FLUVANNA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

Circuit Courtroom, Fluvanna Courts Building
November 6, 2013
2:00 pm (Regular Meeting) (No Work Session)

TAB AGENDA ITEMS

1- CALL TO ORDER, PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE, MOMENT OF SILENCE

2 - COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT

3 - PUBLIC COMMENTS #1 (5 minutes each)

4 - PUBLIC HEARING

None

5 - ACTION MATTERS

B Adoption of the Draft 2014 Thomas Jefferson Planning District Legislative Program — David Blount,
TJPDC Legislative Liaison

C Capital Reserve Maintenance Fund Request - Bus Cameras — Mr. Chuck Winkler, FCPS Deputy
Superintendent

D Appointment/ Agricultural Forestal Advisory Committee — Mary L. Weaver, Clerk, Board of
Supervisors

E FY14 Pay Plan — Ms. Gail Parrish, Human Resources Manager

6 - PRESENTATIONS (normally not to exceed 10 minutes each)

Program of All Inclusive Care for the Elderly (PACE) - Dr. Jocelyn Reeder, Site Director, Blue Ridge
PACE

Schools Update and Preliminary Budget Planning — Gena Keller, FCPS Superintendent

7 - CONSENT AGENDA

Minutes of October 16, 2013 — Mary Weaver, Clerk to the Board
G Accounts Payable Report — Barbara Horlacher, Finance Director

Resolution/ Recognizing an Outstanding Conservation Farm (Modesto Farm) — Nicola McGoff, Thomas
Jefferson Soil and Water Conservation District

I Rural Rustic Road Resolutions/ Route 621-Lantre Lane, Route 687-Radicel Circle and Route 675-Canal
Street - Steve Nichols, County Administrator

J Open Space Application/ Ms. Susan Harvey Dawson — Mel Sheridan, Commissioner of the Revenue

8 - UNFINISHED BUSINESS

Central Meadows Conservation Easement — Fred Payne, County Attorney

9 - NEW BUSINESS

None

10 - PUBLIC COMMENTS #2 (5 minutes each)

For the Hearing-Impaired — Listening device available in the Board of Supervisors Room upon request. TTY access number is 711 to make arrangements.
For Persons with Disabilities — If you have special needs, please contact the County Administrator’s Office at 591-1910.



11 - CLOSED MEETING

TBD

12 - ADJOURN

. Steven M. Nichols
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County Administrator Review
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PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

| pledge allegiance to the flag
of the United States of America
and to the Republic for which it stands,
one nation, under God, indivisible,
with liberty and justice for all.

% %k 3k %k %k %k %k %k %k *k

For the Hearing-Impaired — Listening device available in the Board of Supervisors Room upon request. TTY access number is 711 to make arrangements.
For Persons with Disabilities — If you have special needs, please contact the County Administrator’s Office at 591-1910.



ORDER

1. It shall be the duty of the Chairman to maintain order and decorum at meetings. The Chairman shall speak
to points of order in preference to all other members.

2. In maintaining decorum and propriety of conduct, the Chairman shall not be challenged and no debate shall
be allowed until after the Chairman declares that order has been restored. In the event the Board wishes to
debate the matter of the disorder or the bringing of order; the regular business may be suspended by vote
of the Board to discuss the matter.

3. No member or citizen shall be allowed to use abusive language, excessive noise, or in any way incite persons
to use such tactics. The Chairman and/or the County Administrator shall be the judge of such breaches,
however, the Board may vote to overrule both.

4. When a person engages in such breaches, the Chairman shall order the person’s removal from the building,
or may order the person to stand silent, or may, if necessary, order the person removed from the County
property.

PUBLIC HEARING RULES OF PROCEDURE

1. PURPOSE
o The purpose of a public hearing is to receive testimony from the public on certain resolutions,
ordinances or amendments prior to taking action.
e A hearing is not a dialogue or debate. Its express purpose is to receive additional facts, comments and
opinion on subject items.
2. SPEAKERS
e Speakers should approach the lectern so they may be visible and audible to the Board.
e Each speaker should clearly state his/her name and address.
e All comments should be directed to the Board.
e All questions should be directed to the Chairman. Members of the Board are not expected to respond
to questions, and response to questions shall be made at the Chairman's discretion.
e Speakers are encouraged to contact staff regarding unresolved concerns or to receive additional
information.
e Speakers with questions are encouraged to call County staff prior to the public hearing.
e Speakers should be brief and avoid repetition of previously presented comments.
3. ACTION
e At the conclusion of the public hearing on each item, the Chairman will close the public hearing.
e The Board will proceed with its deliberation and will act on or formally postpone action on such item
prior to proceeding to other agenda items.
e Further public comment after the public hearing has been closed generally will not be permitted.

For the Hearing-Impaired — Listening device available in the Board of Supervisors Room upon request. TTY access number is 711 to make arrangements.
For Persons with Disabilities — If you have special needs, please contact the County Administrator’s Office at 591-1910.



