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Minutes for Wednesday, April 9, 2025, at 7:00 PM

1.

CALL TO ORDER
MEMBERS PRESENT AND ABSENT

Planning Commission Members Present:
Mrs. Angela Wingfield, Chairwoman
Mr. Kelvin Pettit, Vice Chairman

Ms. Myra Riley-Taylor

Mr. Adair Tyler

Mrs. Sheila Conner

Mr. John Sparkman

Mr. Harold White

Mr. Lynn Gayle

Planning Commission Members Absent:
Mr. Berran Rogers

Others Present:

Mr. Leander “Lee” Pambid, Deputy County Administrator
Chontese Ridley, County Planner I

Pamela Dix, Administrative Assistant I1

DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM

With a quorum present, Chairwoman Wingfield called the meeting of the Accomack County

Planning Commission to order at 7:00 p.m.

REMOTE PARTICIPATION
None

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

The Planning Commission unanimously adopted the agenda on a motion by Commissioner

Tyviler and seconded by Commissioner Sparkman.

MINUTES

On a motion made by Commissioner Tyler and seconded by Vice Chairman Pettit to adopt

March 12, 2025, minutes as writlen.
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4. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

Chairman Wingfield
Open public comment, has anybody signed up? We have no one who signed up, so we'll close
the public comment period and move to old business.

. OLD BUSINESS

Chairman Wingfield

We have no business. We can move to the continued, I'm sorry, continue briefing of initiating
resolution to Amendment Definitions of Height and clarity and The Method of Measuring
Height.

. NEW BUSINESS

Ms. Chontese Ridley

Hello everyone. Good evening. So again, these are the two ordinance amendments that I
briefed you on last month. The information is the same, with a little more information to go
with it focused on a couple of things. You saw these slides last month. These resolutions were
handed down from the board of supervisors at their January 15" meeting. Again, this is to
clarify the definition of building height and to add a definition and method of calculating sign
area in the industrial district. Both of these are coming from Chapter 106, titled Zoning for
Clarifying of Building Height Of. Right now, we measure to a point, but we do not have a
stopping point. And for the second one, we want to right-size the amount of sign area in the
industrial district and provide a method of calculating sign area where none currently exist.
We're starting with the definition of building height. Again, we only have a measure to point,
so the staff has been measuring to the highest point of the roof. This has led to some
inconsistent interpretations, confusion with not just staff, but also developers, or the applicant,
and builders, not knowing where that stop point should be. If someone is building in Delaware
or if they're building in Northampton County, and those places have a stop point, then they're
going to do what they're used to doing. And we do have several who will turn in something,
and we have to send it back for resubmittal because they're starting at grade, but not going to
the highest point of the roof, which is current staff interpretation. We need something in the
code that says where the stopping point is. We have to turn applicants down or send things
back for resubmittal, depending on how that plan was drawn up, if it was done by an engineer,
architect, or what have you, that's more money out of the applicant's pocket. There is more
time being added in the process to get those drawings redone, resubmitted, and then put back
in for staff review. This is a table showing what we have currently and what we are proposing
as additions. So right now, the starting point is average grade along the front of the building,
and we don't plan to change that. The endpoint is not specified, and these are our proposals.
For a flat roof, the highest point of the roof, the mansard roof, would be at the deck line and
the main level between the eaves and the ridge for a gable hip, cone gambrel, or a shed. Again,
right now interpretation is inconsistent, which leads to some delays. So with these proposed
additions, it will reduce the variance request and have more consistent reviews being done.
This is the image I showed at last month’s meeting. And just in case this is a little confusing,
Lee did do some new ones for us that I think kind of speak more to Accomack County and
what we're trying to do here. For example, what we're trying to do is we're proposing between
the eve and the ridge. With this one, that point would be 30 feet and a half. This one would be
fine according to the proposal. I'm sorry. I'm going to start over, because | just explained that
wrong after looking at it again. So, what we are proposing our max overall height will be 45,
so nothing can go over 45. We're not trying to increase any height limits for our residential
districts, so 45 is still going to be the maximum overall height. So, for all of these, none of
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them are over 45 feet. We are proposing to do between the eve and the rooftop. So that would
be the middle here, so it's 37 and being that it's 37 feet, they would have to have the necessary
setbacks to go over that amount. This one here, they're at 32, which is under the 35 feet, and
their overall is 35, so they would still be in compliance. You want to ask a question. You want
to ask your question now, are you sure?

Chairwoman Wingfield
So, the overall is 35 unless you want to get a setback to 457

Chontese Ridley

The overall height that no one can go over is 45 feet. But if at the midpoint they’re over 335,
then they would have to have the necessary setbacks. For example, this one at 32 would be
fine. They don't need any setbacks because they're under 35. This first one would have to have
the necessary setbacks because they're over 35 at the midpoint.

Commissioner Pettit
So, any butilding that has all three of those heights in one building, which one would we use?

