner could sell it at anytime. 

Mr. Web e r 'i n d i cat edt hat the cit i z e'n s we r e con c ern e dab 0 u t 
where the money was coming from, especially if the Water Authority 
was going to raise the rates. 

Mr. Rainey explained that there was a total of $64,941.15 
available in grant and restricted_ interest from the Farmer's Home 
Administration which must be spent or the grant will be reduced 
by that amount. The Engineers estimated a 2016 sq. ft. building 
at $30/sq. ft. would cost $60,480. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the building the Water Authority now 
occupied is within these funds. Mr. Rainey stated he thought it was 
beyond that range. Mr. Hargrave stated that he was bothered that the 
Airport property would be used for this type of office building. He 
felt it should be used for industry and be sold at the best price. 

Mr. Rainey stated that the Authority owns some property 
at the end of Lee Boulevard where they have a pumping station. He 
stated there are some property questions with other landowners that 
need to be settled which would take some time and money. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the money is not used, will it return 
to the federal government. Mr. Rainey stated the Water Authority would 
possibly have to repay it; Mr. Hargrave asked what their present rent 
was. Mr. Rainey stated it was $330/month; 

Mr. Robertson asked how big the property is that the Authority 
owns on Lee Boulevard. Mr. Rainey stated it was approximately 7 
acres. Mr. Robertson asked what the Authority planned to do with 

.it. Mr. Rainey indicated that they didn't have any plans. He stated 
it was basically flood plain land which Petersburg used as a landfill 
at one time. He indicated it needed alot of fill before it could ever 
be used. . 

Mr. Robertson asked if any of the $64,000 mentioned could 
be used for reducing the water rates, for'improving services or for 
future expansion of water to areas not served .. 

Mr. Rainey stated that the only possibility he saw was 
expansion because they are construction funds. Mr. Rainey then 
showed the Board a letter from Farmers Home Administration concerning 
the use of the funds. 

Mr. Robertson stated that presently, there is a move to 
obtain a block grant to run lines to Piney Beach for $700,000 and 
asked if these funds could be used towards that. 

Mr. Rainey stated that was a possibility but the problem is 
that FHA requires that you complete a project with the funds. He 
stated the reason the Water Authority had not spent the funds was 
that they did not have a project they could'complete for that amount 
of money; He added that if the money is not used, the grant will 
be reduced by that amount; 
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Mr. Robertson stated that he did not favor the Airport 
location for the Water Authority. He felt it was needed for indus
try. He stated that any time you are serving the citizens, you 
need to be located centrally to them. Mr. Robertson stated that he 
did not feel $30/sq. ft. was a realistic figure. Mr. Rainey advised 
him that no decision has been made to build. If $40/sq. ft. comes 
back, the Authority may decide to use the money they have available 
in the construction fund. 

Mr. Robertson stated he wanted to find out where the 
money was coming from. He fears there will be an increase for the 
users. He indicated the users expect an increase from the Appomattox 
River Water Authority expansion which they have no control over. 
But he wanted to make sure the Authority is not spending money 
to cause what the citizens are paying now to be more than what the 
cost is of supplying them with water and sewer service. 

He stated that he wanted to know up front where the money 
is coming from. Is it a realistic figure? He felt bare necessities 
will cost more than $30/sq. ft. If you add the cost of the land, 
the Water Authority will have already spent the money. 

Mr. Rainey stated the Authority is studying the matter. 
They require three bids and if they come in more, he was sure they 
would make provisions to live within their budget. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the Water Authority decides to build 
and receive bids, will anyone have input into the decision. Mr. Rainey 
stated the Authority has a meeting every month and this has been on the 
agenda since last summer. They have not made a decision. 

Mr. Robertson stated he was concerned about the citizens 
and users. Mr. Rainey stated all the past Authority members have 
had the well-being of the citizens in mind and they have now. 

Mr. Bennett asked if the Water Authority had pursued buying 
all the property from Mr. Brooks, the owner, and leasing Urban's Garage 
for income. Mr. Rainey stated the chief reason they had not explored 
it was that the building is not really adequate. The other reason 
is that the location is not connected to the system. 

Mr. Bennett asked if the Water Authority had considered 
using Eastside School. Mr. Rainey stated no, they had just heard about 
it. But the members were open to suggestions. 

Mr. Bennett indicated he would like to see the Water 
Authority investigate using the school. It would be to the County's 
advantage to have it occupied. He then asked if it would be a good 
use of the money to run water to the school. 

Mr. Rainey stated the Water Authority would have to justify 
what it is doing. They have to complete a project and serve rural con
nections. The school wouldn't qualify. 

Mr. Bennett stated that he realized the Water Authority 
does need a building somewhere and he would hate to lose the money. 
He would rely on the Water Authority to explore all avenues inclu
ding the School. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he assumed the $4,000 a year 
is coming from the users now. Mr. Rainey stated yes. Mr. Hargrave 
indicated it will save them that much money if the Authority locates 
in another building. 

Mr. Clay stated that he felt the Water Authority is pro
ceeding as they should and the Board should leave it up to them to 
see that it is done as it should be done. He felt the members 
are qualified to do their job. 

Mr. Robertson asked if Eastside school was used, would 
action be needed by the School Board to return it to the County. 
Mr. Titmus indicated it would not be returned. He felt an agreement 



CL----_J _________ J 

could be worked out to lease the building to an outside concern. 
Speaking for himself, he felt it would be unwise to turn it over 
since with the projected enrollment, they might use it again in the 
future. 

Mr. Robertson stated that would put the Water Authority 
in the same position they are now. 

Mr. Titmus stated. it would be a little different. The 
School Board would be able to give more than a 30-day notice. 

Mr. Hargrave added that the school would not be free. 
Some renovation would be necessary for an office building. 

Mr. Bruce Bowman stated that he felt the system is quite 
large and the money should- be used to expand the system to get mDre 
users. He stated people on 601 are desperate for water and sewer. 
He added that he felt Eastside School would be good for a temporary 
basis. 

Mr. Bennett stated that locating at the school would be 
ideal if it can be done. In the future, the money used may come 
from the users. The Water Authority will have to locate somewhere 
in the future and right now, the grant money may be the cheapest way. 

Mr. Andie Perdue stated that he feit the land at the 
Airport was prime land for industry. He stated it would be better 
to locate at Edgehill Park. 

Mr. Weber stated that if possible, he felt it would be 
better to stay where the Water Authority is. He added that no one 
is against a new building but not at the expense of the users if 
it costs more than the $64,000. He knew the Water Authority can do 
as they please. His main concern is not to overcharge the citizens 
because the Water Authority wants a new building. 

Mr. T.J. Leftwich stated the Water Authority·was not 
going to raise the rates to build a building. They were trying to 
save the Water Authority money. 

Mr. John Scarborough stated he felt the grant was a 
gift and they need to grab it. They have an inefficient building. 
He stated Eastside School turned him off because he didn't think 
the Water Authority could afford to heat it. He added that they 
were not building a house, just a workable shell. As far as the 
Airport ~ark, one industry is not working and the other is bankrupt. 
He felt the Board of ·Supervisors needs a caretaker out there. 

Mr. Weber stated they hoped industry would become more 
active. 

Mr. A.J. Eubank also stated the Water Authority didn't want 
to raise rates~ He added they haven't gotten the $50,000 yet. He 
felt if they could stop paying rent, it would be a financially fea
sible move now. 

The Chairman thanked Mr. Rainey and the Water Authority 
members for their input. 

IN RE: CANCELLATION OF SUMMER DAY MEETINGS 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the meetings scheduled for the first Wednesdays 
in the months of June (June 1), July (July 6),August (August 3) and 
September (Sept. 7) be cancelled. 
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IN RE: ADVERTISEMENT DATE--PUBLIC HEARING FOR AMENDMENT TO ALLOW 
VETERINARY HOSPITALS IN CERTAIN DISTRICTS 

The County Administrator stated that the Planning Commission 
has held a public hearing on an amendment to allow a veterinary hos
pital in certain agricultural, residential and business districts as 
a permitted use with, in some cases, a conditional use permit. This 
amendment is ready to be advertised for consideration by the Board 
of Supervisors. Since they plan to hold a public hearing on the 
budget on May 18, 1983, he asked if they would want to hear this 
amendment the same night. 

After a brief discussion, the members felt that because of 
of the subject matter, there would possibly be a large turnout. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the Director of Planning was authorized to advertise amend
ment A-83-2, Veterinary Hospitals, for a public hearing to be held 
June 15, 1983. 

IN RE: 1983-84 BUDGET DISCUSSION 

The County Administrator reviewed the changes made in 
the 1983-84 proposed budget since the last workshop session. 

He pointed out that there was $40,000 for replacement 
autos in the Sheriff's budget and $80,000 in the School budget 
for school buses. He recommended that the Board transfer the 
$50,000 balance budgeted for vehicles this year to a Vehicle 
Account before June 30. 

The Board asked the County Administrator to set up a 
schedule for them to visit the fire departments in the county. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(1) of the Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 9:30 P.M. to discuss 
personnel matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 
11 :07 P.M. 

IN RE: APPROVAL OF INSURANCE AGENT LIST 

The County Administrator presented the following list of 
insurance agents for the Board's review to receive proposals to 
bid on the County's insurance coverage and asked for any additions 
they might have: 

1. Cameron-Chappell; 2. Moncure Ins. Agency; 3. G.C. Wright; 
4. Nationwide; 5. Manry-Rawls; 6. Marsh & McLennon; 7. Southside Insurers; 
8. Petersburg Ins. Co., Inc.; 9. Bulifant Ins. Center; 10. Avery 
Insurance Agency; 11. Farm Bureau; 12. Va. Municipal League; 
13. Alexander and Alexander; 14. State Farm; 15. Chesterfield Insurers. 

He stated that these agents will be asked to declare 
their markets and then will be assigned companies to ask for insurance 
quotations. 

The Board concurred with this list as presented. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING DATE--1983-84 BUDGET AND PROPOSED TAX RATES 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the public hearing for the 1983-84 budget 
be set for Wednesday, May 18, 1983; and 



CJ 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the following tax rates 
for 1983 be authorized to be advertised for a public hearing: 

Real Estate .81 
Mobile Homes .81 
Mineral Lands .81 
Public Service 

Equalized .81 
Unequ~lized 4.40 

Personal Property 5.40 
Machinery & Tools 5.40 
Farm Machinery 4.00 
Heavy Construction 

Machinery 5.40 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, r~r. Cl ay, Mr. Bennett, M~~~g"ave. Mr. Weber voti ng 
"aye". the meeting adjourned at 11 :~ $ 

~
' .~b . E E WEBER. CHAIRMAN 

ATTEST: ~ ~ 
v~.TT 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 4TH DAY OF MAY, 1983 AT 
2:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRt~AN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M. I. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
B.M. HEATH 

INVOCATION 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
DEPUTY SHERIFF 

The Reverend Eugene Hemphill, Pastor, Lebanon, Crawford, 
and Mt. Olivet Churches, delivered the Invocation. 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the minutes of the April 20,1983 special and regular meetings 
were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

The County Administrator pointed out that Check #860 to 
J.T. Russell Fencing reflects an additional gate that had to be 
added to the dog pound improvements. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Bennett, l'iJr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. t~eber voting 
"aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: General 
Fund checks-numbering 83-776 through 83-860 amounting to $86,766.88. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mrs. Margaret W. Lewis presented her report for the 
month of April, 1983. Mr. Bennett commented that the balance in 
the General Fund looked good and asked if it was normal for this 
time of year. Mrs. Lewis indicated it was normal, and that there 
appears to be alot of surplus. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha presented his report for the month of 
April, 1983. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

The Animal Warden was not present. The County Administrator 
read the Animal Warden's reports for the months of March and April, 
1983. 

The Chairman asked which side of the County were dogs 
to be confined at this time. The County Administrator indicated 
the east side of Interstate 85. 

IN RE: LITTER CONTROL GRANT--FY 1984 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 
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WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors recognizes the exis
tence of a litter problem within the boundaries of Dinwiddie County; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Virginia Litter Control Act of 1976 provides, 
through the Department of Conservation and Economic Development, 
Division of Litter Control, for the allocation of public funds in 
the form of Grants for the purpose of enhancing local litter control 
programs; and 

WHEREAS, having reviewed and considered the Regulations and 
the Application covering administration and use of said funds; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors: 

HEREBY endorses and supports such a program for the County 
of Dinwiddie; and 

HEREBY expresses the intent to combine with the Town of 
McKenney in a mutually agreed upon and Cooperative Program, contin
gent on approval of the Application by the Department of Conservation 
and Economic Development, Division of Litter Control, and contingent 
on receipt of funds; and 

HEREBY authorizes the County Administrator's Office to 
plan and budget for a cooperative litter control program, which 
shall represent said Program for all localities named in this reso
lution; and 

FURTHER authorizes the County Administrator's Office to 
apply on behalf of all of the above named localities for a grant, 
and to be responsible for the administration, implementation, and 
completion of the program as it is described in the attached Appli
cation Form LC-G-l; and 

FURTHER accepts responsibility jointly with the County 
Administrator's office, Dinwiddie County and the Town of McKenney 
for all phases of the program; and 

FURTHER accepts liability for its pro rata share of any 
funds not properly used or accounted for pursuant to the Regulations 
and the Application; and 

THAT said funds, when received, will be transferred imme
diately to the County Administrator's Office or if coordinated by 
the Planning District Commission, said funds will be sent directly 
to the Planning District Commission by the Department. All funds 
will be used in the Cooperative Program to which we give our 
endorsement and support. 

HEREBY requests the Department of Conservation and Economic 
Development, Division of Litter Control, to consider and approve 
the Application and Program, said Program being in accord with 
Regulations governing use and expenditure of said funds. 

IN RE: DIRECTOR, SOCIAL SERVICES 

Mrs. K.B. Talley reported that her department had been 
very successful in distributing the cheese and butter on April 
23, 1983 at the Administration Building. Mr. Weber asked how the 
volunteer help had been. Mrs. Talley indicated she only had one 
volunteer and he was invaluable at the truck. She added that what 
was left over was distributed to the Senior Citizens and other 
charitable organizations. Mrs. Talley stated there would not be 
another distribution until the Fall. 

Mr. Hargrave asked what the total distribution has been 
so far. Mrs. Talley indicated her department had held three 
distributions totalling 32,000 lbs. of cheese and 14,600 lbs. butter. 

The Chairman stated he felt the distribution had been 
good for the people. 



IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS &"TRANSPORTATION--ADOPTION 
OF 1983-84 SECONDARY ROADS IMPROVEMENT BUDGET 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, Seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Rob e r t son, Mr. Ben net t, j\j r. C 1 a y, Mr. H a r g r a v e, Mr. Web e r v 0 tin g 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held jointly with the Virginia 
Department of Highways and Transportation on April 6, 1983 to receive 
public input on the 1983-84 Secondary Roads Improvement budget; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors met with representatives 
of the Va. Dept. of Highways and Transportation in a workshop session 
on April 25, 1983 to discuss the construction priorities for the 
1983-84 Secondary Roads Improvement budget; and 

WHEREAS, after giving consideration to the comments made 
at the public hearing and recommendations from the Va. Dept. of 
Highways and Transportation representatives, the Board of Supervisors 
concurs with the priorities as listed in the 1982-83 Secondary 
Roads Improvement budget; I 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the priority list of the con
struction projects for Dinwiddie County's 1983-84 Secondary Roads 
Improvement budget be adopted as presented by the Virginia Depart
ment of Highways and Transportation. 

IN RE: TRANSFER OF 1982-83 UNEXPENDED SECONDARY ROADS RURAL 
ADDITION FUNDS 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, ~~r. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, there is expected to be a remaining balance in 
the Va. Dept. of Highways and Transportation 1982-83 secondary 
roads rural addition budget for the County of Dinwiddie; and 

WHEREAS, the County may elect to carry forward this 
remaining balance for use in the 1983-84 fiscal year budget; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Va. Dept. of Highways and 
Transportation be hereby authorized to transfer any unexpended 
rural addition funds in the 1982-83 Secondary Roads budget for 
Dinwiddie County to the rural addition funds in the 1983-84 Secon
dary Roads budget. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION 

1. Mr. Weber asked if the State would be burning off 
any bumps on U.S. #1 this year. Mr. Perry indicated they would 
and that it was becoming an annual job. 

2. Mr. Bennett asked about the status of the speed bumps 
proposed to be placed at the intersection of Rt. 460 and U.S. #1. 
Mr. Perry stated that the Traffic and Safety people were experimen
ting with another type in another part of the State and they wanted 
to see how successful it was before trying it here. He indicated 
it was not actually a speed bump. It is a different texture surface 
to arouse the driver when his car hits it. 

Mr. Hargrave commented that the different texture surface 
approach seems more economical than the flashing lights. 

IN RE: DISCUSSION OF PUBLIC HEARING--A-82-2--VETERINARY HOSPITALS 

Mr. Hargrave stated that since deciding on a public hearing 
for amendment A-83-2, Veterinary Hospitals, he felt a different approach 
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might be needed to include looking at the Agricultural and Business 
districts. He felt the Board might consider rezoning of the area 
desired rather than extension of the R-l uses. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, advised the Board 
that he had not given them the material yet on the rezoning because 
the public hearing was not scheduled until June. He indicated that 
they were dealing with a specific situation and individual. He 
had researched other localities' ordinances and it was almost uni
versal that the location of veterinary hospitals in an R-l area was 
prohibitive. In agricultural and other districts, it was 50/50 as 
to whether they were allowed or not. He stated he had recommended 
to the Planning Commission consideration of A-l, A-2, A-3, B-1 and 
B-2. The County's ordinance presently allows veterinary hospitals 
in light industrial. He assumed that was because 15 to 20 years, 
most hospitals had outdoor runs. Now, their operation has changed 
and they are mostly self-contained. 

Mr. Hargrave suggested a motion in another direction if 
R-l is not feasible so time-wise it could be considered the same 
night. 

Mr. Scheid stated that a pick and choose amendment would 
be presented to allow the Board to delete those districts it desired 
to. The County Attorney stated that approach was legal. Mr. Har
grave asked if a parallel request for a rezoning could be considered 
the same night. Mr. Scheid stated it was not possible time-wise 
but the applicant could pursue a request in July. 

Mr. Weber stated he was also concerned about the time. 
He felt it would be good for the County to have a veterinary 
hospital and the individual should start his rezoning request 
as soon as possible. 

Mr. Robertson stated he concurred with Mr. Hargrave's 
concern. He knew that the citizens in that particular area had 
no problem with the location of the hospital, but the problem 
is if R-l is changed, then a veterinary hospital could be put in 
any R-l area. He stated he had alot of problem with locating in 
an R-l area. Even though a veterinary hospital may have a clean 
and efficient operation, there are still problems with people 
lining up with their pets in the morning before the office opens. 
A veterinary hospital has a busy atmosphere and there are also 
parking requirements to consider. Secondly, he felt in order to get 
to the public, they need to understand what is going to be considered, 
and he wanted to make sure the amendment is advertised and made 
well known. He stated he wanted to do the right thing but not 
open it to all R-l areas. 

Mr. Scheid stated he had called around to different areas 
about veterinary hospitals but received little input. 

Mr. Hargrave stated the location would need parking 
and to be off the main thoroughfare. He felt it was more demanding 
than a professional office and the ordinance did not even allow 
home occupations like hair dressing in R-l areas. 

The Chairman stated he had talked with the applicant and 
he felt alright with the area the applicant wanted to locate in. 
Mr. Robertson stated he had no problem with the particular locations 
discussed; however, the Board was considering an ordinance change 
and he objected to all R-l areas. 

IN RE: WORK TO BE DONE AT COURTHOUSE AREA 

Mr. Clay asked the County Administrator the status of 
the water line to the Circuit Court Clerk's Office. The County 
Administrator responded that in October of 1982, and March of 
1983, he had placed upon the agenda for the Board to tour the 
Courthouse area to view the various items that need to be done. 
Both in October and March, the Board did not tour the Courthouse 
area. 
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The water lines to the Circuit Court Clerk's Office 
are just one of the many things that need to be done, each 
needing to be done in conjunction with the other. However, if 
the Board desires, the water lines to the Circuit Court Clerk's 
office could be repaired without regard to the other projects. 

Mr. Clay added that something needs to be done with 
the roof at the Clerk's Office. 

Mr. Bennett asked the County Administrator if he was 
getting prices on the projects for the Courthouse area. The County 
Administrator responded that most of the work would be done by 
in-house personnel. That which could not be done by County forces 
would be done on an hourly basis, i.e. the plumber placing the sewer 
pipes in the ditch and the cement finisher for the sidewalks. 

Mr. Bennett asked if there was a schedule set up for doing 
the work needed. The County Administrator responded there was no 
schedule at this time as he was waiting for the Board to view the 
area to determine if they wish to proceed with the various projects. 

The list of projects includes but is not limited to the 
following: 

1. Removing trees and shrubs. 
2. Installing water and sewer lines. 
3. Installing drain lines. 
4. Replacing sidewalks. 
5. Paving area behind Courthouse and in front of 

J ail . 
6. Replacing roof on Circuit Court Clerk's Office 

The County Administrator indicated he had talked with 
the Va. Dept. of Highways and Transportation and they had agreed 
to repair the road after the trees were removed and the pipes 
put in. The area needed to be paved was a result of drainage 
problems. A paving company will be working Rt. 619 the latter 
part of the ,summer. This would provide ample time to have all 
other work completed and the ground properly prepared for 
paving. 

Mr. Hargrave suggested the County Administrator list 
the projects and the costs and a schedule for them to be done 
for the Board to act on. Mr. Clay stated that he felt the 
Board needed to start moving and suggested the County Admini
strator proceed with obtaining bids on the roof of the Clerk's 
Office. The Board of Supervisors was unanimously in agreement 
for the County Administrator to dbtain bids to replace the 
roof on the Circuit Court Clerk's Office. 

IN RE: HONEYWELL BOSS SYSTEM 

Mr. Robertson stated that.the Honeywell Boss System 
had recently'moved their control system to Atlanta and asked if 
they had been able to maintain the temperature and savings for 
the County as before. 

The County Administrator stated there has been some 
difficulty which Honeywell has continually worked on and the 
County's savings have not been as great over the past six months. 
He stated there are still adjustments to be made since it seems 
to get rather cool in certain areas. However, he hoped it would 
be rectified in the next 30 days. 

IN RE: VEPCO INCREASE 

Mr. Weber asked what information the County Administrator 
had gathered on the increase in the VEPCO rates. The County Admin
istrator indicated he had just recei~ed the information and he 
would put it together to get out to the Board in the next couple 
of days. The Board could then decide what action they want to 
take. 
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IN RE: PURCHASE OF FIRE HELMETS 

Wendy Quesenberry, Admin. Assistant, advised the Board 
that a recap of the bids received on the 660C Cairns Metro fire 
helmets was included in the Board material they received. She 
asked if it was agreeable to them to accept the low bid and proceed 
with the order. The Board unanimously agreed to accept the low 
bid for the fire helmets. 

IN RE: VANDALISM -- CHESDIN ROAD 

Mr. Raymond McCants stated recently there has been a 
considerable amount of vandalism on Chesdin Road. Mr. Weber 
asked if the Sheriff's Department has been notified. Mr. McCants 
stated he was sure they have. 

IN RE: STEPHEN KNOWLES--PERSONAL PROPERTY TAX 

Mr. Stephen Knowles appeared before the Board to express 
his dissatisfaction with the personal property tax rate. He felt 
it was too high and questioned what benefits he was getting from 
the County. 

IN RE: INFORMATION 

The following information was included in the Board material 
for the May 4, 1983 meeting: 

IN RE: 

1. Recap of fire helmet bids. 
2. Proposed letter to Sheriff C.L. Mitchell concerning 

payment of accumulated sick leave. 
3. Letter from Governor's Office and Representative 

Beasley Jones concerning the Board's resolution on 
a low-level radioactive waste disposal site. 

4. Letter from Dept. of Rehab. Services offering to 
appear before the Board to discuss their activities 
in Dinwiddie County. 

5. Letter from Solid Waste Commission regarding action 
taken after public hearings on low-level radioactive 
waste sites. 

6. Letter from Va. State Sheriff's Association concerning 
reimbursement from the Dept. of Corrections for jail 
expenses for the month of June, 1982. 

7. Copies of House Joint Resolutions 98 and 130 and House 
Resolution 21. 

8. Letter from Darvi11s Ruritan Club opposing low-level 
radioactive waste disposal site. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. BelV71ett, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the meeting adjourned at 3:20 P.M. 

if 
-----ATTEST: 



VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF DIN
WIDDIE COUNTY, VIRGINIA HELD IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM 
OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON 
THE 18TH DAY OF MAY, 1983 AT 8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M.I. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
CLAIBORNE FISHER 

INVOCATION 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
DEPUTY SHERIFF 

The Reverend Wilson G. Conwell, Pastor, Smyrna Baptist Church, 
delivered the Invocation. 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Bennett, ~~r. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting "aye", 
the minutes of the May 4, 1983 regular meeting were approved as 
presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye" 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that the following claims be approved: General 
Fund checks-numbering 83-861 through 83-981 amounting to $73,334.73. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--1983-84 BUDGET AND 1983 TAX RATE 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on Wednesday, May 4, 1983 and Wednesday, May 11, 1983 for the 
Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to receive public 
input on the 1983-84 budget and the 1983 tax rate. 

The County Administrator outlined the income and expenses 
and highlighted significant changes over last year1s'budget. He 
stated no increase in tax rates had been advertised. 

The Chairman opened the hearing for public input. The 
following people made comments or asked questions about the budget: 

Mrs. Cornelia Roberts spoke in support of the Appomattox Regional 
Library budget request; Mr. Raymond McCants urged the Board to con
sider a central garage for repair of county vehicles. 

Mr. Hargrave commented that the heating and air main
tenance was not a new item and the real increase in that category 
is for needed repairs to county buildings. He also expressed his 
appreciation to the School Board for their work in trying to trim 
their budget and make a more efficient system. Mr. Robertson 
stated he would like to echo Mr. Hargrave1s comments. 

Mr. Weber commented that the Board had worked hard on 
the budget to keep taxes down and he wanted to thank the members 
and the School Board for their work. 

closed. 

IN RE: 

BOOK 8 

There being no other comments, the public hearing was 

SPECIAL MEETING TO ADOPT 1983-84 BUDGET AND 1983 TAX 
RATE 

The Chairman stated that the Board could meet again in 
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seven days which would be May 25 to consider the budget and the 
tax rate or wait until the next regular meeting which would be 
June 15. Mr. Edward Titmus, Chairman, School Board, stated that 
the School Board would like to send out teacher contracts and have 
them returned before the end of school, and if the Board waited 
until the June 15 meeting, it would be after the close of school. 

Mr. Hargrave moved that the meeting be adjourned until 
May 26, 1983 at 8:00 P.M. to consider the 1983-84 budget and 1983 
tax rate. Mr. Robertson seconded the motion. Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voted "aye". 

IN RE: APPOINTMENTS--SCHOOL BOARD 

The Chairman stated that the terms of Mr. Edward Titmus 
and Mr. Harry Clay on the School Board expire June 30, 1983. Both 
appointments are from election district #2. 

Mr. Robertson stated that it has been a difficult time 
to address the issue. In 1980, when he came on the Board of Super
visors, he did not realize the outstanding service that the School 
Board provides. The School Board affects the citizens and most 
importantly our children. He felt it is one of the most important 
decisions he would make as a Board member. He stated he had given 
time and effort to determine the right thing for Dinwiddie County 
and the betterment of education. He added that his evaluation does 
not reflect on any member of the School Board. Mr. Titmus has 
served since 1969 and given fourteen years and Mr. Clay has served 
eight years. He stated that in some cases, he felt the School Board 
has more responsibility than the Board of Supervisors. He expressed 
his appreciation to both Mr. Titmus and Mr. Clay for their efforts 
and stated he hoped they would continue to serve Dinwiddie County 
in the same manner. Mr. Robertson stated he had spent a considerable 
amount of time on the recommendations, had asked for resumes and inter
viewed each one. 

Mr. Robertson nominated Mr. Donald L. Haraway for appointment 
to the School Board, term expiring June 30, 1987. He then read 
Mr. Haraway's resume. 

At this point the Chairman turned the Chair over to Mr. 
Bennett, the Vice-Chairman who asked if there were any other nomi
nations. 

Mr. Weber stated he had received a considerable amount of 
input and thanked the citizens that called and contacted him. He 
indicated the appointments are a hard decision to make because there 
are a lot of capable people in the County. He stated that he was 
basing his decision on what he thinks is best for education in the 
County. 

Mr. Weber nominated Mr. Edward Titmus for reappointment 
to the School Board. 

Mr. Robertson moved that the nominations be closed. Mr. 
Weber seconded the motion. Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber, Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voted "aye". 

Mr. Rob e r t son, Mr. Web e r, Mr. C 1 a y, Mr. Ben net t, ~1 r . 
Hargrave voting "aye", Mr. Edward Titmus and Mr. Donald Haraway 
were appointed to the Dinwiddie School Board, terms expiring June 
30, 1987. 

Mr. Hargrave commented that it would have been helpful 
to have known who the prospective people may have been in order to 
personally know them. He indicated he felt handicapped. He added 
that he respected Mr. Robertson's efforts and echoed his comments 
about the importance of the School Board appointments. 

Mr. Weber reassumed the Chair. 



~, 
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IN RE: ENTERTAINMENT PERMIT--THOMAS E. MANSON 

The Director of Planning presented an application from 
Mr. Thomas E. Manson for a Special Entertainment Permit to hold 
a music festival on June 18, 1983 from 10 P.M. to 3 A.M. The 
event will be held at the Church Road Ball Park on Rt. 629 where 
Mr. Manson held a similar event last year on July 23. 

Mr. Clay asked if there had been any problems last year. 

The Director of Planning- stated the only problem was 
that the music didn't stop last year when it was supposed to. 
Mr. Manson cut his music off but then a neighbor turned his music 
on. 

J 

Mr. Hargrave asked if events of this type had been allowed 
until 3:00 A.M. The Director of Planning stated they have usually 
been allowed until 2:00 A.M. He stated Mr. Manson held two events 
last year and the neighbors were usually part of the crowd. 

Mr. Bennett stated that the area'being discussed is in 
his district and he had no problem with the request. He added that 
he did not hear of any problems last year. He indicated Mr. Manson 
had assured him that he would stop the music at the proper time. 

Mr. Manson was present in support of his request. He 
stated he would stop the music at anytime the Board designated. 
He added that after he stopped his music last year, the neighbor 
turned his on. 

Mr. Bennett stated he had no problem with the time because 
the location was in an area to itself. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
laye" 9 Mr. Thomas E. Manson was granted an Entertainment Permit 
to hold a music festival on June 18, 1983 subject to the conditions 
stated therein. 

IN RE: REAPPOINTMENT--CPDC EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE AND METROPOLITAN 
PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
C 1 a y, Mr. Ben net t, r~ r. H a r g r a v e, r~ r . ' Web e r v 0 tin 9 II aye II, Mr. Rob e r t son 
abstaining, Mr. George E. Robertson, Jr. was reappointed to the 
Crater Planning District Commission Executive Committee and the 
Metr~po1itan Planning Organization, terms expiring June 30, 1984. 

IN RE: SCHOOL BOARD--CONSULTANT TO CORRECT ASBESTOS PROBLEM 

Dr; Ri~hard L. Vaughn~ Superintendent of Schools, appeared 
before the Board to request authorization to employ a consultant 
to develop specifications and seture bids and for the School Board 
to award a contr&ct to correct the problem of asbestos in the audi
torium at the Senior High School. He added that no funds are 
available in the School Board budget because the information was 
not available at the tim~ their budget was made. 

Mr. Clay asked if he had any idea what the cost might 
be. Dr. Vaughn indicated he did not. 

Mr. Hargrave indicated that this was a material used com
monly allover the State and it seems that the State Department of 
Education would have a canned approach to deal with it. Dr. Vaughn 
advised him they had been in touch with the State and also that 
there might be federal funds for reimbursement when they beco~e 
available. Mr. George Soloe, Superintendent of Maintenance, stated 
that the work must be done by EPA guidelines and the State doesn't 
handle that. Mr. Hargrave stated he was just s~rprised that the 
State cou1dn ' t act as the consultant. 

BOOK 8 PAGE 124 May 18, 1983 



Mr. Robertson asked if Dr. Vaughn had looked into the 
bonding on the school. Dr. Vaughn stated he had not but he would. 

Mr. Hargrave asked what the consultant fee would be. Dr. 
Vaughn stated he didn't know at this point. Mr. Soloe stated that 
removal of the asbestos had been quoted at $6 to $12/sq. ft. 

Mr. Robertson asked if they would be signing a blank 
check. Dr. Vaughn stated no, that he would come back to the Board 
when the bids come in. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if he had considered interviewing 
several consultants, because dealing with asbestos is an every 
day event. 

Dr. Vaughn indicated they were considering a consultant 
they know and have been working with and felt it could be done 
quicker than taking time to interview several. 

Mr. Weber felt the Board would be saving money the quicker 
the School Board can get started. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the School Board be authorized to employ 
a consultant to develop specifications and secure bids to consider 
to correct the problem of asbestos in the auditorium at the Senior 
High School; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Din
widdie County, Virginia that upon receipt of the bids, the School 
Board return to the Board of Supervisors for authorization to award 
a contract. 

IN RE: SOUND SYSTEM--BOARD MEETING ROOM 

The County Administrator presented proposals to install 
an enunciator panel and upgrade the sound system in the meeting room. 
These quotations are based on State contract. The proposal consists 
of seven microphones, an amplifier, and a mixer if the present one is 
not sufficient. He added that a reel to reel tape recorder had been 
included but would probably not be needed at the present time. He 
stated he would have to wait until the system was installed to see 
if a new tape recorder was needed. The total cost to upgrade the 
sound system would be $1188.86. The enunciator panel would be 
an additional $300. He added that the present microphones were 
area mikes and you therefore need to be close to speak. The proposal 
includes directional mikes which should pick up from a further distance. 

Mr~ Robertson moved that the County Administrator be autho
rized to proceed with the improvement of the sound system and the 
addition of the enunciator panel as described in the quotation. Mr. 
Hargrave stated he would second the motion for the improvement of 
the sound system but not the enunciator panel. Mr. Clay and Mr. 
Bennett indicated they did not see the need for an enunciator panel. 
Mr. Weber stated he felt they should have an opportunity to see 
how it works but he would go along with what the other members 
wanted. 

Mr. Robertson amended his motion to include authorization 
to proceed with improvement of the sound system only for 1188.86. 
Mr. Hargrave seconded the motion. Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voted lIaye ll

• 

IN RE: RECESS 

The Board recessed at 9:36 P.M. The meeting reconvened 
at 9:52 P.M. 



~-~ 
C_ 1 

.. ~--~---
I 

1..::;.;;;;:_.-,.,. ;/ ' 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(1) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 9:53 
P.M. to discuss personnel matters. The meeting reconvened into 
Open Session at 10:00 P.M. 

IN RE: TRAINING SESSION--COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR 

The County Administrator stated that the registration 
for The Cavalier included in the claims is for a training session 
in June for County Administrators in Virginia Beach. The Board 
approved the County Administrator's participation and felt his 
expenses should be paid-by the County. 

-
IN RE: NACO MEETING--MILWAUKEE 

The County Administrator asked if any of the Board members 
wanted to attend the NACO meeting in Milwaukee. None of the members 
stated they could attend. 

IN RE: INFORMATION 

The following information was included in the Board material 
for the May 18, 1983 meeting: 

1; 1983-84 Construction Allocations for the Secondary 
Roads System. 

2. Notice-on public hearings to be held at the June 15 
meeting. 

3. Memo from the Va. Assoc. of Counties concerning: 
a) Salaries for County Supervisors b) New Intergovernmental Review 
System to Replace A-95 Review c) General Revenue Sharing 

4. Letter from CPDC concerning EDA Jobs Act Project 
5. News Release:· Federal Aid to States Registers First 

Decline. 
6. Letter from Prince George County regarding sewage hand

ling regulations. 
7. Letter and resolution from Grayson County regarding 

HB 542 and a copy of HB 542. . 
8. Letter from Washington County and resolution asking 

the General Assembly to provide an additional sales tax levy for 
improvements of educational services .. 

9. Letter-and resolution from Washington Courity regarding 
federa 1 gas tax increase. _.1 

10. Letter from Youth Services Commission to C&P Telephone 
and to Board of Supervisors declining donation of van. 

11. Letter from Va. Div. of Industrial Development on 
Va. Community Certification workshops. 

ADJOURN~1ENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. H a r g r a ve, t1 r. Rob e r t son, Mr. C 1 a y, Mr. Ben net t, Mr. Web e r 
voting lIaye ll

, the meeting was adjourned until 8:00 P.M., May 
26, 1983. 

MAY 26, 1983--8:00 P.M.--CONTINUATION OF MAY 18, 1983 MEETING 

PRESENT: STEVE WEaER, CHAIRMAN 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E.· ROBERTSON, JR. 
M.L HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 

C.L. MITCHELL 

INVOCATION 

ELECTION. DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

SHERIFF 

The Reverend Bobby Lamb, Pastor, Trinity Methodist Church, 
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repairing the doors and installing new doors at the Dinwiddie VFD 
building. He stated they were well recommended companies. Mr. 
Robertson asked if any local people were given the opportunity 
to bid. The County Administrator stated he didn1t know any local 
people who could do the work. He indicated he could not locate 
any who specialize in doors. He could have contacted the individual 
who built the building but he would not be a door specialist. 

Mr. Hargrave stated the present doors were put up with 
inadequate sealing and asked if the proposals included proper 
sealing. 

The County Administrator stated the proposals included 
doing the best job possible to cut down on heat loss and fixing 
the doors so they will not spring back and hang the vehicles as 
they are leaving the building. 

The proposals presented are as follows: 

1. Apple Door Systems -
Install New Doors - $2656 
Repair Existing Doors - $1721 

2. J.S. Archer Co. 
Install New Doors - $3130 
Repair Existing Doors - $2600 

Mr. Robertson asked if the Dinwiddie fire department had 
been consulted. The County Administrator indicated a representative 
was present when the firms reviewed the work to be done. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he would like to see new doors installed. 
He added that the parts from the old doors might be suitable for doors 
in other fire departments. 

Upbn motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voting lIaye ll

, 

the bid of Apple Door Systems for $2656 to install new doors without 
the electric operator at the Dinwiddie VFD building was accepted. 

IN RE: SURPLUS COUNTY PROPERTY 

The County Administrator advised the Board that a lot of 
surplus items have accumulated in the-attic of the Courthouse, the 
rear of the old jail and other buildings that need to be placed 
in one-area and inVentoried for sale. At this point, he was asking 
only for the Board1s concurrence to proceed with making a list 
and moving the items to one location. Once that is accomplished, 
he will come back for authorization for a sale. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the items would all be placed in 
one location under security to look at to see what can be sold. 
The County Administrator stated all the department heads will 
review the items. Mr. Robertson asked if the historical committee 
could look at the items. The County Administrator stated they 
could. Mr. Robertsbn indicated he wanted to make sure the items 
will be secure so they won1t walk away. Mr. Hargrave asked where 
the items would be kept. 

The County Administrator stated the items would be moved 
to an area where they can be secured. He might secure an area 
in one of the schools during the summer. He added he would do 
everything possible to secure the area. A lot of the items can be 
thrown away. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he felt it was a good move. Mr. Ben
nett agreed. Mr. Bennett stated he would like to see one big sale 
with the School Board, fire departments and other departments that 
have surplus' property they want to sell. 
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IN RE: REGIONAL BIDDING 

The County Administrator distributed copies of an Invita
tion to Bid on gas and fuel oil for the localities of Dinwiddie, 
Hopewell, Petersburg and Colonial Heights. This is a result of a 
meeting held between the localities to discuss purchasing on a re
gional level. Gas and fuel oil is being focused on for a trial basis. 
The County has the following options: 

1. Accept the bid for all five localities. 
2. Accept the bid for Dinwiddie County alone. 
3. Reject the first two and bid again. 

He added that'the items will be bid separately by loca
lity and as a whole. 

Mr. Hargrave asked the County Administrator if he saw 
any negative aspects. The County Administrator stated he did not 
see,any to proceeding with the bids. Mr. Har~rave indicated that 
he could see a possibility in the future of having a little less 
influence on.suppliers, being one of many .. Mr. Robertson stated 
he sawall positive aspects. 

Dr. Richard L.Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, asked 
what the length of the contract would be. The County Administrator 
stated it would be a year but the cost would fluctuate with the 
price changes. He added that whether the schools would be included 
is subject to the Superintendent's and the School Board's review. 

Mr. Clay asked the County Administrator if this type of 
bidding would make his job easier as Purchasing Agent. The County 
Administrator stated it would not make it more difficult. Any 
problems would.be outweighed by the savings. Mr. Weber stated 
he hoped it would result in a savings. 

Upon.motion .of Mr .. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, ~lr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the County Administrator was authorized to proceed with 
bidding the gas and fuel oil for the County on a regional basis. 

IN RE: AUDIT CONTRACT 

Upon motion of Mr .. Hargrave~ seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, ~1r. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. vJeber voting 
"ayel!, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, revised specifications of the Auditor of Public 
Accounts, Commonwealth of Virginia, requires that a contract between 
the County and its auditing firm be filed with the State Auditor's 
office; and 

WHEREAS, these revised specifications will cause an increase 
in fees from $9500 to $10,200 for the present year due to the addi
tional audit procedures for Federal programs; and 

WHEREAS, a contract has been prepared by the County's audit 
firm, Robinson, Farmer and Cox to meet these new specifications; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Chai0man beautho~ized to 
execute the auditing contract with Robinson, Farmer.and Cox on 
behalf of the County_ 

IN RE: CONOVER ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE 

The County Administrator distributed a letter from Mrs. 
Corrine P. Hudgins, Registrar for the State Historic Preservation 
Officer, Virginia Historic Landmarks Commission, concerning the 
Conover Archaeological Site located in the Carson vicinity of the 
County. The letter stated that for some time, the Commission has 
been interested.in including the Conover property on the Virginia 
Landmarks Register and nominating it to the National Register of 
Historic Places. The County is given the opportunity to comment 
within 32 days. 

BOOK 8 PAGE 127 Hay 18 & 26, 1983 



Mr. W.E. Bolte stated that he talked with Mrs. Hudgins 
and she advised him that the site had been written up by the 
Yorktown office. They have found chips and projectile points that 
date back 8,000 to 9,000 years ago. He stated that he also 
talked to Harold Conover, the owner of the property. Mr. Conover 
noticed the chips and points and wrote to the Commission to ask 
them to investigate it. Mr. Bolte stated he felt it was a very im
portant find. 

Mr. Hargrave asked what the County's position was in this. 
The County Administrator stated that the Commission was asking for 
the County's comments in which they had 32 days to respond. He 
added that if the owner wants the property put on the register, he 
must request it. The County Administrator suggested the Board mem
bers could read the report and get Mr. Conover's comments. If 
they then want to write a letter, they could do so at the June 15 
meeting. 

Mr. Hargrave moved that the County Administrator write 
a letter to the Virginia Historic Landmarks Commission, requesting 
that the Conover Archaeological Site be placed on the Virginia Land
marks Register and be nominated for the National Register of Historic 
Places, subject to Mr. Harold Conover's concurrence. Mr. Robertson 
seconded the motion. Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, ~1r. 
Clay, Mr. Weber voted "aye". 

IN RE: CABLETELEVISION 

The County Administrator distributed a copy of corre
spondence concerning cabletelevision to bring the Board up-to-date. 
He stated they were still working on the proposal and cabletelevision 
is very much on the front burner. 

IN RE: RECREATION BUDGET 

The County Administrator advised the Board that a request 
from the Recreation Director for a recreation budget has been 
submitted separate from the School Budget. He suggested that at 
this point, a committee of three to four people be put together 
to study the recreational needs of the County, especially the 
recreation field across from the high school. The request includes, 
among other things, a building, well and sewage system for bathrooms. 
He stated the committee could report back with their recommendations 
for the best location of these items, cost, etc. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that they have had so much trouble 
with vandalism and abuse of the recreational field being located in 
an isolated area. He felt there is a lot of use of the field, but 
there are also a lot of ball fields in the County which are pri
vately developed. He felt hesitant to make it too nice and be 
disappointed with the use. 

Mr. Clay stated he agreed with Mr. Hargrave. He indi
cated the Ruritan Club to which he belongs, has had to rebuild their 
facilities every year because of vandalism to bathrooms and other 
parts of the building. He wondered if the County would just be 
asking for trouble. 

Mr. Hargrave added that if the Board appoints a Committee, 
the committee will probably expect and design a lot. Then what 
the County doesn't build will seem to these individuals that it 
is being taken away from them. He added that all the lights at the 
tennis courts have been. broken out. 

Mr. Weber stated he was in favor of recreation and he 
would like to see a committee do a study. He added he would like 
to see more of a recreational area at Rohoic Elementary School. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that people take better care if 
they have their own money invested. Those who use the facilities 
should pay for them. 

Mr. Weber stated he didn't think a study would hurt. 
The information might be beneficial. 
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Mr. Robertson stated that he agreed with Mr. Hargrave 
and Mr. Clay about the problems of vandalism and misuse. He 
wondered how long they were going to keep punishing 90% of the 
citizens for what 10% were doing. He hoped they could resolve that 
problem. Mr. Robertson felt a study would be alright as long 
as the expectations aren't too high. Mr. Hargrave agreed stating 
all they need is a concrete building. 

No action was taken. 

IN RE: SOCIAL SERVICES GRANTS 

.The County Administrator presented a request from the 
Social Services department to authorize the Treasurer to establish 
accounts to receive and disburse monies from the following programs: 

1. Federal Emergency Management Agency - 6/1/83 - 9/30/83 
$4,515 

2. Social Services to the Unemployed - 6/1/83 - 6/30/84 
$7,745 

3. Services to the Disadvantaged (effective dates and 
amount of grant to be announced later). 

Also included is an allotment of $14,058 to reimburse 
the operation of the Employment Services program mandated by the 
1982 General Assembly. Mrs. Talley, therefore, requests that the 
Treasurer be authorized to transfer $11,000 from the 80/20 
administrative account into a new Employment Services Account in 
order to receive maximum reimbursement. 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, ~~r. Bennett, t~r. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the Treasurer is hereby authorized to: 

1. Establish accounts to receive and disburse funds 
from the Jobs and Humanitarian Assistance Bill as follows: 

a. Federal Emergency Management Agency - $4,515 
b. Social Services to the Unemployed - $7,745 
c. Services to the Disadvantaged (to be announced later). 

2. Esta~lish an Employment Services Account to receive 
$14,058 for the Employment Services Program and transfer $11,000 
into it from the 80/20 Administrative Account. 

IN RE: KARL CROWDER LAND 

The County Administrator stated 4hat he had been contacted 
by Karl Crowder concerning an old road that runs through his property 
that the County may have an interest in. The County has no need 
for the road.and when the property is researched, the County should 
deed the land to· Mr. Crowder to give him clear title to his property. 
The County Administrator indicated this has been dune on several 
occasions with similar types of property and he wanted to apprise 
the Board of what procedure would be taken. No action is needed until 
the June 15 meeting. 

IN RE: RECESS 

The Chairman declared a brief recess at 8:50 P.M. The 
meeting reconvened at 9:02 P.M. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye'!, pursuant to Sees. 2.l-344(1} and (6), the Board moved into 
Executive Session at 9:02 P.M. to discuss legal and personnel matters. 
The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 9:40 P.M. 
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IN RE: INFORMATION 

The following information was included in the Board material 
for the May 26, 1983 meeting: 

1. Invitation from the Virginia Cooperative Extension 
Service to participate in an Educational Tour-Conference as an 
adjunct to the 48th Annual Meeting of the National Association of 
Counties. 

2. Virginia Tax Bulletin - Property Taxation: 1983 
Legislative Changes. 

IN RE: 

3. Memo from the Va. Association of Counties concerning: 

(a) Fair Insurance Practices Act 
(b) Non Discrimination in Insurance Act 
(c) Economic Equity Act, Title III 
(d) Cable Telecommunications Act of 1983 
(e) Audit Specifications Modifications 

ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. BennE}11t, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the meeting adjourned at 9:41 P.M. 

ATTEST: -----
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VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE CONFERENCE ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA, ON THE 13TH DAY OF JULY, 1983 AT 
7:00P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M. I. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", pursuant to Section 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into ,Executive Session at 7:05 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 8:05 P.M. 

IN RE: FUNDING OF WATER & SEWER LINES TO INDUSTRIAL SITE 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, an industry has chosen to locate at the Din
widdie Airport Industrial Park; and 

WHEREAS, the cost to extend water and sewer lines to 
the location chosen is $30,000; and 

WHERAS, there are funds available from the Pilot Pro
ject For Displaced Workers, a program established by the Governor; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County Administrator is 
hereby authorized to request from the Pilot Project for Displaced 
Workers $15,000 to finance one-half of the installation of water 
and sewer to the industrial site; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that there is hereby appropriated 
from the General Fund $15,000 to finance one-half of the instal
lation of water and sewer lines to the industrial site. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr~. Benn t, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the meeting adjourned at 8~ dL 

~. 
? j,1 ___________ T VE WEBER, CHAIRMAN 

AT T EST: 'tLJrY.' l¢=:. ~~~=--__ 
. C. OTT 
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VIRGINIA: "AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 
DINWIDDIE COUNTY, VIRGINIA, HELD IN THE BOARD MEETING 
ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA 
ON THE 20TH DAY OF JULY, 1983 AT 8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M. I. H A R G RA V E, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 

C. L. MITCHELL 

INVOCATION 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

SHERIFF 

The Reverend Wiley P. Wallace, Pastor, Central Baptist 
Church, delivered the Invocation. 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the minutes of the June 15, 1983 regular meeting, 
the June 20, 1983 continuation meeting and the July 13, 1983 
special meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: General 
Fund checks-numbering 83-1291 through 83-1521 amounting to 
$237,700.20; History Book Fund check-number HB-83-4 in the amount 
of $4.20; Law Library Fund checks-numbering LF-83-11 through 
LF-83-14 amounting to $662.70. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mrs. Margaret W. Lewis presented her report for the 
month of June, 1983. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha was not present but a copy of his 
report for the month of June, 1983 was presented. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

Mr. L.A. Brooks, Jr. presented his report for the month 
of June, 1983. 

IN RE: LIVESTOCK CLAIM--JIMMY BEVILLE 

The County Administrator told the Board that he had 
discussed this claim with the County Attorney. At present, the 
county ordinance does not provide for the payment of this claim. 
When an owner has livestock and/or poultry killed by dogs whose 
owners are known, he must seek payment for damages from that owner. 
He must pursue this to the point of obtaining judgment. Once 
judgment has been obtained and payment has not been received, the 
County can then pay the claim. There is a provision in the State 
Code for the County to amend its ordinance allowing it to pay 
a claim of this type without requiring the owner to pursue pay
ment from the owner. If the Board so desires, a public hearing 
could be held on this amendment to the county ordinance at the 
August 17, 1983 meeting. If approved, the payment for the claim 
of Jimmy Beville could be made at that time. 
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Mr. Robertson asked if this action is taken, would pay
ment come out of the General Fund rather than the Dog Fund. The 
County Administrator advised that in 1981, the State law requiring 
all payment for livestock and poultry claims to come out of the 
dog fund was rescinded and now allows the localities to pay such 
claims from the General Fund too. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that income from the Dog license 
doesn't pay 1/3 of the Animal Warden's expenses but the County 
never has paid out on claims what the dog licenses bring in. He 
added that if the Board considers this amendment and the owner 
cannot pay, the dog should at least be destroyed. 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the County Attorney was instructed to prepare an amendment 
to the County ordinance waiving the requirement that the owner 
of livestock and/or poultry first pursue payment for damages 
from the owner of the dogs prior to the Board of Supervisors 
being able to pay for the damages. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA COMMUNITY CERTIFICATION PROGRAM 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, advised the Board 
that the Virginia Division of Industrial Development, with the 
Governor's endorsement, is promoting the Virginia Community Certi
fication Program. To be eligible for referrals from the Division, 
a community should become certified under this program. Mr. 
Scheid then reviewed the basic requirements for certification. 
Mr. Scheid added that the Airport and Industrial Authority is 
very interested in the program. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he felt most of the information 
required already exists, except the audiovisuals. He felt the 
County has no choice but to become certified. He thought the 
program will provide a way for the State to determine who is 
seriously interested in having an industry referred to them. 
Mr. Scheid agreed stating the County has alot of information 
already accumulated. Mr. Robertson stated that he felt since 
the County participates in ABIDCO and other agencies to draw 
industry into the area, tha~ Mr. Scheid should see if they 
can provide some of the information required for this program. 
Mr. Weber indicated that the Planning Commission had reviewed the 
program and felt it was very important. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if there was any deadline for 
action. Mr. Scheid stated no, but once you do show a desire 
to be certified, you have 18 months plus one 6 month extension. 
Mr. Hargrave felt the next step is to determine what is actually 
needed to meet the requirements. Mr. Scheid stated that the 
Planning Commission was very interested in being considered for 
participants on the various committees required. 

IN RE: REVISED SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, distributed the 
proposed revised subdivision ordinance for the Board to review. 
He indicated that the Planning Commission has held public hearings 
and will take action on the document at their next meeting. Mr. 
Scheid stated that the proposed ordinance is closely patterned 
after the Chesterfield ordinance. It involves the Planning Com
mission to a greater extent and a lot of the material is direct 
verbage from the State Code. Mr. Scheid briefly reviewed the 
major revisions. He pointed out that there was one section 
which the Water Authority has difficulty with which concerns 
granting exemptions, but he felt there was compromise wording 
which could be used if the Board desired. Mr. Weber stated that 
he felt granting exemptions is a Planning Commission responsibility 
and should not be handled by the Water Authority. 

Mr. Scheid indicated he would like to discuss the revi
sions in more detail with the Board at a workshop session. He 
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stated he would send the Board a letter outlining the major 
revisions after the Planning Commission action next month. 

IN RE: PROPOSED ORDINANCES-~INOPERATIVE VEHICLES ~ DILAPIDATED 
STRUCTURES 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, distributed infor
mation on two proposed ordinances--inoperative vehicles and dila
pidated structures. He stated that the Planning Commission has 
set up subcommittees to look at both ordinances, but they would 
like some direction from the Board as to whether they felt the 
ordinances were needed. 

Mr. Scheid advised that under the present ordinance 
it is very difficult for him to enforce the inoperative vehicle 
restrictions. He added that he has had the most problems in 
residential areas. 

Mr. Weber stated that there is a problem in the 
County. Some areas look like junkyards but he did not feel the 
County should bother those people with antique vehicles. He 
added that the ordinance has been written strictly and the Com
mittees will work to lessen it. 

Mr. Bennett asked if the subcommittee is going to 
start work before the Board gives a recommendation. Mr. Scheid 
stated they would if the Board desired. Mr. Bennett indicated 
he felt the residential areas should receive #1 priority because 
people take pride in their homes and lots. He would like to 
see the Committee proceed with their work and certainly take into 
consideration the person with a hobby. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he agreed. Residential areas are 
affected more because of the closeness. Mr. Clay stated that 
he felt there is a need to tighten the requirements but not go 
to the extreme. He hated to see cars being restored have to be 
removed. He added that he ran a garage and a car could not always 
be removed when you wanted it to. He had no problem with tightening 
up some. The Chairman insturcted Mr. Scheid to have the Committee 
continue its work on the proposed ordinance. 

Mr. Scheid pointed out that the Dilapidated Structures 
ordinance does not apply to Agricultural Zoned areas; his real 
problem is in residential areas. He indicated that some structures 
are health problems. The County Administrator advised the Board 
there would be one major drawback. Mr. Scheid added that it would 
be a new ordinance. 

Mr. Robertson asked who would interpret what buildings 
would be torn down. Mr. Scheid stated it would have to be the 
Building Inspector. Mr. Weber stated that a committee was also 
studying this. He felt there were buil~ings that need to be 
torn down but he did not want to infringe on anyone's personal 
rights. He added that it is a strict ordinance also. 

Mr. Clay asked if Mr. Scheid would be acting mainly 
on complaints. Mr. Scheid stated yes. 

Mr. Hargrave indicated that 
ment for action, 30 days, was short. 
would be. more reasonable. Mr. Scheid 
requirement could be less restrictive 
than the State Code. 

he felt the time require
He thought 60 to 90 days 
advised him that the 
but not more restrictive 

Mr. Robertson stated that there are some ordinances 
on the books that are unenforceable as they are now worded. He 
asked Mr. Scheid if he felt this ordinance would be enforceable. 
He indicated it was a problem when an individual calls and no 
relief can be given; Mr. Scheid stated that he felt this ordi
nance was enforceable because the problems can be documented. 
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Mr. Robertson asked if we can require weeds to be cut 
even if the strucutre is not dilapidated. Mr. Scheid stated 
no because the ordinance only deals with buildings. Mr. Robert
son asked that Mr. Scheid look into that to see that the ordi
nance is compatible. He added that he would like to see the 
Committee consider the ordinance but in a reasonable manner. 

IN RE: SCHOOL BOARD--ACCESS ROAD TO RECREATIONAL AREA 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, advised the 
Board that the School Board would like to see the entrance 
to the recreational area near the intersection of Boisseau 
Road relocated. He stated the present location is too close 
to a dangerous intersection and the School Board would like 
to see it located closer to the driving range. Mr. Scheid 
advised the Board that Prince George Co. asked for access funds 
from the Division of Outdoor Recreation. He checked with 
that office and funds are available; however, the property 
must be owned by the County or leased to the County for recreation. 
He added that if the County does enter into a long term lease or 
if the property is deeded to the County, the Division of Outdoor 
Recreation will participate in improvements to the site on a 50/50 
basis. 

Mr. Scheid stated he wanted to get a general consensus 
from the Board to see if they are willing to pursue the grant 
application. Mr. Robertson asked if relocation of the entrance 
will improve the problem the School Board presently faces in that 
area. Mr. Scheid stated it is a dangerous intersection but the 
right-of-way problem really brought it to a head. Mr. Bennett 
asked if the problem will go away. Mr. Scheid stated possibly. 
Mr. Hargrave asked why not. Mr. Scheid stated it depends on 
the location of the new entrance. He indicated the School Board 
has a different idea on the location than he did. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he preferred to own the property. 
Mr. Clay asked if the County would have to maintain the recre
ational area. Mr. Scheid stated the recreation department would 
continue to do that. He added that the School Board would pro
bably want to enter into some type of agreement. 

Mr. Clay asked if there was a deadline to apply. Mr. 
Scheid stated no, but there were alot of applications already 
in and he felt the County would be favorably considered since 
we had not received a grant before. 

Mr. Robertson stated the Board should get a recom
mendation from the School Board and act on it. Mr. Hargrave 
stated he agreed, but he would like to see a plat and have 
time to understand it before taking action. Mr. Scheid stated 
he would proceed with taking it before the School Board. Mr. 
Bennett stated Mr. Scheid could proceed with the grant applica
tion because they could always turn it down. The Chairman ad
vised Mr. Scheid to proceed with presenting it to the School 
Board. 

IN RE: SOCIAL SERVICES--APPROVAL OF 1983-84 BUDGET 

Mrs. King B. Talley, Director, appeared before the 
Board to request approval of her 1983-84 final budget. She 
stated the State share had been reduced $30,000 and the County 
share $11,000. She requested that the $11,000 local share 
remain in the budget to allow her to use as up front money to 
draw down federal funds. There are funds available under the 
Jobs and Humanitarian Assistance Act which she could use the 
local funds for to draw down and they would be 100% reimburse
able. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll

, 
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BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Social Services Department 1983-84 
budget be approved as presented; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Treasurer is hereby autho
rized to establish a Services to the Unemployed account to 
transfer up to $11,000 to as needed from the 1983-84 VPA account. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--P-83-2--DR. RICHARD GRENOBLE 

This being the time and place as advertised in the 
Progress-Index on Wednesday, July 6, 1983 and Wednesday, July 
13, 1983 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing 
to consider for ~doption an ordinance to change the district 
classification of a 2 acre portion of Section 9, parcel 23A from 
Residential, limited R-l to Business, limited B-1. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, reviewed the 
Planning Commission action. They recommended approval at their 
July 13, 1983 meeting. He stated there was one additional item 
to consider. The Planning Commission felt the land should be 
under contract or the individual should have an option to purchase. 
Mr. Scheid stated he had the agreement to purchase the land in , 
hand and the County Attorney has reviewed,it. The County Attorney 
stated it is a legally binding agreement. 

Dr. Richard Grenoble appeared in support of his rezoning 
application. He stated he had the backing of the neighbors in 
the area and they had signed petitions. He stated that he had 
no problem with the conditions established. 

Ms. Cathy Seay appeared in support of the rezoning request. 
She stated she lives directly across from the proposed site. She 
reiterated that the citizens in the area want the hospital and 
have signed petitions supporting it. Mr. Ben Hawkins and Mr. 
Edward Veazey spoke in support of the,rezoning application. No 
one spoke in opposition. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that the' zoning ordinance be amended by chan
ging the district classification of a portion of Section 9, Parcel 
23A, from Residential, Limited, R-l to Business, Limited, B-1., 
Said parcel contains approximately 2 acres and is bounded as follows: 
to the west by Route 600; to the south by the private drive serving 
the existing homes owned by Mr. William Westfall and Mr. Bates; 
tot h e e a s t by ali n e ,1 'o'c ate d 4 2 5 fee t fro m, and par all e 1 to, 
Route 600; and to the north by the property Df Mr. R.D. Randolph. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--C-83-4--DR. RICHARD GRENOBLE 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on WednesdaYi July 6, and Wednesday, July 13, 1983 
for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to con
sider for approval a conditional use permit for Dr. Richard Gre
noble seeking to establish a veterinary hospital on a portion 
of section 9, parcel 23A, located on the east side of Rt. 600 
at its intersection with Rt. 601. 

Mr. ~~.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, reviewed the 
Planning Commission action. They recommended approval at their 
July 13, 1983 meeting. 

Dr. Richard Grenoble appeared in support of his request. 
He stated' he agreed to all the conditions outl ined'. Mr. Bruce 
Bowman spoke in support. No one appeared in opposition. 
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Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye",. Dr. Richard Grenoble was granted a conditional use 
permit to establish a veterinary hospital with the following 
conditions: 

1. both public water and sewer shall serve the veterinary 
hospital. 

2. ingress/egress shall be restricted to the existing land 
serving this parcel and said land shall be stabilized 
with such all weather material that it will safely provide 
access for the traffic anticipated; 

3. the structure to be built should be designed such that 
its outward appearance will resemble a residential struc
ture; 

4. a minimum side yard of 50 feet should be required between 
the proposed veterinary hospital and the adjacent property 
owned by R.D. Randolph. 

5. the side yard adjacent to the property owned by R.D. Ran
dolph should be screened with evergreen shrubbery of a 
minimum height of six (6) feet. 

6. a grass rest area of at least 400 sq. ft. should be pro
vided for pets which are brought to the veterinary hos
pital prior to opening hours. 

7. it should be established that the primary purpose of 
this veterinary hospital is the treatment of small ani
mals on the premises. Occasionally, large animals will 
come to the hospital but they would not be housed over
night or for extended periods of time. 

8. the veterinary hospital should be sound proofed and 
odor proofed with no outside runs for the animals treated. 

9. parking should be restricted to the side and rear of the 
structure. 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE VFD--SPECIAL ENTERTAINMENT PERMIT 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented a 
request from the Dinwiddie VFD for a special entertainment permit 
to hold a carnival at Eastside Elementary School, August 15-20, 
1983. He stated that the Superintendent of Schools and the School 
Board have agreed to the use of the property. 

Mr. Scheid stated he has had some problems with the 
promoter of the festival before but he felt the Dinwiddie VFD 
was a public spirited organization as opposed to a profit-making 
one and would be attentive to problems that arise. He, therefore, 
recommended approval. Mr. Scheid added that he did not have and 
could not find the expertise to inspect the equipment. He felt 
more comfortable with the fire department. 

Mr. Weber stated that the main concern is safety and the 
Board wants someone they can contact. Mr. Chris Goad, Chief, 
Dinwiddie VFD, stated he or a representative would be there. Mr. 
Weber stated a subdivision was located across the road and the 
County has a noise ordinance now. He advised Mr. Goad to think 
of safety and control. 

Mr. Hargrave asked what the closing time would be. 
Mr. Goad stated 10:30 P.M. and he or the Assistant Chief would 
be there .. Mr. Robertson advised Mr. Goad to exercise authority 
when the promoter comes in. Mr. Hargrave added that they should 
help people remember it is the effort of a volunteer group. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the Dinwiddie VFD was granted a special entertain
ment permit to hold a carnival, August 15-20, 1983 at the East
side Elementary School with the conditions stated therein. 

IN RE: SPECIAL ENTERTAINMENT PERMIT--D.C. GIANTS 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented a request 
from the D.C. Giants to hold a music festival on July 23 on the 



-------
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property of Pear1ene Batts on Rt. 613. Mr. Theodore Batts, one 
of the applicants, was present. Mr. Scheid stated there had been 
a problem with noise but no other major problems. He recommended 
approval of the permit. 

Mr. Batts appeared in support of his request, indicating 
it was a fund raising event for the baseball team. 

Mr. Robertson asked Mr. Batts if he was involved with 
the festival held last year. Mr. Batts stated he was not. Mr. 
Robertson stated the one held last year was supposed to stop at 
2:00 A.M. He receiVed a call at 4:00 A.M. and he called the Sheriff's 
Department. A Deputy was sent there and he asked that the music 
be turned down. He.later learned that the music went on until 
6:00 A.M. Therefore, he wanted a commitment from Mr. Batts that 
it would be stopped at 2:00 A.M. Mr. Batts assured him it would 
and that he would be at the gate. 

Mr. Clay asked that the Sheriff's Department be noti
fied of the 2:00 A.M. closing time. Mr. Batts stated he had 
checked with the Sheriff. Mr. Hargrave asked Mr. Batts to help 
on controlling the level of noise because when the Board receives 
complaints, it is hard to grant permits of this type. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the D.C. Giants were granted a special entertainment 
permit to hold a music festival on July 23, 1983 on Rt. 613 
with the conditions stated therein. 

IN RE: JOHNSONGRASS CONTROL AGREEMENT--EXTENSION TO 1983-84 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr, Clay, Mr. Robertson, r~r. Weber 
voting "aye", the Chairman was authorized to sign an Addendum 
extending the Johnsongrass Control Agreement through June 30, 
1984. 

IN RE: GAS AND FUEL OIL -- AWARD OF CONTRACT FOR COUNTY 
AND SCHOOL BOARD 

The County Administrator presented a recap of the bids 
received on gas and fuel oil for the County and School Board. 
He stated he had discussed the bids with the Superintendent of 
Schools and George Soloe. He recommended the Board accept the 
bid of Bartlett and Gates, the low overall bidder. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the rates were adjustable. The 
County Administrator stated yes, they are based on rack price. 

Mr. Clay asked if the County was better off bidding this 
way. The County Administrator stated the savings varied from 
4¢ to 6¢, approximately a $15,000 savings. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, ~1r. vJeber 
voting "aye", the contract for gas and fuel oil for the County 
and School Board was awarded to Bartlett and Gates Fuel Oil 
Company. 

IN RE: NON-EMERGENCY AMBULANCE SERVICE 

Wendy W. Quesenberry, Admin. Assistant, appeared before 
the Board to discuss ambulance service coming into the County. 
She stated she.received an inquiry from an individual interested 
in providing this type of service, asking what regulations the 
County had governing it. She stated at the present time, there 
are no controls except what is required in the State license 
the individual must obtain. She asked whether.the Board desired 
to establish any type of regulations. The County Attorney pro-
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vided sections from the State Code outlining what alternatives 
are available to the Board. 

After a brief discussion, the Board stated they would 
like time to review the matter further. No action was taken. 

IN RE: ROADVIEWER1S REPORT -- 1983 

The County Administrator presented the 1983 Roadviewer1s 
Report. Mr. Hargrave stated he would like to set a date to go out 
again with Highway Department representatives to look at the 
roads before the priorities are established. The County Administra
tor stated that could be arranged. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the 1983 Roadviewers Report was accepted as presented. 

IN RE: INDUSTRIAL INSURANCE MANAGEMENT CORPORATION--INSURANCE 
CONSULTING SERVICE 

The County Administrator presented a proposed agreement 
between the County and Industrial Insurance Management Corporation 
outlining the insurance consultant services available to the 
County if the firm were retained. The cost would be $3500 which 
includes bidding the County1s health insurance program. The County 
Administrator strongly recommended that the County bid its health 
insurance and retain the services of Industrial Insurance Manage
ment Corporation. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that Industrial Insurance Management Corporation 
be retained as the County1s Insurance consultant at a cost of 
$3500. 

IN RE: NAVAL CONTRACT--E.S.E., INC. 

Mr. Weber stated that he would like to see the Board 
adopt a resolution or send a letter on behalf of Ed Sweeny, 
President, ESE, Inc., inquiring why he was not awarded the naval 
contract for which he was low bidder. He felt a copy should 
be sent to the County1s representatives. Mr. Hargrave stated 
he agreed but he felt it would be improper to do so without an 
expression by Mr .. Sweeny that he desired their help. Mr. Har
grave indicated he would agree to an offer of support. Mr. 
Robertson stated he felt Mr. Hargrave1s comment would be more 
beneficial. 

The County Administrator stated he and Mr. Sweeny had 
discussed the situation and he had offered the Board1s assistance. 
Mr. Sweeny indicated he had made a good first round presentation 
and would let the Board know if he needed assistance. Mr. 
Robertson stated he would like the County Administrator to draft 
a letter to Mr. Sweeny offering the Board1s assistance. 

IN RE: CONSTITUTIONAL OFFICERS 1 BUDGET APPEAL 

The County Administrator advised the Board he filed 
an appeal with the Compensation Board concerning the final 
budgets of the Constitutional Officers and the Compensation 
Board is seeking other funds. He added that other localities 
were holding up their suits until they see the outcome of this 
effort. 

IN RE: TOLL ROAD EXTENSION 

The County Administrator stated that he did not know 
any thing further than what has been in the paper concerning 
the toll road extension. It appears that Dinwiddie has been 



looked at but the problems have not been addressed. 

IN RE: SHERIFF'S VEHICLES EXPENSE REPORT 

The County Administrator distributed a 6 month expense 
report on the Sheriff Department vehicles. He stated that the 
total amount of repairs is not bad when you consider the mileage. 

IN RE: LOCAL GOVERNMENT OFFICIAL'S CONFERENCE 

The County Administrator reminded the Board that the 
Local Government Official's Conference will be held in August 
and asked if any of the members would be able to attend. None 
of the Board members responded at this time. 

IN RE: POST OFFICE AT CARSON 

The County Administrator advised the Board that the 
United States Postal Service was considering a new post office 
building for Carson. 

IN RE: VEPCO RATE INCREASE 

Mr. Weber stated that he felt the Board should take 
some kind of action against the proposed rate increase by VEPCO. 
He felt management made a mistake and that is different from 
a regular rate hike. Mr. Hargrave stated that VEPCO will get 
it from the user anyway. Mr. Bennett stated that is a problem 
with any SCC regulated agency. He felt the Board should leave 

J 

it alone. Mr. Hargrave stated he really didn't see getting involved 
either. No action was taken. 

IN RE: INFORMATION 

The following information was included in the Board 
material for this meeting: 

1. Letter from the Compensation Boqrd acknowledging 
appeal on Constitutional Officers' budgets and related resolution 
from Prince Edward County. 

2. Notice of Hearing on VEPCO rate increase. 
I 

3~ , Letter from Paul Trible with cORY of Office of 
Management an~ Budget'~_decision on SMSA merg~r. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
I Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robe~tson, Mr. Weber 

voting "aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of ~he Virginia Free
dom of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session 
at 10:30 P.M. to discuss legal matters. The ~eeting reconvened 
into Open Session at 10:49 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, secon ed by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, t~r. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr Berynett, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the meeting adjourned at 1 0 loMa 
ATTEST: U --------Fat 
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VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUIL
DING, DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 17TH DAY OF AUGUST, 
1983 AT 7:30 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M.l. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

NEW VAN -- DINWIDDIE VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, ~~r. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, on August 1, 1983, the Dinwiddie VFD van 
that is used to transport firemen from the department to the 
fire location was totally destroyed in an accident; and 

WHEREAS, due to the change in model year, there will 
be a minimum of eight weeks delivery time on a new van ordered 
from the factory; and 

WHEREAS, representatives of the Dinwiddie VFD have 
located a 1983 van at Bennett Ford at a cost of $13,135.00; 
and 

WHEREAS, Mr. Kenneth Tyree, representing the Dinwiddie 
VFD, stated that a van was an integral part of their firefighting 
p 1 an; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that $13,135.00 is hereby 
appropriated to the Dinwiddie VFD to purchase a van from Bennett 
Ford. 

IN RE: INSURANCE SETTLEMENT -- DINWIDDIE VFD VAN 

The County Administrator brought the Board up to date 
on the automobile accident involving the Dinwiddie VFD van. The 
other vehicle, who was at fault, was insured by Dairyland Insurance 
Company. Ed Ca11ear, representing this firm, has offered the 
following settlement: 

1. Vehicle - $4300. 2. Rear Lights - $50.00 
3. Special Paint - $500.00 4. Racks inside 

vehicle - $150. - This does not include 
radio and air pack repairs and/or replacement. 
There is a salvage value of $800 on the vehicle. 

The Board concurred with the County Administrator's 
suggestion that he and the County's insurance consultant, Indus
trial Insurance Management Corporation, represented by Sam 
Rosenthal, negotiate a settlement with the Dairyland Insurance 
Company. 

IN RE: REPAIRS TO FIRE VEHICLE -- FORD VFD 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Robert
son, r~ r. Ben net t, Mr. Rob e r t son, Mr. C 1 a y, Mr. H a r g r a v e, Mr. 
Weber voting lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Ford VFD's 1959 Ford fire truck is in need 
of major repairs, including replacement of the engine, replace
ment of all piping, replacement of the water tank, and a 
complete overhaul of both the chassis and the fire equipment, 
total cost $22,500; and 

WHEREAS, there is a need to replace the clutch in 
the Ford VFD's 1980 pumper, cost $1200; and to rework the pump 
in the Ford VFD's 1976 tanker, cost $300; and 
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WHEREAS, David Lewis indicated the total overhaul 
of the 1959 Ford fire truck would make it one of the most 
flexible and best fire f~ghting pieces of equipment in the 
County, and he felt $22,500 was a great deal less than the 
purchase of a replacement vehicle; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Ford VFD is 
authorized to totally overhaul the 1959 Ford fire truck at 
a cost not to exceed $22,500; to replace the clutch in the 
1980 pumper at a cost not to exceed $1200; and to repair the 
pump in the 1976 tanker at a cost not to exceed $300. 

IN RE: MAINTENANCE ON FIRE TRUCKS 

There was a brief discussion concerning a maintenance 
agreement for the fire vehciles. The Board stated an interest and 
requested additional information. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the meeting adjourned q£M.h~ 

SIEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN 

AT T EST: W-f!II{// V vvv 

-.':' 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM, OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUIL
DING, DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 17TH DAY OF AUGUST, 
1983 AT 8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

G. S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M.l. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 

C.L. MITCHELL 

MINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll

, the minutes of the July 20, 1983 meeting were 
approved as presented. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--AMENDMENT TO ORDINANCE TO PROVIDE 
FOR PAYMENT OF CERTAIN LIVESTOCK AND POULTRY CLAIMS 

This being the time and place as advertised in the 
Progress-Index on Wednesday, August 3, 1983 and August 10, 
1983 to conduct a public hearing on an ordinance to amend Article 
II of Chapter 4 to add Section 4-7(a) to provide for payment 
of certain livestock and poultry claims. -

Mr. Emery Veazey was the only citizen to address 
this ordinance. He stated that he questioned the wisdom of 
enacting the ordinance because he believed the citizens would 
stand a better chance of collecting from the owner of the dog 
than the county. 

Mr. Bennett asked Mr. Elder if the County could go 
to court after it paid the claim. Mr. Elder responded yes, the 
Board could evaluate the merits of the case and determine if 
it should pursue the matter in court. 

Mr. Clay stated the adoption of this amendment 
would be treating everybody-equally. He indicated in some cases, 
the ordinance would force the owner of the livestock or poultry 
to spend a considerable amount in legal fees and lawyer1s fees 
to take the matter to court before the County could pay the 
claim, sometimes spending more than he would receive from the 
cl aim. 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that the Dinwiddie County Code, as adopted 
April 1, 1970, and as heretofore amended be further amended by 
adding the following Section 4-7(a) to Article II of Chapter 
4 : 

Article II. Dogs Generally. 

Sec. 4-7(a). Livestock and Poultry Claims. 

Pursuant to Section 29-213.25, Code of Vir
ginia, 1979 Repl. Vol., as amended, the requirement is hereby 
waived that the claimant under the cited section first exhaust 
his legal remedies against the owner, if known, of the dog 
doing the damage; provided the animal warden has conducted an 
investigation and his investigation supports the claim. 
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IN RE: LIVESTOCK CLAIMS PAID 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Jimmy Beville presented a claim to the Board 
for $220 for one calf; and 

WHEREAS, the Dog Warden and Deputy Dog Warden have 
verified this claim; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the claim of Jimmy Beville 
for $220.00 for one calf is hereby approved. 

The County Administrator presented to the Board the 
claim of E.M. Winn for one sheep and one and one-half lambs 
unborn. After discussion, the Board requested the County 
Administrator to obtain additional information and present the 
claim at a later meeting. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: 

General Fund checks-numbering 83-1522 through 83-1742 
amounting to $204,259.73 with the exception of Check #83-1622 
payable to Comm-Tronics of Virginia. 

A bill for $48.13 from Comm-Tronics of Virginia was 
submitted by the Namozine VFD, signed by E.B. Hawkins for pay
ment. When questioned at the meeting, Mr. Hawkins stated the 
bill should not be paid and he would take care of the matter 
with Comm-Tronics, Inc. 

Library Fund checks-numbering L-83-15 through L-83-17 
amounting to $188.92. 

IN RE: COMMISSIONER OF REVENUE 

Mr. W.E. Bolte had no report for the Board. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mrs. Margaret W. Lewis presented her monthly report 
to the Board. She stated that she had prepared the Delinquent 
Tax List as of June 30, 1982 and asked if the Board desired to 
have it published. It was the consensus of the Board that the 
list not be published. 

IN RE: COMMONWEALTH ATTORNEY 

Mr. L.G. Elder had no report for the Board. 

IN RE: ORDER OF ABANDONMENT--KARL CROWDER 

On July 6, 1983, the following Notice of Intent to 
Abandon a Portion of Boydton Plank Road was posted at three 
locations on the property in question, posted in front of 
the Courthouse and was advertised in the Progress-Index on 
July 6, 1983 and July 13, 1983. 

IIPursuant to Section 33.1-158, Code of Virginia, 1976 
Repl. Vol., as amended, the Board of Supervisors hereby gives 
notice of its proposed abandonment of that section of old 
Boydton Plank Road passing through the Karl P. Crowder property 
and described in a deed and plat recorded in Deed Book 81, page 
224 in the Circuit Court Clerk's Office of Dinwiddie County. 
Said roadway has not been in public use since 1926 when the 



[ 

existing U.S. Route 1 was opened. Official action will be taken 
concerning the abandonment of said road at the regular meeting 
of the Board of Supervisors on August 17, 1983, at 8:00 P.M. at 
the Dinwiddie Government Center. 

The Chairman called for public input. There was none. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave. seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the following Order of Abandonment was adopted: 

ORDER OF ABANDONMENT 

Portion of Boydton Plank Road 

It appearing that proper notice having been given pur
suant to Section 33.1-158, Code of Virginia, 1976 Repl. Vol., 
as amended, and no one having appeared in opposition to it and 
no public necessity exists for the continuance of that section, 
it is hereby ORDERED that the section of Old Boydton Plank Road 
pasing throagh the Karl P. Crowder property and described in a 
deed and plat recorded in Deed Book 81, at page 224, in the 
Circuit Court Clerk's Office of Dinwiddie County, is hereby 
abandoned as a public road. 

IN RE: SHERIFF 

There was no one from the Sheriff's Department to make 
a report. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

J 

The County Administrator, on behalf of the Building In
spector, presented his report for th~ month of July, 1983. 

Mr. Robertson asked that in future months. the 
report for the corresponding month a year ago be included in 
the Building Inspector's report .. 

IN RE: AN IMAL t~ARDEN 

The County Administrator advised the Board no report 
was available at this time. The Animal Warden, L.A. Brooks, Jr., 
was injured the latter part of July and has not worked since 
that time. Deputy Animal Warden, Ed Swimeler, was filling in. 
and things were going smoothly. 

IN RE: 

IN RE: 

IN RE: 

DIRECTOR OF PLANNING. 

W.C. Scheid had .no report for the Board. 

DIRECTOR OF SOCIAL SERVICES 

Mrs. King B. Talley had no report for the Board. 

ROAD TO RECREATIONAL FIELD 

Richard L. Vaughn presented the following letter to 
the Board of Supervisors: 

liThe School Board is interested in resolving the 
problem with the roadway across from Dinwiddie County High 
School. Mr. Scheid has indicated that a grant might be avail
able for this. It is our understanding that the County must be 
the agency to apply for funds and must have a deed to the pro
perty or a long-term lease. 

In order to achieve this, the School Board, at its 
regular meeting on August 9, 1983, authorized Mr. Scheid to 
approach the Board of Supervisors on resolving the problem with 
the existing road and to request consideration for further 
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development of the recreation facilities across from the high 
school. He is to advise them that the School Board will do 
whatever is necessary, deedwise, for them to apply for grants 
for both projects provided they will agree to construct a base
ball field in that area, suitable for night games, within a 
reasonable time. 1I 

Dr. Vaughn asked Mr. Scheid to come forth and discuss 
with the Board the prospects of a grant to construct a road and 
build a ball field. Mr. Scheid indicated that he was accumula
ting information for the filing of the grant and would await 
the Board1s instructions and/or approval prior to submitting the 
grant. 

There was no action taken and it was the consensus of 
the Board that the matter needed study and they would respond 
at a future meeting. 

IN RE: JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL CHLORINATOR 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
~~r. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll

, the follo\l"';ng resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the State Water Control Board and the State 
Health Department are requiring that a chlorinator be installed 
on the sewage treatment system at the Junior High School; and 

WHEREAS, this chlorinator has been designed and is 
presently out for bids; and 

WHEREAS, the estimated cost of the project is $40,000 
and can be funded from funds remaining from the McKenney School 
Bond issue; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the School Board is hereby 
authorized to finance the installation of the chlorinator on 
the sewage system at the Junior High School from funds in the 
McKenney School bond issue; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that if the cost of this project 
exceeds $40,000, the Superintendent of Schools is to return 
to the Board of Supervisors for further authorization. 

IN RE: CABLE TV 

Mr. Robertson read the following letter from Mr. Bland: 

IIGentlemen: 

This is a followup to my early August meeting with Mr. Griffin 
and a report on the progress of the Dinwiddie Cable System. 

We have revised the financial projections in accordance with 
the meeting with Mr. Griffin. Our contractor RJS Cable Construc
tion has inspected the area and we are now in the process of pre
paring a map of the actual initial franchise area. From that 
we will prepare a strand map, for the design of the system. I 
am anticipating that the mapping will be complete in September. 
Actual design should be complete in October. 

Working capital financing has been arranged. We are currently 
working on the best deal on take out financing after construction. 
It is anticipated that all of this should be complete at the end 
of September. Construction should begin as soon as our right of 
way and pole permits have been obtained. Allowing time for normal 
delays, the initial parts of the system should be in place in 
October or November.1I 
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Mr. Robertson asked the County Administrator to proceed 
with whatever is nec~ssary to expedite the issuing of a franchise 
to Mr. Paul Bland to install cable t.v. in the County. 

IN RE: LEE BOULEVARD EXTENDED 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll , 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Din
widdie County, Virginia that the Virginia Department of High
ways and Transportation is hereby requested to add a section of 
road known as Lee Boulevard Extension beginning at a point 
205 feet North of Pelham Avenue, running in a northerly direction 
0.14 mile to North Drive, to the secondary system of Dinwiddie 
County pursuant to Section 33.1-229 of the Code of Virginia 
of 1950 as amended; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia, that it guarantees the Commonwealth 
of Virginia a mininum unrestricted right of way of 10~ feet 
with necessary easements for cuts, fills, and drainage; 80 feet 
recorded in Plat Book 1, Page 485 dated July 12, 1922 and 20 
feet recorded in Deed Book 215, rage 39 dated February 18, 1982. 

IN RE: REZONING APPLICATION -- P-83-3 -- NELSON MORTON 

This being the time and place as advertised in the 
Progress-Index on August 3, 1983 and August 10, 1983 for the 
Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing on rezoning 
application P-83-3 submitted by Nelson D. Morton to reZfrne approx
imately 3.47 acres from Residential Limited R-l to Residential 
General R-2. 

Mr. Morton spoke in his behalf and told the Board that 
all the 1 and around him, except for one very small parcel, was 
zoned R-2 and he would like his land the same classification. 
In response to a question from Mr. Bennett, Mr. Morton indicated 
that if all the land around him was zoned Residential R-l, he 
then would desire his land to be zoned Residential R-l. 

Mr. Emery Veazey and Mr. Raymond McCants spoke in 
favor of the rezoning request. Mr. Ed Veazey spoke in opposi
tion to the rezoning request. 

The Planning Commission had rejected this request 
for rezoning based upon the fact that they planned sometime 
in the future to rezone this land surrounding Mr. Morton's 
property back to Residential R-l. The County Attorney indi
cated to the Board that he did not feel this was a sound rea
son to reject a rezoning request. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll , the Board moved into Executive Session at 9:45 
P.M. and returned to Open Session at 9:59 P.M. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, voting lIaye ll , 
Mr. Weber IInayll, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Din
widdie County, Virginia that the zoning ordinance be amended 
by changing the district ~lassification of Section 16, Block 2, 
Lot 1 from Residential Limited R-l to Residential General R-2. 
Said parcel contains approximately 3.47 acres and is bounded 
as follows":- to the north, east and west by the 1 ands of Gi 1 bert 
Martin; to the south by the lands of Terry A. Wolfrex, Sr. 

BOOK 8 PAGE 149 August 17, 1983 



In all other respects, said ordinance is hereby reor-
dained. 

IN RE: REZONING APPLICATION -- P-83-4 -- ROGER LEGGETT 

This being the time and place as advertised in the 
Progress-Index on August 3, 1983 and August 10, 1983 for the 
Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia to conduct 
a public hearing on rezoning application P-83-4 submitted by 
Mr. Roger Leggett to rezone approximately 1.15 acres from 
Residential Limited R-l to Business General B-2. 

Mr. Leggett told the Board that the land around him 
was zoned business. He wished to construct a business on his 
property and felt that this was the best use of his land. 

No one spoke in favor or against this rezoning appli-
cation. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting Haye H, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the zoning ordinance be amended by chan
ging the district classification of Section 45, Parcel 270 from 
Residential, Limited R-l to Business General B-2. Said parcel 
contains approximately 1.5 acres and is bounded as follows: 
to the east by U.S. Route 1; to the south by the lands of Ster
ling F. Gholson; and to the west and north by the lands of T. 
O. Cairns. 

In all other respects said zoning ordinance is hereby 
reordained. 

IN RE: CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT C-83-5 -- JAMES D. BARRON 

This being the time and place as advertised in the 
Progress-Index on August 3, 1983 and August 10, 1983, for the 
Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing on the condi
tional use permit application of Mr. James D. Barron to ope
rate an amusement center. 

Mr. Barron was present. No one appeared in favor or 
in opposition to this conditional use permit. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting Haye H, the Conditional Use Permit C-83-5, requested by 
James David Barron was approved with the following conditions: 

1. Grant the permit for a five (5) month trial period 
with written re-application to the Board to review their exper
ience and add/delete conditions as needed. 

2. The Center open at 9:00 A.M. on school days and 
close at 11 :00 P.M. on nights preceding school days. 

3. The center open at 9:00 A.M. on non-school days and 
close at 12:00 midnight on nights preceding non-school days. 

4. County building official inspect building for com
pliance with BOCA code. 

5. An occupancy limit be determined and posted. 

IN RE: REPAIRS TO FIRE VEHICLE--NAMOZINE VFD 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting Haye H, the following resolution was adopted: 
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WHEREAS, the fire chief for the Namozine VFD, Bill 
Queen, outlined to the Board repiping and tank work needed 
on one of their fire vehicles, cost $1,000; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Namozine VFD 
is hereby authorized to do the repiping and tank work needed 
on the fire vehicle, cost not to exceed $1,000. 

. IN RE: DOG POUND DRAINFIELD 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Cl ay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Ha rgra ve, Mr. Robertson, t1r. Weber 
voting lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the County Administrator had previously 
advised the Board of Supervisors that a problem existed with 
the Dog Pound drainfield; and 

WHEREAS, after a thorough investigation, the cost 
to make the necessary repairs would total $1,500; and 

WHEREAS, there was no other alternative than to make 
the necessary repairs to satisfy Health Department require
ments; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County Admini
strator is hereby authorized to make the necessary repairs 
to the dog pound drainfield. 

IN RE: COST ALLOCATION PLAN FOR FY 83 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, David M. Griffith and Associates have pre
pared the Indirect Cost Allocation Plan for the County for the 
last five years; and 

WHEREAS, this relationship has been beneficial to the 
County; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County Virginia that the firm of David M. 
Griffith and Associates is hereby retained to provide a cost 
allocation plan for fiscal year 1983. 

IN RE: ABIDCO APPOINTMENTS 

It was the consensus of the Board that the appointments 
to the ABIDCO Board be postponed. 

IN RE: DROUGHT RELIEF FOR DINWIDDIE COUNTY·S FARMERS 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the drought conditions in Dinwiddie County 
have severely affected the farmers; and 

WHEREAS, total losses from drought conditions in 
Dinwiddie County are approaching the $5,700,000 level; and 

WHEREAS, it is incumbent upon the Board of Supervisors 
to request the Governor to declare the County a drought disaster 
area. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
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of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County Administrator is 
hereby instructed to file with the Governor of Virginia a request 
that the County of Dinwiddie be designated a drought disaster 
area. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave. Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia 
Freedom of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive 
Session to discuss legal matters at 10:25 P.M. The Board 
returned to Open Session at 11 :15 P.M. 

IN RE: INFORMATION 

The following information was included in the Board 
material for this meeting: 

1. A letter from the Dept. of Social Services con
cerning the Employment Services Program. 

2. A letter from the Solid Waste Commission on the 
public participation program on low-level radioactive waste 
disposal. 

3. A resolution from Gloucester concerning the funding 
levels for Consititional Officers. 

4. A meeting record from Frederick G. Griffin regarding 
a meeting set up by Mr. Paul Bland on July 27, 1983. 

5. A letter from Senator Paul Trible concerning legis
lation on cigarette packaging. 

6. Information on the status of the revenue sharing 
program. 

7. Letter from George Long and VACO concerning telephone 
and electric power rate negotiations. 

8. Letter from VML concerning telephone negotiations. 
9. Population and Labor Force Data - March, 1981. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Ro ertson, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the meeting was adjOUo a :10~ 

ATTEST'~ .... , ..... 

t'~ .. KNOTT 
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VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA, ON THE 30TH DAY OF AUGUST, 1983 
AT 7:30 P.~~. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M.l. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

SPECIAL ENTERTAINMENT PERMIT--JAMES E. WALKER 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, appeared before 
the Board to present an application for a special entertainment 
permit for Mr. James E. Walker to hold a music festival on Septem
ber 10, 1983 at the Orioles Baseball Park on Rt. 605. Mr. James 
E. Walker was present in support of his application. The event 
is a fund raiser for the Wild Cats Softball Team. 

Mr. Robertson asked Mr. Walker if the 2:00 A.M. closing time 
would be enforced and he assured the Board that the event would 
close at 2:00 A.M. Mr. Clay indicated that the Sheriff's Depart-
ment expressed concern that 2:00 A.M. was too late for an event 
of this kind. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", Mr. James E. Walker was granted a Special Entertainment 
Permit to hold a music festival on Saturday, September 10, 1983 
at the Orioles Baseball Park on Rt. 605 with the conditions stated 
therein. 

IN RE: WATER AUTHORITY PROJECTS--AIRPORT AND JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

The 'County Administrator presented the following pro
posals for water and sewer projects to be done at the Junior 
High School and the Airport: 

Proposal #1: 

Proposal #2: 

BOOK 8 

Bids Received 8-23-83 

$ 52,840 
5,284 

$ 58~124 

.. $ 46,915 
4,691 

51,606 

$109,730 

Jr. High 
Engineering Cost 
Total 

Airport Water & Sewer 
Engineering Cost 
Total 

Total Cost 

Water Authority Do Work 

$ 25,000 
6,000 
4,000 

$ 35,000 
5,284 

$ 40,284 

$ 23,000 
8,000 
6,200 

$ 37,200 
4,691 

$41,891 

$ 82,175 

Materials Jr. High 
Labor 
Equipment Rental 
Total 
Engi neeri ng Cost 
Total Jr. High 

Materials Airport 
Labor 
Equipment Rental 
Total 
Engineering Cost 
Total Airport 

Total Cost 
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Proposal #3 Water Authority Do Work With Their Equipment 

$ 25,000 Materials Jr. High 
6,000 Labor 

$ 31, 000 Total 
5,284 Engineering Cost 

$ 36,284 Total Jr. High 

23,000 Materials Airport 
8,000 Labor 

$ 31,000 Total 
4,691 Engineering Cost 

$ 35,691 Total Airport 

$ 71,975 Total Cost - Cost of Equipment paid by 
County, to be repaid by Water Authority 
from connection fees and amount saved 
on future projects. 

Mr. Jack Eubank and Mr. Oscar Moon of the Water Authority 
were present to explain what the Water Authority could do and what 
equipment would be needed. Mr. Eubank stated he felt buying the 
equipment would result in savings to the County and the Authority 
on these two projects as well as small projects in the future. 

After discussion, the Board advised the Water Authority 
that they felt the Water Authority should purchase the equipment 
as they deem necessary. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the Water Authority was authorized to proceed with 
proposal #2 to supervise the work and acquire the equipment as 
they deem best to perform the projects at the Junior High School 
and the Airport. 

The County Administrator added that when the cost of 
materials is received on the project at the Junior High, if 
the cost is more than $40,000, the School Board will return to 
the Board of Supervisors for an additional appropriation from 
the bond issue. 

IN RE: SECONDARY ROADS TOUR 

The Board concurred on the dates of September 15, 1983 
as first choice and September 14, 1983 as second choice to get 
together to tour the roads in the County recommended by the 
Roadviewers to be considered for construction, paving and/or 
other improvements. 

IN RE: RECREATIONAL FIELD ACROSS FROM HIGH SCHOOL 

Dr. Richard L. Vaughn, Superintendent, asked the Board 
if they could give any direction on the recreational field 
project discussed at the last meeting. The Board suggested to 
Dr. Vaughn that when the School Board develops a plan for the 
area, the two Boards should get together to discuss the direction 
they will take. 

IN RE: ASBESTOS AT HIGH SCHOOL 

Mr. Weber asked Dr. Vaughn when he thought the asbestos 
problem would be taken care of at the high school so the audi
torium could be reopened. Dr. Vaughn stated he was meeting with 
the Attorney to draw up the specifications so the project can 
be bid out. He, therefore, hoped it would be reopened by 
Christmas. Mr. Hargrave suggested he check to see if the asbestos 
could be disposed of in the County Landfill which would be a 
savings in disposing of the material. 



r--l ( 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by'Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
C 1 a y, ~~ r. H a r 9 r a ve, ~~ r. Ben nett, Mr. Rob e r t son, Mr. Web e r v 0 tin g 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 
9:00 ~.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened 
into Open Session at 9:24 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

J 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the meeting adjourned at 9:25 P 

ATTEST:~' 
I • tt 

BOOK 8 PAGE 152 August 30, 1983 





VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUIL
DING, DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 21ST DAY OF SEPTEMBER 
1983 AT 8:00 P.M. 

J 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M.I. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

L.G. ELDER 

C. L. MITCHELL 

INVOCATION 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

SHERIFF 

The Reverend Wilson Conwell, Pastor, Smyrna Baptist 
Church, delivered the Invocation. 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the minutes of the August 17,1983 special meeting, the 
August 17, 1983 regular meeting and the August 30, 1983 special 
meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Mr. W.E. Bolte, Commissioner of Revenue, recommended 
that Check #1960 to the Antique and Oddity Shop be held until 
the cabinet work is completed. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following c1a1ms be approved: 

General Fund checks-numbering 83-1743 thru 83-1965 
amounting to $171,956.67; Library Fund check #LF-83-18 in the 
amount of $87.15; Johnsongrass Control Fund checks-numbering 
JGC-83-l2 thru JGC-83-20 amounting to $2015.31. 

IN RE: COMMISSIONER OF REVENUE 

Mr. W.E. Bolte, Commissioner of Revenue, presented the 
following reports: 

1. Comparative Report of 1982 and 1983 Assessments 
.on Personal Property, Machinery & Tools, Farm Machinery, Heavy 
Construction Machinery & Mobile Homes. 

2. Comparative Report of 1982 and 1983 Assessments 
on Real Estate. 

3. Comparative Report of Applications for Real 
Estate and Mobile Homes Exemption for Certain Elderly and Totally 
and Permanently Disabled Persons. 

4. Summary of Tax Exempt and Tax Immune Real Property 
for Tax Year 1983. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mrs. Margaret w. Lewis was not present but copies of 
her report for the month of August, 1983 were distributed. 
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IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha was not present. The County Admini
strator read Mr. Blaha's report for the month of August, 1983. 

Mr. Robertson stated that he appreciated the comparison 
report for 1982 but requested that the columns be added to this 
year's report to provide one form. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

Mr. L.A. Brooks, Jr. is still out due to an injury 
to his knee and, therefore, no report was given. 

IN RE: LIVESTOCK CLAIM--E.M. WINN 

The livestock claim of E.M. Winn for one (1) sheep and 
l~ lambs unborn was up for consideration. 

Jimmy Maitland, Extension Agent, explained the value 
placed on the sheep. Mr. Maitland stated that in the State of 
Virginia, l~ lambs per year is the average used to estimate the 
lamb crop. Further, the value of the ewe is $160 to $170 not 
considering her condition. He added that the claimant used the 
l~ lambs description on the claim to show the extra value of the 
ewe that was killed. They were not asking for payment for the 
unborn lamb. 

Mr. Hargrave asked what the value of the ewe would 
be in her state. He had concern about paying for unborn lambs. 
Mr. Maitland stated the value of a Suffolk ewe would be $160 
to $170. He added that in her state, if sold, she would probably 
be valued at $200 to $250. 

Mr. Robertson agreed that the l~ lambs unborn should 
be left out of the value. Mr. Maitland reiterated that it was 
put on the claim only to emphasize the ewe's value. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", Mr. E.M. Winn was awarded $162.50 for one (1) 
sheep. 

IN RE: SLH APPLICATIONS--PETERSBURG GENERAL HOSPITAL--MEDICAL 
COLLEGE OF VIRGINIA--GREENSVILLE MEMORIAL 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Chairman be authorized to sign contracts 
for State and Local Hospitalization with Petersburg General Hos
pital at the rate of $213.09 per day; Medical College of Virginia 
at the rate of $316.19 per day; and Greensville Memorial Hospital 
at the rate of $270 per day. 

IN RE: TRANSFER OF FUNDS WITHIN SCHOOL BOARD 1982-83 BUDGET 

Dr. Vaughn distributed a copy of receipts and disburse
ments for the 1982-83 school year. The report showed a balance 
of $80,509.02 to be transferred back to the General Fund. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the following transfers were authorized within 
the 1982-83 School Board budget to balance receipts and disburse
ments for the year: 



[--] r--n 
L-!J L_ .. J 

TRANSFER FROM: TO: 

17B Instruction 17F Opera and ~laintenance $75,599.83 
II 19 Capital Outlay 2,441.78 

17D Transportation 17A Administration 8,222.31 
II 17e Health Services 9,355.49 
II 17E Food Service 272.37 II 17 J Other Ed. Programs 604.35 II 1 9 Capital Outlay 11,107.09 
II 20 Debt Service 117.57 

1 7 G Fixed Charges 19 Capital Outlay 15,598.65 
17 H Summer School 1 9 Capital Outlay 1 .00 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL--STORAGE ROOM ADDITION 

Dr. Richard L. Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, 
appeared before the Board to request authorization to obtain bids 
for construction of an·840 sq. ft. storage room at the Senior 
High School. He stated the room was needed mainly for storage 
of athletic equipment used on a daily basis. He estimated the 
cost to be between $20,000 and $30,000. 

After a brief discussion, the Board indicated that 
although they understood the need for storage space, they felt 
the School Board should look within their own budget for this 
money rather than asking for an additional appropriation so 
close to the beginning of the budget year. 

IN RE: REQUEST FOR SCHOOL BOARD VEHICLES 

Dr. Richard L. Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, appeared 
before the Board to request authorization to purchase seven (7) 
automobiles to replace current ones. He stated .the cars were 
not budgeted. They have thirteen and keep ten on the road. He 
added that they need six-passenger vehicles and with the number 
of kids they transport and the number of breakdowns they have, 
he felt they could use money left from the 1982-83 year to go 
ahead and purchase new ones. Dr. Vaughn stated the estimated 
cost would be $8175 per vehicle. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
~lr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, r·1r. Robertson, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll , the School Board was authorized to obtain bids 
on new vehicles and ·present·them to the Board of Supervisors 
for consideration upon their receipt; 

Mr. Hargrave asked that at the time that the bids are 
presented, the Board be provided with detailed information on 
the cars that need replacing. 

IN RE: APPOMATTOX RIVER WATER AUTHORITY RESOLUTION 

U P 0 n mot ion 0 f Mr. Rob e rt son, sec 0 n d e d by Mr. H a r g r a v e , 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargl"'ave, Mr. Bennett, ~1r. Clay, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll , the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Appomattox River Water Authority (the 
IIAuthorityll) adopted on July 21, 1982, a resolution entitled 
IISUPPLEMENTAL RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE ISSUANCE OF $20,000,000 
WATER REVENUE BONDS OF THE APPOMATTOX RIVER WATER AUTHORITY II (the 
IISupplemental Resolution ll ) authorizing the issuance of up to 
$20,000,000 Water Revenue Bonds of the Authority for the purpose 
of financing certain improvements to and expansion of the 
Authority's water system as more fully described in the Supplemental 
Resolution; and 

WHEREAS, the Authority, the County of Dinwiddie (the 
IICountyll) and the other participating jurisdictions and members 
of the Authority (the IIMembersll) entered into an agreement 
entitled IIAMENDMENT TO 1964 SERVICE AGREEMENTS BETWEEN APPOMATTOX 
RIVER WATER AUTHORITY AND PARTICIPATING JURISDICTIONS II , dated 
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December 20, 1982 (the "Amendment Agreement"), which contains 
several references to matters set forth in and related to the 
Supplemental Resolution; and 

WHEREAS, the Authority has, by resolution entitled "AMENDED 
AND RESTATED SUPPLEMENTAL RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE ISSUANCE OF 
UP TO $20,000,000 WATER REVENUE BONDS OF THE APPOMATTOX RIVER 
WATER AUTHORITY, 1983 SERIES", adopted by the Authority on August 
17, 1983 (the "Amended and Restated Supplemental Resolution") amended 
and restated the Supplemental Resolution; and 

WHEREAS, the Members and other parties to the Amendment 
Agreement desire to modify the Amendment Agreement in order to 
make certain references therein apply to the Amended and Restated 
Supplemental Resolution and there has been presented to this 
meeting for this purpose the form of a Modification Agreement to 
be dated as of September 1, 1983 (the "Modification Agreement"); 
and 

WHEREAS, the term of the Authority's existence expires in 
the year 2010, and the Members further desire to extend the exis
tence of the Authority. 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS: 

1. The Chairman of the Board of Supervisors of the County 
is authorized and directed to execute on behalf of the County and 
deliver the Modification Agreement, which shall be in 
substantially the form submitted to this meeting, dated as of 
September 1,1983 (the "Modification Agreement") among the 
Authority and the political jurisdictions which are members of 
the Authority, in substantially the form attached as Exhibit A. 

2. The Amendment Agreement as modified by the Modification 
Agreement is hereby ratified and affirmed. 

3. Pursuant to Section 15.1-1250 of the Code of Virginia 
of 1950, as amended, the term of the existence of the Authority 
is hereby extended to December 31, 2030, provided a similar 
resolution is adopted by the governing body of each of the other 
political subdivisions which are now members of the Authority. 

IN RE: SHOOTING RANGE PERMIT--EMERGENCY ORDINANCE 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that the Dinwiddie County Code, as adopted 
April 1, 1970, and heretofore amended be further amended by 
rewriting Section 14-3 to read as follows: 

Chapter 14. Shooting Ranges 

Section 14-3. Same-Grant or Denial 

The Board of Supervisors in its discretion shall grant or 
deny its approval of a particular target or shooting range by 
proper resolution. 

The Board further finds that an emergency exists in accordance 
with Section 15.1-504, Code of Virginia, 1981 Repl. Vol., as 
amended, and this ordinance takes effect immediately upon its 
adoption. 

IN RE: TURKEY SHOOTS--REVISION OF SHOOTING RANGE ORDINANCE TO 
PROVIDE FOR TURKEY SHOOTS 

The Board instructed the County Attorney to research 
the present County ordinance dealing with shooting ranges and 
prepare a revised ordinance for their consideration to provide 
an administrative procedure to handle turkey shoots. They felt 
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a turkey shoot should not have as restrictive requirements as 
are outlined for a shooting range. 

IN RE: SHOOTING RANGE PERMITS--DINWIDDIE VFD & ST. JOHN'S 
CATHOLIC CHURCH 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", st. John' s Catho1 ic Church was granted a shooting range 
permit to hold turkey shoots at the described location; which will 
expire September 20, 1984. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the Dinwiddie VFD was granted a shooting range permit 
to hold turkey shoots at the described location, which will expire 
September 20, 1984. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--REVISED SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE 

This being the. time and place as advertised in the 
Progress-Index on Wednesday, September 7, 1983 and Wednesday, 
September 14, 1983 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a 
public hearing to consider the proposed revisions to the County's 
Subdivision ordinance. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, appeared before 
the Board to present the ordinance and point out the major 
revisions. 

Mr. Scheid emphasized Sec. 15-32 (b), (c), and (d) 
which the Planning Commission and the Water Authority had 
differing opinions on. The two bodies met and came up with 
the following language: "In the event the Commission shall 
render a decision in conflict with the Authority, the Agent 
shall forward the matter to the Board for a final decision which 
shall be binding upon the deve10per". The County Administrator 
stated his concern about this language because he felt it 
would take the responsibility away from the Water Authority. 

No one appeared in support or opposition to the ordi-
nance. 

No action was taken .. 

IN RE: SOIL SURVEY--RENEWAL OF COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT -- 1983-84 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mrt Hargrave, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the Chairman was authorized to sign the renewal 
of Cooperative Agreement No. 58-33A7-01-1 for the soil survey, 
wit h the So i 1 Con s e r vat ion S e r vic e, for t h e- per i 0 dOc t 0 b e r 1, 
1983-September 30, 1984. . 

IN RE: APPOINTMENTS--APPOMATTOX BASIN INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he felt the County Administrator 
should be returned to the Appomattox Basin Industrial Development 
Corporation Board. Mr. Robertson stated he felt the County Admin
istrator was an Ex Officio member anyway and he had a nomination 
he would like to make. 

Mr. Robertson nominated·Mr. John O. Crawley to replace 
Mr. Jack DeBoer who could not be reappointed. Mr. Bennett 
nominated Mr. Frank Freudig for reappointment as Mr. Weber's 
nomination.' Mr. Bennett nominated Mr. Fred Sahl for reappointment. 
Mr. Clay nominated Mr; Melvin Alsbrook for reappointment. Mr. 
Hargrave nominated Mr. James Thrower for reappointment. Mr. 
Robertson nominated Mr. M.I. Hargrave, Jr. for reappointment. 
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Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, t'~r. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the nominations were closed. 

Mr. Hargrave indicated that he felt the County Admini
strator should represent the County at the ABIDCO meetings 
since it was rare that all the members could be present. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, ~4r. Weber 
voting "aye", Mr. John O. Crawley, Mr. Frank Freudig, Mr. Fred 
Sahl, Mr. Melvin Alsbrook, Mr. James Thrower and Mr. M.L Hargrave, 
Jr. were appointed to the Appomattox Basin Industrial Development 
Corporation Board, terms expiring September 30, 1984. 

IN RE: STREETLIGHT REQUEST--DUNCAN ROAD 

The County Administrator presented a request from a 
citizen on Duncan Road for a streetlight for pole #22. He 
indicated that he and a representative from Vepco looked at 
the location and the area meets the requirements for a street-
1 i g ht. 

Mr. Hargrave expressed concern that others in the 
area would want a streetlight if this one was granted. He felt 
the area on Duncan Road is more rural than what has been con
sidered for a light in the past. Mr. Robertson stated there 
are alot of houses in the area. 

Mr. Robertson moved that the request for a streetlight 
on pole #22 on Duncan Road be granted. There was no second. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he felt a policy was needed 
on streetlights in the County. 

Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber, Mr. Hargrave voted "aye". Mr. 
Clay, and ~1r. Bennett voted "nay". 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--DINWIDDIE YOUTH FOOTBALL 
LEAGUE 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Youth Football League has 
made application to the Board of Supervisors for a Bingo & 
Raffle permit; and 

WHEREAS, the League meets the requirements as set 
forth in Sec. 18.1-340 of the Code of Virginia and has filed 
the required $10.00 fee; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie Youth 
Football League is hereby granted a Bingo & Raffle Permit for 
the calendar year 1983. 

IN RE: CABLETELEVISION--AUTHORIZATION TO ADVERTISE PUBLIC 
HEARING ON FRANCHISE 

The County Administrator advised the Board that the 
cabletelevision applicant, Mr. Paul Bland, was completing the 
requirements for consideration of a franchise and he would 
recommend that a public hearing be held October 5, 1983. He 
stated the Board should have a recommendation from the consul
tant at that time. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the County Administrator was authorized to advertise 
a public hearing for October 5, 1983 for consideration of awarding 
a cabletelevision franchise. 



IN RE: RAYMOND MCCANTS 

Mr. Raymond McCants stated he had brought up three 
items to the Board of Supervisors on which there has been no 
action taken: 

l. 
County Cars. 

Coat Rack for the meeting room. 2. Decals for 
3. County Garage. 

He added that he would keep bringing them up until some
thing was done. 

IN RE: INFORMATION 

The following information was included in the Board 
material for this meeting: 

1. Virginia LLW Information Update. 
2. Letter from Paul Bland concerning the status of 

cabletelevision. 
3. A.letter from Frederick G. Griffin concerning 

cabletelevision. 
4.· :Update from"Hoheywell on the County's energy 

cost avoidance;· 
5. Appomattox Regional Library report. 
6. Letter from David R. Hager concerning UN Day. 
7. Letter from CPDC on the JLARC study of state 

mandates. and local financial resources. 
8. Letter on approval of the Chapter 1 funds for the 

School Board. 
9. Letter on local share of state funds for EMS. 

10. Report from William Lukhard on expenses and 
revenues for welfare. 

11. Letters from OEES and the Governor on the Drought 
Disaster declaration. 

12. Notice of order denying rehearing -- Brasfield 
Dam Project. 

13. Letter from Campbell Co. on constitutional officers 
budgets and letter to VACO. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (1) and (6) of the Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 10:56 
P.M. to discuss legal and personnel matters. The meeting reconvened 
into Open Session at 11 :22 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Ha~rgrave Mr. web~r iting 
"aye", the meeting adjourned at 11:23 P.~_ dL 

~
. ~~ 5T VE WEBER, CHAIRMAN 

ATTEST: _ _ ----.. 
~NTT 

BOOK 8 PAGE 156 September 21, 1983 





r ~IJ 
L __ ----' 

VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 5TH DAY OF OCTOBER, 1983 AT 
2:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN . ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

G. S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M.l. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
C.L. FISHER 

MINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
DEPUTY SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. C1ay~ Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber 
voting Haye H, the minutes of the September 21, 1983 meeting were 
approved as presented. 

IN RE: TRANSFER OF FUNDS--WATER & SEWER FUND 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting HayeJl, the Treasurer is authorized to transfer $20,000 
~rom the General Fund to the Water & Sewer Fund. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett,Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
Haye H, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: 

General Fund checks-numbering 83-1966 through 83-2053 
amounting to $108,563.30; Water & Sewer Fund-check #W&S-83-2 
amounting to $20,000. 

IN RE: MENTAL HEALTH & MENTAL RETARDATION DEPARTMENT--BRIEFING 
ON 1984-1986 BUDGET 

Mr. Howard M. Cullum, Deputy Commissioner, Department of 
Mental Health and Mental Retardation, appeared before the Board 
to provide an overview of the depaFtmentls 1984-86 budget and 
the effect on Mental Health and Mental Retardation facilities 
located in Dinwiddie County. He explained that the budget cuts 
were focused on the adult psychiatric and geriatric programs 
because the census count has been going down in those two areas. 
Mr. Cullum added that the Departm~nt also focused on medical/sur
gical acute care and the central office. In total, the Depart-
ment is considering cutting 462 positions which will be phased in 
over the budget p~riod. Mr. Cullum explained that with the decrease 
in census in the areas of geriatric and adult psychiatric care, 
the staff to patient ratiri should remain stable and, he hoped 
attrition over the period would reduce the need for direct lay-offs. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--CABLETELEVISION FRANCHISE 

This being the time and place as advertised in the 
Progress-Index on Saturday, September 24, 1983 and Saturday, 
October 1, 1983 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public 
hearing to consider granting a franchise for the operation of a 
cabletelevision sys~em with Dinwiddie County pursuant to Chapter 
15A of the Dinwiddie County Code. 

Mr. Paul Bland, Crater General Communications, Inc., 
the only applicant, appeared before the Board to explain the 
services he would provide and answer any questions they might 
have. 
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Mr. Bland stated that he had drawn the initial franchise 
area along road boundaries and the consultant and County Administrator 
had asked that the limits be natural boundaries. Secondly, he has 
indicated he was still negotiating for a head-in site somewhere within 
the franchise area. 

Mr. Weber stated that they had been working on cab1e
television for four years and he was glad to see it at this point. 

The County Administrator presented a map of the initial 
franchise area and reviewed its boundaries. 

Mr. Frederick G. Griffin, consultant for the County 
on cab1etelevision, commented on the following points: 

1. He stated that Mr. Bland has clarified his system 
configuration which he felt was appropriate for a small system. 

2. The service area is being defined and Mr. Griffin 
stated his office will prepare a map. 

3. The financing is in progress but has not been secured. 

Mrs. Ellen Campbell questioned if the cab1ete1evision firm 
is free to change programming at their will. Mr. Bland stated that 
the package he presented will be the channels provided except for 
one substitution of a satellite for the Norfolk stations. He 
added he would have no problem with coming back to the Board for 
any further changes. 

Mrs. Campbell stated she was in support of cablete1evision 
but was concerned about the youth and what programs might be coming 
in on the cable stations. 

Mr. Griffin added that Mr. Bland would have to come back 
to the Board for any changes in the ten channel package because 
those channels are federally regulated. 

No one appeared in opposition. 

Mr. Robertson stated he was pleased that the County was 
at this point with cab1ete1evision and asked if it would be in 
legal order to award the franchise at this time. 

The County Attorney advised Mr. Robertson that the Board 
was not in a position to award the franchise. He recommended that 
the Board wait for a recommendation from the consultant and also 
advised that further paperwork was needed. He recommended that the 
Board, therefore, delay action. 