BOARD OF SUPERVISORS AGENDA ITEM
Meeting Date: November 6, 2013

SUBJECT: 2014 Thomas Jefferson Planning District Legislative Program Draft
I move the Board of Supervisors adopt the 2014 draft Thomas Jefferson
MOTION(s): Planning District (TJPD) Legislative Program, understanding that
' additional, suggested revisions to the draft may be incorporated into the
final version.
|
STAFF CONTACT: David C. Blount, Legislative Liaison
RECOMMENDATION: | Approve
TIMING: Routine
DISCUSSION: See Attached
FISCAL
IMPLICATIONS: N/A
PoOLICY
IMPLICATIONS: N/A
LEGISLATIVE
HISTORY: N/A
ENCLOSURES: Thomas Jefferson Plfamnl.ng District(TJPD) Memo
2014 Draft TIPD Legislative Program
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Planning District Commission

Regional Vision = Collaborative Leadership = Professional Service

November 1, 2013

TO: Members, Fluvanna County Board of Supervisors
Fluvanna County Administrator

FROM: David C. Blount, Acting Executive Director/Legislative Liaison

RE: 2014 TJPD Legislative Program

Attached is the draft 2014 TJPD Legislative Program. As | discussed when | met with you in
September, | will be presenting the program and seeking approval of it at your November 6
meeting. The titles of the program’s priority areas are listed below; please note that some have
been regional priorities for a number of years. The top priority in the proposed program is public
education funding, while we maintain our focused attention on state funding obligations, mandates
and cost shifting in the second priority.

1) Public Education Funding

2) State Mandates and Funding Obligations
3) Transportation Funding and Devolution
4) Chesapeake Bay TMDL

5) Land Use and Growth Management

6) Comprehensive Services Act

As in the past, the legislative program draft also contains sections that highlight ongoing local
government positions. You will note that changes in these sections under “Areas of Continuing
Concern” are underlined where the language is new, while language proposed for deletion is
stricken. I will be happy to discuss the suggested changes to the draft program when we meet on
November 6. Thank you.

Recommended Action: Approve the draft TIPD legislative program.

City of Charlottesville Albemarle County Fluvanna Gounty Greene County Louisa Gounty Nelson County

401 East Water Street = Post Office Box 1505 = Charlottesville, Virginia 22902-1505
Telephone (434) 979-7310 = Fax (434) 979 1597 = Virginia Relay Users: 711 (TDD) = email: info@tjpdc.org = web: www.tjpdc.org



2014
Thomas Jefferson Planning
District Legislative Program

Representing the Local Governments of:

Albemarle County
City of Charlottesville
Fluvanna County
Greene County
Louisa County
Nelson County

October 2013

Allen Hale, Chairman
David Blount, Acting Executive Director/Legislative Liaison



PRIORITY ITEMS

PUBLIC EDUCATION FUNDING

Legislative Position of Charlottesville City and the
Counties of Albemarle, Fluvanna, Greene, Louisa and Nelson

PRIORITY: The Planning District localities urge the State to fully fund its share of the
realistic costs of the Standards of Quality without making policy changes that reduce
funding or shift funding responsibility to localities. Further, we believe that unfunded
liability associated with the teacher retirement plan should be a shared responsibility of
state and local government.

Rationale: The state will spend about $5.3 billion on public education in FY14, about 30% of its general
fund budget. The level of state funding for FY14 remains below the FY09 amount by more than $250
million; state per pupil expenditures for FY14 of $4,880 are still well below the FYQ9 high of $5,274 per
pupil by almost $400. Meanwhile, local governments boost education funding by spending over $3.3
billion more per year than required by the state.

Reductions in state public education dollars the last four to five years have been accomplished
mainly through policy changes that are decreasing the state’s funding obligations moving forward. For
example, the state has “saved” millions of dollars by shifting costs to localities through making some
spending ineligible for state reimbursement or lowering the amount of the payback. It previously imposed
a cap on state funding for education support personnel and has reduced funding for other support costs.

Policy changes to the Virginia Retirement System (mandatory teacher 5% for 5%) are not a zero
sum game for localities and do nothing to reduce a $15.2 billion unfunded teacher pension liability. A
coming GASB rules change will assign liabilities associated with cost-shared pension plans (like the
Virginia teacher plan) to the government (in our case, local) that makes the payment, potentially
impacting credit ratings. The state sets standards and benefits for teachers; it should take responsibility for
part of their pension plan’s unfunded liability. Meanwhile, contribution rates are expected to surge again,
as the State pays back previously borrowed VRS funds and seeks to make up for past underfunding.

Position Statements:

The State should resist further policy changes that require localities to fund a greater share of
costs. State funding should be realistic and recognize actual needs, practices and costs; otherwise, more of
the funding burden will fall on local taxpayers. Localities and school divisions should have flexibility to
meet requirements and management their budgets when state funding decreases and cost-shifting occurs.

We also take the following positions:

1) The State should not eliminate or decrease funding for benefits for school employees.

2) Localities in our region should be included in the “Cost of Competing Adjustment” available
to various localities primarily in Northern Virginia.

3) We support establishment of a mechanism for local appeal of the calculated Local Composite
Index to the State.

4) We urge state financial assistance with school construction and renovation needs, including
funding for the Literary Loan and interest rate subsidy programs. The State should discontinue
seizing dollars from the Literary Fund to help pay its costs for teacher retirement.



