KING GEORGE COUNTY
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS' AGENDA
Meeting Date: November 15, 2016
Item Number: 11-10

Subject: Rappahannock River Valley National Wildlife Refuge Resolution
Recommended Action: Adopt Resolution as presented
Summary of Information: The Board of Supervisors, at its meeting of November 1, 2016,
directed the County Administrator to prepare a resolution showing support for increased
Revenue Sharing payments to localities included in the Rappahannock River Valley Refuge
(RRVR) and to support the continuation of cooperative farming on the lands of the RRVR.
Attached is the draft resolution for the Board's consideration
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Attachments:
1. Draft Resolution
2. Letter from Richmond County Board of Supervisors dated October 18, 2016
3. Email from Jim Lynch dated November 1, 2016
4. Memorandum to Mr. Andy Hofmann, Rappahannock National Wildlife Refuge Manager

RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF INCREASED REVENUE SHARING FUNDS FROM THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT FOR LANDS WITHIN KING GEORGE COUNTY THAT ARE PART OF THE UNITED
STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE RAPPAHANNOCK RIVER VALLEY REFUGE AND IN SUPPORT OF
CONTINUED AND EXPANDED CO-OPERATIVE FARMING OF PORTIONS OF THE LANDS OWNED BY
THE UNITED STATES FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
WHEREAS, the United States Federal Government and the United States Fish and Wildlife began buying property in
King George County in 1996 for the creation of the Rappahannock River Valley Refuge (RRVR). and currently own
approximately 473 acres in King George County; and
WHEREAS, in lieu of the Real Estate Tax dollars that Kin Georue County formerlk collected on these lands. the
Federal Government pays King George County Federal Revenue Sharing monies which are meant to offset or exceed the
total amount of Real Estate taxes previously generated; and
WHEREAS, over time these Revenue Sharing monies have become only a fraction of what the actual Real ILstate value
of these lands are valued at through the office of the Commissioner of the Revenue; and
WHEREAS, these lands acquired by the Federal Government for refuge uses were also %ery important to the
agricultural economy of King George County; and
WHEREAS, the Rappahannock River Valley Refuge has participated in co-operative farming since 1996. allowing local
farmers to continue fanning and managing the lands of the RRVR and therefore continuing to support the economy of
King George County despite the loss of Real Estate tax revenue, and
WHEREAS, the RRVR has notified the farmers currently farming the land, or 4% of the lands of the RRVR. that
effective in 2020 co-operative farming on the lands of the RRVR will no longer be permitted; and
WHEREAS, the co-operative farming aspect of the RRVR is the primary economic function that is taking place on
these Federal Lands:
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of King George County, that we hereby request of the
Federal Government to pay King George County the appropriate Revenue Sharing dollars annually that would equate to.
or exceed the amount of Real Estate Taxes due on these lands. and to allow for the expansion and continuation of cooperative farming on the lands of the RRVR into the future.
November 15. 2016
Ruby A. Brabo, Chairwoman
King George County Board of Supervisors
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Richmond County Board of Supervisors
101 Court Circle P.O. Box 1000 Warsaw% Virginia 22572

(804) 333-3415

FAX (804) 333-3408
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KING GEORGE COUNTV

Mr. Travis Quesenberry, Administrator
King George County
10459 Courthouse Drive. Suite
King Geor

r-MINISTRATOR

BOARD C~ TUL;P.VISORS

This letter is to make you aware of a recent issue that has been discussed by the Richmono
County Board of Supervisors. and a subsequent Resolution that was adopted by the Board in
response
As you kno\. the U-nited States Fish and \\ildliie sstem owns and manages F ederai lands in oLur

Counties under the name of the Rappahannock River Valley Refuge (RRVR). The RRVR own>
approximately 8,720 acres in the Counties of Richmond, Caroline, Essex, Westmoreland and
King George with the goal of eventually owning 20,000 acres throughout the system.
In Richmond County we are especially impacted due to the fee simple ownership of almost 5,00()
acres of land owned by the RRVR, at a total value of $10,600,000 and a Real Estate Tx\
implication of about $75,000, which equates to about $0.01 on our Real Estate Tax Rate.
There was a time, prior to sequestration, in which the Revenue Sharing dollars pro\ ided to
localities for lands owned Federally, equaled what the tax dollars on the property would have
been: however more recently the Revenue Sharing dollars only represent a fraction of those
monies.
Separate of the Revenue Sharing policN on the lands of the RRVR is the idea of cooperative

farming, a practice that has taken place on RRVR lands since their inception in 1996. As
agricultural communities, our farmland is very important to us as an economy and the continued
loss of acres into Federal ownership and the decreased amount of cooperative farming of these
lands means that these lands are costing the local government's considerable amount of revenue.
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having to be passed on further to private landowners. residents and businesses.