Mr. Bland stated he would talk with the County Attorney 
and the consultant to get together everything within his control 
by October 19. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if other than the preparation of maps 
and proof of financing, were there any anticipated problems. Mr. 
Bland stated he could not think of any. 

Mr. Robertson stated he was disappointed but he would 
suggest they wait until the 19th to award the franchise. 

The County Attorney commented that another area they 
might be concerned about is the location of the tower site. 

Mr. Griffin advised the Board that there are four things 
at the federal level that must be satisfied before awarding 
a franchise: certifying legality; character; technical and 
financial. He felt the first two have been satisfied and Mr. Bland 
is working on the technical and financial areas. 

The public hearing was closed. No action was taken. 



IN RE: 

.J--) "1 !! 
. ~, 

PUBLIC HEARING--1983 SIX YEAR PLAN FOR SECONDARY ROAD 
IMPROVEMENTS 

This being the time and place as advertised in the 
Progress-Index on Thursday, September 27 and Tuesday, October 
4, 1983 for the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia 
to conduct a public hearing with representatives of the Virginia 
Department of Highways and Transportation for the purpose of 
discussing with the l citizens of Dinwiddie County the entire Six-Year 
Plan and to receive int~rested citizens comments. 

Mr. C.B. Perry, II, Resident Engineer, Virginia pepartment 
of Highways and Transportation, was present to answer any questions. 

1. Mr. Robertson asked Mr. Perry to explain the status 
of the bridge on Rt. 672 at Piney Beach. Mr. Perry explained that 
the bridge had been in the· plan in 1979 but had been deferred 
because of the extra expens~ due to,cJearance requirements,of 
the N & W R a'i 1 r 0 ad,.. The N & W . : R ail r 0 ado w n $. and m a i n t ~ ins . the b rid g e ; 
however, they refused to participate lin the additional expense 
to replace it. Mr. Perry added that the Board had the Authority 
to put the bridge back into the ~~x~Y~~rPlaD; however, if the 
railroad refuses to participate, the County will absorb the cost 
through its secondary road budget. 

(-:' I I' • 

, . Mr. R~O.May~s~ Mrs~ Gloria·J~nes, Mr~ Sid M~ye~, Mr. 
Ed Boswell ·and Mrs. Ruth Stith·spoke t9.·the ne~d for replacing 
the bridge on Rt. 672. 

2. Mr. Romel Tucker, Mrs. Tucker, Mrs. Mabel R. Graves, 
Mr. Otha Pegram and Mr. & Mrs. James Pegram appeared before the 
Board to request t hat, R t.- 6 6 6 . b e hard-surfaced. ' .. 

3. Mrs. Glori a Jones and Mr. Ford 
Hazel Avenue and Bell Street be considered. 
be considered for inclusion in the secondary 
not improvements .in the six-year plan. 

Saunders asked that 
These two roads would 
road system and 

4. Mr. David Glass asked that the Walker Road be given 
high priority, which is also to be considered to be taken into the 
secondary road system and therefore not a part of the six-year plan. 

. .. . 
5. Mrs. Cora Weaver asked that Rt. 637 be considered 

for improvements in the Six-Year Plan. 

6. Mr, Clay stated he had re~eiveq:requests from citizens 
on Rt. 715 to be considered·for bard-surfacing. 

, • I • '!, - . r' :-

7. Mr. B~nnett stated he h~dr~~uestsfromcitize~s on 
Rt. 717 to be considered for hard-surfacing. 

8. Mr. Hargrave submitte9 a p~tition from citizens 
on Rt. 628 to be considered for paving. 

9. Mr. Hargrave·asked that· Rts. 619, 604 and 703 be 
considered for improvements because they are so heavily travelled 
and are in bad shape. . I 

. . 
10. Mr. Hargrave stated he had been contacted by citizens 

about another close call at .the railroad crossing on Rt. 656. He 
indicated it was included in the Six-Year Plan at the present time. 

11. Mr. Bennett stated that Rt. 700 also needs improvements. 

Mr. Perry briefly commented on funding for secondary road 
improvements. He stated funding was up somewhat but the demand. 
for road improvements was up even more. 

;The public ~earing was closed. No action was taken 
pending a joint work sessi6n with.representativ~s of the V~rginia 
Department of Highways and Transportatlon. 
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IN RE: BRIDGE ON RT. 672--RESOLUTION TO ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Mr. R.O. Mayes asked if the County could investigate 
the legality of the N&W Railroad refusing to participate in the 
cost of replacing the bridge on Rt. 672 at Piney Beach. 

Mr. C.B. Perry, II, Resident Engineer, VDH&T, suggested 
that the Board authorize a resolution be drafted to pass through 
the Highway Department to the Attorney General's Office for a 
legal ruling on this. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the County Administrator was authorized to work 
with the Resident Engineer of the VDH&T to draft a resolution to 
be forwarded to the Attorney General concerning the N&W railroad's 
participation in the improvements to the bridge on Rt. 672. 

IN RE: INDUSTRIAL ACCESS ROAD FUNDS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
R.obertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Section 33.1-221 of the Code of Virginia provides 
for industrial access road funds for constructing, reconstructing, 
maintaining or improving access roads within counties, cities and 
towns to industrial sites on which manufacturing, processing or other 
establishments will be built under firm contract or are already con
structed; and 

WHEREAS, the CCP Manufacturing Corporation has finalized a 
land transaction with the Petersburg/Dinwiddie County Airport and 
Industrial Authority for purchase of three (3) acres at the Airpark; 
and 

WHEREAS, the CCP Manufacturing Corporation has started 
construction of an industrial building to be used for the produc
tion of their product; and 

WHEREAS, Route 684 terminates approximately 1000 feet 
from the property to be acquired by the CCP Manufacturing Corpo
ration; and 

WHEREAS, the Petersburg/Dinwiddie County Airport and 
Industrial Authority owns the necessary land over which the indus
trial access road must be built and said Authority has indicated 
a willingness to deed the land free of charge to the County of 
Dinwiddie and/or the Commonwealth of Virginia; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Dinwiddie is an eligible applicant 
for the industrial access road funds as stated in section 33.1-221. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County submit an application 
to the Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation requesting 
that sufficient funds be set aside from the industrial access road 
fund so that Route 684 may be extended to the property ofCCP 
Manufacturing Corporation for access to their industrial building; 
and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County Administrator be directed 
to act on behalf of the Board qf Supervisors to initiate any and 
all actions necessary to'secure sald funds. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mrs. Margaret W. Lewis presented her report for the month 
of September, 1983. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha was not present but the County Admini-



[ ] ( 

strator read his report for the month of September, 1983. 

Mr. Robertson express~d his appreciation for the format 
of the report comparing the present year with the same month of 
last year. "" " 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

'Mr.' L.A; Brooks~·dr. has returned to work. No: report' 
was available at this ,time. 

IN RE: fOWL CLAIM--CORNELIUSRUFFIN 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay,' Mr. Robertson; Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", Mr. Cornelius Ruffin was awarded $96 for 24' hens. 

" 

IN RE: RECREATIONAL ACCESS ROAD 

] 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning,' appeared' before 
the Board to discuss the relocation of the access road to the 
recreational field across from'the High:School and the application 
for recreational access road funds.' Mr. Scheid stated that the 
School Board had received a letter from Mr. C.B. Perry, Resident 
Engineer, VDH&T concerning the funds and they hoped to work in 
imp r 0 v em e n t s tot he' R t .' 6 6 1 ' i n t e r sec t ion wit h the sam e ' : ni 0 n e y .; 

l" • "I ,,~ , ' '., 

Mr; Scheid stated that the County must apply for the 
funds; consequently the Board must enter into an agreement with 
the School Board to have the property deeded to the County or 
enter into a long term lease. 

Mr. Robertson asked about the local match. Mr. Scheid 
stated the road would be 100% reimburseable; however, any work 
to the recreational field would be 50/50. 

Mr; Hargrave asked if the 'new road would be public 
or private and open to development. Mr. -Scheid stated~it would 
be a public road and development would be very possible. 

Mr. Clay asked if the County·would be committed to 'spend 
the money. Mr. Perry stated that after the agreement is drawn 
up with the School Boardand'the' application for funds is prepared, 
he'would commit his engineering personnel to determine the costs. 
If the Board decides not to go with the project, the County would 
not incur any costs. 

I' - : 

Mr. Hargrave advised Mr. Scheid to make sure the existing 
road problem is investigated." Mr. Scheid indicated it had been 
verbally addressed. 

IN RE: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT'FUNDS' 

Mr. W.e.Scheid, ~Director of Planning, advised the Board 
that they may be receiving a letter from the Crater Planning Dis
trict Commission at their next meeting concerning incurring admini
strative costs before a contract is signed on the Community Deve
lopment Block Grant Funds to allow the County to receive credit 
for costs incurred ahead of a grant award. 

IN RE: DIRECTOR,' SOCIAL SERVICES i • 

Mrs. King B. Talley advtsed the Board that the Social 
Services Department will be distributing cheese and butter and 
dried milk on October 15 and duri'ng December 'a'nd february. The 
items will be available to those individuals already served 
which would exclude Senior Citizens. 

She added. that the Fuel Assi stance Program wfl 1 begi n 
November '1, 1983. 
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IN RE: SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS 

Dr. R.L. Vaughn asked if the Board felt the next step 
on the recreational access road should be a meeting with the 
School Board to work on an agreement. Dr. Vaughn stated he felt 
a meeting was necessary. The Board agreed and felt the Attorney, 
Larry Rainey, should be present. 

IN RE: OFFICE ON YOUTH & COMMUNITY SERVICES 

Mrs. Diane Galbreath, Director, OYCS, appeared before the 
Board to give a review of what her office and the Youth Services 
Commission are planning for the year. Mrs. Galbreath added that 
at the present time, the program is not included in the Governor's 
proposed budget. The Chairman thanked Mrs. Galbreath and compli
mented her on a fine job. 

IN RE: THREE HUNDRED FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF COUNTY GOVERNMENT 

The County Administrator' presented information from 
the Virginia Association of Counties concerning the 350th 
Anniversary of county government and the coordination of activities 
that individual localities wish to undertake. 

No action was taken. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--NAMOZINE VFD 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Namozine VFD has made application to the 
Board of Supervisors for a Bingo & Raffle permit; and 

WHEREAS, the department meets"the requirements as set 
forth in Sec. 18.1-340 of the Code of Virginia and has filed the 
required $10 fee; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Namozine VFD is hereby 
granted a Bingo & Raffle permit for the calendar year 1983. 

IN RE: STEAM CLEANER--LANDFILL TRUCKS 

The County Administrator presented three proposals for 
a new steam cleaner to clean the County Landfill trucks. He 
stated the cleaner the Landfill presently has is no longer useable. 

Southern Oxygen & Supply Co. 
Ellis Radiator Service, Inc. 
Cleaning Equip. & Repair Service 

$2700 
$2700 
$2246.25 

He added that all three machines were comparable and 
the Director of Sanitation had not expressed a preference. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the Director of Sanitation was authorized to purchase the 
steam cleaner to fit his needs from the low bidder. 

IN RE: EXTENSION AGENT VACANCY 

The County Administrator advised the Board that at the 
present, the Extension Office has two agents and it is set up to 
have three. Because of the vacancy, many programs, particularly the 
4-H program, have to go unserved. He added he had talked with 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute representatives and they have indi
cated they are not going to fill the third position. He indicated 
the present agents are very concerned about the vacancy but do 
not feel th'ey ca'n become i ",vol ved. 



[-,J l ____ J 

After a brief discussion, the Board instructed the County 
Administrator to first determine the need for' filling this vacancy 
and the effect of the'lapse of the 4-H program, and then act accor
dingly. 

IN RE: COURTHOUSE GROUNDS 

The County Administrator advised the Board that there 
are several areas that need attention at the Courthouse. Among 
these are: Clerk's Office roof; dead trees that need to be removed; 
and pipe to be laid from the well to the Clerk's Office for water 
at the present time and a bathroom in the future. 

He stated he could probably do most of the tree removal 
and placement of the pipe with in-house forces. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
" aye", the Co u n t y Adm i n is t rat 0 r was a u th 0 r i zed top roc e e d wit h 
laying the water line to the Clerk's Office and removing the dead 
and dying trees at the Courthouse. 

IN RE: MEETING DATE 

The County Administrator stated the Board needs to set 
a date to meet with representatives of the Va. Dept. of Highways and 
Transportation to discuss the Six-Year Plan. He indicated the 
School Board and Airport Autho~ity have also expressed a desire 
to meet with the Board. '. 

The date of October 13, 1983 was suggested. 

IN RE: CONFLICT OF INTEREST ACT 

The County Attorney distributed copies of a Handbook 
for Public Officers and Employees on the Comprehensive Conflict 
of Interests Act, effective July 1, 1983. He advised the Board 
he would like to meet with them at some point to discuss it. 
The Board agreed to meet at 7:00 P.M. before the regular scheduled 
Board meeting on October 19, 1983. 

IN RE: RESTRICTION OF CERTAIN PUBLIC WORKS BY PUBLIC FORCES 

Mr. Hargrave' stated he was very concerned about the 
joint subcommittee that is studying the rest~iction of certain 
public works, namely construction, by public forces. He indicated 
there is a public hearing being held and he would like to see 
the County ~e~resented ~n 0~p6sition to this proposal. The 
County Administrator stated the hearing was being held the next 
morning, October 6, 1983, in Roanoke. 

IN RE: CLERK'S OFFICE ROOF ASSESSMENT 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he was not sure replacement 
of the Clerk's Office roof was needed. He stated he would like 
for someone who worked with slate to evaluate it. 

IN RE: GOVERNOR'S SPEECH--MANUFACTURER'S ASSOCIATION 

Mr. Hargrave stated he was told that the Governor addressed 
a Manufacturer's Association meeting and made the statement that 
"local governments'" have not done a good job of cutting costs. He 
asked that a copy of the speech be obtained so the Board could 
have an opportunity to react. 

IN RE: INFORMATION 

The following information was included in the Board material 
for this meeting: 

1: Letter from the Governor concerning reductions in 
appropriations for state aid to education for school year 1983-84. 
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2. Letter from VACO concerning a joint subcommittee 
studying the restriction of certain public work. 

3. Proposed draft of a revised Regional Library Contract. 
4. Appomattox Regional Library report. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 5:19 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 5:42 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting "aye", 
the meeting was adjourned until 7:00 P.M., August 13, 1983. 

OCTOBER 13, 1983--7:00 P.M.--CONTINUATION OF OCTOBER 5, 1983 
MEETING 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

G. S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHARIMAN 
G. E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M. I. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION--SIX 
YEAR PLAN WORKSHOP 

Mr. C.B. Perry, II, Resident Engineer, VDH&T, met 
with the Board to discuss revision of the County's Six Year Plan. 

Mr. Perry advised the Board that $1,391,900 is avail
able this year for secondary road improvements. Taking out 
financing for those projects which are presently in the plan 
would leave a balance of $550,914 for which priorities must be 
established. 

Mr. Perry stated that the bridge on Rt. 642 was 
included to have enough projects available for use of the federal 
aid monies allocated to Virginia. He suggested, however, since 
the Rt. 672 bridge mentioned at the public hearing has a count 
of 800+ vehicles per day and the Rt. 642 bridge only has a count 
of 80 vehicles per day that the Board consider substituting Rt. 
672 for Rt. 642. If this was done, he also suggested that the 
Highway Department be authorized to request that the Rt. 672 bridge 
be taken off the federal aid system to allow off-system funds to 
be used. 

Mr. Perry then reviewed the road requests from the 
public hearing held October 5, 1983 and the roads presently 
included in the Six Year Plan that require funding. With the 
substitution of the Rt. 672 bridge for the Rt. 642 bridge, 
there would be a balance of $365,000 to use to bring the Rt. 666 
project into the Six-Year Plan. Mr. Perry added that Rt. 666 
has the highest traffic count of the non-hard surfaced roads. 

The Board concurred with the Highway Department's 
suggestion. Final action is scheduled for the November 2, 1983 
meeting. 

IN RE: ESTABLISHMENT OF 1983-84 RURAL ADDITION PRIORITIES 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following priorities be established for 



rural additions during FY1983~84: 

1. Hazel Avenue and Bell Street - Oakhill Subdivision 
2. Pine, Oak, and Elm Street - Berrifield Subdivision 
3. Roanoke Street -Extension -- West Petersburg; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that this request be forwarded to 
the Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation. 

IN RE: CONSTITUTIONAL OFFICERS' 1983-84 BUDGET RESTORATION 

The County Administrator distributed information out
lining action by the Compensation Board to restore the Consti
tutional Officers' budgets to the 1982-83 level. He also 
distributed information outlining the Compensation Board's allo
cation for mileage for the Sherlff'svehicles which has been 
drastically reduced from the budget request. 

The County Administrator indicated he did not feel an 
appeal would get better results on the Constitutional Officers' 
budgets. However, he suggested they should express their opinion 
to the Compensation Board on the method of mileage reimbursement 
for the Sheriff's vehicles. 

The Board members concurred with this suggestion. 

IN RE: RECREATIONAL ACCESS ROAD 

Dr. Richard L. Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, and 
the School Board met with the Board to discuss the recreational 
access road to the recreation field across from the high school. 
Dr. Vaughn stated that the School Board would like to relocate 
the entrance to the recreational area which intersects with Rt. 
627 and build a public road. He added that grant money is 
available to build the road; however, the County must apply 
for the funds. In order for the County to apply for the funds, 
the School Board must deed the property to the County or lease 
it to them. 

Dr. Vaughn added that the School Board was willing 
to deed the property but would like a commitment from the Board 
that the County would develop the land in the back, preferably 
constructing a baseball field. 

Mr. Weber asked if the debate with Mr. Donald Andrews 
has been settled. Mr. Titmus stated he felt it would be settled 
with the construction of the road. 

Mr. Robertso~ and Mr. Hargrave both felt the School 
Board should make sure there will be no legal recourse fro~ the 
property owner in that area with the construction of the road. 

The County Administrator suggested it would be a 
cleaner transfer if the property is deeded to the County and 
then leased back to the School Board so the use would still 
be under their control. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson , Mr. C 1 a y , Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting Haye H, 

BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia agrees to accept the deed to the recreational 
area across from the High School from the School Board for the 
purpose of improvements, primarily a baseball field, and construction 
of an access road to the area. 

IN RE: HEALTH INSURANCE BIDS 

Mr. Walter Stinnett, Industrial Insurance Management 
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Corporation, appeared before the Board to present the bids for 
health insurance for the County and the School Board. He 
indicated only two companies submitted proposals: Blue Cross 
Blue Shield of Virginia and Blue Cross Blue Shield of Southwest 
Virginia. 

Mr. Stinnett reviewed the current health insurance 
program and outlined the increase in the new rates under 
the present program. 

The plan recommended is Option II, Comprehensive Major 
Medical program with the Minimum Premium Plan from Blue Cross 
Blue Shield of Southwest Virginia. Under this recommended 
plan, the individual would pay the first $100 and the insurance 
company will pay 80% up to $500 and then pay 100%. With this plan, 
the School Board would be basically retaining its present premium 
and the County would receive a slight reduction, with a total 
savings of $219,000. 

The change would be effective November 1, 1983 which is 
the renewal date for the County·s present plan. 

Mr. Robertson moved that because of the unanswered 
questions and the amount of discussion that needs to take place 
with employees, that the County request a 60-day extension from 
Blue Cross Blue Shield of Virginia at the present rate. Mr. 
Hargrave seconded the motion. Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber voted Haye H. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber 
voting Haye H, the meeting was adjourned until 7:00 P.M., Wednesday, 
October, 19, 1983. 

OCTOBER 19, 1983 -- 7:00 P.M. -- CONTINUATION OF OCTOBER 5, 1983 
MEETING 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

M. I. H A R G RA V E, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

IN RE: COMPREHENSIVE CONFLICT OF INTERESTS ACT 

The County Attor.ney discussed the Comprehensive Con
flict of Interests Act with the Board. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, 
voting Haye H, the meeting adjourned at 

AT T EST: #/'Ii "W~i-/:rr.T 

seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 

7¥J.M0~ 
EVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN 



----------. -~---~----

VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
HELD IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION 
BUILDING, DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 19TH DAY OF 
OCTOBER, 1983 AT 8:DO P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M. I. HA R G RAV E, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
C.L. MITCHELL 

INVOCATION & PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

Boy Scout Troop #916, with their Scout Master, Mr. 
Major Jones, delivered the Invocation and led the Pledge of 
Allegiance. The troop consists of the following members: Lee 
Allison, Paul Parker, Buzz Wells, Harry Grissom, Tripp Marable 
and Major Jones III (who is a member of Pack #917). 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Hargrave, ~~r. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the minutes of the October 5, regular meeting and 
the October 13, and 19, 1983 continuation meetings were approved 
as presented. 

IN RE: TRANSFER OF FUNDS--WATER & SEWER FUND 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the Treasurer is hereby authorized to transfer $1,131.48 
from the General Fund to the Water and Sewer Fund. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the followin~ claims be approved: 

General Fund checks-numbering 83-2054 through 83-2180 
amounting to $111,794.30; History Book Fund-check #HB-83-5 in the 
amount of $3.00; Library Fund check #LF-83-19 in the amount of 
$25.00; Water & Sewer Fund - Check#W&S-83-3 in the amount of 
$1,131.48. 

IN RE: FIRE CHIEF1S ASSOCIATION 

Mr. Bob Mengel, Dinwiddie VFD, appeared before the Board 
to represent the Fire Chief1s Association. He stated that up 
until now, the Fire Chiefs have met without any formal organization 
or authority. He indicated that they have been working on a set 
of by-laws but would like to know they had the support of the Board 
of Supervisors before proceeding any further. 

Mr. Mengel requested: 1. That the Board approve the 
Association1s By-Laws when presented and grant them the authority 
to enforce the By-Laws 2. That the Board appoint someone from 
the County staff to act as President of the Association and pro
vide feedback to the Board of Supervisors. 

Mr. Weber stated he supported the idea of a Fire 
Marshal. 

Mr~ Robertson stated he agreed with the concept of 
the Association and thought the Fire Chiefs l Association was 
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already a recognized organization. He would, however, have to 
see the By-Laws before taking action to approve them. 

Mr. Hargrave indicated he agreed with the concept also 
and that the Chiefs needed authority in establishing certain 
policies. He suggested that the fire representatives present 
remain until the end of the meeting to meet in Executive Session 
and discuss particular personnel problems they may have. 

This was agreeable to those present. No action was 
taken. 

IN RE: CABLETELEVISION 

Mr. Paul Bland, Crater General Communications, appeared 
before the Board to bring them up-to-date on his actions since 
the last meeting to meet the cabletelevision franchise requirements. 

1. Mapping - Mr. Bland indicated Frederick Griffin, cable
television consultant, has prepared the map of the initial franchise 
area which was modified to include Virginia Hills. Mr. Bland 
indicated he and Mr. Griffin were in agreement on the maps. 

2. Financing - Mr. Bland indicated the bank has given 
a tentative commitment on the financing subject to certain con
ditions. He, therefore, felt the financing is done but did not 
have it in writing. 

Mr. Weber asked about the tower site. Mr. Bland stated 
he has found a site but was researching if it could be legally 
leased to him. Mr. Robertson asked if not granting the franchise 
at this point would delay any scheduled work. Mr. Bland stated 
he was going ahead with the design and the preliminary work would 
be done anyway. 

Mr. Robertson indicated he felt the Board needed a 
firm commitment on the financing to meet the requirements as 
outlined by the County Attorney and cable t.v. consultant. He 
wanted to be able to grant the franchise but felt the Board 
should wait until the November 2 meeting. The other members 
concurred. No action was taken. 

IN RE: SCHOOL BOARD VEHICLE BIDS 

As directed at the last meeting, Dr. Richard L. Vaughn, 
Supertendent of Schools, presented copies of bids for new vehicles 
for the School Board along with the condition of the cars presently 
being used. The School Board requested 7 new vehicles at the 
October 13, 1983 meeting. 

The following bids were presented: 

Triangle Dodge: Dodge Diplomat - $9013.72; Petersburg 
Lincoln: Mercury Marquis - $8763.16; Heritage Chevrolet: Chevro-
let Impala - $8657.93; Woody's Chevrolet: Chevrolet Impala - $8787; 
Strosnider Chevrolet: Chevrolet Impala - $8690; Ted Curry: Plymouth 
Grand Fury - $9455.92; Randolph Motors: Dodge Diplomat - $8910.65; 
Hammock-Rand: Plymouth Grand Fury - $8904.92; Owens Ford: Ford LTD -
$8406.66 (low bid); Ray Broyhill: Ford LTD - $8430.38; Petersburg 
Ford: Ford LTD - $8495; Master Chevrolet - No Bid. 

Mr. Clay moved that the School Board be authorized 
to purchase four (4) cars from the low bidder without air condi
tioning. Mr. Hargrave seconded the motion. 

Dr. Vaughn asked if one car could be authorized with 
air conditioning. Mr. Robertson asked how much air conditioning 
would reduce the price of the car. Mr. George Soloe, Superinten
dent of Schools, stated he really didn't know because he had 
been quoted a fleet price on these cars. Dr. Charles Ashby, 
School Board member, asked that the Board authorize one car to 
be equipped with air conditioning. 
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Mr. Robertson offered a substitute motion to table 
the original motion until the next meeting to allow time to find 
out the cost of air conditioning on the cars. There was no 
second. Mr. Robertson, Mr. ~~eber voted lIaye li

• Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay voted "nay". 

Mr. Hargrave offered an amendment to the original motion 
to authorize one (1) car with air ,conditioning. Mr. Bennett 
seconded the amendment. Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay voted 
lI aye lJ. Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voted IInayli. 

Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll , 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting IInayll, the School Board was 
authorized to purchase three (3) cars without air conditioning and 
one (1) car with air conditioning from the low bidder. 

IN RE: HEALTH'INSURANCE PROGRAM 

'Mr. Norman Crews, Industrial Insurance Management Cor
poration, briefly reviewed the proposed health insurance pro
grams for the County and the cost to extend the present coverage 
as requested by the Board at the last meeting. The plans pre
sented were as follows: 

Basic Medical 

OUTLINE OF PRESENT PLAN 
P LAN I'. 

MEDICAL INSURANCE 

Room and Board - Days per Confinement 
Room Limit 
Miscellaneous Expenses - UCR' 
Outpatient Car-Accidental ~- 72 hrs. 
Diagnostic X-Ray & Lab - UCR 
Surgical Expenses ~ UCR 
In-Hospital Medical - UCR - 70 days 
Maternity - Same as any other'illness 

Major Medical 

Maximum Benefit 
Deductible 
Accumulation Period 
Co-Insurance 
IIStop Lossli Coverage 

PREMIUM & RATE' COMPARISON 

PLAN'I 

365 
Semi-Private 
In Full 
In Full 
$150 
In Full 
In Full 

$1,000,000 
$100 
Calendar Year 
80% 
After $1000 out-of 

pocket, plan will pay 100%. 

'Blue Cross - Richmond Blue Cross - Roanoke 

County School County Schools 

1. I:lnit Rates 

Employee $ 72.08 $ 86.72 $ 63.92 $ 89.66 
Employee/Child 108.58 129.8'0 95.88 134.50 
Employee/Family 180.44 221.26 172.58 242.08 

II. Estimated Premium - Monthly 

Employee $5,983 $37,463 $5,305 ' $46,175 
Dependent ' 2,242 15,130 2,200 9,522 
Total 8,225 52,593 7,505 55,697 
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Annual 

Employee 
Dependent 
Total 
%Adjustment 

71, 796 
26,904 

$98,700 
(+9.3%) 

III. Options in Coverage 

449,556 
181,560 

$631,116 
(+42.9%) 

63,660 
26,400 

$90,060 
(- .3%) 

1. $100 deductible per Hospital Admission 

Employee 
Employee/Child 
Employee/Family 

-1. 60 
-2.40 
-3.70 

-1. 60 
-2.40 
-3.70 

Annual Savings $2,128 $11,193 
2. Blue Shield - 6010 Series 

Employee -3.00 -3.74 
Employee/Child -4.70 -5.66 
Employee/Family -12.44 -20.98 

Annual Savings $5,138 $40,837 

-3.20 
-4.79 
-8.63 

$4,504 

N/A 

554,100 
114,264 

$668,364 
(+5l.4%) 

-4.48 
-6.72 

-12.10 

$33,406 

3. Include Second 
Opinion Surgery 

No Charge No Charge 

Blue Cross-Richmond - Current 

1. Unit Rates 

Employee 
Employee/Child 
Employee/Family 

County 

$ 64.66 
97.58 

170.36 

Schools 

$ 59.42 
89.12 

159.26 

11. Estimated Premium - Monthly 

Employee 
Dependent 
Total 

Annual 

Employee 
Dependent 
Total 

$5,367 
2,158 
7,525 

$64,404 
25,896 
90,300 

$25,669 
11,132 
36,801 

$308,028 
133,584 
441,612 

PLAN II 
OUTLINE OF SUGGESTED PLAN 

COMPREHENSIVE MAJOR MEDICAL 

Maximum Benefit 
*Deductible - Calendar Year 
Benefit Payments 
Room & Board Limit 

$1,000,000 
$100 
80% 
Semi-Private - 80% 

IIStop Lossil Coverage After $500 out-of-pocket, the 
plan will pay 100% 

*The deductible is waived for accidents. 

Outpatient benefits - no 
Outpatient Surgery 
Second Opinion Surgery 
Pre-Admission Hospital 

deductible: 
100% 
100% 

Testing 100% 

MINIMUM PREMIUM PLAN FUNDING ILLUSTRATIONS 
Plan 1 Pl an II 

Roanoke Richmond Roanoke Richmond 

A. Monthly Unit Rates Co. S* 

Employee $ 72.54 $ 78.60 $ 52.88 $ 59.21 $ 69.76 



L_J 

Employee/Child 108.80 117.62 79.32 89.42 104.36 
Employee/Family 195.86 199.72 142.78 159.61 178.24 

B . Allocation of 
Contract Premium 

I. Fixed Charges 

Retention $55,382 $44,435 
9.5% 5.7% 9.5% 7.9% 

Pooling: $40,000 $20,000 $40,000 $20,000 
Entry point 4',664 3,742 
Charge .8% 2.5% .8% 2.5% 

Total: $60,046 . $112,143 $48,177 $46,952 
10.3% 19.8% 10.3% 8.4% 

II. Variable Charges 
(maximum claim 
1 i a b i 1 i ty) $582,974 $567,020 $467,743 $557,175 

89.7% 80.2% 89.7% 91 .6% 

I I I. Tota 1 Charges 

$643,020 $679,163 $515,921 $604,127 
100% 

*12-month premium 

10-month premium for schools 

Employee 
Employee/Child 
Employee/Family 

$ 71.05 
107.30 
191.53 

100% 100% 

The consultant recommended Plan II, with the Minimum 
Premium Plan Funding. 

Mr. Donald Haraway, School Board member, outlined the 
plan voted on by the School Board. He indicated that 41% of 
the School Board's claims paid last year were for psychiatric 
care. 

Mr. Haraway stated the School Board is requesting a 
re-rating from both insurance companies on Plan I, which is 
their present coverage, with the following changes: 

l. 

2. 
3. 

waived for an 

30 day maximum on psychiatric coverage, including 
drugs and alcohol. 
$2000 limit on psychiatric outpatient care 
$100 deductible on present plan which would be 
accident. 

Mr. Hargrave suggested the School Board look at 100% 
coverage on outpatient surgery, second opinion surgery, and 
pre-admission hospital testing as provided in Plan II. 

100% 

Mr. Sylvester Stanley and Ms .. Julia Summey, representing 
the Dinwiddie Education Association, stated that they supported 
the School Board's request. 

The County Administrator recommended that the Board 
of Supervisors adopt Plan II with Blue Cross of Roanoke for 
the County employees, effective November 1, 1983. He felt this 
plan was a realistic way to control costs and would result in 
a savings for the County. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the School Board is authorized to request are-rating 
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from both insurance companies on Plan I with the conditions as 
outlined. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll

, the County Administrator was authorized to enter 
into a contract with Blue Cross of Roanoke for Plan II coverage 
for county employees, effective November 1, 1983. 

IN RE: SHERIFF--REQUEST FOR NEW VEHICLES 

Sheriff C.L. Mitchell appeared before the Board to 
request six (6) new police vehicles. He stated he would have 
some prices for the Board at their next meeting. Mr. Clay re
quested that the Sheriff get prices on cars with solid colors 
rather than the two-tone, national Sheriff's colors. 

IN RE: ADOPTION OF SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE 

A public hearing was held on the revised subdivision 
ordinance at the September 21, 1983 meeting. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, distributed 
copies of the pages on which changes were made. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that there was a difference of 
oplnlon on Sec. 15-32 (d) dealing with the final authority 
on differences of opinion on the installation of water and sewer 
lines in a subdivision. The paragraph was changed to show the 
Board of Supervisors will be the final authority on any conflict 
between the Planning Commission and the Water Authority. 

The County Administrator reiterated that he felt the 
Water Authority should be the final authority on water and sewer 
issues. The Board of Supervisors does not have jurisdiction over 
the actions of the Water Authority. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that Chapter 15, Subdivisions, be repealed 
and in its stead a revised Chapter 15, Subdivisions, be adopted 
as follows: 

15-1 
15-2 
15-3 
15-4 
15-5 
15-6 
15-7 
15-8 
15-9 
15-10 
15-11 
15-12 
15-13 
15-14 
15-15 

15-16 
15-17 
15-18 
15-19 
15-20 

Article 1. In General 

Short Title 
Purpose of chapter 
Definitions 
Administration of chapter 
Same ... Duties of agent generally 
Enforcement of chapter 
Compliance with chapter, etc. 
Departure from standards 
Interpretation of chapter 
Building permits not to be issued for violations 
Mutual responsibility to improve use patterns 
Amendment of chapter 
Fees 
Penalty for violation of chapter 
Severability 

Article II. Plats and Platting 
Division I. Generally 

Platting required; recordation 
Preparation of plat's; surveyor's or engineer's certificate 
Changes in plats, etc. 
Zoning requirements 
Platting part of tract 



15-21 
15-22 

15-23 
15-24 
15-25 
15-26 
15-27 
15-28 
15-29 
15-30 

15-31 
15-32 
15-33 
15-34 
15-35 
15-36 
15-37 
15-38 
15-39 

15-40 
15-41 
15-42 
15-43 
15-44 
15-45 
15-46 
15-47 
15-48 
15-49 
15-50 
15-51 

15-52. 

15-53 
15-54 

15-55 

Resubdivision 
Procedure for subdivision approval 

Division II. 'Pr~par~ti6~~~dContents of Plats 

Preliminary sketch 
Preliminary plat, generally 
Same .... Requiredinformation 
Same .... Plat sketch required 
Same .... Drawing 
Final Plat ..... Generally 
Same.~ ... Required information 
Same ...... Drawing . 

Article III. Design Standards 
Divi~i6~1; 'G~~~ta11y 

Conformity to applicable rules and regulations 
Improvements generally 
Flood and storm water control 
Preservation of natural· features 
Monuments 
Dedication of land for public use 
Preservation of land for public spaces and flood plains 
Acquisition of land for public use 
Flood damage consideration 

Generally 
Arrangement 

Division 2. Streets and Alleys 

Railroads and highways 
Access to major arterial streets 
Street right-of-way width 
Cul-de-sacs or dead-end streets 
Half-streets 
Street intersection 
All eys 
Street Names 
Construction requirements 
Private streets 

Division 3. Easements 

Genera lly 

Division 4. Blocks 

Residential blocks 
Nonresidential blocks 

Division 5. Lots. 

Genera lly 

Article I. In General. l 

Section 15-1. Short title. 

J 

This chapter shall be known and may- be citedas the "Subdivision Regu
lations of Dinwiddie County~ Virginia." 

Section 15-2; Purpose. 

The purpose pf this chapter is to establish certain subdivision standards 
and procedures for the county and such of its environs as come under the jur
isdiction of the governing body as provided for by the Code of Virginia, as 
amended. 
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These are part of a long-range plan to guide and facilitate the orderly 
and beneficial growth of the community, and to promote the public health, 
safety, convenience, comfort, prosperity and general welfare. More speci
fically, the purposes of these standards and procedures are to provide a 
guide for the change that occurs when lands and acreage become urban in 
character as a result of development for residential, business or indus
trial purposes, to provide assurance that the purchasers of lots are buying a 
commodity that is suitable for development and use, and to make possible the 
provision of public services in a safe, adequate and efficient manner. 

Section 15-3. Definitions. 

For the purposes of this chapter, certain words and terms used herein 
shall be interpreted as follows: The word "1ot ll includes the word IIparcel;1I 
the word "approve" shall be considered to be followed by the words lIor 
disapproved;" any reference to this chapter includes all ordinances amen
ding or supplementing the same; all distance and areas refer to measure
ment in a horizontal plane. The following words and phrases shall have the 
meanings respectively ascribed to them by this section: 

1. Agent. The representative appointed by the board of supervisors to 
serve as the agent of the board in approving or disapproving the subdivision 
plats. 

2. Alley. A permanent service way providing a secondary means of access 
to abutting properties. 

3. Authority. The County water authority or the authorized deputy, 
director, agent or representative thereof. 

4. Block. A tract of land bounded by streets or by a combination of 
streets and public parks, cemeteries, railroad right-of-way, shorelines of 
waterways, or boundary lines of the county. 

5. Building. Any structure built for the support, shelter or enclosure 
of persons, animals, chattels or moveable property of any kind, and which 
is permanently affixed to the land. 

6. Building setback line. The minimum distance that a building must be 
set back or off from the front, side or rear property line. 

7. Commission. The planning commission of the county. 

8. Cul-de-sac. A street with only one outlet and having an appropriate 
turnaround for a safe and convenient reverse traffic movement. 

9. Developer. An owner of property being subdivided, or developed, whether 
or not represented by an agent. 

10. Development. A tract of land, developed or to be developed as a unit under 
single ownership or unified control, which is to be used for any business or 
industrial purpose or is to contain three or more residential dwelling units. 
This definition shall not be construed to include any property which will be 
principally devoted to agricultural, forestal or horticultural production. 

11. Easement. A grant by a property owner of the use of land for one or 
more specific purposes. 

12. Engineer. An engineer licensed by the commonwealth. 

13. Frontage. The width of a lot as measured from one side lot line to the 
other along the front building setback line. 

14. Governing body. The board of supervisors of the county. 

15. Grade. The slope of a road, street, drainageway, public utility line or 
other public facility/utility specified in percentage. 

16. Health official. The health director of the county or the sanitarian. 

17. Highway engineer. The resident engineer employed by the Virginia Depart
ment of Highways and Transportation serving the county. 
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18. Jurisdiction. The area or territory subject to the legislative control 
of the governing body. 

19. Lot. A numbered portion of a subdivision intended for transfer of owner
ship---ort-or building development for a single building and its accessory 
building. 

20. Lot, corner. A lot abutting upon two or more streets at their intersection. 

21. Lot, depth of. The mean horizontal distance between the front and rear 
lot 1 i nes. 

22. Lot, double frontage. An interior lot having frontage on two streets. 

23. Lot, interior. A lot other than a corner lot. 

24. Lot of record. A lot which has been .recorded in the office of the clerk 
of the circuit court. 

25. Lot, width of. The mean horizontal distance between the side lot lines. 
. . 

26. Parent tract. A separate lot, tract or parcel of contiguous land conveyed 
by deed, devi sed by wi 11 or passi ng pursuant to the 1 aws of decent and 
distribution, which was obtained, in toto, by one instrument or passed pur-
suant to the laws of decent and distribution and which was on record in the office 
of the clerk of ~he circuit court of the county on or before the adoption of 
this definition. For the purposes of this definition, tracts separated by a 
right-of-way of any kind are deemed contjguous. Those lots, tracts or parcels 
conveyed by the same deed, devi sed by the same wi 11 or pass i ng pursuant to 
the laws of decent and distribution to the same individual, and which are 
defined as individual tracts of land are deemed separate parent tracts. 

27 .. Plat. The word "plat" includes the following terms: Map, plan, plot, 
replat or replot; a map or.plan of a tract or parcel of land which is to 
be, or which has been, subdivided. ~~hen used as a verb, "plat" is synonymous with 
"subdivide." 

28. Property. Any tract, lot, parcel or several of the same collected together 
for the purpose of subdividing. 

. . 

29. Public water or sewer line, facility or system. A utility operating for 
public purposes, which may be under public ownership or be a privately owned 
utility, operating in a proprietary capacity to furnish utility services to 
persons other than the owner on a contractual basis. 

30. Resubdivision. Any division or transfer of land, laid out on a plan 
previously approved by the county subdivision agent, which proposes to change 
property lines or public right-of-way not in strict accordance with the approved 
plan. . 

31. Street. Means highway, street, avenue, boulevard, road, land, alley or 
any public way. The principal means of access to abutting property. 

32. Street, arterial. A major road which serves corridor movements having 
trip length and travel density characteristics indicative of sUbstantial statewide 
or interstate travel. 

33. Street, major. A through street or road that carries a large volume of 
through traffic or anticipated traffic exceeding five hundred vehicles per day. 

34. Street, minor. A street that is used primarily as a means of public access 
to the abutting properties with anticipated traffic of less than five hundred 
vehicles per day. 

35. Street or alley, public use of. The unrestricted use of a specified area or 
right~of-way for. ingress and egress to two Qr more abutting properties. 

36. Street, service drive. A public right-of-way generally parallel and conti
guous to a major highway, primarily designed to promote safety by eliminating 
promiscuous ingress and egress to the right-of-way by providing safe and 
orderly points of access to the highway. 
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37. Street, stub. A road which no lot has its only street access and which 
is shown on a subdivision plat to dead-end or terminate at a property line 
or, in the case of a subdivision constructed in sections, at the periphery 
of the section. 

: '1 \ '-,l, - .: r -I J 

38. Street, width. The total width of the strip of land 'dedicated or reserved 
for public travel, including roadways, curbs, gutters, sidewalks and planting 
strips. 

39. Subdivider. An individual, corporation, registered partnership or a group 
of two or more persons owning any tract, lot or parcel of land to be subdivided 
who have given their power of attorney to one of their group or to another 
individual to act on their behalf in planning, negotiating for, in representing 
or executing the legal requirements of the subdivision. 

40. Subdivision. To divide, for the purpose of development or transfer of 
ownership, any tract, parcel or lot of land into two or more parts. Land 
zoned in an agricultural classification shall not be subdivided except that the 
word subdivide shall not apply to the following: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

( f) 

(g) 

Five-acre or larger lots separated from a parent tract, as provided by 
sections 17-14, 17-21 and '17-29 of this Code. 
A bona 'fide di~ision or partition of exclusively agricultural land or 
timberland not intended for development purposes. 
The partition of lands by will or by action of a court of competent 
jurisdiction unless or until development of the land is proposed. 
A bona fide division of a tract of land made so that one or more of the 
resulting parcels may be used as part of a public utility right-of-way; 
provided, that if a parcel resulting from such a division is ever to be 
used as a building site for other than such right-of-way, before a 
building permit may be issued for such other use, the minimum requirements 
of this chapter and chapter 17 shall be observed. 
The separation of three parcels from a parent tract of land, if: 
(1) A conflict with the general meaning and purpose of this chapter is 

not created. ' 
(2) No new streets are required to serve the parcels. 
(3) EaGh parcel created contains at least one acre in area. 
(4) Each parcel created has at least one hundred fifty feet of frontage 

along a state-maintained road. 
The sale or exchange of parcels of land between owners of adjoining 
properties for the purpose of small adjustments in boundaries; provided, 
that none of the original lots, portions of which are sold or exchanged, 
shall be reduced below the minimum sizes required by this chapter or 
chapter 17. 
A single division of land into parcels where such division is for the 
sale or gift to a member of the immediate family of the property owners. 
Only one such division shall be allowed per family m~mber and shall not be 
for the purpose of circumventing this chapter. A member of the immediate 
family shall be defined as any person who is a natural or legally defined 
offspring, spouse or parent of the owner. 

Prior to the sale of any lot under this provlslon, a plat showing the 
proposed lot layout must be submitted to the subdivision agent for the county 
for review and approval and must, thereafter, be duly recorded in the office 
of the circuit court ,clerk of the county. Land zoned as Agricultural, Rural 
Residential (AR) is exempt from the restrictions contained herein and may be 
developed for residential purposes in accordance with the provisions of this 
chapter and chapter 17. 

41. Surveyor. Certified land surveyor as licensed by the commonwealth. 

Section 15-4. Administration of chapter. 

The Director of Planning shall act as agent of the governing body and this 
chapter. The agent shall consult with the commission on matters contained 
herein. 

Section 15-5. Duties of agent generally. 

The agent shall perform its duties as regards subdivisions and subdividing in 
accordance with this chapter and the Virginia Land Subdivision and Development 
Act. 
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In the performance of its duties the agent shall call for opinions or 
decisions, either verbal or written, from other departments in considering 
details of any submitted plat. This authority by the agent shall have parti
cular reference to the resident highway engineer, health officer and water 
authori ty agent. 

Section 15-6. Enforcement of chapter. 

The board of supervisors of the county or their appointee shall enforce 
the provisions of this chapter. 

Section 15-7. Compliance with chapter, etc. 

The regulations set forth in this chapter are hereby adopted for the 
subdivision of land within the county, and from and after the effective date 
of the ordinance from which this chapter derives,3every owner or proprietor 
of any tract of land to which these regulations apply who subdivides such 
tract as provi ded in these regul ati ons shall conform to the provi s ions of 
this chapter and cause a plat of such'subdivision developed and prepared in 
accordance with these regulations, ,with reference to known or permanent monu
ments, to be made and recorded in the office of the clerk of the circuit court, 
wherein deeds conveying such land are required by law to be recorded. No clerk 
of.any court shall file or record ,a plat of a subdivision as required herein 
until such plat has been reviewed and/or app}~oved as required by this chapter 
provided that nothing herein contained shall be construed as preventing 'the 
recordation of the instrument by which such land is transferred on the 
passage of title as between the parties to the instrument. 

Section 15-8. Departure from standards; 

Where the subdivider can show that a provlsl0n of the standards set forth 
in this chapter would cause unnecessary hardship if strictly adhered to, and where, 
because of topographical or other conditions peculiar to the site, in the opinion 
of the planning commission, a departure may be made without destroying the intent 
of such provisions, the planning commission may authorize an exception. 

The Planning Commission shall not approve exceptions to this ordinance 
unless it shall make findings based upon the evidence presented to it in 
each specific case that: 

, . 
(a) the granting of the exception will not be detrimental to the public 

safety, health or welfare or injurius to other property or improve
ments in the neighborhood in which the property is located. 

(b) the conditions upon which the request for an exception is based are 
unique to the property for which the exception is sought and are 
not i'lpplicable, generally, to other properties. 

(c) because of the particular physical surroundings, shape or topo
graphical conditions of the specific property involved, a par
ticular hardship to the owner would result as distinguished from 
a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were 
carried out. . 

(d) the purpose of the exception is not based exclusively upon a 
financial consideration. 

Section 15-9. Interpretation of chapter. 

The provisjonsof this chapter shall be held to be th~ minimum require
ments for the promotion of the public health, safety and general welfare. 

,Where the conditions imposed by any provisions of this chapter upon the 
subdivision of land are either more restrictive or less restrictive than 
comparab 1 e conditi ons imp.osed by any other prov; si,ons ofthj,~ ch,ap,ter or 
of any other applicable law., orc;\in.ance, resolutiQn~ rule, 0;r'regula.ti9D 
of any kind, the regulations which are more restrictive and impos~high~r' 
standards or requi~ements shall govern. 

This chapter is not intended to abrogate any easement, covenant, or 
other private agreement or involve the county in the administration and 
enforcement of said private agreements; provided, that where the regulations 
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of this chapter are more restrictive or impose higher standards or regu
lations than such easement, covenant, or other private agreement, the require
ments of this chapter shall be enforced. 

Section 15-10. Building permits not to be issued for violations. 

No building permit shall be iss~ed for the construction of any building 
or structure to be located on a lot created or established in violation 
of the provisions of this chapter. 

Section 15-11. Mutual responsibility to improve use patterns. 

It shall be the mutual responsibility of the subdivider and the county 
to divide the land so as to improve the general use pattern of the land 
being subdivided. 

Section 15-12. Amendment of chapter. 

This chapter may be amended in whole or in part by the governing body; 
provided, that any such amendment may either originate with or be submitted 
to the commission for recommendation; and, further provided, that no such 
amendment shall be adopted without a public hearing having been held, of which 
notice of the date, time and place shall have been given as required by 
section 15.1-431 of the Code of Virginia. 

Section 15-13. Fees. 

The fees for processing subdivisions or land developments by the 
County shall be payable upon submission of the plats to the county for 
preliminary or final review and shall be equal to the following: 

(a) Preliminary review 
(1) Subdivision plats ... $10.00 plus $1.00 per lot 
(2) Land development ... $20.00 plus $1.00 per acre 

(b) Final review 
(1) Subdivision plats ... $15.00 plus $1.00 per lot 
(2) Land development .... $25.00 plus $1.00 per acre 

A separate charge will be made for the review of public water and/or 
sewage plans .. Such charge will be due upon submission of the plans for review 
and the amount shail be determined by the authority as established by ordi
nance and/or set forth by their rules and regulations. 

Section 15-14. Penalty for violation of chapter. 

Any owner of any tract of land who subdivides that tract of land and who 
violates any of the provisions of th~s chapter shall be guilty of a mis
demeanor, punishable by a fine of not more than five hundred dollars for each 
lot or parcel of land so subdivided or transferred or sold and the descrip
tion of such lot or parcel by metes and bounds in the instrument of transfer 
or other document used in the proc~ss of selling or transferring shall not 
exempt the transaction from'such penalties or from the remedies therein pro
vided. Each day after the first during which violation shall continue shall 
constitute a separate violation. 

Section 15-15. Severability. 

Should any section or provlslon of this ordinance be decided by the 
courts to be unconstitutional or invalid, such decision shall not effect the 
validity of the Qrdinance a~ a whole, or any part thereof other than the 
part so held to be unconstitutional or invalid. 

Article II. Plats and Platting 
Division 1. Generally 

Section 15-16. Platting required; recordation 

Any owner or developer of any tract of land situated within the county 
who subdivides the same shall cause a plat of such subdivision, with reference 
to known or permanent monuments, to be made and recorded in the office of the 
clerk of the circuit court of the county. No such plat of subdivision shall 



be recorded unless and until it shall have been submitted and certified 
by the agent in accordance with the regulations set forth in this chapter. 
No lot shall be sold in any such subdivision before the plat shall have been 
recorded. 

Section 15-17. Preparation of plats; 'survey6r 1s or engineer1s certificate. 

Every subdivision plat which is intended for recording shall be pre
pared by a certified professional engineer or land surveyor, who shall 
endorse upon each such plat a certificate signed by him setting forth the 
source of title of the owner of the land subdivided and the place of record 
of the last instrument in the chain of title; when the plat is of land acquired 
from more ,than one source of title, the outlines of the several tracts 
shall be indicated upon such plat. Provided, however, that nothing herein shall 
be deemed to prohibit the preparation of preliminary studies, plans, plats 
or a proposed subdivision by the owner of the land, city planners, land plan
ners, architects, landscape architects, or others having training or experi
ence in subdivision planning or design. 

Section 15-18. Changes in plats, etc. 

No change,erasut~e or revision shall be made 011 any preliminary or final 
plat, nor on accompanying data sheets after approval of the agent has been 
endorsed in writing on the plat or sheets, unless authorization for such 
changes has been granted in writing by the agent. 

Section 15-19. Zoning reguirements~4 

In reviewing subdivision plats, the Planning Commission and subdivision 
agent shall consult and make specific references to any violations of 
Chapter 17, the Dinwiddie County Zoning Ordinance. When the intended use 
of all or part of the platted area, as indicated by the preliminary plat of 
a subdivision and as shown on that plat, would put the land in a more restric
tive category than now exi,sts such shall be considered a petition for the 
rezoning of the platted area to the higher classification and no further 
review shall be conducted until the rezoning application is acted upon. 

Section 15-20. Platting part of tract. 

Whenever part of a tract is proposed for platting and it is intended to 
subdivide additional parts in the future, a sketch plan for, the entire tract 
shall be submitted with the preliminary plat. 

Section 15-21. Resubdivision. 

A resubdivision of all or any part of a recorded sUbdivision may not 
be made or recorded until submitted and approved by the subdivision agent. 
The agent may, if deemed appropriate, consult with the Planning Commission 
prior to taking final action on the request for resubdivision. 

Section 15-22. Procedure for subdivisi6napproval. 

The following procedure shall be followed for approval of subdivisions: 

1. Preliminary sketch. The subdivider may, if he so chooses, submit to the 
agent a preliminary sketch of the proposed subdivision prior to his pre
paring engineered preliminary and final plats. The purpose of such a pre-
1 imi nary sketch is to permit the agent an opportunity for a cursory revi ew 
to advise the subdivider whether his plans, in general, are in accordance 
with the requirements of this chapter. Three copies of the sketch must be 
submitted and said sketch must contain those requirements found in Division 
II of this Article. 

The Agent shall respond to the subdivider as soon as possible regarding 
the acceptability of the subdivision but, in no case, shall the response time 
exceed thirty days from the date of submission. 

2. Preliminary plat. The subdivider shall prepare and submit twelve copies of 
the preliminary plat in accordance with the provisions- of Division II of this 
Article, including a proposal for the installation of improvements and intended 
dedication or reservation of public lands. The subdivider shall file a letter 
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of transmittance of the preliminary plat with the subdivision agent along 
with the preliminary plats and appropriate review feels). Upon receipt of such 
proposed plat, the agent shall schedule a public review of the preliminary plat by 
the Planning Commission. The subdivider shall be notified, in writing, of the 
date, time, and place of said hearing. Additionally, the agent shall submit 
three copies to the Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation, two copies 
to the Dinwiddie County Health Department, and five copies to the Dinwiddie 
County Water Authority for review and comment. One copy shall be submitted 
to the Appomattox River Soil and Water Conservation District for review of 
the Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan. After receipt of such recom
mendations from the various reviewing authorities, the agent shall either 
(a) approve the preliminary plat if such plat is in conformity with the pro
visions of this chapter; or (b) approve the plat subject to modifications; or 
(c) reject the plat. Written findings giving specific reasons for the action 
taken will be reported to the subdivider by the agent within ninety days after 
receipt of the preliminary plat. Such reasons shall relate in general terms 
such modifications or corrections as will permit approval of the plat. Under 
no circumstances shall this time limit apply if the subdivider submits 
incomplete information which is necessary to adequately review the proposed 
preliminary plat. 

Preliminary plat approval shall expire twelve months from the date of 
approval. Where there are no changes from a previously approved preliminary 
plat, the subdivision agent may administratively review and renew preliminary 
plat approvals for an additional twelve month period subject to all previously 
imposed conditions. In the event it is deemed necessary to require additional 
conditions, the renewal request shall be considered by the agent after consult
ing the Planning Commission at its next appropriate meeting. Applications for 
renewal shall be submitted at least thirty days prior to expiration. 

3. Final Plat. The final plat shall not be approved until the subdivider has 
complied with the required modifications to the preliminary plat and the 
requirements contained in Division II. The subdivider shall submit eight blue 
or black line prints of the final plans and specifications for all required 
physical improvements to be installed as well as the appropriate feels) for 
review. All final plans and specifications must be prepared by an engineer or 
certified land surveyor qualified to prepare such plans. 

Upon receipt of the final plat, the agent shall have sixty days to review 
said plat and return the plat to the subdivider indicating whether or not the 
plat is approved. The review time may be extended if mutually agreed upon by 
the subdivider and the agent. After the final plat has been approved by the 
agent, the subdivider may record the plat subject to the submission and 
recordation requirements of this section. 

4. Submission and recordation of final plat. The subdivider shall submit to the 
agent one linen print, five blue or black line prints and one transparency 
(photographic positive polyester film) of the final plat as well as submit an 
adequate performance bond, irrevocable letter of credit, cash or such other 
arrangement approved by the agent to cover the costs of necessary improvements. 
The agent shall obtain the proper signatures and return to the subdivider the 
linen print to be recorded in the clerk's office of the circuit court of the 
county. Unless the final plat is filed for recordation within six months 
after final approval thereof by the agent, such approval shall be withdrawn, 
and the plat shall be marked void. After recordation, the subdivider may then 
proceed to develop and sell lots in his subdivision. 

5. Appeals. If the agent fails to approve or disapprove the proposed final plat 
within sixty days after it has been officially submitted for approval, the 
subdivider, after ten days' written notice to the agent may petition the circuit 
court of the county to decide whether the plat should or should not be approved. 
The Court shall hear the matter and make and enter such order with respect 
thereto as it 'deems proper. . 

If the agent disapproves a final plat and the subdivider contends that such 
disapproval was not properly based on this chapter, or was arbitrary or capri
cious, he may appeal to the circuit court, and the court shall hear and deter
mine the case as soon as may be. 

Division II. Preparation and Contents of plats 

Section 15-23. Preliminary Sketch. 
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The agent, upon submission of any such preliminary sketch, shall study it and 
advise the subdivider wherein it appears that changes would be necessary, the agent 
may mark the preliminary sketch indicating necessary changes. The preliminary 
sketch shall be as fbllo~s: It must be drawn on a print of a topographic map 
showing the property and must be drawn to a scale of not less than two hundred 
feet to the inch. The name, location and-dimensions of all streets entering 
the property, adjacent'to the property or terminating at the boundary of the 
property to be divided must be shown. All proposed streets; lots, parks, 
playgrounds and other proposed uses of the land to be subdivided must be 
shown and shall include the approximate dimensions. 

Section 15-24. Preliminary plat, generally. 

Every proposed ',subdivision shall be submitted to the agent for preliminary 
approval in accordance with the provisi'ons of section 15-22 in the form of 
a preliminary 'plat prior to the submission of a finalp'lat. The' preliminary 
plat is not intended to be a final plat and shall be prepared in such form 
as not to be confused with a final plat. Its purpose is to show graphically 
all facts needed to enable the agent,planning commission and other public 
bodies to determine whether the proposed layout of the land in question is 
satisfactory from the standpoint of the public interest. 

The graphic and descriptive items s'et out in section 15-25 arerecjuired 
to be shown on the preliminary' plat. The lack of information under any item 
specified herein, or improper information' supplied by the subdivider, may be 
cause for disapproval of the preliminary plat. 

Section 15-25. Same ... Required information.' 

Written application for approval by the owner, or his representative, shall 
accompany each preliminary plat. Each preliminary plat shall contain the 
following information: 

(a) Name for file identificalio'n. 

(1) Name of subdivfsion' if property is within an ex'isting subdivision. 
(2) Proposed name if not within a previously platted subdivision. The 

proposed name shall not ~uplicate the name of any existing or 
proposed subdivision in the county. 

(b) Location and 
'numbers as 

of property by parcel 

(c) Basic facts and proposals pertaining to the property: 

(1) Size of tract in acres or of existing lots, if any, in square 
feet. 

(2) Existing zoning classification of subject property and adjacent 
property, and any rezoning proposed to be requested. 

(3) Number of lots proposed in subdivision. 
(4) Area of lots proposed: 'Mi'nimuni, ave:rage and maximum. 
(5) Proposed type of water and sewer facilities. 
(6) Any other proposals, such as parcels of land intended to be 

dedicated, conveyed, or reserved for public use, and the condi
ti ons proposed for such disposal, and use, as speci fi ed in 
section 15-36. ' 

(d) Information as to rights-of-way and easements~ Citation of any 
existing legal right-of-way or easement affecting' the property. 

Section 15-26. Prelimihary sketch required. 

A prel iminary sketch shall be submitted as a cover sheet with all pre
limin'ary plats. 

Section 15-27.' Drawings. 

The preliminary plat 
hundred feet. Variations 
of the subdivision agent. 
following information: 
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shall be drawn at a scale of ol')~"inch_equalling one 
i n·,sca 1 e may be made upon request at the di screti on 
The plat sha11 show correctly on its face the 
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(a) 
(b) 
(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

(f) 

(g) 

(h) 

(i) 
(j) 
(k) 

(1) 

(m) 

(n) 
(0) 

Date, scale, and north point. 
The proposed subdivision name. 
The name, address and phone number of the owner, the subdivider, and 
the surveyor or engineer preparing the plat. 
The length and bearing of the exterior boundaries of the subdivision. 
Dimensions shall be expressed in feet and decimals of a foot with 
accuracy to 0.5 percent. 
Location and names of adjacent subdivisions and the owners of adjoining 
parcels of unsubdivided land. 
Location, width, and names of all existing and platted streets, alleys, 
and other public ways and easements, railroad and utility rights-of-way, 
parks, cemeteries, watercourses, drainage ditches, permanent buildings, 
bridges, and other pertinent data as determined by the planning 
commission or agent. 
Layout, width, and grades of all new streets and rights-of-way, alleys, 
highways, easements for sewers and water mains, and other public 
utilities. 
Existing sewers, water mains, culverts, and other underground structures 
within the tract or immediately adjacent thereto. The location and size 
of the nearest water main and sanitary and storm sewers are to be 
indicated in a general way upon the preliminary plat. 
Approximate dimensions and areas of lots. 
Proposed building setback lines on radial lots of cul-de-sacs. 
Approximate radii of all curves, length of tangents, and central angles 
on all streets. 
Approximate location and area of all property proposed to be dedicated 
for specific public use with the conditions, if any, of such dedication. 
Contours at vertical intervals of not more than five feet or at more 
frequent intervals if required by the planning commission for land with 
unusual topography. Source of topography shall be stated on the plat. 
The limits of established flood plains. 
Location of necessary bench marks and source of topography. 

Section 15-28. Final plat---Generally. 

A final plat may constitute all or only a portion of the area contained 
in the approved preliminary plat; provided, that the public improvements to be 
constructed in the area covered by the final plat are sufficient by and of 
themselves to accomplish a proper development and to provide adequately for 
the health, safety and convenience of the proposed residents therein and for 
adequate access to contiguous areas. 

Section 15-29. Same---Reguired information. 

Written application by the owner or his agent for approval in accordance 
with section 15-22 shall accompany each final plat and contain the following 
information: 

(a) Name of subdiviSion and descripti6n of blocks and lots included on plat. 
(b) Existing or proposed covenants, if any. 
(c) Name and address, including telephone number, of the owner or his agent 

and the surveyor who prepares the plat. 
(d) Whenever any pond, lake or similar body of water or open space area is 

proposed to be located within or adjacent to subdivision, the developer 
or engineer shall present a plat outlining any construction to occur and 
a proposed plan for the perpetual maintenance of any such body of 
water or open space area. 

(e) Itemized cost es~mates for all required improvements with special 
emphasis upOn w~ter lines, storage tanks, fire hydrants, sewer lines, 
pump stations, streets, curbs, gutters and erosion/sedimentation 
control measures. 

Section 15-30. Drawing. 

The final plat sheet(s) shall be sixteen inches by twenty-four inches and shall 
be prepared by a certified professional engineer or land surveyor. The final plat 
of ·the subdivision shall conform to the approved layout of the preliminary plat and 
show on its face the following information: 

(a) Owner's consent and dedication statement. 

Know all men by these presents, that the subdivision of land as shown on 



C~l 

this plat, containing acres, more or less, and designated 
=-=--.,-Subdivision, situated in the"" , District, in the Count-y-o-f.,,---
Dinwiddie, Virginia, is with the free consent and in accordance 
with the desires of the undersi'gned owners thereof; that all streets 
shown on said plat are hereby dedicated to the p.llb,liC;,luse,:and that all 
lots within the subdivis.ion are subject to certafn restricd,ons;,,,reser
vations, stipulations and covenants as contained in.a writing executed 
by the undersigned, under date of' ,19 ,and recorded in 
theC1 erk' s Office of Dinwiddie County, in deed book - page 
The said acres of land hereby subdivided having been con-ve-y-e~d-to 

by , by deed dated , 
......,,------;----;:;--
19, ,and Df record in the clerk's office of the circuit court of Din-
widdie County, Virginia, in deed book , at page ------Given our hands this day of , 19 __ ' 

Signature Signature 

(b) Notarization Statement 

State of Virginia. 
County of Dinwiddie to wit: 

I, , a notary public in and for the county/city. 
of , State of Virginia, do hereby certify that 

; whose name(s) are signed to the foregoing owner's 
------,.----,---;----,-,..-

consent and dedication have acknowledged the same before me in my 
county/city and state aforesaid. 

Given under my hand this day of , 19 
----, --~. My commission will expire on the 

___ day of ,19 __ _ 
Notary Public 

(c) Surveyor's certificate statement. 

I ,hereby certify that to the best of my knowledge and belief, all of the 
requirements of the board of supervisors and ordinances of the County 
of Dinwiddie, Virginia, regarding the platting of subdivisions within 
the county, have been complied with. 

Given under my hand this day of , 19 
----~- ------ ---

(d) Certificate of approval Statement. 

This subdivision known as , is approved by the' 
undersigned in accordance with existing subdivision regulations and 
may-be committed to record. 

Date 

Date 

Date 

Date 

* 

Highway Engineer 

Health Officer 

Dinwiddie Water Authority 

Board of Supervisors, 
Chairman or Agent 

*Approva1 is only with the understanding that where septic tanks are to be 
installed, each lot must be approved on an individual lot basis by the Health 
Department at the time that application is made for a septic tank permit. 

(e) All notes as pertinent to the owner's or developer's intentions 
as to plans for land use, water systems, sewage systems, drainage 
systems"area of lots, streets, widening and dedicated strips, 
easements, area left in acreage, building 1ines~ curbs, gutters, 
ditches, reserved and recreation areas, flood plains, etc. 

(f) All street names. 

(g) Property location as to corresponding county tax map sections and 
parcel numbers. 
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(h) Vicinity map. 

(i) Zoning classification. 

(j) Total area shown on the plat, including streets and total area 
dedicated to public use. 

(k) Total number of lots included on the plat and area contained within 
each lot. 

(1) Date, scale and north arrow. 

(m) The exact length and bearing of all lot lines. 

(n) Location and size of all street right-of-way and easements as well 
as all pertinent curve data. 

(0) Location of all flood plains. 

(p) Those areas to be dedicated for public use in accordance with 
section 15-36. 

Article III. Design Standards 

Division 2. Generally 

Section 15-31. Conformity to applicable rules and regulations. 

In addition to the design standards established herein, all subdivision 
plats shall comply with the following laws, ordinances, rules and regulations 
as they may be applicable: 

(a) 

(b) 
(c) 
(d) 
(e) 

(f) 

(g) 

The provlslons of Title 15.1, Chapter II. Article 7, Code of Virginia, 
as amended. 
Chapter 17 of this Code. 
Chapter l6A of this Code. 
Chapter l4A of this Code. 
Title 32 of the Code of Virginia and the rules of the state health 
department. 
The rules of the state highway commission relating to construction of 
subdivision roads and the safe access of lots and roads to existing 
state maintained roads. 
such other departments/agencies required by federal/state law or 
deemed necessary by the subdivision agent. 

Section 15-32. Improvements generally. 

(a) The subdivider or developer shall at his expense install street and 
utility improvements and other improvements indicated on the plat. 
The installation of adequate fire hydrants in a subdivision at loca
tions approved by the agent may be required; provided the necessary 
public water is available. Where public water and/or sewer are 
available, the service shall be extended to all lots within the 
subdivision. The cost of engineering design, checking, drafting 
and field inspection is to be borne by the subdivider or developer. 

(b) Any person proposing to construct a subdivision designed for more 
than fifteen individual, single-family dwelling units or for any other 
development whose consumption is the equivalent of that of more than 
twenty-five individuals shall design and construct a waterworks 
system in accordance with the requirements of the authority and/or 
state health and water control boards, except as provided herein. 

(c) Any person proposing to construct a development designed for more 
than fifteen individual, single-family dwelling units or for any other 
development whose consumption is the equivalent of that of more than 
twenty-five individuals shall design and construct a sewer system 
including building sewer connections to the-property line in accor
dance with the requirements of the authority and/or appropriate state 
agency. Said sewer system shall be connected to an existing sewage 
works system. In the event a sewage works system is not available 
the subdivider or developer shall construct a central sewage disposal 
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facility. Such sewage disposal works facility shall conform to the 
requirements of the' state agencies' having jurisdiction and the authority. 

, , 

(d) Any developer who deems the provisions of section 15-32(b) and/or 
15-32(c) to be the cause of an undue hardship may cause a feasibility 
study to be 'made by a regi stered professional engi,neer:at: the deve
loperls expense and submit not less than eight copies"of'such study' 
to the commission together with a written request for exemption from 
the provisions of section 15-32(b) and/or ec). The commission shall 
consult with the authority regard; ng the exempti on and sha 11 hold 
a'public hearing at its next regul~rly scheduled meeting, or as soon 
thereafter, ,at which time the request will be reviewed. The com
mission will receive any additional information at this time and 
render a decision to either grant or deny ,the request for exemption. 
In the event the commission shall render a decision in conflict with 
the authority the agent shall forward'the matter to the Board for a 
final decision which shall be binding upon the developer. 

(e) The subdivider or developer of land shall payor provide for the 
payment of his pro rata share of the cost of providing reasonable 
and necessary sewerage and drainage facilities, located outside the 
property limits of the land owned or controlled'by him but necessi
tated or required, at least in part; by the construction or improve
ment of his subdivision or development in'areas within the county 
where there has been established a general sewerage and drainage 
program having related and common sewer and drainage conditions, 
and within which the land owned or controlled by the subdivider or 
developer is located; and in which areas a total estimated cost of 
ultimate sewerage and drainage facilities required adequately to serve 
the related and common area has been established, when and if such 
area is fully developed in accord with the adopted general program. 
Such pro rata-share shall be limited to the proportion of-such total 
estimated cost which the increased sewage flow or increased volume 
and velocity of storm water runoff to be ,actually caused by his 
subdivision or development bears to total estimated volume and velocity 
of such sewage or runoff from such area in its fully developed state. 
Each payment received shall be expended only for the construction 
of those facilities for which the payment was required, and until so 
extended shall be held in an interestbearing account for the benefit of 
the subdivider or developer; provided, however, that in lieu of such 
payment the board of supervisors may provide for the posting of a bond 
with surety satisfactory to it conditioned on payment at commencement of 
such construction. 

Section 15-33. Flood and storm water control. 

No land shall be subdivided'which is found by the 'agent not to adequately 
provide for storm or flood water runoff channels or basins. 

Section 15-34. Preservation of natural features., 

In all subdivisions, due regard shall be given to the preservation of 
natural features such as large trees, watercourses~ historical and similar 
features. 

Section 15-35. Monuments. 

Concrete monuments four inches in diameter or square, three feet long with a 
flat top, shall be installed in all subdivisions at all block corners, angle points, 
radial points of curves in streets, and at all intermediate points along streets 
or property lines where monuments can ryot readily be seen one from the other. 
Said monuments shall have an indented cross or protruding metal bar to indicate the 
exact point needing to be identified. The replacement of any monuments removed or 
destroyed during the development of the subdivision shall be the responsibility 
of the subdivider. 

All other lot corne;s shall be marked with ·iron pipe not less than 
three-fourths inch in diamete~ and twenty-four inches long and driven into the 
ground so as to be flush,with the finished grade. When rock is encountered, a 
hole shall be drilled four inches deep in the rock into which shall be cemented 
a steel rod one-ha,f inch in diameter, the top of which shall be flush with 
the finished -grade. 
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Section 15-36. Dedication of land for public use. 

(a) When a final plat of a subdivision has been approved and all other 
required approvals are obtained and the plat is recorded, such recordation shall 
constitute acceptance for the purpose designated on the plat of all lands 
shown on the plat as dedicated to the public use, includjng aDY r~ght~of-way 
located within any subdivision which has constructed therein, or ,proposed,' , 
to be constructed therein, any street, curb, gutter, sidewalk, bicycle trail, 
drainage or sewerage system or other improvement, financed or to be financed 
in whole or in part by private funds only if the owner or developer furnishes 
to the agent and/or the authority a certified check in the amount of the 
estimated costs of construction, a bond with satisfactory surety, or an irre
vocable letter of credit in a form designated by the agent and/or the authority 
in an amount sufficient for the conditioned upon the construction of such 
facilities, or a contract for the construction of such facilities and the 
contractorls bond, with like surety, in like amount and so conditioned, 
provided, however, in the event the county has accepted the dedication of 
a road for public use and such road due to factors other than its quality 
of construction is not acceptable into the State highway System, then the agent 
may require the subdivider or developer to furnish the county with a maintenance 
and indemnifying bond, irrevocable letter of credit or other surety satisfactory 
in an amount sufficient for and conditioned upon the maintenance of such road 
until such time as it is accepted into the State Highway System. 

(b) Whenever a preliminary plat includes a proposed dedication of land 
to public use and the agent finds that such land is not required or not 
suitable for public use, after consultation and with the planning commission, 
the agent may either refuse to approve such dedication or require the rear
rangement of lots in the proposed subdivision to include such land. 

(c) The subdivision agent and/or authority shall be empowered to 
release in whole or. part the bonding for required improvements when the 
proper reviewing agency has inspected and accepted that portion of the improve
ment over which they have responsibility. In no case shall the agent release 
more than 90% of the bond unless satisfactory arrangements have been made 
with the appropriate agency for a performance guarantee of the materials and 
workmanship of the required improvement. 

Section 15-37. Preservation of land for public spaces and flood plains. 

(a) Whenever a ,tract to be subdivided includes a proposed site for a park, 
playground, school or other public use as indicated on the general plan, 
such space shall be suitable incorporated by the subdivider into his sub
division plat after proper determination of its necessity by the planning 
commission, the agent and other public agencies involved in the acquisition 
or use of each such site. 

(b) The computation of flood plain areas (land subject to inundation by 
flood waters) is to be given consideration by engineers who are skilled in and 
familiar with this particular type of engineering problem. It is expected 
that all flood plains shall be delineated based on a one hundred year fre
quency and the balance of energy concept of computing water surface profiles. 
If the agent finds it necessary, the engineer may be required to submit 
complete documentation of all computations for flood plains which shall 
include: 

(1) Topography of the contributing watershed, profiles of the reach of 
stream in questions, cross sections of the stream in question and data 
concerning any constrictions or control points which may affect 
the flow. 

(2) Runoff computations based on either the II rational formu1a ll or other 
suitable method. 

(3) Water surface profile computations. When computations are made by 
electronic computer, the engineer need not submit computations; however, 
the agent shall be informed of what program was used, and if not pre
viously approved, a printout of the program should be provided. Flood 
plain computations shall be made whenever the contributing watershed is 
greater than one hundred acres; however, certain instances may necessi
tate such computations for smaller areas. 'The computations shall 
reflect development trends in the upstream watershed twenty years hence 
in selecting a design discharge.. 'Computationsrequired in this section 
shall be accompl ished in accordance with 1I0pen Channel Hydrau1 ics ll by 
V.T. Chow and IIHydr010gic and Hydraulic Ana1yses ll Engineering Manual 
110-2-1409, Department of the Army Corps of Engineers. 
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Section 15-38. Acguisition oflandfotpublic use. 

The p.lanning commis~ion shall, consi'der all preliminary plats and plans or 
studies related thereto, to deternJine the need for acquisition for public use of 
any of the ,la,nd ,included in the preliminary plat. If such studies or plans do 
relate thereto, the pla.nning commi'ssionmay refer the plat to ~hepubl,1<; body 
concerned with acquisition for its consideration and report. The planhing com
mission may propose ~lternate areas for ,such acquisition and shall allow the 
public body or agency thirty days for reply. The agency's reply, if affirmative, 
shall inclMde,a map showing the.boundari'es and area of the parcel to be acquired 
and an estimate of the time required to complete the acquisition. Upon receipt 

,., of an affirmative reply, the planning commission shall designate on the pre
liminary plats the area proposed to be acquired by the public body. 

Section 15-39. Flood damagec6h~id~tati6hs. 
.. , 

All subdivisions shall be'reviewed by the planning commission and agent to 
assure that all such proposals are consistent with the need to minimize flood 
damage. All public and private utilities and facilities, such as sewer, gas, 
electrical and water systems shall be located, elevated and constructed to mini
mize and eliminate flood damage, and drainage shall be provided so as to reduce 
exposure to flood hazards. For the purposes of review, the ,planning commission 
and agent shall rely on the flood hazard areas as indicated on maps supplied by 
the Federa,l.Insurijnce Administrator of , the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development and the one hundred-year Flood Plain det~rmined and publishe~in 
reports of the U.S. Corps of Engineers. ' 

Division 2. Streets and Alleys 

Section 15-40. Generally. 

Streets shall 'be'designed ~nd located in relation to existing and planned 
streets within the general area, .to topographical conditions and,natural terrain 
features such as streams and existing tree growth, 'to public convenience and safety, 
and in appropriate ~elation to the proposeq uses of land to be served by such 
streets. 

Section 15-41. Arrangement. 

(a) All streets shall be properly integrated and coordinated with existing 
~treets, and the proposed system of streets within and contiguous to the 
subdivision. 

(b) All thoroughfares shall be properly related to special traffic 
generators such as industries, business districts, schools, churches, and 
shopping centers; to population densities; and to the pattern of existing 
and proposed land-uses. 

(c) Local streets shall be laid out,to conform as much as possible to the 
topography, to di scou\~age use by through traffi c, to permit effi ci ent drainage 
and utility systems and to require the minimum number of streets necessary 
to provide convenient and safe access to property. 

(d) The rigid rectangular gridiron street pattern may not be adhered to, and 
the use of curvilinear streets, cul-de-sacs, or U-shaped streets shall be 
encouraged where such use will result in a more desirable layout. 

(e) Proposed streets shall be extended to the boundary 1 ines of the 
tract to be subdivided, unless prevented by topography or other physical condi
tions,or unless in the opinion of the planning commission such extension 
is not necessary or desirable for the coordination of the layout of the 
subdivision with the existing layout or the most advantageous future 
development of adjacent ~racts. 

(f) In business and industrial developments, the streets and other access
ways shall be planned in connection with th~, grQuping of buildings, l~cations 
of rail facilities, and the provision of.a11eys, truck loading and maneu
vering areas, and walks and parking areas so as to minimize conflict of 
movement between the various types of traffic, including pedestrian. ' 

(g) All s~bdiv~sions shall provide for a second public road, access prior to 
the recordation of any subdivision plat if the cumulative total of the 
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lots in that subdivision is in excess of fifty-nine lots. In addition, the 
county shall not issue more than fifty building permits in any subdivision 
until the subdivider or developer completes construction of an approved 
second public road access. 

(h) The necessary right-of-way for stub roads toprovid~ adequate access 
to adjacent property or util ity easements to provide utility service s:h-all be 
dedicated at the time a subdivision is recorded. When the adjacent property 
is developed, the developer of such property shall connect and construct all 
stub roads to state department of highways and transportation standards and 
extend utility service to connect with the adjacent subdivision to county 
utility department standards. 

(i) In any subdivision recorded or built in sections, all stub roads or 
utilities in a section designed to serve property in the subdivision but 
to be developed in a later section shall be constructed at the time other 
streets or utilities in that section are constructed. 

Section 15-42. Railroads and highways. 

Subdivision of land adjacent to railroad right-of-way and limited access high
ways shall be treated as follows: 

(a) In districts zoned for commercial or industrial uses the nearest 
street extending parallel or approximately parallel to the railroad shall, 
whenever practicable, be at a sufficient distance therefrom to insure 
suitable depth for commercial or industrial sites. 

(b) Streets parallel to the railroad or limited access highway when inter
secting a street which crosses the railroad or limited access highway at grade 
shall be, to the extent practicable, at a distance of at least one hundred 
fifty feet from the railroad or limited access highway right-of-way. Such 
distance shall be determined with due consideration of the minimum distance 
required for future separation of grades by means of appropriate approach 
gradients. 

Section 15-43. Access to major arterial streets. 

Where a subdivision borders on or contains an existing or proposed 
arterial street, the planning commission may permit the subdivider to provide 
that access to such streets be limited by one or more of the following means: 

(a) The subdivision of lots so as to back onto the major street and front 
on to a parallel local street. No access shall be provided from the major 
street and screen planting shall be provided on a strip of land along the 
rear property line of such lots. 

(b) A series of ~ul-de-sacs, U-shaped streets, or short loops entered 
from and designed generally at right angles to such a parallel street, with the 
rear lines of their terminal lots backing onto the arterial street. 

(c) A marginal access or service road (separated from the major street 
by a planting or grass strip and having access thereto at suitable points). 

(d) Keep the number of residential streets entering a major street to a 
minimum. 

Section 15-44. Street right-of-way width. 

The minimum width of proposed streets, measured from lot line to lot line, 
shall be as shown on the major street plan, or if not shown on such plan shall 
be: 

(a) Arterial streets, not less than eighty feet; 

(b) Other streets, generally, not less than fifty feet; 

(c) Other minor streets which cannot be extended in the future, not 
less than fifty feet; and 

(d) Alleys, if permitted, not less than twenty feet nor more than 
twenty-eight feet. 



(~J 

The Planning Commission or agent may require a greater width if, after 
consultation with the Highway Department, additional width is determined necessary 
for the publics' health, safety and' welfare. 

Section 15-45. Cul-de-sacs ordead~end'streets. 

The diameter of a cul-de-sac turn-around (measured at the outside right
of-way) shall not be less than one hundred feet. Cul-de-sac streets shall not 
be longer than twelve hundred feet. 

Section 15-46. Half-streets. 

Street systems in new subdivisions shall be laid out so as to eliminate 
or avoid half-streets. Where a half-street is adjacent to a new subdivision 
the other half of the street shallbe.dedicated by the subdivider. Where a 
new subdivision abuts an existing street of inadequate right-of-way width, addi
tional right-of-way width may be required to be dedicated by the subdivider 
to meet the requirements of this section. 

Section 15-47. Street intersection. 

(a) Streets shall be laid out so as to intersect as nearly as possible 
at right angles. A proposed intersection of two new streets at an angle of less 
than seventy-five degrees shall be prohibited. Not more than two streets 
shall intersect at anyone point. 

(b) Proposed new intersections along one side of an existing street shall 
whenever practicable coincide with any existing intersections on the opposite 
side of such street. Street jobs with centerline offsets of less than one 
hundred fifty feet shall be prohibited. Where streets intersect major 
streets, their· alignment shall be continuous or separated by a minimum 
distance of three hundred feet between centerlines. 

(c) Alley intersections with streets and abrupt changes in street or alley 
alignment shall have the corners rounded Dff in accordance with standard 
engineering practice, to permit safe vehicular movement. 

(d) Where the grade of any street at the approach of an intersection with 
an arterial or major collector street exceeds seven percent, a leveling area 
shall be provided having no more than a four percent grade for a distance 
of twenty-five feet, measured from the nearest right-of-way line of the 
intersecting street. ' 

(e) Intersections shall be designed with a flat grade wherever practical. 
In no case shall the vertical alignment within the intersection area exceed 
four percent. 

(f) Where any street intersection will involve earth banks or existing 
vegetation inside any lot corner that would create a traffic hazard by 
limiting visibility, the developer shall cut such ground or vegetation 
(including trees) in connection with the grading of the public right-of
way to the extent deemed necessary to provide a minimum sight distance of 
ninety feet along each approach leg, measured from the nearest right-of 
way line of the intersecting street. 

(g) Minimum corner radius at street intersections shall be as specified 
by the Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation. 

Section 15-48. Alleys. 

(a) Alleys shall be provided in all commercial and industrial districts; 
except, that the planning commission may waive this requirement where other 
definite and suitable provisions are made for service access such as off-street 
loading and parking consistent with, and adequate for, the uses proposed. 

, 

(b) The width of alleys in commercial and industrial districts shall not 
be less than twenty-four feet. 

(c) Dead end alleys are prohibited except under very unusual circumstances, 
and crooked and "T" alleys shall be di scouraged. Where dead-end alleys 
are unavoidable, they shall be provided with 'adequate turnaround facil ities 
at the dead end. 
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Section 15-49. Street names. 

New street names shall not duplicate the names of existing streets, but 
streets that are continuations of other streets already in existence and named 
shall bear the name of the existing street. All proposed street names shall be 
approved by the appropriate regional review agency. When the final plat is 
submitted, a letter from the appropriate regional review agency indicating 
their approval of specific names shall accompany the plat. 

Section 15-50. Construction requirements. 

In cases where the state department of highways specifications are lacking 
or are less restrictive than the requirements of this section, the requirements of 
this section shall prevail. All streets or roads constructed in any subdivision 
in the county shall conform to the following requirements. 

(a) The roadway shall be graded to thirty feet exclusive of side ditches. 

(b) The base for pavement shall be at least twenty-four feet in width and 
six inches in depth of stone, gravel or other satisfactory material approved 
by the state department of highways. 

(c) Pavement widths shall be a minimum of twenty-two feet constructed of 
material passing the state department of highways specifications. The 
pavement shall consist of a bituminous oil primer treatment and final 
sealed treatment with rates of application to be in accordance with the 
state department of highways specifications. 

Section 15-51. Private streets. 

There shall be no private streets platted in any subdivision unless the 
Planning Commission shall determine, after a public hearing, that extenuating 
circumstances exist or the publics· interest would be best served by allowing 
such a street. 

Division 3. Easements. 

Section 15-52. Generally. 

(a) Easements across lots or centered on rear or side lot lines shall be 
provided for utilities and where required by the agent, such easements to 
be at least sixteen feet wide. Proper coordination shall be established 
between the subdivider and the applicable utility companies for the establish
ment of utility easements. 

(b) Where a subdivision is traversed by a watercourse, drainage way, 
channel or stream, there shall be provided a storm water easement or drainage 
right-of-way conforming substantially to the lines of such watercourse and of 
such width or construction or both as will be adequate for the purpose. 

Division 4. Blocks. 

Section 15-53. Residential blocks. 

(a) Blocks shall have sufficient width to provide for two tiers of lots 
of appropriate depths. Exceptions to this prescribed block width may be 
permitted in blocks adjacent to schools, parks, major streets, railroads, 
shopping centers or waterways. 

(b) The lengths, widths and shapes of blocks shall be appropriate for the 
locality and the type of development contemplated, but block length in resi
dential areas shall not exceed one thousand eight hundred feet. Wherever 
practicable, blocks along major arterials and collector streets shall be not 
less than one thousand feet in length. 

(c) Where a subdivision adjoins a major road, the agent may require that the 
newly created lots front on the subdivision road rather than the major tho
roughfare to avoid unnecessary ingress and egress from individual driveways. 

Section 15-54. Nonresidential blocks. 

Blocks designed for commercial or industrial uses shall be of such length 
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and width as may be determined suitable by the agent or planning commission 
for the prospective use. 

DiVisi6h'5; 'Lots. 

Section 15-55. Generally. 

(a) In general, the size, shape and orientation of lots shall be appro
priate for the location of the subdivision and for the type of development 
and use contemplated. Lot dimensions shall conform to the requirements of 
Chapter 17 of this Code. 

,(b) Residential lots to be served by private or individual sewerage disposal 
facilities shall comply with the rules of the state health department. 

(c) Depth and width of properties laid out for commercial or industrial 
purposes shall be adequate to provide for the off-street parking and loading 
facilities required for the type of use and development comtemplated, as 
established in Chapter 17 of this Code. 

(d) Where lots front on arterial streets, the minimum building setback 
line as measured from the street right-of-way line shall be increased by an 
additional fifteen feet. 

(e) Every lot, except those permitted by Chapter 17, shall front on a 
public street. 

(f) Lats shall be laid out so as to provide positive drainage away: from 
all buildings, and individual lot drainage shallbe'coordinated with the general 
storm drainage pattern for the area. Drainage shall be designed so as to avoid 
concentration of storm drainage water from 6ne lot to adjacent lots. 

(g) Lots at right angles to each other shall be avoided wherever possible. 

(h) Side lot lines shall be approximately at right angles or radial to 
street 1 i nes .. 

(i) Lot lines shall follow county boundary lines wherever practicable~ 
rather than cross them. 

(j) Double frontage and reversed frontage lots shall be avoided except 
where necessary to overcome specific disadvantages of topography and orien
tation. 

(k) Corner lots shall be of additional width so as to provide for the 
required setbacks from both streets. 

(1) Lots shall not contain peculiarly shaped elongations solely to provide 
necessary square footage of area which would be unusable for normal purposes. 

Footnotes: 

1. For state law as to planning, subdivision of land and zoning generally, 
see Code of Virginia, 15.1-427 et seq. 

2. Editorls note -- The amending ordinance from which this definition derived 
was adopted November 3, 1976. 

3. Editorls note. -- The ordinance from which this chapter derives was 
adopted June 3, 1960, and became effective July 1, 1960. 

4. As to zoning generally, see chapter 17 of this Code. 

IN RE: NON-DISCRIMINATION POLICY--COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
BLOCK GRANT FUNDS 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded'by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, t1r. Bennett., Mr. Robertson, Mr. tlleber 
voting "aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Dinwiddie County, Virginia has been instruct~d 

BOOK 8 PAGE 174 October 19, 1983 



by the Department of Housing and Community Development that it 
must adopt and adhere to a policy of non-discrimination relative 
to all matters associated with implementing its Community Improve
ment Grant; and 

WHEREAS, the stated purpose of such policy is to assure 
all parties involved that discrimination on account of race, 
color, religion, sex or national origin will not be tolerated; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County this 19th day of October, that it 
hereby accepts the provisions of Article I, Section II of the 
Virginia Constitution, to be followed by Dinwiddie County and 
all employees thereof. 

IN RE: AFFIRMATIVE ACTION PROGRAM--COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
BLOCK GRANT FUNDS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the following affirmative action plan was adopted 
for Community Development Block Grant Funds: 

WHEREAS, Dinwiddie County, Virginia has been selected 
by the Department of Housing and Community Development to parti
cipate in funding under the Community Development Block Grant 
Program for FY 83-84; and 

WHEREAS, it is the desire of the Dinwiddie County Board 
of Supervisors to participate in the CDBG Program for FY 83-84; 
and 

WHEREAS, Section 3 of the Housing and Urban Development 
Act of 1968 requires for CDBG fund activities that an Affirmative 
Action Program be adopted; 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia this 19th day of October, 1983, 
that the following will serve as the County1s Affirmative Action 
Program: 

1. The Dinwiddie County Board of Supervisors designates as its 
Section 3 covered project area the boundaries of Dinwiddie 
County. 

2. The Dinwiddie County Board of Supervisors, its contractors, 
and designated third parties shall, in utilizing Community 
Improvement Grant funds, utilize businesses and lower income 
residents within the County in carrying out all activities, 
to the greatest extent feasible. 

3. In awarding contracts for work and for procurement of 
materials, equipment or services the Dinwiddie County Board 
of Supervisors, its contractors, and designated third parties 
shall take the following steps to utilize businesses which 
are located in or owned in substantial part by persons 
residing in the County. 

(a) The Dinwiddie County Board of Supervisors shall ascertain 
what work and procurements are likely to take place 
through the Community Improvement Grant funds. 

(b) The Dinwiddie County Board of Supervisors shall ascertain 
through various and appropriate sources including adver
tisements in the following newspaper: 

The Progress-Index 

to notify those business concerns covered by Section 3 
which are likely to provide materials, equipment and ser
vices which will be utilized in the activities funded 
through the Community .Improvement Grant. 

(c) The identified business concerns shall be apprised 
of opportunities to submit bids, quotes or proposals for 
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work or procurement contracts which utilize Community 
Improvement Grant funds. 

(d) To the greatest extent feasible the identified businesses 
and any other project area business concerns shall be 
utilized in activities which are funded with the Community 
Improvement Grant. 

4. In the utilization of trainees or employees for activities 
funded through the Community Improvement Grant, the Dinwiddie 
County Board of Supervisors, its contractors, and designated 
third parties shall take the following steps to utilize 
lower income persons residing in Dinwiddie County. 

(a) The Dinwiddie County Board of Supervisors, in consultation 
with its contractors (including design professionals), shall 
ascertain the types and number of positions for both trainees 
and employees which are likely to be utilized during the 
project funded by the-Community Improvement Grant. 

(b) The Dinwiddie County Board of Supervisors shall advertise, 
through the following source, the availability of such posi
tions in: 

The Progress-Index 

with information on how to apply. 

(c) The Dinwiddie County Board of Supervisors, its contrac
tors, and designated third parties shall be required to 
maintain a record of inquiries and applications, by project 
area, of residents who respond to advertisements, and shall 
maintain a record of the status of such inquiries and appli
cations. 

(d) To the greatest extent feasible, the Dinwiddie County 
Board of Supervisors, its contractors, and designated 
third parties shall utilize lower income project area 
residents in filling training and employment positions 
necessary for implementing activities funded by the Com
munity Improvement Grant. 

5. In order to ascertain substantial compliance with the above 
affirmative actions and Section 3 of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1968, the Dinwiddie County Board of 
Supervisors shall keep, and require to be kept by contrac
tors and designated third parties, listings of all persons 
employed and all procurements made through the implementation 
of activities funded by the Community Improvement Grant. Such 
listings shall be complete and shall be verified by site 
visits and interviews, crosschecking of payroll reports and 
invoices, and through audits, if necessary. 

IN RE: DONALD ANDREWS 

Mr. Donald Andrews asked the Board what had been 
settled on the road to the recreation area across from the 
high school. Mr. Hargrave advised him something was being done 
and s~ggested he talk with the School Board. 

IN RE: BINGO AND RAFFLE PERMIT--DARVILLS RURITAN CLUB 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Darvills Ruritan Club has made ,appli
cation to the Board of Supervisors for a Bingo & Raffle permit; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Club meets the requirements as set forth 
in Sec. 18.1-340 of the Code of Virginia and has filed the 
required $10 fee; 
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NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Darvills Ruritan Club 
is hereby granted a Bingo & Raffle Permit for the year 1983. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave,·.Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (1) of the Virginia Free
dom of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session 
at 10:45 P.M. to discuss personnel matters. The meeting recon
vened into Open Session at 11 :03 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr, Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Be~9Jett, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the meeting adjourned at 11 :05 I1'.l.M 

lL 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
HELD IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION 
BUILDING, DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 2ND DAY OF 
NOVEMBER, 1983 AT 2:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M.L HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY (arrived 2:30 P.M.) 

L.G. ELDER 

C. L. MITCHELL 

INVOCATION 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

SHERIFF 

The Reverend Edward Van Dyke,Pastor, Lebanon, Craw
ford, Mt. Olivet United Methodist Churches, delivered the 
Invocation. 

IN RE: fVlINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voting lIaye ll

, 

the minutes of the October 19, 1983 meeting were approved as 
presented. 

IN RE: CL.AIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: 

General Fund checks-numbering 83-2181 through 83-2265 
amounting to $88,207.58. 

IN RE: CABLETELEVISION 

Mr. Paul Bland, Crater General Communications, pre
sented a letter from First & Merchants National Bank, approving 
financing for the proposed cabletelevision system for Dinwiddie 
County. The letter of approval dated October 27, 1983 was con
tingent upon a guarantee issued by the SBA for 90% of the loan 
amount. Mr. Bland stated he received a call from the bank as 
of this morning informing him that the SBA gave its approval 
this morning. 

Mr. Weber asked about the location of the tower. Mr. 
Bland stated he had picked out an area but not a definite site. 
He indicated he would be negotiating later in the week. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the letter submitted by Mr. 
Bland completes the requirements for award of the franchise. 

The County Attorney, Mr. Larry Elder, stated he had 
just received the letter a few minutes earlier and was not 
an expert in the field. However, he felt the Board would 
want an opinion from their cabletelevision consultant, Frederick 
Griffin. Mr. Elder stated it appeared to him the requirements 
h a v e bee n met but hew as not ina po s i· t ion tog i ve a nan s we r . 

The County Administrator stated he had talked with 
Frederick Griffin's office that day and they had not received 
the letter and, therefore, had not reviewed it. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Ro b e r t son, Mr. H a r g r a v e, Mr. Ben net t, Mr. We b e r v 0 tin g 
lIaye ll

, 
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BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the cabletelevision franchise for Dinwiddie 
County, be awarded to Crater General Communications, Inc; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Chairman be authorized to 
sign the franchise agreement contingent upon a positive review 
of the financing and all requirements by the County Attorney 
and cabletelevision consultant, Frederick Griffin. 

IN RE: APPEALS BOARD--CONSTITUTIONAL OFFICERS ' BUDGETS 

The County Administrator advised the Board that 
tomorrow, November 3, 1983 at 4:00 P.M., a meeting is set 
up with the Compensation Board to file an appeal on the budgets 
of all the Constitutional Officers. He stated he needs for 
this Board to select two members to sit as an Appeals Board 
with the Compensation Board. The Compensation Board, three 
members will make up three of the five and two members from this 
Board will make up the other two members of the five member 
Appeals Board which meets at 4 o'clock. He indicated if it is 
the desire of the Board to appeal the budgets of the Constitu
tional Officers, of course, they must be there at 4 o'clock. 
He added Mr. Bolte has indicated there is one thing he would 
like to bring to their attention and Mrs. Lewis indicated there 
is one thing she would like to bring to their attention. And 
certainly one of the Board's primary concerns is the reduced 
amount of the Sheriff's mileage reimbursement. He stated his 
request now to the Board is to appoint those two members who 
will sit as a part of the Appeals Board. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he definitely thought this should 
be done. When we disagree with the umpire, he doesn't know unless 
you argue with him. He stated he felt they should go in a repre
sentative situation and he would volunteer if the Board would 
like him to. But he would like the Board to appoint an alter
nate because he has had a difficult work schedule which will 
continue for a few days. 

Mr. Weber suggested that after the meeting, they 
get together and decide who will go. Mr. Hargrave stated he 
felt they should represent their cause. Mr. Weber stated 
weill make that decision after the meeting about someone who 
would like to go . 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mrs. Margaret W. Lewis submitted her report for the 
month of October, 1983. 

IN RE: TURNOVER AUDIT--CLOSING OF TREASURER'S OFFICE 

The County Administrator stated that the Treasurer's 
Office will be closed December 22, 1983 through January 4, 
1984 for the turnover audit. No business will be transacted 
at the office or by mail on those days. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha was not present. The County Admini
strator read his report for the month of October, 1983. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

Mr. L.A. Brooks, Jr. presented his report for the 
month of October, 1983. 

IN RE: LIVESTOCK & FOWL CLAIM--J.C. OLGERS 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting "aye", 
Mr. J.C. 01gers was awarded $107 for one hog, six ducks, seven 
hens, ten bantoms, one hen, eight baby chicks. 
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IN RE: COMMUNITY. DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT--TRANSFER OF 
ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSIBILITY TO DINWIDDIE COUNTY 
WATER AUTHORITY 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Rob e r t son, Mr. H a r g r a v e, Mr. Ben net t, Mr. Web e r v 0 tin g II aye II , 

the following resolution was adopted~ 

WHEREAS, the County of Dinwiddie is in the process of 
entering into a contract with the Department of Housing and 
Community Development for the expansion of public utilities 
to the Piney Beach/Oak Hill areas with Community Development 
Block Grant Funds; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Dinwiddie and the Dinwiddie 
County Water Authority developed this project as a joint 
venture; and 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie County Water Authority has 
expressed a willingness to administer this project on behalf 
of the County. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Dinwiddie 
County Board of Supervisors transfers administrative respon
sibilities·to the Dinwiddie County Water Authority in all 
matters relative to the installation of public utilities 
covered under the Community Development Block Grant Program 
for FY 83-84. 

IN RE: SHOOTING RANGE PERMIT--DINWIDDIE YOUTH FOOTBALL 
LEAGUE 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented an 
application for a shooting range permit from the Dinwiddie 
Youth Football League. He indicated they will be using the 
same location, W.W. Howardls property, as the Dinwiddie VFD 
which has already been approved for a range. 

Upon· motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
1.1 aye II, the Din wid die You t h F 00 t ball Le a g u e was g ran ted a 
shooting range permit to hold turkey shoots at the described 
location, which will expire November 1, 1984. 

IN RE: SHOOTING RANGE PERMIT--L.T. & JIM SLAUGHTER 

Mr. W.C. ·Scheid~ DirectQr of Planning, presented 
an application for a shooting range permit from L.T. and' 
Jim Slaughter ... The location.will be on property owned 
by Gordon Glass on Rt. 656. 

Mr. Scheid stated.,he ·had.r~ceivedthe application 
before the meeting and had not had a chance to visit the" site. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr~ Weber voting lIaye ll

, 

J.T. & Jim Slaughter were granted a shooting range permit to 
hold turkey shoots at the described location contingent upon 
approval by the Director of Planning after visiting the site. 
The permit will expire November 1, 1984. 

IN RE: RECREATIONAL ACCESS ROAD 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll

, the following resQlution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the County -of Dinwiddie' is eligible to apply 
to the Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation for 
funds to improve the acce~s road to the Countyls recreational 
area ·located on ·the east side of Route 627 adjacent from the 
Hi,gh School; and 
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WHEREAS, there is a need for the existing recreational 
right-of-way to be relocated and improved to increase the safety of 
vehicular traffic; and 

WHEREAS, the existing intersection of State Routes 
627 and 661 contributes to this problem; and 

WHEREAS, the relocation of Route 661 appears appro
priate and desireable from a traffic flow and safety viewpoint; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia apply to the Virginia 
Department of Highways and Transportation for Recreational 
Access Funds to improve this situation; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County Administrator be 
authorized to act on behalf of the County in securing such funds. 

IN RE: SCHOOL BOARO--AWARD OF BID TO REMOVE ASBESTOS 

Dr. Richard L. Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, 
presented the following proposals for asbestos removal and 
replacement with approved material in the auditorium at the 
Dinwiddie County High School: 

Spinazzola Systems, Inc. 
WACO, Inc. 
W.W. Nash & Sons 
Masterclean 

23,590 
34,860 
35,078 
57,344 

Dr. Vaughn requested authorization to accept the 
low bid and proceed with the work. 

Mr. Hargrave asked about inspections of the work. 
Dr. Vaughn indicated the consultant hired would make all the 
inspections and see that all requirements are met. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if funds for the work are avail
able in the School Board budget. Dr. Vaughn stated there were 
no funds available in the budget; however, he felt sufficient 
funds could be obtained from the Sunnyside McKenney bond 
issue. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robert
son, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Weber voting "aye", the School Board is authorized to accept 
the low bid of Spinazzola Systems, Inc. at $23,590 for asbestos 
removal and replacement with approved material at the Dinwiddie 
County Senior High using funds remaining in the Sunnyside 
McKenney School Bond issue. 

IN RE: DELINQUENCY PREVENTION & YOUTH DEVELOPMENT ACT-
RESTORATION OF FUNDS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Offices on Youth established under the 
Delinquency Prevention and Youth Development Act have developed 
and administered programs for young people that foster wholesome 
youth development; and 

WHEREAS, Dinwiddie County has been the recipient of 
funding authorized under the Virginia Delinquency Prevention 
and Youth Development Act and has effectively initiated and 
administered programs which have a direct benefit for youth 
and families of this community; and 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie County Board of Supervisors has 
established a Commission on Youth and Community to assess and 
plan for youth needs in the county and to work with existing 
services to meet identified needs. 
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NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia supports the continuation of Delin
quency Prevention and Youth Development Act funds in the fiscal 
year 1984-86"biennium budget of the Commonwealth of Virginia; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED bythe'Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that copies of this resolution be 
forwarded to the Governor of the Commonwealth Secretary of 
Public Safety, Director'of the Department of Corrections and 
Dinwiddie County's delegation to the General Assembly. 

IN RE: 'VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION-
ADOPTION OF SIX-YEAR PLAN 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Har
grave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Sec. 33.1-70.01 of the Code of Virginia, 1950 
as amended, requires the Board of Supervisors to conduct a 
joint public hearing with representatives of the Virginia Depart
ment of Highw~ys and Transportation for the purpose of discussing 
with the citizens of Dinwiddie County the entire Six Year Plan 
and to receive the interested citizens ' comments; and 

WHEREAS, thfs Six-Year'Planshall consist of improve
ments of the secondary roads in Dinwiddie County and is based 
on the best estimate of funds to be available to the County 
for expenditure on the Six-Year Plan period on,the Secondary 
System; and 

WHEREAS, the public hearing was held 'on the 5th day 
of October, 1983 at 2:00 P.M. in'the Board Meeting Room of the 
Administration Building; and 

WHEREAS, following the said public hearing, the 
Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie County, together with repre
sentatives of the Virginia Department of Highways and Trans~ 
portation have reviewed comments received at the public hearing; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of 
Supervisors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia does hereby adopt, 
the Six Year Plan as presented by the Virgi'nia Department of 
Highways and Transportation. 

IN RE: RESOLUTION OF APPRECIATION~-C.B. PERRY, II, RESIDENT 
ENGINEER 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, r~r. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Mr. Charles B. Perry, II, has served Dinwiddie 
County as Resident Engineer of the Petersburg Residency Office 
of the Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation 
with integrity and dedication for 'the past seven years;, and ;', 

, , , 

WHEREAS, Charles B. Perry, II has provided valuable 
guidance to the Dinwiddie County Board of Supervisors in impro
ving the'Co,unty's highway system; and," 

WHEREAS, the Board'of Supervisors on this 2nd day 
of November, 1983 is desirous of acknowledging these qualities 
and furthef to express their appreciation for his work on 
behalf of the County; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of'Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia hereby commends Mr. Charles 
B. Perry, II for his many contributions and devoted service; and 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that a copy of this resolution be 
delivered to Mr. Charles B. Perry, II and a copy spread upon the 
minutes of this meeting. 

IN RE: CONTRACT FOR DEVELOPMENT OF AN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
BROCHURE FOR DINWIDDIE COUNTY 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the County Administrator was authorized to sign 
the following contract with the Crater Planning District Com
mission for the development of an economic development brochure 
for Dinwiddie County: 

This Contract made and entered into this 2nd day of 
November, in the year 1983, by and between the Crater Planning 
District Commission, hereinafter referred to as Commission, and 
Dinwiddie County hereinafter referred to as County. 

WHEREAS, the Commission has obtained a grant from the 
South Central Virginia Job Training Consortium to 
finance economic development activities; and 

WHEREAS, the Commission has authorized its Executive 
Director to execute and administer a contract for 
specific economic development activities; 

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties indicated above do hereby 
agree as follows: 

ARTICLE I - SCOPE OF WORK 

The County will ensure that all activities'as outlined 
in Attachment A will be completed, which is hereby made part of 
this Agreement. 

ARTICLE II - BASIS OF PAYMENT 

Payment will be made by the Commission to the County 
on a quarterly basis following submission by the County of an 
invoice to the Commission detailing expenditures for actual 
costs incurred by the County in providing the services outlined 
in the Scope of Work (Attachment A). The Commission will make 
payment to the County, within five working days of receipt of funds 
by the Commission from the South Central Virginia Job Training 
Consortium, for the services rendered. Total payment for all 
services rendered under this Agreement shall not exceed the sum 
of Eight Thousand Dollars and No Cents ($8,000~00). 

ARTICLE III - TIME OF PERFORMANCE 

This Contract shall run for the duration of those 
activities specified in Article I of the Agreement. All work 
covered by Article I of the Agreement shall be completed no 
later than June 30, 1984. 

ARTICLE IV - MAINTENANCE AND AUDIT OF RECORDS 

The County shall permit authorized representatives of 
the Commission and the South Central Virginia Job Training Con
sortium to inspect and audit all work materials, payrolls and 
other data~ records, and accounts of the County with regard 
to the project covered under this Agreement. The Commission 
may require the County to furnish at any time prior to the 
closeout of this project audit records prepared according to 
generally accepted accounting principles. 

ARTICLE V - CHANGES 

Any changes, including but not limited to any reV1Slon 
or modification of this Agreement, shall be effective only 
with the express written consent of both the Commission and the 
County. Such changes shall be incorporated in this Agreement. 
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ARTICLE VI - PROCUREMENT 

The County shall' follow the requirements of Public 
Procurement Act of Virginia when subcontracting for services 
enumerated under this Agreement. 

ARTICLE VII - VIRGINIA FAIR EMPLOYMENT CONTRACTING ACT 

The County, its agents, employees, assigns or successors, 
and any other person, firm or agency of whatever nature, with 
whom they may contract or make agreement, shall comply with 
the provisions of the Virginia Fair Employment Contracting Act 
(2.1-374 through 2.1-376 of the Code of Virginia (1950) as amen
ded), the terms of which are incorporated herein by reference. 

VIII - COMPLIANCE WITH TITLE VI OF CIVIL RIGHTS ACT 

The County, its agents, employees, assigns or suc
cessors, and any other person, firm or agency of whatever nature, 
with whom it may contract or make agreement, shall comply with 
the provisions of Title VI of the Civil. Rights Act of 1964, 
which are made a part of this Agreement by reference. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--SHARON BAPTIST CHURCH 

Upon motion of ~1r. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye""the following resolution was adopted:' 

WHEREAS, the Sharon Baptist Church has made application 
to the Board of Supervisors for a Bingo & Raffle permit; and 

WHEREAS, the Sharon Baptist Church meets the require
ments as set forth in Sec. 18.1-340 of the Code of Virginia and has 
filed the required $10 fee; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Sharon Baptist Church is 
hereby granted a Bingo & Raffle Permit for calendar year 1983. 

IN RE: ROBERT RAGSDALE 

Mr. Robert Ragsdale requested to be placed upon the 
agenda for this meeting. 

Ragsdale - "Gentlemen, here some months back last 
year, something came to my"attention on the road that was put 
in going out the back to Rt. 627. I asked three supervisors 
for some information on it. T~o of them answered me and one 
of them didnlt. The answers I got back I still ·donlt feel like 
are satisfactory. I feel like itls been a run around, maybe 
something I donlt know. I got the report that was furnished 
to th~ members of the Board of S~pervisors, which I hope all 
of you have read. And if I am wrong, I apologize but I donlt 
think I am. I would like a. better explanation than what we have 
on it; the costs of the road ahd the transactions on the· road 
coming back to Rt. 627. 

Weber - Mr. Knott, can you brief Mr. Ragsdale? 

Knott - What are the questions on it? 

Hargrave - Robert, youlre talking abou~ where the 
tie was made between the firehouse and the law offices? 

Ragsdale - 11m talking about the transactions. Thatls 
right. 

Har,g:r..?ve::-"T[hat took place five to six years ago. 
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Ragsdale - Well he just put one out and I think Mr. 
Robertson requested a full accounting on it. I think at the 
last Board meeting it was given out to all the members. 

Robertson - Mr. Ragsdale, the thing that brought this 
about, would you elaborate on that. I think you saw something 
about a bankruptcy. 

Ragsdale - A bankruptcy was taken last September 2, 
1982. Will-Knott, Inc. owed Dinwiddie County $7500. 

Weber - I believe that was for pavement. 

Ragsdale - For pavement, putting the road in and what 
not. As far as I am concerned Will-Knott has not done anything 
wrong. 

Weber - Will you brief Mr. Ragsdale on this Mr. Knott? 

Knott - About the bankruptcy? 

Ragsdale - I know about that. 

Knott - The bankruptcy says that 

Ragsdale - Owes Dinwiddie County $7500. Thatls what 
brought it to my attention. Since that time, I havenlt been able 
to get an answer on how the thing was worked out, and so forth. 
On February 4 of this year, Will-Knott paid $4,000 and deeded 
.17 acre of land to Dinwiddie County. 

$7500? 
Knott - Did Will-Knott Corporation owe Dinwiddie County 

Ragsdale - Well, I can see approved by the Board, 
they agreed to pay it. You have the facts and figures. You 
put these papers out. 

Knott - They agreed to pay what? 

Ragsdale - $7515.85, I believe to be exact. 

Knott - Did they agree to pay that? 

Ragsdale - Yes sir. Thatls by your figures. Let me 
get Mr. Andrews. He has all the papers here. 

Mr. Francis Andrews addressed the Board at this point: 

Andrews - I think what Robert is referring to is 
the original $3200 that Will-Knott was supposed to pay for their 
share of the paving plus, apparently, there were some authorized 
extras that Will-Knott was supposed to share in the costs, and 
there was a billing or a letter from the County Administrator 
to Will-Knott billing them for the $3200 plus $4500 or so in 
extras. And the question comes up as to whether Will-Knott 
ever paid it. The letter that the County Administrator sent is 
dated December 18, 1978 and there was no further record of 
any correspondence with Will-Knott Corporation until September 
15, 1982. I think thatls the question Mr. Ragsdale has~ First 
of all, why did the amount go unpaid from 1978 to 1982, and 
further, why did not Will-Knott pay the full amount that was 
requested of them? 

Knott - Alright, the two questions then are why they did not pay 
the $4200 or whatever it is - $4300 - and why that was on December 
18, 1978 and the next conversation was September 15, 1982. 

Trying to go back and recap it somewhat, back when the 
~Qad"was put together~ .,The triangular part, and 11m sure there 
were some plat~:'in there that show how vital it was to the County 
to have it, the .17 triangle of land to complete their roadway from the 
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rear of the parking lot out to Rt. 627. I believe construction 
started May 22, 1978. That was the day that Mr. Wade came and 
started construction and that was also the day that I checked 
into the hospital. So the conversation that I had with Mr. Wade 
and representatives of Will-Knott Corporation was over the phone 
from the hospital. 

There had been much discussion - the primary cost -
and this $4200 reflects that - the primary cost on the area 
was the installation of a pipe, 30-inch pipe I believe is the 
size of it from 627 down to - you can see where it comes to. That 
was the main concern. In the first discussions with Mr. Wade, 
pipe was not included. This was discussed by the Highway Depart
ment, Mr. Wade, our architect and his engineer, back when they 
were working on the road. They were working on the road back 
in 1977 and they were concerned about the fact that it was just 
going to be an open ditch there. So after evaluating all that, 
we had a final conversation. We had a conversation that afternoon 
lid say 5:00 to 6:00 from the hospital, Petersburg General Hospital. 
I was talking with Mr. Wade and representatives of Will-Knott Corpo
rati6n, I can't say - Whether it was W.B. Knott, Jr. - I think I 
talked to him and I talked to Herbert. They were the two there at the 
time. I think I talked to both of them. Be that as it may. I 
talked to representatives of Will-Knott Corporation and I talked 
to O.R. Wade. And they strongly recommended that the pipe 
be put in and now was the time to do it. Reflecting back on 
the input from various other people, it seemed like the proper 
way to go. Since I was in the hospital, I could not see a plat, 
did not have a plat in front of me, I extracted from Will-Knott 
Corporation a guarantee to pay for that pipe if it was on their 
property, on the one acre they were retaining. If it was on 
the .17 acre that the County would retain - would get from them -
then it would be theCounty's responsibility because it was on 
County property or would be. That was put in, the pipe was, 
at the time the road was constructed. Moving on down to the letter 
of December 18, it relfects the pipe and some grading, rock and 
what have you in there. The conversations from Will-Knott Cor
poration was that they had agreed to deed the .17 acre to the 
County but if you look back to the minutes sometime during May 
of 1979, you will see when the Board of· Supervisors agreed, with 
Will-Knott's request that they not deed all of the .17 acre 
of land. They wanted to retain a portion of it. The portion 
they would retain would have that pipe on it. So this was the 
conversation, say, from after the road was completed in 
August and September up until December. This was their conver
sation to me. I was opposed to this. I did not want them to 
retain any portion of the .17 acre because I thought the County 
should have control of that drainage easement. Because it was 
of primary importance to the State. Because it drains a great 
deal of State property up there. Across the road at Joe Lewis's 
store, there is a pipe that comes under the road, drains there, 
drains from the fire department and drains north beyond the buil
ding. I was opposed to them retaining any portion of the .17 acre of 
land but their conversation was to me that they wished to retain 
a portion of it and that portion they wished to retain had the 
pipe on it. So my letter to them of December 18 reflected the 
cost I felt proper. This was not discussed with them at all, as to what 
the cost would be. I felt they should pay if they retained that 
portion of the ground that had the pipe on it. They continued 
to feel that way as you will see in a recap they made of what 
they thought the proceedings were. They even went to the point 
that they wanted the County to deed some land to them which I 
also opposed and that went on. 