Ms. Chontese Ridley

These are just different examples of what we could get into review. This first one, I feel like,
is the best example. The midpoint, which is what we are proposing, instead of going to the
highest point. With 37, these folks would have to have the necessary setbacks, because they're
over 35, but overall, they are not going over the maximum allowance of 45 feet.

Commissioner Pettit
Okay, so my question is, on a building that has different roof levels, roof lines, which one are
we going to?

Ms. Chontese Ridley
The highest, so it would be the midpoint of the highest roof.

Commissioner Pettit
Thank you.

Commissioner Sparkman
If I may ask, why did you pull the midpoint rather than the height?

Ms. Chontese Ridley
The homes in Captains Cove, some of those homes are on pilings, so they meet the code, other
than the height, and that difference could be one foot. We're telling them to resubmit or change
their design for one foot. For example, well, I don't think these match that example, but it's to
give some flexibility to residents and some builders so their submittals aren't being denied for
a one-foot difference.

Mr. Lee Pambid

Lee Pambid, Deputy County Administrator for Community & Economic Development. So
basically, what we're finding, especially in places like Captain Cove and certain HOAs, is that
their HOAs or their environmental control committees will, for whatever reason, they'll write
variance on their plan reviews. We would like the HOAs to review the plans first, but we see
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a lot of those come in at a height between 35 and 40 feet. Some of them we see coming in
excess of 40 feet. But what we don't want to do, as Chontese was explaining, was turn
somebody away because their height may end up measuring up to 37 feet or 38 feet. We have
seen several of those in the past. Since I got here, we have been measuring to the overall height.
It's not specified in the Zoning Ordinance where we measure to, but of course, we have to
interpret that. If there's no place to measure to, we will say to the overall height, but that would
preclude approval of anything over 35 feet. You know, if the overall height is 36, 37, and 40
feet, then we would have to just outright deny that. But if we're talking about a difference of
anywhere from a few inches to five feet, they're not going to get any extra floor area out of
that. So what we're doing is we're trying to provide a little bit of flexibility where it really
would not negatively impact.

Commissioner Sparkman
You’re trying to allow for pilings and those sorts of things.

Mr. Lee Pambid

That would be just one of several instances. You know, maybe somebody wants to have a
three-story house, and it would end up being 37, 38 feet. Our building inspectors are saying,
on average, the height of one single floor is about nine to 10 feet. These blocks that you see
here are 10-foot blocks. So that's where you're getting the essentially the 30-foot height up to
the eve. And of course, we're interested in what extra height that roof is going to put on. So
we're trying to provide a little bit of flexibility there

Commissioner Gayle
Those numbers are regardless of the pitch.

Mr. Lee Pambid

Those numbers are regardless of the pitch. Yes, sir. Chontese, if we could go back to the last
slide. You know, there are several different kinds of roofs. This is only four of the you know,
25 to 30 different kinds of roofs. But these are the most common ones. But to answer your
question, Commissioner Gayle, it would be regardless of the roof pitch. So, if we go back to
the next slide. You can see these have different roof pitches. But what we try to explain here
in the far right example is that it’s an overall height of 35 feet. In the middle example, the
overall height is 40 feet. We wouldn't be able to approve that one, but you can see that they're
all still three-story buildings. In the far left example, the overall height is 45 feet. But you can
see the midpoint. Well, maybe you can't see it because it's kind of small, but if we could zoom
in on that left one, you would see that the overall height is 37 feet. In that example, anything
over 35 feet would require an additional two feet of setback. For every additional height that
you are above the maximum, you have to have an additional foot of setback.

Commissioner Conner
So, with that, they could get the approval with the setback.

Mr. Lee Pambid
Yes.

Commissioner Sparkman
Why would you go is such a steep roof? Usually those are snow load right? Based on snow
load.
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Commissioner Tyler
Because they're pretty. 12, 12 pitches are just pretty.

Mr. Lee Pambid
This is just an example. Yeah, we get all kinds of roof pitches.

Chairwoman Wingfield
Did you say number two, you could not approve?

Mr. Lee Pambid
We could not approve today because the overall height is 40 feet.

Chairwoman Wingfield
But you could approve the overall height of 45 feet on the first one?

Mr. Lee Pambid

Yes. For these two, we could, if they had, for instance, in the middle example, an additional
five feet. They would need five feet of additional setback on both sides to get that extra five
feet of height that's above 35. For the 45-foot example, they need an extra 10 feet for example.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
And that's what we have currently.

Chairwoman Wingfield
As long as you guys understand.

Commissioner Tyler

They're trying to avoid McMansions, like got down in Florida on some of those very nice lots.
They've got buildings that are 45 to 50 feet tall and they're right jammed up next to the property
line. That's what we're trying to avoid.

Commissioner Sparkman
Most of the ones in Florida [ see have the lower roof, you know, because they don't have snow
load obviously down there.