Please consider adopting a resolution similar to the one attached to show your Counties support
for increased Revenue Sharing payments to localities included in the RRVR and to support the
continuation of cooperative farming on the lands of the RRVR. Although your County may not
currently have property being cooperatively farmed, with the goal of the RRVR owning 20,000
acres in the service area, it is certainly likely that it will affect your county at one time or
another.
Thank you for your consideration and please contact us should you have any further questions.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,

R. organ uicke
County Administrator

F. Lee Sanders, Chairman
Richmond County Board of Supervisors
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Richmond County Board of Supervisors
101 Court Circle P.O. Box 1000 Warsaw, Virginia 22572 (804) 333-3415

FAX (804) 333-3408 www.co.richmond.va.us

RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF INCREASED REVENUE SHARING FUNDS FROM THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT FOR LANDS WITHIN RICHMOND COUNTY THAT ARE PART OF THE UNITED
STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE RAPPAHANNOCK RIVER VALLEY REFUGE AND IN SUPPORT OF
CONTINUED AND EXPANDED CO-OPERATIVE FARMING OF PORTIONS OF THE LANDS OWNED BY
THE UNITED STATES FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
WHEREAS, the United States Federal Government and the United States Fish and Wildlife began buying property in
Richmond County in 1996 for the creation of the Rappahannock River Valley Refuge (RRVR), and now own nearly
5,000 acres in Richmond County at a total value of $10,636,000; and
WHEREAS, in lieu of the Real Estate Tax dollars that Richmond County formerly collected on these lands, the Federal
Government pays Richmond County Federal Revenue Sharing monies which are meant to offset or exceed the total
amount of Real Estate taxes previously generated; and
WHEREAS, over time these Revenue Sharing monies have become only a fraction of what the actual Real Estate value
of these lands are valued at through the office of the Commissioner of the Revenue; and
WHEREAS, these lands acquired by the Federal Government for refuge uses were also very important to the
agricultural economy of Richmond County; and
WHEREAS, the Rappahannock River Valley Refuge has participated in co-operative farming since 1996, allowing local
farmers to continue farming and managing the lands of the RRVR and therefore continuing to support the economy of
Richmond County despite the loss of Real Estate tax revenue, and
WHEREAS, the RRVR has notified the farmers currently farming the remaining 191 acres of farm land, or 4% of the
lands of the RRVR, that effective in 2020 co-operative farming on the lands of the RRVR will no longer be permitted;
and
WHEREAS, the co-operative farming aspect of the RRVR is the primary economic function that is taking place on
these Federal Lands;
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Richmond County, that we hereby request of the
Federal Government to pay to Richmond County the appropriate Revenue Sharing dollars annually that would equate to,
or exceed the amount of Real Estate Taxes due on these lands, and to allow for the expansion and continuation of cooperative farming on the I nds of the RRVR into the future.
October 13, 2016
F. Lee Sanders, Chairman
Richmond County Board of Supervisors
Richard E. Thomas
Election District I

J. David Parr
Election District 2

William C. Herbert, II
Election District 3

Robert B. Pemberton
Election District 4

Lee Sanders
Election District 5

R. Morgan Quicke
County Administrator

From: iplynch@crosslink.net [mailto:jplynch@crosslink.net]
Sent: Tuesday, November 01, 2016 9:45 PM
To: Quesenberry, Travis <tquesenberrV@co.kinggeorge.state.va.us>; Travis Quesenberry
<travisq@co.kinggeorge.state.va.us>
Subject: Fw: Rappahannock River Valley National Wildlife Refuge Resolution (tonight's agenda)

here's the memo Ruby mentioned Travis.. v/s, Jim
From: jplynch(crosslink.net
Sent: Tuesday, November 1, 2016 1:49 PM
To: Richard Granger ; John Jenkins ; Ruby Brabo
Cc: Jim Lynch
Subject: Rappahannock River Valley National Wildlife Refuge Resolution (tonight's agenda)

Members of the board.
Richmond County has asked that King George adopt a resolution similar to theirs that (1)
supports the restoration of revenue sharing funds, and (2) continues the practice of cooperative farming on refuge lands.
At present the Refuge in King George comprises two tracts (four land parcels) totaling about
473 acres. One, Wilmont Landing (Toby's Point) is open to the public. The other, part of the
Milbank Estate, is not presently open.
A memo discussing the impact of refuges on community economics with some details about

our localities is attached.
The Friends of the Refuge support this resolution and request that you act favorably on the
request from Richmond County.

Sincerely,
James P. Lynch

Member, Friends of the Rappahannock River Valley National Wildlife Refuge and resident of
King George
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Division of Economics

Memo
From:

Edward Mailleft U.S Fish and Wildlife Service Economi--

Date:

May 6, 201'

Re:

The purpose of this memo is to provide some information for consideration when respondin:
to community concerns regarding the fiscal impact associated with refuge lands. In the current
fiscal climate, the Service has been responding to an increasing number of concerns raised by
local communities regarding the apparent loss of property tax revenues when the Service ends
up purchasing private lands from willing sellers associated with the establishment or expansion
of federal national wildlife refuges. While it is an accurate statement that the federal
government does not generally pay local property taxes on public property refuge lands and
their associated activities contribute back to local communities in means and methods no'
initially recognized. It is the purpose of this memo to provide a general overview discussion of
how refuges typically provide local community benefits from an economic social, and

environmental perspective.
Economic Benefits of National Wildlife Refuqes
National wildlife refuges contribute to the financial benefit of local communities through

expenditures associated with visitors, refuge operations, and revenue sharing. The first half of
this memo discusses how these expenditures benefit refuge communities in general and the
second half presents estimates of impacts associated with Rappahannock refuge.
Visitor spending impacts
One of the primary ways that national wildlife refuges contribute back to communities is

through the expenditures made by visitors with locally established businesses. There are over
550 refuges throughout our country that attracted 46.5 million people in 2011. Visitor spending
generated $2.4 billion in sales throughout local economies. As this spending flowed through
economies, over 35,000 people were employed and $793 million in employment income was

generated

Since 2006. visitation to refuges has increased b\ nearly 30 percent Refuge
recreational spending also generated about S343 mil ion in tax revenue at the locaL county.

state, and federal level
People visit refuges to hunt fish, arid view wildlife.

In 2011 about 72 percent of tota

expenditures were associated with wildlife-watching activities, 21 percent was associated with
fishing, and seven percent with hunting activities. Local residents accounted for 23 percent of
expenditures, while visitors visiting from outside the area accounted for 77 percent of total
visits. Common visitor purchases include such items as food. lodging gas, arid equipment.

Refuge budget spending impacts
National wildlife refuges require staff to operate and maintain national wildlife refuges.

To

perform their duties they also require a budget for material expenses. The salaries used to
pay refuge staffs are typically spent in local communities for living expenses such as food and
lodging. Other expenses may be used to hire local contractors to perform functions such as
construction and maintenance activities, which a portion would also likely be spent in the local

community. Refuge management often seeks to purchase necessary equipment from local
dealers in another attempt to allow the community to profit from the presence of having a

refuge.
In fiscal year 2011, federal local spending for refuge operations. construction. and revenue

sharing was about $496.4 million.2 As this spending flowed through the national economy it
accounted for $1.4 billion of output, 9.123 jobs, and $533.2 million in employee compensation

outside the refuge boundary.
Refuge revenue sharing
The Refuge Revenue Sharing Act, as amended, authorizes revenues and direct
appropriations to be deposited into a special fund, the National Wildlife Refuge Fund
(NWRF), and used for payments to counties in which lands are acquired in fee (fee land)
or reserved from the public domain (reserved land) and managed by the Service. These
revenues are derived from the sale or disposition of (1) products (e.g., timber and gravel):
(2) other privileges (e.g., right-of-way and grazing permits); and/or (3) leases for public
accommodations or facilities (e.g., oil and gas exploration and development) incidental to.
and not in conflict with, refuge purposes. In FY 2011, the Refuge Revenue Sharing
program contributed $18.1 million to local community coffers.
The Act authorizes payments for Service-managed fee lands based on a formula
contained in the Act that entitles counties to whatever is the highest of the following
amounts: (1) 25 percent of the net receipts; (2) 3/4 of 1 percent of the fair market value of
the land; or (3) 75 cents per acre. Every 5 years, appraisals may be updated to determine
the fair market value.

Carver, Erin and James Caudill, Banking on Nature 2011: The Economic Benefits to Local Communities of
National Wildlife Refuge Visitation, Division of Economics, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington, DC,
August 2013.
2 Laughland, Andrew, and James Caudill, The Regional Economic Contribution of Federal Spending for National
Wildlife Refuges, FY 2011, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, March 28, 2014.
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formula contained in the Act, direct appropriations up to an amount e
between net receipts and full authorized payment may be authorized

t

Social Benefits
In addition to benefiting the economies of

cal cmumte

communities with important social benefits.

Refuges benefit local residents by providing

euges alo p oviue iocal

assurances of naturally managed open spaces, which not only draws visitors but also provides
spillover benefits to community members and adjacent residencies. The general social
benefits associated with refuges are discussed below. The second half of this memo presents
estimates of the value of social benefits associated with Rappahannock refuge

Community open space
It has been commonly documented that public open space provides beneficial impacts to
surrounding communities. In addition to providing opportunities for recreational access open

space also provides for positive visual amenities, relief from congestion, and other negative
effects associated with development. One study attempted to review over 60 published
articles that attempted to estimate the values of different types of open space.3 In general the
study found that there is agreement throughout the literature that there is a positive relationship
between preserving open space and community values but that the values tend to vary widely
with the size of the area, the proximity of the open space to residences. the type of open