STATE MANDATES & FUNDING OBLIGATIONS

Legislative Position of Charlottesville City and the
Counties of Albemarle, Fluvanna, Greene, Louisa and Nelson

PRIORITY: The Planning District localities urge the governor and legislature to 1) not
impose financial or administrative mandates on localities; 2) not shift costs for state
programs to localities; and 3) not further restrict local revenue authority.

Rationale: Locality budgets continue to be challenged by slowly-recovering local revenue, stagnant
state funding and additional requirements. While state general fund appropriations have increased by $2
billion since FYQ9, state assistance to local governments for locally-administered programs is $375
million less for FY14 than in FY09. These reductions have not been accompanied by program changes
that could alleviate financial burdens on localities, as state standards prescribe how services are to be
delivered and localities have to meet such standards regardless of the costs. The governor and state
officials have boasted of state budget “surpluses” the past four years, yet continue to approve unfunded
and underfunded state requirements and shift costs to localities, straining local ability to craft effective
and efficient budgets to deliver services mandated by the state or demanded by residents.

Position Statements:

We oppose unfunded state and federal mandates and the cost shifting that occurs when the state
fails to fund requirements or reduces or eliminates funding for state-supported programs. Any state
funding reductions for state-required services/programs should be accompanied by relaxation or
suspension of the state requirement or flexibility for the locality to meet the requirement. We support
efforts to improve and enhance the process for determining local fiscal impacts of proposed legislation,
including additional state involvement and resources to support such fiscal analyses and reinstatement of
the “first day” introduction requirement for bills with local fiscal impact.

Changes to Virginia’s tax code or in state policy should not reduce local government revenue
sources or restrict local taxing authority. Any legislative or study committee examining such revenues or
authority should include local government representation. This includes proposals to alter or eliminate the
BPOL and Machinery and Tools taxes, or to divert Communications Sales and Use Tax Fund revenues
intended for localities to other uses. Instead, the legislature should broaden the revenue sources available
to local governments.

The State also should not confiscate or redirect local general fund dollars to the state treasury, as
was done in 2012 when it directed a portion of fines and fees collected at the local level pursuant to the
enforcement of local ordinances to the Literary Fund. The State should refrain from establishing local tax
policy at the state level and allow local governments to retain authority over decisions that determine the
equity of local taxation policy. The State should equalize the revenue-raising authority of counties with
that of cities, and also should ensure the appropriate collection of transient occupancy taxes from online
transactions.



TRANSPORTATION FUNDING and DEVOLUTION

Legislative Position of Charlottesville City and the
Counties of Albemarle, Fluvanna, Greene, Louisa and Nelson

PRIORITY: The Planning District localities urge the State remain focused on providing for
sufficient state revenues to expand and maintain our transportation infrastructure. It is
imperative that the State restore formula allocations for secondary/urban construction and
for unpaved roads. We oppose any legislation or regulations that would transfer
responsibility to counties for construction, maintenance or operation of current or new
secondary roads.

Rationale: State leaders took a big step this past year toward addressing transportation infrastructure
needs with approval of a transportation funding package that is expected to generate nearly $800 million
per year by 2018, with funding targeted primarily for road maintenance, rail and transit. Under the
approved plan, revenues for transportation are being generated from policy changes that 1) eliminated the
gas tax and converted it to a wholesale tax (on both gas and diesel); 2) increased the state sales tax from
5% to 5.3%, while also hiking the motor vehicle sales tax and the alternative fuel vehicles annual fee; 3)
diverted additional general fund dollars to transportation; and 4) will utilize internet sales tax collections,
should federal law be put in place. Previous legislative changes (2012) authorize $500 million of the top
for Commonwealth Transportation Board priorities before funds are provided to the construction fund.
Accordingly, construction funding for secondary and urban roads, suspended in 2010, has not been
restored and is not due to resume until 2016.

Position Statements:

We urge the state to restore formula allocations for secondary/urban construction and for unpaved
roads, and we support stable and increasing dollars for cities and towns to maintain roads within their
jurisdictional boundaries. Funding for urban, suburban and secondary road improvements are vital to our
region’s ability to respond to local and regional congestion and economic development issues.

Concerning secondary road devolution, we believe that efficient and effective transportation
infrastructure, including the secondary road system, is critical to a healthy economy, job creation, a
cleaner environment and public safety. In the past 20 years, the number of miles travelled on Virginia
roadways has steadily increased, while the attention to maintaining the nearly 50,000 mile secondary
system took a back seat. We oppose shifting the responsibility for secondary roads to local entities, which
could result in vast differences among existing road systems in different localities, potentially placing the
state at a competitive economic disadvantage with other states when considering business and job
recruitment and movement of goods.

We support ongoing state and local efforts to coordinate transportation and land use planning,
without eroding local land use authority, and state incentives for localities that do so. We urge VDOT to
be mindful of various local and regional plans when conducting corridor or transportation planning within
a locality or region. We also take the following positions:

1) We support enabling authority to establish mechanisms for funding transit and non-transit

projects in the region.

2) While we opposed the closing of VDOT’s Louisa residency facilities and support its

reopening, we also support the option for the locality to purchase the property.