Sometime in May, I walked the Board over there and they 
looked at it and they said that would be fine. They had no 
problem with them retaining the land provided the compensation 
was proper. I relayed that information to them and it drug on 
and on and on. Finally, they did not keep the land that the pipe 
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was on so therefore, they did not owe for the pipe-because that 
was County responsibility - because the pipe is on County land. 
It drug on and on. For the reason that Will-Knott did not settle, 
you will have to ask Will-Knott Corporation. I made many calls to 
Will-Knott and they sent, if you will notice in there, on two occa
sions, a recap of what they thought the history of it was. You 
will see it's in there twice because they sent it on two occa
sions; I think they're pretty much identical and I didn't read and 
compare them to assure they are identical. But I think they pretty 
much are. But they were sent to me on two occasions. Of 
course, that's their history of it and they still wanted the 
County to deed them a portion of County property in addition to re
taining some, which, as I said, I was opposed to. The Board had not 
considered deeding any property but the longer it drug on and no 
response from them, the more adamant I became to obtain that .17 
acre of land. As I said, many phone calls in the interim period 
provided no results. Then, in the summer - I can't give you exact 
dates - Will-Knott indicated it was ready to settle and they did 
not wish to retain any portion of the land. That they were willing 
to deed the entire .17 acre of land. We had a formal meeting 
on September 14, which my notes reflect in that meeting, that it 
was subject to Board approval on what was agreed upon. Then a 
letter followed it up on, I believe, September 15, to the County 
indicating their willingness to settle at $4,000, and deed the entire 
.17 acre of land. Now, the original agreement said $3200. Why 
the difference, $3200 to $4,000. The pipe did enhance the entrance 
to their property some. So it was the feeling that rather than 
them having to go over a ditch -- when they agreed on the 
$3200, and to deed the. 17 acre they had to go over a ditch--which 
would have had to be maintained. So it enhanced the entrance 
to their property some. In addition, it enhanced the whole situa
tion. But primarily I felt - this was agreed upon - an additional 
$800 was a fair amount for them to compensate. The pipe is about 
10 to 15 feet off the line. The County would have been responsible 
for putting in that pipe anyhow because we had guaranteed them 
access from the road over to their property. So we would have 
had to put in that length of pipe to accommodate their driveway. 
So we reached a figure of $800 we felt was a fair and just figure 
for how much the pipe enhanced the entrance to their property. That's 
the reason they gave a check for $4,000, and that's the reason that 
it indicates in there that Will-Knott from September to February, 
when it was closed, had to get their house in order. Which they 
did and it was off to the Board of Supervisors with that explana
tion on March 2, 1983. The Board of Supervisors approved it and 
that's where we stand with it. 

Ragsdale - They approved accepting the deed but 
there wasn't anything in there about them owing $7500. 

Knott - They never owed $7500 to the County. 

Ragsdale - There wasn't anything where the Board approved 
taking $4,000 that I can see anywhere in the minutes. 

Andrews - The Board apparently, at least according to 
the minutes anyway, did not reach a conclusion as to what the 
settlement would be for this transaction. 

Knott - Let me check something, just one second. 

Weber - The. 17 acre land was deeded to the County at 
no charge. No money was paid for it. 

Andrews - That's right. 

Weber - The bankruptcy report said Will-Knott owed 
the County $7500 I believe. 

Andrews - The bankruptcy was for Mr. Baskerville Knott 
and he showed a contingent liability on his part for monies 
that Will-Knott reported to owe Dinwiddie County and Mr. Knott's 



bankruptcy petition or schedule of debts showed as of September 
2, 1982 that he e~pected he would owe .$7500 to Dinwiddie County. 
Seems that in least in Baskerville Knott!s mind from 1978 to, 
1982~ he expected that his liability pr the liability of Will
Knott was $7500. Maybe s~me price changes occurred after Sep
tember 2, 1982. 

Hargrave - What I understand is that when one, takes 
bankruptcy, he is encouraged to list everything that you mi~ht 
owe, expect that you could owe or, what. That was put down as the 
$7500, the price that total~both th~ land; as earlier discussed 
and the keeping the land and that $4300 cost then of the. pipe 
if the land .. Thatls the way in his.mind I would guess he arrived 
at it and put it down on paper. Then the business apparently 
concluded in another direction. 

Knott - O~ the $4,000, on the March ~,1982 minutes, it 
does not reflect the $4,000 but. the reason it is so vivid in my 
mind is that in my explanation of it, Mr. Clay asked me IIdid we 
owe them $4,000 11 and I told him.no, they were coming to us at 
$4,000, the amount was just omitted .. But it cert~inly was.dis
cussed with the Board that day and, of course, the $4,000 check 
has been .delivered and deposited in the bank by the Treasurer. 

Andrews - I realize the $4,000 had been deposited. 
I gathered that from a letter that you wrote to Will~Knott .. The 
question that we had here was that on your March 2 meeting of 
1983, you did vote to accept the deed but not to any settlement 
of· any monies between Dinwiddie County and Will-Knott. Corporation. 

Knott - That is true. The minutes do not reflect any
thing about· the $4,000 check. That is true .. That. I assume is just 
an oversight. 

Hargrave ~ Perhaps for history, that should be recorded 
in the minutes to completely capture the business at that time .. 

Andrews - In i·nformation that· Will-Knott sent to you 
that you mentioned before, the two pages· that showed where they 
were' com tern p 1 at i n 9 h a v.i n g , an exchange 0 fl and or buying some, 
land from Dinwiddie County, Will-Knott also mentioned in that 
particular document that they owed $3200 plus some additional 
amount of money for the pipe, $1512 for additional pipe. 

Knott - That1s correct because if it was on their land, 
they would have to pay at least that much. 

Andrews - So you1re saying that, this pipe was installed 
on County land. 

Knott - A 11. the pi P e was 1 aid on County 1 and so they 
would not have owed it. That1s what I extracted from them at 
the hospital because I made them promise, since we ~ere not 
face to face, I,made them pro~ise they would paj for that regard
less if it ended on their property. But it did not end up 
on their property~ As you notice on the second page, they state 
they offer to keep some 1 and and ha v et h e, County deed them SOme 
land and so they anticipated paying that a,mount at least. \ 

Andrews - On thjs p~rticular. docum~nt, it shows extta 
costs per Will-Knott Corporation of $4,315.85. That was, also 
on the .17 acre. Correct? 

Knott - Yes, I was trying to impress upon them the 
importance of how much money they would have· to pay if they 
retained that land which I said I was opposed to. And it not 
only was the pipe, but. he ,had to rent, a backhoe" rock and every
thing of that nature, so it wasn1t just the cost of the pipe 
itself.' It was other things that went with it. 

Andrews - On the total cost of the project, of course, 
it went way over what was approved by the Board. They originally 
approved $16,700 ... 

BOOK 8 PAGE 181 November 2, 1983 



$20,000. 

Knott - for the construction of the road, yes sir. 

Andrews - I believe the total cost amounted to over 

Knott - It amounted to between $27,000 and $28,000 for 
the construction and aJso putting in the easements, the drainage 
easement, pipes and what have you. 

Hargrave - Did some of that come from the require
ment of the turning lane? 

Knott - That's right. The State Highway laid a great 
deal of that on us. 

Hargrave - We were surprised. The turning lane had to 
be placed on the eastbound lane. 

Andrews - Maybe I don't have all the information here, 
but from the Virginia Department of Highways & Transportation, 
at least according to this document here, they required $2,945.80 
worth of additional work. 

Knott - That's what they required certainly and by them 
requiring certain things, it had the effect of a snowball in 
requiring the County to do certain things too to incorporate 
what they wanted to do as well as make it -palatable. We had to 
do some work for .the fire department because you see the corner 
of this triangle went over on the fire department so we had 
to do some work for that, in grading that off and what have you. 

Hargrave - And taking care of the drainage in that 
area. That had to be modified, if I remember. The whole thing 
started in trying to get an access to the rear of this building 
because so mUGh of the traffic~ particularly from the high 
school, didn't need to go out on Route 1 and have that more 
difficult entry. The more we could get out the back the better. 
That began the effort and then the effort became more complicated 
by drainage and then by the parallel exit widening of the road 
and I vaguely seem to recall something and, I ought not to even 
inject this, about that getting into Will-Knott's way and the 
use of their entrance because the use narrowed them up. That's 
all very vague. Our whole effort was to get that access at the 
best possible deal for the County and have a proper access short 
of condemning land. 

Andrews - Well, I think we agree with the need for it. 

Hargrave - We hadn't gone to the beginning. 

Andrews - The way that it all seems to have fallen 
or not fallen in place - I think is what is a question in the 
minds here. The ~dditional cost, is it not customary for the 
Board of Supervisors to approve these additional costs or do 
you have the authority to do that? 

Knott - The Board of Supervisors approved those addi
tional costs in June, August and September. They put a cap 
on it and that was for the benefit of our negotiations with 
Mr. Wade but also the Board of Supervisors was quite aware that 
there would be additional costs because the Highway Department 
had indicated that there would be certain requirements placed upon 
them when they constructed the road. ,Such as a drop inlet in 
front of the firehouse, that was an additional cost. Another one 
was a drop ·inlet down further into the road. Those things the 
Board was quite aware of, realizing what it would be. You'll 
notice the $l6 s 700 was the cost on the actual construction of the 
road and that was for the benefit of negotiating with Mr. Wade. 
You'll see, I believe, his bill to the County for actual con
struction is $l6~300 and some dollars and the extra cost is for 
drainage and what have you that we realized we didn't know what 
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the price would be but those things were coming. 

Ragsdale - There wasn't anything in the minutes. 

Andrews - There wasn't anyting in this packet of material. 

Knott - They approved the payment of the claims on 
those particular dates, in June. '. : . 

Andrews ~They a~proved the payment but did they autho
·rize the expenditure to begin with? 

Knott - There. were ·discussi·ons held with the Board 
on everything that was done. Just like when you go out to 
do anything the Board of Supervisors~ those five men, are not 
standing right behind you to give an amen to whatever you might 
do. Just like when we came down that road, we had to relocate 
it because we ran into the drainfield. It cost us a little 
bit to move it~ut L don.'t think that you have ·to wait. In 
digging that large drainage ditch, we cut off the end of the 
drainfield lines and that had to be repaired immediately and that 
was an additional cost. There are .some things that you ·have to 
do at the time that are needed to be done:to effectively get it 
done at the most economical cost. 

Andrews - In Mr. Wade's billings, he included $1240 
for engineering.,' I tho'ught Mosel,ey-Hening did all the engineering 
work. They didn't handle this? 

Knott - Moseley-Hening drew the plans that you have a 
copy of. 

Andrews - What engineering was done by Mr. Wade? I 
didn't realize he did that too. 

Knott - All the surveying was done by him - all the 
laying out, what have you. He put in there $1200. Now if you 
want me to itemize the $1200, I can't do that. That's what he 
put in for his cost to reloca'te the ,road. - If he says it costs $1200 
to relocate it, .it may or"may not be that'costly,I don't know. 

Ragsdale - It was my understanding that this packet 
is all the information pertaining to the road. 11m sure all 
of you gentlemen have read it, Jack? 

Bennett - No, truthfully. I haven't read it. 

'Ragsdale - You should. 

Bennett - Well, I agree with you and if I had known 
you were going to be here discussing it today, I would certainly 
have. Let me read you what I knew about Robert Ragsdale. "Robert 
Ragsdale telephoned Wendy and requested to be placed upon the 
agenda. He declined to reveal the matter he wishes to bring 
before the· Board. II ,I had no idea wha t you were comi ng up here 
to speak for today. Truthfully, I am unprepared to respond to 
anything. 

Ragsdale - I asked Mr. Clay about it and he was going 
to get back to me in a'couple'of days. You ·did't know anything 
about Will-Knott owing $7500. 

Clay - No. 

Ragsdale - As far as rim concerned, this was poor infor
mation; the papers live been through here of the cost of building 
the road, the transactions with Will-Knott. As far as 11m con
cerned, Will-Knott hasnlt done anything wrong. I think it's 
a poor way for the County do do business. If I ask any County 
off i cia 1, I .. fee 1! : T: s h q u 1 d get a s t r a i g h t . a n s we r . ins tea d 0 f 
assuring me there's nothing wrong. 

'01 ' { l' ~ i _~ I J.: ,~" ... I 
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Weber - I think what Mr. Ragsdale is most interested in is 
the .17 acre of land that was deeded over to the County at no 
cost. We all understand that. And the ... 

Ragsdale - The documents here stated that Will-Knott 
agreed to pay $7515.85. 

Weber - The County received a $4,000 check. 

Ragsdale - There wasnlt anything mentioned about the 
$4,000 until a letter written September 15 to the County agreeing 
to pay $4,000. 

Knott - Let me ask one question if I may. Mr. Andrews 
you have the papers there right? Do you have any document in there 
that says Will-Knott has agreed to pay $7500? 

Andrews - I just have a billing from you. 

Knott ~ But you donlt have anything that they agreed to 
pay it? 

Ragsdale - No sir, what you presented to the Board, 
what you presented says $7500, in my way of reading it. 

Hargrave - As I understand what that was saying to them 
that if they desire to retain the land, thatls what it was going 
to cost. And they made the decision, as I understand it, not to 
retain the land and incur that cost then of having placed the pipe 
on it. Is that not it? 

Ragsdale - Have you read this document from the back 
to the front? 

Hargrave - Yeah, lIve scanned it. Therels a whole lot 
of notes and details, I havenlt memorized. I didnlt know we were 
going to sit and talk about it. I donlt even have it with me. 

Ragsdale - If this is the way the County does business, 
itls a poor way of doing business. 

Hargrave - I think that if one goes through and under
stands it, youlll find the road very efficiently built, that 
nothing is wrong in the money spent, everything was accomplished 
at the best price it could have been. I think it is confusing 
Robert. 

Ragsdale - It appears when you have O.R. Wade--nothing 
against O.R. Wade, hels done nothing wrong--put $1200 for engineering 
to move a road over and I donlt see anything approved and I under
stand this is supposed to be all the documents pertaining to the road. 
I donlt see anything in there approved from $16,000 to $27,000 or 
$28,000. If the County is going to spend $27,000, I think the 
Board should approve it. 

Hargrave - Everything that is spent is approved by 
the Board. We get a statement of everything that is spent and 
that thing was discussed. 

Ragsdale - Why couldnlt somebody answer me. 

Clay - I didnlt know. I had forgotten it. 

Hargrave - This thing is six years old. It is obviously 
quite complicated and one can sit and study it and chase it 
through to a clear, satisfactory understanding that takes 
alot of time. It was done properly. 

Ragsdale - I think itls poor business. 
~. • I·. • 

Hargrave -""We could have gone out Robert and condemned 
the land and probably:some group that you might have'"participated 
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in could have placed a $15,000 property damage or.some exorbitant 
figure, on it-~whoever makes up propertybo~rds~ and then we 
might have paid~that money and we would have'had upset neighbors 
and the land and we would have spent alot of'money. 

Ragsdale~ Didn't the Board turn it down when it was 
first brought up, ~1r .. Knott? Knott. - That's correct. 

Ragsdale - Didn't they turn it down the second time? 
Hargrave - I don't recall. 

Ragsdale - When it was presented the third time, it was 
adopted. It seems to me it was a pet project of Mr. Knott's. 

Hargrave - I don't remember whether the conditions changed, 
what the proposals were. The records would have to be sought. 
I f~el like we needed-that road. Ragsdale.- 11m not arguing that. 

Hargrave - I feel like we got the road at just about 
the least cost it could have been gotten. This is the detail 
that had to be suffered. Ragsdale -·That's your opinion. 

Hargrave - I remember standing in the corner now that 
we sit here and talk about it. Remember I mentioned to Francis 
earlier, I remembered the drainage, the fire department had to 
have a fill and a pipe. Now I recall the drop pro b 1 em. They 
had to put in a manhole and a vertical drop to get in the pipe. 
All of these things just began to be discovered. I don't believe 
the architects had this access design in the original review of 
this plan. I thought this· was an addition: that was made in order 
to get us to that road. I just· don't recall. I can go home and 
get my drawings, the original eight years ago of this building 
I feel like we added it to improve the traffic flow. To me, it 
has been done properly and it's alot of detail to it but if you 
will, with all due respect, it's a much ado about nothing. 

Ragsdale - Mr. Hargrave, I believe you Ire intelligent, 
I would like for you to read this document and see if it makes 
sense. 

Hargrave - I will be glad: to and make notes. I.sat 
through the business and was satisfied at the time. 

Ragsdale - I would like for the whole Board to read it. 
Just like when it was approved on Mar~h 2 of this year, the 
acceptance of the deed, wasn't anything brought up about the money. 
I think the Board should have been made aware of it and the 
monies at that,time. I don't see anything where the Board approved 
$4,000. 

Ragsdale -I would like to direct this at Mr. Clay. When 
the County bought this property for the bus garage, did the County give 
Mr·. Jones,the Treasurer, a limit to go to? Clay - 11m not sure. 
Ragsdale - Didn't it change the day·of the sale and permission 
was given to go higher? Clay - Yes,.I believe they were. Ragsdale
Without a Board meeting? Clay - Yes, without a Board meeting. 
Ragsdale - Is that the way to do County business? That was my 
tax dollar too. 

Ragsdale '- Mr. Knott, do you have any- private lines 
or tap lines going to any departments in the County government? 

Knott - Any what? 

Ragsdale - Any lines going directly into any departments 
in the County? Knott - No sir. Ragsdale ~ No private lines? 
Knott - Not to any departments in the County, no. Ragsdale - no 
private lines directly into any county departments. Knott - no 
sir, nothing that goes from·my line directly to any department 
other than what anybody else has. Ragsdale - They have to come 
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through your Secretary? When I call you, I get the Secretary? 
Knott - That's correct. Ragsdale - Do you have any line where 
people can call you and you don't have to go through a Secretary? 
Knott - I have a private line to callout on but nobody calls me 
on it. Ragsdale - Youlre sure of that? Knott - It has rung 
occasionally; but I haven't answered it. 

Ragsdale - Gentlemen, do you or do you not think it's a 
conflict of iriterest for Billy Knott being the County Administrator 
and his wif~ working down in the School Board. Think about it. 
That's all I have. I still think I need a better explanation 
on this transaction. 

Weber - All of this started before Mr. Robertson and 
myself came on the Board, which of course, everyone knows. We 
saw the paper which you called me on and I called Mr. Knott and I 
did give you an answer. Ragsdale - It wasn't satisfactory. 
Weber - I know it wasn't satisfactory but you did get an answer. 
You called Mr. Robertson and he got your report which we all read. 
I saw t hat rep 0 r tat 1 1 : 00 t hat n i g h t w hi c h Mr. K n.o t t g a v e 0 u t . 
Mr. Hargrave stated that he had seen it and been through the 
report. 

Hargrave - It's not a report- It's a half inch of 
minutes and notes not a summary report. I scanned those 
papers, yes sir. 

Weber - I saw it at 11 :00 that night. I feel like 
as Chairman, I should have seen it first. 

Ragsdale - I think so myself. 

Weber - One thing you Ire interested in is that you 
know the County got .17 acre of land at no cost. They received 
a check for $4,000 and you are interested the very first time 
in what happened to the $3200. Ragsdale - What happened to the 
$3200. 

Weber - Now today, you have been explained some pipe 
has been installed crossing the highway out here. Now -you~re 
not satisfied and I don't understand it yet where the $3200 
is. There is a lot here I still don't understand. Ragsdale
Looks like to me Will-Knott would pay the County $7515.85. 
Weber - We first were told it shouldn't even have been, the 
$7500 owed the County, shouldn't have been on the bankruptcy 
report. Correct me if 11m wrong. 

Knott - I said I didn't know why it was on there. I 
didn't say it shouldn't have been on there. That's up to the 
bankruptcy people. I just said I didn't know why it was on there 
when I was asked about it. 

Weber -The only thing I have seen and Mr. Robertson 
was the deed to the land. I signed that deed. I wish I could 
give you more answers Mr. Ragsdale. 

Ragsdale - I don't think Mr. Baskerville Knott would 
have listed it on there if he hadn't thought the money was owed. 
Knott - Have you talked to him about it? Ragsdale - As far as 
11m concerned Will-Knott hasn't done anything wrong. If they 
could get it for nothing and got paid for the land, that's fine. 
I do think when you get down to authority, when you get to a 
sale and are given a limit, and somebody gives authority to 
go higher~ .. Who gave that authority? Clay - I did. Ragsdale-
On whose authority? Clay - Frank and I decided it was worth more. 
Ragsdale - I think you told them to go higher. Clay - I did. 
Ragsdale - What was the purchase price? Clay - I don't remember. 
I don't remember what we paid for it. 

Ragsdale - I think the County should run-business 
in a business-like way. When I come to Mr. Knott or you or 
anybody else, any offi,cial of the,Coumty, and ask a question, 
I should get a straight answer. 



- ~~.~----~--~--~------~--~--~---------

Weber - Did Mr. Clay have the authority to raise 
the price without coming back to the Board? 11m just asking 
the question, or can any Board member do it on his own? 

J 

Hargrave - As I recall that business, the Board agreed 
to have Mr. Jones bid on that property for a possible future 
site for a bus garage. The Board agreed on that. As I recall, 
Mr. Clay -informed the Board of the advice he had given Mr. Jones. 
It seemed proper at the time. The Board certainly, the Board 
at that time, approved of payment. The money wasn't spent as 
I see it, until the payment was approved. 

Ragsdale - You check the minutes, Mr. Hargrave, you'll 
find a limit was given. 

Hargrave - Must have been afterwards, Robert, the 
Board approved the payment. I don't recall the business. I 
recall we sought land for the bus garage, the idea to have 
Mr. Jones, the Treasurer of the County, certainly a trusted 
individual ... 

Ragsdale - This ha~pened to be Mr. Knott's land and 
you didn't go out and look for any land anywhere else. 

Clay - Mr. Knott didn't know anything about it. That's 
the reason we met in Mr. Elder's office. 

Ragsdale - I felt we should bring up County business. 

IN RE: RECONSIDERATION OF SCHOOL BOARD VEHICLES 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he had talked with a driver 
of one of the special education vehicles who explained the 
condition of the children that are transported and the need for 
air conditioning in these cars. Therefore, Mr. Hargrave moved 
that the purchase of the new vehicles for the School Board be 
reconsidered. Mr. Robertson seconded the motion. Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voted "aye". 

IN RE: AIR CONDITIONING FOR NEW SCHOOL BOARD VEHICLES 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting lIayell, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the motion concerning purchase of school 
board vehicles, adopted October 19, 1983 be rescinded; and 

BE IT~FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the School Board be authorized 
to purchase four vehicles from the low bidder with air condi
tioning on those vehicles which will be used to transport special 
education students with needs which require air conditioning in 
the vehicle. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
lIayell, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 4:06 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 4:19·P.M. 

IN RE: PRESENTATION OF PICTURE -- C&P TELEPHONE COMPANY 

The Chairman delivered a picture which was presented 
to Dinwiddie County by the C&P Telephone Company on October 
27,1983. I' 
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IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Rob e r t son, Mr. C 1 a y, Mr. Ben net t, Mr. H a r g» aye, Mr. Web e r v 0 tin 9 
"aye", the meeting adjourned at 4:22 LM. 

~----ATTEST:v .• C .. OTT 

O~ 
CHAIRMAN 



~--.---- ---

J 

VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE CONFERENCE ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 9TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1983 
AT 7:30 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN 

IN RE: 

G. S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
(arrived 7:38 P.M.) 

G.E. ROBERTSON, JR .. 
M.I. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting "aye", 
pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the -Virginia Freedom of Infor
mation Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 7:30 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into 
Open Session at 8:39 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, 
voting "aye", the meeting adjourned at 

~/'~ 
A TT EST :~~~O;J7~7'-T-------
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 16TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1983 
AT 8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
~1.I. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
B.M. HEATH 

INVOCATION 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
DEPUTY SHERIFF 

The Reverend Stephen Lamphere, Assistant Pastor, Rock 
Church, delivered the Invocation. 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, M.r, .. Cl.ay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
Haye H, the minutes of the November 2, 1983 regular meeting and 
the November 9, 1983 special meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: TRANSFER OF FUNDS--WATER & SEWER FUND 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
Haye H, the Treasurer was authorized to transfer $15,000 from 
the General Fund to the Water and Sewer Fund. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber 
voting Haye H, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: 

General Fund·checks-numbering 83-2266 through 83-2455 
amounting to $69,283.66; Water & Sewer Fund check #W&S-83-4 in 
the amount of $15,000; L~w Library .Fund che~ks-nu~bering LF-83-20 
thru LF-83-22 amounting to $163.04; Johnsongrass Control Fund 
checks-numbering JGC-83-21 and 22 amounting to $684.10; History 
Book Fund check HB-83-6 in the amount of $7.00. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--REZONING APPLICATION P-83-5--W.C. KNOTT 
. . 

This being the time: and place as ·advertised in the 
Progress-Index on Wednesday~ November 2, 1983 and Wednesday, 
November 9, lQ83 for the Board of Supervi$ors1to conduct a 
public hearing to consider for adoption an ordinance to amend 
Sec. 44B, Pa,rcels A-3 and A-4, by.changing the district,.classi
fication from Residential, Limited R-l to Agricultural General 
A-2. 

r' , 

The Director of Planning presented the application and 
reviewed the Planning Commission action wherein they recommended 
approval at their September 14, 1983 meeting. 

Mr. Knott was present in support of his rezoning request. 
No one appeared in opposition. The Chairman asked Mr. Knott 
why he was seeking the change. Mr. Knott stated the land on 
three sides of his property is zoned a,gricultural and the fourth 
side is developed ,into large lots., He indicated if the property 
is to be subdivided, it would be better to have an agricultural 
classification to keep the large lot development. 
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Mr. Robertson asked with the present zoning what the 
development could be. Mr. Knott stated 20,000 sq. ft. lots 
were allowed which could provide up to 50 or 60 lots. With the 
change to Agricultural, the minimum lot size would be 5 acres, and 
seven lots would be the maximum development. Mr. Knott added that he 
had no development plans on the horizon now. He has had some 
inquiries and the people in the area would benefit from large 
lots. 

Mr. Robertson asked about the development in Bonneville 
Subdivision. Mr. Knott pointed out that his property does not touch 
Bonneville Subdivision. He thought there were six homes in that 
subdivision now. 

Mr. Robertson asked about access to Rt. 627 under the 
present zoning and under agricultural zoning. Mr. Knott stated 
that the property fronts on Rt. 627. He did not know how the land 
would be developed. He felt it would probably be a right-of-way 
rather than a public road. Mr. Robertson asked, if with the 
rezoning, there would be more of a concern about access onto Rt. 
627. Mr. Knott stated not under Agricultural zoning. Mr. Bennett 
added that regardless, if it was a parent tract, there would be 
limited development. Mr. Knott stated yes, it was a parent tract 
which would allow a maximum of seven lots. 

Mr. Robertson asked if there were any inquiries from 
adjacent property owners. Mr. Scheid indicated he had received 
questions from one individual on how the rezoning would affect 
him; no one expressed being for or against the request. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors, Dinwiddie, 
Virginia, that the district classification of Section 4B2, parcel 
(A)3 nd Section 44B2, parcel (A) 4, be changed from residential, 
limited, R-l to agricultural, general, A-2. 

In all other respects, said zoning ordinance is hereby 
reordained. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--C-83-6--JAMES JONES 

This being the time and place as advertised in the 
Progress-Index on Wednesday, November 2, 1983 and Wednesday, 
November 9, 1983 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public 
hearing to consider an application from Mr. James Jones for 
a conditional use permit seeking to establish a Home for the Aged 
on Sec. 56, Parcel 30, containing 27 acres. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented the 
request. He reviewed the application and the action by the Planning 
Commission wherein they recommended approval at their October 12, 
1983 meeting. 

Mr. Scheid advised the Board that the applicant amended 
his application to request an addition to the home of Rudolph 
Jones on Rt. 657 rather than building a new structure. The 
addition would be three rooms, changing the request from eight 
rooms as previously stated. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the request needs to go back 
to the Planning Commission because of the amendment. Mr. Scheid 
stated that he did not feel it would be stretching the ordinance 
to hear it tonight. It was only going to be an addition to his 
son's house and it could probably be considered a home occupation. 
He indicated he would discuss it with the County Attorney. 

Mr. Jones appeared in support of his request. He 
stated he was going to serve 11 people which is the maximum 
the State allows. He, therefore, is not downgrading the number 
served, just changing the building to an addition to the house. 



No one appeared in support or opposition. 

The County Attorney stated he had no problem with 
the Board acting on the request tonight. 

c-. ] 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
C 1 a y, Mr. Mar g r a v e, M r ~ Ben net t, Mr. Rob e r t son, M r .We b e r 
voting "aye" ~ Mr. James Jones was granted a conditional use 
permit to establish a Home for the Aged with the conditions 
stated therein. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--C-83-7--JEROME GREENERL 

This being the time and place as advertised in the 
Progress-Index on Wednesday, November 2, and Wednesday, November 
9, 1983 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing 
to consider a request from Mr. Jerome Greenerl for a conditional 
use permit to establish a home for the aged on property he owns on 
Rt. 670. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented the 
request,reviewing the Planning Commission action wherein they 
recommended approval at their November 9, 1983 meeting. 

, He stated there had been one inquiry from a resident 
of Sutherland but no real opposition. 

Mr. Robertson asked what would be the maximum number 
served. Mr. Greenerl was present in support of his request. He 
stated twenty would be the maximum served. He added it was an 
interest of his and he had worked in geriatrics before. 

No one appeared in support or opposition to the request. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", Mr. Jerome Greenerl was granted a ~onditional use 
permit to establish a home for the aged with the conditions stated 
therein. 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE EDUCATION ASSOCIATION--NATIONAL EDUCATION WEEK 

In honor of National Education Week, Mrs. Lillian Stewart, 
representing the Dinwiddie Education Association, presented 
apples to the Board members and expressed appre~iation to 
the Board for their past support. 

IN RE: PURCHASE OF LICENSE PLATES FOR VOLUNTEERS 

Wendy Quesenberry, Administrative Assistant, advised 
the Board that the last license plates ordered for the volunteer 
fi re members, rescue squad and speci al. pol ice wi 11 expi re at 
the end of this year. She added that the Board previously passed 
a resolution allowing these same individuals to have a free 
county sticker as well ,to provide better visibility for the law 
enforcement officers in the County. From the period 1980-81 to 
1982-83, the cost rose from $500 to approximately $600. 

Mrs. Quesenberry asked the Board if they desired to 
continue to purchase the plates, If so, the work should be bid 
out. 

After a brief discussion, Mrs, Quesenberry was instructed 
to discuss the following alternatives with the volunteers and 
report back to the Board: 

1. Keeping the present tags and just changing the 
county stickers. 

2~ Ordering neW plates without the date .. 
3. Using a volunteer sticker rather than a plate for 

identification. 
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4. Ordering new plates with just the word "volunteer" 
on it with no department name. 

IN RE: CHANGE IN VOTING PRECINCT POLLING PLACE--WHITE OAK 

Mrs. Betty Jeter, Registrar, submitted a letter to 
the Board requesting that the County Attorney be authorized to 
draft an ordinance to change White Oak precinct polling place 
from Aubrey Allen's Store on Rt. 460 to White Oak United Methodist 
Church on Rt. 620. In her letter, Mrs. Jeter stated that the 
change is requested because the facilities the church offers 
are better for the voters and the election officials. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", the County Attorney was authorized to draft an 
ordinance changing the White Oak precinct polling place from 
Aubrey Allen's Store to White Oak United Methodist Church. 

IN RE: C & P TELEPHONE SURPLUS VAN--SOCIAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

Mr. Clay asked that the Board draft a resolution accep
ting a surplus van from C&P if one becomes available for the 
Social Services Department. He stated the van would be 100% 
refurbished by the Department which would also take care of any 
insurance and maintenance needed. 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the County Administrator was authorized to send a letter 
to the C&P Telephone Company accepting title to a surplus van 
if one becomes available for the Department of Social Services. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 8:53 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 9:50 P.M. 

IN RE: SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT--AUTHORIZATION TO PURCHASE TEN 
NEW VEHICLES 

Sheriff-Elect Bennie M. Heath appeared before the 
Board to present a request for ten (10) new police vehicles-
seven (7) two-tone national sheriff's colors and three (3) solid 
color. At the same time, he distributed a report on the mileage 
and condition of the present cars the department is using. He 
added he wanted to keep the newer of the cars the department has 
now for the process servers. He also stated he would consider 
small cars next year. 

Mr. Heath presented a quote for ten new cars from 
Pocquoson Motors for approximately $81,120. These cars would 
be Plymouth Gran Furys. 

The County Administrator stated that he had communicated 
with Pocquoson Motors earlier. This company buys police cars 
during the year and keeps them in stock, so they are the sole 
source of police vehicles at this time. The State will not bid 
until December and delivery would probably be after mid-April 
on new police cars. He added that he had spoken with the Prince 
George County Administrator and the State Purchasing Office and 
they knew of no other source at this time. He stated that the 
cars are fully equipped except for having to change the radios 
and install overhead wiring for bar lights. 

Mr. Hargrave moved that Mr. Heath be authorized to 
purchase ten (10) new police vehicles as described from Pocquoson 
Motors, and that the policy of allowing only 15,000 miles travel 
per car per year be strictly adhered to in order to gain the maxi-



~~----- --~----

mum amount of State reimbursement. Mr. Robertson seconded the 
motion. Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Weber voted JlayeJl. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the meeting adjourned at lO:la~ ~ 

ATTEST: ~ STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN 

Z/~ NOTT 
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VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 
DINWIDDIE COUNTY~ VIRGINIA HELD IN THE ADMINISTRATION 
BUILDING~ DINWIDDIE~ VIRGINIA ON THE 28TH DAY OF 
NOVEMBER~ 1983 AT 7:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER~ CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT~ JR.~ VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON~ JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

ABSENT: M.I. HARGRAVE~ JR. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

ELECTION DISTRICT #3 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay~ seconded by Mr. Bennett~ Mr. 
Clay~ Mr. Bennett~ Mr. Robertson~ Mr. Weber voting "aye"~ pur
suant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act~ the Board moved into Executive Session at 7:00 P.M. to discuss 
a legal matter. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 
7:38 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson~ seconded by Mr. Clay~ Mr. 
Robertson~ Mr. Clay~ Mr. Bennett~ Mr. Weber voting "aye" ~ the 
meeting adjourned at 7:38 P.M. 

~ .. 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 7TH DAY OF DECEMBER, 1983 
AT 2:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT~ JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M. I. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

T.E. GIBBS, JR. 

L.G. ELDER 

INVOCATION 

ELECTION DISTRICT 
ELECTION DISTRICT 
ELECTION DISTRICT 
ELECTION DISTRICT 

DEPUTY SHERIFF 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

The Reverend Fred Gardner, Pastor, Asbury, Manson and 
Rocky Run United Methodist Churches, delivered the Invocation. 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the minutes of the November 16, 1983 regular meeting and 
the November 28, 1983 special meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: 

General Fund checks-numbering 83-2456 through 83-2540 
amounting to $87,090.49. 

IN RE: TRANSFER OF FUNDS--WATER & SEWER FUND 

The County Administrator presented the following bill 
from the Dinwiddie County Water Authority which represents the 
balance due on the CCP Manufacturing Corp. project at the Airport 
Industrial Park: 

Construction Cost 
Plus 7% inspection & 
administrative cost. 
Total construction cost 
100% complete. 
Less Advance 

Balance due the Authority 

$41,890.00 

2,932.37 

$44,822.37 
-35,000.00 

$ 9,822.37 

Mr. Hargrave asked what the initial estimated cost of the 
project was. The County Administrator stated it was $37,000 and 
the engineering fees brought it up to $41,000 to $42,000. The 

#2 
#1 
#2 
#3 
#4 

bids came in at $46,000 to $47,000. He added that the actual 
construction costs and engineering fees are included in the $41,890. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he didn't recall any agreement 
for overhead, and asked if there was any documentation. The County 
Administrator indicated the Water Authority used a 7% figure for 
overhead but had documentation to back it up. 

After further discussion, the Board felt the overhead 
cost of $2,932.37 should be discussed before taking any action for 
payment. 
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Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the Treasurer was authorized to transfer $6,890.00 to 
the Water and Sewer Fund. 

IN RE: HISTORICAL DISPLAY CASES--APPROVAL OF LOCKS 

Mr. W.E. Bolte presented a cost proposal to secure locks 
for the historical display cases in the amount of $78.48. The 
proposal came from Christian's Locksmith. Mr. Robertson asked if 
the locks would blend in with the antique appearance of the cabinets. 
Mr. Bolte stated he had been assured they would. 

Mr. Clay moved that Mr. W.E. Bolte be authorized to pro
ceed with securing locks for the historical display cases at the 
cost quoted. Mr. Hargrave seconded the motion. 

Mr. Robertson stated that he was not satisfied with the 
location of the cabinets because people coming in to do business 
with the Treasurer come in the front doors and do not see the cabi
nets. Mr. Bolte stated the Committee decided on that location 
to get the cabinets out of the main line of traffic; however, they 
could be moved wherever the Board desired. No action was taken. 

Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Weber voting lIaye ll

, Mr. W.E. Bolte was authorized to secure locks 
from Christian's Locksmith for the historical display cases at 
a cost of $78.48. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mrs. Margaret W. Lewis was not present but her report 
was distributed for the month of November, 1983. 

IN RE: APPROVAL OF AGENTS TO SELL DOG TAGS AND COUNTY AUTO TAGS 

Mr. William E. Jones, Treasurer-Elect, appeared before 
the Board to request approval of the businesses and individuals 
that will act as agents for the Treasurer to sell dog tags and 
county auto tags. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following businesses and individuals are 
authorized to act as agents for the Treasurer to sell dog tags: 

Edgehill Supermarket - Louis Dowdy 
Bolster's Store - D.M. Barnes 
Wallace's Store - Robert Wallace 
Ford Grocery - John W. and Diane Bishop 
Country Hardware - George Williams; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the following businesses and indi
viduals be authorized to act as agents for the Treasurer to sell 
county auto tags: 

Namozine VFD; Darvills General Store - G.S. Cliborne, Jr. 

IN RE: SHERIFF'S POLICE VEHICLES 

Mr. T.E. Gibbs, Jr., Deputy Sheriff, advised the Board 
that the Sheriff was to receive some word from Pocquoson Motors 
on the new police vehicles within the next few days. The company 
did not have the number on hand needed by the Sheriff but felt they 
could locate them. 

IN RE: AUXILIARY POLICE UNIFORMS 

Mr. Hargrave stated that in the past, the Board has contri-



l 
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buted funds toward the purchase of uniforms for the auxiliary police 
and he had received a request for similar help at the present time. 
However, a definite amount was not given. 

Mr. Hargrave, therefore, asked Mr. T.E. Gibbs, Jr. to 
determine the needs of the auxiliary police and have the Sheriff 
submit a written request accordingly for action at the next Board 
meeting. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha presented his report for the month of 
November, 1983. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

~~r. L.A. Brooks, Jr., was not present. The County Admini
strator presented his report for the month of November, 1983. 

IN RE: DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT SOCIAL SERVICES 

Mrs. King B. Talley, Director, informed the Board that 
the fuel program is progressing steadily. She also distributed 
brochures from Vepco concerning adding $1, $2, or $5 to individual 
customers· bills to be used for the needy. She added that Vepco 
is also contributing. 

IN RE: CHANGES IN SECONDARY SYSTEM DUE TO RELOCATION & CONSTRUCTION-
PROJECT 0226-026-101, C501 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, a sectinn of secondary Route 600 from Intersection 
Route 226 to .05 miles NW Route 226 has been altered and a new 
road been constructed and approved by the State Highway Commissioner, 
which new road serves the same citizens as the road so altered; and 

WHEREAS, the section of this new road is located as 
shown on IIChanges in Secondary System Due to Relocation and 
Construction on Route 226, Project 0226-026-101, C501 dated at 
Richmond, Virginia 10-24-83. 11 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: That the portion of secon
dary Route 600, i.e., Section 1 shown in green on the sketch 
titled, IIChanges in Secondary System Due to Relocation and 
Construction on Route 226, Project 0226-026-101, C501 dated at 
Richmond, Virginia 10-24-83, a total distance of .05 miles be 
and the same hereby is, abandoned as a public road pursuant to 
the applicable Code of Virginia of 1950 as amended: 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: That the portion of secon
dary Route 600, i.e., Section 2 shown in brown on the sketch 
titled IIChanges in Secondary System Due to Relocation and Re
construction on Route 226, Project 0226-026-101, C501, dated at 
Richmond, Virginia 10-24-83,11 a total distance of .04 miles be 
and the same hereby is added as a public road pursuant to 
the applicable Code of Virginia of 1950 as amended. 

IN RE: TRAFFIC STUDY--ROUTE 40 AT ROBERTS· FERTILIZER BUSINESS 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Va. State Route 40 is a primary highway 
which is heavily travelled in Dinwiddie County; and 

WHEREAS, that section of Route 40 which runs in 
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front of Max Roberts ' fertilizer business, east of its inter
section with Rt. 610, has been brought to the attention of the 
Board of Supervisors because of the number of accidents that 
have occurred there; and 

WHEREAS, there is a hill at this location which hinders 
site distance; and 

WHEREAS, passing is allowed on both lanes of the road 
which increases the risk of traffic accidents; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia requests that the Va. Dept. of High
ways and Transportation perform a traffic study of this location 
and take the necessary steps to correct a hazardous situation. 

IN RE: SIX-YEAR PLAN 

The Board received final copies of the Six-Year Plan for 
their consideration. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARINGS--LIMITATION OF SIZE OF TRUCKS USING 
ROUTE 601 AND ROUTE 1310 

Mr. Robertson stated that the residential development 
along Rt. 601 is increasing, bringing more children to the area. 
He indicated that Rt. 601 is only a two-lane road and large trucks 
are using it to go from Rt. 708 to Rt. 600 to go to Chesterfield. 
Mr. Robertson further stated that Rt. 1310 has a similar situation 
and he understood a resolution is needed from the Board for the 
Va. Dept. of Highways and Transportation to hold a public hearing 
to limit the size of trucks using the road. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the Va. Dept. of Highways and Transportation is requested 
to hold a public hearing to consider limiting the size of the trucks 
using Rt. 601 and Rt. 1310. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. Harold Dyson, Assistant Resident Engineer, Virginia 
Department of Highways and Transportation, appeared before the 
Board to answer any questions they might have: 

1. Mr. Hargrave stated that since the asphalting of Rt. 
619 from Rt. 1 to I-85, there has been a significant increase in 
the speed of vehicular traffic, especially coming towards Rt. 1. 
He, therefore, asked that the VDH&T review that section of Rt. 619 
to determine if it is properly signed for curves and speed limit. 

2. Mr. Robertson indicated that the Lee Boulevard Ex
tension project has been completed and commended the Highway 
Department on a fine job. 

3. Mr. Weber asked how long it would be before the 
new lane is opened on the bridge on U.S. #1. Mr. Dyson indicated 
they hoped to open it the next day to two-way traffic and use 
by the fire trucks. 

4. Mr. Robertson asked about the stoplight put up on 
the bridge on Rt. 226 at Lone Star. Mr. Dyson stated that repairs 
are needed on the deck and it will be one-lane traffic for a while. 
He didn't know when construction would start. Mr. Robertson stated 
that it might cause the trucks carrying rocks to go back towards 
Rt. 226 and they had battled problems with loose rocks on the 
road before. Deputy T.E. Gibbs stated the rocks are still bad 
at the intersection of Rt. 226 and 460. Mr. Dyson stated he would 
contact Lone Star. 

IN RE: RESCUE SQUAD--AUTHORIZATION TO SELL FORD CHASSIS 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 



l~J 

Bennett~ Mr. Clay~ Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave~ Mr: Weber voting 
II aye II ~ 

BE IT RESOLVED'by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie Rescue Squad is authorized 
to sell by sealed bid a used Ford ambulance chassis which they 
purchased. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT -- DINWIDDIE VFD 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS. the Dinwiddie VFD has made application to the 
Board of Supervisors for a Bingo & Raffle permit; and 

WHEREAS"the Department.me~ts the 'requirements .as 'set 
forth in Sec. 18.1-340 of the Code of Virginia and has filed the required 
$10.00 fee; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of $upervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the DinwiddieVFD is hereby 
granted a Bingo & Raffle permit for the calendar year 1984. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMITS--DINWIDDIE MOOSE LODGE AND THE 
WOMEN OF THE MOOSE 

• I 

Due to a possible conflict of interest, Mr. Robertson 
removed himself from the room during the discussion and voting on 
these two permits. 

. - \ 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Clay~ Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting lIayeJl~ the 
following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Moose Lodge and the Women of the 
Moose have made application to the Board of Supervisors for Bingo 
and Raffle permits; and 

WHEREAS, these two organizations meet the requirements 
asset forth in Sec. 18.1-340 of the Code of Virginia and have 
filed the required $10.00 fee; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie Moose.Lodge and' 
the Women of the Moose be granted Bingo & Raffle permits for the 
calendar year 1984 .. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENTS 

The appointments were postpbned until .the December 21, 
1983 meeting. 

IN RE: COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR~S REPORT 

1. The County Administrator gave an update on the savings 
to the County and the employees since switching to Blue Cross Blue 
Shield of Southwest Virginia. Mr. Hargrave asked about the School 
Board. Dr. R.L. Vaughn, Superintendent, stated there were some 
comments about the $100 deductibJe .and the increase in premiu~s. 
Meetings with the School Board employe~s will start next week. 

2. The County Administrator stated a'set of law books 
is being donated.to the County by an Attorney going out of 
business and additional bookcases will be needed at the Courthouse 
to accommodate these and other books that are not housed at the 
present time. He stated there ,are ~lso some old bookcases that 
need restoring and he would like authorization to have the work 
reviewed and obtain some proposals . 
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Mr. Robertson asked about the vocational classes. Dr. 
Vaughn stated he didn1t know if the Rowanty Technical school could 
handle it or not. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if metal shelves could be used. The 
County Administator indicated they could but they would not conform 
to the shelves already there. 

No action was taken. 

3. The County Administrator stated the Health Building 
needs some painting and floor repair and there is money in the 
budget to do the work. He stated he would like to get some quotes 
to present at a later date. 

No action was taken. 

4. The County Administrator stated it was time to begin 
looking at snow removal. He stated the County has a dump truck 
that can be outfitted with a snow blade and he would like to 
obtain prices for the Board1s consideration. 

No action was taken. 

5. The County Administrator stated the Water Authority 
bought a backhoe with a front end loader which the School Board 
has used. In the past, they have had to rent one which was costly. 
However, they have to drive it to the locations where it will be 
used. The County Administrator stated he would like to get prices 
on a trailer to haul the backhoe for use by the County and the 
School Board. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he felt it would be fair and cleaner 
business for the Water Authority to charge the County and the School 
Board a rental fee. 

No action was taken. 

IN RE: LANDFILL TRASH TRUCK TIRE REPAIR 

The County Administrator stated the Landfill Department 
needs to find someone to fix the trash truck tires now and they 
haven1t established a relationship with any firm. He indicated 
that he had talked with Dr. Vaughn and George Soloe about having 
Mr. Cecil Lucy, a School Bus Garage employee, do the work at the 
Bus Garage. He added that the cost for tire repair last year 
was between $1400 and $1500 and the cost to have the School Bus 
Garage do the work will be $1800. The work would be done on a 
60-day trial basis and then evaluated. 

Mr. John Loftis, Director of Sanitation, stated that 
DeWitt Country Store because of the Conflict of Interest Law, 
could no longer do the repair work. He indicated that Leete 
Tire and Battery in Petersburg could do the work but their charges 
had gone from $8.50/tire plus $15 service charge to $11/$12 per 
tire plus $18 service charge. Mr. Hargrave stated that the 
Conflict of Interest Law is costing the County three times as much 
for the tire repair. Mr. Loftis added that he thought the School 
Bus Garage would work fine. 

Mr. Weber asked if they would need to hire additional 
he 1 p. 

The County Administrator stated that Mr. Lucy would 
work an additional hour per day and handle the tire repair in 
the Garage. Mr. Weber asked about emergencies. The County Admin
istrator stated Mr. Lucy would respond on County1s time and he 
would make the time up to the School Board. Also there are not 
that many emergencies with the trash trucks. 

Mr. Lucy was present and stated he would go in an hour 
early and if there was no tire repair, he would work for the School 
Board. The School Bus Garage also has a service truck. 



(-) 

The County Administrator pointed out this is all 
contingent upon School Board approval at their next regular 
meeting. 

Mr. Hargrave moved that the County enter into agreement 
with the School Board for repair on the trash truck tires at a 
cost of $150jmonth for one year with review and a report at the 
end of ninety days. Mr. Bennett seconded the motion. 

Mr. Robertson stated that if they continue with the 
Conflict of Interest Law, businessmen will not consent to belong 
to any councilor board. He felt it is unfair to any businessman 
to have to give up business when he is offering a lower price 
and the County has to spend more money due to a Conflict of Interest 
Law. 

Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Weber voted "aye". 

IN RE: VOLUNTEER LICENSE PLATES 

Mrs. Wendy Quesenberry, Administrative Assistant, advised 
the Board that she met with the volunteer fire chiefs and represen
tatives of the Rescue Squad to discuss the volunteer license plates. 
All present expressed a need for the plates for identification and 
felt the metal tags as they are without the dates would be suitable 
for their needs. 

She added that she was looking into the possibility of 
having the State Penitentiary do the work which would be the 
most economical route to go. If they can't do the work, she requested 
authorization to bid it out. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber 
voting "aye", Mrs. Quesenberry was authorized to proceed with 
investigating having the volunteer license plates made at the 
State Penitentiary, and if not there, bidding the work out. 

IN RE: PRESENTATION OF POINSETTIAS--DINWIDDIESENIOR HIGH 
FFA HORTICULTURE STUDENTS 

Poinsettias were presented to each Board member. The 
poinsettias were grown by Mr. N.C. Olgers and his horticulture 
students. They were delivered by Mr. Wayne Lingerfelt and Mr. 
Ray Smith~ The Board instructed the County Administrator to draft 

.aletter of appreciation to Mr. Olgers and his students for their 
generous gift. 

IN RE: INFORMATION 

The following information was included in the Board's 
material for this meeting: 

1. Letter to Paul Bland from the County Administrator 
concerning the status of cabletelevision. 

2. Letter from Sheriff-Elect to Compensation Board 
on changing two positions. 

3. Letter on VMLjVACO Telephone Steering Committee. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon moti'on"or Mr. Cl ay, seconded by Mr. Benn,ett, Mr. Cl ay, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting "aye", 
pursuant to Section 2.1-344 (1) and (6) of the Virginia Freedom 
of Information Act, the Board-moved into Executive Session at 3:30 
P.M. to discuss a legal and a personnel, matter. ,The M,e,eting recon
vened into Open Session at 5:25 P.M. 
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IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. ,We,ber v.oting 
"aye", the meeting adjourned at 5:26 P.M~ £ .. 

:~ VE WEBER, CHAIRMAN 

ATTEST:~ -----



L_----1l 

VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 21ST DAY OF DECEMBER, 1983 
AT 8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
M. I. HARGRAVE, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 

C. L. MITCHELL 

MINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber voting 
"aye", the minutes of the December 7, 1983 meeting were approved 
as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, ~1r. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
II aye II , 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: 

General Fund checks-numbering 83-2541 through 83-2772 
amounting to $164,021.56; Water & Sewer Fund check-#W&S-83-5 in the 
amount of $6890; Library Fund checks-numbering LF-83-23 ~nd 24 
amounting to $46.61. 

IN RE: COMMISSIONER OF REVENUE--COMPARATIVE REPORT 1982-83 
PUBLIC SERVICE CORPORATION. ASSESSMENTS 

Mr. W.E. Bolte, Commissioner of Revenue, presented a 
Comparative Report on 1982 and 1983 public service corporation 
assessments. He pointed out that the major increase is in the 
railroad assessments because of the change in the method of asses
sing the roadbeds. Also, the responsibility has been transferred 
to the Department of Taxation. 

He also pointed out an increase in the VEPCO assessment 
which he felt was due to the remainder of the transmission line 
going through the County. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--A-83-5-~LOUIS SHELL 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro-
. gress-Index on Wednesday, December 7 and Wednesday, December 14, 
1983 for the Board of Supervisors to consider the adoption of an 
amendment to the conditional rezoning application P-80-2 submitted 
by Mr. Louis Shell seeking to temporarily rescind the conditions 
imposed upon the development of land designated as Section 7, Parcels 
lF and 2. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented the amend
ment and reviewed the action of the Planning Commission wherein 
they recommended approval at their November 8, 1983 meeting. He 
stated Mr. Shell is seeking a temporary waiver of the 100 foot 
buffer area restrictions adjacent to Lake Chesdin so that a drainage 
problem may be corrected and the land contour improved. 

Upon correction of the drainage problem, said conditions 
established for the 100 ft. buffer area shall be restored. Mr. 
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Scheid added that the work will benefit the Water Authority as 
well as help erosion control in the area. 

Mr. Robertson asked how long is temporary. Mr. Scheid 
stated Mr. Shell indicated five years, but it is subject to the 
market and the weather. Mr. Hargrave stated he felt Mr. Scheid 
should be notified when the work is done. 

Mr. Louis Shell was present in support of the amendment. 
No one appeared in opposition. 

Mr. Shell indicated he would be glad to work with Mr. Scheid 
and notify him when the work was started. He also stated he would 
rather not have a time limit because he really didn't know 
when he would be able to start. Mr. Bennett stated his only concern 
was how long the project would lay after it was started. Mr. Shell 
indicated he would not be opposed to a twelve-month limit after 
the work is started. 

Mr. Hargrave added that he felt it important that the 
only material to be placed in the low areas would be that which 
came out of the lake rather than outside material. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie County Code so adopted April 
1, 1970, and as heretofore amended be further amended by temporari
ly rescinding the conditions imposed upon the development of land 
designated as Section 7, Parcel 2A and a portion of Section 7, 
Parcels IF and 2 and more specifically referenced in rezoning 
application P-80-2. Said rescinding of conditions is temporary, 
only, and subject to the following: 

1. The County Planner shall be notified prior to any 
earthmoving activities. 

2. The construction period shall not exceed 18 months 
from the date construction began. 

3. This waiver shall be reviewed five (5) years from 
the date of issuance if work has not begun. 

In all other respects said Zoning Ordinance is hereby 
reordained. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--A-83-6--DILAPIDATED STRUCTURES 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Wednesday, December 7, and Wednesday, December 14, 
1983 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to 
consider for adoption an ordinance to amend Chapter 12, Offenses, 
Miscellaneous, of the Dinwiddie County Code by adding Section 7. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented the am~nd
ment and reviewed the action of the Planning Commission wherein 
they recommended approval at their October 12, 1983 meeting. He 
pointed out that the amendment deals with residential and com
mercial areas only. 

Mr. Hargrave expressed a concern about truly agricultural 
areas that are zoned residential and those complaints about the aesthe
tic appearance of an old barn or building. Mr. Scheid stated a consi
deration would be its proximity to other buildings. He could not 
see the County getting involved for aesthetic reasons only. 

Mr. Robertson asked about a building that was structurally 
sound but grown up with weeds. Mr. Scheid stated the determination 
would be on whether it is structurally sound only. The County would 
get involved if it's a safety hazard or health problem. 

Mr. Clay asked how the ordinance would be enforced. He 
felt there was no need for another ordinance if it's not going to 



be enforced. Mr~ Schei:d stated 'it would be mainly by complaints. 

Mr. Robertson asked about buildings that are occupied but 
may not be structurally sound. The County Attorney pointed out that 
the State Code pertains to vacant buildings. 

The County'Admin~strator stated he could'foresee two
problem areas: l~'These types of complaints will place added pres
sure on the Zoning Administrator. 2. The County will, 75 to 80% 
of the time, be forced to pay to have the problem corrected. 

The County Attorney pointed out that notification of the 
owner should be spelled out in the ordinance. 

Mr. Hargrave suggested Mr. Scheid might want to discuss 
administration of the ordinance with other localities who have had 
experience in this area. 

No one appeared in support or opposition to this amendment. 

Upon Motion bf Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, ,Mr. Weber voting 
II ayell , 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that Chapter 7, Offenses-Miscellaneous, of 
the Dinwiddie County Code be amended by adding the following sec
tion: 

Section 12-7. _Removal, repair, etc. of buildings and 
other structures in residential and commercial zones. 

(a) It shall be unlawful for any vacant building and/or 
other structure to be~kept within a,residential or commercial zone 
which is deemed by the County to pose a threat to the public health 
or safety. In reaching a decision, the County shall consider such 
factors as the structural condition of the unit, proximity to other 
structures, last date of occupancy and/or current use. 

(b) Upon notification of a violation by the County, the 
owner. of the property and/or structure shall .have ninety (90) days 
to remove, repair or secure any building, wall or other structure 
which endangers the public health or safety. 

(c) Any person violating the provisions of this section 
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, after conviction thereof, 
each successive day that the violation continues shall constitute 
a separate violation. 

(d) In the event the owner shall fail to have corrected 
said violation, the County through its own agents or employees may 
remove, repair or secure any building, wall or other structure 
which might endanger the public health or safety of other residents 
of the County. 

In the event the County removes, repairs or secures any 
building, wall or other structure, the cost or expenses thereof 
shall be chargeable to and paid by,the owners of such property 
and may be collected by the County as taxes and levies are collected. 

Every cost authorized by this section with which the 
owners of the premises shall have been assessed shall constitute 
a lien against the'property and the lien shall continue until 
actual paymerit of such costs shall have been made to the County. 

In all other respects, said ordinance is hereby reordained. 

IN.., ~ ~: '. ': l ~ P POI N 1: MEN T S - - Q ~ N WID, Q I ~ ,C 0 U. NT Y ,W In E R "~ U T H Q ~ I "( Y " " 

Mr. Robertson nominated Mr. Jack DeBoer to replace Mr. 
John Scarborough. Mr. Bennett nominated Mr. James Davis for reap-
, I ~ '-, " ";:', -::.. ': . I 
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pointment. Mr. Hargrave moved that the nominations be closed. Mr. 
Clay seconded the motion. Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Weber voted Ilaye ll

• 

Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Weber voting "aye", Mr. Jack DeBoer and Mr. James Davis were 
appointed to the Dinwiddie County Water Authority, terms expiring 
December 31, 19B? 

IN RE: APPOINTMENT--CHAPTER 10 BOARD 

The Appointment to the Chapter 10 Board was postponed. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENTS--CRATER PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION 

Mr. Weber asked Mr. Robertson to nominate Mr. Emery 
Veazey for him to replace Mr. Charles Titmus who could not be 
reappointed. 

Mr. Hargrave nominated Mr. G.E. Robertson, Jr. for 
reappointment. 

Mr. Robertson nominated Mr. Kenneth Wright to replace 
Mr. G.S. Bennett, Jr. 

Mr. Hargrave moved that the nominations be closed. Mr. 
Clay seconded the motion. Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber voted "aye". 

Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Weber voting Ilaye ll

, Mr. Emery Veazey, Mr. G.E. Robertson, Jr. and 
Mr. Kenneth Wright were appointed to the Crater Planning District 
Commission, terms expiring December 31, 1987. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENT--CRATER CRIMINAL JUSTICE ACADEMY 

Mr. Robertson nominated Mr. John Talmage for Mr. Weber 
to replace Mr. C.E. Veazey, Sr. Mr. Robertson moved that the nomi
nations be closed. Mr. Clay seconded the motion. Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voted Ilaye ll

• 

Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Weber voting "aye ll

, Mr. John Talmage was appointed to the Crater 
Criminal Justice Academy, term expiring December 31, 1987. 

IN RE: RESOLUTION OF APPRECIATION--JOHN W. SCARBOROUGH 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting Ilaye ll

, the County Administrator was instructed to draft 
a resolution of appreciation to John W. Scarborough for his years 
of service on the Dinwiddie County Water Authority. 

IN RE: ACCEPTANCE OF UONATED LAW LIBRARY BOOKS 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Weber voting 
Ilaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Eugene R. Marable, Jr., Attorney-at-Law in 
Petersburg, Virginia is closing his office; and 

WHEREAS, there are several volumes of law books he will 
no longer need and would like to donate to the Dinwiddie County Law 
Library; 

, I." t Now THE REF 0 REB E IT RES 0 L V EDt hat the Boa r d 0 f Sup e r-
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia gratefully accepts this gift 
9t"law_b.ook~ for ~heIPin~jld~ile,Count.y,:LaY'lUbrary; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie Cb~n~;; Virginia that the County Administrator draft a 
1~tter.9f ap'pre.~ia~ion i;o"Mr~, ~u~~ne:IR·'IM~rabl~, Jr,." ' "I.: l' 
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IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--DINWIDDIE SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

Upon motton of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

J 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie County Senior High School has made 
application to the Board of Supervisors to renew their Bingo and 
Raffle Permit for the calendar year 1984; and 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Senior High has paid the $10.00 
fee and meets the requirements of the State Code of Virginia; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Bingo & Raffle Permit for 
the Dinwiddie County Senior High S~hool be renewed for the calendar 
year 1984. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--NAMOZINE VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENT 

U P 0 n mot ion 0 f Mr. R 0 b~e r t son, sec 0 n d e d by Mr. C 1 a y, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Namozine Volunteer Fire Department has made 
application to the Board of Supervisors to renew their Bingo and 
Raffle Permit for the calendar year 1984; and 

WHEREAS, the Namozine VFD has paid the $10.00 fee and 
meets the requirements of the State Code of Virginia; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Bingo & Raffle Permit for 
the Namozine VFD be renewed for the calendar year 1984. 

IN RE: VACO/VML TELEPHONE STEERING COMMITTEE 

The County Administrator reviewed a letter from the 
Virginia Municipal League concerning the establishment of a joint 
steering committee with the Va. Association of Counties to nego
tiate telephone rates with the C&P Telephone Company. In the 
letter, the Committee asks the Board of Supervisors to pass 
a resolution supporting the committee's efforts to negotiate 
ates on behalf of the County. The County Administrator added 
that he felt the Board would also be asked for monetary support. 

After a brief discussion, no action was taken. 

IN RE: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT AGREEMENT 

IVir. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented an (l 

agreement to be executed between the County of Dinwiddie and 
the Va. Department of Housing and Community Development for 
a Community Improvement Grant not to exceed $660,807. The grant 
will provide funds for a water and sewer project in the Piney Beach/ 
Oak Hill area. . 

Because there were questions pertaining,to the role 
of the Water Authority and since the Water Authority will be 
at the January 4, 1984 meeting to present an Agreement to be 
executed with the County concerning the same grant, action was 
postponed until that time. 

IN RE: JIMMY KARNES DAY 

Mr. Robertson advised the Board that Jimmy Karnes passed 
away December 18, 1983 and the funds collected on Jimmy Karnes 
Day, declared by the Board of Supervisors, paid his medical and 
burial expenses. He commended the tourity and the c{tizens for their 
effort on behalf of Jimmy Karnes. 

,. 
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IN RE: PRESENTATION OF GAVEL TO STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN 1983 

Mr. G.S. Bennett, Jr., Vice-Chairman presented a gavel 
to Mr. Steve Weber in recognition of his service as Chairman of 
the Board for the year 1983. 

Mr. Weber expressed his appreciation to each member 
for their support and cooperation. 

Mr. Robertson expressed the appreciation of the citizens 
of District II for Mr. Weber's service as a member of the Board 
for the past four years. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 
. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Weber voting 
lIaye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (1) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 9:48 
P.M. to discuss personnel matters. The meeting reconvened into 
Open Session at 10:01 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 
o 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Weber 
voting lIaye ll

, the meeting adjourned at 10:02 P.M. 

STEVE WEBER, CHAIRMAN 

ATTEST: W.C. KNOTT 

t • 



II } ] 

VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 4TH DAY OF JANUARY, 1984 
AT 2:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

M. I. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
HARRY L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
B.M. HEATH 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR PRESIDING 

IN RE: ELECTION OF CHAIRMAN 

~~r. Hargrave nominated Mr. G.S. Bennett, Jr. 

Mr. Robertson moved that the nominations be closed. Mr. 
H. Clay seconded the motion. Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave voted lIaye ll

• Mr. Bennett abstained. 

Mr. G.S. Bennett, Jr. was unanimously elected Chairman 
of the Board for the year 1984. 

IN RE: ELECTION OF VICE-CHAIRMAN 

Mr. Robertson nominated Mr. M.l. Hargrave, Jr. 

Mr. A. Clay moved that the nominations be closed. Mr. 
H. Clay seconded the motion. Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Bennett voted lIaye ll

• Iv]r. Hargrave abstained. 

Mr. M.I. Hargrave, Jr. was unanimously elected Vice
Chairman of the Board for the year 1984. 

MR. BENNETT ASSUMED THE CHAIR. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, ~Ir. 'Clay, ~Ir. Robertson, [vIr. Bennett voting lIaye ll , 

pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 2:06 P.M. to discuss 
legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 2:25 P.M. 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, 

the minutes of the December 21, 1983 meeting were approved as pre-
sented. . 

IN RE: CLAIM 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Ivlr. Clay, Iv]r. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: 

General Fund check-Number 84-1 in the amount of $50.00. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mrs. Margaret W. Lewis presented her report for the month 
of December, 1983. She thanked the Board and County departments for 
their support and cooperation during her term as Treasurer. 
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IN RE: TRANSFER FROM OLD TREASURER TO NEW TREASURER 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the firm of Robinson, Farmer, Cox Associates, 
Certified Public Accountants, having previously been employed to 
make the turn-over audit of the Dinwiddie County Treasurer's Office 
as of the close of business at December 31, 1983, this day came 
Irvin J. Farmer, Jr., Principal of said firm and presented the 
following statements as a result of the turn-over audit of the 
assets of the County Treasurer's office, wherein the terminal 
accountability of Margaret W. Lewis, Outgoing Treasurer, and the 
initial accountability of William E. Jones, Incoming Treasurer to 
the County of Dinwiddie will be established: 

1. Statement acknowledging credit and charge by Margaret 
W. Lewis, Outgoing Treasurer and William E. Jones, 
Incoming Treasurer for Balances on Deposit in the 
official Depositories of the County, at December 31, 
1983. 

2. Statement acknowledging credit and charge by Margaret 
W. Lewis, Outgoing Treasurer and William E. Jones, 
Incoming Treasurer for Uncollected County Taxes 
(Including Penalties), at December 31, 1983. 

3. Statement acknowledging credit and charge by Margaret 
W. Lewis, Outgoing Treasurer and William E. Jones, 
Incoming Treasurer for Uncollected State Taxes, at 
December 31, 1983. 

4. Statement acknowledging credit and charge by Margaret 
W. Lewis, Outgoing Treasurer and William E. Jones, 
Incoming Treasurer for Unsold 1983 Motor Vehicle 
License Tags on hand at December 31, 1983. 

5. Statement acknowledging credit and charge by Margaret 
W. Lewis, Outgoing Treasurer and William E. Jones, 
Incoming Treasurer for 1984 Dog License Tags at 
December 31, 1983. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Turn-over Audit of the 
assets of the Dinwiddie County Treasurer's Office at December 31, 
1983 is hereby accepted and approved as evidenced by the foregoing 
statements filed herewith and made a part of these minutes. 

IN RE: MARGARET W. LEWIS CHECK LIABILITY 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", 
the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, William E. Jones, having been duly elected and 
has qualified as County Treasurer and having given bond according to 
law and will assume office as of January 1, 1984. 

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Bank of Virginia-Central, Din
widdie, Virginia, Bank of Southside-Carson, Carson, Virginia, Bank 
of Southside-Rohoic, Petersburg, Virginia, Bank of Southside-Stony 
Creek, Stony Creek, Virginia, First Colonial Savings and Loan, Din
widdie, Virginia, and Bank of McKenney, McKenney, Virginia, present 
depositories of County and State funds are hereby directed to change 
the accounts and deposits in their respective banks from the County 
of Dinwiddie, Virginia, by Margaret W. Lewis, Treasurer, to the 
County of Dinwiddie, Virginia, by William E. Jones, Treasurer; and 

WHEREAS, Irvin J. Farmer, Jr., Principal of the firm of 
Robinson, Farmer, Cox Associates, Certified Public Accountants, who 
was authorized by this Board to make a turn-over audit of the accounts 
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of Margaret W. Lewis, Outgoing Treasurer, has presented to this Board 
a reconciliation of the Bank accounts of the County of Dinwiddie, Vir
ginia, in the name of the Outgoing Treasurer, Margaret W. Lewis, 
setting forth the outstanding checks drawn against the County1s accounts 
in the Bank of Virginia-Central, Dinwiddie, Virginia, Bank of South
side-Carson, Carson, Virginia, Bank of Southside-Rohoic, Petersburg, 
Virginia, Bank of Southside~Stony Creek, Stony Creek, Virginia, First 
Colonial Savings and Loan, Dinwiddie, Virginia, and Bank of McKenney, 
McKenney, Virginia, on or before December 31, 1983. 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia, that the Bank of Virginia-Central, Din
widdie, Virginia, Bank of Southside-Carson, Carson, Virginia, Bank of 
Southside-Rohoic, Petersburg, Virginia, Bank of Southside-Stony Creek, 
Stony Creek, Virginia, First Colonial Savings and Loan, Dinwiddie, 
Virginia, and Bank of McKenney, McKenney, Virginia, be and they are 
hereby authorized to honor outstanding checks drawn by Margaret W. 
Lewis, Treasurer on or before December 31, 1983, in the amounts as 
follows: 

List of checks drawn against the Bank of Virginia-Central, 
Dinwiddie, Virginia, in·the aggregate'amount of $544,089.81. 

(Details of Individu q1 Checks Attached) 

And a copy of this resolution shall constitute notice 
to the respective banks that the checks listed herein are the only 
checks to be paid from County Funds bearing the signature of Mar
garet W. Lewis, Treasurer. 

IN RE: DEPOSITORY DESIGNATIONS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Hargrave,Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, 

the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, William E. Jones having been elected Treasurer 
for the term beginning January 1, 1984, now makes known to this Board 
his selection of the Bank of Virginia-Central, Dinwiddie, Virginia, 
Bank of Southside-Carson, Carson, Virginia, Bank of Southside-Rohoic, 
Petersburg, Virginia, Bank of Southside-Stony Creek, Stony Creek, 
Virginia, First Colonial Savings and Loan, Dinwiddie, Virginia and 
Bank of McKenney, McKenney, Virginia as depositories for the monies 
to be received by him as Treasurer. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, that the Depositories selected by 
William E. Jones, County Treasurer, are hereby approved as the 
official Depositories for all monies received by the County Treasurer, 
said banks having heretofore, provided protection under the provisions 
of the Virginia Security for Public Deposit Act, Section 2.1-359 
et seq, Code of Virginia (1950), As Amended; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Din
widdie County, Virginia that copies of this resolution be delivered 
to William E. Jones, Treasurer; the above named banks and Margaret 
W. Lewis, Former Treasurer. 

IN RE: AUTHORIZATION OF NEW SIGNATURE CARDS 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett, 
voting lIaye ll

, 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the following individuals are 
designated to sign all orders, drafts, checks or warrants on the 
accounts of' the'County of Dinwiddie: 

1. Chairman and Vice-Chairman 
2~ County Administrator and Assistant to the 

County 'Administrator 
3. Treasurer and Deputy Treasurer 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that all orders, drafts, checks or 
warrants shall bear three (3) signatures consisting of the Chairman, 
or Vice-Chairman, the County Administrator or Assistant to the 
County Administrator and the Treasurer or Deputy Treasurer. 

IN RE: RESOLUTION DISCHARGING TREASURER FROM COLLECTING OLD 
DELINQUENT PERSONAL PROPERTY TAXES 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Chapter 20 Title 58 of the Code of Virginia pro
vides for the method of discharging the Treasurer from the obligation 
to continue collecting old delinquent personal property taxes; and 

WHEREAS, due to the term of office of Margaret W. Lewis, 
Treasurer, ending this Board wishes to expedite the turnover of 
assets in her office to the incoming officer; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia acknowledges receipt of the delinquent 
lists submitted pursuant to Section 58-983 of the Code of Virginia, 
directs that no portion of such lists be published, and gives the 
Treasurer credit for all unpaid personal property tax tickets for 
tax year 1980 and all tax years prior to 1980 and the Treasurer shall 
not be required to make further collections on those taxes for which 
she is given credit pursuant to Section 58-990 of the Code of Virginia. 

IN RE: TREASURER--AUTHORIZATION FOR CASH IN OFFICE ACCOUNT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Treasurer be authorized to establish a 
Cash In Office Account in the amount of $200, by Treasurer's check, 
to be used only as operating money for daily business needs. 

IN RE: SHERIFF--AUTHORIZATION TO PURCHASE TEN POLICE VEHICLES 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
v 0 t-i n g II aye ", the f 01 low i n g res 0 1 uti 0 n was ado pte d : 

WHEREAS, the attempt by the Sheriff to purchase ten 
1983 police cars through Pocquoson Motors failed because of the 
lack of the number requested; and 

WHEREAS, the County Administrator and Sheriff were autho
rized to solicit bids for 1984 cars which were received December 
29, 1984; and 

WHEREAS, the State Division of Purchasing and Supply will 
receive bids on police cars on January 24, 1984; and 

WHEREAS, the Sheriff.and County Administrator recommend 
that the Board delay a decision to purchase until state bids are 
received; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Sheriff be authorized to pur
chase ten (10) police cars at the best price available for the 
County on January 24, 1984. 

IN RE: SHERIFF--PURCHASE OF FLARES 

. Sheriff B.M. Heath advised the Board that he could purchase 
flares for his department through the State Division of Purchasing 
and Supply for $18.20/case with a minimum order of 30 to 40 cases. 
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He requested authorization to purchase 40 oases. 

Upon motion .of Mr .. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H .. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, .Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the Sheri:ff was authori.zed to .purchase 40 cases of flares 
through the State Division of Purcha~ing and Supply. 

IN RE: SHERIFF--PURCHASE OF FIRE EXTINGUISHERS 

Sheriff B.M. Heath advised the Board that he could pur
chase fi re exti ngui shers for the pol ice cars at $11.25 e.ach .through 
the state purchasing department. He requested authorization to 
purchase a fire extinguisher for each of the police vehicles in 
his department. . 

, 
Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 

Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the Sheriff was authorized to purchase a fire extinguisher 
for each of the police vehicles through the State Division of 
Purchasing and Supply. 

IN RE: SHERIFF--AUTHORIZATION TO OBTAIN PRICES ON BAR LIGHTS 

Sheriff B.M. Heath stated that he would need three 
additional bar lights for the new police cars when they come in. 
Mr. Bennett asked if funds were available through Highway Safety. 
Mrs. Quesenberry stated that was.a possibility; however the funds 
would probably not be available until this time next year. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay,. Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the Sheriff ·was authorized to obtain prices on bar lights 
for their review at the next meeting. 

IN RE: BUILDI~G INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L .. Blaha presented his report for the month 
of December, 1983. 

IN RE: ROAD AND SOIL EROSION IMPROVEMENTS--RIVER ROAD FARMS 
SUBDIVISION, ~ECTION II . 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

,. the:following resolution was adopted:., 

WHEREAS, the Subdivision Ordinance.of Dinwiddie County, 
Virginia, requires a developer to construct various improvements 
to a subdivision asa condition of approval for a subdivision 
plat; and 

WHEREAS, Mr. Leo Williams agreed to such a condition 
in order for Section 2 of the River Road Farms Subdivision to 
be recorded; and 

WHEREAS, several homesites have been built and sold 
with Section 2; and 

WHEREAS, the road serving t~ese homesites has not 
been constructed to state specifications; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of .Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, that the County $ubdivision Agent 
be directed to contact the developer of record and instruct him 
to build the road to state specifications; and 

BE IT FURTHER RE~OLVEb that the County Administrator 
and the County Attorney be authori~ed to assist the County Sub
division Agent,. if such assistance shall be come necessary. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION--NEW 
RESIDENT ENGINEER ". 

Mr. Harold Dyson, Asslt. Resident Engineer, VDH&T, intro-
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duced the new Resident Engineer, Mr. Macfarland Neblett. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION 

1. Mr. Robertson stated that when it was last discussed, 
the railroad had indicated they were going to make the needed repairs 
on the bridge going into Piney Beach. As of this date, no repairs 
have been made. He asked the Highway Department to contact the 
railroad. 

2. Mr. Clay stated that the crossovers on 1-85 are 
always chained which causes a great hardship on fire, rescue and 
police needing quick access to the other lanes. He asked the High
way Department to see if anything could be done about it. 

IN RE: AUTHORIZATION TO SOLICIT PROPOSALS--1985 REASSESSMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the maximum allowed by State law for a general 
reassessment is every six years; and 

WHEREAS, 1985 is the deadline for the County of Dinwiddie 
to complete its reassessment; and 

WHEREAS, to complete the reassessment by the end of 1985, 
the Commissioner of Revenue would like to start as soon after 
July 1, 1984 as possible; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Commissioner of Revenue and 
the County Administrator be authorized to request proposals on 
the reassessment of real estate in the County, beginning July 1, 1984. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENT--CHAPTER 10 BOARD 

Mr. Robertson nominated Mr. Loid Hodnett. Mr. Hargrave 
seconded the nomination. 

Mr. H. Clay moved that the nominations be closed. Mr. 
A. Clay seconded the motion. Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voted lIaye li

• 

Mr. Loid Hodnett was unanimously appointed to the 
Chapter 10 Board, term expiring December 31, 1986. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENT--PLANNING COMMISSION--G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

Mr. Hargrave nominated Mr. G.S. Bennett, Jr. Mr. A. 
Clay seconded the nomination. 

Mr. H. Clay moved that the nominations be closed. Mr. 
Hargrave seconded the motion. Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson voted lIaye ll

• Mr. Bennett abstained. 

Mr. G.S. Bennett, Jr. was unanimously appointed to the 
Planning Commission, term expiring December 31, 1987. 

IN RE: REVENUE SHARING HANDICAPPED REGULATIONS 

Mrs. Wendy Quesenberry presented information to the 
Board concerning the final handicapped regulations issued by 
the Office of Revenue Sharing. She stated that all the federal 
programs that the County participates in should be examined but 
she was concentrating on Revenue Sharing at this point. 

Because the County receives more than $25,000 in Revenue 
Sharing funds, there are additional requirements involving a 
transition plan for structural changes but the deadline for 
those is October 17, 1984. She stated their immediate concern is 
a public notice due January 17, 1984. She distributed copies of 
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a sample notice which requires the Board name a compliance officer. 
The minimum modes of notice are radio, newspaper and posting in 
public places. 

Mr. Hargrave suggested that the minimum notice be given 
using the means required. He then asked if the compliance officer 
named could be the County Administrator and allow him to then desig
nate who he desired. Mr. Robertson asked if the notice should be 
completed inserting Mrs. Quesenberry or could it be left County 
Administratorls Office rather than an individual name. Mr. Har
grave agreed stating that would keep it ongoing. Mrs. Quesenberry 
stated she would check into it and asked the Board to allow her 
and the County Administrator to insert the proper person in the notice. 

Mr. Robertson moved that the County 
proper notification of the following notice. 
the motion. ~~r. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Bennett voted lIaye ll

: 

adopt and provide 
Mr. Hargrave seconded 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. 

liThe County of Dinwiddie does not discriminate on the 
basis of handicapped status in the admission or access to, or 
treatment or employment in, its programs or activities. The 
County Administrator has been designated to coordinate compliance 
with the nondiscrimination requirements contained in section 51.55 
of the revenue sharing regulations. 1I 

IN RE: HEALTH BUILDING--HANDICAPPED ACCESS 

Mr. Hargrave presented a petition containing 44 names 
submitted by Mrs. Shirley R. Adkins requesting that the Board make 
the necessary changes to provide access to the Health Building for 
the handicapped. He stated he was sorry that these people had to 
go through the process of getting a petition together. He felt 
the Board would have reacted to a request. 

Mr. Hargrave added that probably a change in the curb 
such as the one at the Administration Building and the leveling 
of the step into the Health Building would be suitable. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the County Administrator be authorized to 
obtain proposals to provide access for the handicapped to the 
Health Building; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that Mrs. Shirley Adkins be notified 
of this action and receive a copy of the minutes in addition to 
a copy of the final disposition. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--NORTHSIDE PTO 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, \VIr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Northside PTO has made application to the 
Board of Supervisors to renew their Bingo & Raffle permit for 
the calendar year 1984; and 

WHEREAS, the PTO has paid the $10.00 fee and meets the 
requirements of the State Code of Virginia; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County; Virginia that the Bingo & Raffle Permit 
be renewed for the Northside PTO for the calendar 1984. 
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IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 3:20 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 3:52 P.M. 

IN RE: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT--AGREEMENT WITH 
VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the County Administrator be authorized to 
sign the agreement with the Virginia Dept. of Housing and Community 
Development for the water and sewer project at Oak Hill and Piney 
Beach; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that no County funds be expended until 
the agreement is executed between the County and the Water Authority 
to supervise the project. 

IN RE: LOBLOLLY PINE DISPLAY 

Ms. Lenora Everette advised the Board that there is 
an excellent display on the loblolly pine at the Virginia Science 
Museum and suggested the Board look at it to get ideas on what 
to do with their cross-section which is now in the meeting room. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(1) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 4:00 
P.M. to discuss personnel matters. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 5:00 P.M. 

IN RE: RETAINAGE OF COUNTY ATTORNEY ON PAYROLL 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the County has been paying for the County Attor
ney's services through a $700 retainer to the law firm of Vergara, 
Elder and Associates to which Mr. L.G. Elder was associated; and 

WHEREAS, Mr. Elder is no longer associated with this 
law firm and will now benefit more through a monthly salary of 
$700 with the accompanying benefits provided by the County; and 

WHEREAS, the accompanying benefits amount to an 
increase of $1,315.32 or 16%; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that Mr. Larry G. Elder be paid a 
monthly salary of $700 with the accompanying benefits for his 
services as County Attorney beginning January 1, 1984. 

IN RE: REQUEST FOR MORE DETAILED MINUTES 

Mr. Bennett stated that in reviewing past action by the 
Board, it seems that by recording the main action taken by the 
Board, sometimes items needed for background or clarification 
are not included. He, therefore, asked that in the future, 
an attempt be made to keep a more detailed record. 
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IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion.of Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
"aye", the meeting adjourned 

Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting 
at 5:06 P.M. /' " . 

ATTEST: n __ . ______ 
!!!J%W!tn 0 t t 

~,J~~ 
G.S. BENNETT, JR.,~RMAN 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING 
IN THE BOARD MEETING 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA, 
AT 8:00 P.M. 

I 
OF THEI BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
ON THE 18TH DAY OF JANUARY, 1984 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

M.1. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON. JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

B.M. HEATH 

L.G. ELDER 

MINUTES 

SHERIFF 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

Mr. Hargrave questioned statements in the minutes which 
he and Mr. Robertson made concerning the handicapped regulations. 
The Secretary was 'instructed to check the tape and make a correction 
if needed. 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, ~1r. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the minutes of the January 4, 1984 meeting were approved. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, ~1r. Clay, Mr. Clay, ~1r. Bennett voting 
II aye II , 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: 

General Fund checks-numbering 84-2 through 84-157 amoun
ting to $109,003.23; History Book Fund check #HB-84-l in the amount 
of $2.93; Law Library Fund checks-number LF-84-l and LF-84-2 
amounting to $235.68. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--A-83-8--COMMUNICATION TOWERS 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Wednesday, January 4 and Wednesday, January 11, 
1984 for the Board of Supervisors to consider an ordinance to 
amend the Dinwiddie County Code by permitting communication towers 
in Agricultural, Residential, Commercial and Industrial districts. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented the 
information and reviewed the Planning Commission's action wherein 
they recommended approval at their December 14, 1983 meeting. Mr~ 
Scheid indicated that the language of th~ County Code was unclear 
as to where towers were allowed and there were no conditions imposed 
for county control. 

Mr. Robertson expr~ssed the concern that wording be put 
in to insure that ham radio aperators were not included. Mr. Scheid 
stated they were not. "- The County Administrator pointed out that 
the zoning ordinance addresses ham operators. They come under 
heighth restrictions on lots as accessory uses. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he was startled that residential 
areas were being considered. The County Administrator agreed. Mr. 
Scheid stated he"recommended against residential areas but the 
Planning Commission felt residential areas would be appropriate 
with conditions. 

Mr. Robertson asked what structrual protection did 
the County have for the residents. Mr. Scheid stated the Buil
ding Inspector and the BOCA Code. 

-.' 

Mr. Bennett asked how the amendment compared to other 
locaYities. Mr. Scheid stated towers were not allowed in residen-
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tial areas. Mr. Robertson stated he felt residential areas 
should be left out. 

No one spoke in favor or in opposition to the amendment. 
Mr. Calvin Milton stated he agreed with Mr. Hargrave and he felt 
Mr. Scheid had the same concern so it should be addressed. Mr. 
H. Clay indicated he felt a tower would be undesireable in a high 
density neighborhood. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors, Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that the Dinwiddie County Zoning Ordinance be 
amended by adding communication towers and/or stations to the 
following districts: 

Section 17-11 

(24) Communication tower with station with conditional use 
permit. 

Section 17-18 

(43) Communication tower with station with conditional use 
permit 

Section 17-26 

(15) Communication tower with station with conditional use permit. 

Section 17-63 

(33) Communication tower with station with conditional use permit. 

Section 17-69 

(23) Communication tower with station with conditional use permit. 

Section 17-77 

(26) Communication tower with station with conditional use permit. 

In all other respects said zoning ordinance is hereby reordained. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--A-84-l--DEFINITION OF SALVAGE YARD 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Wednesday, January 4 and Wednesday, January 11, 1984 
for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to consider 
for adoption an ordinance to amend the Dinwiddie County Code by 
adding the definition of vehicle salvage yard to Section 17-1. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented the infor
mation and reviewed the Planning Commission action wherein they 
recommended approval at their January 11, 1984 meeting. 

Mr. George Hobbs spoke concerning the definition. He 
is interested in opening a salvage operation and he was concerned 
about cutting back on the size. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he really didn1t know why a 
mlnlmum number of cars was given. Mr. Scheid stated they were 
trying to address the larger operations. 

Mr. Clay questioned the maximum of 500 cars. Mr. Scheid 
stated a salvage yard would be temporary storage and they were 
trying to steer away from an auto graveyard. 

Mr. Bennett asked how screening was defined. Mr. Scheid 
stated it could be a fence, vegetation or combination so the 
travelling public would not have a direct view of it. Mr. Bennett 
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asked what Mr. Hobbs planned to have. Mr. Hobbs stated his screen 
would be a fence. 

Mr. Hargrave suggested that a condition be to require 
avenues through the stored cars to be used as fire lanes. 

No one appeared in support or opposition. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that the County Zoning Ordinance be amended by 
adding the following definition to Section 17-1: 

Vehicle Salvage Yard. Any lot or place encompassing a 
minimum of five (5) acres which is exposed to the weather 
upon which more than fifty (50) but less than five hundred 
(500) motor vehic1e$ of any kind, incapable of being ope
rated, may be temporarily stored while awaiting dismantling. 

In all other respects, said ordinance is hereby reordained. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--A-83-9--VEHICLE SALVAGE YARDS 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Wednesday, January 4, and Wednesday, January 11, 
1984 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing_ 
to consider for adoption an ordinance to amend the Dinwiddie 
County Code by permitting a vehicle salvage yard in an Agricultural 
general A-2 district. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, reviewed the 
information and the Planning Commission action, wherein they recom
mended approval at their December 14, 1983 meeting. Mr. Scheid 
indicated the only zoning where salvage yards are allowed now 
is M-2, and he felt there are a number of Agricultural areas that 
would be appropriate for this type o~ nperation. 

Mr. Calvin Milton stated as he understood it, the sal
vage yard would be allowed in an Agricultural area that is next 
to a subdivision and that concerns him. Mr. Scheid stated that 
he was correct but a conditional use permit would be required. 

Mr. H. Clay indicated the permit would not always have 
to be granted. The County Administrator added that if the appli
cant met all the conditions, it would be difficult to deny the 
permit. A prime example would be Dabney Estates, wh1ch is zoned 
agricultural. Mr. Scheid stated there, it would be prohibited due 
to deed restrictions, which is not controlled by the County. 

Mr. Hargrave reminded them of the vast list of uses 
already allowed in A-2. Mr. Bennett added they couldn't disregard 
a salvage yard just because it joins residential property. The 
citizens would have to trust the Board at that time to act in good 
faith. 

Upon moti.on of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the County Zoning Ordinance be amended by 
adding the following to Section 17-18. . 

(44) Vehicle Salvage Yard, screened, with conditional use 
permit. 

In all other respects, said ordinance is hereby reordained. 
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IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--A-84-2--DEFINITION OF COMMUNICATION STATION 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Wednesday, January 4, and Wednesday, January 11, 
1984 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to 
consider for adoption an ordinance to amend the Dinwiddie Code 
by adding the definition of communication station to Section 17-1. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented the infor
mation and reviewed the Planning Commission action wherein they 
recommended approval at their January 11, 1984 meeting. 

No one appeared in support or opposition to this amendment. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the County Zoning Ordinance be amended by 
adding the following definition to Section 17-1: 

Communication Station. A building or structure used to 
house equipment and/or employees associated with the 
operation of a communications tower. 

In all other respects said ordinance is hereby reordained. 

IN RE: GRAVEYARD PERMIT--RESIDENTIAL AREAS 

Mr. Hargrave stated that it has been brought to his 
attention that a graveyard permit was issued in a residential 
area where an abandoned car lot was located. He understood that 
State law requires issuance of this permit by an officer of the 
County but it may be in conflict with the county ordinances. 

He asked the County Administrator to investigate this 
and if needed, they could discuss it with their legislators when 
they meet. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENTS--TRANSPORTATION SAFETY COMMISSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, the following individuals were appointed to the 
Transportation Safety Commission, terms expiring December 31, 
1984: A.S. Clay, T.E. Gibbs, Robert Bowden, Ben Hawkins, Barbara 
Wilson, Gilbert Wood and James McKenzie. 

IN RE: REAPPOINTMENT--PETERSBURG-DINWIDDIE COUNTY AIRPORT 
AND INDUSTRIAL AUTHORITY 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, Mr. Neal Barnes was reappointed to the Petersburg
Dinwiddie County Airport and Industrial Authority, term expiring 
January 31, 1987 . 

IN RE: . RECREATION FUND 

Mr. W.H. Maitland appeared before the Board to discuss 
additional funding for the recreation budget. He indicated that 
the youth basketball program needs funds to pay the janitors 
at the schools they use. They have gone to the School Board and 
they indicated the recreation funds have been depleted. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the janitorial service could be 
accomplished any other way. Mr. Maitland stated it was hard to 
ask a volunt~er to stay all day. Also the janitor is needed if 
there is a problem with the building. 
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Mr. Frank Freudig indicated the person who volunteers 
to open the building and stay with the program usually winds 
up being responsible for everything and it is hard to find 

] 

a volunteer. He added that the youth programs have always paid 
for themselves and they were not really asking for direct assistance, 
just payment of the janitors out of the recreation fund. 

Mr. Maitland stated that they were asking for more 
money in the recreation budget and he realized the budget does 
not start until July 1, 1984. He was not asking for a supplement 
for this year. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he appreciated the advance warning 
of their needs. He asked that the Board be provided with information 
on how the present recreation budget, $12,500, has been distributed 
to consider at budget time. Mr: Bennett also expressed his appre
ciation to Mr. Maitland for making the Board aware of their needs 
and for his service to the youth in the County. He stated the 
request would be considered at budget time. 

o Mr. Robert Bowden indicated that they needed money in 
the recreation budget to complete this year. Mr. Maitland stated 
he felt the Board could help them more in the future. Mr. Bennett 
advised Mr. Bowden to put together information on what was needed 
for the Board to review. Mr. Maitland added that he felt they 
could handle the program expenses for now. 

IN RE: SHERIFF--AUTHORIZATION TO PURCHASE BAR LIGHTS 

Sheriff B.M. Heath presented three bids for bar lights 
as follows: 

Hub Uniform Co. - $545 
Southern Police - $460 
Tidewater Police Supplies - $395 

He stated three bar lights would cost $1185 shipped. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", Sheriff Heath was authorized to purchase three 
police car bar lights from the low bidder at $395 each. 

IN RE: SHERIFF--AUTHORIZATION TO PURCHASE CAMERAS 

Sheriff B.M. Heath advised the Board that his depart
ment is running three shifts to provide 24-hou~ coverage and there 
are not enough cameras available for all the men. He stated they 
have four and would like six more. He stated he had checked on 
prices and found the best deal at Old Dominion Camera Shop where 
he could purchase six cameras at $286 each. 

Mr. Hargrave suggested that he c~eck the price~ at the 
Best Store before making a purchase ~nd th~Loth~r .Boar~ me~bers 
agreed. 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H.C1ay,. 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", Sheriff Heath was authorized to purchase six (6) cameras. 

IN RE: PETERSBURG JAYCEES ANNUAL PIG-NIC--APPROVAL OF PERMIT 
FOR 1984 

" 

The County Administrator presented an application for 
a Special Entertainment Permit for the Petersburg Jaycees Annual 
Pig-Nic to be held May.2, 1984 at the Petersburg Airport. Atten
dance of 3500 is expected. He.recommended approval. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
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voting "aye"~ the application for a Special Entertainment Permit 
for the Petersburg Jaycees Annual Pig-Nic to be held May 2~ 
1984 was approved with the conditions stated therein. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon mot i.on of Mr. A. Cl ay ~ seconded by Mr. H. Cl ay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Free
dom of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session 
at 9:38 P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened 
into Open Session at 11 :20 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. 
"aye", the meeting adjourned 

ATTEST:~ 

Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
at 11 :21 P.M. 

~T'~AN 
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VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
AT THE RICHMOND HYATT HOUSE, RICHMOND, VIRGINIA ON THE 
23RD DAY OF JANUARY, 1984 AT 6:30 P.M. 

PRESENT: 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN 
M. I. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

LEGISLATIVE MEETING 

ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

Senator Richard Holland, and Delegates Beasley Jones 
and' Jay DeBoer met with the Supervisors, the Chairman of the 
School Board, Mrs. Julia Watkins and the Superintendent of Schools, 
Richard Vaughn to discuss legislative matters and other county 
concerns. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", the meeting adjourned at 9:50 :;~~ 

~ 
G.S. BENNETT, JR., ~AIRMAN 

ATTEST:~~~~~~ 
:t:JIJOTT 

BOOK 8 PArtE 205 January 23, 1984 



[ L~ 

VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA, ON THE 2ND DAY OF FEBRUARY, 1984 
AT 2:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

M. I. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
B.M. HEATH 

MINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", the minutes of the January 18, 1984 regular meeting and the 
January 23, 1984 special meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: General 
Fund checks-numbering 84-158 through 84-245 amounting to $100,955.24. 

IN RE: COMMISSIONER OF REVENUE--AUTHORIZATION TO PURCHASE 
CALCULATOR 

Mr. W.E. Bolte presented a letter from the Compensation 
Bo~rd authorizing $150 for the purchase of a calculator out of 
Capital· Outlay in his 1983-84 budget. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Commissioner of Revenue be authorized 
to purchase a calculator as approved by the Compensation Board 
for $150. 

IN RE: TRE.ASURE.R 

Mr. W.E. Jones presented his report for the month of 
January, 1984. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. J.L. Blaha presented his report for the month of 
January, 1984. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDE.N 

Mr. L.A. Brooks, Jr. was not present. The Chairman read 
the report for the month of January, 1984. 

IN RE: LIVE.STOCK CLAIM--J.A. MASON 

Upon motton of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", Mr. J.A. Mason was awarded $136.50 for one (1) 
hog. 
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IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. MacFarland Neblett, Resident Engineer, and Mr. 
Harold Dyson, Assistant Resident Engineer, Va. Dept. of Highways 
and Transportation, appeared before the Board to answer any 
questions they might have: 

1. Mr. Neblett advised the Board that industrial 
access road funds have been approved to extend Route 684 to 
the CCP Manufacturing Company located at the Airport Industrial 
Park. The estimated cost of the project is $10,000 which con
sists basically of laying asphalt on the existing runway. 

2. Mr. Neblett stated that the request for a speed 
limit reduction on Rt. 619 had been reviewed and a 25 MPH speed 
limit will be posted on Rt. 619 from 1/2 mile North of Rt. 679 
to U.S. Rt. 1. 

3. Mr. Robertson asked if there had been any word on 
the load limits on Rt. 601 and Rt. 1310. Mr. Neblett stated he 
had not heard anything at this point. 

4. Mr. Clay asked about the traffic problem on Rt. 
40 at Roberts· Fertilizer business. Mr. Neblett stated he did 
not have any information at this time, but he would check into 
it. 

5. Mr. Bennett asked if the height requirements on 
the bridge at Rt. 672 had been changed. Mr. Neblett stated not 
to his knowledge. He added that in order to ask for and use 
Federal Highway Funds, the Highway Department cannot ask the rail
road to put up any more money. However, that does not prevent the 
County from requesting assistance from the railroad. Mr. Hargrave 
asked if the State would guide the County in doing so. Mr. Neblett 
stated the railroad would certainly benefit because it would 
free them of maintenance and liability for the State to take over 
the bridge. Mr. Hargrave asked if the State would assist the 
County in making the request. Mr. Neblett indicated he would be 
glad to. The County Administrator stated that he and Mr. Neblett 
were in the process of arranging a meeting with the railroad to 
discuss this. 

Mr. Robertson asked Mr. Neblett to contact the railroad 
again concerning repair of the bridge. 

IN RE: SHERIFF--POLICE CAR BIDS 

The County Administrator advised the Board that the 
state bids on police cars came in about $400 under the lowest 
bid the County received. He indicated that the State had not 
had a chance to evaluate the bids; therefore, they did not have 
all the details needed to compare the cars. He stated that he 
and the Sheriff would like to sit down and evaluate the cars and 
would then proceed in the most economical manner for the County. 
Sheriff Heath was present and indicated he and the County Admini
strator would work it out. The County Administrator added they 
would advise the Board of their decision before making the purchase. 

IN RE: PAGERS FOR MAGISTRATES 

The County Administrator stated that the plectrons 
that the magistrates are using have not been functioning properly 
for some time. He indicated to keep their service up to date, 
he would like to purchase three (3) new pagers for them on state 
contract. The maximum cost would be approximately $390 each. 

Mr. Robertson asked what sophisticated equipment they 
would need to cost $390 each. The County Administrator stated 
he would like to sit down with the magistrates and determine 
their needs first. Mr. Hargrave pointed out that they are changing 
the equipment all the time and suggested they investigate all types 
before making a purchase. 
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Upon motio~ of Mr. Hargrave, seconded bY Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the County Administrator was authorized to investi
gate and purchase three (3) pagers to upgrade the magistrates ' 
paging abilities. 

IN RE: LANDFILL EQUIPMENT REVIEW 

Mr. John M. Loftis, Director of Sanitation, reviewed 
the present condition of' the Landfill vehicles, emphasizing his 
primary cancern is the vehicles used by the cleanup personnel. 

1. The 1973 Kenworth truck is in fair canditian. It 
has a rebuilt engine and is providing good service. It needs 
brakes and frant springs for a cost of $2,000. The cab is in 
bad shape and the trash body may need a flaor, but he didn't 
expect it would in 1984 . 

. 2. The 1974 Kenworth truck is in fair condition. The 
cab i~ in bette~shape than-the 1973 .. Ithad an extensive overhaul 
three years ago and was conv~rted' to' a straight transmission. 

3. The 1981 Mack is in gaod shape. The body needs 
some welding and·the·radiatar requires extensive work. The bady 
is in goad shap~ except for the pa~king cyljnder which will cost 
approximately $6,000 to $7,000. It has been leaking canstantly 
for the past year and a half. 

4. One cleanup truck is a converted rescue squad 
truck with a stake body. He indicated the transmission and 
front end are in bad shape. 

Mr. H. Clay pointed out that the Rescue Squad is disposing 
of an F250 truck with over 100,000.miles on,it but he did not 
know whether it had a rebu i 1 t engi ne i ni t or no.t., , 

, . , 
Mr. Robertson asked if heneeded,something before the 

new budget year. Mr. Laftis stated the cleanup truck could go. 
anytime and he needs guidance as .to what to do. 

The County Administrator stated the first pickup truck 
bought for the Landfill ,is also used as a substitute cleanup truck 
and for sending out two crews to clean up in the Spring and Summer. 
He indicated.that neither of the two trucks are reliable and 
he and Mr. Loftis need guidance,as,to"whetherto.look at som~
thing new, used or whether to, repair the trucks when they break 
dawn. 

Mr. Loftis stated that he,has to send out two people 
on a cleanup crew to pick up large items, i.e. sofa or appliances 
and he had discussed getting an electric boom. He felt that 
would be more beneficial than a hydraulic tailgate and will run 
about $2,000 to $2500. 

Mr. Bennett asked. Mr. Loftis haw his budget was running. 
He stated he felt he is running on budget. 

Mr. Hargrave asked how much the stake body truck runs. 
Mr. Loftis indicated four (4) days a week. Mr. Hargrave added 
that it really wouldn't pay to start out with something that 
is already old. . 

Mr. Robertsan asked if the baam would eliminate a 
member af thBtwa-man crew. Mr. Laftis said it would'nat. 
Mr. Robertson asked if a bl,ock and. fallon the boom would do as 
well as an electric,boom. Mr. Laftis stated ,he had not seen one 
but maybe it could work., Mr. Clay agreed and added that he 
would like to see Mr. Loftis look into the Rescue Squad truck. 

No action was taken .. 
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IN RE: REAPPOINTMENT--DINWIDDIE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", Mr. Wayne Barnes was reappointed to the Dinwiddie Industrial 
Development Authority, term expiring February 5, 1988. 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY--RESIGNATION 
OF FRANKLIN HALL 

Mr. Franklin Hall's term on the Dinwiddie Industrial 
Development Authority does not expire until February 5, 1985; 
however, since he has moved to Prince George County, Mr. Hall 
submitted his resignation from the Authority. 

Since this appointment is from Mr. A. Clay's area, he 
asked that it be postponed until he can contact his nominee. 

IN RE: JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL CHLORINATOR 

The County Administrator advised the Board that the 
Water Authority has begun work on the chlorinator at the Junior 
High School. 

IN RE: JAIL ROOF REPAIRS 

The County Administrator advised the Board that 
emergency repairs to the roof of the Jail would cost approxi
mately $1200. 

IN RE: BARTLETT & GATES--AUTHORIZATION TO PAY BILLS UPON 
RECEIPT 

The County Administrator stated that the County has 
been paying the fuel bills once a month at the regular bill 
paying time, which is the meeting in the middle of the month. 
There has been a change in the way the oil companies are billing 
the carriers and they have a five to seven day turnaround time 
now. Therefore, the County's carrier, Bartlett & Gates, has 
requested assistance from the County asking that their bills 
be paid upon receipt, which will probably be twice a month. 
In the past, if the bill was received after the middle of the 
month meeting, it would be held until the middle of the following 
month. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", payment of the fuel bills from Bartlett and Gates 
for the County is authorized upon receipt of the bill. 

IN RE: INFORMATION 

The following information was included in the Board 
material for this meeting: 

IN RE: 

1. Letter from NACO concerning the Association finances. 
2. Recap of the North entrance road to the Administration 

building. 
3. Memo concerning adjustments to Basic Aid for schools. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", pursuant to Section 2.1-344(1) and (6) of the Virginia 
Freedom of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session 
at 2:44 P.M. to discuss legal and personnel matters. 

The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 3:53 P.M. 



IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, 
voti ng lIaye ll

, the me.eting adjourned at 

ATTEST: ~ 
'::KNOTT 
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seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
3:54 P.M. II ____ 

4J~~ G.S. BENNETT, JR. ~IRMAN 

February 2, 1984 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 

PRESENT: 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA, ON THE 15TH DAY OF FEBRUARY, 1984 
AT 8:00 P.M. 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN 
M.l. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY. JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
B.M. HEATH 

MINUTES 

ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

Upon motion of ~1r. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the minutes of the February 2, 1984 meeting were approved 
as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Harg,rave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, ~1r. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County. Virginia that the following claims be approved: 

General Fund checks-numbering 84-246 through 84-381 
amounting to $103,892.13; Library Fund check #LF-84-3 in the 
amount of $97; Johnsongrass Control Fund-check JGC-84-1 in the 
amount of $222. 

IN RE: FORD VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENT--1959 TRUCK REPAIR 

Mr. David Lewis, representing the Ford VFD, advised 
the Board that the repairs to their 1959 fire truck were complete 
and the Department was extremely satisfied with the work. He expressed 
his appreciation to the Board for their support in upgrading 
the fire service in the County. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--A-84-3--CHANGE IN POLLING PLACE--WHITE 
OAK PRECINCT 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Saturday, February 4, 1984 and Saturday, February 
11. 1984 for the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie County. Virginia 
to conduct a public hearing to consider for adoption an ordinance 
to amend Chapter 7A of the Code of the County of Dinwiddie, Virginia 
to reflect a change in the polling place for Precinct Number 102 
from Aubrey Allen's Store to White Oak United Methodist Church. 
Route 620. 

The main reason for the request for change is that the 
store does not have the facilities needed by the poll workers which 
the church does. 

No one appeared in support or opposition to this amendment. 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by ~1r. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie County Code, as adopted April 
1, 1970. and as heretofore amended, be further amended by the 
following change: 

CHAPTER 7 - ELECTIONS 
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Section 7A-3. Precincts. - Names, number and 
polling places. 

The numbers and names of the precincts constituting 
the various election Districts shall be as follows: 

Precinct Polling Place 

'ElECTION DISTRICT NUMBER 1 

Number 101, Darvills 
Number 102, White Oak 
Number 103, Church Road 

Darvills Community Center 
White Oak United Methodist Church 
Midway Elem. School 

ELECTION DISTRICT NUMBER 2 

Number 201, Rohoic 
Number 202, Brickwood 
Number 203, Edgehi11 
Number 204, New Hope 

Rohoic Elem. School 
The Rock Church 
Namozine Vol. Fire Department 
St. John's Recreation Hall 

ELECTION DISTRICT NUMBER 3 

Number 301, Dinwiddie 
Number 302, Reams 

Dinwiddie Co. Gov't. Center 
Oak Grove United Methodist 
Church 

ELECTION DISTRICT NUMBER 4 

Number 401, Cherry Hill 
Number 402, McKenney 
Number 403, Rocky Run 

Old Hickory Hunt Club Bldg. 
McKenney Town Hall 
Rocky Run United Methodist 
Church 

IN RE: ROUTE 40--PROJECT 0040-026-107, C501--GREAT CREEK TO 
ROUTE 702 

Mr. B.C. Medlock, representing the McKenney Ruritan Club, 
appeared before the Board to discuss two safety improvements on 
Route 40 and to solicit the County's support in approaching the 
Highway Commission for funding. 

He stated that the plans have been completed by the 
Highway Department for a project on Rt. 40 from Great Creek to 
Route 702 which is approximately 3.06 miles in length. At present, 
there are no funds in the six year primary plan to complete the 
project and the local citizens are very concerned about two hazar
dous locations they would like to see completed. He stated there 
have been numerous accidents at these two locations and the expanded 
activity of Camp Pickett will add to the problem. 

One location begins at Rt. 702 at the home of Richard 
Avery. The other is .30 miles West of the intersection of Rt. 
610 . 

He stated a preallocation hearing will be held April 
6 at the Richmond District Office and they would like to have a 
resolution of support from the Board as well as representation 
at the meeting. 

Since the locations are in Mr. A. Clay's and Mr. Bennett's 
areas, they agreed to meet with Mr. Medlock to discuss these loca
tions and consider a resolution at their March 7 meeting. 

IN RE: FIRE CHIEF'S ASSOCIATION--BY-LAWS 

Chris Goad, Chief, Dinwiddie VFD, suggested that after 
the Board had time to review the proposed by-laws presented for 
the Fire Chief's Association that they meet with the fire chiefs 
in the near future to discuss any questions or concerns they might 
have. 



co 
The Board members agreed to meet with the Fire Chiefs 

at a time convenient to both. 

IN RE: BINBO & RAFFLE PERMIT--ST. JOHN1S CATHOLIC CHURCH 

Upon motion of Mr. Hober,tson, seconded by'Mr'. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr'.~ Clay, Mr. C,lay", Mr'. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett: voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, St. John1s Catholic Church has made application 
to the Board of Supervisors to renew their Bingo & Raffle permit 
for'the calendar year 1984; and 

WHEREAS, St. John1s Church has paid the $10.00 fee and 
meets the ;requirements of the State Code of Virginia; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County,· Virginia that the. Bingo & Raffle permit be 
renewed for St. John1s Catholic Church for the calendar year 1984. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENT--DINWIDDIE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 

Mr. A. Clay nominated Mr. Robert A. Wallace, Sr. Mr. 
Hargrave seconded the nomination. 

Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Bennett voting lIaye ll

, Mr. Robert A. Wallace, Sr. was appointed 
to the Dinwiddie Industria" Deve'lopment Authority, to fill: the 
unexpired term of Franklin Hall, ending February 5, 1985. 

IN RE: RECODIFICATION OF COUNTY CODE 

The County Administrator stated that bids were solicited 
and two proposals were submitted to recodify the County code. He 
and the County Attorney reviewed the proposals and held interviews 
with those who desired one. As a result. they wecommend the County 
contract with Municipal Code Corporation, Tallahassee, Florida. 
This firm does work in 47 states and extensively in Virginia. The 
bid fro m M u n i c i pal Cod e was $ 8 , 000 ; The -b i d fro m the M i chi e Com pan y 
was $19,250. 

The County Administrator added that the money is bud
geted for this work which is estimated to take 10 to 12 months. 
100 copies will be provided, 50 bound. Anything over 200 pages 
wi 11 be $28 per page. 

Upon moti.on of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. H. Clay, Mr. Hargrave" Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson. Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, the Chairman and County Administrator are'authorized 
to execute a contract with Municipal Code Corporation to recodify 
the County code. 

IN RE: THROUG~ TRUCK RESTRICTIONS--ROUTE )310 and 601 

The County Administrator presented a letter from the 
Assistant Resident Engineer, VD~&T, outlining the procedures for 
establishing through' truck restrictions on:secondary roads~ The 
Board had previously requested this information concerning Rt. 1310 
and a portion of Rt. 601. 

The procedures call for a 
the Board of Supervisors to receive 
res t ric tin g tT a f f i c. 0 nth e s e r 0 ads. 
forwarded to the Virginia Department 
to go through the req.ui:red~ steps for 
mission. 

public hearing to be held by 
publi·c comment'concerning 

These comments wi 11 be 
of Highways and Transportation 
action by the Highway Com-

Mr. Robertson moved that a public hearing be advertised 
for March 21, 1984 at 8:00 P.M. to receive public input on the 
restri,ction of truck traffic on Rt. 1310 and Rt. 601 from Rt. 632 
to Rt. 600. 
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Mr. H. Clay, seconded the motion. Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voted lIaye ll

• 

IN RE: FUTURE FARMERS OF AMERICA 

The County Administrator presented a letter from thi 
President of the Dinwiddie County Senior High chapter of the 
Future Farmers of Ameri'C:a offering the County a chance to parti
cipate in a p~oject·to beautify the county recreation facility 
across from the high school. The Chapter has received a $100 
grant from the R.J. Reynolds Company and plans to put in $100 
itself. 

Mr. Hargrave indicated he would like to see a plan 
of what the chapter plans to do with a total cost attached. 
Mr. Bennett agreed, stating that he felt the Board should support 
the project. 

The County Administrator was instructed to contact 
the chapter to have this information for the next Board meeting. 

IN RE: EXTENSION OF DOE HUNTING SEASON 

The County Administrator advised the Board that the doe 
season for the County has been established for 1984. The Com
mission of Game and Inland Fisheries will meet in April to receive 
suggestions on adjustments for the 1985 season if the Board 
desires to request any changes. 

Mr. H. Clay stated he understood the deer kill was 
up. Mr. Bennett and Mr. Hargrave stated they felt the population 
was up too. 

Mr. Bennett suggested sending a letter to the hunt clubs 
to get their response. He personally would like to see the doe 
season extended. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the surrounding localities should 
be contacted .to coordinate the season. The County Administrator 
stated the Commission will make that decision based on the data 
received from the past season. He suggested a representative from 
the Commission attend the April 4 meeting to discuss this with 
the Board. 

The Board members agreed to talk with the hunt clubs 
in their individual areas to receive further input on changing 
the season. 

IN RE: AUTHORIZATION TO PUBLISH USE REPORT OF FEDERAL FUNDS 
AND TREASURER'S ACCOUNTABILITY TO THE COUNTY 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, the County Administrator was authorized to publish 
the Use Report of Federal Funds and the Treasurer's Accountability 
to the County in the newspaper as required by statute. 

IN RE: INCREASED SALE OF COUNTY AUTO TAGS 

Mr. W.E. Jones, Treasurer, reported that the Treasurer's 
Office has sold in excess of 1130 county tags over last year 
with the increased enforcement by the Sheriff's Department. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 8:50 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 10:20 P.M. 



~ ! 

{_~J 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion Qf Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the meeting was adjourned until 7:00 P.M., February 22,1984. 

FEBRUARY 22, 1984--7:10 P.M.--CONTINUATION OF FEBRUARY 15, 1984 
MEETING 

PRESENT: 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN 
M.I. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
A.S. CLAY (7:20 P.M.) 

G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 

ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRIC~ #4 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

DINWIDDIE RESCUE SQUAD--SUPPORT OF EXTENSION OF VARIANCE 
REQUEST FOR EMERGENCY MEDICAL TECHNICIAN TRAINING 

Upon motion of Mr .. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, the following 
resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the State Health Department through the Emergency 
Medical Services Agency promulgated rules and regulations effective 
March 1, 1983 governing emergency medical services throughout 
the State; and 

WHEREAS, Sec. 5.02 sets forth the minimum EMS vehicle per
sonnel requirements which state that the attendent-in-charge shall 
be a certified Emergency Medical Technician or an equivalent approved 
by the Commissioner; and 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie County Ambulance and Rescue Squad 
was granted a one-year variance in January of 1983 to complete 
the Emergency Medical Technician training requirements by March 
1, 1984; and 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Rescue Squad has started its 
training program but has been unable to meet the percentage require
ments for Emergency Medical Technician trained personnel for both 
day and night duty; and 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Rescue Squad is requesting a one
year extension of the March 1, 1984 deadline for meeting the 
Emergency Medical Technician training requirements; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia supports the Dinwiddie Rescue Squad1s 
request and 'urges the State Health Commissioner to grant the one
year extension from the March 1, 1984 deadline for the Emergency 
Medical Technician training. 

IN RE: REVIEW OF 1983-84 BUDGET 

To begin the 1984-85 budget preparation, the County 
Administrator reviewed with the Board the income and expenditures 
as of January, 1984. The Board agreed to meet March 13, 1984 
to hear the budget requests of the Constitutional Officers and 
department heads. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

, ';"Up'9t1'~'otion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay,'.'Mr.' Hargrave, Mr. Clay,-Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, pursuant 
to Sec. 2 .1, - 344· C 6) : 0 f the Virginia F r e e d 0 m . 0 f Information A ~ t , 
the Board moved"into EXecutive Session a~9:17 P.M.,·to··d·i5cu~s legal 

'\ 

matter~. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 9:59 P.M. 
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IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", the 
meeting adjourned at 10:00 P.M. 

Af;J~o, 
"T, JR., clI"f A I R MAN 

AT T EST: ,~W,/(,{{£,=j lY..!::.v... 



VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA, ON THE 7TH DAY OF MARCH, 1984 AT 
2:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

M.l. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. (left at 3:00 PM) 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
B.M. HEATH 

MINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, r~r. Robertson, ~1r. Bennett voting 
"aye", the minutes of the February 15, 1984 regular meeting and 
the February 22, 1984 continued meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: OPPOSITION TO CLOSING OF CENTRAL STATE HOSPITAL AND 
ITS RELATED FACILITIES 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Central State Hospital, Hiram Davis Medical 
Center and the Southside Training Center and Support Unit 
have become an integral part of the makeup of the Tri-City 
area and the surrounding communities by providing valuable ser
vices as well as employment for a large number of the citizens 
in the area; and 

WHEREAS, due to budget limitations, the Department of 
Mental Health and Mental Retardation proposed to redu.ce their 
staff at these facilities by phasing out approximately 800 
positions by 1986; and 

WHEREAS, the General Assembly is now considering closing 
these mental health facilities and replacing them with a correctional 
institution; and 

WHEREAS, the correctional institution would most likely 
relocate its present staff and would, therefore, not be able 
to provide employment opportunities for those workers displaced 
by the closing of the mental health facilities; and 

WHEREAS, the skills that the displaced workers possess 
would not be readily employable in this same area because of the 
lack of similar mental health facilities; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia opposes the closing of 
Central State Hospi.tal, Hiram Davis Medical Center and the 
Southside Training and Support Unit; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that a copy of this resolution be 
sent to the County's legislative representatives. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motton of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, I~r. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
II aye." , 

BE IT RESOLVE~by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: 
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General Fund checks numbering 84-382 through 84-469 
amounting to $99,911.17. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--1984-85 REVENUE SHARING FUNDS 

This being the time and place as advertised in the 
Progress-Index on Wednesday, February 22, 1984 and Wednesday, 
February 29, 1984 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public 
hearing to receive public input on the uses of $250,000 revenue 
sharing funds in the 1984-85 budget. 

The County Administrator stated he had not received 
information as to what the actual amount of revenue sharing funds 
would be. In the past, the funds have been allocated to the 
school system. 

There were no comments from the public and no action was 
taken. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mr. W.E. Jones presented his report for the month of 
February, 1984. 

IN RE: SHERIFF 

Sheriff B.M. Heath reported his department has issued 160 
to 170 summonses for not having a county tag. 

He also advised the Board that he had been authorized to 
purchase six cameras for his department but after assessing his 
needs, he found that he needed to purchase seven. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. J.L. Blaha presented his report for the month of 
February, 1984. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

Mr. L.A. Brooks, Jr. was not present. The Chairman read 
his report for the month of February, 1984. 

IN RE: PROPOSED LOCKS DAM--OLD VEPCO CANAL 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented a pro
posal by the Locks Development Corporation to the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission requesting permissiDn to establish a hydro
electric facility on the existing VEPCO canal. 

He stated that he had talked with the State and while 
no one had opposed it, several departments had raised concerns 
about the Scenic River designation and erosion and sedimentation 
control. 

Mr. Scheid recommended that the Board authorize the 
County Administrator to respond to the Council on the Environment 
that the County is interested in the project but wishes to see 
the results of the impact study before taking action. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the County 
opportunity to reply on the final review. 
EPA Coordinator had assured him the County 
as an interested party. 

would be assured an 
Mr. Scheid stated the 
would be put on record 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION-
DISCUSSION OF RECREATIONAL ROAD 

Mr. MacFarland Neblett, Resident Engineer, and Mr. Harold 
Dyson, Ass1t Resident Engineer, Va. Department of Highways and Trans
portation, appeared to answer any questions the Board might have. 



'---_J 

1. Mr. Neblett reported that the speed limit on Rt. 619 
has been reduced from Rt. 1 to the existing reduced area as requested 
by the Board and the signs are in place. 

2.' Mr. Neblett stated that at the request of the County, 
his department has examined the recreational road off Rt. 627 into 
the recreation complex across from the high school. He handed out 
a preliminary sketch showing the existing 30 ft. right-of-way owned 
by the School Board. He indicated that the Highway Department would 
require a 50 ft. right~of-way to construct a state maintained road. 
He reviewed several alternatives the School Board could take to gain 
the additional right-of-way, adding that the existing intersection 
is not in the best location. The suggestion is to move the entrance 
of the recreational road further down Rt. 627, away from the 
existing intersection. The estimated cost is $30,000 to $40,000. 

The other alternative would be to carry the road through 
between the baseball field and the track. But this is a low area, 
and it would cause people to have to cross a state maintained 
road to get from one area to the other. 

. " 

Mr~ Robertson asked about obtaining the triangle of land 
near the house and making the entrance straighter. Mr. Neblett 
i n d i cat edt hat i t had not bee n r,u 1 e d 0 u t but add it ion a 1 rig h t - 0 f
way would be needed and it would still be close to the existing 
intersection. Mr. Robertson asked if the County had a verbal 
agreement to obtain the property. Mr. Scheid stated the County 
had not contacted anyone; 

Mr. Hargrave asked who'owns'theright-of-way. Mr. 
Scheid stated the School Board owns all the 30 ft. right-of-way but 
the road does run out of it. 

Mr. Bennett asked if there were funds available to build 
the road. Mr. Neblett stated recreational access funds are avail
able but the County would be in competition with others. 

Mr. Robertson asked if they moved the entrance up, 
would they be killing the use of the land that is cut off.- Mr. 
Scheid suggested it could be used for a basketball court or for 
extra parking. 

The Chairman asked if the Board now needs to decide what 
the best location for-the road will be,' Mr. Neblett stated that 
was correct. 

Mr. Scheid added that the movement of utility poles and 
the purchase of land are not fundable under Recreational Access 
funds. The only thing in the right-of-way now is the throw switch 
box to the lights at the softball field. 

IN RE: ROUTE 40 SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS 

Upon moti.on of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, two members of the Dinwiddie County Board of 
Supervisors have viewed two extremely hazardous locations on Route 
40 West of McKenney; 

(1) location: beginning at the intersection of Route 
602 running in an easterly direction approximately .30 miles in
volving two'extremely short steep hills and a very sharp curve. 

(2) location: beginning approximately .30 miles West 
of Route 610 intersection, running 0.29 miles east of Rt. 610 
a total length of 0.59 mi]-es'involving an intersection and steep 
grade to the east of the intersection; and 

WHEREAS, it is the understanding of this Board that there 
is an existing assigned project with reasonably completed plans 
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covering 3.06 miles and the above two locations are within the 
project assigned and proposed for construction; and 

WHEREAS, it is further understood that at the present 
and for some time in the future, funds will not be available 
to construct the project as planned; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia requests the Virginia Department of 
Highways allocate sufficient funds to correct the two extremely 
hazardous locations; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia concurs with the McKenney Ruritan 
ClubJs letter to the Virginia Department of Highways and Transpor
tation dated February 8, 1984 asking for this work to be funded 
out of the District Engineer's Safety Fund. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION 

1. Mr. Robertson stated that at the intersection of 
Rt. 226 and Rt. 600, motorists are cutting close on the turn 
causing holes to develop in the road. He suggested the possibility 
of a de-acceleration lane to go around the corner. Mr. Neblett 
stated he had discussed this problem and suggested a temporary 
measure would be to put a white edge line there. 

Mr. Robertson asked about the signs at the intersection 
limiting wide loads to 11 feet. Mr. Neblett stated this was a 
temporary measure until the bridge repairs are finished. Mr. 
H. Clay asked when that would be. Mr. Neblett stated by July. 

2. Mr. A. Clay asked how often bridges are inspected 
on the secondary roads. Mr. Neblett stated every two years. 

3. Mr. Bennett stated he had received a complaint 
on the intersection of Rt. 619 and U.S. #1. Since the stop sign 
has been removed, it is difficult to see the road. Mr. Bennett 
stated he tried to discourage streetlights but would suggest 
reflectors. 

IN RE: DISTRICT 19 MENTAL HEALTH & MENTAL RETARDATION SERVICES 

Dr. C. Eldon Taylor, Director, District 19 Mental Health 
Services, and Dr. David M. Portner, Director, Dinwiddie Counseling 
Services, appeared before the Board to give a brief update on 
the mental health services provided to the residents of Dinwiddie 
County. 

IN RE: AUTHORIZATION TO SECURE BIDS--LANDFILL CLEANUP TRUCK 

Mr. John M. Loftis, Director of Sanitation, reported that 
he had found a used cleanup truck for the Landfill at a cost of 
$4,000. However, it has over a 100,000 miles on it. He asked 
the Board if they wanted to purchase a used truck, rebuild the 
one he has or buy a new one. 

Mr. Bennett stated that his experience with used trucks 
of this type is that they are already worn out. Mr. A. Clay sug
gested he might look in Richmond. He did not think it would be 
a good idea to rebuild what Mr. Loftis has. 

Mr. H. Clay moved that Mr. Loftis be authorized to 
secure bids on new and used trucks for the Board to consider. Mr. 
A. Clay seconded the motion. Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson voted "aye". 

Mr. Donald Andrews suggested he check with Brown and 
Williamson about their old trucks. 

IN RE: HEALT~ DEPARTMENT--FOLDING DOORS 

Mr. A. Clay stated that the employees at the Health De-
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partment approached him about putting up some folding doors across 
the window to their reception area. Their lunch hour is from 
12:00 to 1 :00 and they f~nd it difficult to eat with people coming 
up to the window for service. 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", the County 
Administrator was authorized to look into obtaining folding doors 
for the reception window at the Health Department. 

IN RE: SUTHERLAND--NEW BUSINESS 

Mr. Bennett stated that a new florist shop has opened 
in the Sutherland area called "Clay-Potts" and the number is 
86l-BUDS. 

IN RE: CENTRAL STATE ANNOUNCEMENT -, .\.. 

. Mr. Larry G~ Elder stated that the Commissioner of Mental 
Health held a press conference earlier in the day to announce that 
Central State Hospital will stay as it is, with the phasing out 
of the geriatric and acute skilled service at Hiram Davis. This 
proposal has the blessing of the Governor and Senator Wiley. 

IN RE: MUTUAL AID AGREEMENT--AMELIA COUNTY 

Mrs. Wendy Quesenberry advised the Board that she and 
the County Administrator in Amelia County are working on a mutual 
aid agreement between the two counties for emergency services. 
The Amelia Board will consider the agreement on the 13th of March 
and she hopes to present it to this Board at the 21st meeting. 

IN RE: DONALD ANDREWS--RECREATION ROAD 

Mr. Donald,Andrews stated that he is very interested in 
the road to the recreational field across· from· the high school. 
He has talked to people who are willing to donate their time 
and machinery and he felt the road could be built for less than 
$30,000. 

IN RE: LARRY TOOMBS--SOCIALSERVICES BOARD 

Mr~ Bennett pointed out .that the Board had received 
a letter from Larry Toombs resigningfrom·the~Social Services 
Board, effective April 1, 1984. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion- of Mr. Hargrave·, seconded.by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", 
pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Va. Freedom of Information Act, 
the Board moved into Executive Session at 3:12 P.M. to discuss 
a legal matter. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 4:29 
P. M. 

IN RE: "WELCOME TO DINWIDDIE" SIGNS 

Mr.·H~ Clay stated that he would like to see the Ruritan 
Clubs take on the project of putting up "Welcome to-Dinwiddie '!· signs 
on the major arteries coming into the County. He felt if each Ruri
tan Club sponsored one sign, they could cover the major highways 
in the County. 

IN RE: INFORMATION 
, . 

The following information was included in the Board material 
for this meeting: 

1. letter from Commissioner, Va. Dept. of Highways and 
Transportation, concerning pre-allocation hearings across the state. 

2. Letter of resignation from Larry Toombs on the Social 
Services Board. 
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3. Letter of response to the Town of McKenney relative 
to the adoption of an ordinance for the issuance of dog tag licenses. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", the meeting 
adjourned until 1 :00 P.M., Tuesday. March 13, 1984. 

MARCH 13, 1984 -- 1 :00 P.M. -- CONTINUATION 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

M . I. H-A R G R A V E, JR., V ICE - C H A I R MAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

H.L. CLAY, JR. 

1984-85 BUDGET DISCUSSIONS 

OF MARCH 7, 1984 MEETING 

ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

The Board met with the following Constitutional Officers 
and Department,Heads to discuss their 1984-85 budget proposals: 

Sheriff B.M. Heath; W.E. Bolte, Commissioner of Revenue; 
Appomattox Regional Library Board; Health Department. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett .voting "aye l!, pursuant 
to Sec. 2.1-344 (1) of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act, the 
Board moved into Executive Session at 4:00 P.M. to discuss personnel 
matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 4:30 P.M. 

IN RE: CONTINUATION OF 1984 BUDGET DISCUSSIONS 

The Board continued their budget discussions with the 
following departments: 

W.E •. Jones, Trea$urer; Dinwiddie, Namozine and Old Hickory 
volunteer fire departments. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon moti.on of Mr. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", pursuant 
to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act, the 
Board moved into Executive Session at 5:45 P.M. to discuss legal 
matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 6:30 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. Har
grave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", the meeting 
adjourned at 6:31 P.M. 

ATTEST:~ 
~~{)~ 

.S. BENNETT , J R-. -,GHiITRMAN 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING~ 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 21ST DAY OF MARCH~ 1984 AT 
8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT~ JR.~ CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
M. I. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 

ELECTION DISTRICT #3 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 

L.G. ELDER 

A.S. CLAY 
B.M. HEATH 

MINUTES 

ELECTION DISTRICT 
ELECTION DISTRICT 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

ELECTION DISTRICT 
SHERIFF 

Upon moti.on of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", 
the minutes of the March 7, 1984 regular meeting and the March 
13, 1984 continued meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: RECOGNITION OF SERVICES--MARGARET W. LEWIS 

Upon mot ion of Mr. H. Cl ay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", 
the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Margaret W. Lewis has served the County of Din
widdie as Treasurer from January 1, 1980. through December 31, 
1983 with integrity and dedication; and 

WHEREAS, the current Board of Supervisors on the 21st 
day of March, 1984, is desirous of acknowledging these qualities 
and further to express full awareness of, and appreciation for, 
her unselfish and honorable work in behalf of the County; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, hereby commends Mrs. Margaret W. 
Lewis for her many contributions and devoted service to the County 
of Dinwiddie; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution be delivered 
to Mrs. Margaret W. Lewis and a copy spread upon the minutes of 
this meeting. 

IN RE: RECOGNITION OF SERVICES--CHARLES LEE MITCHELL 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", the 
following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Charles L. Mitchell has served the County of 
Dinwiddie as Sheriff from January 1, 1972 through December 31, 
1983 with integrity and dedication; and 

WHEREAS, the current Board of Supervisors on the 21st 
day of March, 1984, is desirous of acknowledging these qualities 
and further to express full awareness of, and appreciation for, 
his unselfish and honorable work in behalf of the County; 

#2 
#2 

#4 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, hereby commends Mr. Charles L. Mitchell 
for his many contributions and devoted service to the County of 
Dinwiddie; and 

BE IT fURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution be delivered 
to Mr. Charles L. Mitchell and a copy spread upon the minutes of 
this meeting. 
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IN RE: RECOGNITION OF SERVICES--JOHN W. SCARBOROUGH 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, the 
following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, John W. Scarborough has served the County of 
Dinwiddie with integrity and dedication as a member of the Dinwiddie 
County Water and Sewer Authority from December 18, 1968 to Decem
ber 18, 1983; and 

WHEREAS, Mr. John W. Scarborough played an important 
role in the development of the water and sewer system in the 
Northern part of the County; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors on the 21st day of 
March, 1984, is desirous of acknowledging these qualities and 
further to express its appreciation for his work on behalf of 
the County; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, hereby commends Mr. John W. Scar
borough for his many contributions and devoted service to the 
County of Dinwiddie; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution be delivered 
to Mr. John W. Scarborough and a copy spread upon the minutes of 
this meeting. 

IN RE: RECOGNITION OF SERVICES--STEVE WEBER 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, the 
following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Steve Weber has served the County of Dinwiddie 
as a member of the Board of Supervisors from January 1, 1980 
through December 31, 1983 and as Chairman for 1983 with integrity, 
dedication, and respect for his fellow man; and 

WHEREAS, the current Board of Supervisors on the 21st 
day of March, 1984, is desirous of acknowledging these qualities 
and further to express full awareness of, and appreciation for, 
his unselfish and honorable work in behalf of the County; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, hereby commends Mr. Steve Weber 
for his many contributions and devoted service to the County of 
Dinwiddie; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution be delivered 
to Mr. Steve Weber and a copy spread upon the minutes of this meeting. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: 

General Fund checks-numbering 84-470 through 84-603 amoun
ting to $82,354.08; Library Fund checks-numbering LF-84-4 and 5 
amounting to $69.62. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--RESTRICTION OF THROUGH TRUCK TRAFFIC-
ROUTES 1310 and 601 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Wednesday, March 7, 1984 and Wednesday, March 14, 
1984 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to 
receive public input on the restriction of through truck traffic 
on Rt. 1310 from Rt. 226 to Rt. 600 and on Rt. 601 from Rt. 708 
to Rt. 600. 
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Suggested alternate-routes for Rt. 1310 are-Rt. 226 to 
Rt. 600. Suggested alternate routes for-Rt: 601 are-Rt. 460 to 
Rt. 1 to Rt. 600. 

1. Mr. R.W. Tharrington, a resident of Cedar Hart Lane, 
Rt. 1310, spoke in support of closing Rt. 1310 mainly because 
of the church school and the danger to children playing near the 
road. He indicated the biggest problem is log trucks and inde
pendent gravel trucks. He added that he felt the Highway Depart
ment should look at the location of the stop signs at the 
intersection of Rt. 1310 and 1311. He felt they should be on 
Rt. 1310 instead of 1311. 

2. Mr. Chuck Simmons, a resident of Chesdin Manor, spoke 
in support of closing Rt. 601. He stated the road is narrow and 
winding and because there are no shoulders, it is very frightening 
to meet a large truck., 

3. Mr. Clarence Parrish, a resident of Chesdin Boulevard, 
spoke in support of closing Rt. 601. 

4. ,Mr. Gilbert Wood, a resident of Dinwiddie and employee 
of Lone Star, stated that he was in favor of closing Rt, 1310. 

He stated that several _years ago, Lone Star was approached 
by citizens on Rt. 226 about the. truck traffic and as a result, 
Lone Star told their trucks not to travel that route and paid 
the other trucks that haul for them'to use another route. This was 
all done voluntarily. He indicated that Rt.60l is winding 
and some trucks use it by travelling Rt. 632 to Rt. 601 to 600. 
However, he felt that it would be a disservice to truckers coming 
from Chesterfield to go around and not use 601. He stated he 
would rather see Rt. 601 improved and leave it open. 

5. Mr. Elwood Heisey, Principal at Grace Baptist Church, 
along with another teacher, spoke in support of closing Rt. 601. 

- -
Mr.' Hargrave commented that by restricting traffic 

from Rt. 632 to 601,' the traffi,c wi 11 become more dense on Rt. 226. 
Mr. Robertson stated that Rt. 600 has been improved to handle the 
extra traffic. Mr. Hargrave added that the intersection at Rt. 226 
and U.S. #1 is a bad place to go through. 

Mr. Robertson stated that there did not seem to be alot 
of problems with closing Rt. 1310 because of the residential area 
and the school. 

As to Rt. 601, he felt going across Rt. 632 to 601 is 
not very safe. It is blind to the right entering 601 from Rt. 
632 at which point it changes to 45 MPH. -Mr. Robertson further 
stated that Rt. 601 is not built for wide vehicles. There is 
Grace Baptist School, a new subdivision, Henshaw Village and a 
terrible "s" curve which is difficult to maneuver at 25-MPH. Also 
there are no shoulders on the road. Maybe when 601 has been widened, 
he felt the Board could reconsider the restriction. 

Mr. Bennett asked if the Boa~d members felt the logging 
truck companies know what the Board is proposing to do. -He added 
that the federal government has increased the excise taxes on the 
truckers and suggested the Board might want to hold off on 601 
and talk to some of these companies. ' 

Mr. Robertson stated there was an ad in the newspaper. He 
didn1t feel wattigg is the answer. Of all the problems voiced since 
he has been on the Board, he felt he has received the most input on 
these two roads. He felt the' Board needs to serve the citizens 
and they should act now. 

Mr. Hargrave added that what will happen is the log 
trucks will shift and use Rt. 460 to Rt. 226 to Rt. 600. 
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Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia recommends to the Virginia Department of Highways 
and Transportation that Rt. 1310 from Rt. 226 to Rt. 600 and Rt. 
601 from Rt. 708 to Rt. 600 be restricted to through truck traffic; 
and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the restrictions on Rt. 601 be 
reconsidered upon the completion of the proposed improvements 
on rt. 601 from Rt. 708 to Rt. 600. 

IN RE: CHESDIN MANOR--COMMENDATION FOR TRASH PICKUP ALONG RT. 601 

Mr. Robertson stated that he wanted to commend the citi
zens of Chesdin Manor for picking up trash along Rt. 601. The 
County provided a dumpster at the request of these citizens. The 
Board members agreed that the citizens should be recognized for 
this effort. 

IN RE: POSTPONEMENT OF APPOINTMENT--SOCIAL SERVICES BOARD 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, 

the appointment to the Social Services Board was postponed. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA PROGRAM--1984 REQUEST 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, the 
following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the County of Dinwiddie is eligible to parti
cipate as a potential employer for college students desiring 
employment beginning the end of May for twelve weeks; and 

WHEREAS, these students will be referred to the County 
through the Virginia Program from colleges throughout the State; 
and 

WHEREAS, these students will be from Dinwiddie County 
at a cost of 33% of the student's gross wages with Workmen's 
Compensation provided by the Virginia Program; and 

WHEREAS; the School Board has expressed a need for 
one (1) student at the Senior High School; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that application be made to the 
Virginia Program to have the County designated as a potential 
employer for college students beginning the end of May for a 
twelve-week period. 

IN RE: MUTUAL AID AGREEMENT FOR EMERGENCY SERVICES--AMELIA 
COUNTY 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, 

the Chairman was authorized to sign the following mutual aid agree
ment with the County of Amelia to provide emergency services: 

THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into this 21st day of March, 
1984 by and between the County of Amelia and the County of Dinwiddie. 

WITNESSETH: 

WHEREAS, it has been determined that the provlslon of Emergency 
Services across jurisdictional lines in emergencies will increase 
the ability of the parties to preserve the health, safety and wel
fare of the citizens of the County of Amelia and the County of 
Dinwiddie. 



L~ 

WHEREAS, Section 44-146.20 of the Code of Virginia, 1950, 
as amended, authorizes local governments to establish and carry 
into effect a plan to provide mutual aid. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consi.deration of the mutual covenants 
and conditions herein contained,. the parties hereto agree as follows: 

1. Declarat~on of' Emergency- When a state of emergency 
exists within the boundaries of any of the parties hereto, as the 
result of, or due to the imminence of fire, flood, epidemic, war, 
internal disorder, or other public disaster, the party or parties 
shall notify. the other party or parties to this Agreement of such 
state of emergency and its need for emergency aid or'assistance. 
Assistance shall be rendered according to the procedures established 
in the operational plan developed and agreed to by all parties to 
this Agreement, pursuant to the provisions in paragraph 2 herein. 
Each party shall designate the appropriate official empowered to 
request assistance under this Agreement. This official shall also 
be the party to which the notifying jurisdiction shall· direct its 
need for emergency aid or assistance. . 

2. Operational Plan - The mutual assistance to be ren
dered under this Agreement shall b~: available upon the development 
and approval of an Operational Plan by the parties hereto. The 
plan shall outline procedures to be followed in responding to a 
request for assistance. The parties shall designate the appro
priate official in their jurisdiction,who shall be empowered to 
request assistance under this Agreement. Parties shall meet 
at. least annually to review and~ if necessary, to propose amend
ments to procedures in requesting assistance. Any proposed amend
ment shall not be effective until approved by written memorandum 
by all the parties to this Agreement. 

3. Governmental .Immunity - The services performed and 
expenditures made under this Agreement shall be deemed for public 
and governmental purposes and all immunities from liability enjoyed 
by the 1 oca 1. government wi thi nits boundar; es. sha 11 extend to its 
participation in rendering emerg~ncy assistance outside its boun
daries. 

, (a) It is understood that for the purposes of this 
Agreement, the responding party is rendering aid once it has 
entered the jurisdictional boundaries for the party receiving 
assistance. 

The requesting jurisdiction will be responsible for 
replacing any expended consumable supplies borrowed from another 
jurisdiction. The requesting jurisdiction assumes only such lia
bility for duty actions of the Emergency Services Director or 
his designated agent as may be determined under general law 
for qamages to property or person committed while performing 
his duty in a reasonable and prudent manner in accordance with 
order or directions given him by the proper authority of the 
requesting jurisdiction. 

4. Employment Benefits - (a) All the immunities from 
liability and exemptions from laws, ordinances and regulations which 
the parties· firemen, policemen, rescue.or ambulance attendants, 
agents and employees have in their own jurisdictions shall be 
effective in the jurisdiction to which they are giving assistance. 

(b) All pension, relief, disability, workmen·s com
pensation or other benefits enjoyed by said employees in their 
own jurisdictions shall extend to the. services they perform under 
this Agreement outside their respective jurisdictions. 

5. Direction of Assistance":" Ca} .The parties· firemen, 
policemen, rescue or ambulance attendants, agents and employees 
rendering assistance under this Agreement shall ·do so under the 
direction and control of the appropriate official designated by 
the jurisdiction requesting the aid. 
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(b) The parties shall notify each other of the name, 
address and telephone number of the official authorized to direct 
mutual aid acti~ities within their jurisdiction. 

6. Duration - This Agreement shall remain in effect 
until terminated by all parties hereto upon written notice setting 
forth the date of termination. Withdrawal from this Agreement by 
one party hereto shall be made by thirty days written notice to 
the other party. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this 
Agreement as of the date first above written. 

ATTEST: 

COUNTY OF DINWIDDIE 

By 
~G-.~S-.~B~e-n-n-e~t~t~,--J~r--.-C~h-a~i-r-m-an 

County Administrator 

COUNTY OF AMELIA 

By~ __ ~~ __ ~~~~~~ ______ _ 
Joe H. Paulette, Chairman 

ATTEST: 

Clerk to the B~ard 

IN RE: FALL TURKEY SEASON--RESTRICTION ON HEN KILL 

Mr. John Boswell stated that he felt the turkey popu
lation in the County is becoming scarce. Therefore, he asked 
that the Board consider proposing to the Game Commission limiting 
the fall turkey kill to one hen or no hens. The regulation would 
then read: "O ne per day, two per 1 icen-se year, one may be a hen 
in the Fall." The County Administrator stated that a representative 
from the Game Commission would be at the April 4, 1984 meeting. 
Mr. Boswell stated that if he was unable to attend, he would like 
his request to be presented at that time. 

IN RE: COMMISSIONER OF REVENUE--PREPARATION OF APPRAISAL CARDS 

Mr. W.E. Bolte, Commissioner of Revenue, appeared before 
the Board to request authorization to have the computer service 
proceed with preparing the appraisal cards for the reassessment. 
He stated the County would not be billed until the new budget 
year. 

Upon mot.ion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Har-grave, 
Mr. Robertson. Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", 
the Commissioner of Revenue was authorized to proceed with having 
the computer service prepare the necessary appraisal cards. 

IN RE: DONALD ANDREWS--RECREATION ROAD 

Mr. Donald Andrews stated that his right-of-way near 
the recreation field across from the high school is being used 
by the public for recreational purposes. He stated in 1980, 
1982 and 1983, he received correspondence from the County Attorney's 
Office that he was violating the encroachment upon this right-of-way. 
However, it was determined that his chain was not on county pro
perty and he would like a letter from the Attorney stating he was 
in error. 
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Mr. Andrews proceeded indicating that the traffic on this 
road was as heavy as Rt. 6Ql and the litter was increasing too. He 
stated he was not physically nor financially able to maintain the 
road for citizens to use to play softball and tennis. He stated 
he had not been contacted by the Superintendent of Schools. However, 
he is in the process of fixing the road. The ditches are two feet 
deep now and he has paid a surveyor to find out who owns what. 

Mr. Robertson asked Mr. Andrews what his recommended 
solution was. Mr. Andrews stated his solution is to get 30 feet 
from the adjacent property owner and the owners in the back. Then 
get a motor grader and someone to operate it and put in a 50 foot 
state maintained road. He indicated if the State would blue top 
it and shoot the grades, the road could be built for $20,000. He 
stated he had people who would contribute the machines and labor 
and he would take it to the people on the road. But he was not 
coming back to the School Board or the Board of Supervisors. 

Mr. Bennett asked Mr. Andrews if he meant he had to 
maintain the road from Rt. 627 to the tennis courts. Mr. Andrews 
stated the School Board put three loads of gravel on it and scraped 
it twice. He and his neig~~~~s have done the rest of the work. 

Mr. Bennett asked what is being done with the map 
presented at the last meeting. The Director of Planning stated 
he met with George Soloe and a representative from Shoosmith 
out at the site. A solution was presented to the Superintendent 
of Schools at that time and they also talked to the Attorney, 
Mr. T.O. Rainey, III. Mr. Rainey was supposed to contact Mr. 
Andrews. 

Mr. Bennett asked the Director of Planning to contact 
Mr. Rainey the next morning and make sure he discusses the situa
tion with Mr. Andrews. 

Mr. Andrews stated the School Board has 24 days to 
take acti.on. 

IN RE: RECOVERY OF FICA TAXES--1980 & 1981 

The County Administrator presented a proposal from 
the County1s auditing firm, Robinson, Farmer Cox, Associates 
to assist the County in recovering FICA taxes paid on sick leave 
during the calendar years 1980 and 1981. Because of the Statute 
of Limitations, the filing must be done by April 15, 1984. Their 
fee will be 15% of whatever is recovered. If nothing is recovered, 
there is no fee. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, 

the proposal from Robinson, Farmer, Cox Associates to recover 
FICA taxes for the County for calendar years 1980 and 1981 
was accepted. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon moti.on of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. H.argrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, 

pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6} of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 9:20 P.M. to dis
cuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session 
at 11 :29 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, 

the meeting adjourned at 11 :30 P.M. 

I, \ 1. \ -: .' I l ," '_, ;1, _, 
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VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE CONFERENCE ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 2ND DAY OF APRIL, 1984 AT 
8:50 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

M.L HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye", 
pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 8:50 P.M. to discuss 
legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 10:30 
P. M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. 
lIaye", the meeting adjourned 

ATTEST: 

BOOK 8 

Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 

at 10:31,;&'1 ~. 
'- r ~Q,( 

PAGE 219 April 2, 1984 



r----] 
:1 J 

VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING~ 
DINWIDDIE~ VIRGINIA ON THE 4TH DAY OF APRIL~ 1984 AT 
2:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT~ JR.~ CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

M.I. HARGRAVE~ JR. ~ VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY~ JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON-~ JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
B.M. HEATH 

[VJINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay~ seconded by Mr. Hargrave~ 
Mr. Clay~ Mr. Hargrave~ Mr. Clay~ Mr. Robertson~ Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", the minutes of the March 21, 1984 regular meeting and the 
April 2~ 1984 special meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave~ seconded by Mr. A. Clay~ Mr. 
Hargrave~ Mr. Clay~ Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye" , 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: 

General Fund checks-numbering 84-604 through 84-693 
amounting to $115~911.92. 

IN RE: COMMISSION OF GAME AND INLAND FISHERIES--DISCUSSION OF 
DEER & TURKEY SEASONS IN COUNTY 

Mr. John Redd, Game Biologist, Commission of Game and 
Inland Fisheries~ appeared before the Board to discuss the data 
gathered on the deer and turkey harvest and population for the 
past year and answer any questions the Board might have. He 
handed out the statistics on the deer and turkey harvest and 
particularly addressed the doe harvest since the Board has raised 
the question of extending doe season. 

Mr. Redd stated that to cause a herd reduction~ the 
doe harvest must exceed 35%. Dinwiddie averages 22% to 33% 
which he felt has maintained a good herd level in the County. 
He indicated, however, there may be a higher number of deer in 
certain areas. The Game Warden did issue 16 summer kill permits 
this past year. He added that the past year was not a normal 
prediction because of the dry season which actually caused the 
deer to seek out the crops for moisture. 

A public hearing will be held by the Game Commission in 
February or March of 1985 ·to receive public input on the seasons. 
Mr. Redd advised the Board that they should document their concerns 
and bring them before the Commission at this hearing. 

Mr. Redd then addressed the Fall turkey season~ stating 
that turkeys seemed to be well dispersed throughout the County. 

Mr. Jack Slaughter, representing Meadow Bank Hunt Club 
and Sapony Hunt Club, spoke in opposition to extending the doe 
season. He stated that he hunted the area South and East of U.S. 
Rt. 1 and there is not an excess of deer. He fel.t if there is 
an excess in other parts of the County, it should be handled with 
k ill perm its. 

Mr. John Chambers stated that he hunted in the same area 
and he did not feel the County needs a longer doe season. 
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Mr. Redd stated that the Commission cannot divide a 
season in a county and the data at this time indicates the County 
would not profit from a herd reduction. The only alternatives 
are kill permits and antlerless tags. 

Mr. John Boswell asked about changing the turkey season 
to one hen or no hens in the Fall. Mr. Redd indicated that there 
were several petitions before the Commission now concerning turkey 
season. One of the main reasons they went to either sex in the 
Fall is because the average hunter can1t tell the difference 
in the Fall and it, therefore, causes alot of turkeys killed not 
to be checked in. 

Mr. Bennett stated that he felt there was a problem in 
his area with crop damage because of the number of deer; however, 
he would have his concerns addressed to the Commission at the 
hearing in February or March. Mr. A. Clay stated he has talked 
with several hunt clubs in his area who also felt a longer doe 
season was not needed. 

The Board thanked Mr. Redd for his presentation. 

IN RE: PETERSBURG LEGAL AID SOCIETY, INC. 

Mr. Dale W. Pittman, Director, Petersburg Legal Aid 
Society, Inc., appeared before the Board to discuss a request 
for funding in the 1984-85 budget year. He indicated they were 
asking for a portion of the funding, $3915, during FY 84-85 
and full funding $7830 on an annual basis thereafter. This 
amount is based on a 10.8% 1983 caseload of Dinwiddie County 
residents. 

The Society provides free legal services in non-fee
generating civil cases to eligible, low income clients in the 
cities of Petersburg, Hopewell, and Colonial Heights and the 
Counties of Charles City, Dinwiddie, Prince George and Surry. 
Mr. Pittmas stated that federal financial support for legal assis
tance to indigent Virginians has greatly diminished and they have 
been forced to rely more heavily on local resources. 

Mr. Pittman gave a few examples of the cases they work 
with. He added that they are not run by a Washington bureaucracy. 
They are registered with the SCC and are governed by a local Board 
of Directors made up of local attorneys and representatives of the 
local Bar Association. 

Mr. Robertson stated that he would like to see a copy 
of their operating budget for review during budget discussions. 
Mr. H. Clay stated he would like the funding requests for other 
localities included. 

Mr. Larry Elder stated he serves on the Board of Directors 
and felt this request is low compared to the amount the County 
pays in attorney fees. He felt the Society provides a much needed 
service and supported their request. 

Mr. Bennett advised Mr. Pittman the request would be 
considered during the Board1s budget discussions. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. Mac Neblett, Resident Engineer, and Mr. Harold Dyson, 
Assistant Res. Engr., Va. Dept. of Highways and Transportation, 
appeared before the Board to answer any questions they might have. 

1. Mr. Neblett reminded the Board about the primary 
highway pre-allocation hearing to be held April 6, 1984 at 10:00 
A.M. 

2. Mr. Neblett stated the the first stage of the Rt. 
601 project, from Rt. 600 to Rt. 718, is under construction. An 
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informal public meeting will be held tonight at 7:30 P.M. to review 
the construction phase and answer any questions the public might 
have. 

3. Mr. Neblett indicated the repairs to the Rt. 226 
bridge should be completed by May. 

4. Mr. Robertson stated .thathe had discussed the pro
blems on Sterling Road with Mr. Neblett and he had assured him 
the Department would take care of it. 

S. Mr. A. Clay asked if the Highway Department was in
specting the bridges since one had completely washed out. 

Mr. Neblett stated that because. of the extensive rain, the 
fill material washed out behind.the abutment on the bridge and they 
have taken emergency measures to correct it. He added they are 
in the process of checking, all the"other bridges. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act; the Board-moved into Executive Session at 3:1S 
P.M. to discuss legal matters.' The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 4:26 P.M. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mr. W.E~ Jones presented his:report for'the month-of 
March, "984. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr~ J.L. Blaha was not present. His report for the 
month of March, 1984, was included in the Board material for this 
meeting. 

" " 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN: 

Mr. L.A. Brooks, Jr. was not present. His report for the 
month-of March, 1984, was included in the Board material for this 
meeting. 

IN RE: NATIONAL LIBRARY WEEK 

Upon motion of Mr. A.' Clay, seconded'by Mr. H~' Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, ~1r. Robertson, Mr. ,Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Appomattox Regional Library is making 
every effort to provide residents of this area with invaluable 
resources; and 

WHEREAS, the informational services rendered by the 
public, school, academic, and special libraries-contribute to 
the growth and development of Dinwiddie, the area and the State; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Library Board and Staff are working toge
ther to develop and expand,thelibrary's role as a cultural, 
civic and edccational center for the community; and 

WHEREAS, a vast storehouse of print and electronic media 
constitutes the informational and entertainment resources offered 
to Dinwiddie and the region by the library; 

NOW. T~EREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, does hereby proclaim the week 
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of April 8 - 14, 1984 as NATIONAL LIBRARY WEEK and recognizes the 
library's rich treasures offered to residents on a year-round 
basis. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENT--SOCIAL SERVICES BOARD 

Mr. Robertson nominated Mr. Aubrey T. Pennington, Sr. 
to fill Mr. Larry Toomb's unexpired term on the Social Services 
Board ending June 30, 1986. 

Mr. H. Clay moved that the nominations be closed. Mr. 
Hargrave seconded the motion. Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robert
son, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", Mr. Aubrey T. Pennington, 
Sr. was appointed to the Social Services Board to fill the un
expired term of Mr. Larry Toombs, ending June 30, 1986. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--DEWITT-DINWIDDIE-ROCKY RUN 
ATHLETIC ASSOCIATION 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the DeWitt-Dinwiddie-Rocky Run Athletic Asso
ciation has made application to the Board of Supervisors to 
renew their Bingo and Raffle permit for the calendar year 1984; 
and 

WHEREAS, the DeWitt-Dinwiddie-Rocky Run Athletic Asso
ciation has paid the $10.00 fee and meets the requirements of 
the State Code of Virginia; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Bingo and Raffle Permit be 
renewed for the DeWitt-Dinwiddie-Rocky Run Athletic Association
for calendar year 1984. 

IN RE: ADMINISTRATION BUILDING--DRAINFIELD PUMPS 

The County Administrator advised the Board that there 
are two pumps that transmit the affluent from the holding tank 
to the two drainfields for the Administration Building and the 
adjoining complex. They alternate every 24 hours. He continued 
stating that the drainfie1ds are located on the only property 
available owned by the County and should they fail, the County 
would face a difficult and costly decision involving the construc
tion of a package treatment facility. He indicated that until 
recently these pumps could be repaired and rebuilt in the area, 
but this is no longer true. They must now be returned to the company 
for service which consumes a considerable length of time. Because 
of their peculiar electrical needs, an immediate replacement is 
very unlikely. 

The County Administrator, therefore, recommended that 
to minimize the risk of damaging the drainfields that the Board 
authorize the purchase of a spare pump to be used as needed. 
The cost would be approximately $1500. 

Mr. Robertson asked if a pump could be purchased that 
could be repaired locally. The County Administrator indicated no 
because of the electrical capacity of the building. Mr. H. 
Clay asked if the failures have been mechanical or electrical? 
The County Administrator stated mostly mechanical. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the County Administrator was authorized to purchase 
a spare pump for the drainfie1ds for the Administration Building 
complex at an approximate cost of $1500. 

IN RE: PRESENTATION OF 1984-85 SCHOOL BUDGET 

Dr. Richard L. Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, 
presented the School Board 1984-85 budget and outlined the major 
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changes. He emphasized that the Board1s main concern this year 
was to bring the teacher pay scale up and their budget is pre
dicated on a 10.33% average salary increase. He also pointed 
out that enrollment is down which has caused a decrease in State 
funds. 

IN RE: RECE.SS 
J 

The Chairman declared a recess at 5:48 P.M. The 
meeting reconvened at 7:42 P.M. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Up 0 n mot ion 0 f Mr. H. Clay, sec 0 n de d by Mr. H a r g r a ve, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 U) and (6) of the Virginia Freedom 
of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 
7:43 P.M. to discuss personnel and legal matters. The meeting 
reconvened into Open Session at 8:25 P.M. 

IN RE: INFORMATION 

The- following information was included in the Board ma
terial for this meeting: Letter from Master Chevrolet Sales con
cerning police vehicles. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, th.e meeting was adjourned until 7:00 P.M., Monday, 
April 9, 1984. 

APRIL 9, 1984--7:00 P.M.--CONTINUATION OF APRIL 4, 1984 MEETING 

PRESENT: G . S . 
M.1:. 
ILL. 
G. E.. 
A. S. 

BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN 
~ARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
CLAY, JR. 
ROBE.RTSON, JR. 

ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

CLAY :EL~CTION_D~STRICT #4 

IN RE: 19.84-85 BUDGET WORK.5HOP SESSION 

The Board of Supervisors met in a workshop session to 
review the 1984-85 proposed budget. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 U} and (6) of the Virginia Freedom 
of Information Act, the Board. of Supervisors moved into Executive 
Session at 8:43 P.M. to discuss personnel and legal matters. The 
meeting reconvened into Open Session at 10:18 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

U P 0 n mot ion 0 f Mr. H . Clay, sec 0 n d e d by Mr. H a r g r a v e , 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the meeti:ng was adjourned unti.1 7:00 P.M., April 16,1984. 

APRIL 16, 1984 -- 7:00 P.M. -- CONTINUATION' OF APRIL 4, 1984 
MEETING 

PRESENT: G . S . BENNETT, JR. , CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
M.1. HARGRAVE, JR. , VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
ELL. CLAY, JR. (left 7:04 P.M. - returned 8:07 P. M. ) 

ELECTION DISTRICT 
G . E.. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
A.S. CLAY. ELECTION DISTRICT 

#1 
#3 

#2 
#2 
#4 
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IN RE: 1984-85 BUDGET WORKSHOP SESSION 

The Board of Supervisors met in a workshop session to 
continue their work on the 1984-85 proposed budget. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", 
purusant to Sec. 2.1-344 (1) of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board of Supervisors moved into Executive Session at 
7:45 P.M. to discuss personnel matters. The meeting reconvened 
into Open Session at 8:45 P.M. 

IN RE: 1984-85 BUDGET WORKSHOP SESSION 

The Board of Supervisors continued their discussion 
of the 1984-85 proposed budget. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 9:30 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 10:11 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 

A _ G.S. BENNETT, JR., An ..... 

ATTEST:~~~~~~ ___ _ 
-:KT 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA, ON THE 18TH DAY OF APRIL, 1984 AT 
8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

M. I. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
B.M. HEATH 

MINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the minutes of the April 4, 1984 regular meeting, the April 
9, 1984 continued meeting and the April 16, 1984 continued meeting 
were approved as presented. 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE COUNTY SENIOR HIGH FUTURE FARMERS OF AMERICA 

In February, the Board of Supervisors received a request 
fro~ the Dinwiddie County Senior High Future Farmers of America 
for financial assistance in a project to beautify the county recrea
tion facility across from the high school. A decision was post
poned until the Club could provide an overall plan for what they 
intended to do in the area. 

N.C. Olgers, Sponsor of the Club, contacted the County 
Administrator and indicated a $100 contribution from the Board of 
Supervisors would be adequate for the amount of work they plan to 
do in the area at this time. The project will consist mainly of 
planting shrubbery at the tennis courts. 

Mr. Bennett stated the Club does alot of good with 
projects of this type. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, a contributton i.n the amount of $100 was approved for the 
Dinwiddie County Senior High Future Farmers of America. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: 

General Fund checks-numbering 84-694 through 84-812 
amounting to $91,437.81; History Book Fund check #HB-84-2 in the 
amount of $5.28; law Library Fund check #LF-84-6 in the amount 
of $15.00. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--REZONING APPLICATION P-84-1--PETERSBURG
DINWIDDIE COUNTY AIRPORT & INDUSTRIAL AUTHORITY 

This being the time and place as advertised in the 
Progress-Index on Wednesday, April 4, 1984 and Wednesday, April 
11, 1984 for the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, 
to conduct a public hearing to consider for adoption an ordinance 
to amend a portion of Sec~ 20, Parcel 82 from Business, General 
B-2 to Industrial, Heavy M-2. 

The Director of Planning presented the information and 
reviewed the Planning Commission action wherein they recommended 
approval at their March 14, 1984 meeting. 

No one appeared in favor or in opposition to this 
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rezoning request. 

Mr. Robertson indicated that there were alot of un
answered questions and this was not the time to bring them out. 
He stated that the Board hopes to meet with the Airport Authority 
and felt action should be postponed until that time. 

Mr. Bennett asked if postponing action would hold up 
any plans the Airport Authority or Mr. Henshaw have. Mr. Scheid 
stated it would not hold up any plans for the Airport. He could 
not speak for Mr. Henshaw. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson; Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", action on rezoning application P-84-1 of the Petersburg
Dinwiddie County Airport and Industrial Authority was postponed. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--REZONING APPLICATION p-84-2--GILBERT 
HENSHAW 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Wednesday, April 4, 1984 and Wednesday, April 11, 
1984 for the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia 
to conduct a public hearing to consider for adoption an ordinance 
to amend a portion of Sec. 20, Parcel 86 from Industrial, Heavy 
M-2 to Business, General B-2. 

The Director of Planning presented the material and 
reviewed the action of the Planning Commission wherein they 
recommended approval at their March 14, 1984 meeting. 

Mr. Gilbert Henshaw was not present. No one appeared in 
support nor opposition to the rezoning request. 

Because this rezoning request is related to P-84-1 
and since Mr. Henshaw was not present, the Board felt it should 
also be postponed. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", action on rezoni,ng application P-84-2 of Mr. Gilbert Hen
shaw was postponed. 

IN RE: OLD HICKORY VFD--USE OF 39.50 FREQUENCY 

Mr. Charles Rideout, Chief, Old Hickory VFD, appeared 
before the Board to request authorization to use the 39.50 
frequency only when working with Stony Creek and Jarratt on 
fire calls. Mr. Rideout stated this would provide direct com
munications without having to lose time by going back through 
the Dispatcher. 

This frequency has been allocated for use by the Sheriff's 
Department. Sheriff B.M. Heath was present and stated that he 
agreed to the use by Old Hickory and felt it was a good idea. 

Mr. Hargrave questioned checking with the FCC to make 
sure the use of this frequency by other than police departments 
was allowed. Mr. Rideout stated this frequency is the emergency 
frequency for the fire departments in Jarratt and Stony Creek. 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Old Hickory VFD be authorized to install 
a 39.50 radio crystal in one of their fire truck radios to be used 
only when working fire calls with Stony Creek and Jarratt fire 
departments. 

IN RE: OLD HICKORY VFD--BUDGETING OF FUNDS FOR NEW EQUIPMENT 

Mr. Charles Rideout, Chief, Old Hickory VFD, appeared 
before the Board to insure that funds would be included in the 1984-85 
budget for a new fire truck and other equipment for their department. 
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Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 

Clay, Mr. Hargrave., Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the Old Hick.ory VFD was advised that the funds in the amount 
of $62,000 would be included in the 1984-85 budget for new equipment 
for their fire department. 

IN RE: REASSESSMENT BIDS--AWARD OF CONTRACT FOR 1985 

The following proposals were received for the 1985 
general reassessment of the County: 

1. Blue Ridge Appraisal Service - $7.25/parcel; $87,000 
2. Pearson's Appraisal Service - $7.45/parcel; $89,000 
3. C.R. Johnston'- $7.62/parcel; $91,450 
4. R.C. Freeland - $7.50/parcel; $93,948 

$4.00/trailer 
5. R.L. Hansbrough,·Inc. :.- $8.QO/par:cel; $96,000, 
6. Wingate Appraisal Service - $8.95/parcel; $107,000 

An ev~luationteam consisting of two rep~esentatives 
from the Department of Taxation, the Commissioner of Revenue, 
the County Administrator and his Administrative Assistant met to 
review the proposals. The evaluation was made based on the 
following factors: General Quality and Responsiveness; Organization 
and Personnel and Cost. References and personnel were checked. 
Furthe~ discu.ssions with some of the firms were held. Based on 
the f i ~ m : me e tin g: the . Co u n t y s- p e c if i cat ion s, a, n don t he G 0 s. t to 
do~the ,work, the Committee recommended,Pearson's"Appr:aisa1 Ser-
vic. e , to. per for m the 1 9 8 5 G e n era' 1 Rea Sl s e ssm e nt, , beg inn i n g J, u 1 Y 1, 
19,84. 

The low bid was not accepted because the firm did not 
fully comply with all tbe .County's specifications and based on 
all the factors involved, the Committee felt Pearson's Appraisal 
Service ·more adequately met the needs of the County. 

. -
Mr. Hargrave questioned adequate documentation and 

making sure the County has complied in every way with the Pro
curement Act. The County Attorney stated that in view of what 
was presented, the Committee has complied with the law in its 
recommendatton. ' 

" 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr., Hargrave" Mr. Clay, Mr. Rob.erts'on, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, the firm of Pearson's Appraisal Service was awarded 
the contract to perform the County's 1985 General Reassessment, 
beginning July 1, 1984. 

IN RE: LANDFILL .TRUCK BIDS 1 I ." 

The following bids were presented for a truck for 
the Landfill to be LJsed to c1ean:,up around,the.dumpst~r sites: 

I " 

Strosnider $11 ,798.21 
Cormany . .$10,000., (Used) 
Triangle Dodge $10,922.65 
Master Chev. $10,391 
Petg. Ford $10,315.48 
Ray Broyhill Ford No Bid 

,- ) I .-

W/Diesel 
II 

II 

II 

II 

$13,661.26 
$10,000 
No Diesel 
$11 ,727 
$12,396.02 

Mr;J.ohn ·M.,Loftis, ·Directorof·Sanitation, r~commended to 
the Board that the low bid from Charles Cormany for a used truck 
be accepted.· He,stated the truck is a diesel and has a dump body 
whi ch wi 11 be uS,eful "i n . the clean up work~, 

Mr. Robertson asked about the warranty. Mr. Loftis stated 
that the truck was owned by a private individual and did not have 
a warranty. Mr. Robertson indicated that concerned him. 

Upon motton of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. 'Hargrave, Mr. 
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Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the bid from Charles Cormany for a 1982 Chevrolet truck 
was accepted in the amount of $10,000. 

IN RE: CANCELLATION OF SUMMER DAY MEETINGS 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", 

BE IT. RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Djnwiddie 
County, Virginia that the meetings scheduled for the first Wednesdays 
in the months of June (June 6); July (July 4); August (August 1); 
and September (September 5), 1984 be cancelled. 

IN RE: EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE--STATEMENTS OF INTENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, in order for state and local jurisdictions to 
be continuously eligible for reimbursement coverage under the 
Emergency Management Assistance program, a Federal grant-in-aid 
program, the Federal Emergency Management Agency requires a . 
periodic update to ensure compliance with federal policy, regu
lations and procedures relating to the areas of personnel admini
stration, EEO compliance, and travel regulations; and 

WHEREAS, Wendy W. Quesenberry, Deputy Coordinator of Emer
gency Services, participates in this program; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County Administrator be 
authorized to sign the following documents: Merit System Stan
dards Certification; Statement of Intent endorsing the Virginia 
Equal Employment Opportunity Plan and Statement of Intent endorsing 
the Virginia State Travel Regulations; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that these endorsements apply only to 
the position of Deputy Coordinator of Emergency Services. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
" aye II, pur sua n t to Sec. 2. 1 - 344 C 6) 0 f the Vir gin i a F r e e d 0 m 0 f 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 8:47 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 10:42 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the meeting was adjourned until Tuesday, April 24, 1984 
at 8:00 P.M. 

APRIL 24, 1984--8:00 P.M.--CONTINUATION OF APRIL 18, 1984 MEETING 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
M. I. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
H.L. CLAY, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
A.S. CLAY ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

L.G. ELDER COUNTY ATTORNEY 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motton of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
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Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of Infor
mation Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 8:00 P.M. 
to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session 
at 9:45 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, 

the meeting was adjourned until Mo~day, April 30,.1984 at 7:00 P.M. 

APRIL 30, 1984 -- 7:00 P.M. -- CONTINUATION OF APRIL 18, 1984 
MEETING 

PRESENT: 

IN RE: 

G . S . BENNETT , JR. , CHAIRMAN 
M.I. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (1) and (6) of the Vir
ginia Freedom of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive 
Session at 7:00 P.M. to discuss legal and personnel matters. The 
meeting reconvened into Open Session at 9:54 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the meeti.ng wa's adjourned at 9:55 P.M. 

ffL~M9r, 

ATTEST:~ 
':c:KOTT 

BOOK 8 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 

1 
I 

IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA, ON THE 2ND DAY OF MAY, 1984 AT 
2:00 P. M. 

PRESENT: G . S . BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
M. l. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
H. L. CLAY, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
A.S. CLAY ELECTION DISTRICT 

L . G . ELDER COUNTY ATTORNEY 

ABSENT: G. E. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", the 
minutes of the April 18, 1984 regular meeting, the April 24, 1984 
continued meeting and the April 30, 1984 continued meeting were 
approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: 

General Fund checks-numbering 84-813 to 84-898 amounting 
to $96,495.06. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mr. W.E. Jones presented his report for the month of 
April, 1984. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha was not present but his report was 
read for the month of April, 1984. 

IN RE: VA. DEPT. OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION--TRANSFER OF 
REMAINING BALANCES TO PLANT MIX ON SECONDARY ROADS 

Upon moti.on of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", 

WHEREAS, the following projects were budgeted in 
the 1983-84 Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation 
appropriation for Secondary Improvements in Dinwiddie County; 

1. Rt. 624 - Project 0624-026-5300, Coleman Lake Road. 
2. Rt. 647 - Project 0647-026-5303, Nash Road (project 

completed). 
3. Rt. 667 - Project 0667-026-5304, Malone's Road 
4. County-wide Project 8003-026-5601 - Installation 

of highway signs and traffic services. 
5. County-wide Project 8005-026-5604 - Pipe instal

lations at new private entrances. 
6. County-wide Project 8012-026-5605 - Surveys and 

engineering studies for future projects. 
7. County-wide Project 8014-026-5606 - Fertilizing 

and seeding right-of-ways; and 

WHEREAS, these projects cannot be completed in the 
1983-84 budget period and will have remaining balances as of 
June 30, 1984 of approximately $90,000; and 
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WHEREAS, the Virginia Department of Highways and 
Transportation feels that the funds can best be used within 
the present budget year by transferring them to the Plant Mix 
of Secondary Highways on the following projects in Dinwiddie 
County: 

1. Rt. 703 - From the intersection of Rt. 618 to 
0.73 miles S.E. of Rt. 670. 

2. Rt. 603 - From Rt. 226 to Rt. 1. 

3. Rt. 611 - From Intersection of Rt. 627 to 
2.18 miles West of Rt. 627; and 

WHEREAS, Rt. 666, Project 066-026-5301, Wa1ker ' s 
Mill Road cannot be completed in the 1983-84 budget and has a 
balance of $20,000; and 

WHEREAS, the Va. Dept. of Highways and Transportation 
recommends that this $20,000 be transferred to Rt. 622, Project 
0622-026-5305, Depot Road to complete this project in the 1983-84 
budget year; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia concurs with the Va. Dept. 
of Highways and Transportation recommendation to transfer 
approximately $90,000 from the aforementioned list of projects 
to the Plant Mix of Secondary Highways within the 1983-84 budget; 
and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the transfer of $20,000 from 
Rt. 666, Project 066-026-5301 to Rt. 622, Project 0622-026-5305 
be approved to complete the project within the 1983-84 budget 
year. 

IN RE: NATIONAL VOLUNTEER WEEK 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", the 
following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, each year, many citizens of our state and nation 
volunteer countless hours of service in order to help others; and 

WHEREAS, these volunteers work to build strong community 
organizations, to promote issues in the public interest, and to 
help their fellow citizens in need; and 

WHEREAS, volunteers come from every age group from youth 
to senior citizens and from all walks of life, giving assistance 
in countless ways; and 

WHEREAS, volunteering plays a vital role in any community, 
with neighbors showing their concern for one another -- both friends 
and strangers alike; and 

WHEREAS, it is important for all of us to recognize our 
responsibilities and to follow the example of volunteers by giving 
of ourselves for the betterment of all; and 

WHEREAS, t~ose volunteers, who unselfishly give of their 
time and of themselves in order to improve the quality of life for 
all, deserve special recognition; 

NOW THEREfORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia do hereby proclaim May 6 through May 
12, 1984, as 

VOLUNTEER WEEK 

in Dinwiddie County, and invite all citizens to honor and to emulate 
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the fine individuals who help their communities by opening up their 
hearts; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia congratulates Mrs. Katherine Stell for 
being honored as an outstanding volunteer in the Tri-City area for 
her work in the following areas: Contact; Cancer Society; Red Cross 
Bloodmobile; Clothing Closet; John Randolph Nursing Home; CDAAA; 
United Methodist Women; District D Retired Teacher's Association; 
Longwood Alumni; and Extension Homemakers; . 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of.Dinwiddie County, Virginia congratulates Mr. W.~. Tucker, Jr. 
for being honored as an outstanding volunteer in the Tri-City area 
for his work as Assistant Fire Chief of the McKenney Volunteer Fire 
Department. 

IN RE: AUTHORIZATION TO ADVERTISE POSITION--CLERK TO BOARD 
OF ASSESSORS 

Upon-motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", 
the County Administrator was authorized to advertise and accept 
applications for the position of Clerk to the Board of Assessors, 
a temporary position lasting approximately eighteen months during 
the period of the General Reassessment., 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 
I . • . 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, fVlr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", pur
suant to Sec. 2.1-344(1) of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 2:45 P.M. to 
discuss personnel matters. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 3:23 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon moti.on ,of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", the 
meeting was adjourned until TuesdaY, MaY,8, 1984 at 8:00 .P.M. 

MAY 8, 1984 -- 8:00 P.M. -- CONTINUATION OF MAY 2, 1984 MEETING 
• ) 'r 

PRESENT: G . S . . BENNETT, JR. , CHAIRMAN .ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

M.1. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L CLAY, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", purusuant 
to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act, 
the Board moved into, Executive. Session at 8:00 P.M" to discuss 
legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 9:38 
P • M. 

IN RE: RIVER ROAD FARMS, SECTION 2 -- AGREEMENT TO CONSTRUCT 
STREETS 

Upon mot i on of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. C 1 a y , 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. C.lay, Mr.. Bennett voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that check #00011048 in the amount of $30,000 
from First Colonial Bank be accepted and deposited with the 
Treasurer of the County; and 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the following agreement be approved 
and the Chairman be authorized to sign said agreement on behalf 
of the County: 

THIS AGREEMENT made this 18th day of April, 1984 by 
and between Leo E. Williams and Alease S. Williams, husband 
and wife, herein referred to as parties of the first part; First 
Colonial Savings Bank, party of the second part; and the County of 
Dinwiddie, Virginia, a political subdivison, by and through its 
Board of Supervisors, party of the third part, provides: 

WHEREAS, a suit was filed on January 4, 1984, in the 
Circuit Court of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, by the party of the 
third part against the parties of the first part styled County 
of Dinwiddie, Virginia, a political subdivision, vs. Leo E. 
Williams and Alease S. Williams, Chancery #84-2, requesting 
certain relief concerning the buildin~ of streets in River Road 
Farms, Section 2, as shown on a plat r~corded in the aforesaid 
Clerk1s Office in Plat Book 11, page 139; and 

WHEREAS, a IIMemorandum of Lis Pendens II was recorded 
on January 4, 1984, in the aforesaid Clerk1s Office in Deed Book 
225, page 191; and 

WHEREAS, the party of the second part holds notes and 
a first deed of trust on all real property belonging to the 
parties of the first part located in Dinwiddie County, Virginia, 
which the parties of the first and second part represent exceeds 
the current fair market value of said property; and 

WHEREAS, the party of the second part is desirous of 
having the pending litigation and lis pendens released as it 
relates to the subject real property and have the streets in 
River Road Farms, Section 2, completed; and 

WHEREAS, it has been estimated that the cost of 
completing said streets and implementing the soil and sediment 
erosion contro) measures may be $60,000; 

NOW, TH~REFORE, WITNESSETH JHIS AGREEMENT: 

1. The party of the second part agrees to pay, upon 
execution of this agreement, to the party of the third part the sum 
of Thirty Thousand Dollars ($30,000). 

2. In exchange for the payment in paragraph one (1) 
above, the party of the third part agrees to request that the suit 
in question be dismissed without prejudice and release the Lis 
Pendens as it relates to the real estate of the parties of the first 
part. ,The,party of the third part further agrees to proceed with 
the construction of the streets in River Road Farms, Section 2, 
shown in red on the attached plat, and to cause said' construction 
to be completed no later than one (1) year from the date of this 
agreement. 

3. The parties of the first part agree that, without 
admitting liability, their liability to the party of the third 
part for the cost of constructing said streets in River Road 
Farms, Section 2, is in no way released by the dismissal without 
prejudice of the pending suit. 

4. The party of the third part agrees to pay to the 
party of the second part any, and all sums recovered in this matter 
from any source exceeding the cost of the improvements made in 
River Road Farms, Section 2, and legal costs. 

5. 
of the'second 
as it relates 
Section 2. 

The party of the third part agrees to hold the party 
part harmless in regards to any further obligation 
to the required improvements in River Road Farms, 
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WITNESS the following signatures and seals: 

COUNTY OF DINWIDDIE 

By /s/ George S. Bennett, Jr. 
Chairman 

Attest: 
/s/ W.C. Knott 

W.C. Knott 
County Administrator 

/s/ Leo E. Williams 
Leo E. Wi 11 i ams 

FIRST COLONIAL SAVINGS BANK 

By ts/James C. Stewart 
President 

Attest: 
. /s/ Diane C. Fender 

Di ane C. Fender 
Secretary 

/s/ Alease S. Williams 
Alease S. Williams 
By Leo E. Williams, 
Power of Attorney 

IN RE: VA. DEPT. OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION--TRANSFER OF 
REMAINING BALANCE IN PROJECT 0613-026-5603 TO PLANT 
MIX OF SECONDARY HIGHWAYS 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", 
the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, at the May 2, 1984 meeting of the Board of 
SuperVisors, a resolution was adopted authorizing the transfer 
of approximately $90,000 from certain projects in the Va. Dept. 
of Highways & Transportation 1983-84 appropriation to Secondary 
Improvements in Dinwiddie County to the category of Plant Mix 
of Secondary Roads; and 

WHEREAS, this action allows the expenditures of these 
funds on Plant Mix of Secondary Roads on certain projects in 
Dinwiddie County within the 1983-84 budget year; and 

WHEREAS, Project 0613-026-5603 is included in the 
1983-84 budget for Secondary Improvements in Dinwiddie County 
and will have a remaining balance of approximately $16,000 as 
of June 30, 1984 because the project cannot be completed by that 
time; and 

WHEREAS, the Va. Dept. of Highways and Transportation 
recommends that Project 0613-026-5603 be included in the transfer 
of funds to Plant Mix of Secondary Roads within the 1983-84 making 
the total amount approximately $106,000; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the funds budgeted in the 
Va. Dept. of Highways and Transportation 1983-84 budget for Sec
ondary Improvements in Dinw~dddie (ountyfor Project 0613-026-
5603, apprOXimately $16,000, be transferred to Plant Mix of 
Secondary Highways within the 1983-84 budget. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

~
~.~ G.S. BENNETT, JR., OAAIRMAN 

ATTEST: ~'4 
. . OTT 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 
DINWIDDIE COUNTY HELD IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE 
ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 
16TH DAY OF MAY, 1984 AT 8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

M . I. HA R G R A V E, JR., V ICE - C H A I R MAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 

B. M. HEATH 

MINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", the minutes of the May 2, 1984 regular meeting and the 
May 8, 1984 continued meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved: 

General Fund checks-numbering 84-899 through 84-1012 
amounting to $51,726.08; Law Library Fund checks-numbering LF-
84-7 and LF-84-8 in the amount of $81.14. 

IN RE: MCKENNEY PHYSICIAN--REQUEST TO USE FIRE & RESCUE FREQUENCY 

Mr. Billy Roberts, Vice-Mayor, Town of McKenney and several 
town residents appeared before the Board to support a request from 
the new physician, Dr. C. Stokes Kirkland, who will be locating 
in McKenney in July, 1984. Mr. Roberts submitted a letter from 
rrr. Kirkland in which he asks authorization to be dispatched by 

,the Dinwiddie Sheriff's office for emergency calls, using the 
fire and rescue frequency, 39.98. 

Mr. Roberts stated that the hospital pager system will 
not reach the McKenney area and a relay point is needed. He added 
that the arrangement would help the Rescue Squad as well. 

Mr. John Robert Doyle also spoke in support of the 
request. 

Mr. Bennett stated that Mr. Roberts had contacted him 
concerning the request and he_had asked the County Administrator 
to look into it. The letter from Dr. Kirkland indicates that 
this same type of arrangement is being used by Dr. Peyton Roberts 
in Waverly. Mr. Bennett stated that information in the letter is 
in conflict with what the County Administrator learned from the 
FCC regulations and, therefore, the Chairman suggested that the 
County Administrator investigate the matter further. Action was 
postponed until the May 23, 1984 meeting. 

Mr. H. Clay asked if they had tried a pager with an 
external antenna. Mr. Roberts 'stated he didn't know but they 
couldn't get a sound out the day they tried it. 

Mr. A. Clay stated he felt the County should try to get 
the use of the frequency for the new doctor if possible because 
a doctor is needed in McKenney. 
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IN RE: AUTHORIZATION TO UPGRADE PAY SCALE AND PROVIDE HANDICAPPED 
STUDY 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson~ Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the. following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, t~e firm of Robinson, Farmer, Cox Associates 
provided the County with a personnel plan and pay scale in 1979 
for all County employees; and 

WHEREAS, in 1982, the Board of Supervisors adopted the 
personnel policies only for those employees directly under their 
administration; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors is now considering 
placing those same employees on a pay scale and offering the same 
opportunity to the Constitutional Officers, School Board and Depart
ment of Social Services; and 

WHEREAS, the pay scale must be upgraded to the present 
wage standards and job specifications; and 

WHEREAS, Robinson, Farmer, Cox Associates can provide 
this service, and as an extension, review the existing policies 
and procedures of the County to see that they are in compliance 
with the Revenue Sharing 504 regulations dealing with the handi
capped; and 

W~EREAS, the County must be in compliance with the 
Revenue Sharing 504 regulations by October 17, 1984; and 

W~EREAS, Robinson, Farmer Cox Associates will provide 
both services for a total cost of $3500; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County Administrator be 
authorized to sign a contract with Robinson, Farmer, Cox Associates 
to upgrade the County·s pay plan and provide a handicapped study 
to meet the Revenue Sharing 504 requirements, at a total cost of 
$3500. 

IN RE: PUBLIC ~EARING--1984-85 BUDGET AND 1984 TAX RATES 

This being the time and place as advertised in the 
Progress-Index on Wednesday, May 9, 1984 for the Board of Supervisors 
to conduct a public hearing to receive public input on the 1984-
85 budget and 1984 tax rates. 

The County Administrator reviewed the 1984-85 proposed 
budget and tax rates, highlighting the major changes. 

The following people spoke on the budget: 

1. Fred Sahl - Mr. Sahl mainly addressed the School Board 
budget, recommending they have a personnel audit done. He expressed 
his appreciation to the Superintendent of Schools and his staff 
in providing the information he requested. 

2. Anne Scarborough asked about the following categories: 

a. Increase in travel for the County Administrator·s 
office. She stated $4500 had already been spent for the third quar
ter. The County Administrator advised her that a portion of that 
has been reimbursed. 

b. Amount budgeted every year for capital outlay -
Office Equipment - The County Administrator stated the County is 
responsible for supplying typewriters for all the departments. The 
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money may not be used. The General District Court Clerk needs six 
new filing cabinets this year. 

c. Auditor of Public Accounts - She questioned why 
the amount doubled from last year. The County Administrator stated 
the Clerk of the Circuit Court informed him that figure will be 
$1100. The last audit was approximately $2500 because it was for 
2~ years. 

d. Repairs-Gas-Oil-Tires for the Building Inspector -
She questioned the large amount budgeted when only $200 has been 
spent this year on the car. The County. Administrator stated this 
amount was put in because of the age of the car. It needs new 
tires and is being checked out to see whether it should have 
major repairs or whether a.new car is needed. Gas is also included 
in that amount. 

3. W.E. Bolte, Commissioner of Revenue - Mr. Bolte re
quested that the Board consider dropping the heavy construction 
machinery rate to $5.30 to keep it in line with the personal property 
rate. It would make it easier for administrative purposes. He 
stated the reduction would be $125.80 in taxes. 

4. Mrs. Cornelia Roberts spoke in support of the Appo
mattox Regional Library's request. She stated that with the Board's 
continuing support, they hoped to open a station at Carson for 
Dinwiddie and Prince George. 

5. Dr. Richard L. Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, urged 
the Board not to make any further cuts in the School Board's appro
priation. 

6. Mr. W.E. Jones, Treasurer, stated he would like to 
reiterate Mr. Bolte's request to reduce the heavy machinery tax 
rate to $5.30 equal with the personal property rate. All his 
forms list the two on the same line. 

There being no further comments, the public hearing was 
closed. Action on the budget and tax rates is scheduled for May 
23, 1984 at 8:00 P.M. 

IN RE: PRESENTATION OF AWARD--FIRESTONE TRUST FUND 

Dr. Richard L. Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, presented 
an award to Mr. Harry L. Clay, Jr. to be delivered to the Fire-
stone Trust Fund for their sup~ort in providing funds to purchase 
Science Films to be used in the various schools in the County. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motton of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec.-2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 9:26 
P~M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 11 :09 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, ,Mr. Robertson, ~1r. Bennett voting 
"aye", the meeting was adjourned until Tuesday, May 22,1984 
at 5:30 P.M. 

MAY 22, 1984 -- 5:30 P.M. -- KING'S BARBECUE 
MAY 16,1984 MEETI.NG 

PRE S EN T : G . S. B. EN NET T, J R., C HA I R MAN 

BOOK 8 

M.l. HARGRAVE, JR. ,-VICE-CHAIRMAN 
(left 6:45 P.M.) 

H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.L ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 
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ELECTION DISTRICT 
ELECTION DISTRICT 

ELECTION DISTRICT 
ELECTION DISTRICT 
ELECTION DISTRICT 

May 16, 22, 1984 
& 23 

#1 
#3 

#2 
#2 
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IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom 
of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 
5:30 P.M to discuss legal matters with the Petersburg-Dinwiddie 
County Airport and Industrial Authority. The meeting reconvened 
into Open Session at 7:29 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", the 
meeting was adjourned until Wednesday, May 23, 1984 at 8:00 P.M. 

MAY 23, 1984 -- 8:00 P.M. -- CONTINUATION OF 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN 

IN RE: 

M.1. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

ADOPTION OF 1984-85 BUDGET 

MAY 16, 1984 MEETING 

ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", the following 1984-85 budget is hereby approved: 

ANTICIPATED INCOME 

From Local Sources 
From State Sources 
From Revenue Sharing 
From General Fund 

TOTAL ANTICIPATED INCOME 

ESTIMATED EXPENSES 

01 General Government Administration 

Qll Legislative 
012 General & Financial Admin. 
013 Board of Elections 

02 Judicial Administration 

021 Courts 
Q22 Commonwealth Attorney 

Q3 Public Safety 

031 
032 
033 
Q34 
035 

Law Enforcement & Traffic Control 
Fire & Rescue Services 
Correction & Detention 
Inspections 
Other Protection 

04 Public Works. 

Q4l Maintenance of Highways & Streets 
042 Sanitation & Waste Removal 
043 Maintenance of Bldgs. & Grounds 
Q44 Water Service 

05 Health & Welfare 

051 Health 
052 Mental Health & Mental Retard. 
053 Social Services 

06 Education 

1984-85 

5,921,300 
1,718,326 

272,000 
300,000 

8,211,626 

18,950 
362,260 

25,246 

22,739 
53,548 

604,210 
144,400 

82,540 
35,021 
29,136 

31,200 
236,412 
129,251 

80,000 

93,683 
24,200 
10,380 
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064 Community Colleges 

07 Parks, Recreation & Cultural 

071 Parks & Recreation 
073 Library 

08 Community Development 

081 Planning & Community Development 
082 Environmental Management 
083 Cooperative Extension Program 

09 Non-departmental 
09 Non-departmental 

TOTAL ESTIMATED EXPENSES 

TRANSFERS TO OTHER FUNDS 

5101 Virginia Public Assistance Fund from 
General Fund 

5102 School Fund from General Fund 
5103 School Fund from Revenue Sharing 

TOTAL ESTIMATED EXPENSES AND TRANSFERS 

IN RE: ADOPTION OF 1984 TAX RATES 

1 , 145 

4,500 
69,833 

91 ,845 
28,050 
28,310 

379,065 

2,585,924 

858,413 
4,495,289 

272,000 

8,211,626 

Up 0 n mot ion 0 f Mr. Rob e r t son, sec 0 n d e d by Mr. ,H a r g r a v e , 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll , the following tax rates were adopted for tax year 
1984: 

Real Estate .81 
Mobile Homes .81 
Mineral Lands .81 
Public Service 

Equalized .81 
Unequalized 4.40 

Personal Property 5.30 
Machinery & Tools 4.00 
Farm Machinery 4.00 
Heavy Construction Machinery 5.30 

IN RE: BASIC SCHOOL AID FOR 1983-84--RESOLUTION FOR ADJUSTMENT 

Dr. Richard L. Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, 
advised the Board that the General Assembly revised the basic 
school aid formula for 1983-84 only. The result is an additional 
$35,368 for the School Board for 1983-84. 

To receive these funds a statment must be approved and 
signed by the School Board and Board of Supervisors releasing the 
Commonwealth of Virginia of any further claims for additional state 
basic school aid for that year. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
II ayell , 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the County Administrator be authorized to 
sign the following statement on behalf of the County: 

IIPursuant to Resolution duly passed on May 23, 1984 
and which Resolution has not been rescinded or modified, the 
Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, upon receipt 
of a supplemental grant of state basic school aid in the amount 
of $35,368 as authorized by Chapter 97 of the 1984 Acts of Assembly, 
releases the Commonwealth of Virginia, its officials, agents and 
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employees, from any claim(s) for additional state basic school 
aid arising out of the individual income levels utilized in deter
mining its composite index of local ability to pay for the 1983-
84 school year, or any prior year. 

Seal of the Board 

Attest.~ ____________________ ___ 
by Clerk of the Board 

Date 

NOTARY 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 
1984. 

~ _______ d ay 0 f 

Notary Public 

IN RE: POSTPONEMENT OF APPOINTMENTS 

The School Board and Social Services Board appointments 
were postponed. 

IN RE: REAPPOINTMENT--APPOMATTOX REGIONAL LIBRARY BOARD-
CORNELIA ROBERTS 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", Mrs. Cornelia Roberts was reappointed to the Appomattox Regional 
Library Board, term expiring June 30, 1988. 

IN RE: REAPPOINTMENT--CRATER PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION-
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE & METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION-
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", Mr. 
Robertson abstaining, Mr. G.E. Robertson, Jr. was reappointed to 
the Crater Planning District Commission Executive Committee and 
Metropolitan Planning Organization, term expiring June 30, 1985. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENTS--YOUTH SERVICES COMMISSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the following appointments were made to the Youth 
Services Commission: 

Youth 

Sara Hammel 
Wendell Mahan 
Christy Nelson 
Andy Eubanks 
Tommy Wynn 
Fel i ci a Goodwyn 

Agency 

Carol Collins 

New Members-at-Large 

Elnora Perry 
Floyd Wiggins 
Thomas Hooker 
Richard Butterworth 

District #2 
District #4 
District #4 
District #2 
District #1 
District #3 



OJ Cl 

IN RE: AUTHORIZATION TO CUT PULPWOOD--LANDFILL TRACT 

Mr.· Wally Newman, Forester, cruised the timber at 
the Landfill tract located on Rt. 645, approximately 11 acres, 
and marked those trees to be thinned out. Authorization is 
needed from the Board for the County Administrator to contract 
with a timber buyer in the area to cut the trees. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, t1r. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye" ,the.-County Administrator was authorized to contract 
with a timber buyer in the area to cut the trees marked for thinning 
on the Landfill tract. 

IN RE: USE OF FIRE & RESCUE FREQUENCY BY MCKENNEY PHYSICIAN 

Action was postponed pending further investigation by 
the County Administrator. 

IN RE: LIVESTOCK CLAIMS--RAYMOND A PRUITT 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, ~1r. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", Mr. Raymond··A.·Pruitt was awarded $8-2.25 for oDe calf and 
$280 for one cow. 

, ", 

IN RE: POULTRY CLAIM--CLAIBORNE FISHER 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
II aye II. , Mr. Claiborne. Fisher was awarded $64.00 for 14 laying hens 
and one turkey hen. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(1) and (6) of the Virginia Freedom 
of Information.Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 
8:25 P.M. to discuss legal and personnel matters. The meeting 
reconvened into Open Session at 8:59 P.M. 

IN RE: REASSESSMENT CLERK 

Action on hiring a reassessment clerk was postponed pending 
further information. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye", the meeting was adjourned until Wednesday, May 30, 1984 
at 8:00 P.M. 

MAY 30, 1984 -~ 8:00 P.M. -- CONTINUATION OF MAY 16, 1984 MEETING 

PRESENT: G. S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
M. I. H.ARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
H . L. CLAY, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
G. E. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
A.S. CLAY ELECTION DISTRICT 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 

#1 
#3 
#2 
#2 
#4 

Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, ~1r. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye", 
pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 8:00 P.M. to discuss 
legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 10:00 
P; M. 
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IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, ~1r. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the meeting was adjourned until Wednesday, June 6,1984 
at 7:00 P.M. 

JUNE 6, 1984 -- 7:00 P.M. -- CONTINUATION OF 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN 

MAY 16, 1984 MEETING 

ELECTION DISTRICT #1 

IN RE: 

M. I. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

CLAIMS 

ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims are approved and the 
funds appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 84-1013 through 84-1105 
amounting to $99~486.93. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION--
1984-85 SECONDARY ROADS CONSTRUCTION BUDGET WORKSHOP 

Mr. MacFarland Neblett, Resident Engineer, Virginia 
Department of Highways and Transportation, appeared before 
the Board in a workshop session to discuss the 1984-85 Secon
dary Roads construction budget. 

Mr. Neblett presented a proposed budget listing $287,000 
in incidental improvements and $533,000 in numbered projects included 
in the Six Year Plan. This budget includes an approximate $200,000 
increase over last year. 

He reviewed the dirt roads that would qualify for improve
ments under funds set aside by the Legislature. A 40 foot right
of-way is required: 

Rt. 721 - From Rt. 460 to Dead End - Has a 40' r/w - 71 VPD; 
Rt. 656, 645, and 666 - which are already in the Six 

Year Plan because it will take more than what is allocated in 
anyone budget year to complete them. 

Rt. 644 - From Rt. 40 to Rt. 744 - has a 30' r/w - 113 
VPD. 

Rt. 713 - From Rt. 613 to Rt. 645 - less than 2 miles -
has a 30' r/w. 

r/w. 

Rt. 1414 - has been surface treated. 
Rt. 743 - From Rt. 601 to to Rt. 460 - .6 mile - has 30' 

Rt. 628 - From Rt. 756 to Rt. 689 - has 30' r/w - 105 VPD. 
Rt. 758 - Has 40'r/w - 103 VPD - Cost $15,000. 
Rt. 637 - Has 40' r/w - 92 VPD - Cost $20,000. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he would like to see this 
money put toward projects that are at the top of the list so 
people could see something is happening. He mentioned that Rt. 
666 has some places that cause blockages that could be taken care 
of as point improvements. 

After a short discussion, the Board agreed that Rt. 721, 
Rt. 637, and Rt. 758 should be included in the proposed budget 
for dirt roads to be improved. The total projected cost would be 
$62,000. 

A public hearing on the 1984-85 proposed budget is sche
duled for June 20, 1984 at 8:00 P.M. 



IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (1) of the Virginia Freedom 
of Information Act, t~e Board moved into Executive Session at 
8:06 P.M. to discuss personnel matters. The .meeting reconvened 
into Open Session at 8:35 P.M. 

IN RE: 1985 REASSESSMENT CLERK--BEVERLY BUTTS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, r1r. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", Ms. Beverly Butts was hired as Clerk to the Reas
sessment Board for the 1985 Reassessment period, approximate 
employment period 18 months, beginning July 1, 1984. 

IN RE: BOARD OF ASSESSORS COMPENSATION PER MEETING 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. H. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", Mr. A. Clay abstaining, the pay for the Board of Assessors 
was approved at $60 per meeting. 

IN RE: INDUSTRIAL BROCHURE 

Action on t~e selection of a firm to provide an indus
trial brochure for the County was deferred. 

IN RE: AUTHORIZATION TO SOLICIT BIDS ON A NEW TRASH TRUCK 

The County Administrator advised the Board that the 
chassis on the oldest trash truck, 1973 Kenworth, is cracking 
around the tandem wheels. The truck also needs a brake job and 
other things must be done to extend its use. 

He asked for gUidance from the Board as to whether they 
wanted to purchase a new truck or repair. the old one. He did not 
know the repair cost now, but estimated $15,000 to $20,000. He 
added that the other two trash trucks are in fairly good condition. 

Mr. Robertson asked what kind.of life they would get 
out of the old truck if they spent $15,000. The County Administrator 
stated there would be no life expectancy. He added they could 
get bids on a new truck but would not recommend transferring the 
body. 

The County Administrator stated he and the Director of 
Sanitation would like to park the old truck and use the parts 
to ·repair the 1974 Kenworth truck. 

Up 0 n mot ion 0 f Mr. H. Clay, sec 0 n d e d by Mr. H a r g r a v e , 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the County Administrator was authorized to solicit 
bids for a new trash truck to give the Board guidance in making a 
decision on the old truck. 

IN RE: RE~EWAL OF PUBLIC OFFICIALS & EMPLOYEE LIABILITY 
INSURANCE 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson. Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr .. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the renewal for the Public Officials and Employees 
Liability Insurance policy, $2,OOO~OOO limit, was approved for 
the period 1984-85 at a premium of $6,494. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
II q. ye", pur sua. n t to Sec. 2. 1 - 344 C 6) 0 f the Vir gin i a F r e e dam 0 f 
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Information Act~ the Board moved into Executive Session at 8:57 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into 
Open Session at 9:53 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave~ seconded by Mr. Robertson~ 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson~ Mr. Clay~ Mr. Clay~ Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, the meeting was adjourned at 9:54 P.M. 

,~ 

!Jf/;;II! ATTEST: 7~ . OTT 

G. S. BENNETT, JR/X 'CHAIRMAN 



---~-~-.-----------------'.--~----~--~-------~ 

[~ [Hl 

VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 
DINWIDDIE COUNTY HELD IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF 
THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON 
THE 20TH DAY OF JUNE, 1984 AT 7:00 P.M. 

PRE SEN T : G . S. BEN NET T, JR., C HA I R MAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

M.I. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
C 1 a y, Mr. H a r g r a v e, Mr. C 1 a y, Mr. Rob e r t son, Mr. Ben net t v 0 tin g 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of Infor
mation Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 7:00 P.M. 
to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session 

. at 8:19 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", the meeting was adjourned at 8:19 P.M. 

ATTEST~ 
. .. OTT 

BOOK 8 

---
£;.4 iJ~zt 

G.S. BENNETT, JRt? CHAIRMAN 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 
DINWIDDIE COUNTY HELD IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE 
ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 
20TH DAY OF JUNE, 1984 AT 8:20 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

M . I. HA R G R A V E, JR., V ICE - C H A I R MAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
B.M. HEATH 

MINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the minutes of the May 16, 1984 regular meeting and the 
May 22, 23, 30, and June 6, 1984 special meetings were approved 
as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and the 
funds appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 84-1106 through 84-1289 
amounting to $97,366.71; Johnsongrass Control Fund-checks JGC-
84-2 and 3 amounting to $2187.57; Leo Williams Fund check #LW-84-1 
in the amount of $787.12. 

IN RE: TRANSFER OF FUNDS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
II aye II , 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following transfers be made: 

1. $150,000 be transferred from the General Fund to 
the Vehicle Fund to cover the cost of ten police vehicles and 
a trash truck; 

2. $100,000 from the General Fund to a Radio Fund to 
cover the cost of a radiO system for the Sheriff's Department. 

IN RE: STATE POLICE--INTRODUCTION OF FIELD LIEUTENANT B.G. BELL 

Sgt. William G. Massengill, State Police, Division One, 
introduced Field Lt. B.G. Bell. Lt. Bell stated that he was 
trying to meet all the governing bodies in his division. He 
asked that the Board feel free to call upon him at anytime. Lt. 
Bell commended Sheriff Heath and his department on the good feed
back they have had with the State Police. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mr. W.E. Jones presented his report for the month of 
May, 1984. 

IN RE: TREASURER--TRANSFER OF FUNDS TO PURCHASE CALCULATOR 

Mr. W.E. Jones, Treasurer, appeared before the Board 
to request approval of the transfer of funds within his 1983-84 
budget. He stated that he had requested from the Compensation 
Board and they have approved authorization to transfer $64.00 
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from the mileage category or office expense category to Capital 
Outlay to allow the purchase of a replacement calculator. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of Din
widdie County, Virginia concurs with the Compensation Board's 
approval to transfer $64.00 within the Treasurer's 1983-84 
budget to purchase a replacement calculator. 

IN RE: SHERIFF--AUTKORIZATION TO PURCHASE MOBILE RADIOS 

Sheriff B.M. Heath appeared before the Board to request 
authorization to purchase 16 mobile radios off State contract 
to update the communications equipment in his department. 
A complete study has been made of the communications needs of 
the Sheriff's Department and this is the first step in meeting 
the recommendations outlined by the State. The present State 
contract for low-band mobile radios expires June 30, 1984. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, the Sheriff was authorized to purchase 16 mobile 
radios off the present State Contract for low band mobile radios. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. J.L. Blaha presented his report for the month 
of May, 1984. 

IN RE: ENTERTAINMENT PERMIT--ERNEST RICHARDSON & CLIFFORD 
MAXFIELD 

The Director of Planning presented an application for 
an entertainment permit from Mr. Ernest Richardson and Mr. 
Clifford Maxfield to hold a music festival on July 21, 1984 
from 6:00 P.M. until 2:00 A.M. The event will be held on the 
property of Pear1ene Batts on Rt. 613. He stated that dances 
have been held there before and the Sheriff's Department has 
a noise ordinance to enforce. Mr. Richardson appeared in 
support of the request. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. C1 ay, Mr. Cl ay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, the reque.st for an entertainment permit by Ernest 
Richardson and Clifford Maxfield to hold a music festival on 
July 21, 1984 was approved with the conditions as stated therein. 

IN RE: ENTERTAINMENT PERMITS--RICHARD A BEASLEY 

The Director of Planning presented two applications for 
entertainment permits for Mr. Richard A. Beasley to hold music festivals 
on July 4, and July 14, 1984 from 8:00 P.M. until 2:00 A.M. at the 
Orioles Baseball Park located on Rt. 605. He stated that similar 
events had been held at this location before and there had been 
no problems. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the request for entertainment permits by Mr. Richard 
A. Beasley to hold music festivals on July 4 and 14, 1984 at the 
Orioles Ball Park on Rt. 605 was approved with the conditions stated 
therein. 

IN RE: SOCIAL SERVICES--APPRECIATION FOR SERVICE--A.S. CLAY 

Mrs. King B. Talley appeared before the Board to express 
her appreciation to Mr. A.S. Clay for his years of service on 
the Social Services Board. She gave Mr. Clay a report of the 
department's activities for the past 10 years. Out of 115 meetings, 
Mr. Clay attended 110. 



IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION-
PUBLIC HEARING ON 1984-85 SECONDARY ROADS CONSTRUCTION 
BUDGET 

This being the time and place as adve~tised in the 
Progress-Index on Friday, June 8, 1.984 and Friday~ June 15, 
1984 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct .a public hearing 
jointly with the Department of Highways and Transportation to 
receive comments from interested citizens concerning the 
1984-85 secondary roads construction budget. 

Mr. Mac Neblett, Resident Engineer, VDH&T, reviewed,the 
proposed budget. 

1. Mrs. Betty Williams spoke to the safety hazard 
on Rt. 631 at Sutherland. She stated it was very dangerous 
t urn i n gin to . R t. 631 f r om 4 6 OW go i n g t award s Din wid die for. a b O.u t 
1/2 mile, especially at the ball field. She said there have 
been several accidents and requested. that the Hi,ghway Department 
give this ·road consi.derationin ,its 19a4-85 bu,dget. 

Mr. Robertson added that traffic has been increasing 
in that area because of the development in Sutherland and 
safety is a major concern. 

Mr. Neblett stated he would look at the area. He could 
not give an estimate now but it would be an item for the Six-Year 
plan or a budget improvement item. 

, 
Mr. H. Clay added there were two bad points; the entrance 

to the ball field and a hump in the bottom which is a site problem. 

2. Mr. Romel Tucker appeared to speak for Rt. 666. He 
stated that he and other representatives have been to the hearings 
quite a few times and .they still want their road paved. He added 
that because of the flooding, they canlt get home at times. 

Mr. Neblett stated that.Rt.666 isin the.Six-Year Plan 
for funding beginning in 1988-89. 

Mrs. Tucker asked why the. road -could not be funded 
sooner. Mr. Neblett advised her that minor improvements can 
be made this year, i.e., blading and keeping the dust down; 
however, it was his job to spr~ad the allocation to cover projects 
allover the County. He added there was a possibility that the 
project could be moved up in the six-year plan. Mr. Tucker 
stated they certainly did not want it to be pushed back. Mr. 
Neblett stated he did not envision that. 

Mr. Bennett stated there are 90 miles of dirt road in the 
County and everyone feels the same .as you. He added they should 
feel fortunate to be included in the Six-Year Plan. 

Mr. Robertson asked if there were any temporary measures 
that could be taken. Mr. Neblett stated possibly, but it could 
take away from future monies.allocated to.the road. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that the problem is where the power 
line crosses.· Maybe that portion could be ~oved forward .. for 
funding. Mr. Otha Pegram stated he understood it was going to be 
rai.sed soon. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he felt. they might have been able 
to make these improvements had the right-of-way been obtained. 
He said we are improving three dirt roads now because they have 
the right-of-ways and are easy to do. But people can get in 
and out of these roads as they are now. He added this bothered 
him in principle. He asked if the Highway Department could proceed 
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with getting the right-of-way on Rt. 666 and then should the County 
receive extra funds again make some step improvements on this road 
rather than the short subdivision roads they are improving now. 

Mr. Neblett stated they could proceed with the right
of-way but he would like to look at moving Rt. 666 forward when 
the Six-Year Plan is revised. Mr. Robertson stated he would 
support changing the priority of Rt. 666. 

3. Mr. Clay stated he would like to get Rt. 715 in the 
program as soon as possible. Mr. Neblett stated they need right
of-way and should probably look at getting it into the Six-Year 
Plan. 

There being no further comments, the public hearing was 
closed. 

The Board asked Mr. Neblett to look at the safety pro
blem on Rt. 631 and come back for action on the construction 
budget at the July 18, 1984 meeting .. 

IN RE: YOUTH SERVICES COMMISSION 

Mr. Charlie Hawkins, Chairman, Youth Services Commission, 
appeared before the Board to introduce the newly appointed Commission 
members and give a brief review of the Commission's activities. 

Mr. Robertson stated that the Commission has proved 
to be a real asset and thanked all those who have served. Mr. 
Bennett also expressed his appreciation to the members for attending 
the meeting. 

IN RE: REZONING APPLI~ATION P-84-1--PETERSBURG-DINWIDDIE COUNTY 
AIRPORT & INDUSTRIAL AUTHORITY 

A public hearing was held on rezoning application P-84-l 
at the April 18, 1984 meeting. Action was postponed at that time. 

The Director of Planning reviewed the material pertaining 
to this request. 

Mr. Robertson asked what could be done with Industrial 
zoning that cou1dn ' t be done with Business. The Director of Plan
ning stated the uses are different. Most all businesses are 
allowed in B-2. The M-2 classification is for heavy industrial 
uses. Mr. Robertson asked what property was zoned on the east 
side of the Airport across from the school. The Director of 
Planning stated M-2. Mr. Robertson asked if this parcel would 
control the entrance to the Airport. He stated the Board has 
been concerned about having an attractive entrance. 

The Director of Planning stated that piece of property 
belongs to Mr. Henshaw. Mr. Robertson asked wou1dn ' t this be 
spot zoning or messing up the intent of the industrial park. The 
Director of Planning stated that was hard to answer. 

Mr. Robertson stated that if the Airport Authority has 
relinquished title to the property, they have no control of the 
entrance. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he agreed but the Authority may 
want to save the land across the road for an entrance. He felt 
business B-2 is a cleaner use. 

Mr. Gilbert Henshaw stated that he had pledged to 
cooperate with the Airport and would develop attractive buil
dings on the land. He stated he would work with them on an 
attractive entrance to add to the industrial park. He stated 
the industrial zoning was of no use to him because he wanted to 
locate a bank there. He added that he also gave up his air 
rights in the exchange. 

Upon moti.on of Mr. A. C1,ay, second.ed by Mr:. Kargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 



voting lIaye ll
, 

'i~1 -L-JLI I~. l _ J 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors, Dinwiddie, 
Virginia that the Dinwiddie County Code be amended by changing 
a 0.828 acre portion of Section 20, Parcel 82, from Business, 
B-2 to Industrial, Heavy, M-2. 

In all other respects, said ordinance is hereby 
reordained. 

IN RE: REZONING APPLICATION P-84-2~-GILBERT HENSHAW 

A public hearing was held on rezonin~ appli;ation P-84-2 
at the April 18, 1984 meeting. Action was postponed at that time. 

Since most of the discussion held on rezoning application 
P-84-1 was,concerning this ~pplication as w~ll, the,Bqard felt 
there was nd need for further eiplanations or comments. 

, . 
Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 

Mr. H a r g r a v e, Mr. Rob e I" t son', Mr. C T a y, Mr. CIa y, Mr. Ben net t 
voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors, Dinwiddie, 
Virginia that the Dinwiddie County Code be amended by changing a 
0.828 acre portion of Section 20, Parcel 86, from Industrial, Heavy 
M-2 to Business, General B-2. 

In all other respects, ,said ordinance is hereby reor-
dained. 

IN RE: LETTER TO AIRPORT AUTHORITY 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, MY:'. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. ~enryett.voting 
lIaye ll

, the County Admini,strator was instructed to write a letter 
to the Airport Authority requesting that they consider preserving 
their property across the road for an entrance, adding that Mr. 
Gilbert Henshaw has agreed to work with them. 

IN RE: FIREWORKS DISPLAY--CHESDIN MANOR HOMEOWNER1S ASSOCIATION 

The County Administrator presented a request from the 
Chesdin Manor Homeowner1s Association to hold a fireworks display 
on July 1, 19.84., Permission has peen granted t9 them before 
and he recommended it be granted ~gain. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconped by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. B~nnett 
voting lIaye ll

, the Chesdin Manor Homeowner1s Association was granted 
permission to hold a fireworks display on July 1, 1984. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENT--SCHOOL BOARD--SYLVIA T. EPPS 

Mr. A. Clay nominated Mrs SylVi~, T. Epps. ,Mr. H. 
Clay seconde,d the nomin,ation. Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, Mrs. Sylvia T. Epps was 
appointed to the School Bo~rd, term expiring June 30, 1988. 

, , 

IN RE: APPOINTMENT--SOCIAL SERVICES BOARD 

Mr. A. Clay nominated Mr. 
Rob e r t son, sec 0 n d edt he. nom ina t.i 0 n . 
Clay, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, Mr. 
M. I. Hargrave, Jr. was apPointed to 
term expiring, June 30, 1988. 

M. I. Hargrave, Jr. Mr. 
Mr. Cl ay, Mr. Robertson" Mr. 

Hargrave abstaining, Mr. 
the Socjal Services Board, 

, , 

IN RE: DESIGNATION OF PAMPLIN ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Benne'tt 
voting lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 
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WHEREAS, Robert Boisseau Pamplin, a native of Sutherland, 
graduated from Midway High School, Virginia Polytechnic Institute 
and State University and completed his post graduate work at North
western University; and 

WHEREAS, Robert Boisseau Pamplin joined the Georgia 
Pacific Corporation in 1934, elected President in 1957, elected 
Chairman of the Board in 1968, and retired in 1976; and 

WHEREAS, Robert Boisseau Pamplin whose honors are distin
guished and numerous recognizing his nationwide contributions, 
established the Evelyn Abrahams Scholarship Fund, providing scholar
ships for deserving recipients at Dinwiddie High School and the 
former Midway High School and Southside High School; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors on the 20th day of 
June, 1984 is desirous of expressing to Robert Boisseau Pamplin 
appreciation for. his generosity and devotion to public education; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, that liThe County Administration 
Building" shall be known as liThe Pamplin Administration Building" 
in honor of Robert Boisseau Pamplin; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that this resolution be presented 
to Robert Boisseau Pamplin as a token of the esteem in which he 
is held by the Board of Supervisors on behalf of the citizens of 
the County of Dinwiddie. 

IN RE: INDUSTRIAL BROCHURE--SELECTION OF HARRISON & LEPHOE 

The County Administrator advised the Board that three 
proposals were received for the County·s industrial brochure: 
Ashton Mitchell - $13,050 - Color; Harrison & Lephoe - $7500 -
Color; Ken Scott - $7400 - Color. 

The firms were evaluated on experience, qualifications 
and cost. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", the firm of Harrison & Lephoe was selected to provide an 
industrial brochure for the County at a total cost of $7500. 

IN RE: RIVER ROAD FARMS, SECTION II--ROAD CONSTRUCTION UPDATE 

The Director of Planning briefly reviewed the status 
of the road construction at River Road Farms, Section II. He 
explained that the County has taken over the construction because 
the developer could not finish it. 

Upon motton of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the Director of Planning and the County Administrator 
were authorized to, secure bids to hard surface the road being 
constructed in River Road Farms, Section II. 

IN RE: RECREATION ROAD IMPROVEMENTS 

Mr. Hargrave expressed appreciation to the County Admini
strator for the good job he did on the recreation road improvements. 

IN RE: SCREEN FOR HEALTH DEPARTMENT 

Mr. A. Clay asked about the screen door for the reception 
window at the Health Department. The County Administrator stated it 
was being looked into but had not been purchased. 



L_J [ ___ 0 

IN RE: AUTHORIZATION TO SIGN REASSESSMENT CONTRACT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting Haye H, the Chairman was authorized to sign the Reassessment 
Contract with Pearson's Appraisal Service for the 1985 General 
Reassessment. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon moti.on of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
Haye H, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344l6} of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 
10:21 P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened 
into Open Session at 11:15 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNME.NT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. l:targrave, Mr .. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting Haye H

, the meeti.ng was adjourned at 11 :16 P.M. 

ATTEST: N'
. K.NOTT 

BOOK 8 
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VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 
DINWIDDIE COUNTY HELD IN THE CONFERENCE ROOM OF 
THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON 
THE 27TH DAY OF JUNE, 1984 AT 8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN 
M. I. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 

ABSENT: H.L. CLAY, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, pursuant 
to Sec. 2.1-344(6} of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act, 
the Board moved into Executive Session at 8:00 P.M. to discuss 
legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 
9:04 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, the 
meeting adjourned at 9:05 P.M. 

ATTEST: ~ 
~TT 
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VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 

DINWIDDIE COUNTY, VIRGINIA HELD IN THE BOARD MEETING 
ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, DINWIDDIE, 
VIRGINIA ON THE 18TH DAY OF JULY, 1984 AT 7:00 P.M. 

1 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN 
M.l. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

T.O. RAINEY, III 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

ASS'T. COUNTY ATTORNEY 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
v 0 t i. n g II aye II, pur sua n t to Sec. 2. 1 ...; 344 ( 6) 0 f the Vir gin i a F r e e
dom of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session 
at 7:00 P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened 
into Open Session at 7:45 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, the mee.ttng was adjourned at 7:4 P.M. 

ATTEST:A:. (uf._
~TT 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETLNG OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 
DINWIDDIE COUNTY, VIRGINIA, HELD IN THE BOARD MEETING 
ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA 
ON THE 18TH DAY OF JULY, 1984 AT 8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN 
M . I. HA R G R A V E, JR., V ICE - C H A I R MAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

T.O. RAINEY, III 
TIMOTHY OGBURN 

MINUTES 

ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

ASS'T. COUNTY ATTORNEY 
DEPUTY SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by ~1r. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, ~1r. Hargrave, ~lr.·Clay, ~lr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting II aye" , the minutes of the June 20, 1984 special meeting, 
the June 20, 1984 regular meeting and the June 27, 1984 special 
meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, ~1r. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and the 
funds appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 84-1290 through 84-1495 
amounting to $228,015.85; Law Library Fund checks-numbering 
LF-84-9 thru LF-84-11 amounting to $928.00; Leo Williams Fund 
checks-numbering LW-84-2 thru LW-84-5 amounting to $5370.67; 
Johnsongrass Control checks-numbering JCG-84~4 and 5 amounting 
to $223.25; History Book Fund-check #HB-84-3 in the amount of 
$4.10. 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY--INTERIM FINANCING 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie County Water Authority is 
proposing to provide extension of water and s£wer lines for 
the Piney Beach-Oak Hill area and to Picture Lake down U.S. 
#1; and 

WHEREAS, one of the conditions imposed by the Farmers 
Home Administration'prior to closing the loan to the Water 
Authority is that the Authority shall have collected $70,593.00 
in connection fees; and 

WHEREAS, the connection fees cannot be collected 
before water and sewer is made available to the customers; 
and 

WHEREAS, the County previously guaranteed the repay
ment of a loan for the initial construction of water and sewer 
lines in the Northeast part of the county; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia guarantees the repayment of 
a loan, in the amount of $70,593 to be used by the Dinwiddie 
County Water Authority for the Piney Beach-Oak Hill and U.S. 
Nq: l;exten$ions to be repaid by the Authority when connection 
fees are collected. 
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IN RE: CABLETELEVISION UPDATE 

Mr. George Robertson stated that he had contacted 
Mr. Paul Bland of Crater General Communications to find out 
the status of cabletelevision for the County of Dinwiddie. 
Mr. Bland was awarded the franchise for the County, November 
2, 1983. Ke explained that several meetings have been held 
with Mr. Bland and at the last meeting in April of this year, 
there were two conditions that Mr. Bland would have to meet 
in providing this service: 1. A financial statement 2. A 
layout of the system. Mr. Robertson stated he became concerned 
because he had not heard any thing since and, therefore, wrote 
Mr. Bland a letter in June. Mr. Bland replied stating that 
progress has been slower than expected, basically because he 
was trying to secure a contractor to construct a break-even 
system. He was investigating overhead lines and needs a new 
contractor. He also stated he was trying to keep costs down 
for the subscribers and was not going to make any hasty financial 
decisions. 

Mr. Robertson stated that he was concerned that 
they had not been able to provide cabletelevision for the 
citizens. He suggested that the County Administrator and County 
Attorney investigate the status of the system to see if action 
can be expedited. Then, the Board can consider action accor
dingly. The other members concurred with Mr. Robertson1s sug
gestion. 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE MAILING ADDRESS--NORTHEAST SECTION OF THE 
COUNTY 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WKEREAS, numerous residents in the Northeast portion 
of the County have expressed a desire to have their mailing 
address reflect they live in the County of Dinwiddie; and 

WHEREAS, when a resident of the County with a Peters
burg address purchases a vehicle or mobile home, the tax 
accruing from such transaction, on many occasions, is credited 
to the City of Petersburg rather than the County of Dinwiddie; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors believes the Dinwiddie 
mailing address should encompass the Northeast section of the 
County to enhance the industrial, commercial and residential 
development of the area; and 

WHEREAS, the citizens residing in the Northeast section 
of the County believe a change in mailing address to Dinwiddie 
would promote understanding and closer relationships among 
all citizens of the County; 

NOW TKEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the United States Postal 
Services is requested to study the relocation of the Petersburg 
postal routes in Dinwiddie County to the Dinwiddie Post Office, 
the Sutherland Post Office, and the Carson Post Office; and 

BE IT FURTKER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that a copy of this resolution 
be sent to the County1s representatives in Congress and in the 
General Assembly. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mr. W.E. Jones presented his report for the month of 
June, 1984. 

" 1 



[--~ 

IN RE: TREASURER--PURCHASE OF "LOCAL GOVERNMENT LAWS OF 
VIRGINIA" 

\_~ 

Mr. W.E. Jones appeared before the Board to request 
authorization to purchase a two-volume set of books called 
"Local Government Laws of Virginia" to be used for reference 
in the Treasurerls Office. The volume is $70.00 with a 1982 
supplement. He requested approval to purchase the books through 
the Law Library account. 

: ' 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr~ A. 'Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", Mr. W. E. Jones was authorized to purchase a two
volume set of reference bo~ks entitled Local Government Laws 
of Virginia for $70.00 through the Law Library Fund. 

IN RE: RAYMOND MCCANTS--NEIGHBORHOOD WATCH 

Mr. Raymond McCants stated that he and the residents 
of Chesdin Road were going to be working with the Sheriff1s 
Department to set up a Neighborhood Watch. 

: . 
IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha was not present but his report 
for the month of June, 1984 was read. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

Mr. L.A. Brooks, Jr. was not present but his reports 
for the months of May and June were read. 

I . 

IN RE: LIVESTOCK CLAIMS~-VIRGINIA MOORE & OKEY DONAHUE 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Clay. Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave. Mr. Bennett 
voting "'aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County. Virginia that Mrs. Virginia Moore be awarded $117.60 
for two C2). hogs; and 

BE IT FURT~ER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that Mr. Okey Donahue be awarded 
$51.00 for two (2)"goats; 

IN RE: JEAN MILLS--DOG COMPLAINTS 

Mrs. Jean Mills, a resident of Rt. 613, appeared 
before the 'Board ,to register-a-compl'aint about stray dogs 
running through her yard and taking things. She indicated she 
was told the Animal Warden could not shoot the dog unless it 
is a threat to livestock or is rabid~ She also stated that 
three of the stray dogs in her neighborhood had held her hus
band in his truck one afternoon. She indicated the Animal 
Warden has already set a trap in the area and it did not wo~k. 
She wanted to know what the Board was going to do about her 
problem. 

Mr. Robertson recommended, and the Board concurred, 
that the County Administrator and Animal Warden get together 
to resolve the problem as soon ,as possible. I Mr. Roy Coleman: 
and Mr. Charles Titmus also stated,they:had problems with stray 
dogs in their neighborhood. Mrs." Rita 'EnAas stated she was 
chased by a German Shepherd while riding her bike. She was 
instructed to leave her name and phone number and the Animal 
Warderi would contact her. 

IN RE.: r' SPECIAL, ENTERTAINMENT' PERMIT--ROBERT M;' BROWDER 
i '_ ' ... ' 

The Director of Planning presented a request from 
,M r. Rob e r t LM /, ;v B row de r. \. for \ a n en t e r t a i n men t per mit to h old a 
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music festival on July 28, 1984 at the ball field on Rt. 605. 
Mr. Browder was not present. 

The Director of Planning stated he had not heard of 
any problems before wit~ similar events at this location and 
recommended approval. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", Mr. Robert M. Browder was granted a Special 
Entertainment Permit to ~old a music festival on July 28, 1984 
on Rt. 605 from 9:00 P.M. until 1 :00 A.M. with the conditions 
as stated therein. 

IN RE: RIVER ROAD FARMS SUBDIVISION--SECTION 2--AWARD OF 
PAVING CONTRACT 

The Director of Planning presented the following bids 
received for paving Shoreview Drive, Waterview Court and 
Rivercrest Drive in River Road Farms, Section 2 per the County's 
specifications: 

1. Burton P. Short Paving Co. - $16,200 
2. Prince Paving Co., Inc. - $17,100 

The Director of Planning recommended that the low bid 
be accepted. 

Mr. Hargrave asked how long it would take to complete. 
The Director of Planning stated 7 to 10 days. There is a 
quicker method but it is more expensive. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, Burton P. Short Paving Co. was awarded the paving 
contract for the roads in River Road Farms, Section 2 per 
county specifications at a cost of $16,200. 

IN RE: SOCIAL SERVICES--APPROVAL OF 1984-85 BUDGET 

Mrs. King B. Talley, Director, appeared before the 
Board to request approval of her 1984-85 budget. She stated 
the State share ~as been reduced $25~000 and the County share 
$9,000. She requested that the $9,000 local share remain 
in the budget to allow her to use as up front money to draw 
down federal funds. She stated she would come back to the Board 
to gain their approval to use the $9,000. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voti.ng lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Social Services 1984-85 budget be 
approved as presented. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION-
ADOPTION OF 1984-85 SECONDARY ROADS IMPROVEMENT 
BUDGET 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voti.ng lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors met with represen
tatives of the Va. Dept. of Highways & Transportation in a 
workshop sessi.on on June 6, 1984 to discuss the ~onstruction 
priorities for the 1984-85 Secondary Roads Improvement budget; 
and 

I'.' .. :: . . 1 [.,.. .1 
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WHEREAS, a public hearing was held jointly with 
the Va. 0 e p t. 0 f H. i g h.wa y s & T ran s po r tat ion 0 n J un e 20, 1 984 
to receive public input on the 1984-85 Secondary Roads Improve-
ments budget; and . 

• ,", t • 

WHEREAS, after giving consideration to the comments 
made at the public hearing and recommendatio~s from the VDH&T 
representatives~ the Board of Supervisors concurs with the 
priorities as listed in the 1984-85 Secondary Roads Improvement 
budget; 

, 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the priority list 
of construction projects for Dinwiddie County's 1984-85 Secon
dary Roads Improvement budget be adopted as presented by the 
Va. Department of Highways & Transportation. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. Mac Neblett, Resident Engineer, Va. D~pt. of 
Highways & Transportation, appeared before the Board to answer 
any questions they might have. 

IN RE: 

1. Mr. H. Clay advised Mr. Neblett that Rt. 613, 
3/4 mile south of Rt. 673 experiences a consi
derable amount of flooding when it rains. 

2. Ms. Josephine Dillon asked if Rt. 674 has been 
considered·for hard paving. Mr. Neblett stated 
that according·to traffic count, ·it,is 20th on 
the dirt road list. Ms. Dillon asked if anything 
could be done about the potholes. Mr. Neblett 
advised her he would have someone look at it. 

PUBLIC HEARING--C-84-1--CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT-
HENRY ANDERSON· 

This being the time and place as advertised in the 
ProgreSS-Index on Tuesday, July 3 and Wednesday, July 11, 1984 
for the Board of Supervisors to consider adoption of a condi
tional use permit for Mr~ H~nry J. Anderson seeking to esta
blish a Home for the Aged on a 41~4·acre·tract of land desig
nated as Sec. 21, Parcel 84 and currently owned by Mrs. H.P. 
Collier, Jr~ Said property is located on~the west side of Rt. 
670 (Duncan Road} approximately 1 mile east of Rt. 1. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented the 
information and reviewed the Planning Commission action wherein 
they recommended approval with condit~ons at their June 13, 
1984 meeti.ng. 

The conditions are as foilows: 

1. limit the number of residents to 12; 
2. no change in the outer appearance of this home; 

·3. relocate existing driveway; . r 

4. No illuminated signs, no signs greater than 4 
sq. ft. adve.rtising 'Home for Adu·lts'·;· 

5. all visitor parking must be located. to rear 
or side of home; 

6. ·the existing home should be used as the Anderson's 
primary·re.sidence .an,d the:,existing build,ing ;Should 

i" not· bet urn e d ex c 1 u·s i v el yin ·t oa home for·, a d.u 1 t s . 

Mr. Scheid also distributed a lette~ delivered by 
Mrs. Anderson from:Dr.·Willia~. S. Sloan-concerning the advantages 
of havi.ng a nurs~ng home. 

,I 

.. M r .& Mrs. Henry All d e r son were, present j n ,support 
qfLt~e1r·request.They were represented by Mr~ Jay W.· DeBoer. 

~ j '( ; 1 ~ ~ .r· [' " _ J ;, . ~ , 
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Mr. DeBoer stated that the property is presently 
zoned A-2 and his client is proposing to establish a Home for 
the Aged. The proposal is for 12 females that will be private 
referrals. He indicated that the Andersons were not proposing a 
facility for deinstitutiona11zation of mental patients. He 
continued by stating that most of the area is agricultural and 
is in crops. The Andersons have followed county and state pro
cedures. A conditional use permit has been recommended by the 
Planning Commission for approval with conditions. 

c· 

Mr. DeBoer stated that he felt the Andersons have 
answered the objections of the neighbors. He.added the agri
culture use will not change. The proposed use is not a business. 

He indicated another concern expressed was traffic. 
Duncan Road has been repaved. The request for a permit is 
limited to 12. Mr. DeBoer stated that if each resident had one 
visitor each day, it would only increase traffic by 12 cars a 
day. 

Mr. DeBoer stated that the objections were emotional 
and understandable. He .stated Agricultural A-2 allows for an 
orderly expansion where the need exists and where water and 
sewer is available. He continued by saying he did not agree 
a Home for the Aged for ladies is commercial or urban. He 
added that the appearance will not change and the area will 
not change. There is a need for this type of facility in 
that area. 

Mr. DeBoer stated that the proposed Home for the 
Aged is very attractive and A-2 provides for unattractive 
uses without a conditional use permit, i.e. cemetery. He reiterated 
that the proposed limit is 12. The Andersons would like to 
expand to 20 but they will have to come back to the Board for 
approval. 

Mr. DeBoer stated he talked with Cathy Thomas, 
licensing specialist with the Department of Social Services, 
concerning whether the facility can adequately house 12 resi
dents. Ms. Thomas informed Mr. DeBoer that she had checked 
the facility and it is adequate. She added it could house 
a larger number. 

Mr. DeBoer closed by stating he commended the 
application to the Board. The input from the public has been 
stated and the comments are valid. The Andersonshave tried 
to accommodate the citizens in the area and have agreed to their 
conditions. 

Mr. Anderson stated that he had no extra input. 

The following people spoke in opposition: 

1. Ms. Rebecca Bryant presented a petition with 
38 names in opposition. Ms. Bryant stated she was speaking 
on behalf of those residents located primarily between Gerow 
Ruritan Club and the 90 degree curve on Duncan Road. Her main 
objections were: 

1. Property values will decrease. 
2. Business begets business. 
3. They question the need for this type of facility 

in this area. 
4. They question if this will become a typical 

home for the aged, i.e. low-income, emotionally 
& mentally handicapped on public assistance. 

. ' 
She added that Dinwiddie County already has. allowed 

5 of these b.omes i.n tb.e County. Prince George County denied 
a similar request from the Andersons. Also, the Planning Com
mission,vote was not unanimous. 



--~-----------------------------------------~----------------------~~---------------

1 [ 

Ms. Bryant closed by asking the Board to consider the 
equities of the h.omeowners in th.is area and deny the request 
for a home for the aged. 