space, and the method of analysis.
Ancillary benefits on adjacent private properties
It has also been documented that refuge lands specifically provide positive spillover effects to
the value of surrounding properties. This effect becomes stronger in areas in areas where
open space is relatively scarce and housing is denser. One study conducted by the Center for
Environmental and Resource Economic Policy, North Carolina State University, found that
homes located within 0.5 miles of a refuge and within eight miles of an urban center were
valued four to five percent greater in the Northeast, seven to nine percent higher in the
Southeast, and three to six percent higher in California/Nevada.4 The implication of these
findings is that the presence of refuge lands increases the market value of surrounding
housing, which in turn increases the tax basis for communities.
Environmental education and interpretation benefits
The National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997 identified six appropriate
wildlife-dependent uses for visitors: hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, and
environmental education and interpretation. Every refuge must determine whether or not any
of these uses are appropriate on their individual refuge. Environmental education and
interpretation uses often occur around events organized by refuge staff. Visitors come to learn
McConnell, Virginia, and Margaret Wells, The Value of Open Space: Evidence from Studies of Nonmarket
Benefits, Resources for the Future, January 2005.
Taylor, Laura 0., Xiangping Liu, and Timothy Hamilton, Amenity Values of Proximity to National Wildlife
Refuges, Center for Environmental and Resource Economic Policy, North Carolina State University, April 2,
2012.
3

and participate in activities that expose them to the uniqueness of the habitat and the means

and methods used by wildlife to sustain themselves and their young. Visitor service staff
across refuges have developed and designed unique educational programs aimed to bring
local students and their parents onto refuges year-round to help them better understand and
appreciate the various cycles of the natural world throughout the year and how resident and
migratory wildlife respond to natural changes.

Economic Benefits of Ecosystem Services
National wildlife refuges also provide substantial nonmarket benefits (i.e., goods and services
not exchanged in established markets) such as providing habitat for endemic threatened and
endangered species, preserving wetlands that serve as a community sink during excessive
precipitation events, protecting groundwater supplies with natural land covers, and by
providing generally stability for the local ecosystem. The natural 'services' provided by the
conserved landscape can be extremely valuable to a community's well-being in a more
traditional economic sense. For instance, forests and other undisturbed landscapes naturally
filter and regulate water that often ends up in the public water supply. This natural filtration
process can minimize the financial cost to treat water in accordance with national water quality
standards.
A popular example is the case of New York City, who in the 1990's notably invested between
$1 billion and $1.5 billion in conserving and preserving landscapes in the Catskill Watershed.
This investment was calculated to produce cost savings of $6 billion-$8 over 10 years, when
compared to the alternative of building and maintaining a new treatment facility.'
A 2008 study done by Ingraham and Foster attempted to value the bundle of ecosystem
services provided by national wildlife refuges in the contiguous U.S. 6 The authors determined
the various habitats within the refuge system were providing services valued at $32.3 billion
(2011 dollars) per year, or an average of $2,900 per acre per year. As the New York City
example and the Ingraham and Foster study indicate, these ecosystem service values can be
substantial, and should be recognized when evaluating refuge strategies and goals. However.
quantifying

individual ecosystem service values remains difficult absent primary data

collection.
A more recent study was conducted by economists from the University of Georgia. They
looked at a sample of refuges and calculated the value of the ecosystem services provided by

refuge lands and operations to communities. The authors identified four categories of
ecosystem services to consider for valuation: storm protection, water quality, commercial
fishing habitat, and carbon storage. The authors found that the value of services provided by
the refuges considered ranged between $92 and $510 per acre per year ($201 0).7

Chichilnisky, Graciela and Geoffrey Heal, Economic Returns from the Biosphere, Nature, Vol. 391, February 12.
1998.
6 Ingraham, Molly and Shonda Gilliland Foster, The Value of Ecosystem
Services Provided by the U.S. National
Wildlife Refuge System in the Contiguous U.S., Ecological Economics 67, (2008) 608-618.
Patton, Douglas, John Bergstrom, Alan Covich, Rebecca Moore, National Wildlife Refuge Wetland Ecosystem
Service Valuation Model, Phase 1 Report, University of Georgia, April 2012.
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Rappahannock River Valley Refuge
The Rappahannock River Valley Refuge was established in 1996 for the purpose of
conserving fish and wildlife resources, including endangered and threatened species and
wetlands. Refuge habitats include freshwater tidal marsh, forested swamp, upland deciduous
forest, mixed pine forest, and managed grasslands. As of September 2007, the refuge was
comprised of 7,711 acres. The remainder of this memo provides an estimate of the economic
value provided by the refuge back to the community based on the general categories of
benefits discussed previously.
Economic Impacts

Visitor spending
Rappahannock communities experience beneficial economic impact via the refuge through the
dollars spent by visitors. The refuge provides many different types of recreational activities.
People come to fish, hunt, and watch wildlife. In fiscal year 2014 the refuge reported over
5,000 total visits. Of these visits, the 721 people visited to hunt big game and 832 people
visited to fish. The remainder visited in general to watch wildlife and may have done so via
boating, car, or walking/hiking.
To estimate the economic impact associated with visitation to the refuge this analysis makes a
couple of simplifying assumptions based on usage and origination data for Eastern Shore
National Wildlife Refuge found in the 2011 Banking on Nature report. Table 1 shows how
visitation broke down by activity in 2014. In addition to showing the number of visits by refuge
activities the table also presents assumptions about how many hours a typical visitor engages
in that activity on the refuge along with the proportion that are residents and non-residents.
Table 2 presents the estimated total expenditures associated with 2014 visits. The table
shows how expenditures compare across activities and between resident and non-residents.
To estimate expenditures, the number of visits was normalized into a visitor day based on the
estimated number of hours a visitor engaged in a refuge activity. Assumptions concerning the
amount of money spent during a visitor day on various items (e.g., food and lodging) are
based on those used in the 2011 Banking on Nature report used for the Northeast region. In
2014 it is estimated that visitors to Rappahannock refuge spent approximately $82,000
($2011).
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Table 1. Rappahannock Visits by Activity - 2014.