Ms. Chontese Ridley

Some other issues that we have related to height in the residential district. For accessory
structures right now, it says maximum height of 12 feet or one story. So we are proposing to
remove the one story and just do 12 feet, because one story could be anything. Also in the
industrial district, the maximum height is 35 square feet, and someone could go to the Zoning
Administrator, which in this case would be Lee, to gain additional height. So we have proposed
to do is just have that maximum height, and eliminate someone being able to go to the Zoning
Administrator to get additional height. The increased height must not have an adverse impact
on abutting properties, so we're trying to keep them from going to the Zoning Administrator.
So these are our end goals. Again, the staff is not trying to increase the overall height. That is
not our intent. The max overall height will remain at 45 feet. We're not trying to go over that.
We want to improve consistency, reduce the need for variances, simplify the review process,
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and promote fairness and consistency overall in all our zoning districts. Okay, if no one wants
to ask any other questions, I'll move on to the definition and method of calculating the sign
area.

Chairwoman Wingfield

1 have a question, let me find the page here. On the bottom, it says Page 13, Agricultural District
height regulations. It was in the package under the Agricultural District. Yeah, of the packet.
On number four, I have read all accessory buildings and structures shall be less than the main
structure in height. I'm not sure if that would work for Ag District.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
And that was page 13? And we're going to number four.

Chairwoman Wingfield
Number 13, number four.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
No accessory building, which is within 10 feet of any lot line shall be more than 12 feet high.

Chairwoman Wingfield

Yes, and then it says all accessory buildings and structures shall be less than the main structure
in height. If your main structure is your ranch style home on a farm, and you build a barn out
back, it's going to be above a ranch style.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
I don't see it there.

Chairwoman Wingfield
It wasn't on the handout from today. It was on the handout that [ got in my pamphlet.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
Okay, number four under Section 10684 is that the one?

Chairwoman Wingfield
Maybe it's changed. The packet has a red line.

Commissioner Sparkman
Yeah, 1 see what she's talking about, right there. All accessory building and structures shall be
less than the main structure.

Chairwoman Wingfield
Right, if the farmers has a ranch style home.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
Okay, that looks like something we could discuss with Jan, but especially for the Ag District,
I know in a residential district, that's how it is.

Chairwoman Wingfield
There’s a red line in residential also that you guys added, and that is on page.
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Mr. Lee Pambid

With regards to the Ag example that you just inquired about, that is a reasonable thing and we
can make some exceptions. There are other places in the Zoning Ordinance where we would
make exceptions for things like chimneys, flues, belfries, antennas, that kind of stuff. And we
do acknowledge that in an agricultural setting, you would have things like grain silos or
conveyor belts or something that might exceed, so that is something that we don't want to run
afoul of. So if we find in the ordinance elsewhere that it's not called for, or that is not allowed
for, we can include some exceptions for customary agricultural structures, if you will.

Commissioner Sparkman
Or review on a case-by-case basis, right?

Mr. Lee Pambid

Well, we try not to get into a review on a case-by-case basis, because then that would actually
increase our workload. We know that there are some instances in an agricultural setting where
there may be accessory, like farm-related accessory structures. The intent behind number four
here is with regard to any residential-type accessory structures, like sheds. But if someone is
zoned Ag, and all they have on their house is a ranch style house or a house. The reason why
we are asking for a 12-foot maximum is for those kinds of structures. So we will throw in the
hopper the situation that you brought up, Madam Chair. In terms of the agricultural setting the
things like the grain silos or the tall barns, which one might think is an accessory building. But
we definitely don't want to run afoul and create any additional regulations when it comes to
the Ag structures.

Commissioner Conner
So, in a residential area, let's say I'm a truck driver, and I want to pitch a large building to
accommodate my truck. I couldn't do that?

Mr, Lee Pambid
Not unless your truck is under 12 feet tall, and that number of clearance.

Commissioner Conner
I’m speaking about the buildings they build for trucks to work on. So if you lived in a
residential area.

Mr. Lee Pambid
This regulation would preclude that.

Chairwoman Wingfield
How would you get around that?

Mr. Lee Pambid
They'd have to come and get a variance.

Chairwoman Wingfield
Are you guys taking out this red line that all accessory buildings and structures shall be less
than the main structure on Ag?
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Mr. Lee Pambid
We can look at removing that. If we can make sense of the other situation. Again, number four
was written to address residential accessory structures, not agricultural accessory structures.

Chairwoman Wingfield
I understand that. I have a ranch-style house, and 1 have a 12-foot or more carport for my
camper that would not be allowed because I'm not a farmer.

Mr. Lee Pambid

Correct. Then we can always change that 12 feet, too. We carry that 12 feet over from the
existing code, and we just wanted to insert that number in all of the zoning districts, so that it's
actually clear, because in some instances it says one story or 12 feet, as Chontese said. A one-
story house could exceed 12 feet. We're accustomed to seeing an actnal dimension there, as
opposed to something that could be interpreted as variable.

Chairwoman Wingfield
If I wanted to build a bam, I couldn't be with this.

Ms. Chontese Ridley

You would need to fill out an application for variance. What [ will also do is make sure that
we have the correct version, just in case your issue has already been handled or taken care of.
But again, the 12 feet is more for residential accessories.