Mr. Walter Kelly; an adjacent property owner spoke 
in opposition. Mrs. Josephine Dillon and Mrs .. Eunice Lunsford 
spoke in opposition. Mr. Roy Coleman also spoke in opposition. 

J 

Mr. DeBoer spoke to each of the objections Ms.i;Bryant 
raised stating that the Board·s job tonight is to decide whether 
this conditional use permit is a reasonable use and if the 
public·s concerns have been met with the conditions imposed. 
He stated it appeared they had. 

Mr. Robertson asked the Assistant County Attorney, 
Mr. T.O. Rainey, III, what were the Board·s legal alternatives. 

Mr. Rainey adVised: 1. consider the issue further. 
2. Accept the request. 3. Turn it down. 

Mr. Robertson stated that he had no problem with 
a Home for the Aged but he did not feel this area was the place 
for it. 

Mr. Robertson moved that C-84-1, request for a condi
tional use permit for a Home for the Aged by Mr. Henry Anderson 
be denied. Mr. H. Clay seconded the motion. 

Mr. Bennett read the following statement: III believe 
that this use will not be detrimental to this area for the 
following reasons. 1. the area is sparsely populated and lends 
itself to a quiet atmosphere which a home for the aged requires. 
2. there will not be alot of traffic generated by visitors 
or service vehicles. 3. while this is a business, it may 
b e c los ely ass 0 cia ted w i. t h II hom e 0 c cup a t ion II w h i chi s a use 
per mit ted ina nag ric u 1 t u r alar e a wit h 0 ute 0 n d 1: t ion s . 4 . the 
Andersons have agreed to several conditions which provide 
some protection to area residents. 5. This is not a means 
of commercializing the neighborhood since they are not seeking 
a rezoning of the property but wish to establish a use which 
is defin~d as permissible (with conditions) under current 
zoning. 6. with the expansion of water & sewer into this 
area, future development along Duncan Road is inevitable. 
It would seem that this type of use would be compatible with 
low density dwellings. 

The general population of the United States and 
Dinwiddie is getting older and there is a growing need for such 
homes. 

. . 

It does not appear reasonable that these homes be 
limited to remote portions of the County. The ~ype of person 
which will occupy this home will be able to think, reason and 
move about and do the things a younger person can do except 
that they have reached the age that they need some help. 

Where should such a home be located? It seems that 
regardless of the need and sympathy given the elderly, very few 
people want a home located near them. 

There are several reasons which a person may cite 
as saying this location is the right one: 

1. It is a very large house. 
2. It is located well off the state road. 
3. It is reasonably close to they city so that 

medical, social and other needs may be obtained. 
4. The home sits on 40+ acres. 
5. It is sparsely populated. 
6. Public water & sewer lines are near enough so 

that if needed they could be extended. 1I 

Mr. Robertson, Mr. Cfay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave 
voting lIaye ll , Mr. Bennett voting IInayll, C-84-1, request for 
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a conditional use permit by Mr. Henry Anderson to establish 
a Home for the Aged was denied. 

IN RE: RECESS 

The Chairman declared a brief recess at 10:05 P.M. 
The meeting reconvened at 10:19 P.M. 

IN RE: PUBLIC ~EARING--P-84-3--LAWRENCE ANDREWS 

This being the time and place as advertised in the 
Progress-Index on Tuesday, July 3, 1984 and Wednesday, July 
11, 1984 for the Board of Supervisors to consider adoption 
of an ordinance to change the district classifications of 
parcels 29-21, 29-23 and 29-26 from Agricultural, General A-2 
to Agricultural Rural Residential, AR. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented the 
information and reviewed the Planning Commission action wherein 
they recommended disapproval at their June 13, 1984 meeting. 
He further stated that the property has had a considerable 
amount of flooding, recently addressed by the Va. Department 
of Highways & Transportation. The property is presently 
zoned Agricultural A-2 and Mr. Andrews is seeking the A-R 
classification to develop it into a subdivision. 

Mr. Scheid stated that the major concern is there is 
no legally described right-of-way to the property. Mr. 
Wayne Edmunds has given Mr. Andrews permission to use the 
dirt road crossing his property. 

Mr. Andrews was present in support of his request. 
No one appeared in opposition. 

Mr. H. Clay asked Mr. Andrews how he would develop 
the property without a right-of-way. Mr. Andrews stated he thought 
the County could condemn a 50 ft. right-of-way and build a road 
into his property. He added that Mr. Edmunds has agreed to 
donate sufficient right-of-way if the County will build a 
state maintained road. Mr. Andrews indicated he had filled 
out and left some paperwork with the County Administrator 
concerning this. 

The County Administrator stated that the Roadviewers 
petition on the road was on file. The Roadviewers denied the 
request. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", rezoning application P-84-3 of Mr. Lawrence 
Andrews was denied. 

IN RE: PUBLIC ~EARING--A-84-5--ETHANOL PLANT 

This being the time and place as advertised in the 
Progress-Index on Tuesday, July 3, 1984 and Wednesday, July 
11, 1984 for the Board of Supervisors to consider adoption of 
an amendment to add to Sec. 17-18, permitted uses, an agri
culturally oriented ethanol plant with conditional use permit 
in an Agricultural, General A-2 District. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented the 
information and reviewed the Planning Commission action, wherein 
they recommended approval at their July 11, 1984 meeting. Mr. 
Scheid indicated that if the amendment is approved, a request 
for a conditional use permit will follow. 

Mr. Granville Maitland appeared in support of his 
request. No one appeared in opposition. 



Mr. Hargrave stated that he felt the description of 
the ethanol use should be tied to agriculture. Mr. Scheid 
stated that he really did not know how to word it. Mr. Hargrave 
stated maybe it could be put in the conditions. He did not want 
to see the agricultural use become'industrial and he felt it, 
should be clarified in the ordinance. 

Mr. Robertson suggested using the words "agriculturally 
ori.ented" ethanol plant. 

Mr. Brooks Whitahurst~ representing,the proposed 
ethanol p 1 ant , was pre. sen t to answer any t e c h ni cal: que s t ion s 
they might have. 

Mr. Hargrave. asked about the disposal of coal ash. 
Mr. Whitehurst stated that using a patented process, the plant 
will be totally electric. He added the start up process may 
be an electric boiler, but if fuel is needed it would probably 
be wood. 

Mr. Hargrave painted out that· they need to·be concerned 
with the size of the plant. The shipments in and out may require 
an industrial location, or a size boundary for the agricultural 
location. 

Mr. Whitehurst stated that after a certain size, 
it becomes a grain handling company. It will be naturally 
limiting. What Mr. Whitehurst· stated they envisioned is using 
Mr. Maitland's location as the hub and have satellite plants 
elsewhere. . 

Mr. H. Clay asked about the fire hazards. Mr. White
hurst stated the motors are explosion proof and they have a 
1 acre cooling pond. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Bennett voting "aye", 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors, Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie County Code be amended by 
adding the following use to Section 17-18, Permitted Uses in 
an Agricultural, General, A-2 District. 

(45) Agriculturally oriented Ethanol plant, with 
conditional use permit. 

, 

In all other re~pects'said zoning ordinance is 
hereby reordained. 

IN RE: PUBLIC' HEARING-'-A-84-4--'INOPERATIVE AUTOMOBILES 

This being the time and place as advertised in the 
Progress-Index on Tuesday, July 3, 1984 and Wednesday~-July 11, 
1984 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing 
to consider for adoption an ordinance to amend Chapter 12, 
Section 3, Inoperative Automobiles--Keeping in Residential 
Zones. 

Mr. Scheid stated that this amendment has been 
reviewed several times by the Planning Commission. The pro
posed· amendment will apply to residential zoned areas only. 
Mr. Scheid stated that as Sec. 12-3 now reads it is hard to 
enforce. It defiile.s i.noperative autos as "not economically, 
practical to repair". He stated it usually becot)les one mechanics 
word against another. 

Mr. A. Clay ask.ed how it will be enforced. Mr. Scheid 
stated he would be r~sponsible, but it will usually be in response 
to a complaint. 
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No one appeared in support of the amendment. Mr. 
Jerome Smith spoke in opposition. His main concern was that 
it would soon be applied to agricultural areas as well. He 
felt the government was beginning to take away the rights of 
people. 

Mr. Bennett stated that they have not pursued the 
agricultural areas. But he did feel the people in subdivisions 
have a problem. 

Mr. A. Clay stated he agreed with Mr. Smith about his 
concern for agricultural areas. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he did feel sympathy for the 
residential areas and that the law on the books now is more 
stringent. He stated he was concerned about regulating 
the agricultural areas. The Board is responsible for public 
health and safety and there are some bad areas in the County. 
He felt the law is needed in the heavily developed residential 
areas. He did not foresee the Board adding agricultural areas. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. H. Cl ay, Mr. Bennett vot i ng 
"aye", Mr. A. Clay voting "nay", 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that the Dinwiddie County Code be amended 
as follows: 

Delete: Section 12-3. Inoperative automobiles--Keeping in 
residential zones. 

It shall be unlawful for any person to keep, except within 
a fully enclosed building or structure, on any property zoned 
for residential purposes anyone or more automobiles whose 
condition is such that it is economically impractical to make 
it or them operative. 

In its stead, add: 

Section 12-3. Inoperative motor vehicles, trailers 
and semi-trai1ers--keeping in residential zones. 

tal It shall be unlawful for any person, firm or 
corporation to keep on any property zoned residential pur
poses, any motor vehicle, trailer or semi-trailer, as such are 
defined in Chapter 46.1-1 of the 1950 Code of Virgiriia, as 
amended, which is inoperative except as herein provided: 

Cll vehicles may be kept within a fully enclosed 
building; 

(21 a maximum of two (2) vehicles to be restored 
may be stored upon the property but the vehicles 
must be screened from public view by a suitable 
fence, vegetation or a combination thereof. 

(b] As used in this section, an 'inoperative vehicle' 
shall mean any motor vehicle which is not in operating condition 
or which, for a period of ninety (90) days or longer, has been 
partially or totally disassembled by the removal of tires and 
wheels, the engine, or other essential parts required for 
operation of the vehicle and for which there is no valid 
license plate or inspection sticker. 

ec) The owners of property zoned for residential 
purposes shall, within thirty t30} days after receiving written 
notice from the County, remove therefrom any such inoperative 
motor vehicle, trailer or semi-trailer that is in violation of 
this section. 

Cd} In the event the Owner shall fail to have corrected 
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said violation, t~e County may through its own agents or employees 
remove any such inoperative motor vehicles, trailers or semi
trailers that are not kept within a fully enclosed building 
provided reasonable notice has been given to the owner of the 
premises. 

In the event the county removes any such motor 
vehicles, trailers, or semi-trailers, the County may dispose 
of such motor vehicle, trailer or semi-trailer after giving 
fifteen l15} days notice to the owner of the vehicle. 

The cost of. a·ny such removal and d.isposal shall be 
chargeable to t~e owner of the vehicle or premises and may be 
collected by the. County as taxes and levies. are collected. 

Every cost authorized by this section with which 
the owner of the premises shall have been assessed shall 
constitute a lien against the propefty from which the vehicle 
was removed, the lien to continue until such payment of such 
costs shall h.ave been made to theCol,lnty ... 

IN RE: AWARD. OF BID FOR NEW TRASH TRUCK 

Mr. John M. Loftis, Director of Sanitation, pre
sented the bids received on a new trash truck chassis and 
compaction body as follows: 

Colonial Ford -.$65,191.80 

Truck Enterprises - $54,719.00. 

Alternate In Stock - $56,946.90 

Peterbilt - $54,281 Alternate in Stock - $55,495 
Alternate Del. in August - $55,795 

Mack Truck Co. - $55,740 .Alternate.in Stock - $57,929 

Compaction Bodies: 

Commercial Body Corporation - $33,285 - Dempster DP80-34 

Cavalier Equipment - $28,850 - E-Z Pack FLSC35 

Richmond Machinery & Equip. - $28;473 - FL635 Pak-Mor Loader 

Sanco Corporation - $38,850 - Heil 36 yd. Full Pack 

He stated that the Mack truck was the only chassis 
made with a fly-wheel PTO. The Mack truck bid with a fly
wheel PTa to be added would cost $56,784. The Mack truck in 
stock has a fly-wheel PTO and with shocks to be added would 
cost $57,929. 

Mr. A. Clay stated the County should buy the chassis 
in stock to prevent h~ving to wait six months for delivery. 
Mr. Robertson agreed. 

Mr. Loftis stated they wo~ld probably,have to spend 
$300 to $400 to repair the present truck. Springs would be 
$1500. Mr. Hargrave stated they were running on borrowed time. 

On the bids for the compaction bodies, Mr. Loftis 
discussed: the operators' and mechanics' knowledge of equip
ment, the unit cost, parts.inventory and ~torage, deviations 
from specifications and the company's maintenance and repair 
locations. Based on these, Mr. Loftis recommended the EZ-Pack 
body from Cavalier, at a cost of $28,850 .. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave., Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
V 0 ~i: n g ~'a yell , 
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BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia accepts the alternate bid from Mack Trucks, Inc. 
for a MR686S Mack truck chassis in stock at a total cost of 
$57~929.00; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia accepts the bid from Cavalier 
Equipment Company for a E-Z Pack FLSC35 compaction body at a 
cost of $28,850. 

IN RE: JOHNSONGRASS CONTROL AGREEMENT--ADDENDUM TO EXTEND 
PROGRAM 

The County Administrator presented an addendum 
to the agreement between the Va. Dept. of Agriculture and Con
sumer Services and the County of Dinwiddie for the Cooperative 
Johnsongrass Control Program. This addendum will extend the 
agreement until terminated by either party rather than initiate 
an addendum to the agreement each year as has been necessary 
in the past. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he would still like the Board 
to be made aware of the renewal time each year. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robert
sane, Mr. Hargrave., Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett voting "aye", the Chairman was authorized to sign the 
following addendum: 

To continue the above named agreement indefinitely, until 
terminated by either party, it is mutually agreed by both 
parties that Section B & C be changed to read as follows: 

B. The Department agrees to the following: 

1. The Department will reimburse the County for 
fifty percent (50%) of all its authorized 
expenditures made pursuant to this agreement 
provided that the total contribution by the 
Department for this purpose shall not exceed 
$5,000 during each fiscal .year beginning July 1 
of the current year and ending June 30 of the 
following year, subject to the provisions of 
paragraph C.2. below. 

C. It is agreed upon by both p~rties that: 

1. This agreement shall remain in effect until 
terminated by either party upon delivery of 
a written notice to the other party at least 
60 days prior to the effective date of the 
termination. 

2. The Department may, on or before March 31 of 
each year, review the expenditures of the County 
made pursuant to this agreement, and, if at that 
time there are any funds of the $5,000 allocated 
to the County which have not been expended, or 
obligated to be spent by the end of the fiscal 
year, then such sums may, as mutually agreed upon, 
be withdrawn from the use of the County, and its 
total allocation under this agreement reduced 
accordingly. Funds collected by the County for 
materials or .services shall not be considered 
expended for cast-share ·purposes. 

This addendum shall become effective July.l, 1984. 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE CORRECTIONAL UNIT 27--DISPOSAL OF 
SLUDGE 

., ., -. ) .' 
Ttte County Administrator presented a letter from 

Mr. John M~~riYi~~is, Water Syste~s .Treatment Plant Specialist 
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Department of Corrections, requesting that the County consider 
disposing of the sludge from the sewage treatment facility of 
Field Unit 27 in the County Landfill~ He also distributed 
correspondence from the Health Department stating they would 
allow sludge to be disposed of in the County Landfill provided 
certain guidelines and standards are met. 

The County Administrator recommended that he be 
authorized to hold discussions with Field Unit 27 to develop 
a contract to be presented to the Board for approval. He 
suggested that the compensation be in manpower rather than 
monetary. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the County Admi.nistrator was authorized to proceed 
with discussions with Field Unit 27 and the Health Department 
to draw up an agreement for the Board to consider for disposal 
of their sludge in the county1s landfill. 

IN RE: ENHANCED 911 EMERGENCY SYSTEM 

Wendy Quesenberry asked the Board if they would be 
interested in having a C&P representative explain the new 
enhanced 911 system to them at their next meeting. Several 
of the surrounding localities are considering its installation. 
The Board agreed to a short presentation. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--WILSON-HEBRON-FORD RURITAN 
CLUB 

Upon moti.on of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Wilson-Hebron-Ford Ruritan Club 
has made application to the Board of Supervisors for a 
Bingo & Raffle permit for the calendar year 1984; and 

WHEREAS, the Ruritan Club meets the requirements 
of the State Code of Virginia and has paid the $10.00 appli
cation fee; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Wilson-Hebron
Ford Ruritan Club be granted a Bingo & Raffle permit for 
the calendar year 1984. 

IN RE: INDUSTRIAL BROCHURE--AUTHORIZATION TO SIGN AGREEMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the Chai.rman was authorized to sign the agreement 
with Harrison & Lephoe to provide an industrial brochure for 
the County. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6} of the Virginia Free
dom of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session 
at 12:Ql A.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened 
into Open Session at 12:25 A.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Rob e r t son, Mr. Ha. r 9 r a v e, Mr. C 1 a y, Mr. C 1 a y, Mr. Ben net t 
voting "ayeH

, the meeting was adjourned at 12:26 A.M. 

ref 

ATTEST 
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VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 
DINWIDDIE COUNTY, VIRGINIA HELD IN THE CONFERENCE 
ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, DINWIDDIE, 
VIRGINIA ON THE 1ST DAY OF AUGUST, 1984 AT 7:00 
P.M. 

J 

PRESENT: G . S . BENNETT, JR. , CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
M.1. HARGRAVE, JR. , VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
H.L. CLAY ~ JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
A.S. CLAY ELECTION DISTRICT 

ABSENT: G. E. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 

IN RE: TRANSFER OF FUNDS--WATER & SEWER ACCOUNT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Treasurer be authorized to transfer 
$30,000 from the General Fund to the Water & Sewer Account. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave,Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and the 
funds appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 84-1496 through 84-1587 
and 84-1589 through 84-1591 amounting to $114,679.39; Water & 
Sewer Fund Check #WS-84-1 in the amount of $29,059.85; Vehicle 
Fund check-number VF-84-1 in the amount of $99,229.50. 

IN RE: ADDITIONAL POLICE VEHICLES 

The County Administrator advised the Board that he 
had talked with the salesman at World of Ford Sales, Inc. 
requesting that the County be notified if there were any police 
vehicles left over, He stated he felt the Sheriff had an imme
diate need for 3 or 4 and seven have been budgeted .. 

Mr. Bennett asked if the County Administrator could 
check into the Ford Tempos for serving papers. He thought they 
were on State contract. 

Mr. Hargrave moved that the County Administrator be 
authorized to investigate the need and availability of new 
police vehicles for the Sheriff1s department and take action 
accordingly. Mr. H. Clay seconded the motion. Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voted "aye". 

IN RE: CLERK1S OFFICE--DISCUSSION OF REPAIRS & RENOVATION 

The County Administrator presented a,letter from 
A.L. Williams, Clerk of the Circuit Court, outlining the 
following needs in her office: . 

1. Additi.onal space-to include private 'office, 
closet to house evidence held by the court, 
record roomi etc. 

2. Repairs to roof. 
3. Replacement of carpet. 
4. Water & bathfacilitiesi 
5. Replace boards around air-conditioner. 

Mr. Hargrave did not feel the Board could talk about 
modtfi·catiansor additions to the Clerk1s Office at this point 
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without advice from Ms. Williams concerning her needs and a 
review to see if t~e present space is being utilized to the 
fullest extent. He suggested microfilming as a possible means 
to provide more space. 

Tne Board members felt repair of the roof is an 
immediate concern. The County Administrator stated the slate 
off the old jail's roof could be used. The question is to what 
extent the roof is damaged. The County Administrator stated 
he had talked to a roofing contractor who felt all the slate 
would have to be replaced. Synthetic slate is another consi
deration. The County Administrator indicated that he felt he 
needed expertise in tnis area to determine what repair was 
needed and to draw up the specifications for bidding. 

After a considerable amount of discussion, the County 
Administrator was instructed to gather information on repairing 
the roof for the August 15 meeting and the Board agreed to discuss 
the other items with Mrs. Williams at that time. 

IN RE: HEALTH DEPARTMENT--UPGRADING OF APPEARANCE & SPACE 
UTILIZATION 

The County Administrator stated that he would be meeting 
with Dr. John Tietjen, Health Director, Crater Health District, 
next week concerning his letter of July 6 regarding improvements 
to the Health Department. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", 
pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of Infor
mation Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 8:13 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into 
Open Session at 9:41 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", the 
meeting was adjourned at 9:42 P.M. ~ 

~.L ~ 
G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN 

ATTEST: 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 
DINWIDDIE COUNTY, VIRGINIA, HELD IN THE BOARD MEETING 
ROOM OF THE PAMPLIN ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, DINWIDDIE, 
VIRGINIA ON THE 15TH DAY OF AUGUST, 1984 AT 8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

M.I. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR.· 
G.L ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
B.M. HEATH 

MINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
Ilaye", the minute.s of the July 18, 1984 special meeting, the July 
18, 1984 regular meeting and the August 1, 1984 special meeting 
were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
Ilaye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and funds 
appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 84-1592 through 84-1719 
amounting to $183,918.99; Library Fund checks-numbering LF-84-12 
and LF-84-13 amounting to $466.84; Johnsongrass Control Fund 
checks- numbering JGC-84-6 and JGC-84-7 amounting to $495.13; 
Leo Williams Fund checks-numbering LW-84-6 through LW-84-8 
amounting to $5928.15. 

IN RE: ENHANCED 911 EMERGENCY SERVICE 

Mr. Carroll Comstock, Account Executive, C&P Telephone 
Company, appeared before the Board to describe the Enhanced 911 
Emergency Service and how the system would work in the County. 
He stated that there would be an initial installation charge 
for the system and after that the operational cost could be 
collected as a monthly fee from the subscribers. 

The Board thanked Mr. Comstock for his presentation 
and agreed they needed to discuss the system further among them
selves. 

IN RE: COMMISSIONER OF REVENUE 

Mr. W.E. Bolte stated the 1984 assessments are complete 
and his office is in the process of checking the computer work. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mr. W.E. Jones presented his report for the month of 
July, 1984. 

IN RE: DELINQUENT TAX LIST--1983 

Mr. W.E. Jones, Treasurer, presented the 1983 delinquent 
tax list to the Board for their consideration for publication. 

After a brief discussion, the Board decided not to 
have the list published in the newspaper. 
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IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6} of the Virginia Freedom 
of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 
~:49 P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into 
Open Session at 8:57 P.M. 

IN RE: RADIO COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM--AWARD OF BID TO MOTOROLA 

Sheriff B.M. Heath advised the Board that bids had 
been solicited for a new radio system and asked Wendy Quesenberry 
to present the information. Mrs. Quesenberry advised the Board 
that one bid was received, from Motorola, Inc., and two "No 
Bids" were received whi.ch were from Aerotron and Tactel, Inc. 

The total system consists of portables and accompanying 
vehicular repeaters, a new console and two new base stations with 
antennas. If the equipment is ordered by August 22, 1984, 
before the price increase, the basic equipment cost would be 
$67,976.00. Adding the optional items of 2 microphones for 
the portables, 5 desk chargers and the installation charge, 
the total equipment price would be $77,131.00. 

Ms. Quesenberry stated that a quote was requested as 
an option for a 10 channel Logger/Recorder that will operate 
24 hours a day. The cost of this recorder is $16,778. She 
added that the bid has been reviewed by the State representatives 
who completed the study of the needs of the department as well 
as the Sheriff and his Captain, and she felt what was being pro
posed was an adequate system for all. 

Sheriff Heath stated that the logger/recorder would 
be very beneficial to his department and asked the Board to 
accept this proposal for a new radio communications system. 

Mrs. Quesenberry advised the Board that after the new 
system is installed, there was a possibility the antenna 
would need to be raised to insure coverage in certain low spots 
in the County. The recommendation of the State representatives 
was to install the new system first. Ms. Carol Wade, Motorola 
representative, stated that coverage surveys were being done 
now. Ms. Wade added that a tower study was included in the in
stallation charge to certify its safety before installation of the 
new antennas. She stated that the cost of a new tower would be 
$15,000 to $18,000. Mr. Hargrave asked if Motorola had engineers 
in-house to replace the tower if necessary. Mr. Wayne Frick, 
with Motorola, stated Motorola would be responsible for seeing 
it was done. 

Mr. Hargrave asked where the County was if the survey 
determines the tower is unsafe. Mr. Dale Ramey of Comm-Tronics, 
a Motorola service shop, stated they were requiring heavier cables 
in the bid. Mr. Robertson asked what would happen should the tower 
be determined to be unsafe. 

The County Administrator stated that if it was deter
mined that a new tower is needed, it would have to be bid out; 
but he felt that could be done by the time the other equipment 
is delivered. 

Upon motton of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the bid of Motorola for a new radio communications 
system was accepted with the options as requested by Sheriff B. 
M. Heath. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha was not present but his report 
was read for the month of July, 1984. 
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IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

Mr. L.A. Brook.s, Jr. presented his report for the 
month of July, 1984. 

IN RE: LIVESTOCK CLAIM--N.C. WINN 

Upon motion of Mr. A. C1 ay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Rob e r t son, Mr. Clay, Mr. H a r g r a v e, Mr. Ben net t 
voting lIaye ll

, Mr. N.C. Winn was awarded $68.75 for one (1) calf. 

] 

Mr. Hargrave asked the Animal Warden if he needed any 
more equipment. Mr. Brook.s stated he did not. Mr. Bennett asked 
if he was adressing the complaints brought up at the last meeting. 
Mr. Brooks stated he was trying another method to catch the dogs. 

IN RE: LITTER CONTROL GRANT--1984-85 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
Ilaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors recognizes the exis
tency of a litter problem within the boundaries of Dinwiddie 
County; and 

WHEREAS, the Virginia Litter Control Act of 1976 pro
vides, through the Department of Conservation and Economic Develop
ment, Division of Litter Control, for the allocation of public 
funds in the form of Grants for the purpose of enhancing local 
litter control programs; and 

WHEREAS, having reviewed and considered the Regulations 
and the Application covering administration and use of said funds; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia: 

HEREBY endorses and supports such a program for the County 
of Dinwiddie; and 

HEREBY expresses ·the intent to combine with the Town of 
McKenney in a mutually agreed upon and Cooperative Program, contin
gent on approval of the Application by the Department of Conservation 
and Economic Development, Division of Litter Control, and contin
gent on receipt of funds; and 

HEREBY authorizes the County Administrator's Office to 
plan and budget for a cooperative litter control program, which 
shall represent said Program for all localities named in this 
resolution; and 

FURTHER, authorizes the County Administrator's Office to 
apply on behalf of all of the above named localities for a Grant, 
and to be responsible for the administration, implementation, and 
completion of the Program as it is described in the attached 
Application Form LC-G-l; and 

FURTHER accepts responsibility jointly with the County 
Administrator's office, Dinwiddie County and the Town of McKenney 
for all phases of the Program; and 

FURTHER accepts liability for its pro rata share of any 
funds not properly used or accounted for pursuant to the Regulations 
and the Application; and 

THAT said funds, when received, will be transferred 
immediately to the County Administrator's office or if coordinated by 
the Planning District Commission, said funds will be sent directly 
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to the Planning District Commission by the Department. All funds 
will be used in the Cooperative Program to which we give our 
endorsement and support. 

HEREBY requests the Department of Conservation and 
Economic Development, Division of Litter Control, to consider and 
approve the Application and Program, said Program being in accord 
with Regulations governing use and expenditure of said funds. 

IN RE: SPECIAL ENTERTAINMENT PERMIT--GLORIDINE LAMBERT 

The Director of Planning presented an application for 
a special entertainment permit for Ms. Gloridine Lambert to hold 
a music festival on August 17, from 10:00 P.M. to 2:00 A.M. on 
Rt. 605 on the property of Richard Beasley. Ms. Lambert was not 
present. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the applicants are appraised 
of the noise control ordinance. Mr. Scheid stated they are. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", Ms. Gloridine Lambert was granted a special enter
tainment permit to hold a music festival on August 17, 1984 
from 10:00 P.M. to 2:00 A.M. on Rt. 605 with the conditions as 
stated therein. 

IN RE: SLH APPLICATIONS--PETERSBURG GENERAL HOSPITAL--MEDICAL 
COLLEGE OF VIRGINIA--GREENSVILLE MEMORIAL--JOHN RANDOLPH 
HOSPITAL 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Chairman be authorized to sign contracts 
for State and Local Hospitalization with Petersburg General Hos
pital at the rate of $236.92; Medical College of Virginia at 
the rate of $356.65; Greensville Memorial at the rate of $214.12; 
and John Randolph Hospital at the rate of $273.80. 

IN RE: SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS 

Mr. Bennett asked the Superintendent of Schools if 
Dinwiddie was consideri.ng a "no smoking" rule at the schools. 
Dr. Vaughn stated it had not been discussed. The students still 
have to bring a signed permit from home to smoke at school. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--C-84-2--GRANVILLE MAITLAND 

This being the time and place as advertised in the 
Progress-Index on Wednesday, August 1, 1984 and Wednesday, August 
8, 1984 for the Board of Supervisors to consider a conditional 
use permit to establish an agriculturally oriented ethanol plant 
on 10 acres of land located on the northeast corner of property 
known as the F.W. Young tract now owned by Mr. Granville Maitland. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented the 
information and reviewed the action taken by the Planning Com
mission wherein they recommend approval with no conditions at 
their August 8, 1984 meeting. 

Mr. Granville Maitland was present in support of his 
request. Mr. Brooks Whitehurst, representing the ethanol plant, 
ETOH, was present. He briefly reviewed the proposed plant and 
its operations. 

Mr. and Mrs. Pemberton stated they had just moved into 
the area and had several questions to ask about the effects on 
the surrounding pr0perty. No one appeared in opposition. 
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Mrs. Pemberton asked about the truck traffic. She was 
told there would be six large trucks a day besides some farm 
vehicles. Mrs. Pemberton stated she was concerned about pollu
tion. Mr. Whitehurst stated there was no objectionable odor. 
Mr. Maitland added that they would use rodent control methods 
for the grain storage. 

Mrs. Pemberton expressed a concern about contamination 
to the water supply. Mr. Maitland assured her that the direc
tion of water run-off would be south and could in no way effect 
her water supply. 

Mrs. Pemberton asked how far the facility would be 
from the road. Mr. Maitland stated 150 feet. . 

Mr. Pemberton stated he was concerned about investors 
taking over and the facilitybec6minglargerj Mr. Maitland 
stated they were. asking for the maximum size allowed in the permit. 
Mr. Whitehurst added that the road system would-not support 
anything larger. Also there isJnot enough livestock and grain 
in the area. 

Mr. Bennett asked if they envisioned any support 
outfits being drawn to the area. Mr. Whitehurst stated possibly 
a grain elevator but he really didn't foresee-any. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that-it is part of the natural change 
to gasoline usage that fits into a farming situation. He added 
that the impact on neighbors is small to what it-would be if 
the grain farm could be converted to a hog farm. Hog and dairy 
farms are already allowed without permits. 

Mr. Scheid stated no conditions have-been set because 
they are already established in the-application. 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay,Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", Mr. Granville Maitland was granted a conditional 
use permit to establish an agriculturally oriented ethanol plant. 

IN RE: APPOMATTOX REGIONAL LIBRARY CbNTRACTREVISION 

The County Administrator presented a copy of the revised 
Appomattox Regional Library contract which coincides with the 
original June 30, 1984 termination date._ 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, ~~r. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting qaye l' , the County Administrator was authorized to sign 
the following contract: 

THIS CONTRACT, made and entered into this 1st day of 
July, 1984, by and between the City of Hopewell, hereinafter called 
Hopewell; the County of Prince George, hereinafter called Prince 
George, and the County of Dinwiddie, hereinafter called Dinwiddie; 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENTS 

A. Previous Contract. The parties, plus the Maude Langhorne 
Nelson Library, previously entered into a contract, dated March 
17, 1974, which-created a,regional library system for the purpose 
of providing free library services to the citizens of the respec
tive localities as provided in Chapter 2 of Title 42.1 of the Code 
of Virginia (1950}, as amended. 

B. Revision Needed. The previous contract is in need of 
revision and provides for the termination of the regional library 
system, on June 30, 1984, if proper notice had been given as pro
vided therein, and in accordance with law. 
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C. Parties Desirous of Continuing System. The parties hereto 
are mutually desirous of continuing the services of the Library 
to the residents of the respective localities, through the head
quarters librarY,library stations, bookmobiles, books, fixtures, 
and all other property now or hereafter owned, or to be owned, 
by said library, or used by it in its service during the term of 
this Contract, or any extension of same, and also by any other 
means deemed mutually beneficial to the people included in the 
area served by said library. 

D. Hopewell Approves. This Contract was submitted to the City 
Council of the City of Hopewell at its regular meeting on the __ 
day of , 1984, considered and approved said Contract and 
authorized its City Manager and City Clerk to execute same on 
behalf of said City. 

E. Prince George Approves. The Board of Supervisors of 
Prince George County, at its regular meeting held on the day 
of , 1984, considered and approveq said Contrac~d 
authorized its County Administrator and Secretary to execute 
same on behalf of said County. 

F. Dinwiddie Approves. The Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, at its regular meeting held on the 15th day of August, 
1984, considered and approved said contract and authorized its 
County Administrator and Secretary to execute same on behalf of 
said County. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual agreements 
contained herein, it is agreed as follows: 

1. Board of Trustees. The Appomattox Regional Library will 
be governed by a Board of Trustees comprised of eleven (11) 
members. Hopewell will have five (5) trustees, Prince George, 
three (3), and Dinwiddie three, (3). The Trustees are to be 
appointed, and will serve their duties and their terms of office 
in accordance with Section 42.1-39 of the Code of Virginia, as 
amended. 

2. Expenses to be Apportioned. The Trustees will apportion 
the expenses of the operation of the regional library system among 
the three (3} localities as agreed upon in this Contract. The 
Trustees are empowered to regulate library services to the residents 
of each of the three t3} localities depending upon the library 
services contracted for by each of the localities. 

3. Administrative Headquarters. The administrative head
quarters for the regional library system will be in the head
quarters library building located in Hopewell. 

4. The Library Board of Trustees will propose and submit to 
Hopewell, Prince George, and Dinwiddie a proposed annual operating 
budget for the forthcoming fiscal year, with the understanding 
that each locality will appropriate a sum at least equal in amount 
to the previous yearls appropriation. In the event any locality 
chooses not to· appropriate the amount requested by the Trustees 
in their budget, the Trustees will have the· right.to restrict 
library service to the citizens of that locality to reflect the 
dimunition in revenue received by the Trustees from that locality. 

5. After deducting estimated funding from the State and 
Federal governments and all other estimated collections and con
tributions, the costs of the library system shall be shared among 
the localities as follows: Hopewell 50%; Prince George 26%; 
and Dinwiddie 24%. 

6. Costs of the library system shall include all costs 
associated with the provisions of library services, to include 
the operation. and maintenance costs of any facility, such as 
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electricity, air conditioning, water, heat, refuse, sewer, jani
torial, and maintenance supervision, etc. 

7 . R u 1 e san d Reg u 1 a t ion s . The cit i zen s 0 f the t h r e.~ .' .1. 0 c a -
lities will have free access to the facilities of· the regional 
library system subject to such rules and regulations'asmay be 
adopted by the Trustees and as prov~ded by law. . 

8. Treasurer of Library Board of Trustees. The Treasurer 
of the Trustees will have custody, dominion, and control over all 
funds of the regional library system. The Treasurers of the three 
localities will transfer to the Treasurer of the Library Board 
of Trustees, on a quarterly basis, one-fourth (1/4) of the annual 
appropriation due from each respective locality for the operation 
of the regional library system. Such funds will be expended only 
for the library services for which the localities have contracted, 
as provided for in this Contract, in any subsequent contracts 
which become addenda hereto, and in Virginia law. 

9. Any extension of services by the trustees beyond the 
areas of the three localities signing this Contract must have the 
approval of the governing body of each locality. 

10. Upon a proper termination of this Contract, each locality 
will receive a proportionate share of assets upon the following 
guidelines: 

a. Buildings in Hopewell. The present building, or any future 
buildings, in Hopewell which the regional library system 
may own or occupy will be the sole property of Hopewell. 

b. Buildings in Prince George or Dinwiddie. Any future build
ings. constructed or.purchased in either locality which 
the regional library system owns or occupies will be 
the sole property of the locality in which it is located. 

c. Persona 1 Property. 

1. Hopewell - Prior to 1974. Any tangible property owned 
by Hopewell prior to July 1, 1974, will. be the sole pro
perty of Hopewell and not subject to distribution as 
otherwise provided herein. 

2. Purchased During Operation. Any tangible personal 
property acquired by the regional library system during 
the term of the previous contract, this Contract, or any 
subsequent contracts, or addenda, will be distributed 
to the localities based upon the calculation by the Trus
tees of the proportion of each locality's percentage of 
funding to the regional library system for that current 
fi.scal year. 

3. Purchased by State or Federal funds. Any tangible per
sonal property purchased with State or Federal funds 
will be distributed in accordance with Section 42.1-51 
of the Code of Virginia (1950), as amended. 

4. Liquid Assets. Any liquid assets, including but 
not limited to unexpended funding received from localities 
by the Treasurer of the Library Board. of Trustees, will 
be refunded and disiributed to the localities based upon 
the calculation by the Trustees of the proportion of each 
locality's percentage of funding to the regional library 
system of the current fiscal year. 

1 1. T h. i. s Con t r act s h .. a 1 1 run fro m J u 1 y 1, 1 9 8 4, u n til J u n e 
30, 1986. During this time, the three localities Will negotiate 
a contract for library services based on programmatic services 
(usage). Until any new agreement is. reached, this Contract shall 
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continue on a year-by-year basis, unless formal termination under 
state law ;s pursued by any locality. 

12. Interpreted by Virginia Law. This Contract is prepared 
and to be interpreted in conformity with Title 42.1, Chapter 2 
of the Code of Virginia (1950), as amended, commonly cited as 
Virginia Code Sections 42.1-33 to 4.21-58 inclusive. 

IN RE: CLEANING CONTRACT--AWARD OF BID 

The County Administrator advised the Board that two 
bids were received on the cleaning contract for the County buil
dings: Swan Services, Inc. - $27,341.60/yrly; Morton G. Thalhimer, 
Services - $26,226/yrly. 

He stated that the County has-been served by both firms 
and he was familiar with them. He recommended that the low bid 
from Morton G. Thalhimer Services be accepted. He added that they 
have agreed to evaluate and upgrade their personnel and have hired a 
Supervisor to be located in the Petersburg area. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, fvlr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by that Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the cleaning contract for the county buildings 
be awarded to Morton G. Thalhimer Services Corp., beginning Sep
tember 1, 1984; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County Administrator be autho
rized to sign a contract with Morton G. Thalhimer Services on behalf 
of the County. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENT--BOARD OF ASSESSORS 

Mr. Robertson nominated Mr. R.V. Lancaster, III. Mr. 
Hargrave nominated Mr. George L. Ridley. Mr. H. Clay nominated 
Mr. William L. Mitchell. Mr. A. Clay nominated Mr. B.C. Medlock. 
Mr. Bennett postponed his nomination at this time. 

Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett voting lIaye ll

, Mr. R.V. Lancaster, III, .Mr. George L. 
Rid 1 ey, Mr. W ill i am L. Mit c he 1 1, and Mr. B. C. Me d 1 0 c k we rea p poi n ted 
to the Board of Assessors for the 1985 general reassessment. 

IN RE: RENOVATION/CONSTRUCTION--CLERK1S OFFICE, HEALTH BUILDING, 
EASTSIDE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

The County Administrator stated that he met with Dr. 
John Tietjen, Director, Crater Health District, and Mr. Charles 
Thomas to review the needs of the Health Department building. He 
said the following items are needed to keep the building in a 
good state of repair: 

1. Repairs to the floor. 2. Repairs/replacement of 
electrical facilities. 3. Correction of sinking floor in N.W. 
corner. 4. He felt it would be beneficial to replace the heating 
system with another type of heating. 5. The Health Department has 
requested partitions for interview rooms and storage cabinets. 
6. A complete paint job--above the panelling. 

On the Clerk1s Office, the County Administrator stated 
that the Circuit Court Clerk and the Director of Planning have 
talked but nothing has been sketched. Mrs. Williams does want 
additional space. He added there might be some suggestions 
to better utilize the existing space. She and the Director of 
Planning are planning to look at some Clerk1s offices in other 
areas. 

~~ 
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The County Administrator further stated that the Eastside 
School roof needs replacing and extensive work is needed on the 
heating and air conditioning system. He then recommended that 
the Board seek architectur~l expertise because he does not feel 
qualified to oversee these improvements. 

Mr. Ai Clay stated he did not see the need for an archi
tect on the Clerk's office. Mr. ·Hargrave 'agreed but added that 
an engineering firm might be needed on the air conditioning and 
heating system at the school. He stated he would agree with bid
ding for an engineering firm on the school only; He indicated he 
would not consider the;stnking floor at the Health Building unless 
it is a problem for th~ workers. 

The County Administrator stated that each of the improve
ments would have to be bid out, and this would be very time consuming. 
He felt the people who would be critical of an architect would be 
more upset over the roof not matching the Clerk's Office. 

Mr. ~argrave then stated he would be amenabl'e to seeking 
professional bids to offer services to accomplish the whole thing 
on a flat price~ not a percentage of cost or hourly base. They 
would give a hard bid on the list of work to accomplish what the 
County wants, prepare the bid specifications, evaluate them and make 
a recommendation. He would be agreeable to this if the County 
Administrator feels someone is needed between the administration and 
the Contractor. He stated he resented having no control on percentage 
fees. 

Mr. Bennett stated they would be allowed to· check the 
quotes that came in without being obligated. 

Mr. Robertson stated he did not like a percentage base 
either, but the only way they would find out the cost is by bidding 
and maybe it would give them an idea.' Mr. Robertson moved that the 
County Administrator be authorized to seek proposals to perform 
the services desired. Mr. H. Clay seconded the motion. Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voted 
lIaye li . 

IN RE: COU RT~O USE. 

Mr. L.G. Elder asked that the Board consider painting 
the interior and exterior of the Courthouse before it gets in 
terrible shape. Also, he stated an air conditioner is needed 
in the rear for the jury room. A window unit would be sufficient. 

IN RE: ~ANDICAPPED NOTICE--PUBLIC HEARING 

Wendy Quesenberry, Admin. Ass't., read the following 
notice: 

liThe County of Di.nwiddie advi.ses the publ i c that it 
does not discriminate on the basis of handicapped status in ad
mission or access to, or treatment or'employment in~ its pro
grams and activities. 

In order to insure that the citizens have an opportunity 
to have input into the County's procedures for providing services 
a public meeting will be conducted by Robinson, Farmer, Cox Asso
ciates, consultants to Dinwiddie County, on Thursday August 30, 
1984 at 7:00 P.M. in the Board room, Pamplin Administrative'Office 
Building, at which time the following topics will be discussed: 

BOOK 8 

1. Manner in which persons with handicapping conditions 
have access to programs and activities of the County. 

2. Manner in which persons with handicapping conditions 
have access to physi~alfacilities of the County. 
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3. Receipt of suggestions, comments, and information 
from the public concerning provision of general 
county services to county citizens with handi
capping conditions. 

Any citizens interested in services being provided 
to persons with handicapping conditions is invited to attend 
the public meeting and present any pertinent information.1I 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION OF MENTAL 
PATIENTS 

Mr. Robertson stated that a,public hearing was being 
held on the deinstitutionalization of mental patients and won
dered whether the County should be represented. He felt that 
representatives from Crater Planning District Commission would 
be going. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the Board needs to get a better 
understanding. The County Administrator stated that Martha 
Burton from the Crater Planning District Commission usually attends 
these meetings and keeps him informed. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6} of the Virginia Free
dom of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session 
at 11:11 P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened 
into Open Session at 12:26 A.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, the meeting was adjourned until 7:.00 P.M .• August 
21, 1984. 

AUGUST 21, 1984 -- 7:00 P.M. -- CONTINUATION OF AUGUST 15, 1984 
MEETING 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
M. I. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
H.L. CLAY, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
A.S. CLAY ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

L.G. ELDER COUNTY ATTORNEY 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Up 0 n mot ion 0 f Mr. H. Clay, sec 0 n d e d by Mr. H a r g r a ve, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6} of the Virginia Freedom of Infor
mation Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 7:00 P.M. 
to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session 
at 9:58 P.M. 

IN RE: URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT--TOWN OF MCKENNEY 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave., Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS. the purpose of an Urban Development Action 
Grant is to provide funds to assist an industry in locating 
in an area, thereby improving the locality's tax base and 
providing employment opportunities; and 

WHEREAS, an ethanol company is interested in locating 
in the County of Dinwiddie. adjacent to the Town of McKenney; 
and 
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WHEREAS, the e.th.anol company will be util izing the 
water and sewer facilities located within the town limits of 
McKenney; and 

WHEREAS, the Town of McKenney is eligible to apply 
for an Urban Development Action Grant; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia agrees to the following: 

1. That the Town of McKenney file an application 
for Urban Development Action Grant funds in the amount of 
$4,015,000; 

2. That an agreement be made with the Town of McKenney 
to work out an arrangement for sharing the additional tax revenues 
that will be generated by the ethanol plant locating in the 
McKenney area, contingent upon approval of the Urban Development 
Acti.on Grant; 

3. That an agreement be made with the Town of McKenney 
to work out an arrangement to share the funds that would revert 
back to the Town as a result of the $4,015,000 loan to the 
ethanol company, contingent upon approval of the Urban Development 
Action Grant; 

4. That the County agrees to take responsibility for 
the total administration of the Urban Development Action Grant 
for the Town of McKenney. 

IN RE: TOWN OF MCKENNEY--DISCUSSION OF FIRE TRUCK REPAIR 

Mayor Chuck Mansfield advised the Board that one of 
the McKenney Fire Department fire trucks is out of service and 
needs extensive repair~ He requ~sted assistance from the Board 
of Supervisors in repairing the truck and/or buying a new one. 

Fire Chief G.L. Abernathy stated that the department 
has two pumper units which serve th~ Town and the County. For 
the last four weeks, one unit has been out and they have been 
unable to find parts for it. The estimated cost of repair is 
$10,000 to $12,000. 

Mr. Abernathy said that when he accepts the County1s 
contribution, he feels responsible to respond in the County. 
Consequently, with one unit, that leaves the Town unprotected. 
He added that Old Hickory and Dinwiddie Fire Departments have 
been working with him to' cover' the station on such calls. 

Mr. Abernathy indicated they need assistance from the 
County to replace the truck. It is a 153 model Ford and he felt 
it is beyond repair. He added that even if parts can be found, 
the tank is rusty and in need of replacement .. 

Mr. Bennett stated that Ford had 'an older model truck 
completely rebuilt by Hayes Truck Service and were happy with it. 
Mr.Abern~thy said that he heard the members. had negative comments 
about it lately, and felt a·new one would be a better purchase. 

Mr. A. Clay stat~d he felt Hayes Truck Service should 
look at it first. Mr. ~argrave agreed stating McKenney is like 
a county fire. department, and the county has no money in the budget 
for another fire truck this year. 

Mr. Bennett asked if the Town was requesting partici
pation by the County or a new truck. Mayor Mansfield stated what
ever it takes to provide the service. He stated they had $15,000 
set aside. He then asked if the Board would consider helping. 
The Board agreed that Hayes Truck Service should look at the ~ruck 
first. 
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Mr. Abernathy stated he still has the burden of leaving 
an area uncovered. He asked if the fire department had insurance 
to cover them if they were sued for leaving the Town uncovered. 
The County Attorney said anybody can be sued, but he didn1t feel 
they could be held liable for something like that. 

Mr. Abernathy asked whose expense would it be for the 
truck survey by Hayes. Mr. Hargrave stated it should be borne 
by the McKenney Fire Department just as the other departments 
do for their repairs. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, the meeting was adjourned at 11 :00 P.M. 

ATTEST:~ 
~t~ r, JR., (YH A I R MAN 
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VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 
DINWIDDIE COUNTY HELD AT WILMURT'S RESTAURANT, MCKENNEY, 
VIRGINIA ON THE 17T[ DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 1984 AT 6:00 
P. M. 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN 

IN RE: 

M.I. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTlbN DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, [VIr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Free
dom of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session 
at 6:00 P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened 
into Open Session at 9:09 P.M. 

IN RE: COMMITMENT OF FUNDS FOR MCKENNEY WATER AND SEWER 
TREATMENT FACILITY 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave. seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", the following resoluti.on was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Virginia Ethanol Partnership I has taken an 
option on an industrial site located on State Routes 652 and 748 
adjacent to the Town of McKenney; and 

WHEREAS, to serve Virginia Ethanol Partnership I, there 
is a need to upgrade the water supply and sewage treatment systems 
in the Town of McKenney at an estimated cost Qf $1,482,000 
as shown in the following detailed breakdown; 

Town of McKenney 
Water and Sewer Improvements 

Estimated Costs 

Sewer Improvements 

Package Plant Cinc.l/install cost} 
Sand Drying Beds 
Polishing Pond 
Misc. Pipe & Structures 
Outfall Sewer (10,000'1 
Easement at 1.00/ft. 
Bar Screen 

Subtotal 

New 
150,000 GPO 

$480,000 
30,000 
30,000 
30,000 

200,000 
10,000 
30,000 

$810,000 

Engineering & Inspection 81,000 

Contingency 81,000 

Total $972,000 

Water Improvements 

2 We 11 s (75 gpm) $120,000 
Treatment 55,000 
Ground Storage Tank 1 .0 MG 250,000 

Subtotal $425,000 

Engineering & Inspection 42,500 

Conttngency 42,500 

Tota 1 $510,000 
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Total Estimated Cost $1,482,000 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia hereby commits to sign a 
legally binding commitment to fund the $1,482,000 based upon the 
Town of McKenney receiving $4,015,000 through the Urban Development 
Action Grant; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the $1,482,000 be appropriated 
from the General Fund for fiscal year 1984-85. 

IN RE: AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE TOWN OF MCKENNEY AND DINWIDDIE 
COUNTY IN REGARD TO THE TAX REVENUES THAT THE TOWN 
OF MCKENNEY CAN ANTICIPATE RECEIVING DUE TO THE PROPOSED 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT PROJECT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the purpose of an Urban Development Action Grant 
is to provide funds to assist Virginia Ethanol Partnership I in 
locating to the area, thereby improving the tax base and providing 
employment opportunities; and 

WHEREAS, Virginia Ethanol Partnership I is interested 
in locating in the County of Dinwiddie, adjacent to the Town of 
McKenney; and 

WHEREAS, the Town of McKenney has applied for an Urban 
Development Action Grant in the amount of $4,015,000; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia agrees to the following: 

IN RE: 

1. That the Town of McKenney will receive from 
Dinwiddie County 100 percent of the additional tax 
revenues that will be generated by the ethanol 
plant locating in the McKenney Area for a term to 
run concurrently with the proposed term of the 
loan to Virginia Ethanol Partnership I (10 years). 

2. Commencing in 1996, the Town of McKenney and 
Dinwiddie County will equally share the additional 
tax revenues that will be generated by the ethanol 
plant location. 

3. The above agreement is a contingent upon approval 
of the Urban Development Action Grant. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6} of the Virginia Free
dom of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session 
at 9:20 P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened 
into Open Session at 9:30 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

ATTEST:~ 
lj.::>. IH.l'Il'1tTT, ,;:JII ~ .. n~~ ..... 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE DINWIDDIE COUNTY BOARD OF. 
SUPERVISORS HELD IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE 
ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 
19TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 1984 AT 8:00 P.M. 

PRE SEN T : G . S. BEN NET T, JR., C HA I R MAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

M . 1. HA R G R A V E; JR., V ICE - C H A I R MAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
B.M. HEATH 

MINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
II ay ell, the mi. nut e s 0 f the Aug u s t 1 5, 1 984 reg u 1 arm e e tin g, the 
August 21, 1984 continued meeting and the September 17, 1984 
special meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and the 
funds appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 84-1720 through 84-1955 
amounting to $205,018.73; Johnsongrass Control Fund checks-num
bering JGC-84-8 and 9 amounting to $412.40; Leo Williams Fund
check #LW-84-9 in the amount of $68.14; Radio Fund-checks num
bering Radio-84-1 and 2 amounting to $989.85. 

IN RE: APPROVAL OF THE ADOPTION OF THE INDUCEMENT RESOLUTION 
OF THE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY OF DINWIDDIE 
COUNTY, VIRGINIA AUTHORIZING THE ISSUANCE OF UP TO 
$10,000,000 INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT REVENUE BONDS-
HANSEL IN GRETEL BRAND, INC. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the foll owing resol ution was adopted: 

WHERE.AS, Herbert T. Williams, III, General Counsel for 
the Industrial Development Authority of Dinwiddie County, Virginia 
did appear before this Board and report that on September 18, 
1984 at 8:30 P.M. the Authority conducted a public hearing in 
order to consider the request of Hansel In Gretel Brand, Inc. 
to issue its Inducement Resolution authorizing the issuance of up 
to $10,000,000 Industrial Development Revenue Bonds for the 
purpose of financing an industrial facility to be located in 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia after which hearing the Board on motion 
duly seconded and unanimoUsly passed, adopted a Resolution in 
accordance with the request, a certified copy of such Resolution 
being presented to this Board together with a summary of the 
comments expressed at such hearing; and 

WHEREAS, Mr. Williams, on behalf of the Industrial 
Development Authority of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, did request 
that this Board express its approval of the adoption of the Induce
ment Resolution as aforesaid by its appropriate Resolution; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Inducement Resolution of 
the Industrial Development Authority of Dinwiddie County, Virginia 
authoriZing the issuance of up to $10,000~000 Industrial Develop
ment Revenue Bonds for the purpose .of financing an industrial 
facility to be located in Dinwiddie County, Virginia, a copy of 
which is attached hereto and made a part hereof together with 
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summary of the comments expressed at such hearing, be and the same 
is hereby approved in order to provide the necessary financing 
for the industrial facility on behalf of Hansel In Gretel Brand, 
Inc. as aforesaid. 

IN RE: APPROVAL OF THE ADOPTION OF THE INDUCEMENT RESOLUTION 
OF THE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY OF DINWIDDIE 
COUNTY, VIRGINIA AUTHORIZING THE ISSUANCE OF UP TO 
$850,000 INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT REVENUE BONDS--
CCP MANUFACTURING CORPORATION 

Upon moti on of Mr. H. Cl ay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Herbert T. Williams, III, General Counsel 
for the Industrial Development Authority of Dinwiddie County, 
Virginia did appear before this Board and report that on 
September 18, 1984 at 8:00 P.M. the Authority conducted a public 
hearing in order to consider the request of CCP Manufacturing 
Corporation to issue its Inducement Resolution authorizing the 
issuance of up to $850,000, Industrial Development Revenue Bonds 
for the purpose of financing an industrial facility to be located 
in Dinwiddie County, Virginia, after which hearing the Board 
on motion duly seconded and unanimously passed, adopted a Reso
lution in accordance with the request, a certified copy of such 
Resolution being presented to this Board together with a summary 
of the comments expressea at such hearing; and 

WHEREAS, Mr. Williams, on behalf of the Industrial Deve
lopment Authority of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, did request that 
this Board express its approval of the adoption of the Inducement 
Resolution as aforesaid by its appropriate Resolution; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Inducement Resolution of 
the Industrial Development Authority of Dinwiddie County, Virginia 
authorizing the issuance of up to $850,000, Industrial Development 
Revenue Bonds for the purpose of financing an industrial facility 
to be located in Dinwiddie County, Virginia, a copy of which is 
attached hereto and made a part hereof together with summary of 
the comments expressed at such hearing, be and the same is hereby 
approved in order to provide the necessary financing for the 
industrial facility on behalf of CCP Manufacturing Corporation 
as aforesaid. 

IN RE: COMMISSIONER OF REVENUE 

Mr. W.E. Bolte presented the following reports: 

1. Comparative Report of 1983 and 1984 Assessments 
on Personal Property, Machinery & Tools, Farm Machinery, Heavy 
Construction Machinery and Mobile Homes. 

2. Comparative Report of 1983 and 1984 Assessments on 
Real Estate. 

3. Comparative Report of Applications for Real Estate 
and Personal Property - Exemption for Certain Elderly and Totally 
and Permanently Disabled Persons. 

4. Comparative Report - 1983 & 1984 - Public Service 
Corporations Assessed by the State Corporation Commission. 

for 1984. 

IN RE: 

5. Summary of Tax Exempt and Tax Immune Real Property 

TREASURER 

Mr. W.E. Jones presented his report for the month of 
August, 1984. 
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IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. J.L. Blaha was not present but his report for the 
month of August, 1984 was. read. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

Mr. L. A. B roo ks, Jr. pre sen ted his rep 0 rtf 0 r the 
month of August, 1984. 

IN RE: JEAN MILLS--DOG COMPLAINTS 

Mrs. Jean Mills of Rt. 613 appeared before the Board 
to discuss the problems she is still having with a stray dog 
in her neighborhood. 

The County Administrator had responded by letter to 
Mrs. Mills l inquiry as to why the tranquilizer gun was not being 
used by the Animal Warden. 

Mrs. Mills stated the dog has been around her home 
since last November and no one has been able to catch it. She 
further stated that the trap has been set but the dog will not 
go in it. She feels the Animal Warden needs better equipment and 
more manpower. She added that the County is losing revenue because 
of the dogs running loose with no tags. She stated they can1t 
shoot the dog or catch him so she wanted to know what the Board 
is going to do. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that the Board asked Mr. Brooks 
at the last meeting if he needed a new trap and he said he did 
not. Mr. Brooks stated he just finished fixing two cages and 
raising the doors. 

Mrs. Mills stated the dog will not go in the trap. She 
also cited the case of Mrs. Sandra Grissom who called the Sheriff1s 
office on a dog bite on Saturday evening and the Animal Warden 
didn1t pick the dog up until Tuesday. The County Administrator 
stated the Animal Warden was in the hospital and the Assistant 
was working shift work. Mrs. Mills asked the Board what they 
intended to do. 

Mr. Robertson stated he felt the Board had been very 
sympathetic at the July meeting when Mrs. Mills first appeared 
and had asked Mr. Brooks if he needed any new equipment. He 
then asked what could be done to solve the problem as soon as 
possible. He felt additional help would have to be discussed 
at budget time. 

Mr. Brooks stated he made a net and was going to try 
baiting it to catch him. He hoped that would do the job. 

The County Administrator stated a great deal of time 
had been spent in Mrs. Mills l area especially by the Assistant 
Animal Warden. He added that when the traps are checked, the bait 
is gone. The Animal Wardens have sat in the area to catch this 
dog. However, they feel the dog has become a neighborhood pet. 
Possibly, the people in the area are interruping the capture 
efforts. He advised the Board that the Assistant Animal Warden 
works shift work but has been instructed to concentrate his effort 
there. He stated he would not promise the Board anything but 
hoped to have some results by the first meeting in October. 

Mrs. Mills asked why Dinwiddie County1s Animal Warden 
is the only one not attending the seminar sponsored by the SPCA. 
The County Administrator stated the Assistant is working shift 
work and the Animal Warden is checking six traps a day plus catching 
his calls. Hopefully, his schedule ·can be arranged so he can 
attend one being held in Blacksburg. 
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Mr. Hargrave stated the County would like to have the 
list of people from Mrs. Mills who have not purchased licenses. 
Mrs. Mills stated she has to live in that neighborhood. She wants 
the other residents to adhere to the same laws she does. She 
feels the Animal Warden needs more help to enforce the laws. 

The Chairman stated the Animal Warden and County Admini
strator would work towards solving Mrs. Mills' problem, and the 
Animal Warden was instructed to make a concerted effort to check 
licenses in Mrs. Mills' area. 

IN RE: HYDROELECTRIC PLANT--VEPCO CANAL 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, appeared before 
the Board to update them on a request by Locks Development Cor
poration to establish a hydroelectric power plant on the Vepco 
Canal. He stated that he presented the request at a previous 
meeting and the Board took no action pending review by the various 
technical review agencies involved. The plant will be located 
in the City of Petersburg. 

He continued by stating that the proposal has been 
reviewed by many state and federal agencies, in regard to the 
project's impact on various environmental and ecological systems. 
He enclosed a list of these agencies with the Board's material. 

After reviewing the agency reports, he stated it 
appears that the proposal is acceptable. 

Mr. H. Clay asked if any modifications would have 
to be made to the dam. Mr. Scheid stated none were mentioned. 

Mr. Hargrave asked about the water taken out and who 
would have control of that. Mr. Scheid stated that it will 
be metered at the inflow and the water taken out will be coor
dinated with the time that the ARWA releases water over the 
Brasfield Dam. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he felt the Board should take 
no position. Mr. H. Clay agreed because the plant will be located 
in Petersburg. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the County would be kept up-to-date 
on the progress. Mr. Scheid stated he would request to be kept 
on the mailing list. 

IN RE: RECODIFICATION OF COUNTY CODE--ZONING ORDINANCE 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, advised the 
Board that the County was presently contracted with a company 
for the recodification of the County code. A large section to 
be updated is the zoning ordinance. In order to include the 
zoning ordinance in this process, the company will need the 
material in the next 3 to 4 months. He added that the revised 
ordinance has not been reviewed in 4 years and a considerable 
amount of work needs to be done by the Planning Commission to 
get it to the Board of Supervisors in time for review. Mr. Scheid 
stated the Planning Commission was willing to do so if the Board 
of Supervisors wants to work within that time frame. The revised 
ordinance is approximately 90 pages and Mr. Scheid felt the 
Planning Commission could do their work in 2 months. Mr. Bennett 
stated the Planning Commission would appoint 3 people to work 
on it if the Board was in favor of proceeding with the zoning 
ordinance for this recodification. 

Mr. H. Clay stated that he felt this was the approximate 
time. Mr. A. Clay wanted to know if the recodification could 
be delayed to give them more time. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he would like to have a summary 
of the changes or either the changes highlighted so the members 
would not have to read the entire document. Mr. Scheid stated 
he could underline them. 
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Mr; H. Clay asked how long the Planning Commission would 
take. Mr. Scheid stated he felt it would be approximately 2 
months. The County:Administrator stated he:wouldsuggest the 
Board try to get the zoning ordinance in this recodification 
process. 

The County Attorney advised the Board that if they 
waited too long, the State Code would change again. He was 
concerned about how long the Planning Commission would take. 
He felt the company should proceed with the recodification and 
let everyone try to-meet the"date; 

Mr. Bennett asked how long before the company would 
need the ordinance~ Mr. Scheid indicated within the next four 
months.' ; 

Mr. Hargrave moved that the recodification process; 
move forward and that:the Planning Commission and Board work 
towards meeting :the ,time frame given. 

Mr. A. Clay seconded ,the motion. Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
C 1 a y, Mr. C 1 a y, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voted II aye II • 

, . 
IN RE: DIRECTOR OF SOCIAL SERVICES 

Mrs. King B. Talley highlighted a copy of the Long
Term Care Plan for 1984-85 and distributed a 'copy 'of a Handbook 
for Senior Citizens. 

IN RE: ROUTE 672 BRIDGE--RAILROAD PARTICIPATION 
~ , 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, MY,; Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, for a number of years, because of a deterio
rating condition, there has been a need to replace the State 
Route 672'bridge over the-Norfolk & Western railroad,tracks; 
and _ I 

follows: 
WHEREAS, the estimated cost of this bridge is as 

Tota 1 Repl acement Cost·· 

Normal railroad participation 10% 
Railroad Cost for Additional Ver-
tical & Horizontal Clearances 11% 

Total 'Railroad Participation .21% 

. ' 

$750,000 

75,000 

82,500 

$157,500; and 

WHEREAS, the federal funds received by the County to 
finance its portion of the construction cost must be expended 
in the next two fiscal years; and 

WHEREAS; the replacement bridge would provide the" 
following benefits to the railroad: ',i 

I : , 

1. End of burdensome maintenance responsibilities. 
2. Improved horizontal and vertical clearances. 
3. Reduction of insurance and/or liability costs; and 

WHEREAS, the following improvements would accrue to 
the County: 

BOOK 8 

1.- Improved safety' tOlthe walking'and trave11ing public. 
2; Improved hi ghway' capaci ty; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
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of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Norfolk and Southern Railroad 
is hereby requested to participate with the County of Dinwiddie 
in the replacement of the State Route 672 bridge over the Norfolk 
and Western Railroad tracks so that the maximum utilization may 
be made of the federal funds assigned to said project; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Norfolk and Southern partici
pation be 21% of the cost of the facility. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. Mac Neblett, Resident Engineer, VDH&T was not 
present due to illness. 

1. Mr. Raymond McCants asked that signs be placed 
on Chesdin Road to alert traffic to bicycle,riders in the area. 
The County Administrator stated he would relay the request to the 
Virginia Department of Highways. 

2. Mr. Hargrave stated that he wanted to alert the 
Va. Dept. of Highways & Transportation to several trees along 
U.S. #1 that were blocking site distance. He stated he would 
give the exact locations to, the County Administrator to be 
forwarded to the Va. Dept. of Highways & Transportation. 

" ' 

IN RE: FIRE CHIEFS ASSOCIATION 

Mr. Chris Goad, Chief, Dinwiddie VFD, appeared to speak 
on behalf of the Fire Chief's Association. He stated that all 
the volunteer departments, including the Rescue Squad, are 
experiencing a decrease in membership and great difficulty in 
recruiting new members. His purpose in appearing before the 
Board was to request that the vehicle which a member gets a free 
county tag for also be exempt from personal property tax. However, 
after talking with Larry Elder~ Commonwealth Atto~ney, he found 
this was something they would have to pursue at the State level. 

Mr. Goad stated, therefore, they were asking the Board 
for any ideas they might have to recruit new members. He stated 
that a free county tag was- not enough anymore. 

Mr. H. Clay stated the Rescue Squad was experiencing 
the same difficulty. 

Mr. Robertson asked if they had approached the C1V1C 
arganizations, i.e. the Ruritan Clubs, to help with a membership 
drive. Mr.1 Goad stated he had talked to some of the churches. 

Mr. Donald Porter, Namozine VFD, stated the same 
people that belong to the service groups are fire department 
members. He stated that it is getting to the point where there 
is a need to put incentives out there. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he felt there was a lack of fami
liarity' and appreciation for the volunteer~ He suggested an 
Appreciation Day or Fair for the volunteers, Mr. Robertson sug
gested they think about an Appreciation Day for next Spring. Mr. 
George Robinson suggested the fire departments put "Free County 
Stickers" on a sign outside their departments to get interest. 

Mr. Bennett stated the Board owed the Fire Chief's 
Association a meeting and hoped, to do so in the next couple 
of months. Maybe they could come up with some ideas by then. 

IN RE: RECESS 

The Chairman declared a short recess at 9:52 P.M. The 
meeting reconvened at 10:00 P.M. 

IN RE: NAMOZINE VFD--APPROVAL OF FIVE INCH SUPPLY LINE 

Mr. Ronnie Erb, Namozine VFD, appeared before the 



Board to request authorization to purchase 2500 feet of 
Snaptite 5-incb. supply hose_. They in turn will_giv_e Dinwiddie 
and Ford fi:re depal"tme.nts .1,000 feet -each. of thei.r., 3-inch hose. 
At the present timei these depal"tments only have 2~" line and 
are unable to assist Namozine on large fires or in using hydrants. 

MI". Erb showed a short film explaining the advantages 
oft he 5" 1 i n e. . Mr. E I" b . e 1 abo rat e d : 0 n . s 0 me, 0 f the s e : " 

1. R e qui I" e s 1 e s s ,p res s' u r e . 2. R e qui Y' e s ' 1 e s s h 0 s e .' 
3. ,Requires less tl"uck.s. 4 .. Requires less manpower. 5. Less 
wear on trucks. 6. Safer to use. 

, , 

Mr. Erb stated that 2500 feet of hose would cost $23,000 
including the necessary accessory equipment. This hose is also 
suitable as a potable water supply line should a water line 
break. 

. ... :- ... 

Mr; Hargrave ask.ed if there were a~y c6mpetin~'brands 
and if the departments were sure this is the type of hose they 
want. Mr. 'Erb stated this is ,the· best 'hose: being usee! and the 
most popular. They have wOJ'lked':on thi s for,a long·,time -and were 
sure this is the type of hose they neee!; 

r' ,-"" ~ - . 

Mr. Hargrave asked about fitting the fire hydrants. 
Mr. Erb stated the hose would be"adapted. 

I' I' 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "ayel' , the Namozi.neIVFD·was authorized .topurchase2500 
feet of Snaptite 5" supply hose with the necessary accessory equip
ment at a cost of $23,000. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENT--YOUTH & COMMUNITY SERVICES COMMISSION-
FRANK. FREUDIG 

Upon motion of Mr. Clay~ seconded, by Mr. Hargrave~ Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave" Mr; Clay,IMr; Robertson, Mr; Bennett voting 
"aye", Mr. Frank Freudig was appointed to the Youth & Community 
Services Commission to fill the unexpired term of Mrs. Carol 
Collins ending April 30, 1987. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENT~-TRANSPORTATION SAFETY COMMISSION--KENNY 
TYREE 

Upon'motion of Mr. Hargrave~ seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
v 0 tin g II aye ", Mr. Ke n n y T y r e e was a p poi n ted tot h e T ran s po r tat ion 
Safety Commission to fill the unexpired term of Mr. Ben Hawkins, 
ending December 31, 1984. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENT--BOARD'OF ASSESSORS--A. MAXEY MOODY, JR. 

Mr. Bennett asked that Mr. A. Maxey Moody, Jr. be 
appointed to the Board of Assessors. 

Up 0 n mot i. 0 n 0 f M r '.' H. C 1 a y, sec 0 n d e d by Mr. H a r g r a v e , 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay,-Mr. Robertson, Mr~ Bennett 
voting II aye" , Mr. Maxey Moody, Jr. was appointed to the Board 
of A~sessors for the 1985 general reassessment. 

IN RE.: REAPPOINTMENT--APPOMATTOX RIVER WATER AUTHORITY-- DARRELL 
RICE I. 

Upon mo"tion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Cl ay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay', ~1r .. Clay,,'Mri.l Hargrave, Mr~'Bennett 
voti:ng "ayel', Dr;. J .:Darrell Rice was reappointed to· the Appo
mattox River Water Authority, term expiring November 21, 1988. 

. . \ ' 
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IN RE: APPOINTMENT--SC~OOL BOARD--GERALDINE SPICELY 

Mr. A. Clay presented a letter of resignation, effec
tive August 1, 1984, from Mrs. Sylvia Epps, who was appointed 
to the School Board at the June 20, 1984 meeting. 

Mr. Clay nominated Mrs. Geraldine E. Spicely to fill 
the unexpired term of Mrs. Epps, ending June 30, 1988. 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by ~·1r. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, Mrs. Geraldine E. Spicely was appointed to the School Board 
to fill the unexpired term of Mrs. Sylvia Epps, ending June 30, 
1988. 

IN RE: SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE--RENEWAL OF AGREEMENT FOR 
SOIL SURVEY--1984-85 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave; Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, the Chairman was authorized to sign the renewal 
for the Cooperative Agreement #58-33A7-0-1 with the Soil Con
Servation Service for the Dinwiddie County Soil Survey for 
1984-85. 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE COUNTY HISTORY--COPY OF BONNEVILLE HOME 

The County Administrator presented a letter from Mr. 
Samuel W. Simmons stating that he is working on the history 
of the Pegram family and asked that he be allowed to reproduce 
the picture of General John Pegram1s home, IIBonneville ll

, out 
of the County History for inclusion in the section pertaining to 
him. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, Mr. Samuel Simmons is authorized to reproduce the picture 
of IIBonneville ll out of the Dinwiddie County History for inclusion 
in the history of the Pegram family. 

IN RE: RENOVATION OF COUNTY BUILDINGS--DISCUSSION OF PRO
FESSIONAL SERVICES 

The County Administrator stated that he has solicited 
proposals for professional services for the renovations to 
the County buildings previously discussed. He asked that the 
Chairman appoint two Board members to a Selection Committee 
to make the final choice of a firm. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the need has changed. The 
County Administrator stated the scope of services may decrease 
on the Eastside Elementary School. Mr. Bennett stated the 
Committee could discuss the need for the services at that time. 

- ' 
Mr. Bennett appointed Mr. Hargrave and Mr. H. Clay to 

serve on the Selection Committee and they agreed. 

IN RE: WATER AUTHORITY--AUTHORIZATION TO PURCHASE SURPLUS 
PROPERTY 

Wendy Quesenberry, Administrative Assistant, advised 
the Board that the Dinwiddie County Water Authority has to get 
a letter of authorization from the County every time they want 
to purchase surplus property from the Department of Purchases 
and Supply. She asked that the Board adopt a resolution giving 
blanket aut~orfzation, to be kept on file, for the Dinwiddie Co. 
Water Authorfty to purchase supplies when they desire, to eliminate 
the need for a letter from the County for every visit. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
Yotfng lIaye ll

, 



L=U 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie County Water Authority be 
authorized to purchase equipment from the Department of Purchases 
and Supply as needed. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--DINWIDDIE JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay,"Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Junior High School has made 
application to the Board of Supervisors for a Bingo & Raffle 
permit for the calendar year 1984; and 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Junior. High has paid the $10.00 
application fee and meets the requirements of the State Code 
of Vi rg in ia ; .. ; \ 

-: J . . . . 
NOW-THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 

of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie Junior High 
School be granted a Bingo & Raffle permit for the calendar year 
1984. 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE CORRECTIONAL UNIT--CAMP 27--DISPOSAL OF 
SLUDGE 

The County Administrator stated that he has talked 
with John Makriyianis of the Department of Corrections concerning 
disposing of the Camp 27 Correctional Unit sludge in the Din
widdie County Landfill. They discussed using the Camp's work
force at the Landfill as part of the cbmpensation for disposing 
of the sludge. He stated he would write a letter to Mr. Makriyianis 
stating the Board would consider an agreement when presented. 

IN RE: REVIEW OF BUILDING PERMIT FEES 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he felt the Board needs to 
review the building permit fees concerning the industrial 
buildings that are c6ming into the County and the services that 
the County is able to provide. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave,Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.l-344 (6) of the Virginia Free
dom of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session 
at 11:04 P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened 
into Open Sess.ion at 11 :26 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon mot·ion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, the me.eting was adjourned until 8:00 P.M., Tuesday, 
September 25, 1984. 

SEPTEMBER 25, 1984 -- 8:00 P.M. -- CONTINUATION OF SEPTEMBER 19, 
1984 MEETING 

PRESENT: 

IN RE:. 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN 
M~ I. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

REVIEW OF INDUSTRIAL BROCHURE 

ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

The.Board reviewed, with Ms. Joanne Williams of Harrison 
and Lephoe~'t~~ progress on the industrial folder being prepared 

BOOK 8 PAGE 260 Sept. 19 & 25, 1984 

...... :-



and were in agreement with what was presented. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6} of the Virginia Free
dom of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session 
at 8:45 P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened 
into Open Session at 10:51 P.M. 

IN RE: $250,000 GRANT APPLICATION TO THE DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING 
AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Hansel 'n Gretel Brand, Inc. is committed 
to a $12,000,000 expansion in the County of Dinwiddie, hiring 
140 employees when the plant opens, expanding to 500 employees 
in five years; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has committed 
$50,000 for drainage improvements, $30,000 for land clearing 
and $270,000 for a 4" natural gas line to the Hansel 'n Gretel 
Brand, Inc. site; and 

WHEREAS, it is estimated to cost $227,596 to extend 
water lines and $149,007 to extend sewer lines to the Hansel 
'n Gretel Brand, Inc. site, total estimated cost $376,603; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County Admini
strator is hereby authorized and directed to submit an appli
cation to the Department of Housing and Community Development 
for a $250,000 grant through the Virgina Revolving Loan Fund 
to help finance the cost of water and sewer lines to the 
Hansel' 'n Gretel Brand, Inc. site; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that there is hereby appropriated 
from the General Fund of the County $126,603 to fund the addi
tional amount needed to install the water and sewer lines to 
the Hansel 'n Gretel Brand, Inc. site contingent upon the 
County receiving the $250,000 grant. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
v 0 tin g II aye ".~ the me e tin g was a d j 0 urn e d a t 1 0 : 5 2 P. M . 

/f.1kNE~MAN 
ATTEST: 



t,: 

l __ 

VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE DINWIDDIE COUNTY BOARD 
OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE 
ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 
3RD DAY OF OCTOBER, 1984 AT 2:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: M. r. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
H. L. CLAY, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
G. E. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
A. S. CLAY ELECTION DISTRICT 

L. G. ELDER COUNTY ATTORNEY 
B.M. HEATH SHERIFF 

ABSENT: G . S . BENNETT, JR. , CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", the 
minutes of the September 19, 1984 regular meeting and the September 
25, 1984 continued meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and the funds 
appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 84-1956 through 84-2054 
amounting to $130,759.34; Vehicle Fund-check #VF-84-3 in the 

. amount of $28,850. 

IN RE: FARGIS-HOMFELD RESOLUTION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Ro~ertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", the 
following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Joe Fargis and Conrad Homfeld, residents of 
Sandron Farm, Dinwiddie County, represented the County, the State 
and the Nation in the Equestrian events at the 1984 Olympic Games 
in an outstanding manner that will be cherished for many years to 
come; and 

WHEREAS, .Joe Fargis won a. Gold Medal in two events, 
the Olympic Team Show Jumping and the Olympic Individual Show 
Jumping; and 

WHEREAS, Conrad Homfeld, won a Gold.Medal in the 
Olympic Team Show Jumping and. a Silver Medal in the Olympic 
Individual Show Jumping; and 

WHEREAS, Joe Fargis and Conrad Homfeld have brought 
honor and recognit.ion to the County of Dinwiddie; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the .Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that to commend Joe Fargis 
and Conrad Hornfeld for their Olympic achievements and fame 
received, do hereby proclaim Thursday, October 11, 1984 as Joe 
Fargis-Conrad Homfeld Day; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Briard of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that a copy of this resolution be 
presented to Joe Fargis and Conrad Homfeld as a token of the 
esteem in which they are held by the Board of Supervisors on 
behalf of the citizens of the County of Dinwiddie. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mr. W.E. Jones presented his report for the month of 
September, 1984. 
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IN RE: SET-OFF DEBT COLLECTION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, the 
following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the 1983 General Assembly of Virginia amended 
and approved Sec. 58-19.8 of the Code of Virginia, relating to 
the Set-Off Debt Collection Act to include County, City and 
Town governments; and 

WHEREAS, under the provisions of the Act, as amended, 
a Virginia individual income tax refund can be subject to 
County, City and Town government claims--the 1983 amendments to 
cover individual income tax refunds issued in 1985; and 

WHEREAS, the Department of Taxation has requested 
confirmation as to whether the County of Dinwiddie desires to 
participate in the program, and if so, who they wish to desig
nate as tbe Coordinator; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Department of Tax
ation be advised that the County of Dinwiddie wishes to par
ticipate in the Set-Off Debt Collection program for 1984-85; 
and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Vi.rginia designates Mr. W.E. Jones, Treasurer, 
as the Set-Off Debt Coordinator. 

IN RE: RADIO TOWER FOR NEW COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM 

Wendy Quesenberry, Admin. Assistant, appeared before 
the Board to present the results of surveys done on the radio 
tower to determi.ne its safety. Bay Tower of Va. Beach stated 
the tower is not safe to install the two new antennas. Scott 
Tower of Mechanicsville stated the tower was safe to install the 
two new antennas but would not be adequate if the tower were 
raised to its original heighth. This would require a free stan
ding tower. 

She also presented the results of additional coverage 
surveys at a tower heighth of 200 feet. The original survey, 
done at 180 feet, showed a coverage problem around the Lake 
Chesdin area. This survey was done with a 0 DB gain antenna. 
The survey done at 200 feet with a 2.5 DB gain antenna eliminated 
the problem area and extended the coverage area. Mrs. Quesenberry 
stated that Motorola guarantees this coverage with a free standing 
180 ft. tower and a 3 DB gain antenna which they will provide at 
the same cost as the a DB gain antenna they bidded. She asked 
that the Board give authorization to bid a 180 ft. free standing 
tower. 

She stated that the location of the tower is another 
consideration. The space needed can be anywhere from 10 to 20 
feet. The ideal location is to the south side of the jail, between 
the building and the Hargrave property. With the sketches avail
able now, she stated that there did not appear to be enough room. 
She added there is a sewer line also running through this property. 

The alternative is to the north of the jail between the 
building and the old jail. There is approximately 46 feet there, but 
a water line runs diagonally through the property. The last alter
native is to tear down the old jail. This would put the tower 
approximately 100 feet from the radio but should not cause a sig
nificant loss in power. 

The Board indicated they would like to see the tower 
on the south side of the jail if there is enough property. If not, 
the tower might have to be located to the front of the jail 
in the paritng area. Mr. Hargrave stated that he would like to 
have a type of material specified, i.e. cortin, so the tower would 
not have to be repainted. 



'i 1 

Upon motion ,of Mr. H. Clay, seconded.by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave v:oti:ng lIaye ll

, the 
County Administrator was authorized to bid a 180 ft. free standing 
tower to be located on the south side of the j~il where county 
property is available. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha presented his report for the month 
of September. 1984. 

I . . • 

. IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. MacFarland Neblett, Resident Engineer, Va. Dept. of 
Highways and Transportation, appeared before the Board to give 
a brief status report on some of the projects the Department is 
involved in and to answer any questiqns they. might have .. 

M;. H. Clay asked when Rt. ,622"betweenFord and Balti
more Corner would be resurfaced. Mr. Nebl~tt stated it de~ends 
on when the contractor can get back in there. 

Mr. Robertson stated he understood the improvements to 
Oak and Bell Road are going to be coordinated with the water and 
sewer installation and asked when that would be. Mr. Neblett stated 
he would have to check on that. The County Administrator stated 
he would guess, with the approval:process, the latter part .of ,Spring. 

:. ' 

_ Mr. A. Clay asked what portion of an individual IS drive-
way the Highway Department would repair. Mr. Neblett stated the 
Departments~s P9licy is to:maintain it to. the cente~ of tbecditchpipe. 

IN RE: RIVER ROAD FARMS SUBDIVISION--SECTION 2--ACCEPTANCE OF 
ROADS 

Upon moti.on of Mr. Robertson. seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson; Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. ,Hargrave·voting lIaye ll

, .. the fol-
lowing resolution was adopted: " 

WHEREAS, the River Ro~d Farms Subdivision, Section 2, is 
a duly recorded subdivision within the County of Dinwiddie, Virginia; 
and 

WHEREAS, the developer sold'several building sites within 
the River Road Farms Subdivision, Section 2, over a period of time; 
and 

WHEREAS, the developer was not able to complete the in
terior road system to state standards as requested by the Board of 
Supervisors, Dinwiddie County; and 

: I. t 

WHEREAS, the County of Dinwiddie contracted with various 
indiViduals/firms to complete the i~terior road system io State 
and County specifications; and 

, 
WHEREAS, representatives of the Virgini~ Department of 

Highways and Transportation and County have periodically inspected 
the road construction to its completion; and 

WHEREAS, a fin~t inspection of these ro~ds was conducted 
by the.Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation and County 
on September 26, 1~84, and it has been det~rminedthat these roads 
have been constructed, drained and surfaced in accordance with 
Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation specifications 
and county ordinances; 

NOW THEREFORE BELT RESOLVED:by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virgi~ia, that the Virginia Departmen~ of 
Highways and Transportation is hereby requested to add the fol
low i n g r 0 ads, tot he s tat e sec 0 n dar y r 0 ads y stem: Rid g e c res t 
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Drive beginning at its intersection with Chesdin Blvd. and heading 
in an easterly direction 0.10 miles to its intersection with Shore
view Drive; Shoreview Drive beginning at its intersection with 
Ridgecrest Drive and heading in a northeasterly direction 0.28 miles 
to its termination as a cUl-de-sac; and Waterview Court beginning 
at its intersection with Shoreview Drive approximately 0.13 miles 
northeast of Ridgecrest Drive and heading in a northwesterly direc
tion 0.05 miles to its termination as a cul-de-sac; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that these roads in River Road Farms, 
Section 2, if accepted, be added to the secondary road system 
effective on the date of approval of the Highway Commission with 
the maintenance bond and fee waivered pursuant to Section 33.1-229 
of the Code of Virginia (1950, as amended) since the roads were 
caused to be constructed by the County with supervision given by 
VDH&T personnel; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia does guarantee the Commonwealth of 
Virginia that all roads were constructed to proper specifications 
and grants a minimum unrestricted right-of-way of 50' with nece
ssary easements for cuts, fills and drainage as recorded in Plat 
Book 11, Pages 139, 140 and 149, dated November 9, 1981. 

IN RE: MANSFIELD NORTHSUBDIVISION--SECTIONS 2 AND 3--ACCEPTANCE 
OF ROADS 

Upon moti.on of Mr .. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Dinwiddie County Board of Supervisors 
that the Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation be and 
is hereby requested to add a section of road known as Susie Drive, 
beginning at a point on Route 601, 0.69 miles west of Route 1321 and 
running in a .norther1y direction 0.29 mile to a dead end with a turn
around. This road has been constructed, drained and surfaced in accor
dance with Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation speci
fications and County ordinances; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Virginia Department of Highways 
and Transportation be and is hereby requested to add a section of 
road known as Elsie Drive beginning at a point on Route 601, 0.08 
miles west of Susie Drive and running in a northerly direction 0.29 
miles to a dead end with a turn-around. This road has been construc
ted, drained and surfaced in accordance with Virginia Department of 
Highways and Transportation specifications and County ordinances; 
and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Virginia Department of Highways 
and Transportation be and is hereby requested to add a section of 
road known as Mark Drive beginning at a pOint on Elsie Drive, 
0.19 miles north of Route 601 and running in an easterly direction 
0.08 miles to Susie Drive. This road has been constructed, drained 
and surfaced in accordance with Virginia Department of Highways 
and Transportation specifications and County ordinances; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that these roads in Mansfield North Sub
division, if accepted, be added to the secondary system of Dinwiddie 
County, effective on the date of approval of the Highway Commission 
with a maintenance bond and fee pursuant to Section 33.1-229 of the 
Code of Virginia (1950, as amended); and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia does guarantee the Commonwealth of 
Virginia a minimum unrestricted right of way of 50' with neces
sary easements for cuts, fills and drainage as recorded in Plat 
Book 12, Page 4J dated March 18, 1983 for Section Two and Plat 
Book 12 pages 65 and 66 dated October 7, 1983, and Plat Book 12 
page 91 dated February 6, 1984, for Section Three. 
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IN RE: AIRPORT AUTHORITY--LOAN GUARANTEE FOR ADDITIONAL HANGAR 
SPACE 

Mr. Loid Hodnett, representing the Petersburg-Dinwiddie 
Co. Airport and Industrial Authority, appeared before the Board 
to discuss a loan for the Authority in the amount of $125,000 
for additional hangar space. He indicated the hangar space is vital 
to the Airport and also in drawing business interests to the air
port and industrial property. Mf. Fred Beck, Petersburg member 
of the Authority, was also present. 

Mr. Hargrave stated the Board had briefly discussed 
the loan and were more inclined to back a loan for the Authority 
from a private institution. Mr. Hodnett indicated the Authority 
would accept whatever assistance they can get. 

Mr. Hargrave stated h~ understood the Authority is 
quite confident the business is there to enable them to repay 
the loan. 

The County Administrator suggested at this time that 
the Board pass a resolution indicating support to guarantee a 
loan and then the Airport Authority will come back with the 
exact amount for a formal resolution. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia authorizes the Petersburg-Dinwiddie County Airport 
and Industrial Authority to negotiate a.loan for additional hangar 
space with the understanding that the Board of Supervisprs will 
pas s are sol uti. 0 n to b a c k the loa n w hen the A l,l tho r i ty \ pre sen t s 
the exact amount to them. ' 

IN RE: ST. JOHN1S CHURCH--DUMPSTER LOCATION 

Mr. Robertson stated that St. John1s Church requested 
that the dump~ters located on their property be moved by the end 
of September, and he understood.the Administration is negotiating 
for another site. He suggested·that in the future when this hap
pens, a sign be placed at the location stating what happened 
and the nearest alternate site. 

Mr. Hargrave added that the sign should .not be critical 
because the County owes St. John1s a great deal of appreciation. 
Mr. Robertson agreed and called upon the citizens to be more 
mindful of their housekeeping. 

Mr. Hargtave suggested that the County Administrator 
write a letter to St. John1s thanking them and asking for comments 
on what the County might do to improve its dumpster locations. 
Mr. Robertson agreed. 

IN RE: POST OFFICE LOCATION--NORTHERN DINWIDDIE 

Mr. Hargrave stated the Board received a letter from 
the U.S. Postal Service denying the Board1s request for a post 
office location in Northern Dinwiddie. Mr. Robertson stated 
he understood the reasons are for distribution of mail, not 
identification and therefore felt the response was acceptable. 

IN RE: ENERGYSHARE--VIRGINIA ELECTRIC & POWER COMPANY 

A letter was presented from the Virginia Electric and 
Power Company requesting the Board adopt a resolution in support 
of EnergyShare. Mr. Hargrave asked if any action was needed 
on this. The County Administrator stated he would review 
the letter and, if action was needed, it will be placed upon 
the October 17, 1984 agenda. 

IN RE: CIRCUIT COURT CLERK1S OFFICE--DISCUSSION OF REPAIRS 

Mrs. Ann Scarborough stated that she felt the Board is 
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dragging their feet on needed repairs at the Clerk's Office. She 
added that the downspouts have been loose ever since she moved 
to the Courthouse area. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that the Board has held lengthy 
discussions and agreed that the roof needs replacing. However, 
it is complicated by the need for a bathroom and the request for 
additional space. He added that Mrs. Williams has been asked to 
look at other Clerks ' offices to determine what she needs in 
additional space. 

The County Administrator stated that two members of 
the Board" Mr. H. Clay and Mr. Hargrave, were appointed to a 
Committee to make a recommendation on the repairs and other buil
ding improvements but have not been able to meet. He hoped to 
take care of the repairs this Fall. 

Mrs. Scarborough asked if there were any federal regu
lations concerning whether you have to have water in a public place. 
The County Administrator stated he did not know about federal 
regulations but there were state regulations. 

Mr. Raymond McCants asked if the Board was keeping 
informed about recovering the costs of removing asbestos in 
the school. Mr. Hargrave stated it would be brought to the 
attention of the Superintendent. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", pursuant 
to Section 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act, 
the Board moved into Executive Session at 3:07 P.M. to discuss 
legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 3:45 
P. M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon moti.on of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
the meeting adjourned at 3:46 P.M. 

ATTEST: JI/{i! 
»~ ~~~ 

"I G.S. BENNETT, JR.,vvlln.lf"\I·ln,~ 
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VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE DINWIDDIE COUNTY BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS HELD IN THE CONFERENCE ROOM OF THE ADMINI
STRATION BUILDING, DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 11TH DAY 
OF OCTOBER, 1984 AT 8:30 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

M.1. HARGRAVE, :JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
ILL. CLAY, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

RESOLUTION OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE COUNTY OF DINWIDDIE 
AND THE TOWN OF MCKENNEY IN REGARD TO THE FUNDS REVERTING 
BACK TO THE TOWN AS A RESULT OF THE $4,015,000 (URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT) LOAN TO VIRGINIA ETHANOL PART
NERSHIP I 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave., Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
Haye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the purpose of an Urban Development Action Grant 
is to provide funds to assist Virginia Ethanol Partnership I in 
locating to the area, thereby improving the tax base and providing 
employment opportunities; and 

WHEREAS, Virginia Ethanol Partnership I is interested 
in locating in the County of Dinwiddie, adjacent to the Town of 
M c Ke n n ey; and 

WHEREAS, the Virginia Ethanol Partnership I will be 
utilizing the water and sewer facilities located within the town 
limits of McKenney; and 

WHEREAS, the Town of McKenney. is eligible to apply for 
an Urban Development Action Grant; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia agrees to the following: 

IN RE: 

1. That the Town of McKenney will receive 100 percent 
of the funds that will revert back to the Town 
as a result of the $4,015,000 loan to Virginia 
Ethanol Partnership I, contingent upon approval of 
the Urban Development Action Grant. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
Haye", the meeting was adjourned at 8:35 P.M. 

1l~~ ATTEST:. G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN 
" \., r . " - . 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN HIE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE AD~'lINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 17TH DAY OF OCTOBER, 1984 
AT 8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

M.1. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
B.M. HEATH 

MINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave., Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
Ilaye", the minutes of the October 3, 1984 regular meeting and the 
October 11, 1984 special meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAI.MS 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. H a r g r a v e, Mr. C 1 a y, Mr. Clay, Mr. Rob e r t son, Mr. Ben net t v 0 tin g 
Ilaye' , 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisqrs of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and the 
funds appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 84-2055 through 84-2186 
amounting to: $76,386.01; Law Library Fund-check #LF-84-14 in 
the amount of $98.00; Leo Williams Fund-check.LW-84-10 in the 
amount of $15,929.73; History Book Fund-check #HB-84-4 in the 
amount of $4.11. 

Mr. Robertson suggested that the Board adopt a schedule 
of meetings for the year at the January 1 meeting to avoid all 
the advertising costs of. cancelling s~mmer meetings. He asked 
that it be placed on the agenda for the first meeting in January, 
1985. 

IN RE: ACCEPTANCE OF HANDICAPPED PLAN 

Mr. Otis Brown of Robirison, Farmer, Cox and Ass6ciates, 
a p pea red b e for e t h.e Boa r d top res e n t the han d i: cap p e d p 1 a n he 
was authorized to prepare for the County to meet the Revenue 
Sharing 5Q4 regulations. In prepari:ng the plan, a self-evalua
tion was completed of all the county's.facilities as well as 
policies and procedures concerning accommodating and being 
accessible to the handicapped. A public heari:ng was held to 
receive input from interested parties. 

Mr. Brown prepared a transiti:bn plan for compliance 
with the following r~commendations: 

A. Facilities - 1. 
Social Services building are in 
t e c h n i cal item s .. Mr. B row n did 
change. 

The Administration Building and 
compliance except for a few 
not make any recommendations for 

2. Ramps are neede~ at the Health Department for access 
onto the sidewalk from the parking lot and into the building. 
H.a n d ;: cap p e d par k ;: n 9 spa c e s s h 0 u 1 d bed e s i g nat e d . 

3.. Ramps are needed on each side of the Courthouse 
from the road to the sid~walk for entrance inio the building. 
Handicapped parking spaces should be designated. 
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4. The Sheriff's Department has 3 steps to get inside 
the building. A considerable amount of fill would be needed to 
bring the parking lot level up to the sidewalk for a ramp. There
fore, until this type of project is undertaken by the County, Mr. 
Brown recommended that the Board ask the Sheriff to serve the 
handicapped by coming outside to them or serving them in the 
Courthouse. 

5. The Clerk's Office has a small step which can be 
negotiated by a wheelchair; however, he recommended a ramp be 
put in if any renovation is done to the building. 

6. ~e indicated the most significant structural pro
blem is at the Courthouse because of the courtroom upstairs and 
the narrow stairways. He recommended that in lieu of an elevator 
and a major renovation, that the Board ask the Judges to try to 
work around this obstacle in cases involving the mobility im
paired by taking testimony or relocating the case to the small 
courtroom downstairs. 

Mr. Brown estimated the cost of the structural changes 
to be less than $1,000 and recommended that they be made by January 
1, 1985. Physical changes must be made by January 1, 1986 accor
ding to the regulations. 

B. Policies and Procedures - 1. In all notices for 
public hearings for which the County invites public input, a 
statement should be included asking handicapped individuals 
to notify the Administration five (5) days prior to the meeting 
if any type of auxiliary aid is needed. 

2. At public hearings, the Chairman should ask 
if any handicapped individual person in attendance needs any 
aid or assistance during the meeting. 

3. The Registrar should make the same statement to 
accommodate the handicapped in her public notices. 

4. The Compliance Officer should send a letter to 
all employees to be cognizant of handicapping persons requiring 
assistance so everyone will be aware of the County's policy. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. ~argrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the self-evaluation survey has beentompl~ted 
as required by Federal Revenue Sharing Regulations concerning 
access of services and facilities to persons with handicapping 
conditions; and 

WHEREAS, certain accommodations and other changes are 
necessary to insure reasonable access to both facilities and ser
vices; and 

WHEREAS, the Compliance Officer has completed the 
self-evaluation with the assistance of the public, other County 
officials and consultants to the County; and 

W~EREAS, the plan should be updated and amended as 
changes occur and the need arises; 

NOW T~EREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
accepts the Self-Evaluation Plan as a guide to assuring that per
sons with handicapping conditions have reasonable access to all 
services and facilities provided directly and indirectly by 
the County; and 

BE IT FURT~[R RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Compliance Officer is directed 
to review the plan on a continuing basis, adding and deleting 



C
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information as may be necessary and generally keep the Plan in 
a current state, ~eelfng advfc~ and consultation with citizens 
of the County. . ' t· 

IN RE: GRIEVANCE PROC[DURE-~PROVISION FOR AGED & HANDICAPPED 

Wendy Quesenberry, Admin. Assistant, advised the Board 
that another requ·i:rement o,f the Rev,e:nue- Sharing 504 tregulations 
is adoption of a grievance procedure for the handicapped as 
well as the aged. She stated a grievance procedure was prepared 
in the original personnel study but was never adopted because 
the number of employees under the Board of Supervisors has not 
·reached 15. Wben that happens, a state approved grievance pro
cedure must be adopted. By modifying the p'lan to in~lude the 
aged and the handicapped, the grievance procedure that has been 
pre~ared will meet the Revenue Sharing requirements. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
v 0 tin g .11 a y ell , -

BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia adopts the grievance procedure developed by 
the firm of Robinson, Farmer, Cox and Associates for the County 
i nit s per s on n e 1 s tu d y; an d 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the plan be amended to 
provide for the aged and persons with' handicapping conditions. 

IN RE: LOCATION OF RADIO TOWER 

Wendy Quesenberry, Admin'. Assistant, distributed copies 
of a survey of the property locat,ed on the sputh side of the jail, 
stating that at·the last meeting, the Board indicated they wished 
to locate the radio tower on that side if there was sufficient 
room. Mrs. Quesenberry stated the survey shows a little over 
15 feet between the building and the adjacent property line. She 
felt sure there would be sufficient room; however, a sewer line 
and a storm sewer line run through the middle of the property. 
She stated she could not recommerid placing a tower over top of 
these lines because there may be a need in the future to repair 
them. 

Mr. Hargrave' stated he felt a'tower company could 
easily straddle the lines. He suggested going beyond the re
taining wall to the back of the jail. The property drops 
five to six feet at that point-and the building has' a slight 
recess. It would also place the tower over top of a storm 
sewer grate. 

,Mrs. Quesenberry stated' her concern at that location 
would be the loss in' heighth and power of the tower. Where 
the plans call for a 180 ft. tower now, they might have to go 
to a 190 ft. tower and with a 10 ft. antenna, if would approach 
the 200 ft. level. Mrs~Quesenberry stated she:wanted to stay 
away fro m 2 00, ft. i. f p 0 s sib 1 e b E?- c a use .. 0 f all the add i t ion a 1 
requirements, i.e. lighting and extr~.license~. 

Mr~ HargraVe stated.he felt the extra heighth could 
be accommodated in the concrete base~Theother Board members 
agreed. Mrs. Quesenberry was instructed to determine if this 
location is feasible, and if so, she could proceed with the bid
ding process. 

IN RE: C&P TELEPHONE COMPANY -- REQUEST FOR EASEMENT -- RT. 751 

The County Admi.ni.strator 'p\~esented a request from the 
C&P Telephone Company for an easement f.rom the County to' locate 
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an underground cable within 5 feet of the front property line 
at the Ford VFD on Rt. 751. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, the Chairman was authorized to sign an easement 
agreement with the C&P Telephone Company to install an under
ground cable on County property at the Ford VFD on Rt. 751. 

IN RE: VEPCO--RESOLUTION OF SUPPORT FOR ENERGYSHARE PROGRAM 

The Board previously received a request from the Va. 
Electric & Power Company for a resolution of support for the 
EnergyShare Program. Wendy Quesenberry stated she discussed 
the program with Mrs. King Talley, Director of Social Services. 
The Social Services Department is a distribution-intake pOint 
for the funds derived from this program. Mrs. Talley feels the 
program is very beneficial and more money ts needed. Sheindi
cated that she felt a deterrent to the program is the fact 
that people who pay their bills at banks or similar institutions 
cannot contribute to the EnergyShare Fund there. They have to 
write a separate check. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voti.ng lIaye ll

, the followi.ng resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, in recognlzlng the need to provide emergency 
fuel assistance to customers in the VEPCO/Virginia Natural Gas 
Service area because of budgetary cutbacks in federal and state 
fuel assistance programs; and 

WHEREAS, to address this need VEPCO/Virginia Natural 
Gas ran two pilot programs during the winter of 1982-1983 to 
respond to needs of customers affected by the economic recession; 
and 

WHEREAS, based upon the success of these two pilot 
programs the company has decided to implement an ENERGY SHARE 
PROGRAM on a company-wide basis for 1984-1985; and 

WHEREAS, beginning with the bills issued in mid-November 
through February, customers of VEPCO/Virginia Natural Gas will 
be given the opportunity to voluntarily contribute $1, $2, or $5 
in excess of the amount billed to their electric/gas bill, which 
will then be credited to the ENERGY SHARE PROGRAM fund and dis
tributed to the Citizen Oversight Committee, including represen
tatives of local so~ial services agencies, to provide a one time, 
last resort payment to customers who are eligible for this 
assistance~ i.e., gas, electricity, coal, wood, or oil; and 

WHEREAS, in addition to customers participating in 
this voluntary program the shareholders and employees of VEPCO 
and Virginia Natural Gas will be encouraged to participate; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia commends the management of 
VEPCO/Virginia Natural Gas for taking the initiative to establish 
the ENERGY SHARE PROGRAM to provide a fund ~or emergency· fuel 
assistance to the poor and encourages its shareholders, employees 
and customers to activ&ly participate in this worthwhi~e program. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--AMERICAN LEGION BASEBALL COMMITTEE 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H.- Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, tEle following resoluti.on was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the American Legion Baseball Committee 
has ~ade application to the Board of Supervisors for a Bingo & 
Raffle Permit for tb_e calendar year 1984; and 
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WKEREAS, the American Legion Baseball Committee has 
paid the $lO.QO fee and meets t~e· requirements .of the State Code 
of Virginia; 

NOW TKEREFORE BE.IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that a Bingo & Raffle Permit . 
for the American Legion Baseball Committee be granted for calen-
dar year 1984. . 

IN RE: CKANGE IN MEETING DATE OF REGULAR MEETING FOR THE 
THIRD WEDNESDAY IN NOVEMBER TO NOVEMBER 20, 1984 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay,Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the regular scheduled meeting to be held 
Wednesday, November 21, 1984 at 8:00 P.M. be changed to Tuesday, 
November 20, 1984 at 8:00 P.M. 

IN RE: BLUE CROSS/BLUE SHIELD OF SOUTHWESTERN VIRGINIA--RENEWAL 
OF CONTRACT FOR 1984-85 AT SAME RATES 

The County Administrator stated that the County received 
its health insurance renewal from Blue Cross/Blue Shield of' 
Southwestern Virginia for 1984-85. He stated the renewal rates 
will stay the same as the 1983-84 rates which are: 

$52.56 - Subscriber only 
$78.84 - Subscriber and one minor child 
$141.92 - Family. 

He added that the Contract has been reviewed by the County's 
insurance consultant, Industrial Insurance Management Corporation, 
and the recommended acceptance of these rates. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Kargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr.'Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, the rene.wal of the health insurance contract for 
the County with Blue Cross/Blue Shield of Southwestern Virginia 
was approved for 1984-85 at the same rates as the 1983-84 contract 
period. 

IN RE: RENOVATION/REPAIRS TO COUNTY BUILDINGS--COMMITTEE REPORT 

The B.uildtng Committee, Mr. H. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Knott and Mrs. Quesenberry, met at 7:00 P.M. to discuss the 
repairs needed on the vartous county buildings. 

Mr. Kargrave reported the following: 

1. Clerk's Offtce - A. The roof needs to be replaced. 
The Committee feels the roof should be bid out using genuine slate 
and using synthetic slate. 

B. Other exterior work is needed such as: The wood 
beneath the roof is in bad shape; the gutters need repair; the 
pillars and supports for the stoop need repair; all outside 
wood surfaces need patnting. 

C. On the inside, the drop ceiling needs to be replaced. 
The carpeting needs to be replaced. 

Mr. Hargrave stated they felt these repairs would put 
the Clerk1s Office in good shape. He added that they did not 
come to any conclusions on the addition. Mr. H. Clay stated 
their feeling was to get on with the repairs needed now and 
proceed cautiously with the addition. 

2. Soci.a1 Servi.ces Dept. - ~1r. H. Clay stated that a 
new roof is needed on the Social Services building and they recom
mend a membrane roof. 
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3. Eastside Elementary School - Mr. Hargrave stated 
they felt a new roof is needed on the Eastside Elementary School 
to preserve the building. 

If a use for t~e building comes along, they might con
sider the heating and air conditioning system at that time. 

Mr. Hargrave stated the Committee felt all the repairs 
mentioned to this point could be described and bid without 
professional help. 

4. Health Department - Mr. Hargrave stated that the 
Committee felt professional help is needed on the heating system 
in the floor of the Health Department to determine if the system 
can be improved with controls or if a new type of system is needed. 

Mr. Hargrave stated the Committee recommends that all 
the repairs go to bid. The Committee also discussed finding 
out what it would cost to design a heating and air system for 
Eastside School. Then the Board would have this work done if 
someone wanted to use the building. 

Mr. Robertson moved that the Board accept the recom
mendations of the Building Committee. Mr. A. Clay seconded 
the motion stating he was concerned about hiring an architect 
but he would consider an engineer. 

Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Bennett voted lIaye li

• 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motton of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 9:24 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 10:25 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, t1r. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the meeti.ng was adjourned at 10:26 P.M. 

A~'~2K 
G.S. BENNETT, JR., (6\-IAIRMAN 

~--
ATTEST: ~ .. ~NO'fT 
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VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE DINWIDDIE COUNTY BOARD 
OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN THE CONFERENCE ROOM OF THE 
ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 
22ND DAY OF OCTOBER, 1984 AT 7:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRlvJAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

M.I. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
I:1.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. 1:1. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting Haye H, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia 
Freedom of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive 
Session at 7:00 P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting 
reconvened into Open Session at 7:33 P.M. 

IN RE: PURCHASE OF INDUSTRIAL PROPERTY--EXECUTION OF DEED 

On October 19, 1984 the County entered into a Contract 
of Purchase with Ms. Sandra Y. Brown for the purchase of her 
interest in 10 acres of property. 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting Haye H, the Chairman was authori.zed to execute the 
following deed which was signed by Ms. Sandra Y. Brown 
on October 19, 1984: 

THIS DEED, made and entered into this 19th day 
of October, 1984, by and between Sandra Y. Brown, unmarried, 
party of the first part, and Dinwiddie County, Virginia, a 
political subdivison, party of the second part. 

WITNESSETH: That for and in consideration of the sum 
of ten dollars C$lO.OO} and other valuable consideration, cash 
in hand paid, the receipt whereof is hereby acknowledged 
at and before the signing, sealing and delivery of these pre
sents,' the said party of tbe first part does hereby grant, 
bargain, sell and convey, with GENERAL WARRANTY and ENGLISH 
COVENANTS OF TITLE, unto the said County of Dinwiddie, Virginia, 
a political subdivision, party of the second part, all her undi
vided one-sixth interest in and to' the following property, to
wit: 

BOOK 8 

All 0 f t b.a t c e r t a i. n par c e lor t r act a f 1 and 1 yin g 
situate in Sapony District, Dinwiddie County, 
Virginia, and bounded as follows: On the north by 
the Seaboard Ai.r Line Rail Road, on the east by the 
Old Buckskin Churcb Road, on the south by the land 
of W.T. Prettyman and on the west by the land of 
C.H. lehmer and Fannie T. lehmer, his wife, and 
C.G. lehmer and Lillian lehmer, his wife, and con
taining te.n UO), acres by actual survey. 

BEING the same property which Everett Fields 
(spelled HFeild H) acqui.red by deed from C.H. lehmer, 
et als, by deed dated November 25, 1912, and recorded 
in Deed B60k 33, page 425, in the Clerk's Office of 
the Circuit Court of Dinwiddie County, Virginia. 
The. said Everett "Fields died intestate in 1939, survived 
by his four chi.ldren, namely: Thomas Fields, Earlie 
Fields, Willie Lee Fields and Otelia Fields James, as 
his sole heirs at law. The said Willie Lee Fields 
died testate oh December 16, 1975, and by his Will 
duly probated on January 22, 1976, he devised his 
real property to his son, Lamonte Fields, also known 
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as William Lamonte Fields, subject to the life estate 
of his widow, Sarah Fields. See Chancery suit No. 
76-51 and Decree entered July 5, 1977, for interpre-
5ation of this Will. The said Earlie Fields died 
intestate April 22, 1979, leaving as his sole heirs 
at law Maggie Fields, his widow, and Sandra Y. Brown, 
unmarried, hi.s daughter. 

WITNESS the following signature and seal. 

Sandra Y. Brown (SEAL) 

Accepted by Dinwiddie County, Virginia, this 22nd day 
of October, 1984, by the undersigned Chairman of the Board 
of Supervi.sors for said County, heretofore duly authorized to 
act on behalf of Dinwiddie County, Virginia. 

DINWIDDIE COUNTY, VIRGINIA 

By-= ______ =--= ____ ~--~------
George S. Bennett, Jr. 
Chairman 
Board of Supervisors 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motton of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. ~argrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIayell, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claim be approved and money 
appropriated for same: 

General Fund check #84-2187 in the amount of $6,000. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voti.ng lI aye U, the meeti.ng was adjourned at 7:36 P.M. 

~~ ~dlrJ.z 
~-~ ATTEST:,~ 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., ~P.lKIVII\I'l 
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VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 
DINWIDDIE COUNTY, VIRGINIA HELD IN THE CONFERENCE 
ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, DINWIDDIE, 
VIRGINIA ON MONDAY, NOVEMBER 5, 1984 AT 7:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN 
M.I. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voti.ng "aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6} of the Virginia 
Freedom of Informati.on Act, the Board moved into Executive 
Session at 7:00 P.M. to di.scuss legal matters. The meeting 
reconvened into Open Session at 7:55 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

ATTEST: 
Nt~~~-
II: [(N-OTT 

. f 

G.S. BENNETT, JR., ,HAIRMAN 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 7TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1984 AT 
2:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

M.I. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H. L. C LA y, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A. S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
R.M. HEATH 

MINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
H a r g r a v e, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Rob e r t son, ~1 r. Ben net t v 0 tin g 
Ilaye ll

, the minutes of Ute October 17,1984 regular meeting, the 
October 22, 1984 special meeting and the November 5, 1984 special 
meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
Ilaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and the 
funds appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 84-2188 through 84-2273 
amounting to $98,262.66. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mr. W.E. Jones presented his report for the month of 
September, 1984. 

IN RE: APPROVAL OF AGENTS TO SELL DOG TAGS 

Mr. William E. Jones, Treasurer, appeared before the 
Board to request approval of the businesses and individuals that 
will act as agents for the Treasurer to sell dog tags. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting Ilaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following businesses and individuals 
are authorized to act as agents for the Treasurer to sell dog 
tags: . 

IN RE: 

Bolster's Store - D.M. Barnes 
Country Hardware - George Williams 
Edgehill Supermarket - Louis Dowdy 
Wallaces's Store - Robert Wallace 
Baltimore Corner Store - John W. Bishop 

BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha presented his report for the month 
of September, 1984. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR--VEHICLE REPAIR 

The County Administrator advised the Board that the 
Building Inspector1s vehicle has 97,000 miles on it. In addition, 
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the engine is knocking, the shocks need replacing and some front 
end work is needed. 

After discussions with the Building Inspector, the County 
Administrator stated that they recommend to the Board that the 
engine be replaced or rebuilt, the shocks be replaced, the front 
end work be done along with other things that are needed as the 
vehicle is checked out rather than buying a new vehicle. A new 
vehicle was budgeted for either the Building Inspector or the 
Animal Warden. 

The County Administrator further stated there are funds in 
the budget for these repairs. The vehicle is still in good enough 
shape to drive at the present time. 

Mr. Hargrave suggested that all the repairs needed be 
itemized and written down. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the County Administrator was authorized to solicit 
prices on the repairs needed to the Building Inspector's vehicle 
for consideration by the Board. 

IN RE: POULTRY CLAIM--T.J. ROBINSON 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", Mr. T.J. Robinson was awarded $48 for four (4) 
turkeys and $80 for sixteen (16) chickens. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN--AUTHORIZATION TO SECURE BIDS FOR NEW 
VEHICLE 

The County Administrator advised the Board that the 
mileage on the Animal Warden's vehicle is 95,000 miles and 
the truck has been expensive to maintain. A considerable amount 
has been spent during the last 12 months to prolong the life 
of the truck and it needs transmission work now. 

He, therefore, recommended that the truck be replaced. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the County Admini.strator was authorized to 
secure bids for a new vehicle for the Animal Warden. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. MacFarland Neblett, Resident Engineer, Va. Dept. 
of Highways and Transportation, appeared before the Board to 
update them on projects within the County and to answer any 
questions they might have. 

Mrs. Delores Parlow presented a peti.tion requesting 
that Rt. 715 be hard-surfaced. She stated there are two sharp 
curves in the road that are very dangerous and when it rains, 
the school bus gets stuck. She stated if anything happened to 
her children while they are on the bus on that road she was 
holding the Highway Department and the County responsible for 
i. t. 

Mr. Neblett stated the road is listed as number 5 
on the traffic count, and if sufficient right-of-way can be 
obtained, they hoped to widen the road. 

Mr. A. Clay asked what the chances are of widening 
the two bad curves now. Mr. Neblett said depending on getting 
sufficient right-of-way, the two curves possibly could be 
handled as an incidental with the i.dea it could be worked into 
the Six-Year Plan, since it is 5th on the list with a road count 
of 111 vehicles per day. The Six-Year Plan will be revised 
in the Fall of 1985 and Mr. Neblett stated he would work to 
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secure the necessary right-of-way-for consideration of the 
road at that time. 

Mr. A. Clay stated they could work on getting the right
of-way and improving the cur~es now ~ntil such time the road 
could be considered for hard-surfacing. 

Mr. Neblett urged the residents to make their desires 
known at the public hearings when the Board considers revision 
of the Six-Year Plan. 

Mr. Hargrave asked about the progress on Rt. 666. 
Mr. Neblett stated they were talking with the residents in ~hat 
area to secure right-of-ways. 

Mr. Robertson stated that no improvements have been 
made by the railroad on the Rt. 672 bridge and asked that the 
Resident Engineer contact them again. 

Mr. Robertson asked about the progress on closing 
through truck traffic on Rt. 1310. Mr. Neblett stated they 
received the resolution and it has been sent to the Traffic and 
Safety District Engineer. 

IN RE: MCKENNEY FIRE TRUCK REPAIRS 

Since there was no representation from the Town of 
McKenney at this meeting, discussion was postponed. 