FY2011

Activity

Average
Hours
per day
person

of Visitors
that are
Residents

Percentage
of Visitors
that are
Non-

1. Hunting: Waterfowl Hunt (5.11)

0%

Residents
100%

2. Hunting: Other Migratory Bird Hunt (5.12)

0%

100%

8
8
8

0%
2%
100%
100%

100%
98%
0%
0%

1
1
5
1
1
4
1
1

5%
5%
5%
5%
5%
95%
5%
5%

95%
95%
95%
95%
95%
5%
95%
95%

3.
4.
5.
6.

Hunting:
Hunting:
Fishing:
Fishing:

Upland Game (5.13)
Big Game (5.14)
Freshwater (5.19)
Saltwater (5.20)

721
832
0

Total Non-Consumptive
1. Pedestrian Visits (5.25)
2. Auto Tour Visits (5.26)
3. Boat Trail/Launch Visits (5.27)
4. Bicycle visits (5.28)
5. Total photography visits (5.35)
6. Total EE participants (5.43)
7. Total interpretation participants (5.49)
8. Total other recreation particpants (5.51)
Total Visitors (minus EE)

55
60
65
50
3,465
5,198

Note: The number of visits by activity was obtained through the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services' Refuge Annual Performance
Planning application. Visitor hours and percent local/nonlocal based on Eastern Shore of Virginia NWR estimates used in Banking
on Nature 2011. An assumption was made that time spent freshwater fishing on the Rappahannock refuge was similar to that spent
saltwater fishing on the Eastem Shore refuge. Total visitation does not add exactly to the reported in RAPP due to allocation of nonconsumptive visits.
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Table 2. Estimated Expenditures Associated with Rappahannock Visitation: 2014

Activity
Non-Consumptive:
Pedestrian
Auto Tour
Boat Trail/Launch
Visits
Bicycle visits
Interpretation
Photography
Other Recreation
Total NonConsumptive
Hunting:
Big Game
Small Game
Migratory Birds
Total Hunting
Fishing:
Freshwater
Saltwater
Total Fishing

Resident

Non-Resident

Total

$0.0
$0.0
$0.0

$0.0
$0.7
$0.0

SO.0
$0.7

$0.0
$0.0
$0.0
$0.4
$0.4

$0.7
$0.0
$0.8
$41.5
$43.6

Total Expenditures

$0.0
$0.7
$0.0
$0.8
$41.9
$44.0

$0.3
$0.0
$0.0
$0.3

$37.8
$0.0
$0.0
$37.8

$38.1
$0.0
$0.0
$38.1

$18.4
$0.0
$18.4

$0.0
$0.0
$0.0

$18.4
$0.0
$18.4

$19.1

S81.4

5100.5

Refuge budget spending impacts
The Rappahannock refuge is part of the larger Eastern Virginia Rivers National Wildlife

Refuge. The Eastern Virginia refuge complex also includes the Presquile, James River, and
Plum Tree Island National Wildlife Refuges. Only the Rappahannock refuge is continuously
open to visitors. Plum Tree Island is closed to all visitors due to unexploded ordinances found
on the property and Presquile and James River are only open to the public during special
events with advance reservations necessary. The National Wildlife Refuge system allocates
operational funding to the Eastern Virginia Rivers National Wildlife Refuge system complex.
Technically, staffs working at the Rappahannock refuge are really part of the larger refuge
complex and may spend part of their time working on issues related to the other refuges in the
complex. In reality, however, because the Rappahannock Refuge constitutes the largest
refuge in the complex and because it is the signature piece of the complex the majority of staff
time and associate budget is spent in this area even though the refuge complex does not
further break down expenditures by refuge. Currently, of the five permanent refuge staff
positions, three staff members reside in Richmond County and one other resides in Essex
County.'

The fifth permanent refuge staff position is currently vacant.
7

allocation of slightly over $1 million ($1,015,885). This money is used to pay for refuge-relate?
labor services and projects such as wildlife and habitat restoration projects, visitor service-

-

facilities maintenance, law enforcement, and planning activities. About two percent of th
budget was devoted specifically for the Service's Youth Conservation Corps summer progra
for work conducted on the Rappahannock Refuge. In addition to the $1 million allocation, th
complex also received an additional $37,000 for targeted conservation projects. While sorof these monies were spent on projects related to other refuges in the complex the majority a
funds and staff time was spent on projects related to the Rappahannock Refuge, whic
provides direct benefits to the local economies through the direct expenditures made by sta'

on project supplies and materials along with the associated persona! exnenditures maei

