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THE FRANKLIN COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HELD THEIR REGULAR MONTHLY
MEETING ON TUESDAY, MARCH 17, 2009, AT 1:30 P.M., IN THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
MEETING ROOM IN THE COUNTY COURTHOUSE.

THERE WERE PRESENT: Charles Wagner, Chairman
Wayne Angell, Vice-Chairman
Leland Mitchell
David Hurt
David Cundiff
Russ Johnson
Bobby Thompson

OTHERS PRESENT: Richard E. Huff, Il, County Administrator
Christopher L. Whitlow, Asst. County Administrator
Larry V. Moore, Asst. County Administrator
B. J. Jefferson, County Attorney
Sharon K. Tudor, CMC, Clerk
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Chairman Charles Wagner called the meeting to order.
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Invocation was given by Supervisor Bobby Thompson.
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Pledge of Allegiance was led by Supervisor David Cundiff.
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PUBLIC COMMENT:
Charlie Brown, Thank You/The Agricultural Development Board

Mr. Brown thanked each and every one of the Board members for the establishment and
the appointments recently made to the Agricultural Development Board. Mr. Brown stated
Agriculture is still the number 1 industry in Virginia. Again, Mr. Brown thanked the board for
establishment of the Ag Development Board.

Marcus Gilbert, Auctioneer, United Country Auction Services
Mr. Gilbert, presented a check in the amount of $883.33 to the Board as a donation, to

support the Countyodés animal spaying and neuter.
help the County prevent unwanted pets and stray animals by supporting spaying and neutering
programs . AOur companyds agents are proud to be r

are especially fortunate to be prosperous enough to give a portion back for the betterment of
those communities. 0
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CONSENT AGENDA

APPROVAL OF ACCOUNTS PAYABLE LISTING, APPROPRIATIONS, TRANSFERS &
MINUTES FOR i FEBRUARY 17 & MARCH 10, 2009

In late 2007, Scott Martin, with Franklin County, Virginia, contacted the Virginia Tourism
Corporation (VTC) to inquire about possible interest in developing and promoting a fishing trail,

as a visitor targeted trail for anglers and their families. Citing other successful trail promotions

such as the Crooked Road and the Wilderness Road Heritage Trail, his inquiry questioned the
possibility of connecting Virginiabds vast fish
Southwest and Southern Virginia as a premier fishing destination. Recent success in securing

major fishing tournaments, and the possibility of attracting more tournaments through a
concerted promotional effort by localities, was also highlighted as a possibility of a cooperative
promotion within Scottds inquiry.

The inquiry led to follow-up discussion by VTC staff, and Department of Inland Game and
Fisheries (DGIF) staff. As a result of that discussion, an initial discussion meeting was held
with Randall Rose, Tourism Development Specialist - VTC, Bud LaRochei DGIF, Dan Wilsoni
DGIF, and Scott Martin participating. During that discussion meeting, various aspects of the
opportunity were discussed, but the need to pull potential stakeholders together and evaluate
interest in the concept was determined as a key action step.

On May 28, 2008, a roundtable discussion meeting of various localities, Destination Marketing
Organizations (DMO), Convention and Visitor Bureaus (CVB), and fishing related business
representatives was held and facilitated by Scott, Randall, and Bud. Presentations regarding
the economic impact of fishing and past successful fishing tournaments were highlighted.
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Participants were asked to provide their general thoughts regarding the pros and cons of the
concept. The roundtable discussions resulted in a general consensus of support and interest
in the concept.

On July 16, 2008, an expanded group of interested stakeholders met at the Bedford, Virginia
Welcome Center to begin outlining potential planning steps (facilitated by VTC staff). The
attached white paper is the result of this meeting.

The southwest and southern regions of Virginia are abundant with fisheries and tourism
infrastructure that can accommodate and sustain visitation. Just as New York City promotes their
arts and shows for economic development, it only makes sense that Virginia promotes its
naturally occurring fishery resources for economic development. Further, these amenities and
attractions are competitive on a national scale in terms of the visitor experience, the quality of the
fisheries, and their proximity to major population centers. These amenities exist. There is no
need to add significant investments in capital to expand the awareness of these high quality
fishing destinations. This is a unique opportunity in that the attraction is present and available 1
the issue is how we capitalize on it as a state and region? Never before has there been a multi-
regional effort to promote such fisheries and other amenities such as lodging, restaurants,
shopping, outfitters, et c. With well establis
other rural localities establishing formalized tourism programs, the possibility of a cooperative
effort is feasible at this time. Additionally, assistance is available from other resources such as
pro-fishing organizations, and state agencies such as VTC, DGIF, and the Department of
Conservation and Recreation (DCR).

Furthermore, the economic impact of fishing and outdoor recreation in Virginia demonstrates that
the angler market is one of significance to tourism. Following are 2006 freshwater sport fishing
economic statistics for the U.S. and Virginia.

Statistics United States Virginia
Freshwater Anglers 25,035,000 622,000
Retail Sales $31,182,648,546 $500,663,394
Economic Output $87,954,360,057 $809,227,963
Salaries, ¥ Wages and | $26,468,323,702 $248,392,324
Income
Jobs 709,508 9,213
Federal and State Taxes $11,495,751,764 $105,641,717
Tourism is a significant aspect of Virginiaos

supporting 210,000 jobs and providing $1.2 billion in state and local tax revenue f or Vi r gi
communities. Outdoor recreation visitors to Virginia stay longer and visit more frequently than the
average visitor, and a significant percentage of all visitors to Virginia incorporate outdoor
recreation into their visit.

Since many Virginia localities and businesses are already interested in being promoted to the
fishing enthusiast audience, a cooperative effort has the potential to allow such interested parties
to reach and penetrate larger markets at a much lower marketing cost.

A fully implemented fishing promotional effort, supported by various southwest and southern
Virginia localities, businesses, and organizations, and agencies of the Commonwealth, resulting
in significant economic impact to participating localities is the vision. Projected outcomes include:

i The completion and implementation of an overall marketing plan, to include
promotional efforts such as name/branding, paper fulfilment piece, targeted research-
based advertising through various forms of media, a robust public relations campaign,
and various marketing promotions.

1 A cooperative effort to establish and promote various levels of fishing tournaments
within the appropriate fisheries, and resources to assist localities and businesses that
would like to develop tournaments. The goal could include a plan to ensure that at
least one Virginia site hosts a nationally televised fishing tournament each year.

1 An alignment with regional economic development recruitment efforts to attract new
investments in fishing related industries

1 Through national campaigns and angling related activities, raise the visibility and
national awareness of rural Virginia as a competitive location to live, work, invest, learn,
and fish.

1 A fully interactive promotional website that allows users to view and develop (user-
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designed) fishing trails of various types, including but not limited to:
A Rivers Trail
A Species Trails
A Tournament Trail

All trails are intended to be fully promoted by season, species, etc. through the flexibility of web-
based electronic marketing. Trail promotion and electronic marketing should allow potential
visitors to also consider the following amenities as part of their visit planning:

Shopping

Attractions

Restaurants
Outfitters/Guides

Lodging

Marinas, Tackle Shops, etc.
Other Places of Interest

E R

Thus far, the following localities/organizations have signed onto this partnership.

