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Minutes for Wednesday, June 11, 2025, at 7:00 PM

1. CALL TO ORDER

MEMBERS PRESENT AND ABSENT

Planning Commission Members Present:
Mrs. Angela Wingfield, Chairwoman

Ms. Myra Riley-Taylor

Mr. Adair Tyler

Mrs. Sheila Conner

Mr. John Sparkman

Mr. Lynn Gayle

Mr. Berran Rogers (arrived at 7:06 pm)

Planning Commission Members Absent:
Mr. Harold White

Mr. Kelvin Pettit, Vice Chairman

Others Present:

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

Pamela Dix, Administrative Assistant II

DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
With a quorum present, Chairwoman Wingfield called the Accomack County Planning
Commission meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

REMOTE PARTICIPATION
No remote participants.

. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

On a motion by Commissioner Gayle and seconded by Commissioner Tyler, the Accomack
County Planning Commission unanimously voted to adopt the agenda, correcting the next
meeting date to July 9, 20235, not July 11, 2023, as presented on the agenda.

. MINUTES

On a motion made by Commissioner Tyler and seconded by Commissioner Taylor, the
Accomack County Planning Commission unanimously voted to accept May 14, 2025, minutes
as written.
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4. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

No public comments.

. OLD BUSINESS

No old business.

. NEW BUSINESS

Ms. Chontese Ridley

Good evening, everyone. Chontese Ridley, County Planner. I have for you first this evening,
a proffer statement. Proffer statement amendment for rezoning case 000057-2025, the
applicant is Dale Rivenbark, and the property owners are also Dale and Anna Rivenbark. Tax
map numbers 125-2-B1 and 125-2-C. It is in District Nine, Supervisor Major and
Commissioner Rogers. Total acreage is 25.44. The current zoning is residential with proffers.
The future land use recommendation is Ag. The applicant's request is to amend the current
proffer statement to gain access to County Line Road. The adjacent zoning is Ag, residential,
general, business, and industrial. The adjacent uses are single-family, residential, vacant, Ag,
and industrial. Here’s an aerial. Future land use showing Ag. Current zoning showing
residential with proffers and some key facts about this property. Both parcels were part of a
2006 rezoning case, and the accompanying proffer statement restricted vehicular access to
County Line Road. This rezoning case was for a subdivision. Those two properties were
supposed to be divided into 17 separate building lots, that did not happen. The previous
owner sold it to our applicant, Mr. Rivenbark. He has no plan to subdivide those two parcels,
and he would like to be able to access his parcels from County Line Road. His agent has
already submitted a new proffer and revised proffer statement and staff would like to request
a public hearing on July 9.

Commissioner Tyler
You need a motion?

Ms. Chontese Ridley
Yes.

Commissioner Tyler
I make a motion that we have a public hearing on July 9.

Commissioner Conner
Second.

Chairwoman Wingfield
I have a motion and a second for a July 9'" public hearing, all in favor say, aye. Aye.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
Thank you. Okay, so next, I'm sorry, did you want to announce before I move into it? I'm
sorry, I didn't want to overspeak and just keep going.

Chairwoman Wingfield
Now we have to open the public hearing, right?
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Ms. Chontese Ridley
Yes.

. PUBLIC HEARING

Chairwoman Wingfield
We open the public hearing for amendments to Chapter 106, Zoning, adding Definitions and
Method of Calculating Sign Area, and amend certain Sign Provisions for Industrial District.

Ms. Chontese Ridley

Okay. I'm also going to discuss Height, so I'll be doing them together. Tonight, for our public
hearing, we’re discussing the same ordinance amendments from the last few months. We
have clarified the Definition of Building Height Of and Define a Method of Measuring
Height. Then we have adding a Definition for the Method of Calculating Sign Area in the
Industrial District. Both of these are coming from Chapter 106 titled Zoning. As of right now,
we have a starting point for our measurements, but no measure to point, and that is what we
would like to define. And we also would like to right-size the amount of sign area for
industrial sites, having signs that are proportionate to the size of the building. And both of
these resolutions came from the Board of Supervisors at their January 15%, 2025, meeting.
Okay, so we're going to start with Building Height Of. So as of right now, again, we have a
starting point. We have no endpoint. As of right now, the current ordinance states that the
starting point at average grade along the front of the building, and we do not plan to make
any changes to that. The endpoint is not specified. What we have proposed is the highest
point of the roof of a flat roof, the deck line of a mansard roof, the mean level between the
eaves and the ridge of a gable, hip cone, gambrel or shed. So, without having the proposed
additions, without having this specified, we have inconsistent reviews, confusion for not only
the applicants but also the staff. We want to reduce the number of variances and have clear
consistent measurements. This is just the image of some different rooftop types. We have our
shed or flat roof, the gable, hip, gambrel and the mansard roof. To get into some definitions.
We've been discussing Building Height Of, and we've also added Building Overall Height
Of. If you wanted to find these in your packet, they are lines 80 to 83 and lines 86 and 87. If
needed, I can read both definitions into the record.