CHESAPEAKE BAY TMDL

Legislative Position of Charlottesville City and the
Counties of Albemarle, Fluvanna, Greene, Louisa and Nelson

PRIORITY: The Planning District localities support the goal of improved water quality, but
believe it is imperative that we have major and reliable forms of financial and technical
assistance from the federal and state governments if comprehensive water quality
improvement strategies for local and state waters emptying into the Chesapeake Bay are to
be effective. We support fairness in applying requirements for reductions in nutrient and
sediment loading across source sectors, along with accompanying authority and incentives
for all sectors to meet such requirements. The Planning District localities are in strong
agreement that we will oppose actions that impose monitoring, management or similar
requirements without providing sufficient resources.

Rationale: As the result of various court settlements concerning the Clean Water Act of 1972, the
Environmental Protection Agency is enforcing water quality standards in the Chesapeake Bay watershed by
imposing a pollution diet (known as Total Maximum Daily Load, or TMDL) to reduce pollution to
acceptable levels. Bay states submitted plans for achieving TMDL goals of reducing nitrogen, phosphorous
and sediment flowing into the Bay. The TMDL and Virginia Watershed Implementation Plan require two-
year milestones for the state and localities. As local governments will be greatly impacted by initiatives to
reduce pollutants into state waters of the Bay watershed, it is imperative that aggressive state investment in
meeting such milestones occurs. This investment must take the form of authority, funding and other
resources being in place to assure success, and must ensure that cost/benefit analyses are conducted of
solutions that generate the greatest pollution reductions per dollar spent.

Local governments particularly are concerned about the various effects on their communities and
their economic growth. There will be costs to meet reduced pollutant discharge limitations for localities that
own/operate treatment plants. Local governments will be required to develop and implement nutrient
management programs for certain large, public properties. Costs for stormwater management regulations
will fall on both new development and redevelopment. There will be economic impacts due to increased
cost for compliance by agriculture and increased fees charged by the permitted dischargers.

Position Statements:

1) We support sufficient state funds for the full cost of implementing TMDL measures that will be required
of local governments. This includes costs associated with revised stormwater management regulations and
requirements for locally-implemented stormwater management programs, as fees that have been authorized
likely will be inadequate to cover costs associated with the new programs. The state should consider using
state budget surplus dollars to fund such measures. We also support allowances for modified stormwater
management plans for individual lots.

2) We support sufficient federal funds for grants and low-interest loans for capital costs, such as for
permitted dischargers to upgrade treatment plants and for any retrofitting of developed areas, while
minimizing the economic impact of increased fees.

3) We support sufficient state funding for a) the Cooperative Extension Service and Soil and Water
Conservation Districts to aid farmers with best management practices (BMP) in their operations, and b) the
Soil and Water Conservation Board for monitoring resource management plan compliance.

4) We believe that implementation of the Nutrient Trading Act to allow exchange of pollution allocations
among various point and nonpoint sources should contain such exchanges within a particular watershed, so
as to improve the health of local waters.



LAND USE and GROWTH MANAGEMENT

Legislative Position of Charlottesville City and the
Counties of Albemarle, Fluvanna, Greene, Louisa and Nelson

PRIORITY: The Planning District localities encourage the state to provide local
governments with additional tools to manage growth, without preempting or
circumventing existing authorities.

Rationale: In the past, the General Assembly has enacted both mandated and optional land use
provisions applicable to local governments in order to address growth issues. While some have been
helpful, others have prescribed one-size-fits-all rules that hamper various localities that may approach
their land use planning differently. Preemption or circumvention of existing local authority hinders
localities in implementing the comprehensive plan or overseeing land uses. Moreover, current land use
authority often is inadequate to allow local governments to provide for balanced growth in a manner that
protects and improves quality of life.

Position Statements:

The General Assembly should grant localities additional tools necessary to meet important
infrastructure needs that are driven by development. We endorse efforts to have impact fee and proffer
systems that are workable and meaningful for various parties, but we oppose attempts to weaken our
current proffer authority. Rather, we support revisions to the current road impact fee authority that would
include additional localities and provide: 1) a fair allocation of the costs of new growth on public
facilities; 2) facility costs that include various transportation modes, schools, public safety, libraries and
parks; 3) effective implementation and reasonable administrative requirements; and 4) no caps or limits
on locality impact fee updates.

We also take the following positions:

1) We oppose efforts to unnecessarily expand and commercialize the definition of farm
operations that would impede local abilities to protect the property values, health, safety and
welfare of citizens in the locality.

2) To enhance our ability to pay for infrastructure costs and to implement services associated with
new developments, we support localities being given authority to enact local ordinances for
determining whether public facilities are adequate (“adequate public facility,” or APF
ordinances).

3) We support optional cluster development as a land use tool for local governments.

4) Concerning conservation of land, we support a) state funding for localities, at their option, to
acquire, preserve and maintain open space; b) authority to generate local dollars for such
efforts; ¢) additional incentives for citizens to create conservation easements; and d) authority
for localities, at their option, to enact scenic protection and tourist enhancement districts.



COMPREHENSIVE SERVICES ACT

Legislative Position of Charlottesville City and the
Counties of Albemarle, Fluvanna, Greene, Louisa and Nelson

PRIORITY: The Planning District localities urge the state to be partners in containing
costs of the Comprehensive Services Act (CSA) and to better balance CSA responsibilities
between state and local government. We also request increased state dollars for local CSA
administrative costs.