Campbell

City of Danville

City of Bedford

Roanoke CVB

Lexington/Rockbridge County

Halifax County

Amherst County

Virginia Department of Game & Inland Fisheries
Virginia Department of Conservation & Recreation
Virginia Tourism Corporation

Virginia Bass Federation

Pulaski County

Lynchburg Chamber

Botetourt County

Grayson County

Alleghany Highlands Chamber

Nelson County

The Initiative received a $15,000 grant from the Virginia Tourism Corporation to match locally
raised funds. The Roanoke Convention & Visitors Bureau has agreed to serve at the financial
agent for the partnership. Staff requests that the Board of Supervisors considers joining this
rural, asset-based economic/tourism development initiative and contribute $500 from the
Countybés tourism fund to support its initial
balance must, by statue, be used for tourism promotion/marketing efforts.

RECOMMENDATION:

Consider supporting this initiative through a resolution of support and allocation of $500 of the
Countyodés tourism fund bal ance.
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2009 WAID #1 & #2 CONCESSION SERVICES OPERATIONS CONTRACT AWARD

Frankl in C o utiont fgciites hBve opemtad with some degree of food concession
service since the early 19700s. Beginning 1in
Concessionds at a fee of $200 (this fee includ

annually bids out the operations to ensure that food concessions would remain available.

The County issued a RFP for 2009 Concession Services in February 2009. The RFP called for
concession operations at the following locations:

1. Franklin County Recreation Department
a. Rec Field 1
b. Rec Field 2
2. Waid Recreation Area
a. Waid #1
b. Waid #2
3. Larc Field
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4. Lions Field

Gendron Concession and Franklin County Baseball, Inc. responded to the RFP issued by the
County for Waid #1 & #2.

Gendron Concession bid includes mobile food service at Rec #1 & #2 at Franklin County
Recreation Park for an annual fee of $200 (this fee also includes Waid #1 & Waid #2). The
County will provide Gendron with a schedule of activities at these park facilities to ensure that
food services are delivered appropriately. Gendron will be responsible for maintaining all
necessary Virginia Department of Health Food Service permits for the duration of the contract.
Franklin County Baseball, Inc. concessions bid includes food service at Waid #1 & #2 at Waid
Recreation Area for a $300 annual fee payable to the County. The County will provide Franklin
County Baseball, Inc. with a schedule of activities at this park to ensure that food services are
delivered appropriately. Franklin County Baseball, Inc. will be responsible for maintaining all
necessary Virginia Department of Health Food Service permits for the duration of the contract.
RECOMMENDATION:

Review the attached agreement and direct staff to enter into a contract with Franklin County
Baseball, Inc. for 2009.
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2009 LARC CONCESSION SERVICE OPERATIONSCONTRACT AWARD

Franklin Countyods Recreation facilities have
service since the early 1 %@@érs provitled at uanctField by2zhé 0 6 ,
Franklin County Baseball, Inc. Due to income limitations from the IRS, Franklin County Baseball
chose to no longer provide this service in February 2006. Staff then bid out the operations to
ensure that food concessions would remain available. Until now, we have not received any bids
on Larc Field Concessions.

The County issued a RFP for 2009 Concession Services in February 2009. The RFP called for
concession operations at the following locations:

1. Franklin County Recreation Park
a. Rec Field 1
b. Rec Field 2

2. Waid Recreation Area
a. Waid #1
b. Waid #2

3. Larc Field
4. Lions Field

Franklin County Baseball, Inc. provided the only response to the RFP issued by the County for
Larc Field.

Franklin County Baseball, Inc. bid includes food service at Larc Field for a $50 annual fee
payable to the County. The County will provide Franklin County Baseball, Inc. with a schedule of
activities at Larc Field to ensure that food services are delivered appropriately. Franklin County
Baseball, Inc. will be responsible for maintaining all necessary Virginia Department of Health
Food Service permits for the duration of the contract.

RECOMMENDATION:

Review the attached agreement and direct staff to enter into a contract with Franklin County
Baseball, Inc. for 2009.
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2009 REC #1 & #2 CONCESSION SERVICE OPERATIONS CONTRACT AWARD
Franklin Countyods Recreation facilities have
service since theiagrliyny 29D®0dst heBegisemvices w
a fee of $200 (this fee includes Waid #1 & #2 and Rec #1 & #2 facilities). Staff annually bids out
the concession operations to ensure that food concessions would remain available.

The County issued a RFP for 2009 Concession Services in February 2009. The RFP called for
concession operations at the following locations:
1. Franklin County Recreation Department
a. Rec Field 1
b. Rec Field 2
2. Waid Recreation Area
a. Waid #1
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b. Waid #2
3. Larc Field
4. Lions Field

Gendron and GPH Vending responded to the RFP issued by the County for Rec #1 & #2.
Gendron bid includes mobile food service at Rec #1 & #2 at Franklin County Recreation Park for
an annual fee of $200 (this fee also includes Waid #1 & Waid #2). The County will provide
Gendron with a schedule of activities at these park facilities to ensure that food services are
delivered appropriately. Gendron will be responsible for maintaining all necessary Virginia
Department of Health Food Service permits for the duration of the contract.

GPH Vending bid includes food service at Rec #1 & Rec #2 at Franklin County Recreation Park
for an annual fee of 15% of all gross revenues payable to the County. The County will provide
GPH Vending with a schedule of activities at these parks to ensure that food services are
delivered appropriately. GPH will be responsible for maintaining all necessary Virginia
Department of Health Food Service permits for the duration of the contract.
RECOMMENDATION:

Review the attached agreement and direct staff to enter into a contract with GPH Vending for
2009.
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DECLARATION OF SURPLUS VEHICLES

In keeping with County policy the Board of Supervisors is requested to officially declare all
vehicles, which are r emoved from regul ar service as
vehicles are assessed by our vehicle user group and disposed of in the best interest of the
County (reallocation, auction, etc.).

As vehicles have served their useful life and/or become too costly to maintain, they are requested
to be taken out of service and thereby made available as surplus.

The Sheriff and Landfill departments have submitted listings of such vehicles.

This yeards fADecl arati on and mbir smgdificatons dnade ® pthe
format in an effort to better track vehicles. In the tracking column, the first two numbers represent
the vehicle year model, the letters represent the vehicle make (F=Ford, D=Dodge, CH=Chevrolet,
etc.) and the next four numbers represent the last four digits of the VIN number.

After being declared surplus, County staff along with our vehicle user group reviews the condition
of each vehicle and decides upon the best method of disposition (reallocation, public auction,
etc.) for that given vehicle.

RECOMMENDATION:

r

t ]

St aff respectfully requests that this |ist o f
dispense of the same as described herein and in keeping with County policy. It should be further
noted thatthisspr i ngés j oi nt public auction (with the

April 25, 2009.
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TRACKING # MILEAGE FINAL
DISPOSITIO
Sheriff 00F5189 Explorer 120,000
01F0619 Crown Victorig 134,000
03F7998 Crown Victorig 135.00
| 04F7655 Crown Victori§ 140,000 |
| 01F5161 Crown Victorig 144,000 |
| 02F0999 Crown Victori§ 150,000 |
| 01F0616 Crown Victori§ 165,000 |
| 01F5159 Crown Victori§ 187,000 |
| 99D0744 4x4 Pickup | 190,000 |
| 96F9710 Crown Victori§ 162,870 |
96F9708 Crown ‘¢toria 158,000
00F9315 Crown Victorig 149,000
01F5162 Crown Victorig 154,000
98M3581 Mountaineer 196,000
Landfill 97CH7324 Lumina 125,600
Public 95F3918 Ambulance 111,000
Safety
| 02F8619 Ambulance 90,450 |
| 91F7373 Ambulance 85482 |
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WESTERN VIRGINIA WATER AUTHORITY STANDARDS

Western Virginia Water Authority (WVWA) water and sewer specifications have been approved

by the Virginia Department of Health (VDH) and the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ).
WVWA standards are currently used by Roanoke City, Roanoke County, Salem and the Town of
Vinton. Since Franklin County is negotiating the transfer of the Phase | water system to the
Western Virginia Water Authority and have entered into an agreement for the Route 220
connection, it IS recommended that WV WA G s st
reference under Chapter 22. Chapter 22 standards and specifications have never been approved

by the Virginia Department of Health.