Commissioner Tyler
I believe there's a need.

Ms. Chontese Ridley

Okay. With this image here, I'm going to explain to you the need so you can see the reason
why we are adding these two definitions. This home here is a home that does not have the
required setbacks for additional height. The building's overall height is 40 feet, and we know
the required height is 35 feet. For a home that is over 35 feet without the required setbacks,
they would have to go to the BZA. If we do the building height of that addition that
definition using the midpoint, this home is 33 feet at the midpoint, meaning they would not
have to go to the BZA, pay the extra fees and go through a longer process. So this adds
flexibility for applicants who do not have the required setbacks for additional height. The
second home has the required setbacks. So, even at a building overall height of 42 they
would not need to go to the BZA because they have the necessary setbacks for the additional
height. Any questions on this?
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Commissioner Tyler
No.

Commissioner Gayle
The BZA would have to issue a variance?

Ms. Chontese Ridley

Not for either one of these. So, this home without the two new definitions. The way this
stands, it would need a variance, but with the addition of building overall height, which
would be the 40 feet, and building height of which would be 33 feet, they would not need
that variance, because at the midpoint they're at 33 feet, which is under the required 35 feet
that would be needed. This would mean they would not need a variance, which would cut
down on some of those variance requests.

Chairwoman Wingfield
Do you have a lot of applicants who don't seem to meet the height requirement?

Ms. Chontese Ridley
Yes, sometimes it's not by much. It could be one foot off. But the way the ordinance is
written now, they would have to go before the BZA.

Chairwoman Wingfield
Does any other county measure the height of its buildings like this?

Ms. Chontese Ridley
Yes.

Chairwoman Wingfield
That's all. Any other questions?

Ms. Chontese Ridley

All righty, we will move on. So other issues related to height, accessory structures in the
residential district, max structure height currently 12 feet or one story. Staff and the Planning
Commission decided last month to go with a maximum height of 18 feet across all districts
that would also include accessory structures in the Ag district. Moving on to accessory
structures in the Ag district, it also became aware that there needed to be exceptions for Ag
structures that are not used as dwellings, contain no signs or advertisements, and essential for
farming. A couple of slides from here will go into that a little more. Also, in the industrial
district, the maximum height is currently 35 feet, with additional heights subject to Zoning
Administrator approval. We have proposed to amend the language to state that the “Zoning
Administrator may approve the height over 35 feet up to a maximum of 100 feet, provided
that all required setbacks are increased by one foot for each foot of height over 35 feet”.
These are the current exceptions that we have right now 106-59 is the Ag District, and 106-
84 is residential. Though these are some good exceptions, I did some research to see what
other localities are doing. 1 did find a few other items our code does not cover, and I feel
staff know that without it being added, we do have applicants and farmers who are having to
get permits that they would not have to get if those exceptions were added into the code. The
proposed additional exceptions are silos, grain elevators, feed storage, mixing structures can
be erected to a height exceed not exceeding 100 feet. We currently don't have anything for

4



192
193
194
195
196
197
198
199
200
201
202
203
204
205
206
207
208
209
210
211
212
213
214
215
216
217
218
219
220
221
222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229
230
231
232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240

mechanical and roof-mounted equipment. And the third would be other non-dwelling farm
buildings may exceed up to a maximum of 45 feet, if they have the required setbacks. This
will offer more flexibility for those other Ag structures that aren't currently listed in our
ordinance. Our goal here with these additions is to improve consistency, reduce the need for
variances, simplify the review process, provide flexibility, and again, it is not the staff's
intent to increase the overall height of any structure. Okay, so that's it for the definition of
Building Height Of. Is there anything you would like me to go back over or explain?

Commissioner Gayle
It's not uncommon for elevators to be 120 feet or more.

Commissioner Tyler
They have to get a variance.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
That's correct.

Commissioner Tyler
How many of those are getting built?

Commissioner Gayle
Well, not a lot. You know, most of them are going to be over 100 feet.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
Are you suggesting to change the variance?

Commissioner Tyler

I mean, we're trying to make it easier for the people to know. I mean, you know, a farmer
needs to know up front that if he's going to build a Parksley grain mill, he's got to get a
variance.

Commissioner Sparkman
Taking it into consideration.

Chairwoman Wingfield
So, 1s 125 the average or the standard of what somebody would build now?

Commissioner Gayle
Right now, there is nothing specified.

Commissioner Tyler
If we said a grain silo, specifically a grain silo.

Commissioner Gayle
Yeah, so I would say it would need to be greater than 100 feet.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
When you’re ready to make the motion, if you want to make a change, I would state it in the
motion.