K

staff on such items as food clothing housing and miscellaneous ite'-

Refuge revenue sharing
In 2014 the Service paid nearly $20,000 in RRS payments to a total of five counties associate:

with Rappahannock River Valley National Wildlife Refuge lands. This reflects approximately 25
percent of the total amount that would have been paid had the Service been fully funded to
make payments. Of the amount paid in 2014, approximately $9,000 was paid to Richmon
County Table 3 shows the RSS nayments made to various counties in the refuie since 2007

Table 3. Rappahannock River Valley NWR RRS Payments

FY 2007
for FY
2006

FY 2008
for FY
2007

FY 2009
for FY
2008

FY 2010
for FY
2009

FY 2011
for FY
2010

FY 2012
for FY
2011

FY 2013
for FY
2012

FY 2014
for FY
2013

County

$23,826

$23,039

$19,901

$18,701

$7,582

$8,125

$7,635

$8,96C

Essex County

$7,758

$7,502

$7,627

$7,166

$3,110

$3,332

$3,131

$3,675

$4,827

$4,668

$3,621

$3,403

$3,100

$3,322

$3,121

$3,663

$1,906

$1,843

$1,430

$1,344

$1,454

$1,558

$1,464

$1,718

Richmond

King George
County
Westmoreland
County
Caroline
County
Total

$2,736

$2,646

$2,053

$1,929

$1,491

$1,598

$1,502

$1,762

$41,053

$39,698

$34,632

$32,543

$16,737

$17,935

$16,853

$19,779

Ecosystem Benefits
The 2010 Comprehensive Conservation Plan for Rappahannock Refuge reports that the total

acreage of the refuge at the time was 7,711.6 acres. Based on the estimated economic value
per acre of ecosystem services identified by the authors of the University of Georgia repot
($92/acre/yr - $510/acre/year) the estimated range of economic benefits associated with the
ecosystem services of Rappahannock refuge lands could range between $709.000 to $3.9
million.

Summary
Table 4 provides an overall summary of the economic benefits provided by Rappahannock
National Wildlife refuge Most of these benefits flow directly to local community members

Table 4. Summary of Economic Benefits Affiliated with Rappahannock National Wildlife
Refuge ($2014)

Category

Estimated Economic Benefit

Visitor Spending (direct)

$100,5000

Refuge Budget Expenditures (direct)

$1,015,884

Refuge Revenue Sharing (total)

$19,779

Open Space Values

To be estimated pending need

Incremental Benefits to Surrounding Residencies

To be estimated pending need

Ecosystem Services (lower bound)

$709,000

Ecosystem Services (upper bound)

$3.9 million

Total (lower bound)

$1,845,163

Total (upper bound)

$2,981,326
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PROPOSED CALENDAR YEAR 2015

STANDARDS OF CONDUCT
FOR MEMBERS OF THE
KING GEORGE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Realizing that persons holding a position of public trust are under constant observation by the
media and all County residents, and further recognizing that maintaining the integrity and dignity
of public office and confidence in our institutions of government, every member of the King
George County Board of Supervisors does publicly commit collectively and individually to the
following Standards of Conduct.
1. Avoid during public meetings and during the performance of public duties the use of
abusive, threatening or intimidating language or gestures directed at colleagues,
citizens, or employees.
2. To strive sincerely to build better relationships with one another and with the County
Administrator, Constitutional Officers, and the elected and appointed Boards and
Commissions of King George County.
3. Pay all taxes due to one's town or residence, county, state, or national government.
4. Attend all regularly-scheduled meetings of the Board or committees to which you have
been assigned, resigning whenever personal circumstances preclude regular
attendance.
5. Avoid a private lifestyle that casts public doubt upon the integrity and competence of the
county government.
6. Offer criticism of colleagues or county employees only in private meetings with
appropriate individuals or in closed sessions.
7. Work to create a positive environment in public meetings where citizens will feel
comfortable in their role as observers and/or participants.
8. To listen carefully and maintain an attitude of courtesy and consideration toward all
colleagues and staff during all discussions and deliberations.
9. To emphasize planning, policy making and public relations rather than becoming
involved in the day to day management of departments or County administration.
10. To set clear goals for the County Administrator and/or departments and agency heads
and to provide financial resources to help ensure the community is aware of these goals.
11. To always be tolerant. Allow citizens, employees, or colleagues sufficient opportunity to
present their views.
12. To listen carefully and be respectful and attentive. Avoid comments, body language or
distracting activity that conveys a message of disrespect for the presentations from
citizens, County personnel, or colleagues.
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13. To be concise. Avoid the practice of taking more time to address an issue before the
body than necessary and essential for an adequate consideration of those matters being
discussed by being prepared, organized and clear in all public deliberations.
14. To abide by the King George County Code of Ethics and Standards of Conduct and
further to provide appropriate mechanisms for disciplining members who violate the
Code of Ethics and/or Standards of Conduct through the adoption of resolutions of
disapproval citing the provisions of the Code of Ethics or Standards of Conduct of which
the governing body determines a member has violated.
We, the undersigned, do hereby recognize that holding public office is a public trust and that the
stewardship of the King George County Board of Supervisors and County services demands the
highest level of professional, ethical and moral conduct. We therefore commit to adhere to the
King George County Code of Ethics and Standards of Conduct at all times in our professional
lives.