IN RE: RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE DESIGNATION OF THE CRATER 
PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION AS AN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
DISTRICT BY THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, improved economic conditions continue to be 
a goal of the localities in the Crater Planning District; and 

WHEREAS, localities in the Crater Planning District are 
eligible for funding through programs administered by the Economic 
Development Administration; and 

WHEREAS, the Economic Development Administration makes 
its assistance available through designated economic development 
districts; and 

WHEREAS, on March 28, 1984, the Crater Planning District 
Commission unanimously agreed to pursue designation of the Plan
ning District as an economic development district; and 

WHEREAS, on June 18, 1984, the Governor requested that 
the Economic Development Administration designate the Crater 
Planning District as an economic development district, to assist 
the member localities in obtaining funds to address their 
economic problems; and 

WHEREAS, as a part of the designation process, local 
governments within the proposed economic development district 
must formally endorse the district designation; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia hereby recognizes the bene
fits of economic development district designation for the 
Crater Planning District and wholeheartedly supports the Planning 
District Commission1s economic development program; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that this resolution be submitted 
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to the United States Department of Commerce, Economic Development 
Administration in support of the Crater Planning District Com
mission's request for economic development district designation. 

IN RE: RENOVATION/REPAIR COUNTY BUILDINGS--ARCHITECT/ENGINEER 
SERVICES 

The Building Committee, consisting of Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
H. Clay, Mr. Knott, and Mrs. Quesenberry, met on several occasions 
with the firm of Hayes, Seay, Mattern and Mattern to discuss the 
repairs and renovation work needed on the various county buildings 
and what services they could provide the County. 

Mr. Hargrave, reporting for the Committee, felt the 
Committee agreed on the following repairs in order of priority: 

1. The three roofs should be replaced -- Clerk's 
Office, Social Services Building and Eastside School. 

2. A study should be made to allow the Board to under
stand the heating, air conditioning, and renovation needs of 
the Health Building and Eastside School. . 

3. Additional space and bathroom for the Clerk's Office. 

He added that someone is needed to oversee the quality 
of the work done according to specifications. 

Mr. William G. Porter, Branch Manager, Hayes, Seay, 
Mattern and Mattern, briefly reviewed their proposal and what 
services would be provided at a total cost of $46,900. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he could recommend the total package 
if the rest of the Board was serious about the addition to the 
Clerk's Office. 

Mr. Robertson stated that he felt something ought to 
be done. He hated to spend $46,000 in fees but the County does 
not have qualified people to design the building and the work 
has to be done. He then moved that they accept the recommendation 
of the Building Committee and take care of the work as soon as 
possible. 

Mr. Hargrave again stated that he could recommend the 
whole package if the Board is serious about the Clerk's Office. 
He added that there was no positive feedback from the Clerk 
on the use of microfilm. He stated it was not negative but she 
sincerely did not feel it was workable. 

Mrs. Annie L. Williams, Clerk, was present. She stated 
that the Clerk's Office has a reader-printer now but the lawyers 
will not use it. She added that there is not enough room and 
the machines stay broken down. 

Mr. Bennett asked Mrs. Williams if she felt the pro
posed addition would provide enough space. She stated she hoped 
so. 

Mr. H. Clay stated he also could recommend the total 
package if the Board is serious about the Clerk's additon. 

Mr. Bennett stated he was aware of the space problem 
and the need for a bathroom. He also felt it is alot of money 
to spend but the outside help is needed and he was in favor of 
the addition. 

Mr. A. Clay stated he had no problem with the addition. 
He had thought before that the County could do the work. He 
agreed that the cost is awfully high. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
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Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", tn.e County Administrator was authori.ze.d to have 
a contract drawn with the firm of Hayes, Seay, Mattern and Mattern 
for the following services: . 

CLERK'S OFFICE - Roof & Addition 
EASTSIDE SCHOOL - Roof 
SOCIAL SERVICES - Roof 

Total 

EASTSIDE - Structural & HVAC, 
Renovation - Study 

HEALTH BLDG. - Structural & HVAC 
Renovation - Study 

Total 

Total All Services 

$35,000 

$ 3,900' 

$ 8,000 

$11,000 

$46,900 

IN RE: UNITED WAY OF SOUTHSIDE VIRGINIA, INC. 

Mr. Willie Edlow, Executive 'Director, United Way of 
Southside Virginia, appeared before the Board to bring them up
to-date on the services provided by the United Way organization 
and to request that they support their fund drive by encouraging 
employee contributions. He added that payroll deductions was a 
good method to organize donations. He stated that organized 
support is needed and he appreciated the efforts that have been 
made. He added that the Chairman, Mr. Bennett, has been asked 
to serve on a committee to decide on how the funds 'received will 
be handled. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he was involved at work and felt 
it was a worthwhile program. Mr. H. Clay stated he was also 
involved where he worked. He questioned the balance of donations 
and services recei-ved by the county. Mr'. 'Ed'low stated ,.he did 
not have those exact figures with him. Mr. H. Clay asked if pay
roll deductions' were possible. The County Administrator stated 
the County is not set up to handle payroll deductions because 
everything is done manually.' However, the School Board could. 

Mr. Edlow stated they were set up to bill an individual 
if they would indicate so on their contribution form. But he 
wanted to keep the contributions on a voluntary basis. 

IN RE: TRASH DUMPSTER LOCATION--NORTHERN END OF THE COUNTY 

The County Administrator stated that at a previous 
meeting, he discussed a new trash location for the Northern end 
of the County to replace the one at St. John's. At that time, 
the Board questioned the amount of money involved to develop 
the site. He stated he and the Director of Sanitation have been 
working for the past 2 or 3 years to establish a location for 
the Northern end like the one on Rt. 460. 

John Loftis has negotiated with Mrs. E.H. Barrow 
for a one acre location on her property on' Rt. 613 near Rt. 
672. She will require that should she request, the trash con
tainers must be moved within a two-week period. 

The cost of preparing this site is between $3,000 
to$5~000. At present; the County has no contract with land
owners nor does it pay for any of its trash locations. The 
two-week notificati6n period and the $3,000 to $5,000 invest
ment1for'site improvement raised some question as to the wisdom 
of-proceeding:"'However, a study of the situation reveals the 
cans will remain in place for many months. 
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This site will be developed by bulldozing the area 
and hauling away the debris, grading, putting down rock and 
fencing the area. In discussion with the landowner, she is 
very concerned about the type of fence to be constructed. A 
chain link fence and a wooden fence were discussed with no final 
determination on the one to be used. 

A long term contract is out of the question and should 
one be requested, it would not be granted. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if there was any way to reach 
an agreement to give the county a little longer advance notice 
if the owner decides to change the use of the land. 

The County Administrator stated it is difficult to get 
added concessions when the County is not paying for the land. 

Mr. Robertson stated he felt these points could 
still be mentioned to the landowner. It has been very incon
venient to the citizens in that area. 

Mr. Robertson moved that the County Administrator and 
Director of Sanitation be authorized to develop the site pre
sented for a new dumpster location in the Northern end of the 
County. Mr. H. Clay seconded the motion. 

Mr. A. Clay stated that this is a situation when the 
landowner could change quickly and he was opposed to spending 
$3,000 to $5,000 on a two-week notice. He did not think it 
was good business and would rather see the County purchase land. 

Mr. Loftis, Director of Sanitati:on, stated he"felt 
in 5 to 6 years, someone will want to us~ t~e prop~rty ~nd he 
didn't think the County could buy 1/2 to 1 acre of land in 
that area for trash dumpsters. 

Mr. Robertson stated all the trash locations are on 
a voluntary basis now and he did not feel the County should 
start purchasing property. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the better fence was needed. 
Mr. Loftis stated he felt it was and it could be moved if 
needed. 

Mr. Bennett stated he felt the trash boxes are the 
best thing the County has implemented. Everybody wants them 
but no one wants the boxes to be located near them. He wished 
the people who use them would be more considerate. 

Mr. Robertson, Mr. H. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voted "aye". Mr. A. Cl ay voted "nay". 

IN RE: REAPPOINTMENTS--APPOMATTOX BASIN INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, secondec by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the following individuals were reappointed to 
the Appomattox Basin Industrial Development Corporation, terms 
expiring September 30, 1985: 

John O. Crawley, Frank Freudig, Fred Sahl, Melvin 
Alsbrook, M.l. Hargrave, Jr., and James Thrower. 

IN RE: CABLET~LEVISION--RESOLUTION TO REVOKE FRANCHISE 

Upon motton of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

'! i ~ 

. ,WHEREAS, by resolution adopted November 2, 1983, by 
L . : J . 



(' .1 J [~ 

the Dinwiddie County Board of Supervisors, Crater General Com
munications, Inc. was awarded a cabletelevtsion franchise for 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia upon the meeting of certain contin
gencies; and 

WHEREAS, by letter dated October 17, 1984, from 
Paul C. Bland on beb.alf of Crater General Communications, Inc., 
said franchisee indicated its inability to comply with the terms 
of said franchise and requests the County to seek other com
panies; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that said cabletelevision 
franchise conditionally awarded to Crater General Communications, 
Inc. on November 2, 1983, be and hereby is revoked. 

Mr. Robertson stated he was disappointed that this has 
happened. He questioned the use of the words "inability to comply 
wi tho the terms of the franchi se", because he fel tit was a ques
tion of the financial capability of the franchisee. The County 
At~orney stated that the financial requirement was a part of 
the franchise. Mr. Robertson stated the County did everything it 
could to make cabletelevison available and did not want it to 
appear the County's requirements were to blame for the project 
not going forward. 

IN RE: DISCUSSION OF FENCE LAW 

Mr. A. Clay asked the County Attorney if there was 
a fence law in Dinwiddie County that would deal with cattle 
trespaSSing on other people's property. 

The County Attorney stated that there is no law 
now but the County can adopt an ordinance requiring animals 
to be kept fenced up. Now, there is no liability on the owner 
for any damages unless it can be proven he is negligent. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if it was a common law amorg 
counties. The County Attorney stated probably not. _ ,The fence 
1 a w put sam 0 rea b sol ute 1 i a b i 1 i t yon the own er' 0 f the' a h i rna 1 . 

Mr. A. Clay ask~d about catching the animal and 
charging the owner for its keep._ The County Attorney stated 
that could be done. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--MIDWAY PTO 

Upon motionof,Mr. A.,Clay; ·seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr.-Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting II a yell , the following resolution was adopted: 

, - . 
Whereas, the Midway PTO has made application to the 

Board of Supervisors for a Bingo & Raffle permit for the 
calendar year 1984; and 

WHEREAS, the Midway PTO has paid the $10.00 fee and 
meets the requiremerts of the0StAte-Code of Virginia;·, 

,- . 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County~ Virginia that a Bingo & Raffle 
Permit be granted for the Midway PTO for the calendar year 1984. 

" .) 

IN RE: INFORMATION 

The following information was included in the Board 
material for this meeting: 

1 , Summary of-N~w Hardsurfacing Funds - Dinwiddie Co. 
- . '! : 

2· Letter from Norman SisisKY cQnc~rning·H.R. 6Q27 

PAGE 282 November 7, 1984 



which will protect localities from paying damage awards in 
antitrust cases. 

3. Letter from Virginians for Returnables, Inc. 
requesting t~e Board's support in the campaign against litter 
and waste disposal costs. 

4. Letter from the District 19 Mental Health and 
Mental Retardation Services Board concerning their second 
annual legislative meeting. 

5. Memorandum from Jill Pope, Va. Assoc. of Counties, 
concerning a study of JLARC recommendations on Highway Program 
Financing; Public Hearings. 

6. A letter from the National Organization on Disability 
asking that an individual be appointed by the Board as a liaison 
to the Organization. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon moti.on of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay~ Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting II aye" , pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Free
dom of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session 
at 4:30 P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened 
into Open Session at 4:52 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon moti.on of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", the meeting was adjourned at 4:53 P.M. 

~j~ 
G.S. BENNETT, JR., AIRMAN 

ATTEST: 

I , . 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 20TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1984 
AT 8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

M. I. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 

B. M. H.EATH 

MINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the minutes of the November 7, 1984 meeting were approved 
as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
llaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and the 
funds appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks numbering 84-2274 thru 84-2491 amoun
ting to $127,479.08; History Book Fund check HB-84-5 in the amount 
of $7.00; Johnsongrass Control Fund check #JGC-84-10 in the amount 
of $485.25; Leo Williams Fund check #LW-84-11 in the amount of 
$2157.60; Law Library Fund check #LF-84-15 in the amount of $54.08; 
Radio Fund Check #Radio-84-3 in the amount of $160.00; Water & Sewer 
Fund check #W&S-84-2 in the amount of $19,594.26. 

IN RE: LIVESTOCK CLAIM--WAYNE COOK 

Upon motion of Mr. RobertsDn, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
Ilaye ll

, Mr. Wayne Cook was awarded .$120.00 for three (3) shoats. 

IN RE: ARCHITECTURAL/ENGINEERING SERVICES--CONTRACT WITH HAYES, 
SEAY, MATTERN AND MATTERN 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Roberts.on, Mr. Bennett 
voting Ilaye ll

, th.e. Chai:rman was authorized to sign the contract 
with Hayes, Seay, Mattern and Mattern for architectural/engineering 
services as approved at the November 7, 1984 meeting, cost $46,900. 

IN RE: MCKENNEY FIRE TRUCK REPAIRS--PARTICIPATION BY COUNTY 

Mr. A. Clay stated that the Town of McKenney is reques
ting that the County pay for the repairs to the McKenney VFD's 
1953 Ford Pumper. The total cos.t of repair is $2,791.30. Mr. 
Clay stated h~ had talked with Elaine Lyle, Vice-Mayor, and had 
agreed to present the request .fur the Town. 

Mr. H. Clay recalled that the McKenney VFD indicated that 
they answer 90% of their calls outside the Town of McKenney. Mr. 
A. tlay stated he thought that was right. The majority are an
swered'out in the County. 

Mr. H. Clay then moved that the County participate in 
90% of the repair bill. Mr. Hargrave stated he would agree to 
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pay the bill but he would like to know if the County funds given 
to the McKenney VFD have been expended or if they know it will 
be more than used. 

Mr. A. Clay stated he did not think all the funds have 
been spent or budgeted. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that when the Board is shown the 
funds have been depleted, the County would supplement the depart
ment. 

Mr. A. Clay stated that the Town feels the County has 
repaired trucks for the other departments and the same should be 
done for McKenney. The repair of the truck would benefit the 
County too. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that with any department, he felt 
if the assistance is not needed, they shouldnlt ask for it. 

Mr. H. Clay stated he felt the Town should share in 
the repair bill. 

Mr. Hargrave seconded the motion. Mr. Clay, Mr. Har
grave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the County participate in 90% of the repair 
bill for the McKenney VFD 1953 pumper. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--DINWIDDIE MOOSE LODGE 

Because he is a member of this organization, Mr. Robert
son removed himself from the room on the action taken on their 
request. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, the 
following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Moose Lodge has made application 
to the Board of Supervisors to renew their Bingo and Raffle Permit 
for the calendar year 1985; and 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Moose Lodge has paid the $10.00 
fee and meets the requirements of the State Code of Virginia; 

NOW T~EREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Bingo and Raffle permit 
be renewed for t~e Dinwiddie Moose Lodge for the calendar year 
1985. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--DINWIDDIE WOMEN OF THE MOOSE 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye ll , the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Women of the Moose has made 
application to t~e Board of Supervisors to renew their Bingo 
and Raffle Permit for the calendar 1985; and 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Women of the Moose has paid the 
$10.00 fee and meets the requirements of the State Code of 
Virginia; 

NOW T~EREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Bingo & Raffle 
Permit be renewed for the Dinwiddie Women of the Moose for the 
calendar year 1~85. 

IN RE: REAPPOINTMENT--PLANNING COMMISSION--INELL MOODY 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 



Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, Mrs. Inell Moody was reappointed .to the Planning Commission, 
term expiring December 31, 1988. 

IN RE:. APPOINTMENT--TRANSPORTATION SAFETY COMMISSION--BRIAN 
BILLINGS 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, Mr. Brian Billings was appointed to the Transportation Safety 
Commission to fill the unexpired term of Mr. James McKenzie, re
presenting the Rescue Squad, ending December 31, 1984. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA READING MONTH, DECEMBER 1984 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, reading undergirds excellence in critical and 
creative thinking, enhan~es intellectual and personal development, 
and serves as a medium for the continuous and expanding learning 
expected in an information-based technological society; and 

WHEREAS, Virginia R~ading Month has proven to be a uniquely 
successful avenue for stimulating public interest in the improvement 
and enjoyment of reading; and 

WHEREAS, the observance of Virginia Reading Month has 
resulted in the unparalleled cooperation of the business, indus
trial, civic, and lay community in support of a statewide educational 
endeavor; and 

WHEREAS, reading is a leisure and learning pursuit of 
value to adults, adolescents, and children in lifelong educational 
and personal ende.avors; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia recognizes the month of December, 1984 
as Virginia Reading Month; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia encourages and supports the acitivities 
of the school system and the community in recognition of Virginia 
Reading Month. 

IN RE: MIDWAY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL--AMERICAN EDUCATION WEEK 

Mr. Robertson stated that at the last meeting, each 
Board member was given a name tag from Mrs. Mildred Goode's 
fourth grade class at Midway Elementary School in recognition 
of American Education Week. He asked that the County Administrator 
send a letter of appreciation to the fourth grade class from 
the Board of Supervisors. Mr. Bennett stated he thought that 
would be a good idea and the other Board me:mbe,rsagreed.··· 

IN RE: 911 ENHANCED EMERGENCY SERVICE 

Mr. H. Clay stated that a representative from C&P 
appeared at an earlier Board meeting to discuss the 911 Enhanced 
Emergency Service. He asked if the Board members felt they 
needed to decide if they were going to pursue it. No decisions 
were made at that time. 

The County Administrator advised the members that 
there was another cost involved besides the costs offset by 
the additional fee on the telephone bills. That cost would be 
the Signing of all the roads in the County and the development 
of a grid system, approximate cost $50,000 to $100,000. 
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The Board instructed the County Administrator to gather 
further information on the system for the Board to consider. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIaye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6} of the Virginia Free
dom of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session 
at 8:30 P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened 
into Open Session at 9:45 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

ATTEST: ~ 
l:i.:::'. tstNNtTT, JR.l _. ____ u ___ 

--. 
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VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE DINWIDDIE COUNTY BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS HELD IN THE CONFERENCE ROOM OF THE ADMINI
STRATION BUILDING~ DINWIDDIE~ VIRGINIA ON THE 28TH 
DAY OF NOVEMBER~ 1984 .AT 7:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G. S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
M.1. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
G. E. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
A.S. CLAY ELECTION DISTRICT 

ABSENT: H. L. CLAY, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave·, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, pur
suant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 7:00 P.M. to discuss 
legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 8:06 
P. M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, .seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting lIaye ll

, 

the meeting was adjourned at 8:07 P.M. 

4A~ 
ATTEST:~~~~~~ 

#1 
#3 
#2 
#4 

#2 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 5TH DAY OF DECEMBER, 1984 
AT 2:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

IN RE: 

M.I. ~ARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H. L. C LA Y, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L.G. ELDER 
B. M. I:LEATH 

MINUTE.S 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting' 
Ilaye ll

, the mi,nutes of the November 20,1984 regular meeting and 
the November 28, 1984 special meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, r1r. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting 
Ilaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and the 
funds appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 84-2491A thru 84-2585 
amounti.ng to $161,437.24. . 

IN RE: TRANSFER OF FUNDS 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting Ilaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Treasurer be authorized to make the 
following transfers from the General Fund: 

$13,909.11 to the Water & Sewer Fund; $391.41 to the 
Leo Williams Fund. 

IN RE: PRESENTATION OF 1~83-84 COUNTY AUDIT 

Mr. Spencer Elmore of Robi,nson, Farmer, .Cox Associates 
appeared before the Board to present the 1983-84 audit and answer 
any questions they might have. 

He stated the County was in a very sound financial con
dition which shows a good financial management system. He .did recom
mend that the School Board should start budgeting all their federal 
receipts for improved budgetary control. 

IN RE: CLERK'S OFFICE--AUTHORIZATION TO PROCEED WITH BID ON 
ROOF RE.PLACEMENT 

Mr. Gil Carpenter of Hayes, Seay, Mattern & Mattern 
presented the completedClerk's Office roof design and roof 
construction administration report for the Board's review. 

He stated that in his study, he considered four alter-
natives: 

1. Patch the existing roof using new slate. 
2. Patch the existing roof using slate from old jail. 
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3. Replace the existing roof using new slate. 
4. Replace the existing roof using mineral fiber shingles. 

Mr. Carpenter advised the Board that he attempted to 
investigate the structural integrity of the roof but would not 
be able to do a complete review until all the old slate is removed. 

He stated that they eliminated the alternative of 
patching the roof entirely because it would only be a short term 
solution. 

The estimates on total replacement using new slate is 
$15,000; using mineral fiber shingles - $9,400. 

Mr. Carpenter stated his recommendation to the Board is 
to replace the existing roof using mineral fiber shingles for 
two reasons: 

1. The mineral fiber shingle is less expensive. 
2. The mineral fiber shingle weighs less. 

Mr. Carpenter showed the Board an outline of the area 
he recommended be replaced first. This section is farthest from 
the section where the addition will be located and is also the 
section where the roof is leaking at the present time. Mr. Car
penter then showed the Board a sample of a mineral fiber shingle 
and stated that they also had a choice of colors. The mineral 
fiber has a 30 year warranty. 

The Board members agreed on the color black. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", Mr. Carpenter was authorized to proceed with the prepara
tion of a bid package for replacement of the Clerk's Office roof 
as presented using mineral fiber shingles. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mr. W.E. Jones presented his report for the month of 
Nov em b e r, 1 984. 

IN RE: APPROVAL OF AGENTS TO SELL COUNTY AUTO TAGS 

Mr. W.E. Jones, Treasurer, appeared before the Board to 
request approval of the businesses and individuals to act as 
agents for the Treasurer to sell county auto tags. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following businesses and individuals 
are authorized to act as agents for the Treasurer to sell county 
auto tags: 

Namozine VFD; Darvills General Store - G.S. Cliborne, Jr. 

IN RE: MAILING OF RECEIPTS FOR PAYMENT OF TAXES 

Mr. Bennett stated that he received a suggestion from a 
new resident of the County for the Treasurer to consider in mailing 
receipts for tax payments. He stated that in other localities, 
two tax tickets are mailed to the individual, and they return one 
copy with their payment. This would save the Treasurer postage 
by not having to mail back a receipt. 

Mr. Bennett stated another suggestion was to give a 
discount for early payment of taxes. Mr. Jones stated he would 
contact the indiYld~al and discuss these suggestions further. 



[ __ J OJ' .,' :1 
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Mr. Robertson stated he would like to see semi-annual 
tax payments considered again. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha presented his report for the month of 
November, 1984. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

Mr. L.A~ Brooks, Jr. presented his report for the month of 
November, 1984. 

IN RE: FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENTAGENCY--GRANT FOR 
EMERGENCY FOOD AND SHELTER 

Mrs. K.B. Talley advised the Board that the County has 
received a grant in the amount of $10,181 from the Federal Emer
gency Management Agency for emergency food and shelter. The 
funds will be administered by the Department of Social Services 
and require no up-front money from the County. 

IN RE: FENCE LAW--DISCUSSION OF LIVESTOCK PROBLEM 

Mrs. Dorothy Butler, a resident of Rt~ 648, DeWitt, 
appeared before the Board to discuss a problem she is having with 
a neighborls cows and to request any assistancethey'could give. 
She stated that the' owner does not have an adequate fence to 
keep the cows confined and she has to constantly run them off 
her property. 

Mrs. Butler added that she was not out to cause any 
farmer any harm and she could understand an accidental outage. 
However, this owner will not keep his cows confined and she did 
not know what else to do. 

Mrs. Butler asked the Boardls assistance by changing 
the law to require a person·tok.eep their livestock confined. 

Mr. L. G. E 1 de r , . Co u n t y At tor n ey, ex p 1 a i ned w hat i s 
commonly called a fence law. He stated,that localities have the 
option of adopting an ordinance that w6uld',make the property 
line of every piece of property a boundary, and if livestock 
trespass onto another piece of property, the owner of the live
stock is liable for whatever damage it might do. As it stands 
now, he is not. The individual ·that is damaged would still have 
to go to court to recover, but the fence law would put a more 
absolute liability on the owner of the livestock. 

He added that the liability insurance rates would 
naturally go up for the farmer or livestock owner. The Farm 
Bureau is opposed to the law. 

Mr. A. Clay stated that cows will get out once in a 
while but this particular individual IS cows are out all the 
time .. 

Mr: Elder stated that he wanted to mak~ it clear that 
under the present law, it is not impossible to take the owner to 
court to recover damages-but it is almost impossible. He added 
that another alternative is to board the livestock and charge 
the owner for its keep. 

Mrs. Butler gave the Chairman a copy of a suggestion for 
an ordinance that she drew up that would limit the number of 
outages to two or three times a year per owner~ 

Mr. Bennett stated he would turn the suggestion oyer to 
the County Attorney. He indicated that he 'wished that something 
could be done without having an affect on everyone, i.e. insurance 
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premiums. Mr. A. Clay agreed, stating that he needed more time 
to review the law. He didn't want to enact something that would 
make things worse. 

Mr. Hargrave suggested that a letter be written over 
the Board's signature to the individual involved that the Board 
has received this input and was considering a law that wouldn't 
really remedy the nuisance but could cause everyone to be liable 
because of what this one individual is doing. 

Mr. Bennett stated he was in favor of that to start 
with. The ather Board members agreed. Mr. Hargrave added that 
Mrs. Butler and the other neighbors may want to get groups like 
the Farm Bureau involved. 

Mr. Bennett advised Mrs. Butler and the other neigh-
bors to document dates and times should they desire to go to court. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. Harold Dyson, Assistant Resident Engineer, Va. 
Dept. of Highways & Transportation, appeared before the Board 
to answer any questions they might have. He advised the Board 
that they have completed the work on Rt. 637 except for the final 
surfacing. 

Mr. Robertson asked what procedure is used to put up 
street signs. The County Administrator stated the citizens buy 
the sign and the pole and the Highway Department will put it 
up and maintain it thereafter. 

Mr. Robertson then asked when a road is not named if 
the proper procedure was to have the Director of Planning check 
a name through the CPDC clearinghouse. The County Administrator 
indicated that was correct. Mr. Robertson asked about naming of 
streets in new subdivisions. The County Administrator stated 
the subdivider is required to name and put signs on the streets 
before they are accepted. 

IN RE: FORD VFD--REQUEST FOR COUNTY PARTICIPATION IN NEW VAN 

Mr. Gray Davis, Acting Chief, Ford VFD, stated that 
the Ford VFD is using an old 1972 Dodge C&P surplus van to haul 
personnel and, mechanically, they cannot depend on it anymore. 

He stated he obtained four bids, two from Chevrolet, 
one from Ford and one from Dodge. The Department selected the 
Ford van at a cost of $11,876. He stated they are requesting 
the County share in one-half the cost which would be $5,938. 

Mr. Bennett stated he made the Board aware of Ford's 
request at the last meeting and the Board has participated in 
a similar manner with other departments in the past. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if it was really needed. Mr. 
Davis stated it was. He said they would like to raffle the old 
van and put the money back into the department. The County 
Attorney stated it could not be raffled but could be sold at 
the County's public auction. 

Mr. Davis stated the low bid was $9,606 but when they 
added emergency lights, special paint, and an additional two 
feet on the chassis, it came to within $200 of the van they 
selected. This van would be ready to put on the road when deli
vered. 

Mr. Robertson moved that the County participate in 
one-half of the purchase of a new Ford van as presented fOr the 
Ford VFD, cost $5,938. Mr. A. Clay seconded the motion. 

Mr. H. Clay questioned the purchasing procedures of the 
fire department. The County Administrator stated the County was 
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only providing funding and was not involved in the fire depart
mentis purchasing procedures. 

Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Bennett voted "ayell • 

IN RE: DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS MOBILE RAOIOS 

Wendy Quesenberry, Admin. Assistant, appeared before the 
Board to discuss the disposition of mobile radios replaced by 
new radios for the Sheriffls Oepartment. 

She stated the radios have been checked out by the 
Motorola shop and are as follows: 

One el} Motorola, Three (3) RCAls and Two (2) G.E. IS are 
in satisfactory condition for use. 

Four (4) RCAls and One'el} G.E. ne~d about one hour of 
work to repair. One (1) RCA will require a little more time. 

She advised the Board that Old Hickory VFD has requested 
one radio for their new pumper. The Probation Officer has requested 
a radio for his car and she would like to put two of the G.E. radios 
in the hazardous materials van. 

She also advised the Board that RCA has been sold to 
T act e 1 and w hen t h_e par t s t n s t 0 c k. run 0 u t, ,t her e w ill . ben 0 m 0 r e 
parts available for RCA radios. 

She recommended that Old Hickory VFO be given an RCA 
for their truck~ that the Probation Officer be given the Motorola 
radio and that the two G.E. radios be placed in the hazardous 
materials van. She also recommended that the five RCA radios and 
one G.E. be repaired while parts are available. Sheriff Heath 
stated that the Probation Officer needed a radio in his car and 
agreed with leaving all three frequencies used by his department 
in the radio. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that'he would rather not put the 
old RCA radios back into service. He recommended that the Moto
rola be given to the Probation Officer; the G.E. be repaired and 
given to Old Hickory VFO and the other two G.E. radios be placed 
in the Hazardous Materials van. Mrs. Quesenberry stated that 
two radios were needed in the van because, all four frequencies 
will not fit in one radio due to the spread. 

Mr. Robertson suggested that the RCA radios be distri
buted evenly between the fire departments for use in their private 
vehicles. The County Administrator' stated those radios were pur
chased by a federal ~rant and if not used, the County would have 
to return them; 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay,:Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", Mrs. Quesenberry was authori,zed to make the following dis
position of mobile radios: 

1. Install the Motorola radio, with its present fre
quencies, in the Probation Officer vehicle. 

2. Repair the G.E. radio and order a 39.98 crystal for 
it to be installed in the Old Hickory VFO new pumper. 

3. Install the two G.E. radios that are in good shape 
in the hazardous materials van and order a 39.98 crystal for one 
of them. 

4. Return the RCA radios to,the state. agency from 
whi,ch they came. 
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IN RE: OLD HICKORY VFD--USE OF 39.50 FREQUENCY 

Mrs. Wendy Quesenberry, Admin. Assistant, advised the 
Board that Old Hickory VFD has requested that the 39.50 crystal 
remain in the mobile radio the County is allocating to their 
new pumper. This will allow Old Hickory to communicate with 
the Stony Creek VFD as authorized by the Board at its April 18, 
1984 meeting. The 39.44 and 39.54 crystals will be removed. 

Sheriff Heath stated this was agreeable to him. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting llaye H, the use of a 39.50 crystal was approved for the 
mobile radio given to Old Hickory VFD for use in their new pumper. 

IN RE: REAPPOINTMENTS--DINWIDDIE COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY 

Mr. Hargrave nominated Mr. John Clements for reappointment 
to the Dinwiddie Co. Water Authority. Mr. A. Clay nominated Mr. 
Joe Patterson for reappointment to the Dinwiddie Co. Water Authority. 
Mr. Robertson seconded both nominations. 

Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting Ilaye ll

, Mr. John Clements and Mr. Joe Patterson were reappointed 
to the Dinwiddie County Water Authority, terms expiring December 31, 
1988. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENTS--TRANSPORTATION SAFETY COMMISSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
Haye ll , the following appointments and reappointments were made 
to the Transportation Safety Commission, terms expiring December 
31, 1985: 

Mr. G.S. Bennett, Jr. was appointed; Mr. Brian Billings 
was reappointed; Mr. T.E. Gibbs was reappointed; Mrs. Rebecca Tilson 
was appointed; Mr. Kenny Tyree was reappointed; Mrs. Barbara Wilson 
was reappointed; and Mr. Max Roberts was appointed. 

IN RE: STREETLIGHTS--LEE BOULEVARD EXTENDED & WEST STREET 

The County Administrator stated that the Vepco repre
sentative reviewed the location of streetlights for Lee Boulevard 
Extended and West Street and recommended that a streetlight be 
approved for each. Their location will meet the streetlight require
ments. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", one streetlight was approved to be located on Lee Boulevard 
Extended and one streetlight was approved to be located on West 
Street. 

IN RE: FENCING--NORTHERN DINWIDDIE TRASH LOCATION 

The County Administrator advised the Board that the 
estimate on welded wire for the trash location in the Northern 
end of the County is $2,000. Chain link fence would be an 
additional $1,000. The fence to be erected would be determined 
after discussion with the property owner. 

IN RE: ROUTE 672 BRIDGE 

The County Administrator stated that the discussions 
with the railroad an the Rt. 672 bridge are moving forward. The 
additional height and grade requirements of Norfolk & Western 
Railway have not changed. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 



[--- -] 

Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIayell, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-34401 and (6). of the Virginia 
Freedom of Information Act, the_Board moved into Executiv_e Session 
at 3:54 P.M. to discuss legal and personnel~atters~ The meeting 
reconvened into Open Session_ at.5:15 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon moti.on of Mr. Robertson, _seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting lIayell, the. meeting was adjourl1ed at 5:16 P.M. 

-IJ,1~ 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 19TH DAY OF DECEMBER, 1984 AT 
8:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: G.S. BENNETT, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

M. I. HARGRAVE, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 
A.S. CLAY 

L. G. ELDER 
B.M. HEATH 

MINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. H a r g r a v e, Mr. Clay, Mr. Ro be r t son, Mr. Ben net t v 0 tin g 
"aye", the minutes of the December 5,1984 meeting were approved 
as presented. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES--INCREASE IN DUES 

The Board received a letter from the Virginia Association 
of Counties outlining the reasons for increasing their dues from 7¢ 
to 9¢ per capita. This would increase the County1s payment from 
$1540, which has already been paid, an additional $440 to $1980 
for 1984-85. 

Upon motion of Mr. Hargrave, seconrled by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", the increase in dues of $440 to the Virginia Association of 
Counties was approved for 1984-85. 

IN RE: TRANSFER OF FUNDS--WATER & SEWER FUND 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson voting 
"aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED' by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Treasurer be authorized to transfer 
$14,499.52 from the General Fund to the Water and Sewer Fund. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr.. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the followirig claims be approved and the funds 
appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 84-2586 through 84-2816 
amounting to $208,957.71; Leo Williams Fund check #LW-84-12 in 
the amount of $150.00; Library Fund checks-numbering LF-84-l6 
and 17 amounting to $92.24; Water & Sewer Fund check #W&S-84-3 
in the amount of $14,499.52. 

IN RE: HAYES, SEAY, MATTERN & MATTERN--PRESENTATION OF BID 
DOCUMENT FOR ROOF REPLACEMENTS 

Mr. ~il Carpenter, Architect, Hayes, Seay, Mattern & 
Mattern, appeared before the Board to present the 98% submission 
for review specification~ for the construction of roof replace
ments for the Circuit Court Clerk1s Office, the Social Services 
Building and the Eastside Elementary School. 
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Mr. Carpenter stated that all three roofs are being 
bid as a package, with two base bids. One will be the entire 
project for Eastside School and the Social Services building. The 
other base bid will be the Clerk's Office. This will give the 
Board the option of selecting different contractors for the two 
projects or the same one for both. 

Mr. Carpenter asked that the Board review the bid docu
ment and forward any comments they may have to him by January 4, 
1985. The County Administrator stated the Board will meet January 
2 and can consider any changes at that time. 

Mr. Carpenter then outlined the following schedule for 
advertising and receipt of bids: 

January 16, 1985 - Present final bid document to Board. 
January 20, 1985 - Advertise Invitation for bids. 
February 6, 1985 - Hold pre-bid conference. 
February 13, 1985 - Receive bids. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", the schedule for advertising and receipt. of bids 
was approved as presented. . 

Mr. Carpenter stated he would like to confirm that the 
County has insurance on the three buildings before the roof replace
ment begins. The County Administrator stated the County has 
insurance on those buildings. Mr. Carpenter then asked if the 
Board wanted to replace the gutters on the Social Services Buil
ding and the Clerk's Office. He stated the gutters on the Social 
Services building are in good shape, but the gutters on the 
Clerk's Office are pulling away from the building and he felt 
should be replaced. The Board decided to hold the decision on 
the gutters until the addition to the Clerk's Office is built. 

IN RE: APPOINTMtNT--PLANNING COMMISSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", Mr. Walter R. Kelly was appointed to the Planning 
Commission, term expiring December 31, 1988. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENT--DISTRICT 19 MENTAL HEALTH & MENTAL RETARDATION 
SERVICES CHAPTER 10 BOARD 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", Mrs. Maria Bowen was appointed to the District 19 
Mental Health and Mental Retardation Services Chapter 10 Board, 
term expiring December 31, 1987. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENT - BOARD OF ASSESSORS 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", Mr. James E. Harrison was appointed to replace Mr. William 
L. Mitchell on the Board of Assessors for the 1985 General Reas
sessment. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--NAMOZINE VFD 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett 
voting "aye", th_e following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Namozine VFD has made application to the 
Board of Supervisors for a Bingo & Raffle permit for the calendar 
year 1985; and 

WHEREAS, the Namozine VFD has paid the $10.00 appli-



cation fee and meets the requirements of the State Code of Vir
ginia; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that a Bingo & Raffle permit be 
approved for the Namozine VFD for the calendar year 1985. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--COMMISSION ON YOUTH AND COM
MUNITY SERVICES 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Commission on Youth and Community Services 
has made application to the Board of Supervisors for a Bingo & 
Raffle permit for the calendar year'1985; and 

WHEREAS, the Commission on Youth and Community Services 
has paid the $10.00 application fee'and meets the requirements of 
the State Code of Virginia; 

NOW THEREFORE BE' IT RESOLVED' by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that a Bingo & Raffle permit be 
approved for the Commission on Youth and Community Services for 
the calendar 1985. 

IN RE: PUBLIC AUCTION~-APPROVAL OF ITEMS FOR SALE 

Wendy Quesenberry, Admin.,'Assistant, presented a 
list of vehicles and other surplus property for approval to 
be sold at public auction, scheduled for Saturday, January 19, 
1985. She stated that the list consists of vehicles owned by 
the School system and the County. She added that other surplus 
items will be identi.fied and added to the list for the Board's 
approval before the day of the sale. ' 

Mrs. Quesenberry stated that she would also like 
authorization for the County Administrator to sign the titles 
to the vehicles so they may be transferred the day of the sale. 
She felt this would be' a more efficient operation. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if Slagle's Fire Truck Service in 
South Boston knew about the fire trucks being sold. Mrs. Que
senberry stated they' probably did not. Mr. Robertson asked 
if the Airport could use the fire truck being turned in. Mrs. 
Quesenberry stated'she knew the tank'was very rusty but she would 
check on it. 

Upon motion of Mr. HargraVe, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr'. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following items be approved for sale 
at public auction to be held January 19, 1985; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddi.e County, Virginia that the County Administrator is autho
rized to sign titles to the vehicles so they may be transferred 
the day of the sale. 

Year IDENTI.FI.CATION MAKE SCHOOL BD BD OF 

1980 JL42LAA134716 Ply X 
1980 JL42LAA1352.2.7 X 
1971 PE41G1F190494 Ply X 
1974 4W91L2.472.76 Ford X 
1973· P K,4 1 M 3 F 2. 3 6 6 04 Ply X 

SUPR 
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1975 PK41M5D189737 Pl y X 
1977 PK41 U7D245816 P1 y X 
1977 P K4 1 U 7 D 2 4 5 81 4 Pl Y X 
1971 PE41G1F190496 Ply X 
1976 PK41M6D190000 Pl Y X 
1978 RL41U8A187904 Pl Y X 
1970 CE169F860127 Chey X 
1959 F3509N25834 Ford X 
1972 F37HCP06080 Ford X 
1973 PK.41 M3F230093 Ply X 
1975 PK41M5D192143 P1 y X 
1971 PE41G1F190495 Ply X 
1978 RL41U8A187905 Ply X 
1964 12614599002 Dodge X 
1949 GCM61279 Chey. X 
1973 . PK41 M3F230095 Ply X 
1980 JL42LAA136873 Ply X 
1974 PK41M4D221409 Ply X 

32144 (Fork Lift) 
1980 J142LAA134717 Ply X 
1980 JL42LAA135226 Ply X 
1970 D24BEOU103930 Dodge X 
1976 PK41M6D189998 Pl y X 
1964 1261458967 Dodge X 
1953 64310 (Jeep) X 
1965 INT SB471784F 
1978 RL41U8A187907 Ply X 
1966 V4005F32820E GMC Wrecker X 

PK41 U70245815 Ply X 
1978 RL41U8A187903 Ply X 
1978 RL41U8A243382 Ply X 
1976 PK41M6D189999 Ply X 

JL42LAA134716 
1977 PK41U7D245813 Ply X 
1977 P K4 1 U 7 D 2 4 5 8 1 7 Ply X 
1958 F82F8U39594 Ford (fire truck) X 
1972 B21AB2V623988 Dodge (yan) X 
1954 57869 Ford (fire truck) X 

School Board - Buses 

Bus #2 B 60 CLB 19396 1967 Ford 
Bus #14 SE 520 P 180709 1970 Chey. 
Bus #21 SE 529 P 854970 1969 Chey. 
Bus #23 SE 628 F 157734 1968 Chey. 
Bus #24 SE 628 F 157802 1968 Chey. 
Bus #25 J 57 EG lS 374630 1971 Dodge 
Bus #28 SE 628 F 157847 1968 Chey. 
Bus #38 B 60 CLB 19398 1967 Ford 
Bus #40 B 60 CLB 19397 1967 Ford 
Bus #41 B 75 EUB 02196 1967 Ford 
Bus #42 B 75 EUB 02194 1967 Ford 
Bus #44 B 75 EUB 02197 1967 Ford 
Bus #45 SE 628 E 158064 1968 Chey. 
Bus #46 B 60 CLD 45655 1967 Ford 
Bus #48 SE 529 P 854975 1969 Chey. 
Bus #49 SE 29 P 863291 1969 they. 
Bus #51 B 60 CLD 47431 1968 Ford 
Bus #53 B 60 CLD 45654 1968 Ford 
Bus #56 J 57 EG lS 374820 1971 Dodge 
Bus #59 J 67 FK lS 374770 1971 Dodge 
Bus #63 J 67 FK lS 374525 1971 Dodge 
Bus #65 J 67 FK lS 374765 1971 Dodge 
Bus #73 J 67 FK lS 374550 1971 Dodge 
Bus #70 B 61 DCS 09737 1973 Ford 

Pile of Scrap Metal 
Pile of Wooden Desks, Old Metal Chairs 
Fuel Tanks - 1-10,000 

1-275 
1-400 



----~.--------
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2-550 
Assortments (Adding Machines, Typewriters, Electric Motors. Floor 

Buffer. Inoperable Electronic Equipment) 

County - Three (3) Sharp Compet QS-2169 Electronic Printing Calculators 
91024755; 91024765; 91128762 

IN RE: DISPOSAL OF EXISTING TOWER -- SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 

Wendy Quesenberry, Admin. Assistant, advised the Board 
that bids are being solicited for a new radio tower and are due 
January 22, 1985. She asked the Board's approval to have the 
existing tower, when it is removed, transported to the School Bus 
Maintenance facility. Mr. George Soloe, Superintendent of Main
tenance and Transportation, has expressed an interest in using it 
for his communications system. She further stated that she has 
talked with other localities and did not know of any that would have 
a use for it. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Hargrave, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", Mrs. Quesenberry was authorized to instruct the successful 
vendor to transport the existing guyed tower to the School Bus 
Maintenance facility for their use, upon removal from the Sheriff's 
Department building. 

IN RE: AMELIA COUNTY--250TH ANNIVERSARY CELEBRATION 

The Chairman reminded the Board that they received a 
letter in their information from Amelia County inviting Dinwiddie 
County officials to participate in the opening ceremony of their 
celebration to be held May 9, 1985. He stated the Board members 
could be thinking about it for discussion at a later date. 

IN RE: INFORMATION 

Other information received by the Board at this meeting 
included a letter from the Trans-Virginia Public Service Corpo
ration concerning the coal pipeline proposed for Virginia and 
a brochure outlining the 1985 legislative program for the Va. 
Association of Counties. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, Mr. Bennett voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2 .. 1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 8:30 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 9:44 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

ATTEST:~ 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. CHAIRMAN 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 2ND DAY OF JANUARY, 1985 
AT 2:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: M. L HARGRAVE~ JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
G . S . BENNETT, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
H. L. CLAY, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
G. E. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 

L. G. ELDER COUNTY ATTORNEY 
B.M. HEATH SHERIFF 

THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR PRESIDING 

IN RE: ELECTION OF CHAIRMAN 

Mr. Robertson nominated Mr. M.I. Hargrave, Jr. 

Mr. H. Clay moved that the nominations be closed. Mr. 
A. Clay seconded the motion. Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Bennett vote.d lIayell. Mr. Hargrave abstained. 

Mr. M. I. Ha r g r a v e , Jr. was una n i m 0 u sly e 1 e c ted C h air man 
for the year 1985. 

IN RE: ELECTION OF VICE-CHAIRMAN 

Mr. H. Clay nominated Mr. A.S. Clay. Mr. Robertson secon
ded the nomination. 

Mr. Bennett moved that the nominations be closed. Mr. 
Robertson, seconded the motion. Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
H. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voted lIayell. Mr. A. Clay abstained. 

Mr. A.S. Clay was unanimously elected Vice~Chairman for 
the year 1985. 

MR. HARGRAVE ASSUMED THE CHAIR. 

IN RE: ESTABLISHMENT OF SCHEDULE AND TIME FOR 1985 REGULAR 
BOARD MEETI.NGS 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, jV]r. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIayell, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following schedule is established for 
the regular meetings of the Board of Supervisors for the calendar 
year 1985: 

January 2; January 16; February 6; February 20; March 6; 
March 20; Apri:l 3; April 17; May 1 ; May 15; June 19; July 17; 
August 21; September 18; October 2; October 16; November 6; 
November 20; December 4; December 18, 1985; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the regular meetings scheduled 
for the first Wednesday in the month will be held at 2:00 P.M. 
and the regular meetin~s sched~led for the third Wednesday in 
the month will be held at 7:30 P.M. 

IN RE: M INUTE.S 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, !VIr. Hargrave voting 
lIayell, the minute.s of the December 19, 1984 meeting were approved 
as presented. 

IN RE: COMMISSIONER OF REVENUE--COMPUTER SERVICE FOR VEHICLE 
VALUATION 

Mr. W.E. Bolte stated that he uses the N.A.D.A. book 

#3 
#4 
#1 
#2 
#2 
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loan values to assess vehicles for personal property taxes. In 
the past, this has been done manually by his staff, which takes 
time and manpower and also leaves room for error. 

He advised the Board that he received proposals from two 
data processing firms that will match the Divison of Motor Vehicles 
list with the N.A.D.A. loan values and give his office a computer 
print out. These proposals are based on 15,000 vehicles: 

Business Data of Virginia - $.055/vehicle for those assessed 
$.025/vehicle for those not 

assessed; 
N.A.D.A. Services Corp. - $.060/vehicle; 

Mr. Bolte added that the firms stated they could provide 
values for 80% of the vehicles. His personnel would still have 
20% to look up values for manually. 

He stated that the cost for this service was not included 
in his 1984-85 budget, but he felt its use would provide a savings. 
He, therefore, requested that he be authorized to pursue contracting 
with the low bid from Business Data of Virginia, approximately $797. 

Mr. Robertson moved that the Commissioner of Revenue be 
authorized to pursue the data processing services of Business Data 
of Virginia for the valuation of vehicles for personal property 
taxes. Mr. H. Clay questioned whether the service should be bid 
out. Mr. Bolte stated these two firms were the only ones he knew 
of that offered the service and he was recommending the low bid 
be accepted. Mr. H. Clay seconded the motion. Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voted "aye". 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mr. W.E. Jones presented his report for the month of 
December, 1984. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. J. L. Blaha presented his report for the month of 
December, 1984. 

IN RE: DIRECTOR OF PLANNING 

Mr. W.C. Scheid stated that he had received several ques
tions concerning what was being built on Rt. 226. He stated that 
the building would house P&R Business Machines and a Brother's 
Pizza business in the front. 

IN RE: VA. DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. Mac Neblett, Resident Engineer, Va. Dept. of Highways 
and Transportation, appeared before the Board to answer any ques
tions they might have. He stated that his department was moving 
along on the Rt. 601 and Rt. 604 projects. 

1. Mr. Robertson stated that he had received comments 
about accidents at the intersection of Ritchie Avenue and U.S. #1. 
Apparently, the yellow flashing lights have been knocked down, 
and people are having trouble crossing U.S. #1 to get to Boydton 
Plank Road. Mr. Neblett stated he would look into it. 

2. Mr. Robertson asked what was the status of limiting 
through truck traffic on Rt. 1310. Mr. Neblett stated it was 
still in the review stages with the Highway Department but he 
would check into it. 

3. Mr. Bennett stated he would like for the Highway 
Department representatives to ride Rt. 611 from Rt. 751 to Spring
field Church. He indicated the road is very bumpy and appears to 
be worn out. Mr. Neblett stated he would check it out and report 
back to him. 
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4. Mr. Hargrave stated he wished they could compell 
the Highway Commission members and the legislators to travel the 
interstate South at Christmas since they decided to leave the tolls 
in place. He stated the traffic at the toll booths was backed up 
which caused travelling to be very difficult during that time. 

IN RE: APPROVAL OF 98% BID DOCUMENT ON ROOF REPLACEMENTS 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, the 98% submission bid document for the roof replacements 
on the Circuit Court Clerk's office, the Social Services building 
and the Eastside Elementary School was approved as presented. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--DINWIDDIE SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Senior High School has made 
application to the Board of Supervisors for a Bingo & Raffle Permit 
for calendar year 1985; and 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Senior High School has paid the 
$10.00 fee and meets the requirements of the State Code of Virginia; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie Senior High School 
be granted a Bingo & Raffle Permit for the calendar year 1985. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--DINWIDDIE JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Junior High School has made appli
cation to the Board of Supervisors for a Bingo & Raffle Permit for 
calendar year 1985; and 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Junior High School has paid the 
$10.00 fee and meets the requirements of the State Code of Virginia; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie Junior High School 
be granted a Bingo & Raffle Permit for the calendar year 1985. 

IN RE: ROUTE 615--FRANKLIN ZITTA 

Mr. Franklin Zitta appeared before the Board to ask if 
there was any opposition to permanently blocking the end of Rt. 
615 to through traffic. He stated he had talked with the neighbors 
and had put up a cable. The Board advised him to talk with the 
Highway Department because it was not a decision they could make. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of Infor
mation Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 2:41 P.M. to 
discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session 
at 4:00 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, the meeting was adjourned at 4:01 P.M. 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD DF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 16TH DAY OF JANUARY, 1985 
AT 7:30 P.M. 

PRESENT: M. I. HARGRAVE, JR., CHAIRMAN 
A. S. CLAY, JR., VICE-CHAIRMAN· 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

IN RE: 

H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.L ROBERTSON, JR. 

T.O. RAINEY, III 
B.M. HEATH 

MINUTES 

ASS'T. COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

Mr. Robertson pointed out under the item concerning the 
Virginia Department of Highways and Transportation, number 2, that 
Rt. 1301 should be Rt. 1310. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the minutes of the January 2, 1985 meeting were approved as 
presented with the one change as referenced by Mr. Robertson. 

IN RE: TRANSFER OF FUNDS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
the Treasurer was authorized to make the following transfers: 

1. $24,525.39 from the General Fund to the Water & Sewer 
Fund. 

2. $100,000 from the General Fund to the County Construc
tion Fund. 

3. $200 from the General Fund to the Law Library Fund. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Mr. Robertson request~d a report as to why radio repair 
was being taken to Comm-Tronics when the County has a maintenance 
contract with Superior Communications. He asked for a report at 
a later date. 

Upol! motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Cl ay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Cl ay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Ha rgra ve vot i ng 
"aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and the 
funds appropriated for same: . 

General Fund checks-numbering 85-1 through 85-100 amoun
ting to $131,7QO.06; Radio Fund-checks numbering RADIO-85-1 thru 
RADIO-85-4 in the amount of $17,487L34; History Book check #HB-
85-1 in the amount of $4.69; County Construction Fund- check #CCF-
85-1 in the amount of $6,297.00; Water & Sewer Fund-check #W&S-85-1 
in the amount of $24,525.39; Library Fund-check #LF-85-1 in the amount 
of $370.32. 

IN RE: APPROVAL OF 100% BID DOCUMENT FOR ROOF REPLACEMENTS-
THREE COUNTY BUILDINGS 

Wendy Quesenberry, Admin. Assistant, presented the final 
bid document for the roof replacements for three county buildings, 
Circuit Court Clerk's Office, Social Services Building and the East
side Elementary School. She briefly reviewed 2 minor changes made 
since the 98% document was presented. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
~~'. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 

"aye ll
, the 100% bid document on roof replacements for three county 

buildings was approved as presented. 
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IN RE: APPROVAL OF ADDITIONAL ITEMS FOR PUBLIC AUCTION 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, the following items were approved for sale at public auction: 

IBM Selectric Typewriter, Serial #9385256; Remington Rand 
Adding Machine, #3N1638380; Remington Rand Adding Machine, #93P394179P; 
Remington Rand adding Machine, #99N1806000; Remington Rand Adding 
Machine, #96-498116; Remington Rand Adding Machine, #99N1214672; 
Burroughs Cash Register, #A855637; Remington Typewriter, #SPP-2-51351-J; 
Victor Adding Machine, #1368-360C; Remington Electric Typewriter; 
Victor 1800 Printing Calculator, #4294-027; Royal Typewriter, #Z-lllO; 
Burroughs F1500 Bookkeeping Machine, #F1433C; Sharp Compet QS-2169 
Electric Printing Calculators, Nos. 91024755, 91024765, 91128762; 
Remington Typewriter, Electric 25; Metal Ballot Box; 10 Wooden Chairs; 
7 Desk Chairs wi wheels; 1 Stuffed Chair wi Wheels; 5 drawer flat 
filing trays (2); Two Drawer Index Card Filing Box; (5) five drawer 
filing cabinets; Diebold's Filing Safe; Victor Adding Machine, #8319171; 
Unicorn Adding Machine, #206554; Victor Adding Machine, #3685891; Ricomac 
Adding Machine, #28905; Manual Adding Machine, #156449 

Scrap Items - Electric Dryer, Cissell, #3432; Washing Machine; 
Commercial stove; (2) Solid Wood Doors; Four door wooden cabinet; . 
voting partitions; (3) Desks, 3 drawers on each side; (1) wooden desk, 
3 drawers on one side; 1 wooden table; 1 wooden storage cabinet, 1 
metal storage cabinet; 3 round light fixture covers; 6 screen doors; 
1 dryer rack. 

IN RE: STREETLIGHTS--CHESTNUT GARDENS 

The County Administrator presented a petition from 25 
residents of the new section of Chestnut Gardens requesting street
lights along Rt. 601. He stated he had reviewed the area with a 
representative from Vepco and their recommendation is that three 
streetlights are needed. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr.Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr, Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, 

three streetlights were approved along Rt. 601 for the new portion 
of Chestnut Gardens. 

IN RE: REPORT ON VEHICLES--ANIMAL WARDEN & BUILDING INSPECTOR 

The County Administrator advised the Board that he was 
having the Animal W~rden's truck checked out and was postponing 
bidding out a new truck at this time. He stated the repairs on 
the Building Inspector's car are being reviewed and he should 
have a report at the next meeting. 

IN RE: RECESS 

The Chairman declared a short recess at 7:43 P.M. The 
meeting reconvened at 7:55 P.M. 

IN RE: FARMER'S HOME ADMINISTRATION--UPDATE ON ACTIVITIES 

Mrs. Gladys Holland, County Supervisor, Farmer's Home 
Administration in Petersburg, appeared before the Board to give 
a brief update on the activities of her agency involving Dinwiddie 
County. She added that FMHA wanted to be of service to the County, 
and she would be back towards the middle of the year to update 
the Board again. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--REZONING APPLICATION P-84-4--CARL 
BOGESE ASSOCIATES 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on Wednesday, December 26, 1984 and Wednesday, January 2, 
1985 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to 
consider for adoption an ordinance to amend a portion of Section 21, 
Parcel 109A containing approximately 20 + acres by changing the 
district classification from Business, General B-2 to Residential 
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General R-2. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, reviewed the appli
cation and supporting material with the Board which included the 
Planning Commission recommendations. The Planning Commission held 
a public hearing an December 12, 1984 and because of a technical 
error held another public-hearing on January 9, 1985. At the 
December 12, 1984 meeting, the Planning Commission recommended 
approval with conditions and the vote was 6-1. At their January 
9, 1985 meeting. the Planning Commission recommended approval with 
conditions and the vote was 5-0. Mr. Scheid then read the attached 
conditions: 

1. a mlnlmum buffer strip of 50' be established around 
the property except where the property abuts the commercial pro
perty located along Route 1; 

'j , 

2. the main access road to the R-2 property will have 2 
exit lanes, 1 entrance lane. and a 20' median strip between the 
entrance/exit lanes as shown on the proposed development plan. 
Also, a deceleration lane would be provided; 

3. additional right-of-way along U.S. Route 1 be dedi
cated to the County for future widening of Route 1; 

4. 1 imit density of rezoned property to a maximum of 
6 dwelling units per gross acre. A gross acre to be defined as 
the land available for development prior to dedication of land for 
roads, utilities, etc. 

5. a recreational access to the A.P. Hill Historical Land
mark will. be provided to the greatest extent possible. 

Mr. Jay DeBoer, Attorney, was present to represent the 
applicant, Carl R. Bogese & Associates. Mr. Bogese was also pre
sent in support of his application. Mr. DeBoer addressed the fol
lowing points as summarized below: 

1. The proposal is for R-2 zoning with a commercial front, 
which will provide service and convenience. Dinwiddie County is 
growing and there is a demand for housing in Dinwiddie, especially 
for singles, young couples and teachers. R-2 does allow apartments 
and apartments are housing and are needed; 

2. Shopping will be provided in the front and all are in 
favor of commercial development. Dinwiddie County favors economic 
growth but is a little different in that the County wants the growth 
controlled. 

3. This parcel of land is 'in Land Use and is not providing 
that much income. If developed; it would provide more income. If 
people move in, personal property taxes will increase along with 
the real estate enhancement. The County will receive sales tax, 
business licenses and more people'to share in the cost of water 
and sewer. 

4. The conditions were freely agreed to--the 50 foot buffer 
zone, the density of housing to 6 per acre; . Six per acre is pretty 
sparse. 

5. The rezoning request has' been called spot zoning. 
However; it i:s reasonably compatible'and is a'logical area for 
growth on U.S. 1.·The County is not in a position for a 26 acre 
shopping center. There is other comparable zoning the area. The 
immediate abutti.ng property'owners are 310 feet- away. 

Mr: Lan Henley, Henley Design Grpup, then described the 
type of housing being proposed. Names suggested for the development 
are Sentry Woods and A. P. Hi 11 PI aza. 
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Mr. H. Clay asked if any market research had been done 
to indicate the need for apartments in Dinwiddie County. Mr. DeBoer 
stated there had been no formal research. The need for development 
is based on alot of experience as well as contacts in the market. 
It's called a planned unit development. 

Mr. H. Clay then asked what type of construction would be 
used. Mr. Henley stated it would be wood frame, some brick siding, 
shingle roof--a conventional residential structure. 

Mr. H. Clay asked what the square footage of a unit would 
be. Mr. Henley stated it would be one bedroom, 600, 800 or 900 
sq. ft., depending on the market needs. 

Mr. H. Clay asked when would the market research be done. 
Mr. DeBoer stated the investment of funds for that is based on the 
Board's decision tonight. 

Mr. H. Clay asked if any 3-bedroom units are being con
sidered. Mr. DeBoer stated he would guess 75% of the development 
would be one bedroom. 

Mr. H. Clay stated that he had seen no reference to single 
family dwelling areas. Mr. DeBoer stated that the parcel of land 
divides into 3 pieces, a commercial front, the next half of 8 acres 
and then 12 acres in the back. The commercial front is expensive 
to build. The next development would be 8 acres with multi-family 
dwellings and green areas left as another buffer. The back 12 acres 
would be for single-family dwellings, in a more isolated area further 
away from the road. Mr. H. Clay asked if the developers are willing 
to commit to single family dwellings in the back. Mr. DeBoer 
answered no, but it was certainly a viable alternative. 

Mr. H. Clay then stated if the property is rezoned to R-2, 
they could develop it all into apartments. Mr. DeBoer stated yes, 
it could be 120 units on a 22 acre tract of land but the limit of 
6 per acre is not profitable. 

Mr. Larry Diehl, Attorney, was present to represent the 
opposition to this rezoning. A number of landowners in the area 
were also present in opposition. 

Mr. Diehl provided a copy of his "statement in opposition ll 

along with petitions consisting of over 100 landowners, adjacent 
to or near the subject parcel, opposing the rezoning to be made 
a part of the minutes. 

Mr. Diehl then touched briefly on the major pOints of his 
statement. He added that the Board is dealing with legal standards 
of evi.dence of rezoning a parcel of land. The parcel has been in 
its present"zoning for some time without a change. In order to 
change the zoning, they need standards of evidence showing a sub
stantial change in the area. This has not been shown, only a general 
need. He felt the Board would be giving a blank check for a market 
survey which may result in a change of plans. He added that he did 
not see any recreational facilities on the plans. If the proposal 
was intended to be for family dwellings, how can 75% be one bedroom. 

The main points of his statement of opposition are as 
follows: 

1. The rezoning application is opposed by the almost 
unanimous opposition of surrounding property owners and citizens of 
Dinwiddie County in the general vicinity of ~he said property. 

2. No rezoning, without any restrictions whatsoever, 
should be approved prior to proper studies of the impacts on 
the County first being performed in sufficient detail. 

3. An approval of the request as presented would leave 
the County powerless over the future development of this land as 
R-2 should ownership change or the purpose of the apartments change 
after approval. 
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4. The proposed project is a threat to surrounding land 
owners in that the values of said surrounding properties would be 
decreased, based upon simil.ar property values depreciating in other 
housing developments which have been built by Bogese Associates 
in other geographical areas. 

5. The approval.of the propos~d project wDuld violate 
both the spirit and specific provisions of the County's comprehensive 
land use plan. 

6. The approval of the proposed project would constitute 
spot zoning in violation of both local and state ordinances and law 
in regards to rezoning approval. 

7. Any approval. of the proposed rezoning with conditional 
zoning restrictions would be void for failure to comply with Sec . 
. 5.1-491.2 of the 1950 Code of Virginia, as Amended. 

In conclusion, Mr. Diehl. stated he didn't feel the County 
should give the company a blank check at this point. Not that housing 
is wrong, but there is a middle ground--R-l, to still allow single 
family units. He added certainly the rezoning could be tabled for 
more facts. 

Mr. John Talmage,'an'adjacent landowner, also spoke in 
opposition. His main concerns were that the entire property would 
be developed into apartments, increased burden on the County as 
well as the fire department .and Sheriff's personnel. He felt the 
property is most suitable for R-l zoning. 

Mr. DeBoer gave his rebuttal and closing remarks. Mr. 
Bennett stated that there are houses closer than 310 feet. Mr. 
DeBoer agreed, the Blick .property. 

The Chairman thanked the .two lawyers for their clarity. 
Mr. Edsell Long also spoke in opposition. 

Mr. Robertson stated that he wanted to comment on some 
of the statements made. He felt the Sheriff's Department could 
handle the situation. The newly elected Sheriff has carried out 
his promises with the support of the Board. He also stated the 
fire department had capable volunteers that give alot of their 
time and have been supported by the Board with new equipment. He 
continued stating that it had been said that if the Board did not 
change the zoning, they were not progressive. He stated this Board 
has worked hard and done a great deal to bring industry into the 
County and he felt the County is progressing. 

Mr. Robertson stated he was elected to serve the citizens 
of Dinwiddie County and represent the Rohoic District. Mr. Robertson 
moved that rezoning application P-84-4 of Carl Bogese & Associates 
be denied. Mr. H. Clay seconded the motion . 

. Mr. Bennett stated he felt this particular area is a 
good location for apartments. The Planning Commission held two 
public hearings and he felt they put forth an outstanding effort. 
He added that he felt the County is progressive in locating industry 
and at some point would need apartments, which they could fill at 
this time. There is R-2 zoning in the area. It has been suggested 
that the property is more ideal than the land on Lewis Road. He 
suggested maybe Mr. Bogese would like to approach that property owner. 
~ersonally, Mr. Bennett felt the subject property under consideration 
tonight is better. 

He stated that vandalism can come with single family 
dwellings as well as the same type of people that occupy. apartments. 
He added that he had voted that it was a good decision rather than 
represent 100 people. 

Mr. H. Clay stated he wrestled long and hard with his 
decision. He came originally with the feeling there was some need 
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for apartments but had heard nothing positive tonight about need. 
He did not feel it was the worst location in Dinwiddie County. He 
thought there was an indication that an area for single family 
development was set aside but the developer made no commitment 
tonight. They might see all the development as apartments. Defen
ding the Namozine VFD and the Sheriff's Department was not a factor 
in his decision. He felt they can handle the job. Mr. H. Clay 
concluded stating he felt R-l or R-1A would be more appropriate. 

Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", Mr. Bennett voting "nay", rezoning application P-84-4 of 
Carl Bogese and Associates was denied. 

Mr. Hargrave added that as a Supervisor, when he considers 
a rezoning he looks at what can be done in the present zoning as it 
exists. He stated he did not doubt the sincerity of the developer 
but was a bit disappointed to hear the developer was closed minded 
to any other consideration. He felt it could_be ~esi9ned so that 
R-2 is on part of the property, then R-1A could'surround it as a 
buffer. Then it would behoove the developer to develop and maintain 
the center to enhance the R-l surrounding. 

Mr. Talmage stated he apologized if he offended the Sheriff's 
Department and fire department. He was only thinking about the extra 
burden. 

IN RE: RECESS 

The Chairman declared a short recess at 9:22 P.M. The 
meeting reconvened at 9:26 P.M. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--AMENDMENT A-84-6 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on Wednesday, December 26, 1984 and Wednesday, January 2, 1985 
for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to consider 
for adoption an ordinance to amend Sec. 15-30. Drawing, paragraph 
(a) of the Dinwiddie County subdivision ordinance. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented the amend
ment and recommendation of the Planning Commission. They recommended 
approval at their December 12, 1984 meeting. 

Mr. Scheid stated the amendment was brought up by the 
Water Authority, because they ran into a problem with dedication of 
utility easements at a subdivision. 

No one appeared in support nor opposition. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, DINWIDDIE, 
VIRGINIA, that Section 15-30, paragraph La), Owner's consent and 
dedication statement, of the Dinwiddie County Subdivision Ordinance 
be amended by adding the words shown in brackets: 

a. Owner's consent and dedication statement. 

Know all men by these presents, that the subdivision of 
land as shown on this plat, containing acres, more or less, and 
designated Subdivison, situated in t~ District, in the County 
of Dinwiddie;-Virginia, is with the free consent and in accordance 
with the desires of the undersigned owners thereof; that all streets, 
Lutility easements, and drainage easements) shown on said plat are 
hereby dedicated to the public use, and that all lots within the 
subdivision are subject to certain restrictions, reservations, stipu
lations and covenants as contained in a writing executed by the 
undersigned, under the date of ,19 ,and recorded 
in the Clerk.'s Office of Dinwiddie County, in deedbook ,page 
___ The said ___ acres of land hereby subdivided having-been con-
veyed to by by deed dated ,19, and of record in the 
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Clerk1s Office of the circuit court of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, 
in deed book ,at page_' __ . Given our hands this ___ day of 
19 -----

Signature Signature 

In all ,other respects,said ordinance is hereby reordained. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--AMENDMENT A-84-7 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on Wednesday, December 26, 1984 and Wednesday, January 2, 
1985 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to 
consider for adoption an ordinance to amend Sec. 15-36, paragraph 
(a) of the Dinwiddie County Subdivision Ordinance entitled dedication 
of land for public use. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, ,Director of Planning" reviewed the 
material and the re~omm~~dation qf ,~he' Planning Commission. They 
recommended approval at their December 12, 1984 meeting. 

Mr. Scheid stated that part of the amendment could be 
handled administratively with a separate document. As it now 
stands, when a developer provides a bond and records a plat for 
a subdivision, there is no time frame set out for him to make 
improvements, i.e. finishing roads. 

Mr.H~rgravequestio~ed,wheth~r they could adopt an 
ordinance with an admjnistrative policy in a separate agreement. 
The Ass1t County Attorney stated he had no problem with it. That 
way, the time limit could, be changed administratively. 

No one appe~red in ,support nor opposition. 

Upon,motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors, Dinwiddie, 
Virginia that section 15-36 entitled,Dedication of Landfor Public 
Use, paragraph (a) shall be amended by adding the following (that 
which is underlined) to the end of the paragraph: 

(a) .• ~ . : .and conditioned upon the maintenance of 
such road until such time as it is accepted into the State Highway 
System. In addition to the above, the owner or developer shall enter 
into an agreement with the County, and/or the Authority, said agreement 
provided to the owner or developer by the County and/or Authority, in 
which the owner or developer shall commit himself to a period of time 
during which improvements shall be completed. 

In all other respects said, subdivision ordinance is hereby 
reordained. 

, 
IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--AMENDMENTA-85~1 

This being the time anq place as advertised in the Progress
Index on Wednesday, December 26, 1984 and Wednesday, January 2, 1985 
for the Boa r d 0 f Sup e r vis 0 r s to h old a pub Tic hie a r i n g to c:o n sid e r 
for adoption an ordinance to amend a portion of Sec. 17-1 of the 
County Code by deleting the definition of dwelling, single-family 
mobile'home, and dwelling, multiple-family and adding definition 
for dwelling, single-family dwelling, mobile home and dwelling, 
multiple-family. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented the 
material and reviewed the action of the Planning Commission wherein 
they recommended approval at their January 9, 1985 meeting. Mr. 
Scheid stated the current defnitions are confusing and he was recom
mending the definition used,by the State., 
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No one appeared in support nor opposition. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board ,of Supervisors, Dinwiddie County, 
Virginia, that the County Zoning Ordinance be amended by deleting 
the following definitions from Section 17-1: 

Dwelling, single-family. A structure arranged or designed 
to be occupied by one family, the structure having only one dwelling 
unit. 

Mobile home. A mobile home iSra ~tn~J.e-familt dwelling 
designed for transportation, after fabrication, '6~ itfeets'and high
ways on its own wheels or on flatbed or other trailers and arriving 
at the site where it is to be occupied as a dwelling complete and 
ready for occupancy, except for minor and incidental unpacking and 
assembly operation, location on jacks or permanent foundations, 
connection to utilities and the like. 

Dwelling, multiple-family. A structure arranged or designed 
to be occupied by more than one family. 

In its stead, the following definitions shall be added to 
Section 17-1: 

Dwelling, mobile home. A structure, transportable in one 
or more sections, which, in the traveling mode, is eight body feet 
or more in width or forty body feet or more in length, or, when 
erected on site, is 320 or more square feet. It is built on a 
permanent chassis and designed to be used as a dwelling unit with 
or without a permanent foundation when connected to the required 
utilities. The mobile home includes the plumbing, heating, air 
conditioning, and electrical systems. 

Dwelling, single-family. A structure, other than a mobile 
home dwelling or travel trailer, arranged or designed to be occu
pied by one family, the structure having only one dwelling unit. 

Dwelling, multiple-family. A structure arranged or de
signed to be occupied by more than one family and containing two 
or more dwelling units. 

In all other respects said Zoning Ordinance is hereby 
reordained. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--AMENDMENT A-85-2 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Wednesday, December 26, 1984 and Wednesday, January 
2, 1985 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing 
to consider for adoption an ordinance to amend Sec. 17-11 and Sec. 
17-18 of the Dinwiddie County Code by adding mobile home as a 
permitted use. 

Mr. W~C. Scheid, Director of Planning, reviewed the material 
and the recommendation of the Planning Commission. They recommended 
approval at their January 9, 1985 meeting. Mr. Scheid stated this 
was a housekeeping item. 

No one appeared in support nor opposition. 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the County Zoning Ordinance be amended by 
adding mobile home as a permitted use to Section 17-11 and Section 
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17-18 as follows: 

Section 17-11 

(25) Mobile home. 

Section 17-18 

(46) Mobile home. 

In all other respects said Zoning Ordinance is hereby 
reordai.ned. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--AMENDMENT A-85-3 

1 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on Wednesday, December 26, 1984 and Wednesday, January 2, 1985 
for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to consider 
for adoption an ordinance to amend the county code by adding the defi
nition of gross acre to Sec. 17-1 and establishing a maximum density 
for dwelling units per gross acre in Article VII, Residential, 
General, District R-2. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented the 
material and the recommendation of the Planning Commission. They 
recommended approval at their January 9, 1985 meeting. 

Mr. Scheid pointed out that there is no density factor 
in the present R-Z zoning, only a limit on units per square foot. 
He arrived at 6 through the Urban Land Institute which recommends 6 
as a median figure. The gross acre was chosen because it is easier 
to calculate. 

Mr. Hargrave asked how they could limit the area of the 
density requirement. Mr. Scheid stated it couldn1t be limited with 
this amendment. There could be 600 units on a 10 acre tract. 

Mr. Hargrave suggested Mr. Scheid pursue it a little further 
by adding verbiage such as IIno one acre shall have any more than ... , 
or no two to three acres shall exceed ..... II 

No one appeared in support nor opposition. 

Upon motion of M~. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
C 1 a y, Mr. Rob e r t son, Mr. C 1 a y, Mr. Ben net t, Mr. H a r g r a v e v 0 tin g 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virgini.a that the zoning ordinance be amended as follows: 

1. Add the following definition to Section 17-1: 

Acre, Gross. The area available for development before 
acreage is dedicated for such things as roads, open spaces, and 
other public uses. 

2. Add a new section to Article VII. 

Section 17-50A. Maximum Density. 

In residential district R-2, a"ma~imum'\d~'nsity of, ,six 
(6) dwelling units per gross acre shall be ~eriliitted. ' 

In all other respects said Zoning Ordinance is hereby 
reordained. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. ~. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
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Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of Infor
mation Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 10:00 P.M. 
to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session 
at 10:51 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", the meeting 
was adjourned at 10:52 P.M. 

..n __ .. n •• 

ATTEST: 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 6TH DAY OF FEBRUARY, 1985 
AT 2:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: M. I. HARGRAVE, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
G. S. BENNETT, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
H. L. CLAY, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
G. E. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 

B . M . HEATH SHERIFF 

ABSENT: L. G. ELDER COUNTY ATTORNEY 

IN RE: MINUTES 

#3 
#4 
#1 
#2 
#2 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
the minutes of the January 16, 1985 meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and funds be 
appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 85-101 through 85-198 amoun
ting to $99,822.74. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

1985. 
Mr. W.E. Jones presented his report for the month of January, 

He also reported that vehicle license sales were up 534 
from this time last year. The Board expressed its appreciation to 
Sheriff Heath for his efforts in this area. 

Mr. Jones added that tax collections were up .12% from 
last year to 88.52% as of January 31, 1985. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha presented his report for the month of 
January, 1985. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

Mr. L.A. Brooks, Jr. presented his report for the month 
of January, 1985. 

IN RE: LIVESTOCK CLAIMS--E.B. TITMUS 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", Mr. E. B. Titmus was awarded $1500 for one (l) cow and $200 
for one (1) calf. 

IN RE: LIVESTOCK CLAIM--D.V. ANDREWS 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. C 1 a y, Mr. Rob e r t son, Mr. Ben net t, Mr. H a r g r a v e v 0 tin g 
II aye", Mr. D. V. Andrews was awarded $90 for three (3) goats. 

IN RE: 

BOOK 8 

APPOMATTOX RIVER SOIL & WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT-
DISCUSSION OF NEW POSITION 

Mr. Paul Myers, Chairman, Appomattox River Soil & Water 
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Conservation District, appeared before the Board to discuss the 
new position of Urban Erosion Specialist that is becoming available 
to the District. He stated that Petersburg, Colonial Heights, and 
Hopewell have expressed a need for this type of assistance, although 
Colonial Heights and Hopewell are not in any district at the present 
time. The State will fund 75% of the position and 25% of the cost 
will be divided among the four localities. Dinwiddie's share would 
then be $2500. The state funds are coming from the Chesapeake Bay 
and Chowan Basin cleanup. 

Mr. Myers added that the District will interview, employ 
and supervise the individual. It will be strictly an urban position 
but the individual will also advise localities on how to improve 
their soil erosion and sedimentation control programs. 

Mr. Bernie Houchins, Field Representative with the Soil 
and Water Conservation Commission, was also present to answer questions. 

Mr. Bennett asked if there is a permit required or a 
user fee attached to reimburse the expenses of this position. 

Mr. Houchins indicated the individual will work with the 
four localities on soil disturbances and reviewing industrial pro
jects to see that the regulations are carried out. 

Mr. Bennett asked what kind of work will it mainly be, 
subdivisions? Mr. Houchins stated it would be where the expertise 
is not available. He added that there is a method of recovering 
costs and that is through the review of plans. The permits are now 
issued through the County's planning department for a fee and 
that money goes into the General Fund. 

Mr. Robertson stated he understood the total budget is 
$40,000 and asked how many employees that would cover. Mr. Houchins 
stated it will be for one person. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he thought the County was pretty 
well covered in this area and asked where the gap is. Mr. Houchins 
stated they are trying to provide expertise solely in erosion and 
sediment control. Also there are almost quarterly changes in the 
regulations that must be handled administratively. 

Mr. Hargrave asked how the District can control and deal 
with local government requirements. He stated he did not see the 
need for another channel. Mr. Houchins indicated the State will 
improve the channel in local government. The regulations would still 
be enforced by the County. The expertise is available to help the 
County carry out the programs it has already established. 

Mr. Hargrave asked how the individual will relate to 
the County's program. Mr. Houchins stated if a strange or exotic 
development plan is submitted, the Planner could ask for assistance 
or if he did not have the manpower available. He added it is really 
an urban program. 

Mr. Bennett asked if it is an ongoing program. Mr. Houchins 
stated funds are available for ten years. He added that Colonial 
Heights and Hopewell are not in any district but can be included 
because of their proximity. 

Mr. H. Clay asked if the other localities have agreed to 
fund their share. Mr. Houchins stated they are in the review 
process. He stated if one backs out, the others can pick up the 
extra cost or can back out too. There is no obligation. 

Mr. Hargrave asked Mr. Houchins when he needed a decision. 
Mr. Houchins said as soon as possible. The money was set aside 
5 months ago. 

Mr. A. Clay asked the Director of Planning, W.C. Scheid, 
if he was making the inspections now. Mr. Scheid stated that he 
has an agreement with the Soil Conservation Service to review 
and sign off on subdiv"ision plans. He stated they work it into 
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their schedule. Then he makes inspections and if he has a problem, 
the Soil Conservation Service goes out with him. Mr. Scheid stated 
he has had prohlemsoin the_past. He only finds out about disturbances 
through calls from citizens. 

Mr. Robertson asked what the County will get for $40,000 
that it doesn1t have now. Mr. Houchins stat~d that four localities 
will have a full-time person to help with problems and take some 
of the legwork and paperwork burden. The $40,000 includes fringes, 
travel and salary. 

Mr. Robertson asked if Dinwiddie will get 25% of the ser
vices. Mr. Houchins stated that the agreement calls for the services 
to be divided quarterly, and the emphasis will be on whatever the 
locality needs. 

Mr. Robertson stated a new budget will begin July 1 and 
asked if a decision was needed before that time. Mr. Houchins stated 
the money has been dedicated and will be reappropriated elsewhere 
if not used. 

<, 

Mr. Bennett asked how many permits were issued last year. 
Mr. Scheid stated less than five, bubhe was not' able'torcatch 
them all. 

The Board members agreed that they would like more infor
mation and postponed a decision until the February 20, 1985 meeting. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. Mac Neb 1 e t t, Res i de n tEn g, i nee r, Va. De pt. 0 f Hi g h way s 
and Transportation, appeared before the Board to answer any questions 
they might have. 

1. Mr. A. Clay asked if there were any plans in the very 
near future to overlay U.S. #1 from DeWitt to McKenney. Mr. Neblett 
stated there were no plans in the upcoming paving season. It is 
a matter of dollars available. 

2. Mr. Robertson asked if Mr. Neblett had checked on the 
safety concerns at the intersection of U.S. #1 and Ritchie Avenue. 
Mr. Neblett stated he talked with the traffic and safety staff and 
they felt the present signing was sufficient. He added that the 
traffic count does not warrant a flashing signal. Mr. Robertson 
stated there was a flashing. signal but the department had stopped 
replacing them. Mr. Neblett indicated that with the completion of 
the project in that area, the department has seen fit not to replace 
the signs. 

Mr. Robertson indicated that since the improvements were 
completed, there have been several near accidents and some repor
table. He added it is difficult to cross four lanes on U.S.#l to 
get from Ritchie Avenue to Boydton Plank Road and the citizens are 
very upset. He suggested a reduction in the speed limit. The 
County Administrator suggested relocating the 45 MPH speed limit 
further south to allow traffic time to slow down before they 
come into this intersection. 

Mr. Neblett indicated he would look into these suggestions. 

IN RE: ENHANCED 9-1-1 EMERGENCY SERVICE 

Ms. Betty McCloud, Asslt. Manager, C&P Telephone Company, 
appeared before the Board to update the information presented on 
providing this service to Dinwiddie County and to answer any questions 
they might have. 

The estimated installation cost for Dinwiddie County is 
$64,570.70 which can be recovered through a monthly charge per 
customer of $.37. The recovery period would be 21 months. 

Ms. McCloud stated that if the County was interested in 
reserving a cutover time, a letter of intent should be filed 
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with C&P Telephone Company. She indicated the earliest cutover 
time is 1987, and the letter would be contingent upon approval 
from the Board of Supervisors and negotiation of a contract with 
C&P. 

Mr. Robertson asked if these estimated costs are stable 
through the cutover time. Ms. McCloud stated they are relatively 
stable through the first 2 years after the cutover time. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the Board would have to re-enact 
the changes in charges to customers. Ms. McCloud indicated C&P 
will bill whatever the County tells them to. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the $.37 charge would cover the 
installation cost and then the monthly charge. Ms. McCloud indi
cated it would. The County would receive the checks after C&P 
deducts 3% and then be billed the installation cost at the end 
of the recovery period. 

Mr. Hargrave commented that the system still depends 
on the efficiency of the emergency call and the dispatcher. 

Mr. H. Clay asked if the County could enter the letter 
of intent and then decline. Ms. McCloud stated yes and if the 
County did not show any real progress towards coming onto the 
system, the County's name would be removed for others who are inte
rested. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that a letter of intent be forwarded to the C&P 
Telephone Company expressing the County's desire to establish an 
Enhanced 9-1-1 emergency telephone system. 

IN RE: DISCUSSION OF STREET NAMING PROCESS & GRID SYSTEM 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, appeared before 
the Board to briefly discuss a street naming and numbering system 
and grid system for the County. He stated it could be done as 
a turn-key job by hiring a consultant or in-house with the Planning 
Department. He stated that he did not know what the cost would 
be in-house but he felt an additional person would be needed, 
i.e. draftsman or surveyor. He added that he did not recommend 
a combination of the two because no one would be in control. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if you could have the street naming 
process without a grid system or are both needed. Mr. Scheid 
stated he really did not know. He felt the system would be 
valuable even if the Board did not go to E-~-l-l. He added that 
if the Board chose to have it done in-house, he would need some 
additional training. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he felt Mr. Scheid needed to 
choose a direction--grid vs. street naming--and then he would 
know the amount of work to be done. 

The Board instructed Mr. Scheid to investigate the alter
natives and come back with a recommendation. 

IN RE: SOUTHSIDE ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE--LOCAL POPULATION 
FORECASTING DEMONSTRATION 

Mr. Frank Harris, Manager of Public & Member Relations 
Department, Southside Electric Cooperative, appeared before the 
Board to introduce a study they contracted for with Dr. Sherman 
Rosen of McClean, Virginia to provide a more accurate population 
forecast for the localities that SEC serves. Mr. Harris indicated 
they have had problems with the figures provided by the State, and 
they felt this study would provide a planning tool for them as well 
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as Dinwiddie County. He added the same type of study was done 
for Amelia County. The County Administrator, Mr. John Anzivino, 
wrote a letter expressing how useful the document was for Amelia 
County, and Mr. Harris stated .after the Board has had a chance to 
review the document, he hoped they could write a similar letter. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, briefly reviewed 
the document with the Board. Dr. Rosen was also present to answer 
any questions they might have. Dr. Rosen indicated that there 
was a 1800 difference between his projections and what the State 
projected. He added the next phase will be an economic develop
ment study to match the assets of an area with the industry that 
has those needs. 

IN RE: RADIO COMMUNICATIONS TOWER--CONSIDERATION OF PROPOSALS 

Wendy Quesenberry, Administrative Assistant, presented 
the proposal received for a new two-way radio communications tower. 
She stated that only one proposal was received and that was from 
Motorola, representing Bay Tower from Virginia Beach. Ms. Carol 
Wade, Motorola representative and Mr. Wayne Rusbuldt, owner of 
Bay Tower Company, were also present. 

~~ '') \. '~ , .; ~ - . 

She explained that the spectfiG~tions called tor a Zone 
B tower (greater windloading capacity). Motorola included an alter
nate bid on a Zone A tower which has a smaller windloading capacity 
but is recommended as adequate for this area. 

Ms. Quesenberry stated that the Evaluation Committee, 
which includes Warren Eib, Communications Officer, Department of 
Emergency Services, and Gunter Kohlbeck, Criminal Justice Services, 
recommends a Zone B tower for the following reasons: 

1. The ZoneB provides extra windload capacity for 
additional safety. 2. Because Zone B is a much stronger tower, 
it provides fo~ more expansion in the future. It will carry four 
antennas which is necessary should the County want to expand 
to high band frequency. She explained that the antenna recommended 
for high band is a DB 268 which is 42 feet long and has the weight 
bearing requirement of two antennas. Keeping the fire and rescue 
antenna and the SIRS antenna and adding this DB 268 would be the 
equivalent of four antennas. Mr. Rusbuldt indicated he could 
put the 421 antenna on the 170 1 Zone A tower. Mrs. Quesenberry 
added that then, no further expansion could be done. 3. There is 
not that much difference in the cost: A - $26,955; B - $28,445. 

As to the location, Ms. Quesenberry stated she was con
cerned about locating the tower on the south side of the jail. 
Because of the trees, a large area would need to be cleared to 
prevent damage to the tower if a tree were to be struck by light
ning or be blown over. Bay Tower has indicated that the Zone A 
tower will fit the south side location to the back of the jail. 
The Zone B tower will not fit this location and Bay Tower recommends 
the North side location for it. Ms. Quesenberry stated there is 
a water line that runs diagonally through that location. Also, 
there is a sewer line from the old jail that will come into play. 
She suggested that if the Board chooses the North side location 
that they also consider whether they want to tear down the old 
jail and thereby discontinue the sewer line. 

Ms. Quesenberry stated she had another alternative to 
discuss with the Board which was proposed by Motorola and Bay Tower 
that morning. The proposal is to locate the tower at the School 
Bus Maintenance Facility on Route 627 and remote it back to the 
Sheriff1s office by telephone lines. She stated they did not have 
any cost estimates available, but indicated if the Board was inte
rested, they could put together some information by the next meeting. 
Ms. Wade stated they had looked at the site and the base stations 
could be located inside the building. Ms. Quesenberry added that 
an emergency generator would also be needed. Mr. Rusbuldt pointed 
out that the only problem is that you would be relying on telephone 
lines. 

Sheriff Heath stated that he would rather see the tower 
located at the jail. He felt there were too many problems associated 
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with telephone lines. 

Ms. Quesenberry stated they would report back at the 
February 20th meeting with cost figures on the alternatives presented. 
Mr. Hargrave suggested that information be included on a repeater 
system. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENTS--DINWIDDIE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", Mr. Aubrey Pennington and Mr. Robert Wallace were reappointed 
to the Dinwiddie Industrial Development Authority, terms expiring 
February 5, 1989. 

IN RE: PETERSBURG JAYCEES ANNUAL PIG-NIC--APPROVAL OF PERMIT FOR 
1985 

The Director of Planning presented an application for a 
Special Entertainment Permit for the Petersburg Jaycees Annual 
Pig-Nic to be held Wednesday, May 1, 1985 at the Petersburg-Dinwiddie 
County Airport. Attendance of 3500 is expected. He recommended 
approval. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the application for a Special Entertainment Permit for the 
Petersburg Jaycees Annual Pig-Nic to be held May 1, 1985 was approved 
with the conditions stated therein. 

IN RE: NEIGHBORHOOD WATCH MEETING 

Mr. H. Clay stated that an organizational Neighborhood 
Watch meeting will be held Tuesday, February 12, 1985 at 7:00 P.M., 
at Rohoic Elementary School. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(1) and (6) of the Virginia Freedom 
of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 4:40 
P.M. to discuss personnel and legal matters. The meeting reconvened 
into Open Session at 6:40 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye H

, the meeting was adjourned at 6:41 P.M. 

~ , H RG :A.VE_ 

ATTEST: ft.~. ~~if7lT'T 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING QF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM Of THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 20TH DAY OF FEBRUARY, 1985 
AT 7:30 P.M. 

PRESENT: M. I. HARGRAVE, JR., CHAIRMAN 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.L ROBERTSON, JR. 

L.G. ELDER 
B.M. HEATH 

IN RE: MINUTES 

ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
the minutes of the February 6, 1985 meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie County, 
Virginia that the following claims be approved and funds appropriated 
for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 85-199 through 85-329 amounting 
to $101,657.56; Library Fund check #LF-85-2 in the amount of $90.50; 
County Construction Fund check #CCF-85-2 in the amount of $1,924.00. 

IN RE: ROOF REPAIR BIDS--AWARD OF CONTRACT 

Mr. Michael Perry, Hayes, Seay, Mattern & Mattern, appeared 
before the Board to present the bids received on roof repair for 
the Circuit Court Clerk1s Office, Social Services Building and East
side Elementary School as follows: 

Clerk1s Office Flat Roofs 

l. Brown Bros. Roofing $13,000 No Bid 

2 . Hertless Bros, Inc. No Bid $63,000 

3. Roofing Concepts, Inc. $ 9,737 $73,381 

4. Valley Roofing & Maint., Inc. $10,300 $74,300 

Mr. Perry stated he investigated the background of the low 
bidders. He found the background of Hertless to be good and recommended 
approval of their bid for the flat roofs of $63,000. He indicated 
Roofing Concepts, Inc. has been in business for one year and had' 
excellent references. He, therefore, recommended their bid of $9,737 
for the Clerk1s Office. 

Mr. Hargrave asked how the bids compare to the original esti
mates. Gil Carpenter, architect with Hayes, Seay, Mattern & Mattern, 
stated the original estimate on the Clerk1s Office was $9,000 and the 
bids were within $5,000 of the flat ,roof estimate. 

Mr. Robertson asked if they knew the difference in the 
two roofs included in the flat roof bids. Mr. Perry stated no, because 
they were put out as one bid. They would have to be bid again to 
separate the two. 

l~r. H. Clay moved that the low bid of Hertless Bros. Inc. 
for $63,000 be accepted for the flat roofs and the low bid of Roofing 
Concepts for $9,737 be accepted for the Clerk1s Office. Mr. Bennett 
seconded the motion. 
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Mr. Robertson stated that he felt a need for clarification 
on a legal issue in Executive Session before voting. The County Attor
ney stated the Board could move into Executive Session while another 
motion was on the floor. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 7:43 P.M. to discuss 
legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 7:50 P.M. 

Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave 
voting "aye", the contract for repair of the flat roofs, Social Services 
Building and Eastside Elementary School, was awarded to Hertless Bros. 
for $63,000 and the contract for the Clerkls Office roof repair was 
awarded to Roofing Concepts, Inc. for $9,737.00. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--C-85-1--CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR 
BRAD MATTHEWS 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Wednesday, February 6, 1985 and Wednesday, February 
13, 1985 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing 
to consider for approval a conditional use permit submitted by R. 
Brad Matthews seeking to establish a vehicle salvage yard on approx
imately 20 acres designated by the tax maps as Section 30, Parcel 59. 
Said parcel is located on the north side of Route 613, east of 1-85. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, reviewed the material 
with the Board. The Planning Commission recommended approval at 
their February 13, 1985 meeting with the following conditions: 

1. A minimum buffer of fifty (50 1
) feet shall be maintained 

around the entire property with the exception of the frontage along 
Route 613 which shall have a minimum buffer of 75 feet. Said buffer 
shall retain natural growth or be replaced by adequate plantings of 
evergreen trees. 

2. The vehicles stored on the premises must not be visible 
from any public road. If necessary, a fence shall be erected which 
shall screen the vehicle storage from public view. 

Mr. Scheid stated that the actual acreage is 26 acres. He 
added that the Planning Commission was very concerned about visibility 
of the site to the travelling public. 

The applicants, R. Brad Matthews and Steve Lunsford, were 
present along with the real estate agent, Mr. George Robinson, who 
represented the landowner, M. Greenway Harrison. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if there is an endorsement from the 
landowner. Mr. Scheid stated Mr. Robinson is the real estate agent 
and he felt the law allows the agent to act for the landowner on 
a conditional use permit. The County Attorney indicated this is 
allowable. 

The applicants, R. Brad Matthews and Steve Lunsford, appeared 
in support of their rezoning request. 

Mr. James F. Hubbard, representing Eastern Motel Brokers, 
appeared in opposition. Mr. Hubbard stated his firm owns property 
on the opposite side of Rt. 613 and were looking at it for the possi
ble location of a warehouse for industrial purposes. He did not feel 
he would pursue it, however, if a salvage yard is allowed on the pro
perty opposite him. He felt if the Board allows the salvage yard, 
it will come back to haunt them. 

Mr. Robertson asked Mr. Hubbard how the salvage yard would 
affect the use of his property with the establishment of a buffer 
zone. 

Mr. Hubbard indicated that he felt a buffer zone is worth
less. It usually becomes a collection area for junk. 
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Mr. Matthews stated they intended to plant evergreens in 
the buffer area. Mr. Lunsford stated they would start their work in 
the back because they realized it will take time for the evergreens 
to grow. He added the property is already zoned for a salvage'yard 
and there is a need in the County. 

Mr. A. Clay stated he had been concerned about it not 
being visible from 1-85. 

Mr. Robertson asked Mr. Scheid for his comments·on the buffer 
zone not working. 

Mr. Scheid stated he was not that familiar with those of 
a commercial nature. 

Mr. Robertson then asked how the buffer zone would be enforced. 
Mr. Scheid stated the applicants would be notified of a violation and 
given time to comply. If not, the permit would be revoked and operations 
ceased. 

Mr. Robertson asked Mr. Scheid if he would take literally 
the applicantls statement of "cannot be seen from the public road". 
Mr. Scheid indicated he would because of the way the terrain lies. 
It goes down; and the cars would be stored on the low ground. He added 
that screening is the key. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if there was any discussion of a time limit 
on the permit for review of the conditions. Mr. Scheid stated there 
was no discussion. The Planning Commission felt if it was properly 
enforced, there would be no need for review. -

Mr., L~nsford stated the permit only allows 500 cars. That 
can be done on two acres. The other part will be adequately screened. 
Mr. Hubbard asked if the Board could restrict the activity to two 
acres. 

Mr. Lunsford stated they briAg in the cars, strip them and 
crush them. They will only clear land-as it.is.needed~ 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the request of Mr. R. Brad ~1atthews for a conditional use 
permit to establish a vehicle salvage yard was approved with the 
following conditions: 

1. A minimum buffer of fifty (50 1
) feet shall be maintained 

around the entire property with the exception of the frontage along 
Route 613 which shall have a minimum buffer of 75 feet. Said buffer 
shall retain natural growth or be replaced by adequate plantings of 
evergreen tre.es. 

2, The vehicles·stored on the premises must not·be visible 
from any public road. If necessary, a fence shall be erected which 
shall screen the vehicle storage from public view. 

IN RE: FIRST SERGEANT RALPH R. FIGGERS--VIRGINIA STATE POLICE 

Sgt. Ralph Figgers, Va.Stat~-Police, representing the 
Counties of Dinwiddie, Amelia-and ·Notto~ay, appeared before the Board 
to introduce himself and to-offer, his assistance wheAever .needed, 

IN RE: RADIO COMMUNICATIONS TOWER--AWARD OF CONTRACT 

As requested at the last meeting, Wendy Quesenberry, Admin
istrative Assistant, appeared before,the Board to update the infor
mation on a new radio communications tower. She stated that the 
information on locating the tower at the Sheriffls Department had 
not changed--A Tower, $26,955; B Tower, $28;445. At that meeting, 
an alternative location at the School Bus Maintenance facility had 
been suggested. Mrs. -Queserberry outlined the following additional 
costs for that location: 
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1. Emergency generator - 10,000 kvw - Approx. $7,000 
15,000 kvw - Approx. $8,000 

2. Telephone circuits - 4 needed -
Installation - $72.10 each 
Monthly lease - $20.50 each 

Mrs. Quesenberry added that she recommended the telephone 
lines remote as a temporary measure only to allow the Board time to 
set aside funds to eventually switch to microwave. The cost of a 
microwave system, she stated could run anywhere from $30,000 to $50,000. 

Ms. Carol Wade, Motorola representative, stated there would 
be no additional equipment cost from Motorola for the telephone remote. 

She also stated that other types of remoting back to the 
Sheriff's office were investigated, i.e. the 72 Mhz link and the 
UHF link but she would not recommend either one. Mr. Hargrave asked 
about the repeater system. Ms. Wade stated that would not be econo
mically feasible because the whole radio system would have to be 

'changed out. 

Mr. Charlie Hawkins, C&P representative, was present to 
comment on the reliability of the telephone lines in the ground. 
He stated that in the past 13 months, there have been no major cable 
troubles. He stated he also investigated the office. He indicated 
the telphone company is changing out all the air core cable, and the 
office equipment is going to be replaced within the next 12 months. 

Mrs. Quesenberry asked about the lines being underground. 
Mr. Hawkins stated they were underground from Rt. 611 to the Sheriff's 
office but overhead from 611 to the School Bus Garage. Mrs. Quesen
berry stated they would then be susceptible to weather conditions 
and to someone digging,them up. 

She then asked Mr. Warren Eib, Communications Officer with 
the Department of Emergency Services, to comment on the four possible 
sites and on the microwave alternative. 

Mr. Eib briefly commented on the 72 Mhz link and the UHF 
link and why he would not recommend them to the Board. He stated 
that microwave was the best alternative, and he would recommend 
using leased telephone lines only to allow time to finance the micro
wave dish. He stated that federal and state agencies do not encourage 
environmentally insecure methods for public safety. He did not mean 
it as a reflection on the telephone lines. Another consideration is 
that the telephone company cannot reroute a radio transmit circuit 
like a regular telephone line and public safety cannot afford any 
down t rme .. 

Mr. Robertson asked if microwave was not vulnerable. Mr. 
Eib stated all methods are vulnerable but microwave is the best 
we know now. 

As to the possible sites, Mr. Eib stated the trees on 
Site 1, south of of the jail to the rear, concerned him because of 
wind and lightning. Site 2~ up the hill on the South side, did not 
provide enough property. On site 3, the North side of the jail, 
there is a water line and also a sewer line from the old jail. Site 
4, the School Bus maintenance facility, provides 50 more feet in 
elevation and is more central to the County. Also, it would pro
vide for expansion with the School Bus Maintenance use. 

Mr. Eib added that with the microwave dish, an antenna would 
still be needed at the jail, probably 50' or 60' above ground to 
allow direct interception with the proposed tower site at the school 
bus maintenance facility. 

Mr. Robertson asked if another tower would have to be 
erected at the Sheriff's office for microwave. Mr. Eib stated you 
would only take down those sections of the existing tower not needed. 

Mr. Hargrave asked about the problems with leaving the 
base transmitter unattended at the School Bus Maintenance facility. 
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Mr. Eib stated there·were several in the state unattended. 

Mr. A. Clay stated that this discussion had started out 
to be simple .. He indicated he would rather. see the tower located at the 
jail . 

Mr. Eib stated he Was not trying to sell the Board on anything. 
He just want~d to present the four alternatives. He stated he would 
recommend the B tower and he understood it would go on the Site 3 
location to the North side of the jail. He recommended the B tower 
for future expansion. -

Mr. Hargrave asked what-additions there wouJdbe in the 
future to police, fire and rescue needs. Mr. Eib indicated general 
government services, i.e. dog warden, social services. 

Mr. Robertson asked if those. uses could be located in the 
future at a·tower-at the School Bus Garage. ·Mr. Eib stated that.·· 
was a viable alternative. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the A tower in the Site 1 location 
is adequate for the present use and could take one more antenna in 
the future. Mr. Eib stated that was correct ... ' 

Mr. Robertson moved that the proposal for a Zone A tower 
from Motorola, Inc. be accepted to be located'in the Site 1 location 
w h i chi s to the rear of the· j ail on the south side. Mr. Bennett 
seconded the motion. Mr. Robertson-; Mr. Bennett, Mr-. A.' Clay, Mr; 
Hargrave voted "aye". Mr. H. Clay abstained. 

IN RE: SHERIFF--REQUEST FOR NEW TELEPHONE NUMBERS AND UPGRADING 
OF EQUIPMENT 

Sheri.ff B.M. Heath appea.red. be.fore the Hoard to request 
authorization to change the emergency telephone number and to upgrade 
his present telephone equipment. He stated that citizens usually 
call the Sheri.ffl soffice number, 469-7201, rather than the 
emergency number and will find it blllsy because there" is no ring-down 
feature. He proposed a new system, the Merlin system from AT&T, 
with a new number, 469-3755 that has 4 ring-down numbers. This new 
number would be used for everything. The regular telephone number, 
469-7201 and the emergency number, 469-3715 will be retained but 
not published incase someone dials the old numbers by memory. -Also 
they can be used for calling out. 

Mr. Hargrave asked what the difference in cost would be. 
The County Administrator stated approximately $71 .OO~er month. 

The Board asked what the Sheriff needed at this time. He 
indicated he needed authorization to have the number changed now 
to get it into the new telephone book printing. :He added he would 
also like to move along with the-upgrading of the equipment. It 
was suggested the Board might like to secure other prices on the 
equipment. ' 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the Sheriff was authorized to proceed with the telephone
number change to 469-3755 with4 ring-down numbers. 

IN RE: SOIL & WATER·CONSERVATION DISTRICT--AUTHORIZATION TO 
PARTICIPATE IN NEW-POSITION 

A decision on participation in funding of an Urban Erosion 
Specialist·employed by the Appomattox River Soil & Water Conservation 
District was postponed at the last meeting. 

The Board asked Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, 
for his comments since he handles erosion and sedimentation control 
in the County now. 

Mr. Scheid stated he felt a little awkward since no one 
was present from the Conservation district. He stated he did not 
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want to oppose them but did have some question on the benefits derived 
as opposed to the system being used now. He didnlt think the system 
used now is terribly inadequate. He stated that he could not say 
it would not make an improvement to the system if one person did this 
strictly in four jurisdictions.if the individual was also given the 
power to enforce. He wouldnlt hire a person only to review and 
inspect. He should also have enforcement powers, to include all 
follow-ups and going to court. He felt the Board has the authority 
to remove that hat from him and give it to someone else, including 
the enforcement. 

Mr. Bennett asked if the individual would accept it. Mr. 
Hargrave stated the action of the Board could be contingent upon that. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he talked with Paul Myers, Chairman 
of the District, and he concluded two points from the conversation. 
One was that the opportunity is here now and may not be later, al
though the need might not be as great in Dinwiddie County now. The 
other point was that if the County accepts participation and is 
not satisfied, they can withdraw. 

Mr. A. Clay stated he felt Dinwiddie County would be gua
ranteed 25%. If the individual was not working in subdivisions, he 
could help the Soil Conservation Service. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he felt it was like a grant and the 
County could recover its $2500. He.added that he·would like to see 
it contingent upon all four localities participating equally. 

Mr. Bennett stated he was also concerned with getting locked 
into it. He questioned. the need right now. He added that he did not 
want to see the four localities fund 100% if the State drops out. 

The County Administrator asked if the Countyls 25% use would 
be for whatever they needed. Mr. Hargrave stated he felt it could as 
long as it was in the individual IS line of work, i.e. soils. 

Mr. Scheid stated the individual could be responsible for 
the entire Chapter l4A to include review, inspections and pursuing 
violations. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County agrees to participate in the funding of an Urban Erosion 
Specialist for the Appomattox River Soil & Water Conservation District 
contingent upon the following conditions: 

1. That the Countyls funding participation run concurrent 
with the Statels for a period of one year, and that consideration 
for renewal be based upon the Countyls understanding of the useful
ness of the position and the need after one (1) yearls experience. 

2. That the other three localities agree to participate 
equally. 

3. That the duties of the individual in relation to the 
County and the enforcement of the Countyls soil ,erosion and sedi
mentation control ordinance be detailed to the agreement of the 
County Administrator and Director of Planning, with approval by 
the Board of Supervisors. 

IN RE: POSTPONEMENT OF AWARD OF TRUCK BID--ANIMAL WARDEN 

The award of a bid for a new truck for the Animal Warden 
was postponed pending the gathering of additional information. 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE RESCUE SQUAD--SUPPORT OF THIRD VARIANCE REQUEST FOR 
EMERGENCY MEDICAL TECHNICIAN TRAINING 

H po nm Q t ion . 0 f Mr. H . Clay, seconded by Mr. A . Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye tl

, the following resolution was adopted: 
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WHEREAS, the State Health Department, through the Emergency 
Medical Services Agency, promulgated rules and regulations effective 
March 1, 1983 governing emergency medical services throughout the 
State; and 

WHEREAS, Sec. 5.02 sets forth the minimum EMS vehicle per
sonnel requirements which state that the attendant-in-charge shall 
be a certified Emergency Medical Technician or an equivalent approved 
by the Commissioner; and 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie County Ambulance and Rescue Squad 
was granted a one-year variance in January of 1983 to complete 
the Emergency Medical Technician training requirements by March 
1, 1984 and was granted a second variance ending March 1, 1985; and 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Rescue Squad has worked towards com
pliance by training its own instructors, but has been unable to meet 
the percentage requirements for Emergency Medical Technician trained 
personnel for both day and night duty; and 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Resc~e Squad is beginning a new 
course, taught by Dinwiddie Rescue personnel, on February 26, 1985, 
which will end December 1, 1985; and 

WHEREAS, as a result of this course, approximately 15 addi
tional people will be certified towards meeting the requirements 'of the 
Emergency Medical Technician training, bringing the total to 80%; and 

WHEREAS, because this course is being taught by Dinwiddie 
Rescue Squad personnel and will not begin until February 26, the Rescue 
Squad will be unable to meet the Mar.ch 1, 1985.deadline; and 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Rescue Squad is, therefore, requesting 
a third variance for meeting the EMT training requirements until the 
end of this course, December 1 , 1985; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia supports the Dinwiddie Rescue Squad1s 
request and urges the State Health Commissioner to grant a third variance 
for Emergency Medical Technician,training, ending December 1, 1985. 

IN RE: REAPPOINTMENT--PETERSBURG--DINWIDDIE COUNTY AIRPORT & 
INDUSTRIAL AUTHORITY 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIayeH, Mr. W.C. Schei:d was reappointed to the Petersburg-Dinwiddie 
County Airport & Industrial Authority, termeXI?1y:dng~.Januar,y.. 31, 
1988. 

IN RE: ROCHESTER BUTTON COMPANY--RENEWAL OF CONTRACT FOR WASTE 
DISPOSAL 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting lIayell, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Chairman be authorized to sign the following 
agreement with Roches.ter Button Company for the disposal' of waste 
in the Dinwiddie County Landfill for 1984: 

THIS AGREEMENT, made in duplicate this 5th day of January, 
1984, effective January 18, 1984, by and between the County of 
Dinwiddie, Virginia, acting by and through its Board of Supervisors, 
hereinafter referred to as the County; and Rochester Button Com
pany, its successors or assigns, herei.nafter referred to as the 
Company; 

WITNESSETH: 

That for and in consideration of the covenants and agreements 
hereinafter contained to be kept and performed by the respective 
parties hereto, it is agreed as follows: 

BOOK 8 PAGE 306 February 20, 1985 



1. The County agrees to allow the Company the right to dispose 
of non-hazardous wastes resulting from the manufacture of buttons 
at its plant in McKenney, Virginia, in the County Landfill. In 
addition to its ordinary meaning, "hazardous wastes" shall include 
any substance so labelled by the Virginia State Board of Health 
in their rules and regulations. 

2. The location within the landfill, manner of disposal and 
schedule of disposal shall be at the discretion of the County1s 
Director of Sanitation. 

3. The Company agrees to cause randomly selected samples 
of said substance to be submitted to an independent laboratory 
for analysis and provide the results of such analysis to the County 
and State Health Departments every four (4) weeks of operation. 
The County reserves the right to make this provision less restric
tive if circumstances warrant. 

4. For services provided the Company by the County, the 
Company agrees to pay the County a fee of $50.00 in advance. No 
portion of this fee shall be refunded if this Agreement is termi
nated through no fault of the County. 

5. The term of this Agreement is one year, beginning on 
the 18th day of January, 1984 and ending on the 18th day of Janu-
ary, 1985. ~.': L'.:. - -;: 

6. If either party violates any of the terms of this Agree
ment, the Agreement may be terminated immediately. 

7. Company agrees to keep, save and hold County harmless 
from any and all actions, liabilities, damages, judgments, costs 
and expense that may be brought or in any wise accrue against County 
in consequence of this Agreement or for any act, negligence or 
ommission of Company, its agents, subcontractors, employees or 
workmen, in the performance of this Agreement. Specifically, but 
not in way of limitation, if at any time it is determined that 
any substance disposed of by Company is hazardous, Company agrees 
to remove from County1s Landfill and hold County harmless for any 
liability associated therewith. 

8. This writing constitutes the entire agreement between 
the parties and any changes of any kind whatsoever to the terms of 
this Agreement shall be in writing approved by the County and Com
pany. This Agreement is to be interpreted and enforced according 
to laws of the Commonwealth of Virginia. 

WITNESS the following signatures and seals: 

DINWIDDIE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
By: 

Chairman 

ATTEST: 
~W~i~l~l~i-a-m~C-.~K-n-o~t~t-

County Administrator 
ROCHESTER BUTTON COMPANY 

By: 

ATTEST: ______________ __ and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Chairman be authorized to sign this same 
agreement for 1985. . 

IN RE: OAKHILL SUBDIVISION--APPROVAL Of RIGHT-Of-WAY EASEMENT 
FOR INSTALLATION Of PUBLIC WATER & SEWER LINES 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett Mr, Hargrave voting "aye", 
the Chairman was authorized to sign a right-of-way easement for the 
Dinwiddie County Water Authority to install water and sewer lines 
in Oakhill Subdivision-Bell Street & Hazel Avenue. 
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IN RE: MEETING WITH PLANNING COMMISSION 

The Chairman indicated he received a letter from the Chair
man of the Planning Commission stating they would like to meet with 
the Board to discuss several items, and had suggested March 6, 1985. 
The Chairman indicated he would be out of town that week and the 
Board members agreed they should set a date when all members would 
be present. 

The County Administrator stated the Board also needs to 
meet to review the personnel system. It was suggested that the 
Board meet with the personnel consultant on March 14 at 4:00 P.M. 
and with the Planning Commission for dinner at 6:30 P.M. or 7:00 P.M. 
The details were left to be worked out by the County Administrator 
and the Director of Planning. 

IN RE: COMMISSIONER OF REVENUE--~LEAC SUGGESTED VALUES FOR LAND 
USE -- 1981-1985 

Mr. W.E. Bolte, Commissioner of Revenue, presented a report 
on the SLEAC suggested values for Land Use for the years 1981-1985 
for the Board1s information. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, 

pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (1) and (61 of the Virginia Freedom of Infor
mation Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 10:25 P.M. to 
discuss personnel and legal matters. The meeting reconvened into 
Open Session at 11 :15 P.M. 

IN RE: SHERIFF1S TELEPHONE SYSTEM--UPGRADING OF EQUIPMENT 

As presented earli.er in the meeting, the Board received 
information from the Sheriff on upgrading the telephone equipment 
in his office. 

The new system, called the Merlin System provided by AT&T, 
would result in an increase in the monthly lease of approximately 
$71.00; The County Administrator suggested continuing on a lease 
basis because of the County1s plans to install an E911 system in 
the very near future. 

Because the increase in the monthly lease is small and 
the change in equipment is closely related to the Sheriff1s request 
for a change in the telephone number, the Board felt it to be in 
the best interest of the County to proceed with the approval of 
upgrading the telephone equipment at this \~ime-as outlined in 
the proposal presented. 

Upon motion of Mr~ H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, the Sheriff was authori.ze.d .. to upgrade the telephone equipment 
in his office with the proposal. submitted. by AT&T on a monthly lease 
basis for $174.00 per month. 

IN RE: AUTHORIZATION TO DRAFT & ADVERTISE ORDINANCE TO RESCIND 
THE LIMITATION OF TERMS ORDINANCE 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, the County Administrator was instructed to have the County 
Attorney draft and to properly advertise for public hearing an 
ordinance to rescind the limitation of terms ordinance adopted 
September 17, 1980. 

IN RE: INFORMATION 

The following information was provided to the Board at 
this meeting: 
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1. Designation of Agriculture Week, March 15-21 and 
Agriculture Day, March 20, 1985 by the Governor. 

2. Pre-allocation hearing dates from the Virginia Dept. 
of Highways and Transportation. 

3. Memo from the Director of Planning concerning discussions 
on acceptance of historic land. 

4. Letter from C&P acknowledging the request from the 
County to implement E911 and what steps are required. 

5. Letter from Coalition of Rural Virginia Governments 
concerning funding. 

6. Letter from Campbell County regarding their suit 
involving HB 599. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon mot i on of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Cl ay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the meeting was adjourned at 11 :20 P.M. 

ATTEST:~ 
~, 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 6TH DAY OF MARCH, 1985 AT 
2:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN- ELECTION DISTRICT 
G. S. BENNETT, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
H. L. CLAY, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
G. E. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 

L. G. ELDER COUNTY ATTORNEY 
B. M. HEATH SHERIFF 

ABSENT: M. I. HARGRAVE, JR. , CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay voting "aye", the minutes 
of the February 20, 1985 meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr.H. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and funds 
appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 85-330 through 85-422, 
amounting to $98,872.63. 

IN RE: COMMISSIONER OF REVENUE--TRANSfER OF FUNDS WITHIN 84-85 
BUDGET 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Commissioner of Revenue be authorized 
to transfer $850.00 from Office Expenses to Part-Time and Temporary 
Employees within his 1984-85 budget contingent upon concurrence 
by the State Compensation Board. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mr. W.E. Jones presented his report for the month of 
February, 1985. 

IN RE: HAZEL AVENUE & BELL STREET--DEED CONVEYING TITLE TO 
DINWIDDIE COUNTY 

The County Attorney presented a deed for the County to 
accept, conveying title to Hazel Avenue and Bell Street in Oakhill 
Subdivision. He stated a new deed was drawn due to the easement 
request from the Dinwiddie County Water Authority on these same 
streets to install water and sewer lines. 

Mr. Elder stated that, in his opinion, title had already 
been conveyed to the County for these two improved streets, but 
due to a difference of opinion by the Attorney for the Water Au
thority, the heirs to this property agreed to have another deed 
prepared and executed. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia accepts the deed conveying title for Hazel Avenue 
and Bell Street located in Oakhill Subdivision. 
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IN RE: ROUTE 672 BRIDGE 

Mr. Robertson asked what the status was of the bridge 
repair over Route 672. Mr. Mac Neblett, Resident Engineer, Virginia 
Department of Highways and Transportation, indicated that the 
Department was in the process of contacting the Norfolk & Western 
Railroad to begin negotiations and he had written a letter urging 
them to expedite the process. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha presented his report for the month of 
February, 1985. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

Mr. L.A. Brooks, Jr. presented his report for the month 
of February, 1985. 