Chairwoman Wingfield
We can keep that. [t seems like you're making somebody who may be a farmer go through a
lot of hoops when it's Ag. All right, we'll get back to that one.

Commissioner Taylor
Do we need to specify that if the variance is required for any exceptions in the documentation?

Ms. Chontese Ridley
No.

Chairwoman Wingfield
And to get a variance, you would have to go to the Board of Zoning Appeals

Ms. Chontese Ridley
Yes, Board of Zoning Appeals.

Commissioner Sparkman
What do you think about Gayle? You’re a farmer.

Commissioner Gayle

Well, I built a grain handling facility with 100-foot elevator. And when I checked back then,
Rich Morrison was in, and there was no issue regarding that. We filed a building permit, and
that was it.
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Ms. Chontese Ridley

So that could have been under some type of Ag exemption. ['ll say that neither Lee nor I were
here then, so we would not be able to say why the staff may have gone that route, but I'm going
to assume it was an Ag exemption. We can get with Jan, and we can look into some other
options and come back with something for you next month on that. Was there anything else in
here?

Commissioner Gayle
In the past, I've built large buildings, and there has never been an issue for Ag. Just an
agricultural building.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
I'm going to assume it was an Ag exemption.

Commissioner Tyler
For you to get your carport put in now, when we change this, you would have to go before the
BZA.

Chairwoman Wingfield
It would me cost me another $500.

Commissioner Tyler
I'm all about the revenue to the county.

Mr. Lee Pambid

With regards to the agricultural setting, they would also have to demonstrate that it's a working
farm for those silos and those other things. If it's residential, and there's no working farm. In
that case, that's what we're trying to control, what we’re trying to clarify. Removing the
variable nature of what one story could be, versus putting in an actual dimension that says it
cannot exceed this height. [f we amend the ordinance to use the midpoint of whatever structure,
then you could gain a couple of feet, depending on the roof pitch and the size of the building
and that kind of thing. There are some symbiotic, if you will, effects between these two aspects.

Commissioner Gayle

The other year, there was a case before the BZA. It was a building in Temperanceville, and
they were considering building or assembling rockets. They needed to go up to 50 feet, and
were going to elevate the building. We granted the variance at that time, but I don't think it
ever happened.

Chairwoman Wingfield
Should we reconsider the height in Ag to a different height other than 12 foot?

Mr. Lee Pambid

['ve written that note down, and we’re consider the ramifications of increasing that to
something higher than 12 feet. The reason, again, why 12 feet is in there is because it's already
in there, so we're just carrying that through.
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Commissioner Tyler
What we want is 13 feet six inches, right?

Chairwoman Wingfield
[ don't know, yeah.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
The 12 feet is already in there. What we're trying to eliminate is the one story.

Commissioner Gayle
The building would have to be taller

Commissioner Tyler
Excellent point.

Commissioner Sparkman
Campers with air conditioning units on it and so forth could get into it.