Name
Rubyz A -Rrahn

Cedell Brooks, Jr.

Signature

Date

/S

(-

,
-XI

Joseph W. Grzeika

Dale W. Sisson, Jr.

-

James B. Howard
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DANTE ~~~~
RULES AND PROCEDURES OF THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF KING GEORGE COUNTY
Section 1.

Establishment: Purpose

In order to carry out the business of the Board of Supervisors in the best interest of the
citizens of the County, the following rules of procedure are hereby established to govern
the conduct of the members of the Board of Supervisors and citizens at all meetings of
the Board of Supervisors.
On December 18, 2001, the King George Board of Supervisors adopted and on August
7, 2012 re-adopted a Board Members' Manual for use as a guidance document. The
Code of Ethics and Standards of Conducts contained in that document will be adopted
as separate documents at the Board's organizational meeting in January of each year
and the remainder of the Manual will be used as a reference document. The Virginia
Association of Counties (VACo) Virginia County Supervisors' Manual will also be used
as a reference document. Copies of both documents are available in the County
Administrator's office.
Section II.

Meetinqs

The Board of Supervisors shall hold two regular meetings each month,
A.
B.
C.

D.

Section Ill.

First and Third Tuesdays of each month, beginning at 6:00 P.M.
Work sessions will be scheduled as needed.
In the event that County offices are closed due to inclement weather on a
regular Tuesday meeting, the meeting will be held on the following
Wednesday.
In the event offices are closed on a Wednesday designated as a meeting
day as stated in item C above (inclement weather or emergency
situation), then the scheduled Board meeting would be held the following
Tuesday.
Order of Business

The order of business at all regular meetings shall be as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

7.

Call to Order
Amendments to the Agenda
Public Comment
Reports of Board Members
Consent Agenda (warrants. appropriations, minutes, etc.)
Public Presentations
A. County Officials
B. Constitutional Officers
C. County Attorney
D. Other
Board and Agency Presentations and Timed Items, Conduct Public
Hearings at specified times

8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

Action Items
County Administrator's Report
Information Items
Closed Session (as necessary)
Adjourn or Continue

The Board of Supervisors shall conduct County business to include consent agenda,
reports of constitutional officers, County Administrator, County Attorney, and other
reports as appropriate; public comment will be the first item of business. No public
comment will be permitted on an item or issue which has been advertised for public
hearing. Reports of Board Members will be heard immediately following public comment;
public hearings will begin as close to the advertised time as possible, but not before.
Closed sessions, when necessary and practical, will be scheduled as the final item on
the agenda. No further business shall be conducted after midnight, except in the case
where four-fifths of the Board properly moved and voted to extend the time of the
meeting. Adjourned or special meetings may be held at such times and place as
deemed necessary.
A majority of the Board shall be necessary to proceed with business, a majority being
defined as three (3) members of the Board. The Chairperson shall take the chair at the
hour which the Board shall have set for regular, adjourned or special meetings; shall
immediately call the Board to order and, a majority being present, proceed with the
business at hand. If a majority of the Board shall fail to attend within fifteen minutes after
the time appointed for the meeting, the Clerk shall enter in the Minute Book the names of
the members present and the adjournment for want of a quorum.
Section IV.

Preparation of Agenda

The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, with the approval of the Chairperson of the Board,
shall prepare for each Board member a detailed agenda, prior to the regular or adjourned
meeting. To ensure a place on the agenda for any regular or adjourned meeting, a
request should be submitted to the Clerk seven (7) days prior to such meeting.
Those persons wishing to address the Board are encouraged to provide written
statements/reports to the Clerk of the Board for inclusion in Board packets where
practicable.

Section V.

Conduct of Business

The Board of Supervisors of King George County will use Robert's Rules of Order as a
guideline. The Chairperson or any member of the Board of Supervisors may call for a
motion on any item of business appearing on the agenda or any item introduced to the
agenda. No item of business shall be continued for a period greater than thirty (30) days
without the majority consent of members of the Board of Supervisors.
Members of the Board who cast abstentions on votes will state for the official record the
reason for the abstention, and will provide reasonable specificity. In cases of conflict of
interest, members will specify the conflict or potential conflict at their first opportunity and
take no part in the discussion of the issue.
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Section V.1.

Amending of Motions

Only one amendment to a motion per each member of the Board shall be permitted after a
motion has been made on any item of business coming before the Board.
Section VI.

Establishment of Special or Ad Hoc Committees

Special or Ad Hoc Committees may be created on a majority vote of the Board at any time
deemed necessary. The method of appointment shall be determined by the Board at the
time of establishment of such committees. Method of appointment may be modified at any
time on a majority vote.
1.
2.

All committees are subject to the requirements of the Virginia Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA).
All meetings must be public and properly advertised.

Section VII.