Rationale: Since the inception of the Comprehensive Services Act in the early 1990’s, there has been
pressure to hold down costs, to cap state costs for serving mandated children, to increase local match
levels and to make the program more uniform by attempting to control how localities run their programs.
After years of steep increases (ranging from five to 16 percent) in state and local costs of residential and
non-residential mandated services, CSA pool expenditures for state and local governments have declined
or remained steady the last four years as the number of youth receiving services has dropped. Costs
remain challenging to forecast because of factors beyond state and local control (number of mandated
children in a community, severity of problems, service rates, and availability of alternative funding).

In addition, localities pay the overwhelming majority (80%) of costs to administer this shared
program. State dollars for administration have not increased since the late 1990’s. At the same time,
administrative costs have jumped due to additional data collection and reporting requirements.

Position Statements:
We take the following positions:

1) The state should either provide additional funding to localities for administrative support or
revise its data collection and reporting requirements.

2) The state should provide full funding of the state pool for CSA, with allocations based on
realistic anticipated levels of need.

4) The state should establish a cap on local expenditures in order to combat higher local costs for
serving mandated children, costs often driven by unanticipated placements in a locality.

5) The categories of populations mandated for services should not be expanded unless the state
pays all the costs.

6) The state should be proactive in making residential facilities and service providers available,
especially in rural areas.

7) In a further effort to help contain costs and provide some relief to local governments, we
recommend that the state establish contracts with CSA providers to provide for a uniform
contract management process in order to improve vendor accountability and to control costs.



AREAS OF CONTINUING CONCERN

ECONOMIC and WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT

The Planning District’s member localities recognize economic development and workforce training as
essential to the continued viability of the Commonwealth. We support policies that closely link the goals
of economic and workforce development and the state’s efforts to streamline and integrate workforce
activities and revenue sources. We also support increased state funding for workforce development
programs.

. We support the state’s Economic and Workforce Development Strategic Plan for the
Commonwealth that more clearly defines responsibilities of state and local governments and emphasizes
regional cooperation in economic, workforce and tourism development.

. We support_meaningful opportunities to boost regional collaboration and projects. Specifically,
we endorse enhanced state funding for the Regional Competitiveness Act to initiate and sustain such
efforts. to—continde—meaningtul-opportunitiesforregional-projects. We also support increased state
funding for the Industrial Site Development Fund, the Governor’s Opportunity Fund and tourism
initiatives that help promote economic development in localities and regions.

. We encourage the state and local governments to work with other entities to identify, to provide
incentives for ineentivize and to promote local, regional and state agricultural products and rural
enterprises, and to encourage expansion and opportunities for such products and enterprises.

° We support—ms#u&unng—eﬁhe##g#%@%p%%%&en%emee—é#@%}%%e%

increased state funding

for the Vqumla Cooperatlve Exten5|on Serwce ¥GI§
. We encourage continuing state incentives and support for expediting deployment and reducing
the cost of broadband technology, particularly in underserved areas.

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

The Planning District’s member localities believe that environmental quality should be funded and
promoted through a comprehensive approach, and address air and water quality, solid waste management,
land conservation, climate change and land use policies. We are committed to protection and
enhancement of the environment and recognize the need to achieve a proper balance between
environmental regulation and the socio-economic health of our communities within the constraints of
available revenues. Such an approach requires regional cooperation due to the inter-jurisdictional nature
of many environmental resources, and adequate state funding to support local and regional efforts.

We believe the following:
o The state should not impose a fee, tax or surcharge on water, sewer, solid waste or other local
services to pay for state environmental programs. To do so would set a disturbing precedent whereby the
state could levy surcharges on local user fees to fund state priorities.
o The legislature should continue to provide funding for wastewater treatment and other necessary
assistance to localities as it works to clean up the state’s impaired waterways. The state also should
explore alternative means of preventing and remediating water pollution.
° We oppose legislation mandating expansion of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act’s coverage
area. Instead, we urge the state to 1) provide legal, financial and technical support to localities that wish to




comply with any of the Act’s provisions, 2) allow localities to use other practices to improve water
quality, and 3) provide funding for other strategies that address point and non-point source pollution.

. We support legislative and regulatory action to 1) ensure that alternative on-site sewage systems
will be operated and maintained in a manner that protects public health and the environment, and 2)
increase options for localities to secure owner abatement or correction of system deficiencies.

. The state should be a partner and advocate for localities in water supply development and should
work with and assist localities in addressing water supply issues, including investing in regional projects.
Also, the state’s water supply planning efforts should continue to involve local governments.

o We support legislation enabling localities, as a part of their zoning ordinances, to designate and/or
reasonably restrict the land application of biosolids to specific areas within the locality, based on criteria
designed to further protect the public safety and welfare of citizens. In addition, we support increased
local government representation on the Biosolids Use Regulation Advisory Committee.

. We support scenic river designation for a portion of the Tye River in Nelson County.