Western Virginia Water Authority has been working on revising and updating their standards and
specifications. A committee of representatives from Bedford County PSA, Botetourt County,
Ferrum Water and Sewage Authority, Franklin County, Rocky Mount, Salem, Vinton and Western
Virginia Water Authority (WVWA) have been meeting and updating WVWA standards and
specifications for water and sewer. The scope
similar to Chapter 22 with minor variations. Itis the committe e 6s hope t hat t he
would eventually be a regional standard for all. The current document has been approved by

both the Virginia Department of Health (VDH) and the Department of Environmental Quality
(DEQ).

RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommended that the Board authorize the County Administrator to advertise public hearings

on adopting the Western Virginia Regional Standards and Specifications for Water and Sewer.
Chapter 22 would then reference the Western Virginia Regional Standards and Specifications for
Water and Sewer. Even though Chapter 22 would adopt the Western Virginia Regional
Standards and Specifications for Water and Sewer, latest addition, the Code would continue to
include section 22-36 (c) fAMandatory Connectiodfhoés BdewtiC
modi fied by changing At he Countyobs Public Wat
Aut hority Public Water Systemd as shown bel ow
reasonable distance, to connect to Western Virginia Water Authority.

(c) Mandatory connection of new construction to the Western Virginia Water Authority Public
Water System.

(1) No person shall make any connection to the Western Virginia Water Authority Public Water
System or alter any fixtures so connected without first having received written approval from the
Board of Supervisors, its successors or assigns.

(2) New structures and/or facilities shall be defined as those which obtain a building permit. New
subdivisions and development shall be defined as those which are reviewed, approved, or
permitted by the Franklin County Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors, Planning and
Community Development Department, or Building Official, or their successors or assigns by the
Board of Supervisors.



16¢

(3) New water systems for the purposes of offering such systems to the Western Virginia Water
Authority for dedication and ownership according to Franklin County Code chapters 19, and 25
shall be defined as those which are reviewed or approved by the Franklin County Planning and
Community Development Department, or their successors or assigns, by the Board of
Supervisors.

(4) All new structures and/or facilities which are located within

three-hundred (300) linear feet of the Western Virginia Water Authority public water system (as
measured from the closest point of the structure to the edge of an easement or right-of-way
including the public water distribution system) shall be required to connect to the Western Virginia
Water Authority public water system. The connection of such premise to the Western Virginia
Water Authority public water system shall not be required when access to the affected property
requires the crossing of another property without an available easement, provided that county
property and the property of the Virginia Department of Transportation shall be excepted.

(5) All new structures and/or facilities, subdivisions, and developments

with three (3) to fourteen (14) equivalent residential connections (ERCs) having a property line
within six-hundred (600) linear feet of the Western Virginia Water Authority public water system
(as measured from the closest point of the property line to the edge of an easement or right-of-
way including the public water distribution system) shall be required to connect to the Western
Virginia Water Authority public water system.

(6) All new structures, facilities, subdivisions, and developments with

fifteen (15) or greater equivalent residential connections (ERCs) shall be required to connect to
the Western Virginia Water Authority public water system if they meet the following distance
requirements for the number of applicable lots or ERCs (the distance measured from the closest
point of the property line to the edge of an easement or right-of-way including the Western
Virginia Water Authority public water distribution system):

TABLE INSET:

oo e |

| Number of Lots or ERC| Required Extension (Linear Feet) |
|-=mm=mmmm e oo I
|15-20 |1,000 |
|-=mmmmmmmmm e e I

|25 11,250 |
oo o |

|30 11,500 I
oo o |

[35 |1,750 |
oo e |

|40 |2,000 |
oo o |

145 2,250 |
oo o |

|50 12,500 I
oo o |

|60 13,000 I
oo e |

|70 13,500 I
oo o |

|80 |4,000 I
oo o |

|90 14,500 I
oo o |

[100 |5,000 |
. o |

[125 |6,250 |
R oo |

[150 |7,500 |
Jrroemmr e oo |

The Western Virginia Water Authority shall require up to 1,000 linear feet (L.F.) extension for 15--
20 lots or ERCs, and each lot or ERC over 20 shall require an additional 50 L.F. extension. The
maximum extension required is 7,500 L.F.

(7) Structures and/or facilities, subdivisions, and developments existing

at the time of the passage of this ordinance are exempt from the requirement to connect to the
Western Virginia Water Authority public water system so long as the well or water system serving
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the property with potable water meets the requirements of the Virginia Department of Health. The
Western Virginia Water Authority may impose a connection fee, a front footage fee, and/or a
monthly nonuser service charge that shall not be more than that proportion of a minimum monthly
user charge as debt service compares to the total operating and debt service costs. In the event
of a privately owned well or water system failure as determined by the Virginia Department of
Health, existing structures and facilities which were served by the failed well or water system
shall be required to connect to the Western Virginia Water Authority public water system if they
meet the aforementioned vicinity and distance requirements for new structures and/or facilities,
subdivisions, and developments.
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AUDIT SOLICITATION FOR 2008-2009, 2009-2010 & 2010-2011
Staff is seeking authorization to solicit bids for the County Audit with the said proposal to provide
Auditing Services and Central Services Cost Allocation Plan Services for fiscal years ending June
30, 2009, 2010 & 2011.

County staff will advertise the attached Request for Proposal in late March or early April.
Proposals will be due back within a three week period from the date of the last advertisement.
Staff will submit a summary of bids and recommendation to the Board for their review at the May
19" 2009 meeting.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff respectfully requests Board authorizatio
Central Services Cost Allocation Plan for the fiscal years ending June 30, 2009, 2010 & 2011.
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2009 LAWN CARE SERVICES FOR SML, SNOW CREEK BALL FIELD AND HENRY KING
PARK

The Franklin County Parks & Recreation Department has contracted lawn care services at Smith
Mountain Lake Community Park & Henry King Park from the beginning of each facility. The
Snow Creek Ball Park has been contracted from the date it was donated to the County.

There were a total of five submitted for the three facilities. Bids are as follows:

Location A & R Lawn- | Star City Mitchell John Custom Custom
Care Lawn Lawn Guilliams Turf Care Turf
Landscaping | Services Services Individual Care
Bid Bulk
Bid
King Park $25.00 $100.00 $60.00 $85.00 $45.00 $35.00
Snow Creek $19.00 $105.00 $65.00 | = --—--- $75.00 $65.00
I Partl
Snow Creek $19.00 $75.00 $75.00 | = ---- $100.00 $80.00
I Part 2
SML $117.00 $210.00 $299.00 | = --—--- $380.00 $345.00
Community
Park

RECOMMENDATION:

Franklin County Parks & Recreation would like to recommend approval to contract with A&R
Lawn-Care Landscaping for a period of (1) year of operation with the ability to renew up to (3)
years from the initial contract date for a total of no more than (3) years before re-bidding. At
anytime during the subsequent years there is a need to re-bid, the County would reserve the right
to do so.
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ANIMAL CONTROL VEHICLE REPLACEMENT

An Ani mal Control Offi cer 6s-mieanark. Nithen the past yearethec h e
rear differential was replaced and the vehicle is showing signs of wear and tear. Funds to
replace this vehicle are allocated in the FY 08 i 09 CIP budget. If not replaced this year, the
vehicle will exceed 150,000 miles by March 2010. Staff delayed purchase of a replacement
vehicle until ¥2-ton four-wheel drive pickups became available for purchase on state contract. In
January these vehicle were listed as being available for purchase.