Order and Decorum

The Chairperson shall preserve order and decorum; may speak to points of order in
preference to other members and shall decide questions of order without debate, subject
to an appeal of the majority of the Board. If a decision relates to the question of decorum
of propriety of conduct, it shall not be debatable. If it relates to propriety of business or the
relevancy or applicability of propositions, the appeal may be debated, but no member shall
speak on it more than once, except by leave of a majority vote of the Board.
The Board of Supervisors may require the sheriff of the County or, at his option, one of his
deputies, to attend its meetings and preserve order, or discharge such other duties as may
be necessary to the proper dispatch of business before it.
The Chairperson of the Board may recognize any County citizen or visitor who appears at
a Board meeting if it is deemed in the best interest of the County. After recognition by the
Chairperson, the citizen or visitor may proceed to speak to the Board. The Chairperson of
the Board may direct the Clerk of the Board to add to a future agenda any item which may
grow out of the appearance before the Board of a citizen or visitor.
Section VIII.

Staff Direction

The purpose of this Section is to establish guidelines by which members of the King
George County Board of Supervisors may request staff to provide research or give
direction on issues of interest to members of the Board. Such requests would require a
staff member to depart from their ongoing responsibilities in carrying out County business.
1. Staff shall respond to requests to perform research or conduct studies only
upon receipt of such direction from the County Administrator as concurred to through a
majority vote or consensus of the Board of Supervisors.
2. In the absence of a meeting of the Board of Supervisors, such requests shall be
directed to the Chairman of the Board of Supervisors who shall determine whether a
majority vote or consensus is necessary before requesting the County Administrator to
proceed. Should the Chairman agree with the request, the Chairman will so direct the
County Administrator to respond. Should the Chairman determine that a vote or
3

consensus is required, the Board member making such request will be advised to bring
the issue before the full Board.
3. All such requests shall be directed to the County Administrator, who shall in turn
determine how staff will be allocated to undertake such projects, and the appropriate
means of response.
4. If a staff member can respond to an inquiry from a Board member by a return
phone call, or by providing a document readily available to the public, the above would not
apply.
a. The staff member will provide such information to the County Administrator
who will in turn provide the same to all Board members as necessary;
b. Such information would generally be provided at the next regularly scheduled
Board meeting.
Section IX.

Amendment of Rules

The Rules and Procedures set out in this article may be amended by majority vote of the
members of the Board of Supervisors at any regular meeting and shall become effective
immediately upon adoption.
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CODE OF ETHICS
FOR MEMBERS OF THE
KING GEORGE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
CODE OF ETHICS
Recognizing that persons who hold public office have been given a public trust and that the
stewardship of such office demands the highest levels of ethical and moral conduct, any person
serving on the King George County Board of Supervisors will adhere to the following Code of
Ethics.
1. Uphold the Constitution, laws and regulations of the U
therein and never knowingly be a party to their evasio-

"

n

_

I

2. Put loyalty to the highest moral principles and the County as a whole - a.
individuals, particular groups, districts or sections of King George County
3. Give a full measure of effort and service to the position of trust for which ste .arosa::
has been granted; giving an earnest effort and best thought to the performance of cutles
4.

Seek to find and use the most equitable. efficient. and economical means for getting
tasks accomplished.

5. Adopt policies and programs that support the rghts and recognize the needs of all
citizens regardless of race, sex, age, religion, creed, country of origin or handicapping
condition. Avoid adopting policies, supporting programs or engaging in activities that
discriminate against or offend individuals of race, sex, age, religion, creed, country of
origin or handicapping condition.
6.

Ensure the integrity of the actions of the Board of Supervisors by avoiding discrimination
through the dispensing of special favors or unfair privileges to anyone, whether for
remuneration or not. A member should never accept for himself or herself or for family
members, favors or benefits under circumstances which might be construed by
reasonable persons as influencing the performance of one's governmental duties.

7.

Make no private promise of any kind binding upon the duties of any office, since a public
servant has no private word which can be binding on public duty.

8. Engage in no business with the County Government or School division, either directly or
indirectly, which is inconsistent with the conscientious performance of government duties
except as may be consistent with the conflict of interest statutes in the Code of Virqinia.
9.

Never use any information gained confidentially in the performance of governmental
duties as a means of making a private profit.

10. Expose through appropriate means and channels, corruption, misconduct, or neglect of
duty by County personnel or officials whenever discovered.
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11. Adhere to the principle that the public's business should be conducted in the public view
by observing and following the letter and spirit of the Freedom of Information Act using
closed sessions only to deal with sensitive personnel, legal, contractual, or other matters
as specifically provided by the Code of Virginia.
12. Avoid using the position of public trust to gain access to the media for the purposes of
criticizing colleagues, citizens, or employees, impugning their integrity or vilifying their
personal beliefs.
13. Make sure, when responding to the media, that a clear distinction is made between
personal opinion or belief and a decision made by the Board.
14. Review orally and in public session at the annual organizational meeting each of these
principles.
15. Pledge to honor and uphold these principles, ever conscious that public office is a public
trust.