IN RE: POULTRY CLAIMS--LEO TERESCHENKO 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay voting lIaye ll

, Mr. 
Leo Tereschenko was awarded: $17.50 for five chickens; $46.00 
for six chickens and two turkeys; and $14.00 for four chickens-
total $77.50. 

IN RE: LIVESTOCK CLAIM--S.H. SHANDS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay voting lIaye ll

, Mr. 
S.H. Shands was awarded $147.00 for three hogs. 

IN RE: LIVESTOCK CLAIM--DONNIE GREENWAY 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay voting lIaye ll

, Mr. 
Donnie Greenway was awarded $60.00 for one female milking goat. 

IN RE: PETERSBURG-DINWIDDIE CO. AIRPORT & INDUSTRIAL AUTHORITY-
LOAN GUARANTEE FOR HANGAR CONSTRUCTION 

Upon mot i on of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Cl ay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay voting lIaye ll

, the fol
lowing resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Petersburg-Dinwiddie County Airport and 
Industrial Authority has the need to construct a large hangar capa
ble of housing corporate aircraft; and 

WHEREAS, the Airport Authority has limited access to 
sources necessary to secure such funding; and 

WHEREAS, the fees to be derived from the rental of space 
within the hangar appear to be adequate to justify the request for 
a loan; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Dinwiddie stands to benefit from 
such a construction project due to the taxes derived from the air
craft to be housed in the hangar; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwi.ddie County, Virginia, guarantees the repayment of a loan, 
in the amount of $115,000.00 to be used by the Petersburg-Dinwiddie 
County Airport and Industrial Authority for the construction of a 
large hangar to be repaid by the Airport Authority as rental fees 
are collected. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. Mac Neblett, Resident Engineer, VDH&T, appeared 
before the Board to answer any questions they might have. 
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1. Mr. Robertson stated that he investigated the 
intersection of Ritchie Avenue and U.S. #1 and found the problem 
of misjudging the traffic coming into this intersection as he 
tried to cross four lanes to get to -Rt. 142 or from Rt. 142 to 
Ritchie Avenue. He stated he had to stop in the median because 
there wasn't enough time to cross all four lanes, and it causes 
a judgment situation on the part of the driver. 

Mr. Neblett responded that there is a 45 MPH speed limit 
but people have a tendency to speed up as they crest the hill 
coming from the South. He stated a car coming from Ritchie Avenue 
has to cross four lanes of traffic to get across to Rt. 142 and 
it is prudent upon the driver to take caution. He stated the site 
distance is adequate, and although there are problem periods, the 
traffic does not warrant a signal at this time. Mr. Robertson 
stated he felt the problem is worse coming From Rt. 142 to get to 
Ritchie Avenue. He added that the people are more concerned about 
the near misses. 

Mr. Neblett stated his department would continue to 
monitor the situation. 

2. Mr. Bennett asked if Jhe' :Highway D-epartment looks 
at the fences along Rt. 460 where they have been cut. He added 
there is an increasing number of three-wheelers in rural areas 
and people don't appreciate the paths made onto their property. 

Mr. Neblett stated the department has a contract to start 
fence repair, but they do try to monitor the fence along Rt. 460. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN--AWARD Of CONTRACT FOR NEW TRUCK 

Mrs. Wendy W. Quesenberry, Admin. Assistant, presented 
the following bids received on a new truck for the Animal Warden: 

F-250 

351 V-8 
8' body 

302 V-8 

300 6 cyl. 

F-150 

351 V-8 

302 V-8 

300 6 cyl. 

Ranger 

6 cyl. 

4 cyl. 

Owen Ford 

10,636 

10,356 

9,911 

10,181.45 
10,041.00 

9,901.45 
9,761.00 

9,456.45 
9,316.00 

(8' ) 
(6' ) 

(8' ) 
(6' ) 

(8' ) 
(6' ) 

9,0890') 

8,748 (6') 
8,8830') 

50 days delivery 

Petg. Ford 

10,649 

10,369 

9,924 

10,086 (8' ) 
. 9,946 (6') 

9,806 (8' ) 
9,666 (6' ) 

9,361 (8' ) 
9,221 (6' ) 

8,849 0') 

8,643 (7') 

Triangle Dodge 

10,092 (8' ) 
On Lot (225 

8,411 (6~') 
On Lot 

45 days delivery 

She also presented the State contract award held by 
Our i. sma n Dod g e , A 1 ex and ria, Vir gin i. a .f 0 r a 1 985 Dod g e D -.1 5 ° -1.31}' 
Sweptline pickup truck. She stated that the State specifications 
did not call fQ~ a spotlight which the Animal Warden indicated he 
would like to have~' . 
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Mrs. Quesenberry asked the Animal Warden if he had a 
preference on the trucks. Mr. L.A. Brooks, Jr. stated that he 
did not feel the small truck would be adequate. 

,. 
Mr. A. Clay stated he felt the state contract 'was 

suitable and was a good price. Mr. Bennett stated the bid lists 
two radios and asked if either one could be requested or if 
a radio was needed. Mr. Brooks indicated he did not need a radio. 

Mr. H. Clay moved that the State contract award be 
accepted from Ourisman Dodge for a 1985 0-150, base price $7164 
with the following options: 

Air Conditioning - $568; Cooling - Max. radiator - $51; 
Cooler - Aux. transmission - $49; Engine - V8 318 CID - $277; 
Rustproofing - $195; Springs - rear aux. 360 lb - $46; Stabilizer 
bar - front - $38; Spotlight - $175; Total Cost $8,563. 

Mr. Robertson seconded the motion. Mr. Clay, Mr. Ro
bertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay voted "aye". 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--ST. JOHNIS CATHOLIC CHURCH 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay voting "aye", 
the following resolution was adopted: 

WHERAS, St. Johnls Catholic Church has made application 
to the Board of Supervisors for a Bingo and Raffle permit for the 
calendar year 1985; and 

WHEREAS, the Church has paid the $10.00 fee and meets 
the requirements of the State Code of Virginia; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that a Bingo and Raffle Permit 
be granted to St. Johnls Catholic Church for the calendar year 
1985. 

IN RE: DISCUSSION OF THREE-WHEELER PROBLEM 

Mr. Bennett stated that the three-wheeler problem is 
growing, especially in the rural areas. He said an individual had 
contacted him concerning children riding three-wheelers onto his 
property and then he was unable to identify who the owner was. 
He felt a numbering system should be instituted. 

Sheriff B.M. Heath stated it was a growing problem for 
his department also, especially on the weekends in subdivisions. 

Mr. Bennett stated he felt the importance of an indi
vidual IS property should be emphasized. The County Attorney, 
Mr. L.G. Elder~ stated he did not know of any law that would 
help solve the problem at this time. He would have to research 
it. He added they had a similar problem with mini-bikes. There 
is a law against trespassing but you have to catch them. 

Mr. Bennett asked the County Attorney to investigate 
the problem further to see what action could be taken, if any, 
by the Board. 

IN RE.: EXECUTIVE. SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay voting "aye", 
pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 2:46 P.M. to discuss 
legal matters. The meeting reconvened into open session at 3:23 
P.M. 



r,--_J 

IN RE: MEETING DATE TO DISCUSS 1985-86 BUDGETS AND PERSONNEL 
SYSTEM UPDATE 

The Board decided to meet Thursday. March 14, 1985 
beginning at 12:00 Noon.to discuss individual 1985~86 budgets 
and to meet in Executive Sessiun to discuss the update on the 
Countyls personnel system. 

IN RE: RECOGNITION OF DINWIDDIE COUNTY JUNIOR WOMAN1S CLUB 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay voting lIaye ll

, the 
following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie County Junior Woman1s Club has 
for 12 years been a part of the General Federation of Women1s 
Clubs, the world1s largest women1s organization, through the 
Virginia Federation of Women1s Clubs; and 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie County Junior Woman1s Club has 
for 12 years enhanced the life of the community through its leader
ship in the arts, education, legislation, health and mental health, 
philanthropy and conservation; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie County 
wishes to recognize the distinguished contributions of the 
Dinwiddie Juniors to this community, the state and the nation, 
as a part of the GFWC and VFWC; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County proclaims the 6th day of April, 1985 as offi
cial Dinwiddie County Junior Woman1s Club Day and does hereby 
direct that Connie Shultz, current president of the Club, convey 
the sincere appreciation of this Board for the accomplishments of 
the Club duri~g the past 12 years, along with our best wishes for 
many more years of continued success. 

IN RE: INFORMATION PRESENTED TO BOARD 

The following material was presented to the Board 
as information at this meeting. 

1. Second draft ordinance for cabletelevision. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay voting lIaye ll

, the 
meeting was adjourned at 3:39 P.M. 

ATTEST:~ 
~. K.OTT 
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VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 

PRESENT: 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 14TH DAY OF MARCH, 1985 AT 
1 :00 P.M. 

M. I. HARGRAVE, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
H. L. CLAY, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 

G. E. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 

HEARINGS WITH CONSTITUTIONAL OFFICERS TO DISCUSS 1985-86 
BUDGET PROPOSALS 

The Board of Supervisors met with the Commissioner of 
Revenue, the Treasurer, the Sheriff and the Circuit Court Clerk 
to discuss their 1985-86 budget proposals. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, pursuant to 
Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act, the 
Board moved into Executive. Session at 3:30 P.M. to discuss legal 
matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 3:50 P.M. 

IN RE: BUDGET SESSIONS CONTINUED 

The Board of Supervisors met with the Animal Warden and 
the Commonweath Attorney to discuss their 1985-86 budgets. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", the meeting 
was adjourned at 5:45 P.M. 

~d 
ATTEST: 

-!'-::W-i.~. ~K7'!' .. N~T'=T:----

~fJfA~ CHAIRMAN 

-

#3 
#4 
#1 
#2 

#2 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 

PRESENT: 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 20TH DAY OF MARCH, 1985 AT 
7:30 P.M. 

M.1. HARGRAVE, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
G . S . BENNETT, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
H. L. CLAY, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
G. E. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 

L. G. ELDER COUNTY ATTORNEY 

B.M. HEATH SHERIFF 

PRESENTATION OF PLAQUE--G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

The Chairman presented a plaque to Mr. G.S. Bennett, Jr. 
on behalf of the County for his service as Chairman for the 1984 
calendar year. 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, lVlr. Bennett. Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the mi.nutes of the March 6, 1985 regular meeting and the 
March 14, 1985 special meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: TRANSFER OF FUNDS--WATER & SEWER FUND 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the Treasurer was authorized to transfer $196.17 from the 
General Fund to the Water & Sewer Fund. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
II aye" , 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and funds 
appropriated for same: General Fund checks-numbering 85-423 through 
85-543, amounting to $106,322.26; County Construction Fund check 
#CCF-85-3 in the amount of $7,449.28~ Law Library Fund-check #LF-
85-3 in the amount of $9.04; and Water & Sewer Fund check #W&S-85-2 
in the amount of $196.17. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--1985-86 REVENUE SHARING FUNDS 

#3 
#4 
#1 
#2 
#2 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on Wednesday, March 6, 1985 and Wednesday, March 13,1985 for 
the Board of Supe~visors to conduct a public hearing to receive com
ments on the uses of $60,aOQ in. Revenue Sharing funds for fiscal 
year 1985-86. . 

The amount of $60,000 represent.s the last payment to the 
County in the federal fiscal year ending September 30, 1985. Should 
the Revenue Sharing Program be renewed, the County could receive 
$250,000. The County Administrator stated this information should 
be available by the time the County's budget is prepared, and the 
public hearing for the budget would include the ~dditiona1 Revenue 
Sharing funds. 

Mr. Fred Sahl questioned if the Board used the Revenue 
Sharing funds in the operating budget of the County. Mr. Hargrave 
stated in the past, the funds were used to provide capital improve
ments and now they are passed to the School Board budget. Mr. 
Sha1 stated he just asked to make sure the Board was aware of the 
effect of the loss of the funds if they are now used in the opera
ting budget of the County. 
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There being no other comments, the public hearing was 
closed. 

IN RE: DISCUSSION OF LEASH LAW 

Mrs. Pamela Mosconi of River Road, appeared before the 
Board to discuss problems she is having with dogs running loose 
in her neighborhood. She stated she had contacted the Dog Warden, 
his Assistant, the Sheriff and the County Administrator complaining 
about the dogs coming into her yard. 

Mrs. Mosconi indicated her first complaint was about 
dogs destroying her shrubbery and trees. She then distributed 
a picture of where one of the dogs bit her daughter while she was 
riding a bike. She added that it has also affected her emotionally. 
She stated she holds the owner of the dog responsible as well as 
the County and urged the Board to adopt a leash law. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if Mrs. Mosconi had contacted the 
dog's owner. She indicated her husband had talked with a neighbor 
before about his dog digging holes in her yard and the neighbor 
kept the dog tied up about three days and let him go. She said 
these dogs have not had shots and do not have dog tags. 

Mr. Robertson stated Mrs. Mosconi called him, and he 
was irritated to learn that the owner was allowed to keep the 
dog tied at home instead of being confined by a responsible agency 
for the required time. He stated he talkBd with .. the.County Admi
nistrator and the dog will be picked up and confined by a respon
sible agency for the remainder of the time required. 

Mrs. Shirley Price of Henshaw Village also spoke con
cerning the leash law. She stated she has three small dogs and 
her yard is fenced. One of her dogs was attacked by a neighbor's 
dog who jumped her fence. The neighbor paid the veterinarian bill 
but she felt the neighbor should have to keep his dog confined 
too. She indicated that she called the Dog Warden several times 
and the only contact she had was a notice he had been by to 
check her tags. 

She added that she was told there was nothing that could 
be done without a leash law. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that the Animal Warden receives his 
messages from the Dispatcher at the Sheriff's Department. With 
over 500 square miles to cover, he does not spend alot of time 
in the office, but he does get the phone number and location. He 
then makes a concerted effort to return all calls or leave a door 
hangar indicating he has been to someone's house. 

Mrs. Price asked isn't there something that could be 
done even if the dog is licensed and tagged. 

Mr. Hargrave indicated he felt that she as the owner 
of the damaged dog would have recourse against the other dog's 
owner. He added that there have been discussions of the leash 
law before and the majority of the people at that time did not 
want it. Since then, the Board has looked at certain areas of 
the County and are still trying to understand the benefit. He 
assured Mrs. Price that the Board does recognize the problem. 

Mr. Robertson stated that apparently this problem exists 
more in District II. He feels the citizens should be able to walk 
and ride without being bothered by animals, and it is especially 
distasteful when someone is bitten. At the present time, a citizen 
does have recourse against the neighbor but no one likes to get 
involved. He stated he was willing to consider a leash law for 
Djstrict II if the citizens want it and the County is willing to 
appropriate the funds needed to enforce it. He indicated he did 
not feel the present system and personnel can handle 500 square 
miles. 



Mr. Donald Andrews stated that he agreed with Mr. Robert
son. However, he feels the main problem is stray dogs and the Board 
needs to educate the citizens in the County. He stated the Dog 
Warden needs assistance to help take care of the problem during 
the month that the dogs are confined. 

Mr~ Robertson suggested .that additional help be .hired to 
assist the Animal Warden during the month of May. 

Mr. A. Clay stated he would be in favor of hiring addi
tional help in May. Mr. H. Clay stated he would support the 
additional help if it was concentrated in the subdivisions where 
they are having these problems. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Rob e r t son, Mr.. C 1 a y" Mr. . C 1. a y , .' Mr. Ben n et t 9 Mr. H a r g r a v e v 0 tin g 
"aye", the County Administrator is authorized to hire two additional 
persons to assjst the Animal Warden in checking licenses during 
the month of May. " I : ,I' 

IN RE: DISCUSSION OF RECREATION AREA ACROSS FROM THE HIGH SCHOOL 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented a develop
ment plan for the recreation area across from the high school with 
an estimated cost for ea.ch ~lement,~ " 

, ~ I • 

Th~ facilities, would include: 

1 .. Baseball .field w.ith lights .. , 
2. Service center to include storage, restrooms and con-

cessions. 
3. Tot lot .. 
4. Picnic shelte.rs.. . ': 
5. Two basketball courts with lights and fencing. 
6. Jogging trails. 
7. Entrance road extension. 
8. Additional parking areas. 
9. Lightin.g ,for track and multi"p,u,rpose·field. '" 

10. Water and'sewer for service center. 

Some additional considerations are: 

1. Obtain clearance from AT&T to excavate/fill on their 
easement through the proposed baseball field. 

2. I?roperly locate access, roaq extension .. ' 

3. Convey.title of land, less,.d.r,iv·er'ed·ucat~ion range, 
from school board to board of supervisors. 

4. Have pre-application conference with Division of 
Outdoor Recreatt.on t.o determi ne ,el i gi·bi 1 i ty .•. 

r ,t) ! ; . 

Mr. Scheid concluded saying that this list was not meant 
to be all inclusive. 

He stated that if the Board goe~ with the whole package, 
they coul d get 50/50 fi nand ng through ,t.he Depa rtlT)ent o,f Outdoor 
Recreation ... He added that there are other elti.gi.bl e items, he di.d 
not include in this list. . 

The County·s 50% could be through soft match such as 
donated labor, materials and contributions from civic organizations. 

Mr. Scheid .stated that the baseball field alone is not 
eligible for funding. The school .board·would have to deed the pro
perty to the.County and develop a .cQunty facility. 

Mr. H. Clay asked how long it would take to get State 
approval. 
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Mr. Scheid indicated a pre-application would have to 
be developed with Crater Planning District Commission. Then a 
final application be filed with the Division of Outdoor Recreation. 
They meet quarterly and prioritize projects with the funding avail
able. 

Mr. H. Clay asked if Mr. Scheid had held any exploratory 
discussions with the civic organizations. Mr. Scheid indicated he 
had not because he did1t want to be presumptuous. 

IN RE: LANDFILL DEPARTMENT--AUTHORIZATION TO PURCHASE NEW 
PICKUP TRUCK 

The County Administrator stated that at the last meeting 
the Board authorized the purchase of a new pickup truck for the 
Animal Warden. At that time, they discussed the fact that a new 
truck would be needed for the Landfill Department and the State 
contract price of $8500 provides a considerable savings for the 
County. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIayell, the purchase of a 1985 Dodge pickup was authorized from 
the State contract for the Landfill Department. 

1 

IN RE: PRESENTATION OF 1985-86 SCHOOL~B~ARD.~UOGET_ 

Dr. Richard L. Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, pre
sented the Board with copies of the 1985-86 School Board budget 
and asked the Board to let him know when they wanted to meet 
to discuss it. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--DEWITT, DINWIDDIE, ROCKY RUN 
ATHLETIC ASSOCIATION 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave 
voting lIaye ll , the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the DeWitt, Dinwiddie, Rocky Run Athletic Asso
ciation has made application to the Board of Supervisors for a 
Bingo & Raffle permit for calendar year 1985; and 

WHEREAS, the Association has paid the $10 application 
fee and meets the requirements of the State Code of Virginia; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that a Bingo and Raffle Permit 
be granted to the DeWitt, Dinwiddie, Rocky Run Athletic Association 
for calendar year 1985. 

IN RE: MCKENNEY VFD--DISCUSSION OF 1985-86 BUDGET 

Mr. Chuck Mansield, Mayor, Town of McKenney and Mr. G. 
L. Abernathy, Chief, McKenney VFD presented the 1985-86 budget 
request for the McKenney VFD. 

Included in the budget is a request for an appropriation 
of $62,850 for a new pumper. 

. Mr .. H. Clay asked how much the Town was going to con-
tribute towards the purchase. Mr. Mansfield stated they were 
asking for all of jt from the County. 

IN RE: CARSON VFD--DISCUSSION OF 1985-86 BUDGET 

Mr. Joe Rogers, Chief, Carson VFD, appeared before, the 
Board to present the 1985-86 budget request for the fire depart
ment. 

He indicated that the same appropriation from the 
Board as last year would be sufficient for 1985-86; however, 
he had 2 additional proposals. 



C-] [I) [----' 

1. That Dinwiddie County write a letter to C&P Telephone 
Company agreeing to title, license, and insure a surplus van for 
the Carson VFD. An additional $600 is requested to equip the 
van. 

2. The Prince Ge00ge Board has appropriated funds for the 
Carson VFD fire house expansion with the understanding that the 
volunteer fire department would do the painting and interior work. 
Mr. Rogers stated he did not have an estimate on the work at this 
time, but he would like to approach the Board for assistance when 
he gets an estimate on the cost. 

IN RE: CARSON VFD--SURPLUS C&P TELEPHONE VAN 

Up 0 n mot ion 0 f Mr. H. Clay, sec 0 n d e d by Mr. Rob e r t son, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the County Administrator was authorized to coordinate with 
Prince George County for the titling, licensing and insuring of 
a C&P Telephone Co. surplus van for the Carson VFD. 

IN RE: DONALD ANDREWS--RECREATION SITE DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. Donald Andrews, an adjacent p~operty owner to the 
recreation site across from the high school, stated that he sup
ports the recreational .development but urged the Board to coor
dinate with the adjacent property owners. He stated that· traffic, 
lights and noise were problems that should be addressed. 

He also stated that he felt the purchase of a county 
sticker should be made more convenient to the citizens who want 
to pay their taxes and abide by the law. He suggested selling 
them earlier or including a form in the tax mailings. 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE VFD--DISCUSSION OF 1985-86 BUDGET 

Mr. Bob Mengel, Chief, Dinwiddie VFD, appeared before 
the Board to present the 1985-86 budget request for the Dinwiddie 
VFD. Included in this request is a $50~000 building expansion 
to be used as a meeting room. The County has a plan drawn by 
an architect for the addition, but Mr. Mengel stated they were 
working on another variation of that plan to better suit their 
needs .. 

IN RE: FRED SAHL--NOTTOWAY COUNTY TAX COMPARISON 

Mr. Fred Sahl presented an article from the Blackstone 
Courier comparing the taxes of Nottoway County .with Dinwiddie. 
He stated Nottoway's rates are much lower and he asked the Board 
for an explanation at a later date. -dj..~:-adged-that the cost per 
pupil for education was considerably higher in Dinwiddie County. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
II aye ", pur sua n t to S e-c. 2. 1 - 344 C 6) 0 f the Vir gin i a F r e e do m 0 f 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 9:10 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 11 :00 P.M. 

IN RE: NAMOZINE VFD--DISCUSSION OF 1985-86 BUDGET 

Mr. Bill Queen, Chief, Namozine VFD, appeared before 
the Board to present the department's 1985-86 budget request. 
Mr. Donald Porter, Treasurer, noted that the main increase in 
their budget is electricity. 

Included in this request is a $275,000 app~opriation 
for a new fire house. Mr. Donald PorterproYided a rough sketch 
of the proposed building for the Boardls consideration. 
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IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 11 :31 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 12:01 A.M. 

IN RE: INFORMATION 

The following information was presented to the Board at 
this meeting: 

1. Letter from the Virginia Fire Commission announcing 
a public session to be held March 21, 1985 at Prince Edward 
Courthouse. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave 
voting "aye", the meeting was adjou::=h 

~ •• _ .. n¥_ •• n •• 

ATTEST: ,LA,I¢. ~ 
~ 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 17TH DAY OF APRIL, 1985 AT 
7:30 P.M. 

PRESENT: M.I. KARGRAYE, JR., CHAIRMAN 
A.S. CLAY, YICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

IN RE: 

H .. L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 

L.G. ELDER 
CLAIBORNE FISHER 

MINUTES 

ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
DEPUTY SHERIFF 

Upon motion of .Mr. Roberts.on, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr i •• Bennett, Mr. Clay.,. Mr. ,Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye ll , 

the minutes of the April 3, .1985 regular meeting, the April 11, 1985 
continued meetin.gand·the April 15,1985 continued meeting were 
approved as presented. '. . .. 

IN RE: TRANSFER OF FUNDS~-WATER & SEWER ACCOUNT 

Upon motio~ of M~L A. cia~, se~6nded bj Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the Treasurer was authorized to transfer $14,675.19 from the 
General Fund to the Water and Sewer Fund. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon mot ion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. H. Cl ay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr., Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia.that the following claims be approved and funds 
appropriated for sa~~~ . 

. . 

General Fund checks-numbering· 85-636 through 85-753 
amounting to $186,534L27; Water & Sewer Fund-check.#W&S-85-3 in 
the amount of $14,675.19; Law Library Fund check #LF-85-4 in the 
amount of $145.64; History Book Fund check #HB-85-2 in the amount 
of $2.35; County Construction Fund check #CCF-85-4 in the amount 
of $6,024.00. 

i 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE COUNTY RESCUE SQUAD 

Mr. David Comer. President, DinwiddiE Rescue Squad, appeared 
before the Board to discuss the rlecli~ing membership of the Squad 
and to make the citizens aware of the services that have to be eli
minated due to the lack of manpower. 

Mr. Comer stated that the non-emergency transports to 
Rtchmond will no longer be avat.lable. He stated. that the complaints 
from cittzens have been about the cut in services and the increase 
in response time. Mr.Come~explafned that because of the lack of 
manpower, oneuni.t is usually available ,to cover all the County. 
When calls come in back to bac~, the second call has to wait. 

Mr. Comer added that the Rescue personnel are better 
tratned now and addi.tionalpeople are being trained at the present 
ttme. He tndicated the Squad was not asking the Board to solve their 
problems. He was leaving the decision to the Board and the community 
as to whether they want to,discontinue the rescue service. 

Mr. Robertson stated that the community is very aware 
that the Rescue Squad is .needed anrlappreciated .. Maybe they have 
not shown their appreciation. He continued stating that these 
s e r vic e. s c 0 u 1 d not b e sup p 1i e d wit h 0 u t the· vol u n te e r s . H est ate d 
the Board of Supervisors has discussed the Squad1s problems as to 
whether it is the n.umber of people volunteering or the training re
qUirements placed on people.:. 
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He stated it is hard on young people trying to raise a 
family and advance in a job to volunteer additional time to meet 
these additional requirements and the volunteers were to be com
mended. 

Mr. Robertson stated that the Board has supported the 
Squad by requesting a variance on the training requirements and 
he wished they could do more. He stated he felt that different 
squads have different levels of capabilities and he wished the 
State would recognize this. 

He reiterated that the Rescue Squad has done an outstan
ding job with the resources they have. He stated he regrets these 
problems exist and offered any support the Board could give. 

Mr. Robertson urged the Rescue Squad not to disband 
because their services are too badly needed. 

Mr. Comer stated the present members did not want to 
do that. They are running themselves ragged. He added that the 
training is a great demand; however, it is important and has helped 
to weed out the good members. 

Mr. H. Clay stated he hoped the citizens understand why 
the response is slow when only one unit is available. He added 
that it is not the intention of the Rescue Squad to disband and 
urged any interested citizens to join. The squad has a "driver 
only" program now which helps give the Emergency Medical Technicians 
more flexibility. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--P-84-5--JOSEPH DICKENS 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on Wednesday, April 3, and Wednesday, April 10, 1985 for the 
Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to consider for 
adoption an ordinance to amend Sec. 28, Parcels 67 and 68 and a por
tion of 65A containing approximately 12 + acres by changing the 
district classification from Agricultural, General A-2 to Business, 
General B-2. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, introduced the 
material and reviewed the action of the Planning Commission which 
was approval to rezone 4.42 acres (300 1 deep) from A-2 to B-2 as 
shown by map presented with the rezoning material. The remainder 
of the property would remain Agricultural, A-2. 

Mr. Joseph Dickens spoke in support of his rezoning request. 
No one appeared in opposition. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors, Dinwiddie, 
Virginia, that the district classification of Section 28, Parcel 
67 and 68 (portions thereof) containing approximately 4.42 acres 
be changed from Agricultural, General, A-2 to Business, General, 
B-2. Said boundaries of the rezoning shall be as follows: starting 
at the northeast point of the property with its intersection with 
U.S. Route 460 heading S 74 0 -011-08" W along Rt. 460 approximately 
775 1; then heading S 10 0 00 1 E approximately 50 1 to the pond; then 
heading in a southeasterly direction along the pond high water mark 
to a point 300 1 from the Route 460 right of way line; then heading 
N 74 0 01 08" E approximately 455 1 to the NE property 1 ine of N/F 
Paul M. Claiborne; then heading N 90 50 1 W approximately 300 1 to the 
point of beginning. 

In all other respects, said ordinance is hereby reordained. 



IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--P-85-1--CARL BOGESE ASSOCIATES 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Wednesday, April 3, 1985 and Wednesday, April 10, 
1985 for the Board of Supervi~ors to conduct a public hearing to 
consider for adoption an ordinance to amend a portion of Section 
21, parcel l09A containing approximately 15 acres by changing the 
district classification from Business, B-2 to Residential R-l and 
Residential R-1A. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, introduced the 
material and reviewed the. actidn taken.by the Planning Commission 
who recommended approval at their March 13, 1985 meeting with the 
following conditions: 

1. a recreational access to the A.P. Hill Historical 
Landmark be provided to the greatest extent possible; 

2; a minimum of five (5) feet of right-of-way along 
U.S. Route 1 be dedicated to the County for future road widening; 

3. the main access road must have a minimum right of way 
of eighty (80) feet in width and run a length of 300' perpendicular 
to Route 1 at which point the right of way may taper, gradually, to 
fifty (50) feet at the paint where the commercial and residential 
zoning coincide. The access road shall have a minimum of two (2) 
exit lanes, one (1) entrance lane and a 20' median strip between 
the entrance/exit lanes as shown on the proposed development plan. 

·Mr. Scheid added that a·lot of material had been reviewed 
duririg the previous rezoning request and, therefore, was not 
duplicated for this hearing. Two additional items were introduced 
since the Board members .received their information packet: a 
Statement in Opposition to application P-85-1 and a proffering in 
writing from the applicant agreeing to two additional conditions. 
These conditions are: 1. The applicant and/or the owner will not -
at any time in the future - seek or request that the 8.1 acre par
cel to be rezoned R-lbe rezoned again so as to permit the construc
tion of other than single-family detached dwellings thereon. 
2. The applicant and/or the owner will not convey any part or all 
of the 8.1 acre parcel to be rezon·ed R-l without including in the 
deed or deeds of conveyance a restrictive covenant for the benefit 
of the community at large prohibiting the construction of other 
than single-family detached dwellings thereon. 

Mr. H. Clay asked if the statement in opposition would 
have been more properly introduced to the Planning Commission. 

Mr. Scheid indicated the Planning Commission should have 
received all the material because it could possibly affect their 
decision. He added that he was also unaware that the opposition 
had hired legal counsel. There were very few people at the Plan
ning Commission meeting. 

Mr; Scheid stated that Point 3 in the Statement of Oppo
sition provides a new wrinkle and has caused some concern. 

Mr. Robertson stated that he realized Mr. Scheid asked 
for the Commonwealth Attorney's opinion as to whether this rezoning 
is the same as the last and would, therefore, require a six month 
waiting period; and his answer was this request would not require 
it. Mr. Robertson then asked. what was the difference in the two 
requests. 

Mr. Scheid added that he had also asked for an outside 
opInIon, the Attorney General's office, but his office does not 
deal with ·interpret;ng a local ordinance. He stated that the main 
difference is that this request does not ask for R-2 zoning. It 
asks for R-l and R-1A. .. 

Mr. Hargrave asked what the Board has received that the 
Planning Commiss10n did not. Mr. Scheid stated the statement in 

rI_l [~ 
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IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--P-85-2--ABC CORPORATION 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on Wednesday, April 3 and Wednesday, April 10, 1985 for the 
Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to consider for 
adoption an ordinance to amend the district classification of Section 
23, Parcel 12, by changing 1.67 acres from Agricultural, General A-2 
to Residential, General R-2. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, introduced the 
material and reviewed the action of the Planning Commission, wherein 
they recommended approval at their March 13, 1985 meeting. 

Mr. Louis Shell, Attorney-at-Law, represented the ABC 
Corporation. Mr. Shell presented a sketch of the proposed use of 
the property which involves 21.7 acres (the majority of which is 
in Prince George Co.). The proposed development is condominiums 
on the property which is adjacent to the Petersburg Country Club. 
Two small parcels which join this property but are located in Din
widdie County consist of~1.31 acres and .22 acres. 

Mr. Shell stated that the property located in Prince George 
County has been approved for rezoning and the applicant would like 
to keep zoning in Dinwiddie County consistent. 

No one appeared in opposition. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye H

, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors, Dinwiddie County, 
Virginia, that the district classification of Section 23, Parcel 12, 
comprised of two (2) parts containing a total of 1.67 acres, be 
changed from Agricultural, General, A-2 to Residential, General, R-2. 

In all other respects said ordinance is hereby reordained. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--P-85-3--ETHEL DANIEL 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Wednesday, April 3 and Wednesday, April 10, 1985 
for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to con
sider for adoption an ordinance to amend the district classification 
of a portion of Section 57, Parcel 79, containing 8.26 acres by chan
ging the zoning from Agricultural, General A-2 to Business, General 
B-2. 

Mrs. Ethel Daniel spoke in support of her rezoning appl i
cation. She stated that she and her husband have operated Scott1s 
Retreat for 13 years for youth and church groups. 

No one appeared in opposition. 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye H

, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors, Dinwiddie County, 
Virginia, that the district classification of a portion of Section 57, 
Parcel 79, as shown on the Commissioner of the Revenue's Tax Maps, 
containing 8.26 + acres and more particularly described herein, be 
amended by changTng the district classification from Agricultural, 
General, A-2 to Business, General, B-2. 

IIStarting at a point located on the eastern side of 
the Seaboard Coastline R.R. at its intersection with the entrance 
road to the property of Will iam B. and Ethel W. Daniel, then heading 
N 38 0 34 1E along the SCL R.R. a distance of 600 1, thenoheading S 51 0 

26 1E a distance of 600 1 to a point, t~en heading S 38 34 1 W a distance 
of 600 1 to a point, then heading N 51 26W a distance of 600 1 to the 
beginning point. 

In all other respects, said ordinance is hereby reordained. 
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opposition and the proffering of two additional conditions from the 
applicant. 

Mr. Robertson stated'he felt it was unfair to be presented 
with additional papers on the night of the hearing without the 
Board having a chance to give it proper consideration. He added 
there should be a cut-off time to accept material unless considering 
postponement of a decision. 

Mr. Scheid indicated he agreed but there was nothing in 
the ordinance that would allow him to stop it. Mr. Robertson added 
that he felt the Planning Commission should have all the information 
at their hearing. Any information received afterwards would require 
postponing sending it to the Board. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that he sensed some of the material 
moved as it did because they felt the Planning Commission1s action 
would be sUEh. He stated, he as a Planning Commission member, would 
feel violated as if they don1t co~nt. An alternative is to send 
it all back to the Planning Commission,but he knew alot of the 
participants have already sat through many meetings and have other 
things to do. He added he was bothered that people feel they don1t 
need to go to bat with the Planning Commission and wait to go to the 
Board. 

Mr. Bennett stated, as a member of the Planning Commission, 
he felt like Mr. Hargrave indicated~ but he would like for the Board 
to go ahead with a decision. Mr. H. Clay imdicated he would like 
to see Mr. Scheid explore an ordinance to that effect--that additional 
information will go back to the Planning Commission. 

Mr. Jay·DeBoer,Attorney, appeared in support of the 
rezoning, representing the applicant Carl Bogese Associates. He 
requested that .the Board recess for'five minutes to give,them time 
to review the additional material. The Board members indicated 
they did not need the additional time. : 

Mr. DeBoer'presented a sketch of the area requested to be 
rezoned. He stated this is a new application requesting R-1A 
zoning in the center: and R-l zoning lof the property surrounding, it. 
The commercial front will be expanded due to business r~sponse. He 
stated~this request is in no way' similar to therlast request. He 
stated that according to· a market survey, the:property is conducive 
to R-1A and, R-l development. r Rental property of a duplex or apart
ment nature is needed in Dinwiddie County. That statement last time, 
Mr. DeBoer indicated, was based on general knowledge. This time, 
a market survey was done, which he then distributed to the Board. 
Mr. DeBoer briefly reviewed the market survey. He pointed out that 
1.1% of the rental property rents.for·$410 and above. He,also.stated 
that 22.4% of the population is between 17 ahd 29 years old. He 
indicated that in 1980, the average family was 3.6 and is declining. 
Mr. DeBoer .stated there are not many rental properties in Dinwiddie 
County and not a large percentage of housing opportunities. 

He added that the prior objecti~ns 'to"R-2 zoning were to 
apartments, vandalism and children. Duplexes are proposed now which 
are similar to R-l development~-similar to single family dwellings. 
The buffer to Lewis Road and the other side is R-l zoning. The 
applicant has also proffered the two ,additional conditions outlined 
in the statement the Board received earlier. 

Mr. DeBoer stated the need for housing and affordable 
housing was discussed previously. The development will be all lots, 
no cul-de-sacs, smaller number of 10ts--20 in the center pocket. He 
closed by stating the Planning Commission has approved it three 
times an~ he felt the applicant has met all the objections of the 
Board. 

Mr .. Robertson stated he received ·a picture of a quadriplex 
in the mail., Mr. L.T. Vest stated, with the limited utilization 
of th,e land, only duplexes can be built there. They will be frame 
and bri'ck similar to a rancher, one and two bedrooms.· Mr. Robertson 
stated alot would depend on when the R-1A development would be 
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phased in. Last time, the commercial was going to be developed 
first, then the R-1A. 

Mr. DeBoer stated the lots in the R-l area will be available 
at any time for building and the lots can't be used for anything but 
single family dwellings. Mr. Robertson asked if there was anything 
in,the plans that definitely says there will be R-l development. 

Mr. Vest stated that the phasing will be first, commercial, 
then the roadway system and then the duplexes. The R-l lots will be 
available before the R-1A is built. 

Mr. Fred Beck, husband to the property owner Brenda Beck, 
spoke in favor of the rezoning. He stated that the contract with 
Carl Bogese was contingent upon the rezoning request being approved. 

He felt the Board members might wish to consider the 
following: 

1. Principles of due process and fairness as stated in 
the Constitution. He said the courts will not allow hearsay of an 
absent person; but here, written petitions are permissible. He stated 
that the opposition indicated written petitions are going to be filed 
with the Board. Mr. Beck further stated that fairness ,dictates that 
certain questions be asked--who got the statements and what were they 
told? 

Mr. Beck indicated he checked the petitions submitted for the 
previous rezoning request and ,found duplications. He also found per
sons who lived some distance from the development. He said the 
Board should consider who got the people to sign the petition. He 
understood the' petitions to be submitted tonight were circulated by 
Bobby Bowman w who owns property across .the road. His property is 
bei~g advertised for sale and the lowest price is $25,000 an acre 
as opposed to the development considered tonight which are $4,000 
per lot. Mr. Beck stated the Board should also consider what was 
told to the people who signed the petitions. He understood people 
were told that signing the petition would prevent low income, sub
sidized housing from being built. Is what they said true? Mr. 
Beck pointed out that only three government programs allow subsidized 
housing. There are legal and practical reasons why subsidized housing 
cannot be placed in this development. 

In closing, Mr. Beck stated that suggestions had been 
made as to the good faith of Mr. Bogese. He stated that Mr. Bogese 
has dealt fairly and honestly with he and his wife since the begin
ning and the proffering with the two extra conditions presented 
tonight he felt shows their good faith effort. 

Mr. Larry Diehl, Attorney, spoke for the opposition in 
this rezoning case. 

Mr. Diehl stated that the citizens in the area had no 
serious objections to the commercial development. 

He then presented petitions with 93 names in opposition 
to this rezoning request to be made a part of the record. He pointed 
out that he did not become involved until last week when Mr. Musgrove 
contacted him about serious concerns he had after the Planning Com
mission action. He was also not aware of the two new conditions 
proffered. Mr. Diehl pointed out; however, that they just provide 
a larger barrier around the R-1A area. It would not guarantee the 
quality,of the duplexes. He stated that the citizens are still con
cerned about the occupants of the duplexes. He added this does not 
mean they have to build R-l development. Mr. Diehl stated the citi
zens are afraid they will be back one month later seeking duplexes. 

MF. Diehl &tated the market survey appears to be only an 
accumulation of cen&us data. He felt the firm who did the survey 
probably did not step inside Dinwiddie County. He added it doesn't 
say anything about a need for duplexes in Dinwiddie County. Also 
there was no opportunity to evaluate the survey before. Maybe 
a decision should be postponed to evaluate all the material presented. 
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Mr. Diehl indicated that the concerns of the citizens have 
not changed. They feel the housing proposed is the same as last time. 
The market survey presented does not address the area in question. 
He advised the Board that the legal standard used to rezone is to 
d e t e r min e t hat the pre s en t z 0 n i n g is, not, a p pro p ria teo r, use f u 1. The 
applicant has to prove that the zoning needs to be changed. 

Mr. John Talmage stated that he wanted to address the com
ments made on the petitions s~bmitted last time. He circulated 
some of the petitions and every individual signed two. He thought 
possibly they were mixed up in the files and that was the reason 
there appeared to be a duplication of names. ,He then stated.that 
he signed the petition in opposition· because he· did not feel there 
is any real difference in apartments and duplexes. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he· could understand duplicate signing 
on petitions and did, not feel that would discredit what was presented. 

Mr. Menry Austin also spoke in opposition. 

Mr. DeBoer briefly responded to the opposition statement. 
1. The State of Virginia recognizes the Tayloe-Murphy Institute 
and the market survey is from the census. 2. Duplexes under R-1A 
are on lots, a little smaller than single family dwellings. There 
are 40 lots proposed with water and sewer hookups, a good influx 
of money on bills .. 3. He feels the residents of the duplexes will 
be from Dinwiddie County, willing to pay $350 rent plus utilities. 
4. The opponents havenlt had a chance to review the marketing survey 
because they didnlt come to the Planning Commission meeting. 5. Our 
duty is to show that the present zoning,.is no longer compatible with 
growth in Dinwiddie County. The Board has the comprehensive land use 
plan. Now, ,it isthei~ decision. 

Mr.H. Clay asked 1f there is a required fire wall in 
duplexes. Mr. DeBoer stated .itwas required by the,Boca Code. 

Mr. Hargrave ask~dt~e Co~nty Attorney if he ~ad a copy 
of the proffering. Mr. ;Elder stated he did.· Mr. Hargrave ,stated 
he understood the principle but, it bothered him to encumber a piece 
of land forever. If the community ceases to benefit from the proffer, 
could that covenant be,removed?Mr~ Elder stated,the Board can always 
remove a condition but notifit is,put in.the"deed. Mr. Elder added 
it could be,carried,tocourt ·if conditions ,change .. That outlet is 
always there. 

Mr. H. Clay asked ,Mr. El.der if the proff~r provides ade
quate protection for the residents of Lewis Road. Mr. Elder stated 
that is not a legal question.: It is the Boardls decision. It does 
provide for only R-l development,. . . -." 

, . 

Mr. Austin ,asked -what type of home"can be built in R-l 
z 0 n i n g . ~I r. H a.r· gr a ve s tat ed, t hat -u n 1 e s' s GO n d i t ion s are add ed, eve r y -
thing allowed under the particular zoning classification can be 
built there. 

Mr. H. Clay stated that converse to last tim~, ~e has 
received considerable inp~t from citizens:whi8h ·has been equal 
in support and opposition. I: 

He then moved that rezoning application P-85-1 be approved 
with the conditions suggested by the Planning Commission, the two 
conditions proffered by Catl Bogese Associates, dated April 17, 
1985 and that the road system separate the R-1A development from 
the R-l. Mr. Bennett seconded the moti·on. 

, 

Mr. Robertson stated that he heard both sides and sees 
no significant difference from the last req~est. The concerns are 
still there from the 'citizens ,of Lewi,s Road and he will.sti-ll vote 
agai'nst it .. 

Mf. Gla,y; ,Mr-. -B.ennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
Mr. Robertson voting "nay", 
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BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that the Dinwiddie County Zoning Ordinance be 
amended by changing 15 + acres of Section 21, Parcel 109A, 
as designated by the Commissioner of the Revenue's tax maps from 
Business, Gen~ral, B-2 to Residential, Limited, R-l, 8.1 acres, 
and Residential, Limit~d, R:1A, 6.9 acres as shown on a site, 
development plan prepared by the Henley Design Group entitled 
Sentry Woods A.P. Hill Plaza, dated December 6, 1984 and revised 
on February 6, 1985 and incorporated, by reference, as a part of 
this ordinance. 

As a condition of this rezoning, the appJicant shall 
be bound by the follpwing conditions: 

1. a recreational access to the A.P. Hill Historical Land
mark be provided to the great~st extent possible; 

2. a mlnlmum of five (5) feet of right-of-way along U.S. 
Route 1 be dedicated to the County for future road widening; 

3. the main access road must have a mlnlmum right of way 
of eighty (80) feet in width and run a length of 300 1 perpendicular 
to Route 1 at which point the right of way may taper, gradually, to 
fifty (50) feet at the point where the commercial and residential 
zoning coincide. The access road shall have a minimum of· two (2) 
exit lanes, one (1) entrance lane and a 20' median strip between 
the entranc~/exit lanes as shown on the proposed development plan. 

4. the applicant and/or the owner will not - at any time 
in the future - seek or request that the 8.1 acre parcel to be 
rezoned R-l be rezoned again so as to permit the construction of 
other than single-family detached dwellings thereon; 

5. The applicant and/or the owner will not convey any 
part or all of the 8.1 acre parcel to be rezoned R-l without including 
in the deed or deeds of conveyance a restrictive covenant for the 
benefit of the community at large prohibiting the construction of 
other than single~family detached dwellings thereon. 

6. the road system shall separate the R-1A development 
from the R-l developm~nt. I 

In all other respects, said ordinance is hereby reordained. 

IN RE: RECESS 

The Chairman declared a short recess at 9:46 P.M. The 
meeting reconvened at 10:00 P.M. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA, PROGRAM':'~1985 REQUEST 

Upon moti9n of Mr .. H. Clay, seconded by Mr'. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the County of Dinwiddie is eligible to participate 
as a potential employer for college students desiring employment be
ginning mid-May for approximately twelve weeks; and 

WHEREAS~ these students will be referred to the County 
through the Virginia Program from colleges throughout the State; 
and 

WHEREAS, these students will be from Dinwiddie County at 
a cost of 33% of the students's gross wages with Workmen's Compen
sation provided by the Virginia Program; and 

WHEREAS, the School Board has expressed a need for one 
(1) student at the Senior High School; 

NOW THEREFORE ~E~IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
I ' . .. J - • 



of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that application be made to the 
Virginia Program to have the County designated as a potential 
employer for college students. 

IN RE: RADIO MAINTENANCE CONTRACT FOR 24-HOUR SERVICE 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay,. Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the new radio communications system will be 
completely. installed and operational by April 30, 1985; and 

WHEREAS, the one-year warranty on the new equipment 
will begin May 1, 1985; and 

WHEREAS, Comm-Tronics, the Motorola Service Shop, provides 
service under this warranty from 8:00 A.M. to 4:30 P.M., Monday 
through Friday; and 

WHEREAS, the two base stations and the console require 
priority service 24 hours a day; and 

WHEREAS, a monthly. service contract is needed between 
the County of. Dinwiddie and Comm-Tronics to provide this priority 
service from 4:30 P.M. to 8:00 A.M.; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County Administrator be autho
rized to sign a cO.ntract. w.ith Motorola for pr.iority radio service 
from Comm-Tronics on the two base stations and the console from 
4:30 P.M. to 8:00 A.M. duringtheone~year warranty period beginning 
May 1, 1985. 

IN RE: CANCELLATION OF PRESENT RADIO MAINTENANCE CONTRACT 

Because the new radio communications system will be 
under warranty beginning May 1 , 1985, Wendy Quesenberry, Admini
strative Assjstant~ recommended the Board cancel the present 
radio maintenance contract, effectiv~ May 31,1.985. She stated 
the present contract. does-not. have a c~ncellation clause, but 
this would allow the contractor time to complete any unfinished 
work. 

Mr. Bennett questioned if there was enough unfinished 
business to justify ancither $955.00 monthly payment. Mrs. Que
senberry stated th.e only. thi·ng she knew definitely pending was 
the renewal of one of the radio. lic~nses. Mr. Robertson suggested 
the Board concur with the recommendation ~nd cancel the contract 
as of May 31, 1985. . 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett., seconded by Mr. A .. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay,. Mr. Clay., Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye" , 
the County Administrator was authorized to cancel the radio maintenance 
contract with Superior Communications Services, effective April 30, 
1985, unless unfinished business requires the extension of the contract 
until May 31, 1985. 

IN RE: INDUSTRIAL REVENUE BONDS 

U P Q n mot ion 0 f Mr. H. C 1 ay, sec 0 n d e d by Mr. Rob e r t son , 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett,Mr. Hargrave voting 
II aye" , the following re.sol ution was adopted: 

W.HEREAS, Herbert T. W·illiams, III, General Counsel for the 
Industrial Development Authority of Dinwiddie County, Virginia has 
notified this Board that the County's State allocation of local 
federal limits on the issuance of. Industrial Development Rev~nue 
Bonds will be forefeitedif same is not reserved in writing by notice 
to the Allocation Administrator, 7th Floor, Department of Housing 
and Community Development, 205 North 4th Street, Richmond, Virginia, 
23219, on or before May 15,1985; 
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NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that Mr. W.C. Knott, County Admini
strator, is hereby directed to write the Allocation Administrator 
informing him of Dinwiddie County, Virginia1s desire to reserve 
it1s local allocation of the federal limit on Industrial Development 
Revenue Bonds as allocated pursuant to the Governor1s Executive Order 
54, 1985, no later than May 15, 1985. 

IN RE: HAVEN1S TRACT--TRASH DUMPSTER SITE AGREEMENT WITH KMI 
LAND RESOURCES 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, the County Administrator was authorized-to sign an agreement 
with KMI Land Resources for the location of a trash dumpster site 
on the Haven I s Tract on Rt. 631. 

IN RE: RESCUE SQUAD--ELIMINATION OF NON-EMERGENCY TRANSPORTS 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, the County Administrator was instructed to write a letter 
to the Health Department and the Social Services Department noti
fying them that non-emergency transports are no longer available 
from the Rescue Squad and they should notify their clients to 
make other arrangements for that service. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave 
voting lIaye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(1) and (6) of the Virginia 
Freedom of Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session 
at 10:23 P.M. to discuss legal and personnel matters. The meeting 
reconvened into Open Session at 11 :55 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, the meeting was adjourned until 7:30 P.M., April 22, 1985. 

APRIL 22, 1985 -- 7:30 P.M. -- CONTINUATION OF APRIL 17, 1985 MEETING 

PRESENT: M.I. HARGRAVE, JR., CHAIRMAN 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 

IN RE: ROUTE 672 BRIDGE OVER N&W TRACK 

ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

MacFarland Neblett, Resident Engineer, Va. Dept. of High
ways and Transportation, discussed with the Board the replacement 
of the Rt. 672 bridge over the N&W track. Due to the anticipated 
cost of this facility, alternatives to its construction were empha
sized. The Board instructed Mr. Neblett to study all alternatives 
for the Board to review before final decision is made on the 
replacement of the bridge. 

IN RE: 1985-86 SECONDARY SYSTEM CONSTRUCTION BUDGET 

Mr. MacFarland Neblett, Resident Engineer, presented to 
the Board his suggested con~truction budget for Dinwiddie County 
for the corning 1985-8~ fiscal year. Mr. Neblett indicated that 
all items in the 1985-86 portion of the Six-Year Plan were included 
in this budget. 

After a detail review, the Board of Supervisors stated 
their agreement with Mr. Neblett1s suggested budget and agreed upon 
a public hearing for May 29, 1985. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon moti on of Mr. H. Cl ay, seconded by Mr. Bennett ,.Mr. 



Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave, pursuant 
to Sec. 2.1-344(1) of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act, the 
Board moved into Executi~e Session at 9:10. PLM~ to discuss personnel 
matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 10:30 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the meeting was continued until 7:30 P.M, April 29,1985. 

APRIL' 29, 1985 -- 7:30 P.M. -- CONTINUATION OF APRIL 17, 1985 
MEETING 

PRESENT: M. I. HARGRAVE, JR. , CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRM.AN ELECTION DISTRICT 
G. S. BENNETT, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
H. L. CLAY, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 

ABSENT: G. E. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay., Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", pursuant 
to Sec. 2.1-344 (1) of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act, 
the Board moved into Executive Session at 7:30 P.M. to discuss 
personnel matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 
9:17 P.M. 

IN RE: WORKSHOP SESSION -- 1985-86 BUDGET 

The Board met in a workshop session to discuss the 
1985-86 budget. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", pursuant 
to Sec. 2.1-344 (61 of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act, 
the Board moved into Executive Session- at·ll :22 P.M. to discuss 
legal matters. The meetingreconv·ened into Open- Session at 11 :35 
P. M: 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Ha-rgrave voting "aye", the 
meeti.ng was adjourned at 11 :36 P.M. 

M:I:fIRIhliE~ jR-e:~H A IRMA N 

ATTEST: 

#3 
#4 
#1 
#2 

#2 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 3RD DAY Of APRIL, 1985 AT 
2:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: M. I. HARGRAVE, JR., CHAIRMAN 
A.S. CLAY 

ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

IN RE: 

G.S. BENNETT, JR. 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 

T.O. RAINEY, III 
B.M. HEATH 

MINUTES 

ASS'T. COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. K. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
the minutes of the March 20, 1985 meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargra'le voting 
II aye" , 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that"the following claims be approved and f~nds 
appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 85-544 through 85-635 amoun
ting to $100,592.74. 

IN RE: 

1985. 

IN RE: 

1985. 

IN RE: 

TREASURER 

Mr. W.E. JQnes presented his report for the month of March, 

BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. J.L. Blaha present~d his report for the month of March, 

ANIMAL WARDEN 

Mr. L.A. Brooks, Jr. presented his report for the month 
of March, 1985. 

INRE: LIYESTOCK CLAIM--OEBBIE GARTER 

The Animal Warden presented a livestqck claim fro~ Debbie 
Garter requesting $100 for one (ll Adult Nubian Doe goat; two (2) 
Adult Angora Cross Doe goats; and $100 for six (6) unborn babies. 

The County Administrator stated that it has been the 
policy of the Board not to pay for unborn animals. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr; Hargrave voting 
"aye", Ms. Debbie Garter was awarded $200 for three (3) goats. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION--APPROVAL 
OF TRANSFER OF FU~DS WITHI~1984-85 BUDGET " 

Mr. Ma~ Neblett, Resident Engineer, VDH&T, appeared before 
the Board to bring them up-to-d~te on the 1984-85 Secondary Roads 
Improvement budg~t. He indicated that he felt 7 9ut of the 10 
projects budgeted for this year could be completed within the 
present fiscal year. "" " 

Because of the settlement of a condemnation suit involving 
Rt. 627, Mr. Neblett stated he was faced with a $38,000 payment 
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which was not budgeted in the present fiscal year. He, therefore, 
asked for the Board1s approval to transfer funds from other projects 
to finish the projects listed for the current fiscal year. 

He added that he was working with the property owners 
on the safety problem an Rt. 631 near the ball field. After looking 
at the area, he felt the entrance to the ball field should be 
relocated first before any improvements are made to the road. He 
stated the Sutherland Ruritan Club owns the property but were 
not willing to relocate the entrance. 

Mr. Robertson asked what the citizens and the Board could 
do to get the Ruritans to help. 

Mr. H. Clay stated there is also a problem with the 
school bus stopping at the bottom of the hill. Mr. Neblett stated 
he was willing to do some signing as a stop gap measure. 

Mr. Robertson asked what could be done about the problem 
of cars having to go in the ditch because they can1t see each other 
on Rt. 631. 

Mr. Neblett stated he felt if the driver drives with 
reasonable care, there shouldn1t be that much of a problem. He agreed 
there is a safety problem but the signing will help. 

Mr. Robertson stated he was shocked that the Ruritans 
wouldn1t agree to relocate the entrance to the ball field. Mr. Neblett 
said they indicated there would be a problem with headlights from 
cars turning in. The ball field faces the road. He added that he 
would go back and talk to them again. Mr. H. Clay stated it would 
probably cost the Ruritans to move the entrance. He added there 
are no shoulders on the road. Mr. Hargrave suggested going to the 
Ruritan meeting. 

Mr. Neblett further reported that the second phase of 
improvements on Rt. 601 was underway and the Rt. 604 bridge replace
ment is under construction. 

Mr. Neblett advised the Board that in order to pay the 
deficit caused by settlement of the condemnation suit and to finish 
most of the projects proposed for FY 84-85, he needs authorization 
from the Board to transfer funds as follows: 

Transfer From Amount Transfer To 

Budget Item 0687 - 5002; Cutbank $5,000 Budget Item 0637 - 5007 
Road Madison Road 

Budget Item 0687 - 5002; Cutbank $6,000 Budget Item 0721 - 5010 
Road Williams Road 

Budget Item 0687 - 5002 $19,000 Budget Item 0666 - 5005 
Cutbank Road Walkers Mill Road 

Budget Item 0667 - 5004 $6,000 Budget Item 0666 - 5005 
Malones Road Walkers Mill Road 

Budget Item 0667 - 5004 $18,984 Project 0627-026-
Malones Road 148,C501 CourtHouse Rd. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, 

the Virginia Department of Highways & Transportation was authorized 
to make the transfer of funds as presented within the 1984-85 Improve
ments Budget. 

Budget Item 0631 - 5006 
Claiborne Road 

$14,707.47 

This item was deferred for further action. 

Project 0627-026-
C501, Courthouse Rd. 



r L ___ .. __ .. ~ 

IN RE: 

[-~ 

APPOMATTOX REGIONAL LIBRARY--DISCUSSION OF 1985-86 BUDGET 
REQUEST 

Mrs. Cor n eli a Rob e r t s', Mrs. Ell en Per due, and Mr. J 0 h n 
Wiegel of the Appomattox Regional Library Board along with Mr. Nelson 
Worley, Director, appeared before the Board to answer any questions 
they might have concerning tha Library's 1985-86 budget r~quest. 

Mr. Worley stated that an interim contract was proposed 
for two (2) years and one provision of that contract was that the 
operating expenses of the main library in Hopewell be incorporated 
into the Library's operating budget. This increase amounts to 
approximately $40,000 and will be passed on to the three parti
cipating localities. 

He added that information on alternative funding formulas 
has been passed on to the Managers and Administrators and the Library 
Board is available to meet with them at any time to discuss a per
manent regional contract. 

Mr. Worley reported that a new bookmobile location has been 
established in Carson and they hope to have a bookmobile there in the 
next two or thre~ weeks. 

IN RE: EXTERIOR RESTORATION PROPOSAL FOR COURTHOUSE 

The County Administrator presented a cost proposal from 
the firm of Hayes, Seay, Mattern and Mattern to provide architec
tural and engineering services for a study of the requirements 
for restoration of the exterior of the Courthouse. 

The st~dy would include scr~ping, and painting the building 
exterior, reglazing, repairin~ cra~ks, repairing 6r replacing gutters, 
repairing and/or painting the roof, caulking and sealing, replacing 
rotted wood and repairing columns. A structural engineer will also 
study adequacy of the existing structure. 

The County Administrator indicated it has been twelve years 
since the exterior was examined. Interior work was done in 1978. 
He stated that the Courthouse is listed on the Historical Landmark 
Register and recommended ,that the B6ard proceed with the study 
for $2800. 

Mr. A. Clay stated that w~s alot of money for studying. Mr. 
Bennett agreed it was a little high. Mr. Hargrave stated that 
he felt two or three specialists in different areas could, look at 
the building for less than that andsuggest~d that the Cotinty , 
Administrator ask the firm to re-evaluate their price. 

Mr. Bennett stated t~at he would like to see a more detailed 
list of what was going to be done and the hours involved. 

Mr. H. Clay stated if the Board felt the work is needed, 
'they should start before bad weather in the Fall. 

The County Administrator stated he felt the architect 
would provide the Board with an excellent study like the one done 
on Eastside Elementary School. ' 

Mr. Hargrave agreed the study on Eastside School was very 
good. 

The Board agreed to have the County Administrator ask 
the architectural firm to re-evaluate their cost for the study of 
the exterior of the Courthouse. ' 

IN RE: REPEAL OF LtMITAtroN OF TERMS ORDINANCE--AUTHORIZATION 
TO ADVERTISE' , " 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the County Admini.strator was, authori.zed to advertise the 
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ordinance to repeal the Limitation of Terms ordinance for appoint
ments for a public hearing to be held May 1, 1985. 

IN RE: DESIGNATION OF VOLUNTEER WEEK 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the people of Dinwiddie County have given generously 
of their time and talents to serve their neighbors and fellow citizens; 
and 

WHEREAS, this gift of caring has enabled our community to 
provide the basic necessities of life for its people; enabled our 
youth to prepare for a brighter future, and our elderly to live 
with dignity; and has enabled all our citizens to enjoy cultural 
opportunities that would not otherwise be available; and 

WHEREAS, it is understood that volunteers enrich the 
lives of all they serve, including their own; and 

WHEREAS, we recognize that a community's ability to care 
for and protect its own sends forth a message of unified strength 
and commitment to the continued well-being of the community; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia does hereby proclaim April 22 through 
April 29, 1985 as 

VOLUNTEER WEEK 

in Dinwiddie County, and we invite all citizens to honor and to 
emulate the fine individuals who help their community by opening 
up their hearts. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon moti.on of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (l) of the Virginia Freedom of Infor
mation Act, the Board of Supervisors moved into Executive Session 
at 3:13 P.M to discuss personnel matters. The meeting reconvened 
into Open Session at 6:39 P.M. 

IN RE: INFORMATION 

The following material was included in the Board's infor
mation for this meeting: 

1. Letter from the Volunteer Action Center of United 
Way concerning Volunteer Week and invitation to the Southside 
Volunteer Recognition FEST-A-FAIR. 

2. Information from Industrial Insurance Management 
Corporation concerning Self-Insurance Funding. 

3. Renovation study on Eastside Elementary School from 
Hayes, Seay, Mattern and Mattern. 

4. Letter from the Va. Dept. of Highways & Transportation 
concerning the State Secondary System Six-Year Plan and Annual Plan. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
the meeting was adjourned until 6:00 P.M., Thursday, April 11, 1985. 



APRIL 11, 1985 -- 7:30 P.M. -- CONTINUATION OF APRIL 3~ 1985 MEETING 

PRESENT: M. I. HA R G R A V E, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
G. S. BENNETT, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
H.L. CLAY, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
G. E.. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 

IN RE: RECEIPT OF NON-RESIDENT STUDENT POLICY ADOPTED BY SCHOOL 
BOARD 

The Board of Supervisors acknowledged receipt of the 
Non-Resident Student Policy adopted by the School Board at their 
April 9, 1985 meeting. 

IN RE: EXECTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (1) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 7:40 
P.M. to discuss personnel matters. The meeting recon~ened into 
Open Session at 10:26 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, the meeting was adjourned until Monday, April 15,1985 at 
6:00 P.M. 

#3 
#4 
#1 
#2 
#2 

APRIL 15, 1985 -- 6:00 P . M . -- CONTINUATION OF APRIL 3, 1985 MEETING 

PRESENT: M. I. HA R G RA V E, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
A.S. CLAY" VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
G. S. BENNETT, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
H. L. CLAY, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
G. E. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 

IN RE: JOINT SESSION TO DISCUSS 1985-86 SCHOOL BOARD BUDGET 

The Board of Supervisors met jointly with the School 
Board to discuss the School Board's 1985-86 budget request. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, the meeting was adjourned at 9:40 P.M. 

#3 
#4 
#1 
#2 
#2 

ATTEST:~ 
~A M. I. AR RAVE, 0R., CH IRMAN 

we. OTT 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 1ST DAY OF MAY, 1985 AT 2:00 
P . M . 

PRESENT: M.1. HARGRAVE, JR., CHAIRMAN 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

IN RE: 

H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G;E. ROBERTSON, JR. 

L.G. ELDER 
B.M. HEATH 

MINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, the minutes of the April 17, 1985 regular meeting and the 
April 22, 1985 and April 29, 1985 continued meetings were approved 
as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESO~VED by the Board Df Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and funds 
appropriated for same: . 

General Fund checks-numbering 85-754 through 85-849 amoun
ting to $100,097.72. 

IN RE: TRANSFER OF FUNDS 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
C 1 a y, Mr. C 1 a y, Mr. Ben net t, Mr. Rob e r. t son, Mr. H a r g r a v e v 0 tin g 
lIaye ll

, the Treasurer was authorized to transfer $63,000 from the 
General Fund to the Vehicle Fund for a new fire truck for the 
McKenn~y Volunteer Fire Department. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mr. W.E. Jones presented his report for the month of 
April, 1985. 

IN R E: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. J.L. Blaha presented his report for the month of 
April,1985. 

IN RE: ABANDONED VEHICLE & TIRE PROBLEM--C.M. McALEXANDER 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, advised the Board 
that he received a petition last Fall from Mr. George R. Scott and 
other residents on Rt. 615 behind the Blue Tartane~concerning 
abandoned vehicles and a collection.of tires on the·property be
longing to Mr. C.M. McAlexander (formerly belonging to Tex Ponder). 
Mr. Scheid stated he had been working with Mr. McAlexander since 
that time to correct the problem. However, they had been unable 
to find a solution for disposing of_the tires since they cannot be 
buried on the property and cannot be openly burned. 

Mr. McAlexander was present and advised the Board that 
he removed all the abandoned vehicles; however, he had been unabl~ 
to find anyone to help hi.m dispose.o.fthe tires. He was able to 
locate an individual in Richmond who has a shredder and was going 
to come out to his property tomorrow to look at the tires. 
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Mr. Hargrave stated there was an industry located in 
the Petersburg area that will be looking for shredded tires to 
burn. He thanked Mr. McAlexander for this efforts in trying to 
correct the problem. 

Mr. Robertson stated he could understand the dilemma but 
the citizens are still concerned about rats and related health pro
blems. He wonder~d if ther~ was anything that could be sprayed 
on the tires to help eliminate these health concerns. 

Mr. McAlexander stated he would be glad to do that. Mr. 
Robertson added that the tires couldnlt be seen from the road but 
the citizens were concerned about the health hazards. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--A-85-4--REPEAL OF LIMITATION OF TERMS 
ORDINANCE FOR APPOINTMENTS 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Wednesday, April 17, 1985 and Wednesday, April 24, 
1985 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to 
consider for adoption an ordinance to repeal Article III, Section 
2-6 of Chapter 2, dealing with limitation of consecutive terms on 
Boards, Commissions, Authorities and Committees. 

No one appeared in support or opposition. 

Mr. Robertson stated he was the sponsor of the ordinance 
and it was his intent to get citizens more involved. However, 
during the past five years, it has also been a deterrent for 
those with seniority and have been doing a good job. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie County Code, as adopted April 
1, 1970, and heretofore amended be further amended in that Article 
III, Section 2-6 of Chapter 2 be and hereby is repealed in its 
entirety. 

IN RE: C&P TELEPHONE SURPLUS VAN--APPROVAL OF REQUEST BY 
NAMOZINE VFD 

Mr. Ronnie Erb, representing Namozine VFD, appeared 
before the Board to request that the Namozine VFD be authorized 
to receive a surplus van from the C&P Telephone Company when one 
becomes available. He also asked that the County agree to title 
and insure the van when it is released to the fire department. 

Mr. Erb advised the Board that the fire department is 
using a 1968 C&P van now which has 125,000 miles on it and is in 
need of a great deal of repair. They plan to get rid of the 1968 
van when the new one becomes available from C&P. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the County Administrator was authorized to write a letter 
to C&P Telephone Company indicating that the County will title 
and insur~ a surplus van for the Namozine VFD when one becomes 
avai.lable. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENTS--YOUTH SERVICES COMMISSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the following appointments were made to the Youth Services 
Commissi:on: 

Six Youth: Patti. Abernathy 
Tracey Barnes 
Andretta Hamilton 
George Rapp 

1986 
1986 
1986 
1986 
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Agency: 

1-0 
{ ! 

Chris Wells 1986 
Grover C. Wilson, III 1986 

Curtis Sayre 
Jeanne Tolliver, Direc. 
Phylis Cazares, Direc. 

1988 - Social Services 
1988 - 70,001 Ltd. 
1988 - Dinwiddie Counseling 

Services 

Community Members: Debbie Marston 1988 

IN RE: CORRECTIONAL UNIT 27--DISPOSAL OF SLUDGE IN COUNTY 
LANDFILL 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Department of Corrections requests permission 
to dispose of quarterly approximately two (2) tons of sludge gene
rated by the Correctional Unit l7 sewage treatment facility in the 
County Landfill; and 

WHEREAS, a plan for disposal of this sludge has been 
submitted to and approved by the State Department of Health, including 
appropriate E.P. toxicity tests; and 

WHEREAS, the Director of Sanitation, John Loftis, will 
dispose of this sludge by combining with cover material and placing 
it in areas that need seeding; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County Attorney is authorized 
to prepare and the Chairman of the Board is authorized to execute 
a contract with the Department of Corrections for this disposal of 
Correctional Unit 27 sludge in the County Landfill; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that an E.P. Toxicity test, approved 
by the State Department of Health, will be filed with the County 
periodically. 

IN RE: PEARL BLAND--DISCUSSION OF ROUTE 644 SAFETY PROBLEM 

Mrs. Pearl Bland appeared before the Board to discuss 
a safety concern on Rt. 644. She indicated she had already spoken 
to the Highway Department. Mrs. Bland advised the Board that she 
is building a house on Rt. 644 and because the crest of the hill 
hinders site distance, it is very dangerous to make a turn into 
her driveway. She added that the bus also stops there to let her 
child off. 

Mr. Hargrave stated the Board would request the Highway 
Department to review the area and advise Mrs. Bland of their findings. 
He added that the Secondary Roads Improvements budget for the County 
has been cut by the State. No county tax dollars go into the road 
system. 

IN RE: INFORMATION 

The following information was provided to the Board at 
this me.eting: 

1. A second proposal from Hayes, Seay, Mattern and Mattern 
for arc~itectural and engineering services for the exterior resto
ration of t~e courthouse. 

2. Additional budget information from the Superintendent 
of Schools. 
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IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(1) of the Virginia Freedom of Infor
mation Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 2:38 P.M. to 
discuss personnel matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session 
at 3:39 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the meeting adjourned at 3:40 P.M. 

~~.ln 
v 

ATTEST:~ 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE' BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 15TH DAY OF MAY, 1985 AT 
7:30 P.M. 

PRESENT: M. L HARGRAVE, JR., CHAIRMAN 
,fi. • S. C LAY, V ICE - C HA I RM A N 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

IN RE: 

H . .L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 

L.G. ELDER 
B,M. HEATH 

MINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll , 
the minutes of the May 1, 1985 meeting were approved as presented 
with one correction as noted by Mr. Hargrave concerning his statement 
about an industry IIlocated inll Petersburg that would be looking for 
shredded tires. 

IN RE: TRANSFER OF FUNDS--LAW LIBRARY FUND 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll , the Treasurer was authorized to transfer $136.72 from the 
General Fund to the Law Library Fund. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll , 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and funds 
appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 85-850 thru 85-982 amounting 
to $52,915.50; Law Library Fund checks-numbering LF-85-5 and 6 
amo~nting to $282.98; County Construction Fund checks-numbering 
CCF-85-5 through CCF-85-7 amounting to $52,495.00. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--1985-86 BUDGET AND 1985 TAX RATES 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on Wednesday, May 8, 1985 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct 
a public hearing to receive public input on the 1985-86 budget and 
1985 tax rates. 

The County Administrator reviewed the 1985~86 proposed 
budget and. tax rates, highlighting the major changes. 

The following people spoke on the budget: 

1. Mrs. Cornelia Roberts spoke in support of the Appomattox 
Regional Library budget. 

2. Dr. Richard L. Vaughn, Mrs. Walter Givens, and Dr. 
Charles C. Ashby spoke in support of the School. Board budget, asking 
that the $100,000 be restored to the School Board appropriation. 

There being no further comments, the public hearing was 
closed. Action on the budget and tax rates is scheduled for May 
29, 1985 at 2:00 P.M. 
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IN RE: PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM--ADOPTION FOR COUNTY 
EMPLOYEES UNDER THE JURISDICTION OF THE BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave 
voting lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the firm of Robinson, Farmer, Cox Associates 
developed a personnel management system for the County of Dinwiddie, 
consisting of personnel policies, grievance procedure" a pay and 
classification plan and performance evaluation system; and 

WHEREAS, the thirteen employees under the jurisdiction 
of the Board of Supervisors have been operating under the personnel 
policies since 1982 and the grievance procedure since 1984; and 

WHEREAS, the personnel policies have been updated and 
the pay and classification plan has been added, placing these 
thirteen employees on a merit-based scale with future increases to 
be based on performance evaluations; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie, County, Virginia adopts the personnel management system 
as presented for the County employees directly under its juris
diction. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--DINWIDDIE YOUTH FOOTBALL LEAGUE 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay"Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Youth Football League has made 
application to the Board of Supervisors for a Bingo & Raffle 
Permit for the calendar year 1985; and 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie Youth Football League has paid 
the $10.00 fee and meets the requirements of the State Code of 
Virginia; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that a Bingo and Raffle Permit be 
granted for the Dinwiddie Youth Football League for the calendar 
year 1985. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--JOINT APPLICATION, FOR DINWIDDIE 
SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL & DINWIDDIE YOUTH FOOTBALL LEAGUE 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS~ the Dinwiddie Senior High School and the Din
widdie Youth Football League have made application to the Board 
of Supervisors for a Bingo and Raffle Permit for joint operation 
for the calendar year 1985; and 

WHEREAS, these two organizations have paid the $10.00 
fee and meet the requirements of the State Code of Virginia by 
submitting a letter outlining the division of manpower operating 
the games and the division of proceeds; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that a Bingo and Raffle Permit 
for joint operation be granted for the Dinwiddie Senior HighSchool 
and the Dinwiddie Youth Football League for the calendar year 1985. 



L_J 

IN RE: LITTER CONTROL GRANT--FY 85-86 

Upon motion of \VJr. A. Clay, seconded by Nr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, ·the Board of Supervisors recognizes the existence 
of a litter problem within the boundaries of Dinwiddie County; and 

WHEREAS, the Virginia Litter Control Act of 1976 provides, 
through the Department of Conservation and Historic Resources, 
Division of Litter Control, for th~ allocation of public funds 
in the form of Grants for the purpose of enhancing local litter 
control programs; and 

WHEREAS, having reviewed and considered the Regulations 
and the Application covering administration and use of said funds; 

\ 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors, 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia, that they endorse and support the· 
program indicated in the attached Application Form LC-G-l; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the County Administration 
be authorized to plan, budget, and apply for a Grant which, if 
approved, will be used to fund said Program; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT THE Board requests the 
Department of Conservation and Historic Resources, Division of 
Litter Control, to consider and approve said application and 
program, said program being in accord with the regulations governing 
use and expenditure of said funds. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of 
I n for mat ion· Act, the· Boa r d m 0 v e din to Ex e cut i v e S e s s ion a t 8: 2 4 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 8:33 P.M. 

IN RE: COMMUNITY· DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT--MEMORANDUM OF 
AGREEMENT WITH DINWIDDIE COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY· 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertsor:J, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay,-Mr. Bennett, Mr.·Hargrave 
voting lIaye" ,the Chairman was authori.zed to sign the following 
Memorandum of Agreement with the Dinwiddie County Water Authority: 

This agreement, made this 15th day of May, 1985 by and 
between ·the Board of Supervisors, Dinwiddie, Virginia, hereinafter 
called the Board and the Dinwiddie County Water Authority, herein
after called the Authority. 

The Board desires to utilize the Authority to administer 
the Oak Hill/Piney Beach Utility Construction Grant pursuant to 
the Board1s Agreement with the Virginia Department of Housing and 
Community Development dated December 21, 1983. 

Now, Therefore, the Board and the Authority do hereby 
agree as follows: 

Article I - Statement of Work 

The Authority shall administer the Oak Hill/Piney Beach 
Utility Construction Grant as described in the 1983 Community 
Improvement Grant Management Manual as developed by the Virginia 
Department of Housing and Community Development. Specific items 
of work which shall include direct and indirect costs to the 
Authority are as follOws: 
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1. Office personnel to prepare and process all necessary 
applications and forms; 

2. Maintain all documents, papers, accounting records and 
any other evidence pertaining to the costs incurred; 

3. Contract with engineering/architectural firm to develop 
utility construction plans; 

4. Contract with legal firm to prepare necessary documents 
for land acquisition; 

5. Acquire all necessary easements for utility project; 

6. Advertise and award utility contracts; and 

7. Perform all necessary field inspections. 

Article II - Timing For the Project 

The Authority will commence work on or after the effective 
date of this agreement except that administrative cost will be reim
bursed if incurred after September 29, 1983 in an amount not to ex
ceed $4,000.00 as permitted by the letter dated October 11, 1983 from 
the Department of Housing and Community Development. The Authority 
will attempt to meet the milestone dates of the Project Implementation 
Schedule developed on October 28, 1983 and submitted to the Depart
ment of Housing and Community Development on November 2, 1983. 

Article III - Assurances 

The Authority agrees to absorb the administrative costs 
stated in the Program Budget, Revision Number 2, dated December 
13, 1983. Additionally, the Authority agrees to obtain a loan from 
the Farmers Home Administration in the amount of $182,279.00. Said 
loan with interest will be repaid to the Farmers Home Administration 
from the monthly charges received from the customers of this project 
area. 

The Board agrees to absorb any costs associated with 
this project in excess of $182,279.00 but, prior to the commitment 
of any cost overruns, the Authority shall consult with the Board for 
approval. 

Article IV - Certification 

In Witness Whereof, the Board and the Authority have 
executed this agreement on the day and year first above written. 

Witness: By: 
~~------~--~--~~----~--Chairman, Board of Supervisors 

. By: h . t Wltness: Dinwiddie Co. Water Aut orl y 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting lIayell, 
pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (1) of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 8:37 P.M to discuss 
personnel matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 
9:58 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIayell, the meeting was adjourned until 2:00 P.M., May 29,1985. 
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MAY 29, 1985 -- CONTINUATION OF MAY 15, 1985 MEETING -- 2:00 P.M. 

~RESENT: M.I. HARGRAVE, JR., CHAIRMAN 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 
H. L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 

L.G. ELDER 
B.M. HEATH 

IN RE: MINUTES 

ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
the minutes of the May 15, 1985 meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Robertson, r·1r. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and funds 
appropriated for same: 

General~Fund checks-numbering 85-983 through 85-1080 amoun
ting to $109,184.12. 

IN RE: ADOPTION OF 1985-86- BUDGET 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
the following 1985-86 budget is hereby approved: 

ANTICIPATED INCOME 

From Local Sources 
From State Sources 
From Revenue Sharing 
From General Fund 

TOTAL ANTICIPATED INCOME 

ESTIMATED EXPENSES 

01 General Government Administration 
011 Legi.slative 
012 General & Financial Admin. 
013 Board of Elections 

02 Judicial Administration 
021 Courts 
022 Commonwealth1s Attorney 

03 Public Safety 
031 Law Enforcement & Traffic Control 
032 Fire & Rescue Services 
033 Correction & Detention 
034 Inspections 
035 Other Protection 

04 Public Works 
041 Maintenance of Highways & Streets 
042 Sanitation & Waste Removal 
043 Maintenance of Bldgs. & Grounds 
044 Water Service 

05 Kealth & Welfare 
051 Kea 1 tb. 
052 Mental Kealth & Mental Retard. 
053 Soctal Servtces 
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6,157,000 
1,978,752 

120,000 
300,000 

8,555,752 

20,550 
342,527 

31 ,722 

24,535 
59,217 

694,235 
85,4·00 
83,046 
24,835 
37,725 

32,250 
252,790 
158,112 

80,000 

109,536 
32,980 
11,580 
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06 Education 
064 Community Colleges 

07 Parks, Recreation & Cultural 
071 Parks & Recreation 
073 Library 

08 Community Development 
081 Planning & Community Development 
082 Environmental Management 
083 Cooperative Extension Program 

09 Non-departmental 
091 Con-departmental 

TOTAL ESTIMATED EXPENSES 

5100 TRANSFERS TO OTHER FUNDS 

5101 Virginia Public Assistance Fund from 
General Fund 

5102 School Fund from General Fund 
5103 School Fund from Revenue Shar. Fund 

TOTAL ESTIMATED EXPENSES AND TRANSFERS 

IN RE: ADOPTION OF 1985 TAX RATES 

1 , 1 45 

5,500 
79,905 

98,826 
2,850 

31,469 

523,146 

2,823,881 

994,961 
4,616,910 

120,000 

8,555,752 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
the following tax rates were adopted for the tax year 1985: 

TAX RATES 

Real Estate 
Mo bile Homes 
Mi nera 1 Lands 
Public Services 

Equalized 
Unequalized 

Personal Property 
Machinery & Tools 
Farm Machinery 
Heavy Construction Machinery 

.81 

.81 

.81 

.81 
4.40 
5.20 
3.50 
3.50 
3.50 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION--PUBLIC 
HEARING ON 1985-86 SECONDARY ROADS IMPROVEMENT BUDGET 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Saturday, May 18, 1985, Thursday, May 23, 1985 and 
Saturday, May 25, 1985 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a 
public hearing jointly with the Department of Highways & Transpor
tation to receive comments from interested citizens concerning the 
1985-86 Secondary Roads Improvement Budget. 

Mr. Mac Neblett, Resident Engineer, Va. Dept. of Highways 
and Transportation, reviewed the proposed budget. 

1. Mr. William Cheek presented a petition from residents 
on Route 700, from Rt. 622 to Rt. 613, requesting that it be hard
surfaced. 

2. Mr. Christopher Anderson was present and had spoken to 
Mr. Neblett earlier about hard-surfacing Rt. 605 from Rt. 604 to 
Rt. 678. 

Mr. Neblett explained that both requests would be more 
appropriately considered when the Six-Year Plan is revised in the 
Fall. 



closed. 

IN RE: 

There were no other comments and the public hearing was 

VA. DEPT. OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION--ADOPTION OF 1985-86 
SECONDARY ROADS IMPROVEMENT BUDGET 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors met with representatives 
of the Va. Dept. of Highways & Transportation in a workshop session 
on April 22, 1985 to disc~ss the construction priorities for the 
1985-86 Secondary Roads Improvement budget; and 

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held jointly with the 
Va. Dept. of Highways and Transportation ·on May 29, 1985 to 
receive public input on the 1985-86 Secondary Roads Improvement 
budget; and 

WHEREAS, the comments received were directed to the 
Six-Year Plan and would not change the 1985-86 Improvements budget 
as presented; and 

WHEREAS, after giving consideration to the comments at 
the public hearing and the recommendations from the Va. Dept. of 
Highways and Transportation representatives, the Board of Super
visors concurs with the priorities listed in the 1985-86 Secondary 
Roads Improvement budget; 

NOW THEREFORE BE· IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the priority list of construction 
projects for Dinwiddie County's 1985-86 Secondary Roads Improvement 
budget be adopted as presented by the Va. Dept. of Highways & 
Transportation. 

IN RE: VA. DEPT. OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION 

1. Mr. Bennett stated that the parking at Darvills Store 
at the intersection of Rt. 613 and Rt. 40 is causing a site distance 
problem for vehicles turning onto: Rt. 40. 

Mr. Neblett stated he would notify the store owner and, 
if needed, put up signs. 

IN RE: RESTRICTION OF THROUGH. TRUCK TRAFFIC--ROUTES 1310 
AND 601 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson , Mr. C 1 a y , Mr. C 1 a y, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave v 0 tin g 
lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, in response to Mr. George E. Robertson's inqui
ry as to the status of the Board of Supervisors' request to restrict 
through truck traffic on Routes 1310 and 601, Mr. MacFarland Neblett 
responded that the request had been filed with the State Office of 
the Virginia Dept. of Highways and Transportation in October of 1984 
and to this date, a reply has not been received; and 

WHEREAS, the Va. Dept. of Highways and Transportation's fail
ure to respond within this nine month period is taking undue advantage 
of the citizens of the County of Dinwiddie and totally ignoring the 
Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie County and its efforts to address 
the needs of the citizens of the County of Dinwiddie; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that MacFarland Neblett is requested 
to take the necessary action to obtain a response from the State Office 
of the Va. Dept. of Highways and Transportation by July 15, 1985, and 
notify the Board of Supervisors at its meeting on July 17, 1985. 

IN RE: 

BOOK 8 

APPOMATTOX RIVER SOIL & WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT--MEMO
RANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING FOR URBAN EROSION CONTROL TECHNICIAN 

Mr. Paul Myers, Chairman, Appomattox River Soil & Water 
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Conservation District, appeared before the Board to present a revised 
agreement for technical assistance in the urban erosion control area. 
The original agreement provided for an Urban Erosion Control Specialist 
with the participation of Hopewell, Colonial Heights, Petersburg and 
Dinwiddie. Since that time, Hopewell and Colonial Heights have deci
ded not to participate. Therefore, the agreement presented is for 
the localities of Petersburg and Dinwiddie only. 

Mr. Myers pOinted out that the position has been changed to 
an Urban Erosion Control Technician and the funding has been reduced 
to $1500 per locality. 

Mr. Robertson asked how this agreement compares with the 
original one. Mr. Myers stated the County will receive basically 
the same services. The individual will be located in the district 
office, working with Petersburg and Dinwiddie. 

Mr. Robertson asked how they arrived at half of the loca
lities participating for less money. Mr. Bernie Houchins, Field 
Representative with the Soil and Water Conservation Commission, 
stated that the major difference is that under the Specialist 
position, the major duties were administrative. The Technician 
position involves more field work and less salary. The County 
will receive 50% of the services. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the time will be intermingled between 
Petersburg & Dinwiddie. Mr. Houchins stated it would unless an emer
gency occurred in either locality which would take priority. 

Mr. Bennett asked if the District Conservationist works in 
Petersburg now. Mr. Houchins stated he did, and this new position will 
allow the District Conservationist to spend more time on the agri
cultural needs. Mr. Bennett asked who will supervise the individual. 

Mr. Houchins stated the individual will work for the District and 
his daily supervision will be coordinated with the Soil Conservation 
Service and the District Conservationist. 

Mr. Robertson asked how services can be obtained. Mr. Houchins 
indicated referrals will come through the Director of Planning who 
administers the soil erosion and sedimentation control ordinance. The 
Director of Planning indicated he would still enforce the ordinance 
but the new position will provide assistance in the field. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Memorandum of Understanding with the Appo
mattox River Soil & Water Conservation District for the employment 
of an Urban Erosion Control Technician be approved. 

IN RE: DISCUSSION OF E911 EMERGENCY TELEPHONE SERVICE & STREET
NAMING & NUMBERING PROCESS 

The County Administrator presented up-to-date information 
on the costs to be assessed per customer for the E911 emergency tele
phone service. He stated that 102 customers on the Southeastern 
portion of the County are served by Continental Telephone and the 
cost of providing service to these customers has been incorporated 
into the rate. 

Basic E911 Service 
Plus ANI/ALI Screens & Printers - 7 locations 
Plus Dial Up Printers - 7 locations 

$ .51 /month 
1 .87 /month 

.84/month 

A public hearing on an ordinance, using the Basic E911 
monthly rate, is scheduled for the July 17, 1985 meeting. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, briefly discussed 
the alternatives available for the streetnaming and numbering system 
which must be completed before the E911 System can be put into 
operation. He added that it is very difficult to give a cost pro
jection at this point. 



He pointed out that the work consists of three parts: 

1. Naming the streets. 2. Primary numbering system using 
the Commissioner of Revenue's tax maps. 3. Buying name plates and 
poles and erecting the signs. 

Mr; Hargrave stated he found it hard to believe there is 
not a simpler way to get the work done. Mr. Scheid stated that 
the C&P Community Relations Team has agreed to help, and he felt 
the fire departments and rescue squad would help. The crucial 
assistance is needed from the post offices and rural delivery 
people. 

Mr. Scheid recommended that a base contract be prepared 
to put out for bid to get a handle on what the cost will be. 

The Board instructed Mr. Scheid to proceed with obtaining 
contracts and proposals from other localities to present for their 
review. 

IN RE: 1986 ~IG~WAY SAFETY FINAL APPLICATION 

Mrs. Wendy Quesenberry, Secretary-to1the-Transportation 
Safety Commission, presented·a final applicatirin for 1986 Highway 
Safety Funding for· the School Board. The request is for $6,936 for 
films and cassettes for the Juvenile Offender program operated at 
the Senior High School by Ms. Barbara Goodman. 

Juveniles are referred to this program from the General 
District Court for traffic violations. The juvenile, along with 
their parents, must attend two sessions consisting of two hours 
each. Mrs. Quesenberry pointed out that the instructor has been 
borrowing films and cassettes to use for the program and these 
funds, if approved, would allow her to purchase more up-to-date 
material. The funds will be matched with in-kind services. 

Upon motion of Mr.·H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the final application for·l986 Highw.ay Safety Funding for the 
School Board was approved. 

IN RE: DISTRICT 19 MENTAL HEALTH & MENTAL RETARDATION SERVICES 
BOARD--AUTHORIZATION FOR LOAN 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, ~1r. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett,. Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
the f 0 1 low i· n g res 0 1 uti 0 n was, ado pte d : 

WH.EREAS, the. District 19 Mental Health, Mental Retardation 
and Substance Abuse Services Board provides a comprehensive system 
of services to the citizens of the Caunty of Dinwiddie; and 

WHEREAS, the Services Board has been established by the 
political subdivisions: in'-Planning ,District 19 and the Services Board 
is responsible to the said subdivision; and 

WHEREAS, the Services Board operates with a total budget 
of $3.7 million dollars of which $2.4 million are State grants and 
the remainder are local funds, client fees, philanthropy, other funds, 
and a small amount of interest; and 

WH.EREAS, none of the State grant funds become available to 
the Services Board until early August in each fiscal year, resulting 
in a cash flow problem for the·Services Board; and 

WHEREAS, according to the State Code, Section 37.1 - 197K, 
the Services Board may "apply for and accept loans as authorized by 
the governing body or bodies of the political subdivision or sub
divisions of which it is an agency. II 
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NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the District 19 Mental Health, Mental 
Retardation and Substance Abuse Services Board is authorized to borrow 
from the Bank of Southside Virginia (68-461) in Prince George, Virginia, 
through the Services Board1s fiscal agent, Treasurer, Prince George 
County, a sum not to exceed $100,000 for the month of July, for a 
period not to exceed forty-five days. 

IN RE: MOUNT LEVEL BAPTIST CHURCH--REQUEST TO PLACE SIGN ON COUNTY 
PROPERTY 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented a request 
from the Mt. Level Baptist Church to place a sign on county property 
at the intersection of Rt. 1 and Rt. 619. The sign is proposed to 
be 2 I X 4 I • 

Mr. Scheid stated there are three signs on county property 
at this location now. The County does not, however, have a policy 
concerning the placement of signs on County property. 

Mr. Robertson moved that the Mount Level Baptist Church 
be issued a permit to place a sign on County property and that the 
size be no larger than the signs already in place. He added that 
the applicant be notified, along with the other sign holders, that 
the permit is temporary and the signs are subject to removal when 
a policy is considered by the Board. Mr. A. Clay seconded the motion. 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voted 
"aye". 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye ll

, 

pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 4:09 P.M. to discuss 
legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 5:01 
P. M. 

IN RE: FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT--ASSISTANCE FROM ROBINSON, FARMER 
& COX 

Mrs. Wendy Quesenberry Presented to the Board a proposal 
from Robinson, Farmer & Cox to extend the personnel services they 
are providing to the County to include assistance in meeting the 
requirements of the Fair Labor Standards Act. The additional cost 
for services is proposed not to exceed $1500. 

Mrs. Quesenberry stated that she felt this assistance is 
necessary because the Board is responsible for all departments of 
the County, including the School Board and Social Services Department. 
Little guidance has been sent down from the Compensation Board or 
any of the other. state agencies. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
the Board approved the additional services of Robinson, Farmer, Cox 
Associates to provide assistance in meeting the requirements of the 
Fair Labor Standards Act. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the meeti:ng was adjourned until 7:30 P.M., June 4, 1985. 

JUNE 4, 1985 -- CONTINUATION OF MAY 29, 1985 -- 7:30 P.M. 

PRESENT: M.l. HARGRAVE, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #4 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
H.L. CLAY, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT #2 



IN RE: HEALTH DEPARTMENT STUDY & PLANS AND SUMMARY OF CLERK1S 
OFFICE ADDITION 

The Health Department study and the plans and summary of 
the Clerk1s Office addition prepared by Hayes, Seay, Mattern & Mattern 
were distributed for the Board1s review. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll , 

pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 7:40 P.M. to discuss 
legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 8:55 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, 

the meeting was adjourned at 8:56 P.M. 

A TT ES T: ~;057~'--
~OTT 
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VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
AT THE PETERSBURG-DINWIDDIE COUNTY AIRPORT TERMINAL 
BUILDING, DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 18TH DAY OF JUNE, 
1985 AT 6:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: M. I. HARGRAVE, JR., CHAIRMAN 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

OTHERS: 

H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS 

INELL MOODY, CHAIRMAN 
GILBERT WOOD 
WALTER KELLY 
HARRISON MOODY 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

IN RE: REVIEW OF DEVELOPMENT--NORTHERN END OF THE COUNTY 

The Board of Supervisors and the Planning Commission 
traveled to various sites in the Northern end of the County, in
cluding the Appomattox River Park, the Lake Chesdin Boat Landing, 
various subdivisions, and industrial sites. 

IN RE: DINNER MEETING WITH PLANNING COMMISSION TO DISCUSS 
ANNUAL REPORT 

Mr. H. Clay and Mr. Robertson had to leave before 
the meeting started. 

The Board of Supervisors met in a joint session with the 
Planning Commission to discuss the Commission1s annual report. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, the meeting was ad-
journed at 9:43 P.M. . 

AmST:~~ 
W • K.N TT 

~AIRMAN 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIEs VIRGINIA ON THE 19TH DAY OF JUNE, 1985 AT 
7:30 p.r~. 

PRESENT: M.1.. HARGRAVE, JR., CHAIRMAN 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTIDN DISTRICT #2 

H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E.. ROBERTSON, JR. 

L.G. ELDER 
A.C. BOOTH 

IN RE: MINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
DEPUTY SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr.·Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the minutes of the May 29, 1985 continued meeting, the 
June 4, 1985 continued meeting and the June 18, 1985 special 
meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon moti.on of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and funds 
appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 85-1081 through 85-1230 
amounting to $88,378.01; Water & Sewer Fund check #W&S-85-4 in 
the amount of $455.01; Radio Fund check - #Radio-85-5 in the amount· 
of $76,723.20; Law Library Fund-check #LF-85-7 in the amount of 
$27.14; County Construction Fund-checks numbering CCF-85-8 through 
CCF-85-10 amounting to $19,728.00; Vehicle Fund check-#VF-85-1 in 
the amount of $8,582.00; Johnsongrass Control Fund-checks nu~bering 
JGC-85-1 through JGC-85-4 amounting to $2084.48. 

IN RE: TRANSFER OF FUNDS 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Ben net t, Mr. Clay, Mr. Rob e r t son, Mr. H a r g r a v e v 0 tin g 
"aye", the Treasurer was authorized to make the following transfers: 

l. $100,000 from the General Fund to the County Con-
struction Fund; 

2. $100,000 from the General Fund to the Vehicle Fund; 

3. $50,000 from the General Fund to the Radio Fund. 

IN RE.: ADDITION TO CIRCUIT COURT CLERK1S OFFICE 

Mr. Gil Carpenter and Mr. Mike Perry, representing 
the firm Hayes, Seay, Mattern & Mattern, appeared before the 
Board to present the proposed plans for the addition to the 
Circuit Court Clerk1s Office. 

Mr. Robertson asked if provisions are being made to 
spruce up the old part of the building. Mr. Carpenter responded 
there are some recommendations, although his firm had not been 
authorized to proceed in that area. 

The County Administrator asked if the Clerk had pro
jected how long this addition would serve the needs of the 
County. Mr. Carpenter stated the Clerk indicated the present 
space has lasted 75 years and the addition is approximately the 
same stze. 
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Mr. Hargrave asked what is the projected cost of the 
addition. Mr. Carpenter responded approximately $90,000. Mr. 
Carpenter further stated the Board needs to authorize his firm 
to work on refurbishing the interior of the present building. 
The entire interior needs attention and definitely the carpet 
needs replacing. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the architect could tabulate 
these items without too much additional expense on the part 
of his firm. Mr. Carpenter indicated he could, but the extent 
of some repairs would not be known until thoroughly researched. 
Mr. Hargrave stated he would like to see the architect proceed 
with preparing a list of those things needed to refurbish the 
interior of the Circuit Court Clerk1s office. 

Mr. H. Clay stated he would like to see the carpet 
added. Mr. A. Clay stated he needed to look at the interior 
first. Mr. Bennett stated he would have to look at it too. 

After a brief discussion, the architect was instructed 
to itemize his recommendations for refurbishing the existing 
interior of the Circuit Court Clerk1s Office with cost estimates 
for the Board to consider at its July 17, 1985 meeting. 

IN RE: HEALTH BUILDING STUDY 

The Board received copies of the Health Center HVAC 
study prepared by Hayes, Seay, Mattern and Mattern. Mr. A. Clay 
indicated he would like to have more time to review the document. 

Mr. H. Clay asked the architect if he felt the floor had 
settled all it was going to. Mr. Carpenter staated he felt it 
had. They were monitorying the heating system and had not found 
a 1 ea k. 

Since there is not an immediate need for action, the 
study will be placed on the July 17, 1985 agenda for consideration. 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE SENIOR HIGH STORAGE FACILITY 

Dr. Richard L. Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, 
presented a proposal from Hayes, Seay, Mattern and Mattern for 
additional storage space at the high school. He stated that 
the School Board has nat approved the final cost; however, 
there are sufficient funds in the school bond issue. He added 
that the State Dept. of Education would also have to approve 
the final plans. 

Mr. H. Clay asked what the projected cost was. Mr. 
Mike Perry of Hayes, Seay, Mattern and Mattern stated they were 
estimating $35/sq. ft. Mr. Hargrave questioned if the water 
system at the high school would support a sprinkler system. 
Dr. Vaughn stated some space would be needed for paper storage. 
Fireproof cabinets were suggested to possibly eliminate the need 
for a sprinkler system. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave 
voting lIaye ll

, the School Board was authorized to proceed with 
the architectural firm of Hayes, Seay, Mattern and Mattern to 
complete the storage facility at the Dinwiddie Senior High School 
using funds from the school bond issue. 

IN RE: SELF I.NSURANCE 

Mr. Sam Rosenthal, Industrial Insurance Management Cor
poration, appeared before the Board to discuss a self insurance 
program for the County. He indicated the insurance market is 
in a state of chaos and he has been unable to obtain renewal 
premiums for the County. Therefore, he felt the County is in 
a good position to consider self insurance. 
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Mr. Rosenthal estimated the cost of excess insurance 
and claims administration services to be $70,000. The County is 
now paying $130,000 in insurance premiums and he felt the renewal 
premiums will be between $200,000 and $250,000. 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson; Mr. Clay, Mr'. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the County Administrator was authorized to work with, 
Industrial Insurance Management Corporation to prepare a self 
insurance program for the Board1s consideration. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mr. W.E. Jones presented his report for the month of 
May, 1985. Mr. Jones advised the Board that as of July 1, 1985, 
the Treasurer will be responsible for the collection of real 
estate taxes for 20 years and recorded -liens, which has been· 
handled by the Circuit Court Clerk up to now. 

IN RE: SHERIFF--BACK-UP SYSTEM FOR RADIO COMMUNICATIONS 

Captain A.C. Booth was present to request approval of 
the installation of a back-up system for the new radio communi
cation system. The proposal from Comm-Tronics of Virginia includes 
bringing the·two old base stations up to.factory specifications 
and installing them for immediate use should there be a failure 
of the new system. The quoted cost is $837.61. 

Upon motion .of Mr. Hl Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay; 
Mr. Clay, Mr. C 1 a y, . Mr. -Ben net t,. Mr. Rob e r t son, : Mr. H a r 9 r a v e 
voting "aye", the proposal from Comm-Tronics to install and 
implement a back-up system for the radio communications system 
was a~proved at a cost of·$837.61. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. J.L. Blaha presented his report for the month of 
May, 1985. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

Mr. ·L.A; Brooks; Jr. presented his report for the month 
of May, 1985. 

IN RE: LIVESTOCK CLAIM~-B.S. BAIN 

The Animal Warden presented a livestock claim from 
Ms. B.S. Bain for fiv~ (5) sheep. He estimated the value to 
be $68/each. The owner of the sheep estimated the value to 
be $lOO/each. Mr. A. Clay stated he talked to Johnnie Bain, 
brother of the owner, and he said the County Extension Agent 
estimated the value to be $160/each. Mr. Bain then indicated 
he felt $125/each would be a reasonable,value because:they 
were prime stock. 

Mr. AL Clay moved approval of the claim at a value 
of $125/each. There was no second. Mr. Robertson indicated he 
felt a value of $lOO/each was fair because of the variation~in 
figures given. Mr. Bennett stated he would like the Animal 
Warden to try to get an appropriate value from an authority before 
making a decision. Mr. A. Clay voted "aye". Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr.' H. Clay, Mr: Hargrave voted "nay" . 

. I, 

Mr. Bennett moved that the Animal Wardenrobtain a true 
value from an authority for the Board to consider. Mr. H. Clay 
seconded the motion. Mr. Bennett, Mr. H. Clay, Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Hargrave. voted "aye ll . Mr. A. Clay voted IInayll. 

IN RE: FOWL CLAIM--D.R. MARKS 

Mr. H. Clay moved that action on the fowl claim of 
Mr; D.R. Marks for 43 chickens be tabled until the investigation 
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is completed. Mr. Robertson seconded the motion. Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voted lIaye ll . 

IN RE: STREETNAMING & NUMBERING SYSTEM 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented a draft 
request for proposals for consultant work to provide a streetnaming 
and numbering system which is essential for the implementation of 
the E911 Emergency Telephone System. He also presented a cost 
estimate for the street signs to be erected. He stated that he 
had contacted all the sources given and all the work seems 
to have been done in-house. 

Mr. A. Clay stated he was not in favor of the County 
becoming involved in the project at such a high cost. Mr. 
Hargrave stated he was not clear on the need for some of the 
items presented in the proposal, i.e. revamping the maps of 
the Commissioner of Revenue and physically placing numbers 
on all houses. He indicated that someone in the County Administra
tion needs to completely understand what is needed. Mr. Scheid 
suggested that he knew a couple of people who would be willing 
to discuss it with the Board. . 

Mr. Hargrave also suggested that maybe the County 
should not be in such a hurry to obtain proposals until the 
Board fully understands and can agree on what is needed. 

Mr. Robertson pointed out that once the Board holds 
a public hearing on the tax in July and starts collecting the 
fee, it is making a commitment. 

After further discussion, Mr. Scheid was instructed 
to take these comments and work on a request for proposals to 
provide a streetnaming and numbering system for the Board to 
consider. 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE COUNTY SENIOR HIGH PRESS BOX 

Dr. Richard L. Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, 
presented a proposal for the construction of a new press box 
at the Senior High School. He stated the Director of Planning 
has developed a sketch and specifications and estimated the 
cost to be $17,400 with some interior work and materials to 
be provided by the School Maintenance Department. Dr. Vaughn 
stated the funds would be available from the school bond issue. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave 
voting lIaye ll , the School Board was authorized to proceed 
with the construction of a new press box at the Senior High 
using school bond funds. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--P-85-5--JOHN H. CLEMENTS 

This being the time and place as advertised in the 
Progress-Index on Wednesday, June 5, 1985 and Wednesday, June 
12, 1985 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing 
to consider adoption of an ordinance to amend,a portion of Sec. 
75, Parcel 2A, by changing the district classification from 
Agricultural, General A-2 to Business, General 8-2. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, reviewed the 
material and the action taken by the Planning Commission which 
was approval at their June 12, 1985 meeting. 

Mr. John Clements 'was present in support of his rezoning 
request. No one appeared in opposition. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr., Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave 
voting lIayell, 
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BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors, Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that the district classification of a 0.426 
acre portion of section 75, parcel 2A; be changed from Agricul
tural, General, A-2 to Business, General B-2. The parcel is 
described herein: starting at the southwesternly point heading 
N 03 0 30 1W, 110 1 to a point; thenN 87 0 411 E, 121 to a point; 
heading N 03 0 30 1 W, 77 1 to a point; heading 67 0 411 E, 111 to 
a point; heading N 03 0 30 1 W, 40 1 to a point; heading N 87 0 411 E, 
67 1 to a potnt; heading S 03 0 30 1 E, 2271 to a point; and heading 
S 87 0 41 1 W,147~3rto the starting point. 

In-all other respects, said Zoning Ordinance is hereby 
reordained. 

IN RE: SPECIAL ENTERTAINMENT PERMIT~-GLQRIDINELAMBERT 

The Director .of Planning presented an application for 
a special entertainment permit for Ms. Glortdine Lambert to 
hold a music festival on July 5, 1985 from 10:00 P.M. to 2:00 
A.M. on Rt. 605 ·on the property of Richard Beasley. Ms. Lambert 
was not present. 

Mr. Scheid added that he had notified the adjacent 
property owners and had not received any objections. He,stated 
the Sheriff would be notified if the permit is approved. Mr. 
Hargrave stated he had not received any negative comments. , 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave 
voting "aye", Ms. Gl-oridine·Lambert was granted a special 
entertainment permit to hold a music festival on!July,5, 1985 
from 10:00 P.M. to 2:00 A.M. on Rt. 605 with the conditions 
as stated therein. 

IN RE: SPECIAL ENTERTAINMENT PERMIT--ROBERT M. BROWDER 

The Director of Planning presented an application for 
a special entertainment permit for Mr. ,Robert BrQwder to hold 
a music festival on June 22, 1985 from 9:00 P.M. to 1 :30 A.M. 
on Rt; 7Q9 at the Wyatt Community Ball Park. Mr. Browder was 
not present. 

Mr. Scheid stated that the surrounding landowners 
were notified and no complaints were received., .The Sheriff will 
be notified if the permit is approved. Mr. A. Clay stated he 
had not heard of any complaints. 

Upon motion of Mr. A~ Clay, seconded by Mr~ Bennett, 
Mr. Clay, Mr; Bennett,-Mr. Clay, Mr; Robertson, Mr. Hargrave 
voting "aye", Mr. Robert Browder was granted a special enter
tainment permit to hold a music festival on June 22, 1985 
from 9:00 P.M. to·l :30 A.M. on Rt. 709 at the Wyatt Community 
Ball Park with the conditions as stated therein. 

IN RE: SPECIAL ENTERTAINMENT PERMIT--JAMES E. WALKER 

The Director of Planning presented an application 
for a spe.eial entertainment permit for Mr .. James E. Walker to 
hold'a musi:c festival ·on June·29,,·1985 from 8:00 P·.M. until 
2:00 A.M. on·Rt.·605·at the·Oriol-esBall Park. ,Mr. Walker was 
not present.' Mr. Scheid stated that because the application 
was not received until a couple of days before the meeting" 
he was not able to notify the surrounding property owners. 
The Sheriff will be notified if the permit is approved. 

" 

·Uponmotion of Mr. ·H~ Clay, seconded by Mr~ A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr, Robertson, Mr. Bennett,. Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", Mr. James E. Walker was granted a special' entertainment 
permit to hold a music festival on June 29~ 1985 from 8:00 
P.M. unti:l 2:00, A.M. on RL 605 at the Orioles Ball Park with 
the conditions stated therein. 
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IN RE: SPECIAL ENTERTAINMENT PERMIT--BOBBY WYATT 

The Director of Planning presented an application 
for a special entertainment permit for Bobby Wyatt to hold a 
music festival on June 28, 1985 from 9:00 P.M. to 2:00 A.M. 
on Rt. 709 at the Wyatt Community Ball Park .. M~ •. ~yatt was 
not present. Mr. Scheid stated that because th~ ~ppl:icaffon 
was received late, he was not able to contact the surrounding 
land owners. The Sheriff will be notified if the permit is 
approved. 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave 
voti ng "aye", Mr. Bobby Wyatt was granted a special entertainment 
permit to hold a music restival on June 28, 1985 from 9:00 P.M. 
to 2:00 A.M. on Rt. 709 at the Wyatt Community Ball Park. 

Mr. Hargrave suggested that Mr. Scheid notify the 
surrounding landowners on the last two entertainment permits 
since he did not have time to notify them prior to the meeting. 

IN RE: REAPPOINTMENT--SOCIAL SERVICES BOARD--RUBY LEE 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr; Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", Mrs. Ruby Lee was reappointed to the Social Services 
Board, term expiring June 30, 1989. 

IN RE: REAPPOINTMENT--SCHOOL BOARD--C.C. ASHBY 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave 
v 0 tin g II aye ", Dr. C h a r 1 esC. Ash by was rea p poi n ted tot h e Din
widdie County School Board, term expiring June 30, 1989. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENT--APPOMATTOX REGIONAL LIBRARY BOARD--LOUISE 
COLEMAN 

Mr. Robertson advised the Board that Mrs. Ellen Perdue 
has indicated she would like to be replaced on the Appomattox 
Regional Library Board. 

Mr. Robertson nominated Mrs. Louise Coleman. Mr. 
Bennett seconded the nomination. 

Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. 
Hargrave voting llaye", Mrs. Louise Coleman was appointed to the 
Appomattox Regional Library Board, term expiring June 30, 1989. 

IN RE: REAPPOINTMENT--CPDC EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE AND METRO
POLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION--G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave 
voting "aye ll , Mr. G. E. Robertson, Jr. was reappointed to the 
CPDC Executive Committee and the Metropolitan Planning Organi
zation, term expiring June 30, 1986. 

IN RE: REAPPOINTMENT--CRATER COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH PLANNING 
COUNCIL 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave 
voting "aye ll , Mr. Ray Wells was reappointed to the Crater Com
prehensive Health Planning Council, term expiring June 30, 
1988. 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE VFD--USE OF SURPLUS VAN 

Mr. Bob Mengel, Chief, Dinwiddie VFD, appeared before 
the Board to discuss, an additional personnel van for the depart
ment. He suggested that the surplus van the County has proposed 
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to use as an emergency response van could be housed at the 
Dinwiddie firehouse and dually used as a personnel carrier. Mr. 
Mengel stated that when a call is received,.the fire truck 
carries one or two people to the scene. The van is then held 
up waiting for the remaining men to arrive. Also, he indicated he 
did not like to put 8 men 1n one van. Mr. Mengel stated that Namo
zine VFD has run two vans for some time now. 

Mr. Bennett asked if he had room in the fire house 
for another van. Mr. Mengel stated they would make room. 

The Chairman asked Wendy Quesenberry, Deputy Coordinator 
of Emergency Services, what her thoughts were since she had 
been working to develop the van into an emergency response van. 

Mrs. Quesenberry stated that her main concern was 
that the van would be tied up at a fire when it was needed for 
a hazardous material response. Also she would have alot of 
reference material and equipment on it which would not leave 
alot of room for personnel. 

She indicated that she had not begun to fully equip 
the van because she did not feel she had enough personnel ade
quately trained to respond. Therefore, she would be agreeable to 
letting the fire department have the present surplus van for use 
as a personnel carrier and she would request another one for 
County use. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, ~1r. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave 
voting lIayell, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie VFD is authorized to use 
the County1s surplus van for a second personnel carrier; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County Administrator be autho
rized to secure another van for use as an ~mergency response 
vehi.cle. 

IN RE: REPLACEMENT OF UNEVEN SIDEWALK 

The County Administrator presented a proposal to 
have the sidewalks in the government complex replaced. Sections 
have begun to sink making the sidewalk uneven. He stated there 
were adequate funds in the Repairs to Buildings category of the 
budget and with assistance from the Water Authority, he felt 
the project could be completed for $8600. Mr. A. Clay asked 
what had caused the problem with the sidewalk. The County 
Administrator stated he thought it stemmed from the way it was 
constructed. Mr. A. Clay stated this should be mentioned to 
the Architect. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting lIayell, 
Mr. A. Clay abstaining, the County Administrator was authorized 
to proceed with replacement of the sidewalks in the government 
complex. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIayell, purs:uant to Sec. 2.1-344 (1) and (6)'of the Virginia Free
dom of Informati:on Act, the Board moved info E'x·ec·ut-.ive Session 
a t 1 a : 24 P . M. to dis c u s s 1 ega 1 and per son n elm a't t e'r s . The 
meeting re.conyened into Open Sessioh 'cit 11 :23 P~M.' 
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IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave 
voting "aye", the meetlng was adjourned at 11 :24 P.M . 

.. ~.--=.- .. 

~ ATTEST:~ OTT 



[-------} L_ .. J 

VIRGINIA: AT A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
AT THE PETERSBURG AIRPORT, DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 
9TH DAY OF JULY, 1985 AT 5:40 P.M. 

PRESENT: A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
G. S. BENNETT, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
Ii. L. CLAY, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
G. E. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 

ABSENT: M.1. HARGRAVE, JR. , CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 

IN RE: PURCHASE OF STATE POLICE VEHICLES 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting lIaye ll

, the 
following resolution was adopted: 

• WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors desires to purchase 
three (3) used state police vehicles selected by Sheriff B.M. 
Heath from the State of Virginia; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County Administrator is 
hereby authorized to purchase at a cost of $4200, three (3) used 
1981 Ford state police vehicles. 

IN RE: PURCHASE OF POLICE WEAPONS TO EQUIP NEW DEPUTIES 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting lIaye ll

, the 
following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Compensation Board has approved three (3) 
new deputy positions for the Sheriff for fiscal year 1985-86; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Sheriff is hereby authorized 
to purchase at a cost of $226.76 each, three (3) Smith and Wesson 
357 Magnum police weapons. 

IN RE: CLAI.MS 

Upon mot i on of Mr. H. Cl ay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and funds 
appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks numbering 85-1331 and 85-1332 amoun
ting to $4880.28. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

#4 
#1 
#2 
#2 

#3 

Upon motion of Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, 
was adjourned at 6:00 P.M. 

H. Cl ay, seconded by 
Mr. ROb~voting 

Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
lIaye ll

, the meeting 

A TT EST § ~df',----__ 
-~LF..#7-.~. ~N~.OT==T---

I 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 17TH DAY OF JULY, 1985 AT 
7:30- P.M. 

PRESENT: ~1. 1. HARGRAVE, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #4 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. (arrived 7:40 P. M. ) ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
H. L. CLAY, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
G. E.. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

L. G. ELDER COUNTY ATTORNEY 
ALVIN BOOTH CAPTAIN 

IN RE: MINUTES 

Upon moti.on of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, ~·1r. Clay, t~r. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, the minutes 
of the June 19, 1985 regular meeting and the July 9, 1985 special meeting 
were approved as presented. . 

IN RE: TRANSFER OF FUNDS 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson,t~r. Clay, ~1r. I:largrave voting lIaye ll

;, the Treasurer was 
authorized to make the following transfers from the General Fund: 

$455.01 to the Water and Sewer Account 
$600.00 to the Law Library Fund 
$5,000.00 to the Johnsongrass Control Fund. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie County, 
Virgi.nia that the following claims be approved and funds appropriated 
for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 85-1231 through 85-1330 and 
85-1333 through 85-1464 amounting to $271,956.49; I:listory Book Fund 
check-number HB-85-3 in the amount of $4.11; Law Library Fund checks
numbering LF-85-8 and 9 amounting to $735.81; County Construction Fund 
checks-numbering CCF-85-11 and 12 amounting to $1728.50. 