The vehicle to be replaced is a marked patrol vehicle used daily to provide animal control
operations to the county and is used as an emergency vehicle. The ¥z ton extended cab, 4 wheel
drive, pickup works well for animal control operations. Four wheel drive, an extended cab, and a
towing package are necessary. Four-wheel drive is needed to reduce any property damage
claims when setting and removing traps and for operation in off road conditions. The extended
cab is necessary as there is no protected or secure storage for the additional gear, firearms, and
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equipment needed for conducting daily animal control operations. The towing package is needed
to tow public safety trailers.

Currently the 2009 Chevrolet, half ton is available, equipped as stated above, for $21,123.00 In
the FY 08-09 CIP budget, 22,600.00 is allocated to replace this vehicle. $1,477.90 of budgeted
funds in excess of the purchase price will be used to mark and equip the new vehicle for service.

The replaced vehicle will be turned over to General Properties and reassigned for use by other
county departments as a nhon-emergency vehicle.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff respectfully recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve the purchase of the
replacement vehicle as outlined.
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SHERI FF6S VEHI CLES PURCHASE

On January 29, 2009, an Investigator was involved in an on duty accident while responding to a
hostage situation. The vehicle was found to be totaled by the insurance company and we have
been reimbursed the cost of the vehicle, $16,000.00. Vehicle # 04F5361 a 2004 Crown Victoria
was previously a K-9 vehicle and has been used over the past 14 months as a staff response
vehicle. Vehicle # 04F5361 is in extremely poor mechanical condition to include the replacement
of four transmissions since it was purchased. The vehicle currently requires yet another
transmission and or computer, along with multiple other problems. The vehicle has surpassed
the mileage requirement for a K-9 vehicle at 101000 miles.

Utilizing remaining funds within the Sherif
Office requests the purchase of the following vehicles.

1. One used (within guidelines) unmarked/undercover, midsized sedan, total cost of
$21,500.00

a. To replace the totaled undercover vehicle.

2. One used unmarked SUV, total cost of $21,500.00. This SUV will replace a Police
Package car. It has become very clear based on recent weather obstacles we were
very lacking in four wheel drive vehicles, to not only respond to calls but simply
transport staff to and from their job related responsibilities. This SUV will also be
approximately $4000.00 less than a state bid car and $7000.00 less than a state bid
SUV.

a. To replace vehicle # 04F5361 a 2004 Crown Victoria with 101000 miles in poor
condition.
Total expenditure, $43,000.00 less insurance reimbursement, $16,000.00= $27,000.

RECOMMENDATION:

Sheriff Hunt respectful |y ruehpsedhe afementiomed Behialas.d 6 s
y e

Monies are currently available within this
requested.
(RESOLUTION #01-03-2009)
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors to approve the consent agenda
items as presented above.

MOTION BY: Russ Johnson

SECONDED BY: David Cundiff

VOTING ON THE MOTION WAS AS FOLLOWS:

AYES: Mitchell, Hurt, Cundiff, Angell, Johnson, Thompson & Wagner
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VDOTi DANNI NGTON/ KEI TH6 S PLACE RRIVE & KYLEOGS
Tony Handy, Resident Administrator, VDOT, presented the Board with the following resolution for
their consideration:

The Board of Supervisors of Franklin County, in regular meeting on the 17™ day of March, 2009,
adopted the following:
The Dannington
Keithos PIli &euee 1137 i v e
Kyl eds i Rauterl138
WHEREAS, the street(s) described on the attached Additions Form SR-5(A), fully incorporated
herein by reference, are shown on plats recorded in the Clerk's Office of the Circuit Court of

N

COl
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Franklin County, and

WHEREAS, the Resident Engineer for the Virginia Department of Transportation has advised this
Board the street(s) meet the requirements established by the Subdivision Street Requirements of
the Virginia Department of Transportation, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, this Board requests the Virginia Department of
Transportation to add the street(s) described on the attached Additions Form SR-5(A) to the
secondary system of state highways, pursuant to 833.1-229, Code of Virginia, and the
Department's Subdivision Street Requirements, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, this Board guarantees a clear and unrestricted right-of-way, as
described, and any necessary easements for cuts, fills and drainage, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a certified copy of this resolution be forwarded to the Resident
Engineer for the Virginia Department of Transportation.

Report of Changes in the Secondary System of State Highways

Project/Subdivision The Dannington

Type Change to the Secondary System of State Highways: Addition

The following additions to the Secondary System of State Highways, pursuant to the statutory
provision or provisions cited, are hereby requested; the right of way for which, including additional
easements for cuts, fills and drainage, as required, is hereby guaranteed:

Reason for Change: New subdivision street
Pursuant to Code of Virginia Statute: ~ 833.1-229

Street Name and/or Route Number

3 Keith's Place Drive, State Route Number 1137
Old Route Number: 0

A From: Route 641- Callaway Road
To: Cul de Sac, a distance of: 0.13 miles.

Recordation Reference: DB 776 PG 271
Right of Way width (feet) = 50 feet

3 Kyle's Court, State Route Number 1138
Old Route Number: 0

A From: Route 1137
To: Cul de Sac, a distance of; 0.03 miles.

Recordation Reference: DB 776, PG 271
Right of Way width (feet) = 50 foot

(RESOLUTION #02-03-2009)
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors to approve the aforementioned
resolution as presented for the Dannington Subdivision.

MOTION BY: Wayne Angell

SECONDED BY: Bobby Thompson

VOTING ON THE MOTION WAS AS FOLLOWS:

AYES: Mitchell, Hurt, Cundiff, Angell, Johnson, Thompson & Wagner
kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk
CLEMENTS MILL BRIDGE UPDATE
Tony Handy, Resident Administrator, VDOT, stated there w a s nny hewsto present at this time.
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VDOT OFFICE TO REMAIN OPEN/ROCKY MOUNT, VIRGINIA
(RESOLUTION #03-03-2009)
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors to forward a letter of support to Mr.
Richard Caywood, PE, Salem District Administrator, requesting the Rocky Mount VDOT
Residency Office remain open.

MOTION BY: David Cundiff

SECONDED BY: David Hurt

VOTING ON THE MOTION WAS AS FOLLOWS:
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AYES: Mitchell, Hurt, Cundiff, Angell, Johnson, Thompson & Wagner
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VDOT 6-YEAR SECONDARY PUBLIC HEARING
Tony Handy, VDOT, Resident Administrator, stated it was time for advertising for the 6-Year
Secondary Public Hearing. General discussion ensued. The Board stated they would hold a
work session prior to advertisement for a public hearing.
*kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk
AUTHORIZATION TO TRANSFER OF PHASE 1 WATER SYSTEM PUBLIC HEARING 1
APRIL 21, 2009
Larry Moore, Assistant County Administrator, advised the Board, on October 18, 2002 Franklin
County entered into an agreement with the Bedford County Public Service Authority (BCPSA) to
purchase water until October 31, 2014. Pursuant to the agreement, at the end of year nine,
which is October 31, 2011, this agreement could be terminated or extended for an additional ten
(10) years by either party. This water system begins at a master meter on the Bedford side of the
Hales Ford Bridge and extends to Westlake Town Center. Western Virginia Water Authority
(WVWA) has negotiated the purchase of the Westlake Village Central Sewer System and has
requested that the public water system be part of the public sewer and water system to be
managed by WVWA. Franklin County staff has met with Bedford County staff and they have
agreed to the assignment of the October 18, 2002 agreement to WVWA.