Ms. Chontese Ridley

Was there anything else on this one that you wanted to mention or wanted us to come back?
Anyone else before we move on? All right, so we are moving on to the definition and method
of calculating sign area. Again, this resolution came down from the Board of Supervisors at
their January 15" meeting. The current ordinance does not adequately address the larger
industrial buildings and properties that have more than one industrial building. Some of these
sites have multiple buildings, and if the max limit is four signs for one building, then what does
the other building do? What we want to do is make some adjustments to the sign limitation.
We believe they should be based on building size, lot size, and the number of structures on
site. And we are proposing to adopt a standardized approach to calculating the sign area. What
we currently have in our ordinance and the challenges it's creating for us. So right now, the
maximum number of signs is four. But again, this does not account for multi-structure
properties. The total area of right now is 160 square feet, but that is inadequate for the larger
buildings. If they can only have 160 square feet of signage, and that has to span over four signs,
for most of these structures, that would only be one sign for them. Right now, the calculation
method is length times width, and it includes voided areas, which would be windows, doors,
that type. But including that increases the sign area, which means it would decrease how large
their sign could be. And right now, there is no method for calculating sign area per the structure.
There is also no flexibility in our current ordinance for these larger industrial buildings to get
larger signage, so the staff is unable to accommodate. This is something that you've seen at last
month's meeting. These are our proposed sign area calculation methods. We believe that the
maximum sign area should be determined as 10% of the wall elevation, but the signs cannot
exceed the roof line of the building. Voided areas, which [ mentioned from the last slide, that
includes windows, doors and bays, that will not be subtracted from the total wall elevation.
The sign area must be calculated by using basic geometric shapes, which will exclude
supporting structures, including bracing in the decorative walls. I do have some visuals for you
to explain what some of those are. We want to change the max from being four signs for one
building on a parcel to being four signs per building on a parcel. So if the parcel is big enough
to accommodate three or four buildings, each of those buildings should be able to have the four
signs. So to describe the shapes and their formulas for rectilinear: the length times width, circle:
A = Tr2 square, or triangular: A equals one half times the base height, and for irregularly
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shaped signs that we may get coming in, they could use a combination of those geometric
shapes. The same would be done for multiple-component signs. To give some visuals of those,
these are the shapes they will be able to use. And for the irregular shaped and for the multi
component, it would still be one of these shapes going around each element, the whole sign
together. And I did show you this last month, but I’ll go over it again. The shape options we
have, the rectangle, square, circle or triangle. We are currently doing now would be one shape
around the whole sign, what we have here are some voided and dead space which increases
the sign area? What we are proposing is to do one of those basic shapes to fit as tightly around
those signs as possible, to get rid of that voided and dead space and to allow flexibility. And
this is just the image of both of those together. So, the yellow portion is what this applicant is
now saving on space. And just a visual. Currently, no matter what size the industrial building
is, it can only go to a maximum of 160 square feet. In proportion, this smaller building, 160
square feet, may be fine, but for the larger building, the proportion is not adequate. And here
is an example of two industrial buildings where the signage is in proportion to the building
size. As [ mentioned a couple of slides ago, decorative walls, so this is a live example that we
already have now in Captains Cove. [ do believe there are a couple of newer subdivisions in
the County that have decorative walls as well. I believe the one in Gargatha on the highway
has one of these two, or something similar to it. So, for signs like this, the only portion that
would be calculated as sign area is the actual Captains Cove. We would not calculate this whole
structure as being signage. Some benefits of making these changes will be scalable and
proportional signage, consistency, reduced exceptions, fair application processes, and ending
of the one size fits all. Which goes back to the image of the larger building having the same
160 square feet of sign area as a smaller building, which isn't proportionate. Some other Zoning
Ordinance considerations, Section 106-135 Sign Regulations. Sign Regulations and Industrial
District I shall conform to Article Eight of this Chapter. If you were to go to code right now,
you would go to section 106-135 it’s going to refer you to another section in the code. There
is no guidance there, so what we want to do is, when someone is going into the ordinance,
they're going to the Industrial District, we want to have language there if someone would be
able to see what they are and are not allowed to do, versus now click here and it takes you to
another section and it still doesn't give you the necessary guidance. The sign area is currently
interpreted as length times width by our Zoning Administrator and the Zoning Administrator
before him as well. We need to do something to allow more flexibility, which, using the four
basic geometric shapes, will allow that flexibility. The staff has recommended a method that
includes only the functional portion of the sign, not including the dead voided space. And I
will take any questions that you have.

Commissioner Sparkman

Is there any room for public input on these signs? Reason, what comes to mind is a giant Ronald
McDonald. And if you lived down the street or a few houses away, do you really want to look
at it?

Ms. Chontese Ridley
Eventually, we will have a public hearing on this, and at that time, if there's anyone from the
public who wants to come in and voice their concerns would be able to do it at that time.

Commissioner Sparkman
I was just wondering if there was any room for individuals.
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Ms. Chontese Ridley
You mean for individual applications.

Commissioner Sparkman

I mean, there is a possibility of some tasteless signs. You do that not in my neighborhood,
kind of thing. So, I'm just wondering if there was anything for public input on that, without
getting into what's good taste for you may not be for me.

Mr. Lee Pambid
We cannot legislate aesthetics, unfortunately.

Commissioner Sparkman
I'm just thinking if we have public input on noise, for example. Which, we did, remember, on
the arguments with that battery plant on 175. The noise in the neighborhood around there.

Mr. Lee Pambid

If an application requires public hearings, then that type of case would enable public input. If
someone comes in and they comply with the ordinance, they comply with the ordinance, what
we can regulate, size, location and timing. We could try to regulate aesthetics. I would not
recommend it.

Commissioner Sparkman
I was wondering about public input.

Mr. Lee Pambid

We cannot regulate the content. So, we're talking about the First Amendment constitutional
issues at that point. But what we're trying to do is we're just trying to clarify certain regulations
with regards to timing, place and size.

Commissioner Sparkman
It's just popped into my head. You know, I could see a giant problem.

Mr. Lee Pambid

There are certain signs. If we're trying to accommodate larger signs, just to be clear. We are
trying to accommodate larger signs. We have received sign applications that we cannot
process, we cannot, we can't approve, because they exceed by a great deal what our maximum
sign area is, for example. Getting back to you know, we don't want to get into a situation where
we're reviewing and adjudicating on aesthetics.

Commissioner Sparkman
You know what comes to mind. Those of you who have written down 1-95 South of the Border,
the giant Pedro with the Mexican hat.

Mr. Lee Pambid

[ don't know what the rules and regulations are in North Carolina or South Carolina or Georgia,
but here in Accomack, if somebody wants to do a billboard, they still would have to go through
the Board of Zoning Appeals. An off-premises sign would still have to go through the Board
of Zoning Appeals. And what I will say on that is recommending denial of any, the staff is
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recommending denial of any special use permit for billboards. Okay, it is our contention that
there are plenty enough billboards in Accomack and that the billboards that we do have are not
being properly maintained. So why would we want additional signage? However, it's the Board
of Zoning Appeals' ultimate decision as to whether or not that's approved.