HEALTH and HUMAN SERVICES

The Planning District’s member localities recognize that special attention must be given to developing
circumstances under which people, especially the disabled, the poor, the young and the elderly, can
achieve their full potential. Funding reductions to community agencies have been especially troublesome,
as their activities often end up preventing more costly services later. The delivery of health and human
services must be a collaborative effort from federal, state and local agencies. We urge the General
Assembly to ensure funding is available to continue such valuable preventive services.

. We oppose any changes in state funding or policies that result in an increase of the local share of
costs for human services.
° The state should increase funding to the Virginia Juvenile Community Crime Control Act

(VJCCCA) program, which has cut in half the number of juvenile justice commitments over the past
decade.

. The state should provide sufficient funding to allow Community Services Boards (CSBs) to meet
the challenges of providing a community-based system of care, including maximizing the use of Medicaid
funding. We believe children with mental health needs should be treated in the mental health system,
where CSBs are the point of entry. We support state action to increase investment in the MR waiver
program for adults and young people and Medicaid reimbursement for children’s dental services. We also
oppose any shifting of Medicaid matching requirements from the state to localities, and request sufficient
federal and/or state financial resources associated with new or additional roles and responsibilities for
local governments due to any expansion of Medicaid.

. We urge full state funding to offset any increased costs to local governments for additional
responsibilities for processing applications for the FAMIS program.

° We support funding for mental health and substance abuse services at juvenile detention centers.
. We oppose new state or federal entitlement programs that require additional local funding.

. We support the provision of sufficient state funding to match all available federal dollars for the

administration of mandated services within the Department of Social Services (DSS), and to meet the
staffing standards for local departments to provide services as stipulated in state law. Additionally, the
state should not assess penalties on localities resulting from federal Title IV-E foster care audit findings;
rather it should adequately fund, equip and support local DSS offices.

. We support sufficient state funding assistance for older residents, to include companion and in
home services, home delivered meals and transportation.
. We support the continued operation and enhancement of early intervention and prevention

programs (and renewal of CSA Trust Fund dollars to support them), including school-based prevention



programs which can make a difference in children’s lives. This would include the state’s program for at-
risk four-year-olds and the Child Health Partnership and Healthy Families programs, as well as Part C of
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (infants and toddlers).

. The legislature should provide full funding to assist low-income working and TANF (and former
TANF) families with childcare costs. These dollars help working-class parents pay for supervised day
care facilities and support efforts for families to become self-sufficient. We oppose any initiatives to shift
traditional federal and state childcare administrative responsibility and costs to local governments. We
believe the current funding and program responsibility for TANF employment services should remain
within the social services realm. We also support a TANF plan that takes into account and fully funds
state and local implementation and support services costs.

HOUSING

The Planning District’s member localities believe that every citizen should have an opportunity to afford
decent, safe and sanitary housing. The state and localities should work to expand and preserve the supply
and improve the quality of affordable housing for the elderly, disabled, and low- and moderate-income
households. Regional housing solutions and planning should be implemented whenever possible.

. We support the following: 1) local flexibility in the operation of affordable housing programs, 2)
creation of a state housing trust fund, 3) local flexibility in establishment of affordable dwelling unit
ordinances, 4) grants and loans to low- or moderate-income persons to aid in purchasing dwellings, and 5)
the provision of other funding to encourage affordable housing initiatives.

. We support enabling legislation that allows property tax relief for community land trusts that hold
land for the purpose of providing affordable homeownership.

. We support measures to prevent homelessness and to assist the chronic homeless.

. We support incentives that encourage rehabilitation and preservation of historic structures.

. We support retaining local discretion to regulate the allowance of manufactured homes in zoning
districts that permit single-family dwellings.

. We encourage and support the use of, and request state incentives for using environmentally

friendly (green) building materials and techniques, which can contribute to the long-term health, vitality
and sustainability of the region.

PUBLIC SAFETY

The Planning District’s member localities encourage state financial support, cooperation and assistance
for law enforcement, emergency medical care, criminal justice activities and fire services responsibilities
carried out locally.

. We urge the state to make Compensation Board funding a top priority, fully funding local
positions that fall under its purview. It should not increase the local share of funding constitutional offices
or divert funding away from local offices, but increase money needed for their operation. Local
governments continue to provide much supplemental funding for constitutional officer budgets when state
funding is reduced.

. We urge continued state funding of the HB 599 law enforcement program (in accordance with
Code of Virginia provisions), the drug court program and the Offender Reentry and Transition Services
(ORTS), Community Corrections and Pretrial Services Acts. We also support continued state
endorsement of the role and authority of pretrial services offices.



. The state should continue to allow exemptions from the federal prisoner offset and restore the per
diem payment to localities for housing state-responsible prisoners to $14 per day. Also, the state should
not shift costs to localities by altering the definition of state-responsible prisoner.

. We support restoration of state funding responsibility for the Line of Duty Act.

. We urge state funding for the Volunteer Firefighters’ and Rescue Squad Workers’ Service Award
Program and other incentives that would help recruit and retain emergency service providers. Further, the
state should improve access to and support for training for volunteer and paid providers.

. We encourage shared funding by the state of the costs to construct and operate regional jails;
however, we do not believe the state should operate local and regional jails.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE and LAWS

The Planning District’s member localities believe that since so many governmental actions take place at
the local level, a strong local government system is essential. Local governments must have the freedom
and tools to carry out their responsibilities.