An agreement was entered into with Roanoke
from the Clearbrook area of Roanoke County to Wirtz Road in Franklin County. As part of a
potential strategy to provide for a community water system, WVWA has been in discussion with
Franklin County and developers on extending water down Scruggs Road (Virginia State Route
616). WVWA is in the process of negotiating the purchase of water systems in Franklin County
and would potentially have more customers in Franklin County than Franklin County does after
the purchase. Currently Franklin County has 67 residential and 97 commercial Phase |
customers who are provided water representing current 08/09 annual income approved at
approxi mately $239K. The | épenses fprotise Pleaset |i systern esd
currently $216K not including debt service. We have invested approximately $3.5 million into the
Phase | system development including a one (1) million dollar STAG grant. We have a remaining
debt of $1.979 million plus interest. The original amortization was 15 years with a remaining life of
10 years. The annual debt payment of $242K was due and paid in September 2008 and the
interest rate is 4.16%.

a

The systems WVWA has already purchased are: The Waterfront, Boardwalk, The Far m,
Edge and Content ment | sl and (the APurchased

systems purchased by WVWA from time to time). The first three systems are located off of

Scruggs Road. Wat er 6s Edge s ¢ Gonteniment Island ia in thdr e |

Union Hall area. WVWA will work to tie together the three systems on Scruggs Road with the
Phase | water system. WVWA has received approval from the State Corporation Commission to
take over the service areas for these systems and the change of ownership. By Franklin County
transferring the Phase | Water System to WVWA, they will be able to bill both water and sewer for
customers in the Westlake Overlay area in the future. Since the sewer bill is based on the water
usage, this makes billing for both at the same time important. WVWA also has maintenance
crews and equipment to better address the needs of the customers in Franklin County.

Should Franklin County approve WVWA to construct the waterline down Scruggs Road the
County would still need to provide a payment subsidy of approximately $242K annually for the
Phase | water system. The County currently has an outstanding balance of $1.979 million of
indebtedness that will be assumed by WVWA and is due to be paid in full in 10 years. In
discussion with WVWA we have arrived at the following proposal: The first 50 availability fees
received annually from Scruggs Road or Phase | projects only (approximately $2500 x 50 =
$125,000.00) and derived from the Phase | water system (as distinguished from the purchased
water systems) would be retained by WVWA to be used for debt service on the financing needed
to extend the waterline down Scruggs Road and any additional availability fees over 50 derived
from the Phase | water system (as distinguished from the purchased water systems) in each
year would be paid to Franklin County until 2019 when the payment subsidy on the Phase |
waterline has been paid in full. The intention of this provision is to use the first 50 availability fees
derived each year from the Phase | water system to retire the debt service on the Route 616
waterline extension and to permit the WVWA to allocate all availability fees from purchased water
systems to pay the debt service for the acquisition of such systems. After payment in full of the
Phase | debt service and such other purchased water systems having outstanding financings,
then 100% of the availability fees would be applied by WVWA for future development of an
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extended waterline to Burnt Chimney, upgrades to the Bedford County Treatment Plant, or a
jointly agreed to area of the County subject to meeting one of the following conditions.

Sufficient development to justify extension; or

Existing subdivision connections to offset infrastructure; or

Franklin County contribution to build out a line; or

WVWA business plan for extension after 20 years; or

| mprovements to the Bedford county PSAOGs

arwnE

WVWA will acquire the Phase | system. No additional County money would be necessary
for the Scruggs Road waterline extension if WVWA is successful in their developer negotiations
and/or the county receives another STAG grant for a total contribution of one (1) million dollars. If
agreements are not reached and contributions are not received then WVWA would not commit to
the Scruggs Road waterline extension at the present time. If financial arrangements are agreed
upon then WVWA would assume operational and maintenance responsibility for Phase I,
Scruggs Road and no further contribution would be required of Franklin County. An amendment
to the agreement with Bedford County transferring the water contract to WVWA will need to be
prepared. We have attached both the water system transfer agreement and water system
transfer payment agreement.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff respectfully requests that the Board of Supervisors authorize the County Administrator to
work with the Bedford County Public Service Authority, Franklin County legal counsel, BB&T
bank and WVWA to transfer the water system from Franklin County to the Western Virginia Water
Authority and authorize the County Administrator to schedule a public hearing as necessary for
discussion of transferring the Phase | Water System to Western Virginia Water Authority. A water
system transfer and operating agreement, similar to the one in place for the Westlake sewer
system will be presented that obligates the County to make payments to WVWA that correspond
roughly with the balance of the debt service payments on the existing loan. The system
ownership will rest with the WVWA.

(RESOLUTION # 04-03-2009)

wa i

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED by the Boardto approves t af f 6 s r e c o submatied at i

MOTION BY: Russ Johnson

SECONDED BY: Leland Mitchell

VOTING ON THE MOTION WAS AS FOLLOWS:

AYES: Mitchell, Hurt, Cundiff, Angell, Johnson, Thompson & Wagner
*kkkkkkkkkkhkkhkkkkkkk
ANALYSIS OF LOT SIZE & DENSITIES WITH PUBLIC UTILITIES
Neil Holthouser, Director of Planning & Community Development, stated on February 17, 2009,
the Franklin County Board of Supervisors adopted the 220-North Corridor Plan to establish
guidelines for corridor development in anticipation of a planned 12-inch public water line along the
northern section of Route 220. The 220-North Corridor Plan calls for a series of zoning overlay
districts along the corridor to protect scenic views, control vehicular access, and concentrate
commercial uses into integrated planned developments.

In adopting the 220-North Corridor Plan, the Board chose not to change any of the underlying

land use designations along the corridor, which ar e established in the

Plan. Rather, the Board agreed to focus on immediate zoning controls, and to return to the land
use discussion at a later date 1 with additional analysis of the impact of public water on
residential demand and density.

As a first step toward this analysis, staff has prepared a summary of lot size requirements as they
relate to the availability of public utilities. This summary is based on the existing lot size

provisions found i n t hnee (Chapten 25y @and Suldwvision Ogdina@ae d i n

(Chapter 19.) Staff compared the required minimum lot size in each residential zoning district, as
well as the non-zoned portion of the county, based on the following scenarios:

1 No public water or sewer available (i.e. status quo);

1 Only public water available;

1 Only public sewer available; and

1 Both public water and sewer available.

ANALYSIS:
The Subdivision Ordinance distinguishes between properties that have frontage along public (i.e.

state maintained) roads, and those with private road frontage. In general, properties with private
road frontage are required to have a minimum of 5 acres. Exceptions are granted for family
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subdivisions, and for lots within the RPD and PCD zoning districts. Properties with public road
frontage are subject to a sliding scale for lot size, based on the availability of public water and/or
sewer. For the purposes of this analysis, only lots with public road frontage are considered.