Commissioner Gayle
Excuse me. These signs that we've seen here are only signs secured flat to the surface, not signs
that are perpendicular to the surface.

Mr. Lee Pambid

Yes, sir. These are building-mounted signs that the wall they're attached to would have to be
able to structurally support that sign. A projecting sign, which is what you're talking about, in
the perpendicular example, that's called a projecting sign. You would normally find those in a
downtown setting or maybe even a shopping center setting, but in an industrial setting, you
don't see those at all. But the difference in a projecting sign certainly can be a building-mounted
sign, but you made a good observation that signs can either be mounted flat on the wall or they
can project out on a stemn or a pole or some sort of support structure, and they hang down. They
could be fabric, they could be any other material that the structure could support. But we don't
have too many places where a projecting sign would be appropriate, as in a downtown area,
you see projecting signs in downtown Onancock, Cape Charles, and Chincoteague all the time.

Commissioner Pettit
Just comment on the off-premises sign. Do we not have some unfinished business with off-
site sign? Or have we concluded the review process?

Chairwoman Wingfield
That was during Rich Morrison's time. We started a sign review, and I don't know if we finished
it.

Mr. Lee Pambid
That might have gotten lost in the transition.

Commissioner Gayle
But the question was, when people were applying for square footage, the wording was unclear

if you had a four-by-eight sign. Did it include both sides? Was the square footage calculation
of both sides?

Mr. Lee Pambid

Typically, you just calculate that off of one side. That's how I've always seen it. [ think that it
would be kind of tough to double that. So, if you've got a four-by-eight sign, and one side is
32 square feet, to call that a 64 square foot sign, I don't see that. Where 1 have usually seen that
is in several definitions throughout the state and several Zoning Ordinances. That's usually just
one side.

Commissioner Gayle
But correction would have been that for a sign, it would be, shall we say, 64 square feet per
side, not to exceed that per side.
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Mr. Lee Pambid

[ have also seen where, if there is a two-sided sign, and you're doing this with your hands, and
that brought a point if the two sign faces are past a certain angle, one side, the other side, just
like a piece of paper or cardboard or whatever. But if you have those two signs that are starting
to angle out, then we could reasonably put in a provision that says, if it's past a certain angle,
then that will be counted as 32 and 32 a total of 64. We can certainly do some research on what
other localities say that angle is, unless you have some ideas as to what that angle should be.

Commissioner Gayle
But we had some issues with some sign applications regarding that in question, and they
initiated a review that I think did come to fruition.

Commissioner Tyler

Well, there was a move afoot to reduce, eliminate, or remove billboards from the Eastern
Shore. There's a contingent there that wants that to happen. There is a portion of the citizenry
who would like to see all billboards removed and certainly no more billboards built at all.
There's a certain contingency

Commissioner Gayle
Billboards can only go up in zoned for business.

Mr. Lee Pambid
Correct, correct.

Commissioner Tyler
There's a whole contingent of people who have talked to me about it.

Commissioner Gayle
That came up for all those billboards South of Mappsville. That's zoned business.

Commissioner Tyler

Well, I've got, what, 210 feet or three. [ can't remember how many feet right on Chincoteague
Road where I could put billboards. There's a whole contingent of people that have talked to me
that would like to (A) remove all billboards, and (B), have no more billboards built because a
lot of them are junky, which is, I would say that the County certainly is within their rights to
tell the billboard owner to fix it, which they have not done.

Commissioner Sparkman
Especially on the causeway.

Commissioner Tyler
Well, the County has the ability to force a person to fix their stuff, and they choose not to.

Mr. Lee Pambid

What [ will say about the sign ordinance in general is that it needs a lot of work. It's outdated.
A lot of what we're bringing to you on an individual basis is to try to clarify some things. Try
to include some flexibility where the staff sees flexibility would be a pro or a desirable thing.
But with regards to the signage, the County Administrator, Mike Mason and [ have talked on
several occasions about the Sign Ordinance, and we both recognize that the Sign Ordinance is
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deficient as an entire section of the Zoning Ordinance. It needs to be revised, and that's the
plan when we do a diagnostic of the Zoning Ordinance overall.

Chairwoman Wingfield
Any other questions?

Ms. Chontese Ridley

Another comment on the question that Mr. Sparkman had being that we're talking about the
industrial district with these larger signs, most of these would not be in residential
neighborhoods where they would obstruct anyone's view. No other questions. Nothing you
want me to look into for you.

Chairwoman Wingfield
No, not on the signs. Nothing,.

Commissioner White

If they are revised, everyone that currently has signs that may not be at code or they're falling
down, would they be informed that they need.