IN RE: CIRCUIT COURT CLERK'S OFFICE ADDITION--INTERIOR RENOVATION 
OF EXISTING BUILDING AND I:lEALTH CENTER RENOVATION 

Mr. Mike Perry, representing the firm of Hayes, Seay, Mattern 
and Mattern, appeared before the Board to present the architect's 
recommendations for interior renovation of the existing portion of 
the Circuit Court Clerk's Office. The Board asked for those recom
mendations at their last meeting with an estimated cost breakdown. 

Mr. Perry also presented ~he I:lealth Center renovation study, 
which he indicated was matnly cosmetic. He stated the main concern 
was accessibility for the handicapped. 

The Board advised Mr. Perry they would set another meeting 
to further discuss the recommendations on the Circuit Court Clerk's 
Office and the Health Center. 

IN RE: EASTSIDE ELEMENTARY SCI:lOOL--ROOF REPLACEMENT 

Mr. Mike Perry, representing the firm of I:layes, Seay, Mattern 
and Mattern, advised the Board that during the replacement of the 
roof on Eastside Elementary School, they found the roof drainage 
pipes to be rusted and recommended that they be replaced to prevent 
further damage. I:le added that the roof is 80% complete. Mr. Perry 
stated that the present contractor could do the work or the County 
could-hire its own plumber. 
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Mr. Hargrave asked what the additional cost would be for 
the present contractor. Mr. Perry stated it could be handled as an 
add-on and they would save time and effort with the present contractor. 
Mr. Perry added that each pipe would have to be examined to deter-
mine the extent of damage. 

Mr. Hargrave asked Mr. Perry for his recommendation. Mr. 
Perry said it would require someone experienced in that field to 
analyze the pipe and come up with a solution. 

The Board advised Mr. Perry they would discuss it further 
with the County Administrator and advise him of their decision. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--A-85-5--E911 UTILITY TAX FOR EMERGENCY 
TELEPHONE SYSTEM 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on Wednesday, July 3 and Wednesday, July 10, 1985 for the Board 
of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to consider for adoption 
an ordinance to amend Chapter 8 of the Dinwiddie County Code to add 
Article X, Sections 8-33 through 8-37-Utility Tax-Enhanced 911 Emerg
ency Telephone Service. 

Mrs. Wendy Quesenberry, Executive Assistant, introduced the 
amendment stating that the Board signed a letter of intent to install 
the Enhanced 911 Emergency Telephone System for the County by September 
of 1977. To pay for the installation and related costs, a locality 
is authorized to assess each subscriber with a monthly rate to be 
collected by the telephone companies serving the area. The rate pro
posed for Dinwiddie County is 55¢. 

Representatives from C&P and Contel telephone companies 
were present to answer any questions. 

No one appeared in support or opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the 55¢ covers all associated costs. 
including the streetnaming and numbering system. Mrs. Quesenberry 
stated the Board could continue to collect the 55¢ tax until all 
costs are recovered. 

Mr. H. Clay asked if Contel was working with any surrounding 
localities on installing E-911. Ms. Linda Carty, Consultant with 
Contel Telephone System, indicated she has held discussions with 
Southampton, Greensville, Brunswick, Mecklenburg, and Sussex counties. 
Mr. Clay asked if Sussex were to adopt the system would it reduce 
Dinwiddie1s cost. Ms. Carty stated it could. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the 55¢ covers printers at the fire 
houses and rescue building. Mrs. Quesenberry stated it does not. 

Mr. Robertson asked if Petersburg is using the system. 
Mr. Carroll Comstock, representing C&P Telephone Company, stated 
Petersburg is scheduled to go on line in January of 1987. He could 
guarantee Dinwiddie County could go on line in early 1988 if the 
data base is complete. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the County is ready to go on line 
in two years and has not collected all the money needed, what would 
be the additional cost. Mr. Comstock stated there is a 10% growth 
in the montbJy figure given the County, and the County should have a 
significant amount accumulated by then. The County could continue 
with that monthly assessment a year or two and then reduce the rate. 
Mr. Robertson asked if everthing would be paid for at that time. Mr. 
Comstock stated all equipment should be paid for. After installation. 
there will continue to be a monthly charge for maintenance. billing 
and updating of the data base. The rate will remain the same for 
two years after installation before they would consider an increase. 
The County Administrator asked if the increase would be spread over 
all localities. Mr. Comstock stated it would. but the increase for 
each locality would be different. 

Mr. [argrave asked about replacement equipment. Mr. Comstock 
advised him the equipment is leased. Mr. Hargrave asked how long 



has E-911 been working anywhere. Mr, Comstock replied for eighteen 
months in Baltimore and since July 1 in Lynchburg. 

Mr. Hargrave asked how the telephone repairmen find the 
phone locations. Mr. Comstock stated by a notation on the bill. It 
is basicly the same directions as the County uses. They do not have 
firm addresses. 

The public hearing was closed at 8:10 P.M. Because this is 
a tax, action could not be taken at this meeting. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--P-85-4--JAMES M. THROWER 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on Wednesday, July 3, 1985 and Wednesday, July 10, 1985 for 
the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to consider for 
adoption an ordinance to amend a portion of Parcel 450(1)29 by chan
ging the district classification from Res'id~ntial, Limited R-l to 
Business, General B-2. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, reviewed the appli
cation and action taken by the Planning Commission wherein they recom
mended approval at their June 12, 1985 meeting with the following 
amendment: To leave a strip of land (.8 acre) approximately 150' wide 
adjacent to Mr. Richard Lewis zoned, R-l. This request came from Mr. 
Richard Lewis and was agreed to be the applicant Mr. James M. Thrower 
at the Planning Commission. 

Mr. James Thrower and Mr. J.S. Major IV appeared in support 
of the rezoning request. No one appeared in opposition. 

Mr. Richard Lewis was present to verify that the 150' 
frontage strip of land adjacent to his property would remain R-l 
as he and Mr. Thrower agreed upon. 

The Chairman restated the amendment and Mr. Thrower and 
Mr. Lewis indicated they were in agreement. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors, Dinwiddie County, 
Virginia, that the district classification of a 3.356 acre portion 
of land parcel 450(1 }29 be changed from Residential, Limited, R-l to 
Business, General, B-2. Said parcel is shown by a plat prepared by 
Ronald H. Gordon, CLS, dated April 2~ 1985 ,and is hereby incorporated 
described as follows: starting at a point on Route 627 located 150' 
SW of the property line of Richard E.Lewis and heading S 85 0 10' E 
approximate~y 230 feet to.a point6 then hea~ing S 79 00' W approxim~telY 
76' to a pOlnt;.then headlng S 31 E,approxlmately 160 feet to a pOlnt 
on U.S. Route 1; then heading S 43 0 44' Walong Route 1 approximately 
260 feet to a point; then heading N 60 0 15' W approximately 225 feet 
to a point on Route 627; then heading along Route 627 on a circum
ferential line having'a radius of 2895' and a dalta of 80 40' approx
imately 482 feet to a rod; then heading N 40 50' E along Route 627 
approximately 121.93 feet to the point of begin~ing. The parcel de
scribed herein containing approximately 3.356 acres. 

In all other respects, said Zoning Ordinance is hereby 
reordained. 

IN RE.: GASOLINE AND FUEL OIL BIDS--AWARD OF CONTRACT FOR 1985 

Mrs. Wendy Quesenberry, Executive Assistant, presented a 
recap of the gasoline and fuel oils bids received for the County and 
School Board. 

She pointed out that Cargo Fuels, Inc. was low bidder on 
everything exc~pt unleaded gasoline. Fuel Oils, Inc. was low 
bidder on unleaded gasoline. The net price to the .county fluctuates 
with the market; therefore, the profit margin is important because it 
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remains the same. The profit margin for fuel Oils, Inc. is higher 
than Cargo Fuels, Inc. 

She explained to the Board U.S. Oil submitted a fixed price 
bid for gasoline. She could not recommend the Board consider this 
type of contract because of the uncertainty of the market at this 
time. 

Mrs. Quesenberry stated the Superintendent of Schools 
and Maintenance Supervisor supported her recommendation. 

She recommended the Board accept the low bid of Cargo Fuels, 
Inc. for the fuel oils and gasoline requirements of the County and 
School Board for 1985 with the option to renew for another year. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
the contract for gasoline and fuel oils for the County and the School 
Board for 1985 were awarded to Cargo Fuels, Inc., with the option to 
renew for an additional year. 

IN RE: TRE.ASURER 

Mr. W.E.. Jones submitted his report for the month of June, 
1985. He presented a report of the 1982, 1983 and 1984 delinquent 
real estate taxes as of June 30, 1985. 

Mr. Jones asked the Board if they desired to publish this 
report in a newspaper, post a list at the Courthouse, or distribute 
fliers throughout the County. 

The Board asked Mr. Jones to give them a report on the 
taxes collected due to publishing the names in the newspaper 
in 1978. They would make a decision at the next meeting. 

Mr. Jones also presented comparison reports on collection 
rates for June 30, 1984 and 1985. 

IN RE: SHERIFF--ADDITIONAL EQUIPMENT FOR NEW DEPUTY POSITIONS 

Mr. Alvin Booth, Captain, appeared before the Board to 
request authorization to purchase bar lights and communications 
equipment for the vehicles for the three new deputy positions 
authorized by the Compensation Board for the Sheriff. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
the Sheriff was authorized to purchase the following equipment: 

(1) Three (3} Smith & Wesson 8000 Super System Light Bars, 
52 inch, blue light - $395.00 each. 

(2} Three (3) Syntor X mobile radios; 8 channel with 
3 active; to include scan - Cost $1736.36 each. 

(3) Three (31 PAC-RT systems with vehicular chargers -
Cost $2042.00 each. 

(4} Three (3) HT 90 Portables - Cost $650.60 each. 

Mrs. Quesenberry painted out that full warranty on the 
communications equipment until May, 1986 could be purchased for 
$77.40 per month. The Board stated at this time, they would accept 
the warranty that comes with the equipment. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha was not present but his report for 
June, 1985 was reviewed. 

IN RE: SPECIAL ENTERTAINMENT PERMIT--ROBERT M. BROWDER 

The Director of Planning, W.C. Scheid, presented an appli-



Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
six (6) streetlights were approved to be located on Route 6Ql at 
the Mansfield Subdivision area. 

IN RE: FRED SAHL--COMPARISON Of TAX RATES 

Mr. Fred Sahl stated that he had previously given the Board 
a copy of a newspaper article comparing the tax rates of Dinwiddie 
County with the rates of surrounding ldcalities. At that time, 
he had asked the Board to explain why the tax rate for Dinwiddie 
County was higher. The article compared real estate rate~. 

The County Administrator: stated that the article compared 
only certain counties. In his review, he looked at localities across 
the State and the more populated areas tend to have higher ~axrates. 
The per student expenditures are higher in Dinwiddie County than the 
counties mentioned in the article. Also, Nottoway County, which was 
compared, has several towns; and to get a true picture, you should 
add those rates to the County tax rate. The gap reduces signifi
cantly. He added that generally rates in the metropolitan counties 
are higher and Dinwiddie is included. 

Mr. Sahl asked what impacts on the tax rates. Mr. Hargrave 
pointed out services, landfill operations and student expenditures. 

The County Admin~strator stated that the water and sewer 
system in the other localities is run by the Towns .. Dinwiddie County 
has put $1,000,000 in their system. Also, different localities place 
emphasis on different tax categories. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
C 1 a y, Mr. C 1 a y, Mr. Rob e r t son, M r.- Ben net t, M f. H a r g r a v e v 0 tin g "a y e" , 
pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 9:22 P.M. to discuss 
legal matters. The meeting reconvened, into Open Session at 11 :17 
P. M. 

I-N RE: LIVESTOCK CLAIM--BONNIE S. BAIN 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr'. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
Ms. Bonnie S. Bain was awarded $375 ($75' each) for five (5)-sh~ep. 

IN RE: POULTRY CLAIM--DALE MARKS 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
Mr. Dale Marks was awarded $146~00 for 43 chickens. 

IN RE: POULTRY CLAIM--ANN REIGNER 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr~ Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
Mrs. Ann Reigner was awarded $18.00 for six (6) chickens. 

IN RE: LIVESTOCK CLAIM--WAYNE COOK 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, .seconded by Mr.' A. Clay', Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay; Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", Mr. Bennett 
abstaining, Mr. Wayne Cook was awarded $264 for'six (6) pigs. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr;A. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
the meeting was adjourned until 7:00 P.M., Wednesday~Ju1y 31, 1985. 
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JULY 31, 1985 -- CONTINUATION OF JULY 17, 1985 MEETING -- 7:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: M.I. HARGRAVE, JR., CHAIRMAN 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 7:00 P.M. to discuss 
legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 9:15 P.M. 

IN RE: CIRCUIT COURT CLERK1S OFFICE--AUTHORIZATION TO BID ADDITION 
AND EXISTING INTERIOR RENOVATION 

Mr. Gil Carpenter, Architect, Hayes, Seay, Mattern & Mattern, 
appeared before the Board to discuss his firm1s proposal for the addi
tion to the Circuit Court Clerk1s Office and interior renovation of 
the existing portion. The estimated cost for the addition is $90,000 
and $10,000 for the interior renovation. 

Mr. Carpenter stated he would like to bid both projects 
together. He indicated the work could be phased in so as not to 
disturb the daily activities of the office. Mr. Carpenter pointed 
out that the estimated cost of $10,000 for the refurbishment of the 
interior is cosmetic only and does not include any work on the 
electrical and heating and cooling systems. A heat pump will be 
placed in the addition for heating and cooling. After a brief dis
cussion, the Board decided to leave the heating and cooling system 
in the existing portion as it is. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye", 
the Architect was authorized to proceed with the design and bidding 
of the addition to the Circuit Court Clerk1s Office and the renovation 
of the existing interior as presented. 

IN RE: HEALTH BUILDING--AUTHORIZATION TO DESIGN AND BID HVAC 
MODIFICATIONS 

Mr. Gil Carpenter, Architect, Hayes, Seay, Mattern and Mat
tern, appeared before the Board to discuss his firm1s recommendations 
for upgrading the heating and cooling system in the Health Building. 
Mr. Carpenter recommended that the Board accept Option I which would 
abandon the window units for cooling and utilize fan coils' for heating 
and cooling. Option 2 suggests packaged heat pumps for each room. 

The County Administrator stated his concern about using 
the existing heating system because of its age. He strongly urged 
the Board to consider removing the heating pipes from the slab if 
they were going to continue with the existing system. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 

the Architect was instructed to design and bid the improvements 
to the heating and cooling system for the Health Building using 
Option 1 'as presented, with the following modifications: 1. Aban
don the slab heating system 2. Add a hot water heater for domestic 
hot water generation in the summer. 

IN RE: HEALTH BUILDING--AUTHORIZATION TO DESIGN AND BID RENOVATION 

Mr. Gil Carpenter, Architect, Hayes, Seay, Mattern and Mat
tern, appeared before the Board to discuss the renovation proposal 
for the Health Building. Mr. Carpenter stated he met with the indi
vidual employees and the proposal is the result of their distussions 
of the needs for each room. 



----, ~~--- -----------

The Board asked if the Director of the Crater Health Dis
trict~ Dr. J.R. Tietjen~ had reviewed-the plans. Mr. Carpenter 
informed them he had not. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay~ seconded by Mr. A. Clay~ Mr. 
Clay~ Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson~ Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
the Architect was authorized to design and bid those items included 
in the renovation study of the Health-Building after review and 
approval by the Director of the Crater Health District. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay~ Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye"~ 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board,of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and funds appro
priated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 85-1465 through 85-1557 
amounting to $117,922.75. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay~ Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 10:29 P.M. to discuss 
legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 12:05 A.M. 

IN RE: WATER AND SEWER--ROUTE 632 AREA 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie County Water Authority is 
hereby authorized to design the water line and sewer line to 
State Route 632 at its intersection with U.S. Route 460. 

IN RE: AUTHORIZATION TO RETAIN FINANCIAL COUNSEL FOR COUNTY 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded Mr. H. Clay, Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson~ Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", the County Admin
istrator was authorized to retain the services of a financial consul
tant to assist and advise County officials when necessary. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon moti on of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. H. Cl ay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robert-son, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", the 
meeting was adjourned at 12:06 A.M. 

ATTEST: ~ 
.. _NOTT 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD IN 
THE BOARD MEETING ROOM Of THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 21ST DAY Of AUGUST, 1985 AT 
7:30 P.M. 

PRESENT: M.I. HARGRAVE, JR., CHAIRMAN 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 

L.G. ELDER 
SAM SHANDS 

IN RE: MINUTES 

ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
DEPUTY SHERIFF 

Upon motton of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Be.nne.tt, Mr. ClaY, Mr. Robe.rtson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
the minutes of the July 17, 1985 regular meeting and the July 31, 
1985 special meeting w~re approved as presented. 

IN RE: TRANSFER Qf FUNDS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, ~r. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"ayeU

, . 

BE IT RESOLYED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the treasurer be authorized to transfer $224.63 
from the General fund to the Law Library Fund. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr: Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
II aye." , 

BE IT RESQLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginta that the following claims be approved and funds 
appropriated for same: 

General fund checks-numbering 85-1558 through 85-1701 
amounting to $127,944.57; County Construction Fund check #CCF-85-13 
in the ~mount of $1638.50; Law Library Fund ~hecks-numbering LF-85-10 
through 12 amounttng to $348.58; Radio fund check - #RADIO-85-6 in 
the amount of $837.61. 

IN RE: PUBLIC [EARING--P-85-8--LONE STAR CEMENT, INC. 

Thts being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on W:edne.sday, August 7, 1985 and Wednesday, August 14, 1985 for 
the Board of Supervtsors to consider for adoption an ordinance to 
amend the district classiftcation of Section 20, Parcels 4 and 6 
from Agricultural, General A-2 to Industrial, General, M-2. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, reviewed the material 
and action taken by the Planntng Commission, 0herein they recommended 
approval at their August 14, 1985 meeting. 

Mr. Clement M. Llewellyn, Jr., Resource Manager with Lone 
Star Industrtes of Norfolk, was present to represent Lone Star. 

No ane appeared tn opposition. 

Upan motton of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Roberts:on, ~r. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors, Dinwiddie County, 
Virginia, that the dtstrtct classification of section 20, parcels 
4 ~nd 6, contatntng approximately 61.6 acres and 44.1 acres respect-
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tively, be changed from Agricultural, General, A-2 to Industrial, 
General, M-2. Said parcels are more specifically described herein: 

Starting at a point located at the intersection of the 
applicantls property with that of the Norfolk & Western Rail
road and State Route 632, heading in a northerly direction 
along Route 632 approximately 1700 feet to a point where it 
intersects with the property of Mr. C.W. Brown; then heading N 
81 0 16 1 W a distance of 959.25 1 to a point; then heading S 70 37 1 
W a distance of 595.25 1 to a point; then heading S 79 0 35 1 W a 
distance of 1015.75 1 to a point; then heading N 80 01 I W a dis
tance of 1395.3 1 to a point; then heading N 840 53 1 W a distance 
of 177.21 to a point; then heading N 84 0 56 1 W a distance of 
1318 1 to a point; then heading S 50 04 1 W a distance of 507.8 1 
to a point in the middle of the branch; then heading in an 
easterly direction along the centerline of the branch a distance 
of 575 1; then heading S 70 58 1 E a distance of 1794 1 to a point; 
then heading S 83 0 16 1 E a distance of 1036.21 to a point; then 
heading N 77 0 41 I E a distance of 160.4 1 to a point; then heading 
S 85 0 141 E a distance of 1143 + feet to the point of beginning. 

In all other respects said zoning ordinance is hereby reor-
dained. 

IN RE: CLERKIS OFFICE ADDITION--ADDITIONAL SURVEY WORK 

Mr. Bill Porter, representing the firm of Hayes, Seay, 
Mattern and Mattern, appeared before the Board to present the cost 
proposal for additional survey work needed for the addition to the 
Clerkls Office. The work consists mainly of a physical survey of the 
building, a topographical survey to identify the physical features 
on the site and the location of the existing water main and under
ground tanks and utility lines. The cost proposal for the work is 
$1400. 

Mr. ~. Clay moved that the additional survey work be approved. 
Mr. Bennett seconded the motion. 

Mr. A. Clay stated that he questioned the need and the cost 
for this work when the County just paid a local surveyor for a 
survey. Mr. Porter pointed out that the survey done by the local 
surveyor did not provide the information needed to complete the de
sign specifications for the addition to the Clerkls Office. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the survey provided by the local sur
veyor could be expanded to accomplish the architectls needs. Mr. 
Porter stated he did not know. Mr. Hargrave suggested that the mo
tion be amended by approving the survey but requesting that the 
architect first approach the local surveyor to see if his survey 
can be expanded to provide the iOnformation needed. 

Mr. H. Clay and Mr. Bennett accepted the amendment. 

Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Har
g ra ve vat 1:ng II aye il , 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the cost proposal of $1400 submitted by 
Hayes, Seay, Mattern & Mattern for survey work for the addition 
to the Cle0k l s Office be accepted; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the architect contact the surveyor 
contracted by the County to see if his original survey work can be 
expanded upon to provtde the information they need before sending 
their own crew to do the jab. 

IN RE: HEALTH CENTER RENOVATION--ARCHITECT & ENGINEERING SERVICES 

Mr. Bill Porter, representing the firm of Hayes, Seay, 
Mattern and Mattern, appeared before the Board to present a cost 
proposal for architectural and engineering services for the reno-



,---------------------------------------------~----------------------~",,~,.~~------------

vation of the [ealt~ Center. The cost submitted is $10,800 which 
includes all services throug~ construction and completion of the 
renovation work. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if the items in the proposed work-had 
been approved by the Director of the Crater Health District and 
agreed to be .in~luded in the rental fee. The County Administrator 
stated that had been accomplished. 

Mr. A. Clay asked what the total cost of construction would 
be. Mr. Porter re.plied approxi'mately $80;000. Mr. ·Clay asked if 
the arc~itectural fee was 12 to 13%. It seemed awfully high to him. 
Mr. Porter stated their fees in are in line with what is allowed 
in .state contracts. 

Mr. Robertson asked if the bid goes out and should be 
beyond what t~e Board expects or the Boa~d drops the project, is 
the County stn 1 obl igated to the architectural fees. Mr. Porter 
stated the County wDuld be obligated to 70% or $7,000, which is 
basically the design work. 

Mr. H. Clay moved that the cost proposal for architectural 
and engineering services for the renovation of the Health Center be 
approv~d and ~he Architect be authorized to proceed with bidding 
the project. Mr. Bennett seconded the motion. Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voted lIaye li

• 

IN RE: EASTSIDE, ELtMENTARY ROOf & SOCIAL SE.RVICES HOOF -,-: CHANGE 
ORDE.RS 

. Mr. Bill Porter, representing the firm of Hayes, Seay, 
Matte~n and Mattern, presented the following change orders for the 
Eastside El ementary and, Social Services roof repl acements:· 

1. C~ange gravel stops and fascia cap finish from clear 
to natural anodized to standard mill finish - Social Services - cost 
C red i: t 0 f $ ,50 a . 

2. Add 8 spill out scuppers -- Social Services Building -
Cost - $670. 

3. Add ~Qod nailer along roof edge - Social Services Building 
Cost - $653 .. 

4. Add additio~al framing - Cost - $92.00. 

5. Additional 75 squares of roofing -- Eastside Elementary 
School - Cost $18,618. Mr. Parter stated that the floor plan did not 
show an additional c~ange to t~e building which occurred at the time 
of construction. Also, the drawings provided had been reduced by 25%, 
and t~ey failed to verify the fieJd measurement. This resulted in 
the additional area not being included in the original design; there
fore, t~e contractor did not include this work in his bid. Mr. Por
ter added t~at t~e additional work was negotiated at the same per 
square foot rate as the original wor~. 

Mr~ 1:L~rgrave. potnted out, that the 'cost is only what it 
would ~ave been in the beginning if 'the measurements had been accu
rate. Mr. Porter said t~at wa~ correct. 

. . J' 

Mr. Robertson asked why the County would be obligated when 
it ~adpaid for.the professional services of an architect. He felt 
the payment sh.ould.comefrom the architectural firm's bon,d. Mr. 
Parter stated that was a possibility, but the courts usually did not 
consider it ,that way if the amount was the same you would have paid 
anyway. It would h~ye to be above and beyond that amount. 

. . , ,. 
Mr. A. Clay stat~d ~e agreed with Mr. Robertson. 

County paid for professional ser~ices it did not get. 
The 
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Mr. Hargrave stated it was a shame that a physical check 
wasn't made on the dimensions. The County provided the drawings. 
Also, money is owed the contractor and he was asked to do more than 
what he bid on. 

Mr. Robertson moved that payment for the change order 
for the additional 75 squares on the Eastside Elementary school 
roof be denied. Mr. Clay seconded the motion. 

Mr. H. Clay stated he was extremely disappointed; but 
logically, Dinwiddie County would have had to spend the money any
way had the drawing been correct. He wondered if the Board was 
going too far by denying payment. He added it is our work to be 
paid for but it should have been presented in the beginning. 

Mr. Bennett stated he agreed. They shouldn't make the 
contractor absorb the cost. Mr. Robertson reiterated it was not 
the contractor's fault and the County should not lose. It should 
come from the architect's bond. 

Mr. Bennett stated he was going to vote to deny the payment, 
but he would like the County Attorney to investigate the matter 
further. The Chairman stated the County Administrator, County Attorney 
and the architect should discuss it further and it should be placed 
on the agenda for the next meeting. 

Mr. Robertson, Mr. A. Clay, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", Mr. 
H. Clay voting "nay", and Mr. Hargrave abstaining, the change order 
for an additional 75 squares to complete the Eastside Elementary School 
roof was denied. 

Mr. Porter then reviewed the first four change orders which 
cost approximately $915. 

Mr. Robertson stated that he felt these changes were also 
mistakes which should be absorbed by the Architect and moved they be 
denied. Mr. A. Clay seconded the motion. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he disagreed with Mr. Robertson. These 
changes were found by the architect and contractor to improve the 
roofs" and therefore should be approved. Mr. Bennett stated he 
agreed. They are not mistakes. He then asked if the work had already 
been done and Mr. Porter stated it had. Mr. Bennett stated that he 
thought the change order should come to the Board before the work is 
done. Mr. Porter indicated generally, change orders were n~t handled 
that way because it would hold up the work. Mr. H. Clay asked what 
if the ,change order amounted to $5,000. Mr. Porter stated probably 
that large an amount would come to the Board first. But the change 
orders listed were minor. 

Mr. Hargrave suggested the Board set a limit on the cost 
of a change order before it has to be brought to the County Admini
strator and the Board. This had not been done for this job. 

Mr. Robertson and Mr. A. Clay stated after hearing the 
discussion, they would withdraw their ~otions to deny payment. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, there being no second, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. A., Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
Mr. H. Clay abstaining, the following change orders were approved: 

1., Change gravel stops, and fascia cap finish from clear 
to natural anodized to standa0d mill finish - Social Services - Cost 
Credtt of $500. 

2. Add 8 spill out scuppers -- Social Services - Cost $670. 

3. Add wood nailer along roof edge -- Social Services 
Building - Cost - $653. 

4. Add additional framing - Cost $92. 



IN RE: TREASURER--ADVERTISEMENT OF DELINQUENT TAX LISTS 

As requested at the last meeting, Mr. W.E. Jones, Treasurer, 
presented a report on the collection of delinquent taxes as a result 
of advertising the list in the newspaper. In 1977, Mr. Jones pointed 
out a large increase in collections prior to the month the ad was run. 
In 1980, there was not a large increase. Mr. Jones recommended that 
only the last year1s real estate list be advertised. He estimated 
the cost to be $1200 - $1400. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, 

the Treasurer was authorized to advertise the 1984 delinquent real 
estate tax list in the newspaper at the time he decides to be most 
beneficial. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

The Building Inspector was not present but the Chairman 
read his report for July, 1985. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

Mr. L.A. Brooks, Jr. was not present but the Chairman read 
his report for the month of July, 1985. 

IN RE: LIVESTOCK CLAIM--ALMA WALKER 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, Mrs. Alma Walker was awarded $60 for two (2) goats. 

IN RE: DIRECTOR OF PLANNING -- STREETNAMING AND NUMBERING SYSTEM 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented an unso-
1 i cit e d pro po sal fro m Map com top r 0 v ide a h a r d cop Y 1 0 c a t·i 0 n s y s tern 
for the County1s emergency services needs. He pointed out that it 
did not involve posting of street names or changing addresses. It 
is a locater system only. 

Mr. Robertson asked if he had talked with the post office 
on timing the address changes. Mr. Scheid stated he had, and they 
welcomed the establishment of such a system. 

Mr. Scheid also distributed copies of a request he had made 
to Virginia State University for a graduate student to work in his 
department should the Board decide the streetnaming and numbering 
be done in-house. 

Mr. Scheid then outlined three approaches he was considering 
for the project, basically using a locater system he devised on the 
County tax maps. 

He suggested the Board consider a Committee made up of 
Planning Commission represefltatives and other groups who have an 
interest to look at all the alternatives and make a recommendation 
to the Board. Mr. Robertson asked Mr. Scheid if he felt he could 
complete the project by 1988. Mr. Scheid stated that he would 
have to. He pointed out that it is very important to have the 
cooperation of the community. 

Mr. Hargrave asked that he pass along any information he 
might come across on the liability to the County with the installation 
of the E911 system. 

IN RE.: SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS--RECREATION PROGRAM 

Dr. R.L. Vaughn, Superintendent, advised the Board that 
he was ready for the opening of school. There are a few repairs 
still being done. 
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He stated that Mr. Leo Taylor operated the summer recreation 
program, and he had some recommendations for improvements he would 
present at a later time. One item he was working on now is the 
repair of the tennis courts. He had secured a quote of $24,000 from 
firms contacted and was looking at other alternatives. 

Dr. Vaughn said the main item he wanted to discuss is the 
proposal for expanding the recreation area across from the high 
school and providing a new baseball field. He stated the Director 
of Planning presented a proposal for the layout of the area earlier 
in conjunction with application for a grant that would have to be 
matched by the County. Dr. Vaughn stated the School Board was inte
rested in the status of the proposal and what the next step would be. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he remembered the presentation and that 
the property had to be titled in the name of the County. He asked 
if the School Board understood and had agreed to the proposed design 
of the area. Dr. Vaughn stated they agreed with the total concept 
and their immediate need is the baseball field. 

Mr. Hargrave stated nothing had been included in the County 
budget for this and he did not remember anything in the School Board 
budget. He added that he wanted to make sure they met the needs 
of the school system. 

Dr. Vaughn stated that in the School Board1s budget pro
posal this year, he asked the County to consider applying for the 
recreation grant. With the roof at Eastside and the storage addition 
at the High School, he did not feel there would be anything left in 
the bond issue. He then read a letter submitted by the School Board 
to the Board of Supervisors dated August, 1983, wherein they requested 
the Board to consider development of the area and would provide a deed 
to the property if the baseball field was included. He, therefore, 
felt everything was ready to go if the County had the money to match 
the grant. 

Mr. Hargrave suggested the Board of Supervisors meet with 
the School Board to finalize the details of the area before a deci
sion is made. He stated that he understood the Junior High field 
was not ready for use and he felt they should talk about it also 
in their discussions. 

Mr. Scheid stated that the grant material must be sub
mitted to the State by the end of October. 

The Board agreed to set a date to meet with the School Board 
to discuss the development of the recreation area and instructed 
the County Administrator to arrange a date with the Superintendent. 

Mr. Charlie Hawkins stated that he hoped the Board appre
ciates the interest that the community has in the area and its 
youth; that it is not just an interest in baseball. Coach Cary 
Parker indicated that he would like to see some concrete plans for 
the area because it was holding up other things that need to be done. 

IN RE: ADOPTION OF UTILITY TAX--ENHANCED 911 EMERGENCY TELEPHONE 
SERVICE 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie County Code, as adopted April 
1, 197Q, and as heretofore amended, be further amended by the addition 
of Article X, Sections 8-33 through 8-37. 

CHAPTER 8 - FINANCE AND TAXATION. 

Article X - Utility Tax - Enhanced - 911 Emergency Telephone 
Service 

Section 8-33. Definitions. 



. ; 

C] ! 1 

The following terms whenever used in this article 
shall have the following meanings: 

E-911 System. A telephone service which utilizes com
puterized system to automatically route emergency telephone calls 
placed by dialing the digits 1191111 to the proper public safety 
answering point serving the jurisdiction from which the emergency 
telephone call was placed. An E-911 system includes selective 
routing of telephone calls, automatic telephone number identi
fication, and automatic location identification performed by 

'computers and other ancillary control center communications 
equipment. 

A public safety answer point is a communications facility 
operated on a twenty-four hour basis which first receives E-911 
calls from persons in an E-911 service area which may, as appro
priate, directly dispatch safety services or extend, transfer, 
or relay E-911 calls to appropriate public safety agencies. 

Local exchange telephone system. As it applies to an 
E-911 system, .. 10ca1 telephone service shall mean switched 
local exchange access service. 

Purchaser. Every person who purchases a local exchange 
telephone service. 

Seller. Every person who sells or furnishes local exchange 
telephone service within the county. 

Utility services. Local.exchange telephone ,service fur
nished within the corporate limits of the county . 

Section 8-34. Amount of tax on telephone service. 

Pursuant to the autho~ity set forth in Se6. 58.1'-3813 
of the Code of Virgjnia, 1950, as ~mended, there is hereby 
imposed and levied by the county upon each purchaser of local 
exchange telephone service a tax in the amount of fifty-five cents 
per telephone line per month. This tax shall be paid by the 
purchaser to the seller of local ~xchange telephone service 
for the use by the county to pay the initial capital, instal-
1ationand maintenance costs and r.ecurring maintenance costs of 
its E-911 system. 

Section 8~35. Exemptions., 

The following persons shall be exempt from the payment of 
the tax provided for herein: 

(a). The ,United States of America, the Commonwealth of 
Virginia, and all political subdivisions, boards, agencies, 
commissions and authorities of the state. 

lb} Purchas~rs or lessees .of local exchange telephone 
service who utilize coin operated telephones. 

Section 8-36. Collection and remittance by seller. 

It shall be the duty of every sel1~r in'acting as the tax 
collection agency for the county to collect from the purchaser, 
for the use of the cQunty, the tax hereby imposed and levied 
at the time of collecting the purch~se price tharged, and the 
taxes imposed, levied and collected during each calendar month 
shall be reported and paid by each seller to the treasurer on or 
before the fifteenth C15}.day.of the second-calendar month there
after, together with the name and address of any purchaser who 
has refused to pay the tax. The required report shall be in 
a form prescribed, by the county administrator. 
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Section 8-37. Records of sellers. 

Each seller shall keep complete records showing all pur
chases in the county, which shall show the price charged against 
each purchaser with respect to each purchase, the date thereof, 
the date of payment thereof and, the amount of tax imposed here
under. Such records shall be kept open for inspection by the 
county and the county shall have the right to make transcripts 
there~f during such time as it may desire. 

This ordinance shall become effective upon sixty days written 
notice by certified mail to the registered agent of C&P Telephone 
Company. 

IN RE: HYDROELECTRIC FACILITY OPERATION AT BRASFIELD DAM--MOTION 
TO INTERVENE 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the County Attorney be authorized to file a 
motion to intervene before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
regarding the application of Brasfield Development, Ltd. to operate 
a hydroelectric facility on Brasfield Dam. 

IN RE: REAMS RURITAN CLUB--REQUEST TO SELL VEHICLE LICENSES 

Mr. Hargrave stated he had received a copy of a letter 
to the Treasurer from Reams Ruritan Club requesting permission to 
act as an agent to sell vehicle licenses. He felt it would be a 
good location because there were no agents in that area. The 
Treasurer indicated he had arranged to meet with the Club to dis
cuss it further and would make a recommendation to the Board. 

IN RE: GRAVEL TRUCKS--ROUTE 226 and ROUTE 1310 

Mr. Robertson stated he has recently received several 
complaints about gravel trucks using Rt. 226 and Rt. 1310. He 
added that Lone Star has been very cooperative in the past about 
regulating their trucks,but, he thought a reminder would be appro
priate at this time. He asked that the County Administrator write 
a letter to Lone Star asking them to contact their truck drivers, 
as well as independents who drive for them, concerning the use 
of Rts. 226 and 1310. 

IN RE: NAMPZINE,VFD--AUTHORIZATION TO ACCEPT TITLE AND INSURE 
NEW BRUSH TRUCK 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County~ Virginia accepts title to and agrees to insure a 1985 Toyota 
truck to be used as a brush truck by the Namozine VFD. 

IN RE: EiECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon mot i on of Mr. H. Cl ay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, 

pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (61 of the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 10:07 P.M~ to dis~uss 
legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 11 :25 
P. M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, the meeting was adjourned until Tuesday, September 3, 1985 
at 7:00 P.M. 



SEPTEMBER 3, 1985 -- CONTINUATION OF AUGUST 21, 1985 MEETING -- 7:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: M. I. HARGRAVE, JR. , CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #4 
H. L. CLAY, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
G. E. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION· DISTRICT #2 

ABSENT: G. S. BENNETT, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT #1 

IN RE: REPAIR/REPLACEMENT OF SHERIFF·S DEPARTMENT AUTO 

Upon moti.on of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the County Administrator is authorized to 
repair the Sheriff·s auto, cost not exceeding $2,000. 

IN RE: EXTENSION OF WATER LINE ALONG U.S. ROUTE 460 

Upon ,motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 

Mr. 

Mr. H. Clay, Mr. A. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll
, 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County" Virginia, that' there- is hereby appropriated 
$332,000 for the construction of a water line beginning at the 
intersection of Route 603 and Route 226 running in a westerly 
direction along Route 226 to U~S. Route 460, then in a westerly 
direction along U.S. Route 460 terminating on the the west side 
of State Route 632 North; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that this project shall be 
completed by July 1, 1986. 

IN RE: EXTENSION OF NATURAL GAS LINE ALONG U.S. ROUTE 460 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. H. Clay, Mr. A. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, that there is hereby appro
priated $300,000 for the construction of a natural gas line begin
ning at the intersection of Route 226 and U.S. Route 1 running 
in a southerly direction along U.S. Route 1 to its intersection 
with U.S. Route 460, then in a westerly direction along U.S. Route 
460 terminating on the west side of State Route 632 North; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that this project shall be completed 
by July 1, 1986. 

IN RE: EXTENSION OF SEWER LINES ALONG U.S. ROUTE 460 

Upon moti.on of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr.H. Clay, Mr. A.Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, 

the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the County of Dinwiddie has an opportunity to 
seek funds from the Economic Development Administration to fund the 
installation of a sewer line running in a westerly direction along 
U.S. Route 460 beginning at Rohoic Elementary School and terminating 
at State Route 632 North; and 

WHEREAS, the total amount of this grant is $350,000 with 
EDA providing 80% and the County 20%; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, that there is hereby appropriated 
from the General Fund $70,000, the County·s 20% of the Grant. 
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IN RE: INDUSTRIAL ACCESS ROAD FUND 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. H. Clay, Mr. A. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors and the Virginia 
Department of Highways and Transportation are Jointly working 
to make the necessary improvements to accommodate truck traffic 
at the intersection of U.S. Route 460 and State Route 632 North 
to be accomplished with money appropriated from the Industrial 
Access Road Fund. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the improvements to accommodate 
truck traffic at the intersection of U.S. Route 460 and State Route 
632 North is the number one priority for the use of Industrial Access 
Road Funds for the Fiscal Year 1985-86. 

IN RE: $250,000 GRANT APPLICATION TO THE DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING 
AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", the 
following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Tindall Concrete Products, Inc. is committed 
to a $3.5 million expansion in the County of Dinwiddie hiring 70 
employees when the plant opens, expanding to 150 employees in 
three years; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has committed $350,000 
for a 4-inch natural gas line and $350,000 for a sewer line to 
the Tindall Concrete Products, Inc. site; and 

WHEREAS, it is estimated to cost $332,000 to extend water 
lines to the Tindall Concrete Products, Inc. site; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the County Administrator is 
hereby authorized and directed to submit an application to the 
Dept. of Housing and Community Development for a $250,000 grant 
through the Virginia Revolving Loan Fund to help finance the cost 
of a water line to the Tindall Concrete Products, Inc. site; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that there is hereby appropriated 
from the General Fund of the County $82,000 to fund the addi
tional amount needed to install the water line to the Tindall 
Concrete Products, Inc. site contingent upon the County receiving 
the $250,000 grant. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motton of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", the 
meettng was adjourned until Tuesday, September 17, 1985 at 6:15 
P. M. 
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SEPTEMBER 17, 1985 -- CONTINUATION OF AUGUST 21 , 1985 AND SEPTEMBER 3 , 
1985 MEETINGS -- 6: 1 5 P. M. 

PRESENT: M.L HARGRAVE, JR. , CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT #4 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
H. L. CLAY, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
G. E.. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 

IN RE: DINNER WITH SCHOOL BOARD 

All members of the School Board were present along with 
the Superintendent of Schools, Richard Vaughn. Numerous items of 
concern were discussed including the storage addition to the high 
school, improved athletic facilities and status of the County1s 
insurance program. Thi~ portion of the meeting concluded at 7:15 
P.M. 

IN RE: ATHLETIC FACILITIES FOR HIGH SCHOOL COMPLEX 

Numerous citizens and organizations were on hand to pre
sent their views on the athletic facilities needed at the high 
s c ho 01 . 

The Board of Supervisors provided in the School Board 
budget of 1984-85 bond funds for the construction of a press box 
and a new lighting system for the football field. 

#2 
#2 

Richard Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, stated that no 
design work had been done on a new baseball field for the high school 
nor has the School Board budgeted funds for its construction. 

The Junior High School football/baseball field was 
plowed under a couple of years ago. It has not been restored to 
a level that will allow its use for Junior High School football 
and baseball. No reason was given by the School Board for this 
not being done. 

After a lengthy discussion that include.d ·the· new baseball 
field, a new field house for both baseball and football, restroom 
facilities at the new baseball field, a new track and a new lighting 
system for the football field, the School Board was in.structed to 
design the new baseball facility along with restroom facilities 
and prepare cost estimates. The Board of Supervisors indicated they 
were amenable to funding these projects and requested the School 
Board to-move as quickly as possible. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting Haye H, 
pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6} of the Va. Freedom of Information Act, 
the Board moved into Executive Session at 8:50 P.M. to discuss legal 
matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 9:45 P.M. 

IN RE: NAMOZINE VFD FIREHOUSE 

The Namozine VFD has asked .the Board of Supervisors to 
fund the construction of an entire new firehouse while retaining 
the old firehouse for use as a Bingo hall. A majority of the Board 
feels there is not a need for an entire new firehouse but rather 
renovation of the old firehouse with an addition to house the vehicles. 

Representing the volunteer·fire department were Bill Queen, 
Donald Porter, Lawrence Watkins and Wayne Ste~ens. They were of 
the opinion that all available alternatives had been researched 
and properly evaluated and their recommendation that an entire 
new firehouse be constructed and the. old firehouse be renovated 
with Bingo funds is the most logical choice. 

BOOK 8 PAGE 347 September 17, 1985 



After a lengthy discussion, Mr. Robertson motioned that 
the plans be prepared for bidding and the bid be let for construction 
of the Namozine VFD building. There was no second to this motion. 
The vote was Robertson, "aye ll

, H. Clay, A. Clay, Bennett and Hargrave, 
IInayll. Upon motton of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
A. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. H. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll , Mr. 
Robertson IInayll, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the firm of Hayes, Seay, Mattern and Mattern 
is authorized to proceed at a cost of $3500 with a study to determine 
the various alternatives available to the Board of Supervisors for 
the construction and/or renovation of proper facilities to house 
the Namozine VFD; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that this study be completed and pre
sented to the Board by its November 6, 1985 meeting. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, purs.uant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of Infor
mation Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 9:50 P.M. to 
discuss a legal matter. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 
10:19 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, 

the meeting adjourned at 10:20 P.M. 

--~ ... --~ _ .. _----_ .. 

ATTEST: 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 18TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 1985, 
AT 7:30 P.M. 

PRESENT: M.I. HARGRAVE, JR., CHAIRMAN 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
H.L. CLAY, JR. 

ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 

T .0. RA I N E y, I I I 
B.M. HEATH 

G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

MINUTES 

ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

ASS'T. COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

ELECTION DISTRICT #1 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", the minutes 
of the August 21, 1985 regular meeting and the September 3, 1985 
continued meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVErr by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and funds 
appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 85-1702 through 85-1947 
amounting to $259,510.14; JohnsongrassControl Fund checks-numbering 
JGC-85-6 and 7 amounting to $393.10; Law Library Fund check #LF-85-13 
in the amount of $73.15; County Construction Fund checks-numbering 
CCF-85-14 and 15 amounting to $22,237.50. 

IN RE: COMMISSIONER OF REVENUE 

Mr. W.E. Bolte pres~nted comparative reports of 1984 and 
1985 ass~ssments on r~al ~state, p~rsonal property, machinery and 
tools, farm machinery, heavy construction machinery and mobile 
homes. Th~ r~ports also included ass~ssment.of public service 
corporations and exemption for the elderly and totally and per-
man~ntly disabled. . 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mr. W.E. Jones pres~nt~d his report for the month of 
August, 1985. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha was not pr~sent. The Chairman read 
his r~port for th~ month of August, 1985. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

Mr. L.A. Brooks, Jr. was not present. The Chairman read 
his report for the month of August, 1985. 

IN RE: SHOOTING RANGE PERMIT--EMERGENCY ORDINANCE 

Mr. w.e. Schei.d, Director of Planning, presented appli
cations for shooting range permits from St. John's Catholic Church 
and th~ Dinwiddie VFD. H~ point~dout that both requests were for 
renewals at pr~viously approv~d locations. By law, however, the 
application must lay for 28 days b~for~ action can be taken by the 
Board. Aft~r a brief discussion, th~ Board agreed to adopt an 
emergency ordinance for 60 days to waive the 28 day waiting period. 
They further instructed the County Attorney to draft an amendment 
to this effect for their consideration within the 60 day period. 
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Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Eiargrave voting lIayell, 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Dinwiddie County Code, as adopted April 
1, 1970, and heretofore amended be further amended by rewriting 
Section 14-3 to read as follows: 

Chapter 14-3. Same--Grant or denial. 

The Board of Supervisors in its discretion shall grant 
or deny its approval of a particular target or shooting range by 
proper resolution. 

The Board further finds that an emergency exists in accor
dance with Section 15.1-504, Code of Virginia, 1981 Repl. Vol., 
as amended, and this ordinance takes effect immediately upon its 
adoption. 

IN RE: SHOOTING RANGE PERMITS--ST. JOHN'S CATHOLIC CHURCH & 
DINWIDDIE VFD 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
St. John's Catholic Church was granted a shooting range permit to 
hold turkey shoots at the described location, which will expire 
September 17, 1986. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett voting "aye", the Dinwiddie 
VFD was granted a shooting range permit to hold turkey shoots at 
the described location, which will expire September 17, 1986. 

IN RE: SCHOOL BOARD--TRANSFER OF FUNDS TO RECONCILE 1984-85 
BUDGET 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the School Board is authorized to make 
the following transfers within its 1984-85 budget: 

FROM: TO: 

17F Oper. & Maint. 17A Admin. 1,406.23 
II II 17C Health Servo 19,102.97 
II II 19 Capital Outlay 24,606.56 

17G Fixed Charges II II 2,547.93 
II II 21 Refunds-State 736.20; 

BE FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that $115,420.93 of the remaining $302,927.18 ending 
balance be transferred to an escrow account for health insurance 
purposes. 

IN RE: PUBLIC KEARING--P-85-6--REZONING APPLICATION OF EVELYN 
GUPTON 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Progress
Index on Wednesday, September 4, 1985 and Wednesday, September 11, 
1985 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing to 
consider for adoption an ordinance to amend an eleven lll} acre 
portion of Secti6n 20, Parcel 72, by changing the district classi
fication from Agricultural, General A-2 to Agricultural, Rural 
Residential A-R. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, reviewed the appli
cation and the action taken by the Planning Commission wherein 
they recommended approval at their August 14, 1985 meeting. 

Mr. Ingo S. Koppe appeared before the Board,to represent 
Mrs. Gupton in her request. 

and 



cation for a special entertainment permit for Mr. Robert M. Brdwder 
to hold a music festival on August 10, 1985 from 9:00 P.M. until 
3:00 A.M. at the Wyatt Community Ball Park on Rt. 709. Mr. Browder 
was not present. Mr. Scheid recommended approval of the permit. Mr. 
A. Clay indicated he had not received any complaints from that area. 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
Mr. Robert M. Browder was granted a special entertainment permit 
to hold a music festival on August 10, 1985 from 9:00 P.M. until 
3:00 A.M. at the Wyatt Community Ball Park on Rt. 709, with the 
conditions stated therein. 

IN RE: SPECIAL ENTERTAINMENT PERMIT--DINWIDDIE CORRECTIONAL UNIT 
27 JC CHAPTER 

The Director of Planning, W.C. Scheid, presented an appli
cation for a special entertainment permit for the Dinwiddie Correctional 
Unit #27 JC Chapter to have music at a picnic to be held the afternoon 
of September 7, 1985 on the Correctional Unit grounds. The Board 
questioned why the County was involved because it is being held on 
State property. Mr. Scheid stated it involves music' which requires 
a special entertainment permit from the County. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Bennett, !VIr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
the JC Chapter of· the Dinwiddie Correctional Unit 27 was granted 
a special entertainment permit to have music at a picnic to be held 
the afternoon of September 7 on the Correction Unit grounds with the 
conditions stated therein. 

IN RE: SOCIAL SERVICES--APPROVAL OF 1985-86 BUDGET 

Mrs. K.ing B. Talley, Director, appeared before the Board 
to request approval of her 1985-86 budget. She said the overall budget 
has been reduced $53,083. The local share was reduced $16,183. Mrs. 
Talley requested that the local appropriation remain at $210,706 
to provide contingency funds for temporary grants. 

Upon moti on of Mr. Robertson, seconded by· Mr. A. C1 ay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
II aye" , 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Social Services 1985-86 budget be approved 
as presented. ! 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY--REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL 
FUNDS FOR PINEY BEACH/OAK. HILL UTILITY EXPANSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr.·C1ay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Dinwiddie County Water.Authority is managing, 
for the Board of Supervisors, the project to provide water and sewer 
service to the Piney Beach/ Oak Hill area; and 

WHEREAS, engineers have proposed changes in the sewer 
lines that would greatly reduce maintenance costs and make sewer 
servite more readily available to the adjacent properties; and 

WHEREAS, these changes are estimated to result in a cost 
overrun of $16,500; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia authorizes an appropriation from the 
General Fund in theamo~nt of $16,500 to be used by the Dinwiddie 
County Water Authority for changes in. the proposed sewer lines for 
the Piney Beach/Oak Hill project to be repaid by the Authority as 
connection fees are collected. 
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IN RE: APPOINTMENT--CRATER DISTRICT AREA AGENCY ON AGING BOARD 
OF DIRECTORS--W.C. BEVILLE 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
Mr. William C. Beville was apPointed to the Crater District Area Agency 
on Aging Board of Directors, term expiring June 30, 1989. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENT--SOCIAL SERVICES BOARD--LYNDA P. RAGSDALE 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
Mrs. Lynda P. Ragsdale,was appointed to the Social Services Board, term 
expiring June 30, 1989. 

IN RE: RECOGNITION OF SOCIAL SECURITY WEEK 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, more than 22 million retired workers are receiving 
monthly retirement benefits today as a result of the Social Security 
Act of 1935; and 

WHEREAS, more than 10.7 million dependents of retired or 
deceased workers are receiving monthly benefits as a result of the 
Social Security Act of 1939; and 

WHEREAS, another 3.8 million disabled workers and their 
families are receiving checks each month as a result of amendments 
of 1956 and 1958 to the Social Security Act; and 

WHEREAS, the Social Security Act created the Nation's 
Unemployment Insurance System, thus permitting independence and dig
nity for all Americans in the face of life's contingencies; and 

WHEREAS, Unemployment Insurance protects against income 
loss for some 87 million employees; and 

WHEREAS, this nation's Social Security program has become 
a vital thread in the fabric of American life, growing and responding 
to the needs and desires of new generations just as it has with 
earlier generations; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors, 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia does announce and proclaim to all citi
zens, and set seal hereto, that August 11-17 is Social Security Week 
in Dinwiddie County; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that all citizens are encouraged to recognize the 
accomplishments of the last 50 years and the continuing value of the 
Social Security program to this County. 

IN RE: VML/VACO TASK FQRCE--ASSESSMENT FOR TELEPHONE RATE 
NEGOTIATIONS 

The Board received correspondence from the Va. Association 
of Counties concerning the assessment per capita being requested 
for costs incurred by the VML/VACO Task Force to negotiate telephone 
rates for local governments. The assessment rate is 3¢ per capita 
making the requested payment $648 for Dinwiddie C~unty. 

No action was taken. 

IN RE: STREETLIGHTS--ROUTE 601 AT MANSFIELD NORTH SUBDIVISION 

The County Administrator stated that the Vepco represen
tatiYe reviewed the location of streetlights on Rt. 601 where the 
Mansfield North Subdivision is lncated. There ar~ no ~treetlights 
in that area at the present time. The representative recommended 
that six (6) lights be installed and there would be no installation 
charge to the County. 
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Mr. Clyde Westmorelgnd presented a petition i.n opposition. 
Mr. Edgar Jones also spoke in opposition. Mr. Jones stated he was 
~ot opposed to building as long as the type of .house is in the 
$75~OOO range. 

Mr. Ha r g r a v e poi n ted . 0 u t t hat wit h the. pro p o.s e d 2 a c r e 
development, the chances of having the higher priced homes are 
much better. The present zoning with one-acre development also 
allows mobile homes, which the proposed A~R zoning would preclude. 

Mr. Robertson suggested that. the request be returned 
to the Planning Commission since they did not have the petition 
before them when they made their decision. Mr. Scheid stated that 
he did not think the petition would have an impact on the decision 
of the Planning Commission. Mr. Hargrave stated he was concerned 
that the people. who signed the petition would feel they had not 
had a chance to be heard. Mr. A. Clay stated he did not object 
to hearing the people who submitted the petition; however, he did 
not want to set a precedent. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay voti·ng "aye", Mr. Hargrave abstaining, 
action on rezoning application P-85-6 of Mrs. Evelyn Gupton was 
tabled until the October 2, 1985 meeting. 

IN RE: VA. DEPT. OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION--WORKSHOP SESSION 
ON SIX YEAR PLAN 

Mr. MacFarland Neblett, Resident Engineer, Va. Dept. of 
Highways and Transportation, met with the Board to discuss revision 
of the Six Year Plan. He presented a list of the projects already 
included in the Six-Year Plan and briefly discussed several pro
jects that could be included. 

Mr. Hargrave questioned the priority of Rt. 625 over Rt. 
656 for flashing lights and short arm gates. Mr. Robert Spiers 
expressed his concern for the railroad crossing on Rt. 605 nearest 
to U.S. #1. He stated his daughter rides the bus and they have 
had several very close calls with the train. The Board members 
agreed that this is an urgent safety concern and the School Board 
should consider re-routing the buses that use that crossing rather 
than waiting the time it would take to have the lights installed 
through the six year plan process. Mr. Spiers added that there is 
a curve which hinders the vision of a flagman sent a cross the 
tracks. The Superintendent of Schools stated he would discuss 
the situation with the Pupil Transportation Department to see 
if the buses could be re-routed. It was also suggested that the 
AMTRAK· officials be requested to move their whistle post further 
from the crossing on Rt. 605 as well as Rt. 656. 

The Board members indicated they did not have any addi
tions to what the Resident Engineer presented for the Six Year Plan. 
Mr. Neblett stated he would proceed with putting together his recom
mendations and the scheduling of a public hearing. 

IN RE: SOUTHSIDE MENTAL HEALTH AND MENTAL RETARDATION SUPPORT 
UNIT--AUTHORIZATION TO ENTER INTO CONTRACT FOR COLLECTION 
OF TRASH 

The County Administrator stated he received a request 
from the Southside Mental Health and Mental Retardation Support 
Unit for the County to assist them in the collection of their 
trash. He indicated he and the Director of Sanitation have met 
with Support Unit officials to discuss an arrangement and he 
recomme~ded an agreement be drafted to be presented for the Board's 
approval. . 

Mr. H. Clay ask.ed i.f i.t would be a financial burden to 
the County. The County Administrator stated it would not. 
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Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, the 
County Administrator was authorized to proceed with the preparation 
of an agreement for the County to collect trash within the South
side Mental Health and Mental Retardation Support Unit complex. 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE RESCUE SQUAD--AUTHORIZATION TO TRANSFER TITLE 
TO 1979 CHASSIS 

The Roard received a request from the Dinwiddie Rescue 
Squad to transfer title of a 1979 Ford chassis to Mr. Brad Matthews. 
Mr. Matthews was awarded the chassis by sealed bid of $802.48. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", the 
Dinwiddie Rescue Squad was authorized to transfer title to a 1979 
Ford chassis to Mr. Brad Matthews. 

IN RE: COUNTY FLAG--AWARD Of CONTRACT 

The County Administrator stated that interest in a County 
flag had been expressed at a county-wide Ruritan meeting. The 
County held two pre-proposal meetings and received an ~xpression 
of interest from several companies. One company submitted a writ
ten proposal, Timberlake Flag Center of Richmond. 

The County Administrator stated if the Board was amenable 
to the manufacture of a County flag, he would contact the various 
Ruritan clubs, schools, etc. to determine the number and type 
needed. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, the County 
Administrator was authorized to work with Timberlake Flag Center 
to manufacture a County flag. 

IN RE: REAPPOINTMENTS--APPOMATTOX BASIN INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
the following reappointments were made to the Appomattox Basin 
Industrial Development Corporation Board of Directors, terms expi
ring September 30, 1986: 

John O. Crawley; Frank Freudig; Fred Sahl; Melvin Alsbrook; 
M.1. Hargrave, Jr.; James Thrower. 

IN RE: IMMUNIZATION OF CATS AGAINST RABIES--AUTHORIZATION TO 
ADVERTISE 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye", 
the County Administrator was authorized to advertise for a public 
hearing an amendment to. the County Code to require immunization 
of cats against rabies. 

IN RE: PETERSBURG-DINWIDDIE COUNTY AIRPORT AND INDUSTRIAL AUTHORITY-
REQUEST FOR CHANGE IN CHARTER 

Mr. Robertson stated that the City of Petersburg voted 
the previous night to withdraw from the Airport Industrial Authority. 
He, therefore, felt the General Assembly should be requested to 
pass the appropriate legislation to change the name to the Din
widdie Airport and the makeup of the Authority membership. He 
added that it was his understanding the legislation must be 
submitted by October 1, 1985. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he agreed if Dinwiddie was going to assume 
full responsibtl ity. He added that the Authority has received great 
help from the Petersburg members. 

Mr. Bill Jones stated that he .understood from the newspaper 
that Petersburg was requesting that one member remain from the City. 



;l [ 

Mr. Robertson stated ~e ~ad no objection to a 7t~ membe~.being added 
and that the individual be a represent~ttve of Petersburg. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by.M~. H. Clay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", t~e 
County Administrator was directed to review with t~e appropriate 
individuals the effect of Petersburg withdrawing from the Airport 
Authority and set in motion the appropriate legislation. 

IN RE: USE OF MEETING ROOM--NEIGHBORHOOD WATCH MEETINGS 

Mr. H. Clay advised the Board that Neighborhood Watch 
Committees are beginning to form in the County. As a ~esult, there 
have been requests for the use of the meeting room. He felt it 
is a County function that involves the Sheriff's Department and 
the State Police and they should therefore not be charged for 
the use of the meeting room. 

It was suggested that the Deputy Sheriff.who attends 
the meeting be given a key and be respDnsible for opening and 
closing the building. The Board, therefore, agreed there would 
be no charge for use by the Neighborhood Watch groups. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", pursuant 
to Sec. 2.l-344(6} of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act, 
the Board moved into Executive Session at 9:58 P.M. to discuss 
legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 10:05 
P. M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNME.NT 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", the 
meeting was adjourned at 10:06 P.M. 

M~., CHAIRMAN 

ATTE.ST: 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 

PRESENT: 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

IN THE ROARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 2ND DAY OF OCTOBER, 1985 AT 
2:00 P.~1. 

M. I. HARGRAVE, JR., CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN ELECTION DISTRICT 
G . S . BENNETT, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
G. E. ROBERTSON, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 

L. G. ELDER COUNTY ATTORNEY 

H. L. CLAY, JR. ELECTION DISTRICT 
B.M. HEATH SHERIFF 

~lINUTES 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 

#3 
#4 
#1 
#2 

#2 

Robertson, r~r. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll
, the 

minutes of the September 17, 1985 continued meeting and the September 
18, 1985 regular meeting were approved as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and funds 
appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 85-1948 through 85-2045 
amounting to: $149,181.24. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mr. W.E. Jones present~d his report for the month of 
September, 1985. He also reported the delinquent tax list was 
published in the paper on September 25, 1985 and the results had 
been favorable. 

IN RE: RENEWAL OF SET-OFF DEBT COLLECTION PROGRAM 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Robertson, ~~r. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye ll

, the 
following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the 1983 General Assembly of Virginia amended 
and approved Sec. 58-19.8 of the Code of Virginia, relating to 
the Set-Off Debt Collection Act to include County, City and Town 
governments; and 

WHEREAS, under the provisions of the Act, as amended, 
a Virginia individual income tax refund can be subject to County, 
City and Town government claims; and 

WHEREAS, the Treasurer reports a collection of $2,294 
for participation in the 1984-85 program and recommends that the 
program be renewed for 1985-86; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the Department of Taxation be advised 
that the County of Dinwiddie wishes to participate in the Set-Off 
Debt Collection program for 1985-86; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia designates Mr. W.E. Jones, Treasurer, 
as the Set-Off Debt Coordinator. 
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IN RE: 

IN RE: 

BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha presented his report for September, 1985. 

DISAPPROVAL OF REQUEST FOR SHOOTING RANGE PERMIT--DONALD 
GREENWAY 

The Director of Planning presented an application for 
a shooting range permit from Mr. Donald Greenway. He stated letters 
had been sent out to the adjacent property owners and he had received 
one phone call and a letter. He presented the letter from Mr. Albert 
Lee Moore in opposition to the request. He was concerned about the 
noise and the location of his house and that of his elderly mother. 

Mr. Greenway was present in support of his request. He 
pointed out the location of the house in question. He stated his 
plans were to hold turkey shoots on Saturdays from 1 :00 P.M. until 
dark. 

Mr. Robertson stated he received a call from Mr. Moore, 
so he rode out to look at the area. He stated he was concerned 
about the distance from the homes as well as the noise and, there
fore, did not feel this was an appropriate location for a shooting 
range. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, there being no second, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, Mr. Bennett abstaining, 
the request of Mr. Donald Greenway for a shooting range permit was 
denied. 

IN RE: VA. DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. Harold Dyson, Ass't. Resident Engineer, Va. Dept. of 
Highways and Transportation, appeared before the Board to answer any 
questions they might have. He reported that Rt. 604 should be 
reopened in two weeks. 

Mrs. Pearl Bland stated that she had talked with the 
Resident Engineer, Mr. MacFarland Neblett about the site distance 
problem in front of her house on Rt. 644 and he had not heard any 
more from him. Mr. Dyson stated he did not know the details of Mr. 
Neblett's review; but he felt the project would have to be included 
in the six year plan. 

Mr. Hargrave asked about relocating the driveway. Mr. 
Dyson stated the driveway was already in the best location. 

Mr. Bennett asked Mr. Dyson to discuss the details with 
Mr. Neblett and let Mrs. Bland know what their findings were. 

Mr. Robertson asked if any signs could be put up in 
the meantime. Mr. Dyson stated he had not found any in his inves
tigations. 

Mr. ~argrave asked that during the discussion of the six 
year plan the Highway Department determine if the exposure of this 
problem was any worse than other projects listed in the six year 
plan to help the Board understand if any new priorities need to 
be established. 

IN RE: REZONING APPLICATION--P-85-6--EVELYN GUPTON 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, 

rezoning application P-85-6 was removed from the table. 

A decision on this application was tabled at the last 
meeting to allow those individuals who opposed the rezoning time 
to better understand the request and time to be heard by the Board 
of Supervisors. They did not present a petition in time to be heard 
by the Planning Commission. 



-------------------~-----------"--------------~-~-~-~~-
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Mrs. Lelia Westmoreland stated she was not opposed to 
Mrs. Gupton selling her land, but the roads are very narrow and 
have alot of curv~s. 

J 

Mr. Hargrave asked Mrs. Westmoreland if she understood 
that under the present zoning, without any action by the. Board, Mrs. 
Gupton could sell four lots with homes that would be even closer 
together. Mrs. Westmoreland said she understood. 

Mr. Robertson stated that he had not heard from any 
citizens during the two week delay and moved that P-85-6 be 
approved. Mr. A. Clay seconded the motion. 

lIaye ll
, 

Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Bo~rd of Supervisors, Dinwiddie, 
Virginia, that the zoning classification of an·11 acre portion, 
of Section 20, Parcel 72, be changed from agricultural, general, 
A-2 to agri.cultural, rural residential, A-R. Said parcel being 
bounded as follows: starting at the northern most point where the 
property joins Route 632; then heading in a southwesterly direction 
along Route 632 approximately 1340 1 to a point; then heading in a 
southeasterly directi.on along an existing 16~1 right of way approx
imately 410 1 to a point; then heading in a northeasterly direction 
along a line parallel to Route 632 approximately 1040 1 to.a point 
on the property with Mrs. Lelia B. Westmoreland; then heading in a 
north.erly directi.on along the property line, of Mrs. Lelia B. West
moreland to the point of beginning. 

IN ALL OTHER RESPECTS, said zoning ordinance is hereby 
reordained. " , ,: ,'; ,_ 

IN RE: DISTRICT 19 MENTAL HEATLH & MENTAL RETARDATION SUBSTANCE 
ABUSE SERVICES--UPDATE ON ACTIVITIES 

Dr. Eldon Taylor, Director, appeared before the Board 
to give a brief update on the activities of the Mental Health & 
Mental Retardation Substance Abuse Services Agency and to intro
duce Dr. Jim Correll, Director of the Dinwiddie Counseling Service. 

He briefly commented on the new Crisis Line that provides 
24-hour professional service to the public. 

IN RE: CRISIS ASSISTANCE RESPONSE EMERGENCY SHELTER, INC.-
REQUEST FOR CONTRIBUTION 

The Board received a,request from. CARES, INC.:for a 
$1,000 contribution for the shelter; The Director of.Social 
Services stated her department has used the shelter and recom
mended·the contribution be approved. Mr. Hargrave stated he 
felt the contribution should be approved and time be given to 
see how the service runs for a year or two. ; 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye", 
a contribution in the amount of $1,000 to CARES, INC. was approved. 

IN RE: 
; 

DINWIDDIE COUNTY HISTOR~ BOOK--REQUEST TO COpy FOR 
FAMILY RESEARCH 

The Board received a request from Mr. Robert Rogers 
to use certain pages of the Dinwiddie County History in his family 
manuscript. . 

Mr. Bennett stated he felt it would be appropriate, 
as long as the source was properly footnoted when used by Mr. 
Roge.rs. 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
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BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors that Mr. 
Robert Rogers is authorized to copy pages 149-159 and 308-311 
of the Dinwiddie County History Book for use in his family manu
script; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that permission is given to use these 
pages provided the use of the Dinwiddie County History Book is 
properly referenced in the final manuscript. 

IN RE: APPOINTMENT--APPOMATTOX REGIONAL LIBRARY BOARD 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye ll

, 

Mrs. Vivian Zaruba was appointed to the Appomattox Regional Library 
Board, term expiring June 30, 1989. 

IN RE: OLD HICKORY VFD--AUTHORIZATION TO ADD MEETING ROOM 

Mr. A. Clay stated the Old Hickory VFD has requested 
permission to build a meeting room addition to their building. 
They have the necessary funds and want to enclose it before the 
winter. 

Mr. Bennett stated he would suggest the addition be kept 
as near as possible to the design of the existing building. 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye", 
the Old Hickory VFD was authorized to construct a meeting room 
onto their present fire house using fire department funds. 

IN RE: FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT--REQUEST FOR EXEMPTION FOR 
STATE & LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye", 
the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the recent Supreme Court decision in the Garcia 
case, applying the Fair Labor Standards Act to state and local govern
ment employees, has created a great deal of unnecessary hardship 
and expense for Dinwiddie County and other localities in Virginia; 
and 

WHEREAS, during the short time the law has been in effect, 
it has already begun to deplete the small allocation provided by 
the State to our local law enforcement agency for "emergency" over
time; and 

WHEREAS, all County employees who must work overtime 
accepted employment knowing that overtime would sometimes be required 
to get the job done, and most employees would rather have compen
satory time to use whenever they choose; and 

WHEREAS, the requirements make it difficult to schedule 
many of our employees, especially in the public safety area, because 
they do not fit the standard 119 to 5" job; and 

WHEREAS, County employees can no longer "volunteer" to 
work in other County operations, i.e. recreation, because the FLSA 
requires the payment of overtime; and 

WHEREAS, the recordkeeping generated by this Act is con
fusing as well as an extra burden on localities that are already 
stifled by paperwork; and 

WHEREAS, Senators Nickles and Wilson have introduced S.B. 
1570, which exempts states and localities from certain provisions 
of the FLSA; 



NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, urges its two Senators, John Warner and Paul 
Trible and its Congressman, Norman Sisisky, to introduce and/or sup
port legislation to exempt state and local governments from the Fair 
Labor Standards Act. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", pur
suant to Sec. 2.1-344 (1) and (6) of the Virginia Freedom of Infor
mation Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 3:10 P.M. to 
discuss a legal and a personnel matter. The meeting reconvened 
into Open Session at 4:45 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. 
the meeting was adjourned at 

ATTEST: ~
~ 
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Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
4:46 P.M. 

~.jrf:, CHAIRMAN 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ~OOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 16TH DAY OF OCTOBER, 1985 
AT 7:30 P.M. 

PRESENT: M.1. HARGRAVE, JR. , CHAIRMAN 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

IN RE: 

H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 

T.O. RAINEY, IV 
DONALD ADAMS 

MINUTES 

ASS'T. COM. ATTORNEY 
DEPUTY SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the minutes of the October 2, 1985 meeting were approved 
as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr .. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be app~ov~d and funds 
apbropriated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 85-2046throu~h 85-2177 
amounttng to $77,118.55; Water & Sewer Fund check #W&S-85-5 in 
the amount of $920.79; History Book check #HB-85-4 in the amount 
of $1.17; Johnsongrass Control Fund checks-numbiring JGC-85-8 
and 9 in the amount of $1226.51; Radio Fund check RADIO-85-7 
in the amount of $9,590.40. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--A-85-6~-IMMUNIZATION OF CATS AGAINST 
RABIES 

This being the time and place as advertised in the Pro
gress-Index on Wednesday, October 2, 1985 and Wednesday, October 
9, 1985 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing 
to consider for adoption an ordinance to amend Chapter 4 of 
the Dinwiddie County Code to add Article IV, Sections 4-22 through 
4-25. Rabies Control - Cats. 

No one appeared in support or opposition. 

Upon motion of Mr. H . nay , seconded by Mr. A. C 1 a y , 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, I~r. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye." , 

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that the Diriwiddie County Code, as adopted April 
1, 19]Q, and as heretofore amended, be further amended by the 
addition of Article IV, Sections 4-22 through 4-25. 

CHAPTER 4 - ANIMALS AND FOWL. 

Article IV - Rabies Control - ·Cats 

Section 4~22. Vaccination of Cats Req~ired. 

Its h.a 11 be un 1 a w f u 1 for any per son, firm, 0 r cor p 0 r a -
tion to own, keep, hold or harbor any domestic cat over the age 
of four C41 months, within the County unless said cat shall have 
been currently vaccinated or currently inoculated against rabies 
by a currentl~ licensed veterinarian or by any animal technician 
certified pur~uant to Section 54-786.3 of the 1950 Code of Vir
ginia, as amended. Currently vaccinated or currently inoculated 
against rabies shall mean vaccinated or inoculated with a rabies 
vaccine or serum and the stated time of effectiveness of such rabies 
vaccine or serum shall not have expired. 
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Section 4-23. Running At Large By Unvaccinated Cats 
Prohibited. 

It shall be unlawful for any person, firm, or corporation 
to allow any cat owned, kept, held or harbored by such person, firm, 
or corporation to run at large in the County, other than on the pro
perty owned or rented by such person, firm, or corporation, when said 
cat has not been currently vaccinated or inoculated against rabies. This 
shall be a separate offense from Section 4-22. Currently vaccinated 
or currently inoculated against rabies shall mean vaccinated or ino
culated with a rabies vaccine or serum and the time of the effective
ness of such rabies vaccine or serum vaccination or inoculation shall 
not have expired. 

Section 4-24. Presumption Created By Failure To Display 
Certificate Of Vaccination. 

Failure of a person, firm, or corporation who owns, keeps, 
harbors, or holds a cat in the County to produce a certificate of 
vaccination or inoculation for rabies for such cat upon request by 
the Animal Warden of Dinwiddie, Virginia, a law enforcement officer, 
or a health officer, which shows that such cat was currently vac
cinated or inoculated shall create a rebuttable presumption that 
such cat has not been currently vaccinated or inoculated as defined 
in Section 4-22 or 4-23, as the case may be. 

Section 4-25. Penalty. 

Any person violating the provlsl0ns of this ordinance 
upon conviction thereof, shall be fined not less than Ten Dollars 
($lO.OO) nor more than One Hundred Dollars ($100.00), and each 
and every violation of any provision of this ordinance shall con
stitute a separate offense. 

IN RE: FOODBANK UPDATE--REVEREND JOHN DAVIS 

Rev. John Davis, Pastor, First Baptist Church and Admini
strator of the Foodbank appeared before the Board to give a brief 
update on the activities of the Foodbank and to discuss several 
problem areas. 

1. At the present time, the Foodbank is housed in the 
old jail building. Rev. Davis asked if the Foodbank has a con
tract with the County for the use of the old jail. He also asked 
what insurance protection is available for a volunteer worker or 
a client. 

2. Rev. Davis stated there is no heat in the building 
for the workers or to keep the food from freezing. He added 
they have also had problems with rats and roaches but he hoped 
they have taken care of that problem. 

3. Rev. Davis stated they continue to solicit funds 
from private citizens and welcome any support they can get from 
the Board of Supervisors. 

4. Rev. Davis asked for the Board1s support in pro
claiming the week of November 18 - 22, 1985 as Foodbank Week 
in the County. He indicated that they would be asking for mone
tary contributions rather than food and clothing. 

Mr. Hargrave advised Rev. Davis that in reference to 
insurance coverage, the County is self-insured. The County Admin
istrator stated that the County would pay if it was determined 
the County was responsible for the accident. At the present time, 
there is no contract with the Foodbank for use of the old jail. 
They can continue to use the building under the authorization of 
the-Board of Supervisors. 

Mr. Hargrave stated that heat used to be provided to 
the old jail from the Courthouse. The County Administrator stated 
he did not feel that system would be practical to use now; however, 



i--~J ' 
l ' 

a small ele~tric heater should meet their needs for the small area 
that is used. It was agreed the County would first check to'see 
if the wiring is adequate. 

Reverend Davis asked if the Foodbank or the County would 
furnish the heater. Mr. Robertson stated he would like to know 
what the cost will be before a decision is made. 

The County Administrator stated he would have the'wiring 
checked and would also look into locating a spare heater t~e County 
has so Reverend Davis 0ill know what is needed before the next 
Board meeti'ng. 

The Board also agreed to have a proclamation drawn up 
declaring the week of November 18 - 22 j 1985 as Foodbank Week 
for consideration at the November 6, 1985 meeting. 

, , 

IN RE: WEST PETERSBURG--DISCUSSION OF ABANDONED HOUSES 

, Rever end J 0 h n D a vis, ' Past 0 r, Fir s t 'B apt i s t C h u r c h , 
appeared before the Board to discuss a problem with abandoned 
houses in the West Petersburg'co~munity. He stated one house 
was of particular concern because'it has an open well and toilet 
and has become a housing area for ,rats and snakes. 

Rev. Davis stated the Health Department provided m~terial 
to use for the rats and the fire department ~ontacted the property 
owner and gained permission to burn the house. However, the fire 
department was hesitant because of the asphalt roof. Rev. Davis 
asked what the County ordinance was on these'structures and 
what the citizens in the area could do~ Most of the structures 
are owned by people outside the c~mmunit~. 

Mr. Hargrave asked if any of the surrounding neig~bors 
have contacted the landowner:'. Rev.",Davis stated he was told one 
of the church m~mbershad but this was hearsay. 

, The Director of Planning stated the County has an ordi-
nance that deals with dilapidated structures which authorizes 
the County, upon receipt of a compl~int~ to contact the property 
owner by letter. If there is'no compliance, a summrins ~an be 
issued or the County can take the necessary action and bill :the 
landowner. 

,', 

Mr. Hargrave itated he would like to see the'co~munity 
make the first contact. Then, if no action is taken, the County 
could step in. ,Mr. Robertson stated since th~re is an ordinance 
on the books, shouldn1t the County make the contact. Mr. Hargrave 
stated it would bea more pleas~nt situation if the'landowner 
would respond to the community. Mr. H. Clay stated he felt it 
would'be a happier situation. 

Mr. Robertson stated he commended Reverend Davis for his 
efforts in' West Petersburg.' He asked if abandoned vehicles were 
still a problem. Rev. Davis stated they were, and he had spoken 
wit h the P 1 ann i n g D i r ec to r' abo u t, w hat c 0 u 1 d be do n e. ' 

IN RE: ATHLETIC FACILITIES AT HIGH SCHOOL COMPLEX~-AUTHORIZATION 
TO PROCEED .. , , 

Dr. Richard L. Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, pre
sented cost estimatesfor'the construction of a baseball field, 
and concession ~tand 'and restroom facilities'at the athletic 
complex across from the high school. He:indicated the Schqol 
Board has approved the plans and are ready to move ahead as soon 
as possible, especially with the earthmoving. 

1: Lighting - The School Board a~r~ed to use the 
salt-treated poles but will also bid metal poles. 
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2. Earthmoving ~ projected cost is $10,000. 

3. Water - The School Board selected a drilled well 
on site - projected cost is $5,000. 

4. Septic System - The School Board selected bathroom 
combined with the concession stand - projected cost is $2,200. 

Mr. Hargrave requested that the School Board make every 
effort to assure the athletic coaches agree and are satisfied 
with the design and layout of the facilities. Dr. Vaughn and 
the Director of Planning indicated that the baseball coach and 
athletic director have been involved from the beginning. Dr. 
Vaughn stated he would make sure all concerned would review 
and agree on the layout. Mr. Hargrave added that the adjoining 
property owners should be made aware of the project. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave 
voting "aye", the School Board was authorized to proceed with 
bidding the earthmoving work, not to exceed $12,000. 

IN RE: SHOOTING RANGE PERMIT--L.T. & JIM SLAUGHTER 

The Director of Planning presented an application for 
a shooting range permit from L.T. & Jim Slaughter to hold turkey 
shoots on the property of Gordon Glass, located on the south 
side of Rt. 656 approximately 1/2 mile east of Rt. 709. He 
indicated a permit has been granted to these individuals in the 
past and he had not received any complaints. 

Mr. A. Clay stated he had not received any complaints 
in the past and moved approval of the request. Mr. H. Clay 
seconded the motion. 

Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Har
grave voting "aye", Mr. L.T. Slaughter and Mr. Jim Slaughter were 
granted a shooting range permit to hold turkey shoots at the 
described location, which will expire October 15, 1986. 

IN RE: BINGO & RAFFLE PERMIT--WILSON-HEBRON-FORD RURITAN CLUB 

Mr. Bennett and Mr. A. Clay left the room and did not 
participate in the action taken on this permit. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. H. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", the 
following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the Wilson-Hebron-Ford Ruritan Club has made 
application to the Board of Supervisors for a Bingo and Raffle 
permit for the calendar year 1985; and 

WHEREAS, the WHF Ruritan Club has paid the $10.00 fee 
and meets the requirements of the State Code of Virginia; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia that a Bingo and Raffle Permit be 
granted to the Wilson-Hebron-Ford Ruritan Club for calendar year 1985. 

IN RE: TRAFFIC PROBLEM--I-85 SOUTHBOUND EXIT ONTO ROUTE 703 WEST 

Mr. Hargraye presented a letter from Mrs. Kay Winn con
cerning a dangerous traffic situation at the Southbound exit of 
1-85 onto Route 703 West. She indicated a large volume of traffic 
coming off 1-85 fails to yield and she has had to take drastic action 
to avoid hitting some of these vehicles. 

A stop sign to replace the yield sign or deceleration 
lane were suggested. 

Mr. Hargraye asked that this letter be forwarded to the 
Highway Department for their review. 



'---_J 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by.Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Benne.tt, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344(6) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 8:40 
P.M. to discuss a legal matter. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session· at 9:42 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the meeting was adjourned at 9:43 P.M. 

~·Jt, CHAIRMAN 

ATTEST: 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 6TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1985 AT 
2:00 P.~J. 

PRESENT: M.l. HARGRAVE, JR., CHAIRMAN 
A. S. C LAY, V ICE - C HA IRMA N 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

H. L. C LA y, JR. 
G.E. ROBERTSON, JR. 

L.G. ELDER 
B.M. HEATH 

IN RE: MINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 
SHERIFF 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, [vIr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, the minute.s of the October 16,1985 meeting were approved 
as presente.d. 

IN RE: TRANSFER OF FUNDS--WATER & SEWER FUND 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, ~Ir. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, the Treasurer was authorized to transfer $920.79 from the 
General Fund to the Water and Sewer Fund. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and funds 
appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 85-2178 through 85-2268 
amounting to $118,926.27; Vehicle Fund check #VF-85-1A in the 
amount of $62,850. 

IN RE: NAMOZINE VFD BUILDING--RECOMMENDATIONS BY HAYES, SEAY 
MATTERN & MATTERN 

Mr. Gil Carpenter, representing the firm of Hayes, Seay, 
Mattern "& Mattern presented his recommendations for the construction 
of a new fire hous~ for the Namozine VFD. He stated that after 
discussing the needs with the fire department members, he narrowed 
the alternatives down to four: 

Alternative A - This alternative involves the construction 
of a new fire station and support facilities with renovations to 
the existing building. This alternative does not allow the flexi
bility to add another bay to the new facility in the future, does 
not provide ample parking for both buildings, and has a higher 
cost than other viable alternatives. 

Alternative B - This alternative involves the construction 
of a totally new facility including truck bays, support facilities, 
and meeting hall. This alternative, while allowing for effective 
site utilization and adequate parking, is the most expensive alter
native. This scheme does not utilize the existing structure to help 
offset the cost of constructionL This alternative does not allow for 
future expansion to the truck bays. 

Alternative C - Alternative C involves the addition of 
three truck bays and support facilities to the existing station. 
This alternative utilizes the existing structure and allows for 
expansion of the bay end of the new building. However, any future 
expansion to the truck bays would cause a reduction in parking spaces. 
This alternative allows for 50 parking spaces and ample turning 
area for trucks. Although this alternative is less costly than two 
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of the other alternatives, the County of Dinwiddie would also incur 
an additional expense to install the proposed "Hill Street" to gain 
truck access to the site as indicated. This alternative also reduces 
the length of utility runs from the existing building, thereby reducing 
utility connection costs. 

Alternative 0 - This alternative does not meet the require
ments at the initial stages of development. The proposed new truck 
bays would be far removed from the radio room and the activity area. 
This would not allow for a timely emergency exit. Although this 
alternative is the ,least costly initially, it does not meet the 
present and future needs of the Namozine Fire Department. 

Mr. Carpenter stated his firm1s recommendation is Alter
native C, based on a reasonable cost for the installation of the 
proposed IIHill Street ll north of the building site. 

When asked if the fire department members had seen the 
recommendations, Mr. Carpenter stated they had not but he would be 
available to discuss the report with the members at any time. 

The Board members stated they would need time to review 
the document and also wanted Mr. Carpenter to discuss the alter
natives with the fire department members. 

No action was taken at this time. 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mr. W.E. Jones presented his report for the month of 
October ,. 1985,. 

IN RE: APPROVAL OF AGENTS TO SELL DOG LICENSES 

Mr. W.E. Jones, Treasurer, presented a list of five (5) 
agents he recommended be approved to sell dog licenses for 1986. 

Mr. Robertson asked if Mr. Jones felt these five were 
sufficient. Mr. Jones stated he would like to see an agent 
in the Carson area. At the request of Mr. Robertson, the Board 
asked Mr. Jones to try to locate an agent in the Carson area. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia, that the following agents be approved to sell dog 
licenses for 1986 and that the personal bond for each be set at $5,000: 

Robert Wallace TIA Wallace1s Supermarket; Louis Dowdy 
TIA Edgehill Supermarket; John Bishop TIA Baltimore Corner Grocery; 
George Williams TIA Country Hardware; Mike Barnes TIA Bolster1s 
Store. 

IN RE: BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha presented his report for the month 
of October, 1985. 

IN RE: ANIMAL WARDEN 

Mr. L.A. Brooks, Jr. presented his report for the month 
of October, 1985. 

IN RE: INDUSTRIAL ACCESS ROAD FUNDS 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave 
voting lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, Section 33.1-221 of the Code of Virginia pro
vides for industrial access road funds for constructing, recon-



J 

structing, maintaining or improving access roads within counties, 
cities and towns to industrial sites on wbichmanufacturing, 
processing or other,estab1ishments wi11'be but~tunder .firm con
tract or are already constructed; and 

W HER EA S; Tin d a 1 J Con cr' e t e . Pro d u c t s, Inc. has fin ali zed 
a land transaction with Lone Star Cement, Inc. for the purchase 
of 107 acres fronting on Route 632 North; and 

WHEREAS, U.S. Route 460 and State Route 632 North require 
improvements to be made in order to accommodate the projected 
volume and type of vehicles associated with Tindall CQ~crete_pr9-
ducts, Inc.; and 

WHEREAS, The Petersburg Residency Office of the Virginia 
Department of Highways and Transportation has prepared a cost 
estimate of $114,000 for the proposed widening and improvement 
of State Route 632 North for a distance of 0.35 mile, east and 
west deceleration 1anes-on,'U.S. Route 460, and an upgrading of 
the Norfolk Southern Railway crossing; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Dinwiddie i$ an eligible applicant 
for the industrial access road funds as stated in Section 33.1-221; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, that the County submit an application 
to the Virginia Department of Highways ,and Transportation requesting 
that funds in the amount of $114,000 be set aside from the Indus
trial Access Road Fund so that improvements to State Route 632 
North, U.S. Route 460 and the Norfolk Southern Railroad crossing 
be made as so noted; and 

(, ' 
,. . 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia, that the County Administrator be 
directed to act on behalf of the Board of Supervisors to initiate 
any and all" a c ti, 0 n s necessary to . secure sa i d. fun d s ",: _ . " 

IN RE: STREETNAMING & NUMBERING SYSTEM 

The County Administrator advised the Board that the County 
needs to move. forward with the streetnaming and numbering system 
for the E911 telephone system. The Director of Planning will secure 
proposals to do the work as well as provide the Board with his 
projected costs of doing the work in-house. 

IN RE: LITERARYL08NS-~EASTSIDE_ElEMENTARY SCHOOL ROOF REPLACEMENT 
AND SENIOR HIGH STORAGE ADDITION 

. . 

Up 0 n ro 0 t i.o n 0 f ' : Mr. Rob e r t S 9 n ~ sec 0 n de d . by Mr.! [I. C 1 a y , 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, ,Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave 
voting lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the:School Board·for the County of Dinwiddie, 
on the 6th day of November, 1985, presented to the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia, an application addressed 
to·the-State Board of Education of Virginia for the purpose of 
borrowing from the Literary Fund $60,000 for the replacement of 
the roof at Eastside Elementary School and an application for 
$75,000 for a storage addition at the Senior High School, Dinwiddie, 
Virginia, each, to be paid in:20 annua1:dnstal1ment$, and· the interest 
thereon .. at th.ree (3) per cent paid annually; 

, i i. " , ," " ' - ." '. , . :: 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie.,.Gounty, Virginia that the applications oT"the Din
widdie School Board·;to:.the State. Board of Education of Virginia, 
for loans in the amounts of $60,000 and $75,000 respectively from 
the Literary Fund· are hereby approved, and authority is hereby 
granted the Dinwiddie School Board to borrow the said amount for 
the purposellset out in said applications; and 

I j ";. ,. ! . '.J i 

BE IT FURTHER: RESO~VED.~hat the Board of~Superviso~s of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia will ~ach year during the life of these 
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loans, at the time they fix the regular levies, fix a rate of levy 
for schools or make a cash appropriation sufficient for operation 
expenses and to pay these loans in ,annual installments and the 
interest thereon, as required by law regulating loans from the 
Literary Fund. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. Mac Neblett, Resident Engineer, VDH&T, appeared 
before the Board to answer any questions they might have. 

Mr. Neblett stated that the Rt. 604 bridge has been 
completed and the last section of Rt. 601 has been awarded. He 
stated that a number of roads were closed due to high water 
and he would not know the extent of damage until the water recedes. 

1. Mr. Hargrave asked about the Rt. 703 and 1-85 
exit problem that was discussed at the last meeting. Mr. Neblett 
stated he hoped to have an answer within the next week. 

2. Mr. A. Clay asked about a site distance problem he 
had discussed with Mr. Neblett on Rt. 622. Mr. Neblett stated 
they were working to improve that situation. 

3. Mr. Robertson asked about Rt. 1310. Mr. Neblett 
stated that the next step is for the Highway Department to 
advertise a Willingness to hold a public hearing. He did not 
expect alot of input and felt he couJd have the restricted signs 
up in the very near future. 

IN RE: WITHDRAWAL OF REQUEST TO RESTRICT TRUCK THROUGH TRAFFIC 
ON ROUTE 601 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave 
voting "aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, on March 21, 1985 the Board of Supervisors 
requested that the Va. Dept. of Highways and Transportation 
restrict through truck traffic on Routes 1310 and 601; and 

WHEREAS, the review and analysis conducted on Rt. 601 
by the Va. Dept. of Highways and Transportation as of October 22, 
1985 did not justify the restriction of through truck traffic; and 

WHEREAS, the improvements which have begun on Route 601 
are scheduled to be completed by the Fall of 1986, and the Board 
of Supervisors agreed to reconsider their request at that time; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Super
visors of Dinwiddie County, Virginia concurs with the recommendation 
of the Va. Dept. of Highways and Transportation by withdrawing its 
request to restrict through truck traffic on Route 601. 

IN RE: AMENDMENT OF CHARTER AGREEMENT OF CRATER PLANNING 
DISTRICT COMMISSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave 
voting "aye", 

,. ,I! . l.'II"BE IT RESQLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virgind:a ·th.at, the Charter Agreement of the Crater Planning 
District COIlO~n:s~:i.0nl be amended as follows: 

~~ ,That:6ectiop~1Iof ARTICLE II be amended to read: 

Section 1. Cal. Each county, city and town of more than 3,500 popu
lation which is a party to this Charter Agreement shall 

dl.ave, at least two representati.ves on the COMMISSION, 
who shall';beappointed by the respective governing bodies 
of tbecparticipatimg~goyernmental subdiv~sions. At 
least a majority of t~e members of the COMMISSION shall 

+ ___ ....J:}. _____ • 



be elected officials of the governing bodies of the 
governmental subdivisions within the district, and the 
remaining members shall be qualified voters and residents 
of the district who hold no office elected by the people. 
An alternate may serve in lieu of one of the elected 
officials of each of the governing bodies of the parti
cipating governmental subdivisions. 

(b} A town of 3,500 or less population may petition the 
COMMISSION to be represented thereon. The COMMISSION 
may, in its discretion, grant representation to such 
town by a majority vote of the members of the COMMISSION. 

(cl Chesterfield County may become a member of the Crater 
Planning District upon such terms and conditions as may be 
mutually. agreed upon by the Board of Supervisors of said 
county and the COMMISSION. 

2. That Section 2 of ARTICLE II be amended to read: 

Section 2. In addition to the minimum representation of two members 
. on the COMMISSION, the governing body of each participating 

governmental subdivision having a population of more than 
2Q,000 persons shall be entitled to appoint one additional 
member of each 20,000 population (or fraction thereof) over 
20,000, provided, however, that the total representation 

IN RE: 

of any participating subdivision may not exceed four 
members. 

RECOGNITION OF FOODBANK WEEK 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS. the purpose of the Foodbank Program in Dinwiddie 
County is to provide assistance for those in need on a limited 
basis--such as loss of job, loss of home, sickness, or temporary 
unemployment which may resul~ in relocation and other types of 
emergencies; and 

WHEREAS, the Foodbank Program is supported by donations 
from county churches, individuals, organizations and other agencies; 
and 

WHEREAS, monetary donations are the most valuable as they 
are used to purchase food at a discount farm, a local merchant 
and/or the Central Virginia Foodbank, InCa at a very low cost; and 

WHEREAS, the Foodbank Program served 276 needy persons in 
Dinwiddie County during the period of November, 1984 through August, 
1985; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia acknowledges the Foodbank Program as 
a vital support unit to the citizens of the County; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia declares the week of November 18-22, 
1985 as Foodbank Week and urges all citizens to support the 
Foodbank Program through their donations. 

IN RE: JAIL ROOF REPLACEMENT--AWARD OF BID 

The County Administrator presented the following bids for 
replacement of the front portion of the County jail roof: Dave's 
Roofing Company', $7,250; J.D. Witt & Sons, $6,425; Stuart W. Maclin, 
$6300. 

He stated the roof has been repaired several times 
since 1969 and needs to be replaced. He recommended the Board 
accept the low bid of Stuart Maclin for $6300. 
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Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Benne.tt, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", Mr. Stuart Maclin was awarded the. contract for replacement 
of the jail roof at a cost of $6300. 

IN RE: CRIME SOLVERS PROGRAM FOR COUNTY 

Mr. H. Clay stated he. wante.d to publicly commend the 
Dowdy family for the re.ward fund they established and Mr. Robertson 
for his efforts. In addition, Mr. Clay recommended that a Crime 
Solvers Program be established in the County. The Sheriff stated 
his department receives alot of help from these programs in other 
localities. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the Sheriff and the Commonwealth Attorney were requested 
to investigate the possibility of establishing a Crime Solvers 
Program for Dinwiddie. County. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motton of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344C6} of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the. Board moved into Executive Session at 3:16 
P.M. to discuss le.gal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 3:37 P.M. 

IN RE: SELF INSURANCE PROGRAM 

Sam Rosenthal of Industrial Insurance Management Corporation 
appeared before. the. Board to present the self insurance program. The 
County will conttnue. with cove.rage from insurance companies in the 
following areas: 

1. Public Officials and Employees Liability. 
2. School Board Legal Liability. 
3. School Board Fleet. 
4. Property and Liability on the fire buildings. 
5. Liability coverage on the volunteer firemen. 
6. He.alth and accident on the volunteer firemen. 
7. Liability coverage on the fire vehicles. 
8. Health and accident on the volunteer rescue 

squad. 
9. Automobile liability on the rescue squad vehicles. 

10. Compre.hensive. Law Enforcement Liability Policy that 
is paid in full by the State Compensation Board. 
Include.d under this policy and paid in total by the 
County are. the Board of Supervisors, the County Admini
strator, the County Attorney, two Dog Warden Wardens 
and the eight Special Police. 

The following coverages will be provided by the County 
through its self insurance program: 

1. County Employee Workmens Compensation. 
2. School Board Employee Workmens Compensation. 
3. County Automobile Liability. 
4. County Prope.rty. 
5. School Board Property. 
6. County Boiler 
7. School Board Boile.r. 

A manual containing the policies and procedures of the 
self insurance program will be developed by his firm. To provide a 
solid foundation for this program, an amount of $1,000,000 is sug
gested to be placed in the Dinwiddie County Self Insurance Fund. 

-~~--, 
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The insurance market is a zoo and he does not expect 
it to get better in tne coming year. Some coverages are not 
available at all. While those coverages that are available have 
increased in cost many times over. He recommends to the Board 
of Supervisors that they establish a Self Insurance Program. 

Upon mot;onof Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the Board of Supervisors and the School Board 
jointly create a Dinwiddie County Self Insurance Program under the 
direction of the County Administrator and the Superintendent of 
Schools; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that a Dinwiddie County Self Insurance 
Fund of $1,000,000 be established with all investment and/or interest 
income credited to this fund, beginning July 1, 1986; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia reserves unto itself the right to invest 
this $1,000,000 fund in the manner that will best se~ve the interest 
of the County; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the firm of Industrial Insurance 
Management Corporation will provide a Dinwiddie County Risk Manage
ment and Self Insurance Manual which will be the basis for the self 
insurance program; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that this program is effective retro
active to 12:01 A.M., November 1,1985. 

IN RE: APPROVAL OF CLAIMS SERVICE FIRM--YEAGER & ASSOCIATES 

Mr. Dave Landin, representing Yeager & Associates, outlined 
the services his firm will provide in assisting the County with its 
self insurance program. The cost to service the Workmens Compensation 
program is 10% of the manual premium, which at this time is estimated 
to be $6,778. Other than WorkmensCompensation claims, a base fee 
of $2,000 will be charged. Automobile and general liability claims 
will be handled on a per claim basis, ranging from $75 to $250. 
Should assistance be required from attorneys, physicians, architects, 
appraisers, and expert witnesses, this cost will be passed directly 
to the County. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Robertson. 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye', the firm of Yeager & Associates was retained to provide claims 
service for the County's self insurance program. 

IN RE: WORKMENS COMPENSATION EXCESS COVERAGE 

Mr. Dave Landin explained to the Board of Supervisors that 
his firm could provide: excess workmeos compensation coverage for 
an estimated cost 9f $13,860. 'The:exces$, coverage would begin after 
the County had paid $125,000 in claims for one fiscal year. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson., Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, excess workmens compensation coverage was purchased from 
the firm of Yeager & Associatesi estim~ted premium·$13,860. ' " 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr~- Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of Infor
mation Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 4:58 P.M. to 
discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 
5:30 P.M. 
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IN RE: EASTSIDE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL ROOF -- ACCEPTANCE OF CHANGE 
ORDER 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
II ayell , 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that Item No.5 of Change Order 4195G-01 in the 
amount of $18,618 for the roof replacement at Eastside Elementary 
School be approved for payment. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon moti on of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. C1 ay, Mr. 
Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll , the meeting was adjourned at 5:32 P.M. 

~~ ?::<Y.? ~...... _ .. _______ . 
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VIRGINIA: AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA ON THE 20TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1985 
AT 7:30 P.M. 

PRESENT: rLI. HARGRAVE, JR., CHAIRMAN 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

IN RE: 

H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.L ROBERTSON, JR. 

ROY HODGES 
T . O. RA IN E Y, I II 

MINUTES 

DEPUTY SHERIFF 
ASS'T. CO. ATTORNEY 

Up 0 n mot ion 0 f M-r. H . C 1 a y, sec 0 n d e d by Mr. Ben net t, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting "aye", 
the minutes of the November 6, 1985 meeting were approved as pre
sented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, r~r. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and funds 
appropriated for same: ' 

General Fund checks-numbering 85-2269 through 85-2481 
amounting to: $151,251.69; Law Library Fund check #LF-85-14 in 
the amount of $105.00; History Book Fund check #HB-85-5 in the 
amount of $7.00; County Construction Fund check #CCF-85-16 in the 
amount of $4005.00. 

IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--P-85-9--DOUGLAS WALKER 

This being the time and place as advertis~d in the Progress
Index on Wednesday, November 6, 1985 and Wednesday, November 13, 
1985 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing 
to consider for adoption an ordinance to amBnd Section 9, Parcel 
44, by changing the district classification from Residential, 
Limited R-l to Agricultural, General, A-2. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented the appli
cation and reviewed the action of the Planning Commission wherein 
they recommended disapproval at their Qctober 9, 1985 meeting. 

Mr. Jay DeBoer, Attorney, appeared before the Board 
to represent the applicant. 

He stated that Mr. Walker submitted the application in 
good faith with the intent of constructing a Butler Building 
behind his home to repair trucks that cannot be handled on the 
road or at his shop in Petersburg. At the Planning Commission 
meeting, he pointed out that the neighbors stated their concerns 
abo u t the n 0 i s e 0 f ' dies e 1 t r u c k s be i n g s tar ted wit h in, the met a 1 
b u i 1 din g and a co mm e r cia 1 use 0 far e sid en t i a 1 are a'. He add e d 
Mr. Walker submitted his application to begin with at the insistence 
of the neighbors to clean uP his property. 

Mr. DeBoer stated that with a unanimous vote from the 
PlanniRg Commission for disapproval of the application, his client 
f e 1 tap res en tat i-Q n tot he Boa r d w 0 u 1 d b e a f uti 1 e ex e r cis e and, 
therefore, requests that application P-85-9 for rezoning be with
drawn. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the. withdTawal of rezoning application P-85-9 by Mr. Douglas 
Walker was accepted. 
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IN RE: PUBLIC HEARING--C-85-2--GRANVILLE MAITLAND 

This being the time and place as advertised in the 
Progress-Index on Wednesday, November 6 and Wednesday, November 
13, 1985 for the Board of Supervisors to conduct a public hearing 
to consider for approval a Conditional Use Permit requested by 
Mr. Granville Maitland to operate an agriculturally oriented 
ethanol plant on Section 40, Parcel 52 of the Dinwiddie County 
Zoning Map. 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, presented the 
request and reviewed the action taken by the Planning Commission 
at their November 13, 1985 meeting wherein they recommended approval. 

Mr. Granville Maitland appeared in support of his request. 
He indicated his operation would be the same process as ETOH, Inc., 
which was approved earlier and has been operating since June, 1985. 

No one appeared in opposition. 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, the application for a conditional use permit submitted by 
Granville Maitland to operate an agriculturally oriented ethanol 
plant on Section 40, Parcel 42 was approved. 

IN RE: JAIL SEWAGE PUMP--AUTHORIZATION TO SECURE BIDS 

The County Administrator advised the Board that the 
County has been experiencing problems with the sewage pumps 
located next to the jail that pump the sewage to the septic box 
at the drainfield. The reasons for the problems are two-fold: 
1. The age of the pumps, approximately 10 years. 2. The 
clogging of the pumps with items placed in the sewer lines through 
the toilets by the prisoners. 

He then presented information on a hydr-o-grind sub
mersible grinder pump that would grind most of the items that 
clog the old pumps, thereby reducing the numbers of calls the 
County receives. 

The County Administrator requested that he be authorized 
to secure bids on two of these pumps for the Board1s review. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
lIaye ll

, the County Administrator was authorized to secure bids 
on two hydr-o-grind submersible grinder sewage pumps for the 
Board1s review. 

IN RE: APPROVAL OF VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPARTMENTS 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave 
voting lIaye ll

, the following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the County of Dinwiddie is served by six volun
teer fire companies; and 

WHEREAS, these companies were formed on various dates 
as outlined below in areas of the County where fire services were 
needed: 

McKenney VFD - 1948 
Namozine VFD - 1957 
Old Hickory VFD - 1976 
Carson VFD - 1962 
Dinwiddie VFD - 1950 
Ford VFD - 1957; and 
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WHEREAS, these companies are acknowledged by the County 
through an annual budget contribution and various .equipment pur
chases; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors 
of Dinwiddie County, Virginia hereby approves these departments to 
operate as volunteer fire companies. . 

IN RE: PETERSBURG FOSTER GRANDPARENTS--APPROVAL OF TRANSFER 
OF fUNDS 

The County Administrator presented a request from 
Mrs. Mattie M. Robertson, Director, Petersburg Foster Grandparents, 
requesting authorization to transfer $196 of the County1s budget 
contribution of $4,421 for meals to transportation during the 
month of December. 

The reason for the request is that the 1985 budget 
request was lower than the 1984 allocation and the program is 
experiencing a shortfall for transportation costs. An additional 
$1,000 has been approved by ACTION, the federal agency that 
sponsors this program. . 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr .. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave 
voting lIaye ll

, the transfer of $196.00 from the County1s budget 
appropriation of $4,421 for meals to transportation was approved 
for the Petersburg Foster Grandparents Program. 

IN RE: APPROVAL OF ADDITIONAL AGENT TO SELL DOG LICENSES 

Mr. W.E. Jones recommended approval of Leroy Jarratt, 
TIA Jarratt1s Store, as an additional agent to sell dog licenses 
for 1986. This would provide service to an area of the County 
which is not covered at the present time. He added that this 
person would be required to be bonded in the amount of $5,000. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave 
voting lIaye ll

, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that Mr. Leroy Jarratt, TIA Jarratt1s Store, 
be authorized to act as agent to sell county dog licenses for 
1986; and ' 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors that 
this agent is required to be bonded in the amount of $5,000. 

IN RE: APPROVAL OF AGENTS TO SELL COUNTY VEHICLE LICENSES 

Mr. W.E. Jones, Treasurer, presented the following 
agents for approval to sell 1986 county vehicle licenses: 

Namozine Volunteer Fire Department 
Darvills General Store 
Reams Ruritan Club 

He stated that Reams Ruritan Club will be a new agent 
serving the Carson area and will be operating out of a trailer 
placed outside Jarratt1s Store. 

Mr. Jones asked that the bond required for Reams Ruritan 
Club be set at $5,000. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave 
voting lIaye ll

, 
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BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following agents are approved to sell 
county vehicle licenses for 1986: 

Donald Porter, William Queen - Namozine Vol. Fire Dept. 
Delores Cliborne - Darvills General Store 
Calvin Ellington - Reams Ruritan Club; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of 
Dinwiddie County, Virginia that the following bonds be required: 

IN RE: 

Namozine Volunteer Fire Department - $10,000 
Darvills General Store - $5,000 
Reams Ruritan Club - $5,000. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon moti.on of Mr. A. Clay, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344 (6) of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 8:10 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into 
Open Session at 10:45 P.M. 

IN RE: CLEARING OF AIRPORT PROPERTY 

The County Administrator presented two bids to clear 
approximately 30 acres of property at the Petersburg-Dinwiddie 
County Airport for industrial development. 

William Bowen - $575/acre 
Horace Davis - $650/acre 

A third individual was contacted but was unable to 
han d 1 e Ute job. 

Upon moti.on of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave 
voti.ng "aye", the low bid of William Bowen to clear approximately 
25 acres at the Petersburg-Dinwiddie County Airport for $575/acre 
was accepted. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the meeting was adjourned at 10:55 P.M. 

~,,~ 
':::::7. _ .. _-___ ..... 

ATTEST: 
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V I R GIN I A : A TAR E G U L AR t~ E E TIN G 0 F THE BOA R D 0 F SUP E R V ISO R SHE L D 
IN THE BOARD MEETING ROOM OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 
DINWIDDIE, VIRGINIA, ON THE 4TH DAY OF DECEMBER, 1985 
AT 2:00 P.M. 

PRESENT: M.I. HARGRAVE, JR., CHAIRMAN 
A.S. CLAY, VICE-CHAIRMAN 
G.S. BENNETT, JR. 

ELECTION DISTRICT #3 
ELECTION DISTRICT #4 
ELECTION DISTRICT #1 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 
ELECTION DISTRICT #2 

ABSENT: 

IN RE: 

H.L. CLAY, JR. 
G.E~ ROBERTSON, JR. 

L.G. ELDER 

B.M. HEATH 

MINUTES 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

SHERIFF 

Upon motion of r~r. Robertson, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the minutes of the November 20, 1985 meeting were approved 
as presented. 

IN RE: CLAIMS 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, secDnded by Mr. Bennett, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the following claims be approved and funds 
appropriated for same: 

General Fund checks-numbering 85-2482 through 85-2581 
amounting to $119,923.24. . 

IN RE: TREASURER 

Mr. W.E. Jones presented his report for the month of 
November, 1985. 

IN RE: APPROVAL OF BONDS--COUNTY VEHICLE LICENSE AGENTS 

As a result of an increase in the amount of tags 
received and ,sold by various agents authorized to sell county 
vehicle licenses in the County, Mr. W.E. Jones, Treasurer, requested 
that the bonds required by the County be set as follows: 

Darvills General Store - $7,500 
Namazine VFD - $15,000 
Reams Ruritan Club - $7,500 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, Mr. 
Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargl~aye voting 
"aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that the bonds required for agents to sell county 
vehicle licenses be set as follows: 

IN RE: 

Donald Porter, Namozine VFD - $15,000 
Delores Cliborne, Darvills General Store - $7,500 
Calvin Ellington, Reams Ruritan Club - $7,500. 

BUILDING INSPECTOR 

Mr. James L. Blaha presented his report for the month 
of November, 1985. 

IN RE: AN IMAL W.ARDEN 

Mr. L.A. Brooks presented his report for the month of 
November, 1985. 
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IN RE: CHRISTMAS PARADE 

Mr. W.C. Scheid, Director of Planning, appeared before 
the Board to discuss the County's first Christmas parade which will 
be held December 14, 1985. The parade will begin at the Senior High 
School, travel down Rt. 627 and terminate at the Pampl in Admini strati on 
Building parking lot. Mr. Scheid stated the parade will be led 
by the Sheriff's Department and the residents along Rt. 627 have 
been informed the road will be closed between 3:30 P.M. and 5:00 
P. M. 

IN RE: SOCIAL SERVICES--APPROVAL OF 1985-86 LOCAL MATCHING FUNDS 

Mrs. King B. Talley appeared before the Board to discuss 
several grants her agency would be able to receive if the local 
match is available. She reminded the Board that approximately 
$16,000 in local funds was approved to remain in her 1985-86 
budget for this purpose, even though the state allocation was 
reduced. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave 
voting "aye", 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginia that local funds in the amount of $8,068 within 
the 1985-86 Social Services budget be approved to be used as 
matching funds for the following grant programs: 

Home Based Care - $682; In Home Care - $1253; Day 
Care for Children - $430; PL-96-272 - $3,703; State-Local 
Hospitalization - $2,000. 

.' . 
IN RE: S TAT E - L 0 CAL H 0 S PIT A LIZ A T ION C Ol.fT' R A'C" r s: '-' 

Upon motton of Mr. H. Clay, seconded by Mr. A. Clay, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye" , 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Dinwiddie 
County, Virginta that the Chairman be authorized to sign State 
and Local Hospitalization contracts for 1985-86 with Petersburg 
General Hospital at the rate of $265.88/day; Medical College of 
Virginia at the rate of $410.46/day; and Greensville Memorial 
Hospital at the rate of $228.41/day. 

IN RE: BASEBALL FIELD--ACCEPTANCE OF BID FOR EARTHMOVING 

Dr. Richard L. Vaughn, Superintendent of Schools, 
presented the following bids received to perform the earthmoving 
for the new baseball field at the recreational complex across 
from the high school: 

Charles L. Lundie, Inc. 
B.P. Short & Son Paving Co. 
Southern Construction 
William D. Bowen 

No Bid 
$63,759 
$38,900 
$15,500 

Dr. Vaughn explained that there was one contingency 
with the low bid and that is if rock not easily removed should 
be encountered, an additional sum will have to be negotiated. 
Mr. Hargrave advised Dr. Vaughn that the contractor should under
stand if he encounters a problem, he is to return for guidance 
from the County before moving forward. 

Mr. Robertson asked Dr. Vaughn if he felt confident 
that the low bidder understands the work that is to be done. 
Dr. Vaughn indicated he did. 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Hargrave 
vottng "aye", the low bid of William D. Bowen to perform the 
earthmoving work for the baseball field at the recreational 
complex was accepted, cost $15,500. 



1---,-,1 
~_.J 

IN RE: 

(-I) "------1 

EASTSIDE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

Dr. R.L. Vaughn, Supt. of Schools, stated that the School 
Board h~s authorized returning Eastside Elementary School to the 
County for disposition. He indicated that the building is rapidly 
deteriorating in its present state and the School Board has no 
further need for it. There is a loan due of $111,000 at the present 
time without interest. 

The Board indicated they would need to discuss this at 
another time before taking any action. 

IN RE: VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. MacFarland Neblett, Resident Engineer, Va. Dept. 
of Highways & Transportation, appeared before the Board to answer 
any questions they might have. 

1. Mr. Hargrave asked if any response has been received 
on the 1-85 ramp, Rt. 703 situation. Mr. Neblett stated the 
Traffic and Safety Engineer's initial response was that the ramp 
is adequate as it is; however, he would look into it further to 
see if widening and lengthening is warranted. 

2. Mr. Robertson asked about Rt. 1310. Mr. Neblett 
stated he had not received any response for a public hearing; 
therefore, he would proceed with a letter to the Highway Com
mission requesting the road be closed to through truck traffic. 
He indicated the Commission would meet mid-January. 

3. Mr. A. Clay stated he had received a complaint 
about trees leaning over u.S. Rt. 1 near the Georgia Pacific 
sawmill. He was afraid bad weather would cause them to fall 
across the road. 

IN RE.: INSULATION BIDS FOR DUCT & PIPING SYSTEM--ADMINISTRATION 
BUILDING 

Wendy Quesenberry, Exec. Assistant, presented the 
following bids for re-insulation of the d't..l'ct"work and piping 
on the roof of the Administration Building: 

C.E.. Thurston & Sons, ,Inc. 
Insulation Services Co. ' 
Ford Bros. Insulation, Inc. 

$2,815 
,2,795 
2,500 

She stated that a leak has caused the insulation 
to begin to deteriorate. When that work is complete, a metal 
caver will be placed'oyer'the system to help protect it. She 
added that after the old insulation is removed, if any duct work 
has begun to rust, it will have to be replaced. 

Upon motion of Mr. H. Clay, secQr)ded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Clay, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Robertson, Mr. Hargrave 
voting "aye", the low bid of Ford Bros. Insulation, Inc. was 
accepted to re-insulate the duct and piping on the roof of 
the Administration Building" cost .$2;500 .. 

IN RE.: APPOINTMENT--DINWIDDIE COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY 

Upon motion of Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. H. Clay, 
Mr. Benne.tt, 'Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr.' Robertson, Mr. Hargrave 
voti:ng "aye", Mr. N.C. Olgers, Jr. was appointed to the Dinwiddie 
County Water Authority to fill the unexpired term of Mr. James 
Davis, ending December 31, 1987. 

IN RE: EQUALIZATION BOARD 

Mr. Larry Elder, County Attorney, advised the Board 
that a Board of Equalization will be appointed by the Circuit 

'\ ' 
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Court judge and he will probably ask to have recommendations from 
the Board of Supervisors. The composition will be 3 to 5 members 
and will be appointed after the first of t~e year. 

IN RE: DINWIDDIE COUNTY CODE RECODIFICATION 

Wendy Quesenberry, Executive Assistant, distributed 
copies of the County Code which has been recodified and is ready 
for adoption by the Board. She stated that a public hearing must 
be held and suggested the first meeting in January. 

Mr. Hargrave stated he would like a brief synopsis 
of the changes to review before a public hearing is held. 

The County Attorney stated the work had been done by 
word processing equipment and he, therefore, felt it would be 
fairly easy for the company to provide a synopsis of the changes. 

IN RE: EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", pursuant to Sec. 2.1-344C6} of the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act, the Board moved into Executive Session at 3:00 
P.M. to discuss legal matters. The meeting reconvened into Open 
Session at 9:00 P.M. 

IN RE: ADJOURNMENT 

Upon motion of Mr. Robertson, seconded by Mr. Bennett, 
Mr. Robertson, Mr. Bennett, Mr. Clay, Mr. Clay, Mr. Hargrave voting 
"aye", the meeting was adjourned at 9:01 P.M. 

ATTEST:~ 
~E, JR., CHAIRMAN 
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