Non-Zoned Areas

In areas of the County that are not subject to the Zoning Ordinance, residential lot sizes are
governed only by the Subdivision Ordinance. Without public water or sewer, residential lots must
contain at least 35,000 square feet, for a theoretical density of 1.2 dwelling units per acre. With
public water OR sewer, the minimum lot size is reduced to 15,000 square feet, resulting in a
theoretical density of 2.9 dwelling units per acre. With both public water AND sewer, the
minimum lot size is reduced to 7,500 square feet, resulting in a theoretical density of 5.8 dwelling
units per acre. In practice, actual densities are expected to be lower than theoretical densities,
since internal roads consume some portion of the site (generally 20%.) In addition, community
water and sewer systems are subject to Health Department approval, and may be limited due to
on-site well or septic capacity.

A-1, Agricultural District

In areas of the County that are subject to the Zoning Ordinance, the vast majority of land is zoned
A-1, Agricultural District. While the A-1 district is intended to promote and encourage farming and
land conservation, it also allows for low-density residential development in the form of residential
subdivisions and scattered home sites. The minimum lot size in the A-1 zoning district is 35,000
square feet, regardless of the availability of public water or sewer. This translates into a
theoretical density of 1.2 dwelling units per acre. In practice, actual densities are expected to be
lower than theoretical densities, since internal roads consume some portion of the site (generally
20%.) Densities may be further reduced due to limited well or septic capacity, as determined by
the Health Department.

RE, Residential Estates District

This zoning district is intended for large-lot residential developments. The minimum lot size in the
RE district is 5 acres, regardless of the availability of public water or sewer. This translates into a
theoretical density of 0.2 acres. In practice, actual densities are expected to approach the
theoretical maximum of 0.2, since well and septic capacity is generally sufficient to support such
large-lot developments.

R-1, R-2, and RC-1

The R-1, R-2 and RC-1 zoning districts are intended to support suburban residential
developments. The minimum lot size in these districts is 35,000 square feet when not served by
public water or sewer, translating into a theoretical density of 1.2 dwelling units per acre. The
minimum lot size is reduced to 15,000 square feet when public water OR sewer is available,
translating into a theoretical density of 2.9 dwelling units per acre. The minimum lot size is
reduced to 7,500 square feet when both public water AND sewer are available, translating into a
theoretical density of 5.8 dwelling units per acre. In practice, actual densities are expected to be
lower than theoretical densities, since internal roads consume some portion of the site (generally
20%.) Densities may be further reduced due to limited well or septic capacity, as determined by
the Health Department.

RMEF, Residential Multifamily District

The RMF zoning district is intended to support multi-family developments, including duplexes,
apartment buildings, townhouses, and condominiums. Lot sizes are based on a sliding scale,
with a certain amount of land required for the first two dwelling units, and a lesser amount
required for each additional dwelling unit. Theoretical density is therefore a function of the size of
the entire site. Assuming a 10-acre site for the purposes of example, developments not served
by public water or sewer could result in a theoretical density of 38.6 units per acre. With public
water OR sewer, such developments could result in a theoretical density of 41.4 units per acre.
With both public water AND sewer, the theoretical density is dramatically increased to 140.5 units
per acre.

RPD, Residential Planned Unit Development District

The RPD district is intended to promote residential clustering and preserve significant open
space. To allow for flexibility in design, there are no minimum lot size requirements (subject to
Health Department approval.) Density is not related to the availability of public water or sewer.
The RPD district allows a maximum density of 3 units per acre for single-family uses; 5 units per
acre for duplexes; 10 units per acre for townhouses; and 15 units per acre for multi-family
buildings.
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7,500 sq
Nor-zoned | 55 oo sqft| 1.2 | 15,000sqft| 2.9 | 15000sqf 2.9 ft 5.8
A1 35,000 sq
35,000 sq ft| 1.2 35,000sqft| 1.2 | 35,000 sdt 1.2 ft 1.2
RE 5 acres 0.2 5 acres 0.2 5 acres 0.2 5 acres 0.2
R1 7,500 sq
35,000 sq ft| 1.2 15,000sqft| 2.9 15,000 sq ft| 2.9 ft 5.8
R 7,500 sq
35,000 sq ft| 1.2 15,000sqft| 2.9 15,000 sqft] 2.9 ft 5.8
RG1 7,500 sq
35,000 sq ft| 1.2 15,000 sqtf 2.9 15,000 sqft] 2.9 ft 5.8
RME 35,000 sq ft for 12 2.2 | 21,000 sq ft for 2.2 10,000 sq ftfor| 99
first two (2) units 38.6 21,000 sq ft for first 41.4* first two (2) units 41.4* first two (2) 140.5*
and 10,000 sq ft two (2) units and and 10,000 sq ft units and 3,000
for each additional 10,000 sq ft for for each for each
unit each additional unit additional unit additional unit

* assuminga 10 acre parcel to illustrate impact on larger tracts of land
RPD permitted size of any pud or lots and parcels within shall be subject to health departi

*Maximum Densities
Units per Gross

Residential Uses Acre**
Single

family 3
Two-family, detached dwelling,

duplexes 5
Multifamily 15
Townhouses 10

General discussion ensued.
*kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING UPDATES

x  SMITH MOUNTAIN LAKE CORRIDOR STUDY/RURAL TRANSPORTATION

DEVELOPMENT PLANS

Lisa Cooper, Senior Planner/Long Range Planner Manager presented an update on the Smith
Mountain Lake Corridor Study. She stated that the draft of the study was almost complete and
should be available towards the end of this week or the beginning of next week. VDOT will be
sending staff the draft as soon as it is available.

Ms. Cooper stated that VDOT would be holding the final public meetings on the Smith Mountain
Lake Corridor Study on Wednesday, April 1* at Burnt Chimney Elementary School from 4:30 -
7:00 p.m. and Thursday, April 2" at Moneta Elementary School from 4:30 i 7:00 p.m. The
meeting would be held as an open house format and would include displays illustrating draft
recommendations and a slide show (running on a loop) that gives an overview of how the study
has progressed to where the study is today. Also, she stated that VDOT was working on Flyers
for the public meeting that will be distributed to the Board, and others; plus be placed on the
website along with the draft of the plan for public comment. Ms. Cooper stated as soon as she
received the flyers and draft study that she would send the information in a Friday packet to the
Board of Supervisors.

Ms. Cooper stated that the study was to determine short-term and long-term transportation
planning needs for the Smith Mountain Lake area in anticipation of significant land use changes
occurring within the study area. The majority of the focus was placed on the primary and
secondary public roads that provide access to and circulation around the lake. Key primary roads
were Routes 122, 116, 220 and 40 and 24 in Bedford County; and secondary roads such as, but
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not limited, to Routes 634, 626, 834, 616 and secondary roads in Bedford County. She stated
citizen input meetings were held on July 16™ and 17™ of 2007 to receive input on transportation
needs in the SML Region. At the open forum meetings citizens were encourage to view maps
and data that had been collected (such as crash and traffic data; existing conditions) and speak
to VDOT employees, consultants and staff of their concerns with transportation in the SML
Region. VDOT used the public comments to identify the greatest roadway concerns for area
residents. This information was gathered to rank the roadways and problem areas based on
those concerns.