Mr. Lee Pambid

So, you're talking about whether a sign conforms or is non-conforming to the Zoning
Ordinance. There's a section in the Zoning Ordinance that addresses non-conformities, whether
a non-conforming lot, non-conforming, whatever. If it was legally approved in the past, but we
change the regulation, and make it non-conforming, that sign, or that house or whatever is
allowed to continue. We wouldn't go back and say, okay, you've got to change the sign or to
change the size of your sign. We wouldn't do that. There is a process, and there is a code section
or a chapter that pertains to the situation you're talking about. Non conformities happen every
day. They're allowed to continue if they were legally established in the past.

Commissioner Sparkman
Maintenance is one of the things.

Commissioner White

Right, there was one in New Church that fell, a huge one, and maybe rain or something and it
actually fell.

Mr. Lee Pambid

In that instance, if there is a certain amount of damage that we would accept to allow them to
repair that sign as it was before, if the value of the damage exceeds 50% they've got to take the
sign down.

Chairwoman Wingfield
So, would you like to have a public hearing?

Ms. Chontese Ridley
Not at this time.

Chairwoman Wingfield
Thank you. We'll move to the public hearing.
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Mr. Lee Pambid

I have to apologize for pulling the trigger quickly on the public hearings, because after [ did
that, I was informed by legal counsel that some things were coming down from the State
Legislature, that were not expected to pass, that did. At the Chair's request. I will not be
providing any briefings tonight, because we did advertise the public hearings. It's necessary to
open the public hearing at least, close the public hearing, and then do the same thing for both
items. Again, [ sincerely apologize for the false start here. We will come back to you next
month. I'm not requesting another public hearing in May, but we're going to slow down just a
tick and just get it right. We're going to bring that language to you next month.

. PUBLIC HEARING

Chairwoman Wingfield
We do have to open it to cancel it?

Mr. Lee Pambid

You would just open it and close it. Hold the public hearing, there's nobody here. No one has
signed up. But if you would, ma'am, just officially open the public hearing as normal, close the
public hearing and we'll do that for the next item as well.

Chairwoman Wingfield
So, when it comes back up, we'll have another public hearing.

Mr. Lee Pambid
Yes, ma'am,

Chairwoman Wingfield
So we’ll open the public hearing on Chapter 78 Subdivision in Chapter 106 Zoning Regarding
the Definition of Subdivisions.

Mr. Lee Pambid
Nobody has signed up to speak.

Chairwoman Wingfield
We have nobody signed up and no presentation. Close the public hearing. Move on to open the
public hearing on Chapter 106 Zoning Regarding the Periods of Validity certain approvals,

Mr. Lee Pambid

I will say that we did put an exhibit in your packets to try to visually explain the whole timing
of the public hearings and the notices. But with that being said, that's a new piece of
information. But again, we're not going to provide any other briefing besides what you've just
heard, so that concludes staff remarks on this, and I'll turn it back over to you for the public
hearing.

Chairwoman Wingfield

All right. We have nobody signed up, so we’ll close the public hearing. Do you have any other
matters?
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8. OTHER MATTERS

Mr. Lee Pambid
We do not have any other matters.

Chairwoman Wingfield
Does any of the commissioners have any other matters or questions they want to ask?

Commissioner Tyler
How's the hiring going?

Mr. Lee Pambid

We're having to get a little creative in terms of our approach. The hiring is touch and go, as it's
always been for us here on the Eastern Shore for this particular department. We currently have
five vacancies. We have two Building Inspector positions open. We have a Planner position
open. We have an Environmental Planner position open and a Deputy Director of
Environmental Programs position open. So we are fine for now. We're making it work with
chewing gum and baling wire. But what I will say is the HR department will be bringing on an
Assistant or Deputy Director of HR. So we hope that that will increase HR's bandwidth to put
some additional ads out there, and that kind of thing. One of the creative approaches that we
want to try to take is to recruit directly, maybe identify some individuals and ask them if they
would be interested, whether they're here on the shore or across the bay. But that approach has
worked in certain instances for us, just organization-wide, not for this particular department,
but organization-wide.

Chairwoman Wingfield
Any other questions? Can we move to the Subdivision Agent Report?

9. STAFF REPORTS

Subdivision Agent

Mr. Lee Pambid

We have no other major subdivisions in process right now. The Coastal Square and Residences
application. They have submitted their engineer drawings, and we are currently reviewing
those, and there's nothing to report. Last month was the last public action that would have been
required for that case. The rest of the review is going to be administrative in nature, but besides
that, we don't have any other major subdivision applications requiring the Planning
Commission's review.

Chairwoman Wingfield
Do Coastal Squares, do they come back with other phases that they didn't have buildings and
plots for? Or is that through you?

Mr. Lee Pambid

That would still be through us. So the preliminary plat, as 1 like to say, kind of sets the table
for the staff to do the rest of the review. And of course, it is our responsibility to make sure
that the individual sections that they submit so if they're approved for let's take for example,
the 130 lots that were that was proposed last month, and they come in and they say, hey, we
Jjust want to do 25 of those lots. Then they're going to submit to us a plat just for those 25 lots.
We make sure that everything is the way that it's supposed to be, per the conditions of the
Conditional Use Permit, the proffers of the rezoning case, as well as the Zoning Ordinance.
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We don't want to get caught in a situation where they are not complying with any of that. So
that is the that would be the basic process there. And then they would come in for future
sections. And we would do the same thing for those future sections.