. We oppose intrusive legislation involving purchasing procedures; local government authority to
establish hours of work, salaries and working conditions for local employees; matters that can be adopted
by resolution or ordinance; and procedures for adopting ordinances.

o We request that any changes to the Virginia Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) preserve 1) a
local governing body’s ability to meet in closed session, 2) the list of records currently exempt from
disclosure under FOIA, and 3) provisions concerning creation of customized computer records. We
support changes to allow local and regional public bodies to conduct electronic meetings as now
permitted for state public bodies.

° We support allowing localities to use alternatives to newspapers for publishing various legal
advertisements and public notices.

° We oppose any changes to state law that further weaken a locality’s ability to regulate noise or
the discharge of firearms.

° We support expanding local authority to regulate smoking in public places.

. The state should amend the Code to require litigants in civil cases to pay for the costs associated
with compensating jury members.

. We support authorization for the court to issue restricted driver’s licenses to persons

denied them because of having outstanding court costs or fees.

commercial-property-
e We support legislation to allow localities to give developers the option to install sidewalks or to
contribute corresponding funds in connection with new residential development or redevelopment.
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o O
° We support increased state funding for regional planning districts.
. We support legislation to increase permissible fees for courthouse maintenance.
. We oppose attempts to reduce sovereign immunity protections for localities.

. We support enactment of an interest rate cap of 36% on payday loans, fees and other related



Capital Reserve Maintenance Fund Request

price of $25,500

MOTION: | move that the Board of Supervisors approve a Capital Reserve Maintenance Fund Request to:
Purchase and install 20 bus monitoring cameras with GPS and video enhanced software on the FCPS buses at a

Sect_io_n 1- REQUEST

Requesting Department/Agency Dept/Agency Contact Date of Request

FCPS Chuck Winkler and Jessica Cann 10-8-13

Phone Fax Fiscal Year
434-589-8208 434-589-2248 FY13

Reserve Fund Purpose Category: Unexpected equipment failure

Deécription of ProjeéURépaif Qty Unit Price Total Price
Toshiba 320 GB Camera with HD/CD DVR enhanced GPS 20 $975.00 $19,600.00
Mobile DVR and Install 20 $300.00 $6,000.00

Total Request: $25,500.00

Description and justification for proposed use.

The cameras in a lot of our school buses are old and outdated. When schools attempt to pull up video from many of the
monitoring systems on the buses, it can't be viewed due to poor quality. Replacing the antiquated equipment is a must to assist
school level administration with discipline concerns and other student related matters.

Yes [ ] No

Department/Agency Head Name Signature Date
Fluvanna Co. Public Schools Chuck Winkler T e 2013/10/08
Section 2 - REVIEW
Recommended? |County Finance Director Date
[] vyes [] No
Recommended? |County Administrator Date

M Steven M. Nichols
: 2013.10.08 15:45:48 -04'00"

Section 3 - BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Approved? Decision Date

Comments

[] Yes [] No

Rev. Oct 12




BOARD OF SUPERVISORS AGENDA ITEM
Meeting Date: November 6, 2013

Appointment to the Agricultural/Forestal Advisory Committee, At Large

SUBJECT: Position, replacing Mr. R. Kent Loving
I move to appoint to the Agricultural/Forestal Advisory
MOTION(s): Committee, with a term to begin immediately and to terminate June 30,

2016.

STAFF CONTACT: Mary Weaver
RECOMMENDATION: | Approval
TIMING: Normal
Applicants who have shown an interest in this position are:
DISCUSSION: Ed Zimmer, currently on the Planning Commission
FISCAL N
IMPLICATIONS: one
POLICY N
IMPLICATIONS: one
LEGISLATIVE N
HISTORY: one
ENCLOSURES: Boards and Commissions Applications




Interest in Agricultural/Forestal Advisory Committee Columbia

Last Name [Zmmer | First Name [ | DateRecieved | 612972012
Mailing Address 8023 Venable Road | City [KentsStore | Sape Postal Code 23084 |
Home Phone (157)653-7511 | Work Phone (4342209178 | Cell Phone/Other

Fax | Email Address ied.zimmer@dof.vi(ginia.gov ”J

Physical Address 8023 Venableroad | Cjpy [Kents Store | Syate[VA | Postal Code 23084

Education and Experience:

BS in Forestry from West Virginia University, MBA from Averrett University; 5 years military experience; 25 years in Natural Resources

Civic Activities and Committee Memberships:

Scout Leader, Virginia Forestry Association

Interest in Committee:

To use skills and abilities to give back service to the County

Comments: Replaced Carolyn Tinsley who resigned mid-term.

Tuesday, October 22, 2013 Page 1 of 1



BOARD OF SUPERVISORS AGENDA ITEM
Meeting Date: November 6, 2013

SUBJECT: FY14 Pay Plan

I move to adopt and approve the Fluvanna County FY14 Pay Plan, including

MOTION(s): the FY14 Pay Band Salary Schedule and the FY14 Schematic List of Classes.

e — — ——— —— N  —————————— — ¥ ¥ ™ ™ N — N ———
STAFF CONTACT: Gail Parrish/ HR Manager

RECOMMENDATION: | Approve

TIMING: November, prior to next year’s Budget review

Performed a review of the current Fluvanna County Salary Schedule and
Schematic list of classes. Reviewed all positions’ grades’” weighted market
averages used in the last budget process to other positions in the same grade
DISCUSSION: and made recommended changes if the weighted averages were not within
the mid-range of the grade. Adjusted the minimum hiring range of the grades
to more competitive rates and keeping most current wages above the
minimum wage.