She further stated that the study would show an existing conditions report, recommendation
improvements that will be broken down into CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENTS, INTERSECTION
IMPROVEMENTS, BRIDGES, TIME FRAME; RECOMMENDATION SOURCE and ALLOCATED
FUNDING and also the study would have suggestions of design guidelines for rural settings, such
as Town Centers, Village Centers, Rural Neighborhoods, in relation to transportation.
*kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk

RURAL LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLANS FOR WEST PIEDMONT PLANNING
DISTRICT & ROANOKE VALLEY ALLEGHANY REGIONAL COMMISSION

Aaron Burdick, Planning & Community Development, Current Planning Manager, briefed the
Board on the Rural Long Range Transportation Planning efforts for the West Piedmont Planning
District Commission and the Roanoke Valley Alleghany Regional Commission. Topics of
discussion included the Fiscal Year 2010 Scope of Work which included RVARC preparing a
Phase | Route 40 Corridor Plan, a Bus Transit Feasibility Study from Rocky Mount to Roanoke,
and WPPD providing technical assistance for the census, trails planning, transit planning and
environmental reviews.

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk

STEP, ANNUAL

John Morris, Executive Director, STEP, l nc. ,

==STEP.

Mission Statement

To provide exceptional services to people seeking to improve their quality of life through
community, economic, personal and family development.

Support to Eliminate Poverty

I 2007 - Present
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Components & Programs

LIFES
Academy

ASection 8
ACrisis Cooling
ACrisis Heating

AHomeless Intervention
ASenior Meals
AProject Discovery

Aweatherization AVA CARES

ASERCAP ATax Assistance

ALIHEAP Program

Alndoor Plumbing and AFinancial Services
Rehabilitation AHomeownership

FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009

Clients Assisted  ® Projected Clients

Total Funding
$4,000,000

$3,500,000
$3,000,000

$2,500,000
$2,000,000
$1,500,000
$1.000,000
$500,000
$0

FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY2008 FY 2009

® Total Funding
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Highlights over the past year

STEP has broken ground
on our brand new
building in Patrick
County.

STEP, in partnership with
Rocky Mount and
Franklin County
constructed a home in
Rocky Mount.

STEP was chosen to be
featured on Jimmie
Johnsonodos Hel
October.

LIFES Academy provided

services to 30 students at an

ave(;age c%st of $1|2,338 per

student. This resulted in a —————
savings to Franklin County
CSA of approximately
$350,000! Four high school
students returned to their
home school and three othel
students began their haliay
transitions.

STEP Virginia CARES has 4
recidivism rate below 8%
(compared to 30% state
average).

Our Community Needs
Assessment shows that
Financial Education,
Housing, Transportation,
and Child Care are
tremendous needs in our
community.

Programs for youth and
families are needed.

More emergency funds
and support are needed.
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STEPOs Response

We will be doubling our Weatherization program. Our average
cost per home will increase from $2,500 to $6,500 per home.

We are applying for an Early Head Start grant.

We are looking to develop a parenting program and more yout
programs.

STEP has started a Financial Literacy Program. We are currer
working with several area organization and their clients.

STEP will continue to attempt to provide homeless housing an
affordable housing options.

STEP may look at providing financial assistance to local
organizations affected by increased traffic.

The state cut $50,000 in funding. Funding is always an
issue.

Creating meaningful partnerships.
Ensure ARRA (Stimulus) funding is properly spent.
Finding appropriate space for LIFES Academy.

Ensuring the agency is responding appropriately to the
need of the community.

To not take shortcuts in providing quality services.
Sorting through the Stimulus.

In closing, Mr. Morris thanked the Board for their continued support.

*kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkk

PROPOSED 2009-2010 COUNTY BUDGET PRESENTATION

Richard E. Huff, Il, County Administrator, presented the following PowerPoint presentation of the
Proposed F Y Z009-2010 County Budget as follows:

Dear Chairman Wagner and Members of the Board:

It is my pleasure to transmit to you today my recommendations for a balanced 2009-2010 Budget

for the citizens of Franklin County. | am pleased that | am able to recommend this spending plan

for your consideration and | ook forward to th
difficult decisions that went into this recommendation.

As you know, Section 15.2-2503 of the Code of Virginia, as amended, states that the County
budget shalll be devel oped for fAinformative and
for County operations, maintenance, capital outlay, and debt service and may include reserves

for contingencies and future capital improvements. The annual budget must contain a complete
itemization of all estimated expenditures, revenues, and borrowings and must be approved by the
governing body prior to July 1 of each year. Similarly, the School Board Budget must be adopted

by May 1 of each year.

The power of the Board of Supervisors to grant or withhold funds is an important means by which
it can determine general County policies and the level of services to be offered. Budgeting is a
planning process required by law that enables the Board of Supervisors to examine requests for
County funds, to anticipate revenue needs, and to make decisions about the priority of programs
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and level of services to be provided. It is a work-plan expressed in terms of dollars and as such
is an important tool of fiscal management.

Staffds recommendation f or t h-40 Bodpet totaly $1283,871j485c a |
and includes no tax increases. This total represents a 2.4% decrease over the current year
adopted budget of $126,898,939. The dollar decrease from the current year adopted budget to

the FY09-10 proposed budget is $3,027,454 and is broken down roughly as follows:

1 The following major categories are all showing proposed decreases:
0 General and Financial Administration: ($285,590)
Community Development: ($442,144)

Capital: ($2,680,099)

Utilities: ($158,260)

Board Operating Contingency: ($100,000)

Public Works: ($96,981)

Parks, Recreation and Libraries: ($50,169)

Health and Welfare: ($230,873)

[ en- R ent i et et B e B e i

1 Increases in the proposed budget are in the areas of adult inmate costs and juvenile
detention costs.

0 $1,089,693 increase in additional jail and inmate costs for our participation in the
regional jail for the first full year operation of this new facility. The Regional Jail
opened in March, 2009.

U $134,000 in additional funds for juvenile detention costs.

Adopted Proposed

2008-2009 2009-2010
Function Budget Budget Difference
General Administration $ 4,108,704 $ 3,823,114 $  -285,590
Judicial System 2,522,904 2,611,872 88,968
Public Safety 11,912,253 12,673,336 761,083
Public Works 2,891,209 2,794,228 -96,981
Health and Welfare 11,102,468 10,871,595 -230,873
Schools 81,274,311 81,424,672 150,361
Recreation & Cultural 1,867,055 1,816,886 -50,169
Community Development 2,737,205 2,295,061 -442,144
Debt, Capital, Utilities 8,482,830 5,560,721 -2,922,109
Totals $ 126,898,939 $ 123,871,485 $ -3,027,454

There were a number of concerns and circumstances that set the stage for the budget
development this year and provided the framework by which this proposed budget was
devel oped. A good summary of Virginiads o
the Joint Money Committees on Decemiomomy it Btill 2
stronger than the nation's economy as a whole, we are definitely feeling the effects of the national

downturn. The consensus opinion of the various boards and experts consulted has been that the

economy in Virginia will continuetobesluggi sh at | east through the en

AGrowth over the | ast few months is the sl owes
has averaged 4.4 percent over the first four months of fiscal year 2009, which, while significantly
lowerthan t he nati onal unempl oyment rate, I's the hi

AThe housing mar ket continues to be troubl ed.
bottomed out, and we are even seeing some signs of a housing revival in certain communities,
but the threat of more foreclosures and tight

We are impacted locally as well. Local sales tax (a clear indication of consumer spending) is
projected to decline 8.4% in the 09-10 proposed budget. Other revenue decreases reflective of
the slow housing market include tax on deeds declining $300,000 or 40%, building permits and
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planning and zoning fees declining $350,000 (47%), and reductions of landfill fees totaling
$123,413 (14%).