Commissioner Pettit
Information for me, what's the process of rezoning? Is it only allowed from an applicant, or
does the County have a means of rezoning property?

Mr. Lee Pambid

I'm trying to understand the situation here, but if we're talking about a County wide rezoning
to maybe change the zoning of certain properties, or to make it agree with the future land use
map, then that's something that we would do County wide. But we can't select an individual
piece of property and rezone that ourselves, unless it is our property, but applicants would have
to come in individually on their own to rezone their property. Does that answer your question?

Commissioner Pettit
Just wanted to clarify how that process worked.

Chairwoman Wingfield

Back few years ago, we were looking at different places on the ground and looking at the
zoning. We were reaching out to the landowners and rezoning. We were rezoning like
Mappsville, before Stuckey’s, and we were rezoning their property as a whole, like different
places along Nelsonia.

Commissioner Gayle
It was tidying up a little bit.

Mr, Lee Pambid

In that instance, we could rezone the property. But again, that's more of an area-wide or
vicinity-wide effort. We wouldn't go in and do it for one piece of property. It would have to be
done in a comprehensive or larger context.

Commissioner Gayle

The Comprehensive Plan, 1 think, has the language on conformity, I believe is the best way to
describe it. There was an exception where there was a proposal to build a cell tower near
Pungoteague. At that time the you could only build a cell tower in a location zoned for
business. We had to go adverse to the Comprehensive Plan to zone a small area of business to
get a cell tower done. And I think the supervisors revisited and reverse that in the ordinance.

Commissioner Tyler
They never built that tower in Pungoteague.

Commissioner Gayle

They never did; that was Verizon. There were several proposals for towers that haven't been
done. But anyhow, that was contrary to the Comprehensive Plan to do because it was five or
10 acres zone business in the middle. But we did it to facilitate the cell tower construction.
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Mr. Lee Pambid

What we generally want to do, and in the Deputy County Administrators report, I'm going to
get into the Comprehensive Plan and the status of that RFP. What we would try to do, generally
is we want the zoning to match what's on the ground, but we also want the zoning to match
what's on the future land use plan. The future land use plan is something that we would put
side by side with the zoning map. And we would essentially do that as a group. When we do
the Comprehensive Plan revision or the review. But there are several instances that we've just
noticed throughout where the zoning and the Future Land Use Plan don't quite agree. It's not a
deal breaker by any stretch of the imagination. But there are certain instances where that might
be problematic.

Commissioner Taylor

It sounds like it's done individually by property versus being done by an area. If it needs to be
rezoned. Who would submit the request if it were done by an area? If you wanted that done by
an area who would submit the request?

Mr. Lee Pambid

It could be a private property owner that owns several contiguous pieces of property, or it could
be the County. ['m sure there are other instances that I'm not imagining right now, but those
are the two that really come to mind at the forefront, if we're talking about a vicinity or several
pieces of property, and yes, they would have to be contiguous.

Commissioner Taylor
Can we get more information on that? I know you said you were looking at it from what's in
the Comp Plan, but can we get more information as you're working through that?

Deputy County Administrator

Mr. Lee Pambid

There's going to be plenty of time for that. If 1 could just go into the Deputy County
Administrator Report. With regards to the Comp Plan, we have finalized the draft RFP for
Comp Plan consulting services that has not been distributed to the public. We still have to run
it through Legal, Finance, and the County Administrator one more time. | was working on this
last night. As a matter of fact, [ want to try to finalize that with them by the end of the week,
certainly by the end of next week. But what's going to happen is we will probably start the
work on the Comp Plan in the next fiscal year. We're already here in the second week of April,
and the amount of time that it takes to put the RFP out, get the responses back, review the
responses, decide who are the top five, let's say that we get 10 who are the top five consultants
that we want to interview. Interview those, do some negotiating, and then finalize, which
would probably take us pretty close to the end of the fiscal year. So again, almost mid-April,
we want to try to get this finalized by the end of the fiscal year. We have $90,000 in the current
budget and then we've got $90,000 in the next fiscal year's budget. What we're going to have
to do is we're going to have to carry over that 90,000 to the next fiscal year for a total of 180,
and hopefully that'll be enough to get it done. Commissioner Tyler has asked occasionally
what's going on with the Comp Plan review and that's the latest and greatest.

Commissioner Tyler
Thank you.
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10. NEXT MEETING
Chairwoman Wingfield
Our next meeting is on May 14, 2025. Do you have a motion to adjourn?

11. ADJOURNMENT
On a motion made by Commissioner Tyler and seconded by Commissioner Sparkman, the
Planning Commission voted unanimously to adjourn the meeting at 8:07 p.m.
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Angela Wingfield, Chairwoman Date

Pamela Dix Date
Administrative Assistant I, Building, Planning, and Economic Development
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