FISCAL N

IMPLICATIONS: one

POLICY Pay Planto b dA Ily by the Board of S i

IMPLICATIONS: ay Plan to be approved Annually by the Boara of Supervisors

LEGISLATIVE . )

HISTORY: Last reviewed and revised November 2012

ENCLOSURES: Fluvanna County Salary Schedule, Fluvanna County Schematic List of Classes

and Power Point Presentation




FY14 Pay Plan

Proposal

Proposed New Salary Schedule and
Schematic List of Classes

November 2013



Proposed Changes

 Pay Band Adjustments

— Increase Minimum pay rates 5 — 10 % to account for recent
pay plan increases

— Rebalance Mid-range
— No change to Maximum pay rates

e Position Realignments and Title Changes within Pay
Bands

— Compared current pay bands for all positions against
market weighted averages
e 15 positions upgraded to new pay band
e 2 positions downgraded to new pay band

— 2 title changes for Parks & Rec. positions



FY14 Salary Schedule Proposal schematic

Pay Cat Minimum | Mid-Range | Maximum pay Cat Minimum | Mid-Range | Maximum
Band Band

1 Annual $17,242 $21,497 $25,752 16 Annual $45,024 $55,611 $66,198
Hourly 8.29 10.34 12.38 Hourly 21.65 26.74 31.83
2 Annual $18,373 $22,895 $27,417 17 Annual $47,224 $58,868 $70,512
Hourly 8.83 11.01 13.18 Hourly 22.70 28.30 33.90
3 Annual $18,720 $23,955 $29,190 18 Annual $50,290 $62,690 $75,089
Hourly 9.00 11.52 14.03 Hourly 24.18 30.14 36.10
4 Annual $20,821 $25,958 $31,096 19 Annual $53,562 $66,767 $79,972
Hourly 10.01 12.48 14.95 Hourly 25.75 32.10 38.45
5 Annual $22,171 $27,640 $33,110 20 Annual $57,040 $71,112 $85,184
Hourly 10.66 13.29 15.92 Hourly 27.42 34.19 40.95
6 Annual $23,612 $29,445 $35,278 21 Annual $60,746 $75,724 $90,703
Hourly 11.35 14.16 16.96 Hourly 33.59 43.61 43.61
7 Annual $24,960 $31,258 $37,555 22 Annual $64,705 $80,660 $96,615
Hourly 12.00 15.03 18.06 Hourly 31.11 38.78 46.45
8 Annual $25,688 $32,848 $40,008 23 Annual $68,915 $85,896 $102,878
Hourly 12.35 15.79 19.23 Hourly 33.13 41.30 49.46
9 Annual $26,770 $34,692 $42,614 24 Annual $73,399 $91,489 $109,579
Hourly 12.87 16.68 20.49 Hourly 35.29 43.99 52.68
10 Annual $30,385 $37,879 $45,373 25 Annual $71,053 $93,874 $116,696
Hourly 14.61 18.21 21.81 Hourly 34.16 45.13 56.10
11 Annual $31,616 $39,973 $48,329 26 Annual $75,670 $99,971 $124,273
Hourly 15.20 19.22 23.24 Hourly 36.38 48.06 59.75
12 Annual $33,280 $42,370 $51,461 27 Annual $80,600 $106,476 $132,353
Hourly 16.00 20.37 24.74 Hourly 38.75 51.19 63.63
13 Annual $36,700 $45,755 $54,811 28 Annual $85,821 $113,390 $140,959
Hourly 17.64 22.00 26.35 Hourly 41.26 54.51 67.77
14 Annual $39,102 $48,741 $58,381 29 Annual $91,416 $120,775 $150,134
Hourly 18.80 23.43 28.07 Hourly 43.95 58.06 72.18

15 Annual $41,642 $51,905 $62,169 30 Annual $97,344 $128,612 $159,879 3
Hourly 20.02 24.95 29.89 Hourly 46.80 61.83 76.86




Summary of Position Changes

Pay Band |Job Class Position Title
5to4 4131 Facilities Assistant
4to5 3461 Convenience Center Worker
6to8 4111 Recreation Program Specialist (Programs-AssistantPRarks-&Ree)
8to9 3190 Maintenance/Energy Technician
9to 10 2111 Code Compliance Officer
9to 10 1022 Senior Program Support Assistant, Planning
9to 10 1021 Senior Program Support Assistant, Public Works
11 1051 Administrative Program Specialist Administrative-Assistant
10 to 12 3391 Buildings Supervisor
10 to 12 3371 Grounds Supervisor
15to 12 1131 Human Resources Assistant
9to 12 1071 Legal Secretary
12to 13 1091 Administrative Assistant/Clerk to the Board
12to 13 3431 Convenience Center Manager/Recycle Coordinator
13 to 15 6551 Deputy Sheriff - Investigator
15 to 18 