Other significant revenue projections include investment income declining $600,000 (43%) and
personal property declining $399,436 (6%) because of the fall of vehicle values.

Of significant note on proposed expenditures are the following:
U One time funds of $497,752 are provided for Windy Gap Elementary capital start-up costs.

U Continuing funding for the following items in the Information Technology Infrastructure
area: computer replacement and wireless broadband infrastructure.

Ut 5.9 FTEOs were el i minat ed sifleroiheabuddgee Gener al ¢
In terms of school funding for FY09-10, | am recommending the following:

4 Decreased local operational funding of $1,621,932 as the Schools share of the reduction in
local revenues. The proposed school budget increases to 66% of the total County budget.

D

Continued School Capital funding of $1,100,000.

4 In addition to the $1.1 million, one time funds of $497,752 are provided as additional start-
up capital for Windy Gap Elementary when that school opens in August 2009.

AN

Increased operational funds to open Windy Gap Elementary School are provided in the
amount of $755,792

4 Net local support for the Schools from local funds equals a reduction of only -$368,388 or
1.34% despite declines in local revenues.

I

After factoring in the enrollment drop for the schools, the total County support increases
$21/pupil including operations, capital, and debt service.

Other Highlights in the Budget Include:
1 0% salary increases.
Major Capital Improvements proposed for FY09-10:

1 Funds $336,386 for Disaster Recovery Protection of Mission Critical Information as well as
other Technology Infrastructure Improvements

1 Continues Landfill Monitoring and Groundwater Corrective Action Expenditures as well as
preliminary engineering work on the new landfill.

91 Includes $787,660 for Fire/EMS Apparatus and Vehicles and $226,550 for Law
Enforcement Vehicles.

1 Provides $200,000 in local economic development funding incentives

1 Continues a $75,000 contribution for Marine Fire Boats at Smith Mountain Lake.

The recommendations outlined above are recommendations that require the 2009-2010 Budget

be funded with the following existing tax rates:

Real Estate $0.46 per $100 assessed valuation
Personal Property $1.89 per $100 assessed valuation
Machinery & Tools $0.60/$0.27 per $100 assessed valuation
Merchants Capital $1.08 per $100 assessed valuation
Il n closing, I would be remiss if I did not e X

have worked diligently in the preparation of this plan. | would be happy to answer any questions
which may have been generated and staff looks forward to working with you over the next several
weeks to produce a plan that addresses our fiscal responsibilities for the coming year.

Respectfully submitted,
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Richard E. Huff, Il
County Administrator

A Natural Setting for Opportunity

Franklin County
Proposed 2009-2010 Budget
FY 2010

Always do right; this will
gratify some people and

astonishthe rest.
- Mark Twain

Trying Economic Times

A Free & Reduced Lunches Up 10%
A Unemployment has increased 3.1% since last December, 2

A Food Stamp Issuance is up 16% January 28@@nuary,
2008

A Currently seeing approximately 100 citizens per week at the
Franklin Center seeking VEC Services

A Many of our manufacturing facilities are working short week
with forced furloughs

A North American Housing, shut down
A Sales Tax was down 3.7% for December sales 2008 vs. 20

A General Government Budgets were cut $1,029,000 in curre
year due to revenue shortfall (100% non school cuts)




2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

December-08 Unemployment

Social Service Applications for
Assistance in Dec. of each Year

OTANF

B Food Stamps
B Medicaid

B Total

Population Increase 11.7% since
2000

18:
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School Enrollment Increase 1.6%
since 2000

T A
s ~

Revenue Picture

A Local Revenues are projected to%#53 million less
in FY 2010 than FY 2009

A Local shortfall is equivalent to 3.5¢ on RE rate (woul
need 3.5¢ increase to get back to level funding)

A General Fund Revenues are dowh% in FY 2010

A Federal Stimulus Money is available for 2 years at
best, possibly 1 year depending on state actions

A State Revenues are do&rb1%

A NO direct Stimulus Money is flowing to neschool
budgets except the State restored level funding for
Compensation Board Positions

Revenue Picture

A Personal Property assessments have dropped 10.84
over last year

A Sales Tax revenues have dropped 8.4% over curren
budget

A Interest on bank deposits estimated to drop 43%

A Planning, Building, Zoning, Landfill Fees estimated
to drop 47%

ACl erkos Fees Returned t

AGood news is that we wo
million reimbursement shortfall that Goverrtoaine

had proposed for Regional Jai2.5 million shortfall
assumes we will get that money
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Budget Priorities

A HumanServiceNeedswereaddressedighest

I Thoseprogramsthat help meetbasicneedsof thoseleast
ableto helpthemselvesverelevel funded,all othershadto
sharen the cutsto makeup the deficit

I Programslike Red Cross,Helping Hands,STEP, Health
DepartmentFreeClinic, Social Servicesetc, weregiven
higherprioritiesthatartsandculturalactivities

A With local revenuesdropping $2.53 million, every

new dollar had to come from somebodye | s ¢

budget

A Then, priority wasgivento i Cr i Fewws.avliinor
Manyo

Budget Priorities

Open a new Elementary Schooland a new Regional
Jail in the sameyear

A New RegionalJail Expenseshad to be coveredby
contractobligations
I $1,089693recurringmoneyneeded
I Consolidate210 prisonersheld in 12 separatefacilities

into 2 facilities

A New Elementary School required $755792 in
ongoing operationalsupportplus $497,752 in start
up capital( $1,253544)

18:

I'd
\



Western Virginia Regional Jail

Franklin County’s Share — $29
million
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Windy Gap Elementary School




Budget Priorities

A Public Safetywas protectedfrom any servicelevel
cuts

I S h er Offick andFire/EMS Servicestrimmed,
but no reductionin staffing beyondRegionalJall
positionstransferred

A JuvenileDetentionCostsincrease31.9%
A ExternalAgenciesArts, Cultural,etc cut$78468

A Travel, training, office supplies, maintenance
contractsseverelyreduced

A DevelopmeniRelatedDepartmentsharedin largest
departmentatutsdueto saggingeconomy

Budget Priorities

A County CIP cut $425000, School CIP increased
$497,752

A Must be cautiousto be able to absorbfurther state
cutsin mid yearagain

A Exercisecarenotto jeopardizeAA 3 Bond Rating

A StateVeto SessiorcouldchangethingsApril 8

A Thisis nota shorttermrevenueshortfall Structural
changesnustbe madenow to weatherseveralyears
of limited or furtherreducedesources

A Stimulus money will go away Will politicians
replaceit?

Budget Priorities

N T h[@epartment of Education shall make its
calculationfor thetotal costof re-benchmarking
for the fiscal year 20102012 bienniumto be
consistentwith the following methodologies(i)
using the 6 s u p poositidn funding ¢ a p
methodologychange contained in House BiIll
1600SenateBill 850, as introducedin the 2009
Session and (ii) using the re-benchmarking
methodologywhich was contained within [the
adopted FY 20092010 budget in the] 2008
Sessiom

Source: 2008-2010 State Budget Amendment
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DEQ Directed Landfill

Expenditures

Grand Totals
Total overnext 6years: $7,366,427

$3,000,000 —_—

$2,500,000 T Y

$2,000,0001

$1,500,000i

m Cell 1 Construction

Stream Mitigation
m Groundwater Remediation O&M

Groundwaster Remediation Install
m Gas System Upgrade:

Gas System O&M
m Post Closure Care
= Closure Construcior
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