241 Commissioner Sparkman 15:11

242 Make the exception of a grain silo.

243

244 Mr. Lee Pambid

245 Lee Pambid, Deputy County Administrator for Community and Economic Development.
246 I just wanted to make a comment about the process, as you all know, you're here to make a
247 recommendation to the Board of Supervisors. If you all discuss the max height of a grain
248 elevator or a silo and determine that it's appropriate for that structure itself to exceed 100
249 feet, then you can certainly discuss that. As Ms. Ridley had mentioned, you can put that in
250 the form of a motion. But again, just because we've written it one way, and you have a
251 recommendation for something else, you can state that in your recommendation to the board.
252

253 Commissioner Gayle

254 Historically, they were shorter, but most of the new ones are going to be 120 feet.

255

256 Commissioner Tyler

257 What have they been doing in the past? You just built one?

258

259 Commissioner Gayle

260 No, they would, but the older ones didn't have elevators.

261

262 Commissioner Tyler

263 I mean, what was the process? In other words, if I'm David Evans and I wanted to put in
264 another silo, I would put an elevator in a silo, and nobody would ask or anything.

265

266 Chairwoman Wingfield

267 Right now, there's no height requirement.

268

269 Commissioner Tyler

270 Well, what do we want?

271

272 Commissioner Gayle

273 I would say no less than 125 feet.

274

275 Chairwoman Wingfield

276 I think once you finish the presentation, come back and discuss.

277

278 Ms. Chontese Ridley

279 No less or no more, no more than 125 feet?

280

281 Commissioner Gayle

282 Whatever the wording is, change the number not exceed, change it to 125 feet.

283

284 Ms. Chontese Ridley

285 Okay, so maybe erect to a height not exceeding 125 feet.

286 Commissioner Gayle

287 Right.

288

289
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Commissioner Sparkman
Specifically for grain elevators.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
And did you want to include silos? Well, I'm assuming they're kind of all the same.

Commissioner Gayle
The silos aren't going to be that tall.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
Okay, so just for the grain elevators.

Commissioner Gayle
The elevator has to be the tallest, because all the feed to the silos is gravity.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
So erected to a height not exceeding 100 feet for silos and feed storage, and erect it to a
height not exceeding 125 feet for grain elevators.

Commissioner Gayle
Then from the bottom to the top of my tallest you call them silo, I'd say grain bins is 86 steps
so, and they're not quite a foot each step.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
Was there anything else that needed to be discussed for Building Height Of or re-explained?

Chairwoman Wingfield
We can move on.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
If nothing else.

Mr. Lee Pambid
While Ms. Ridley was going to present these together, just keep in mind that you've got to
have separate motions for each one. So, however you want to handle that.

Commissioner Tyler
I think we should do each one.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
I was going to say, if there are no more questions, no more comments on this one, if we could
get a motion to approve or to give recommendation.

Chairwoman Wingfield
Hold on, I might have a question. Is this one we’re just talking about definitions?

Ms. Chontese Ridley
This one is for height, height of buildings and accessory structures.
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Chairwoman Wingfield

I guess in Ag, the height of the accessory building is no taller than the main building. I would
like the other Commissioners’ opinion. If you have a small double-wide and it's 14 feet high,
then putting in there no accessory building above the main building limits that person to 14
feet.

Ms. Chontese Ridley

And where that is in your packet is page 14, and it is line 468.

It reads “no accessory building or structure that is within 10 feet of any lot line should be
more than 18 feet high. All accessory buildings and structures shall be less than the main
structure in height”.

Chairwoman Wingfield
Right. Any person in Ag, who has a double-wide cannot put a larger RV shed or horse bam
on their property.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
Without geiting a variance.

Chairwoman Wingfield
Without going to the BZA to get a variance. It's a double standard in Ag that you can have
18-foot or you're limited to the height of your house.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
For example, if the home is 14 feet tall and the pole barn is 18 feet, they would have to go to
the BZA and request a variance for the four feet of difference.

Chairwoman Wingfield
But if the person had a 35-foot house and wanted to get an 18-foot barn, it would be okay. I
feel like in Ag, you're going to have a horse barn, maybe, or you would move to a bigger lot.

Ms. Chontese Ridley

A suggestion that would reduce the number of variances to strike that in Ag only. To strike
where it says “all accessory buildings and structures shall be less than the main structure in
height in the Ag district”.

Chairwoman Wingfield
If you guys agree and would like to talk about that.

Commissioner Gayle
Often, people purchase land here. will cite examples. They put a mobile home there, but
usually they put the barn in first, then they put the mobile home there. That’s a good point.

Chairwoman Wingfield
I do understand in residential when they have small lots that you would want that evenness.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
And just to be sure, you want to keep that language in the residential district.
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Commissioner Tyler
Yes.

Commissioner Rogers
Has there been significant concern regarding those types by your office?

Ms. Chontese Ridley
Yes.

Commissioner Conner
That's in Ag.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
Yes. Most homes in the County, most of the land in the County is zoned Ag. We don't have
as many residential lots as we do Ag lots.

Commissioner Rogers
So alright.

Commissioner Conner
But in residential, if you have a double-wide, then you would have to get a variance if you
wanted to go higher than the double-wide.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
Just make sure, when the motion is made, that whoever makes the motion states to strike that
line.

Commissioner Taylor

And I guess what we have to consider, I believe, there's an effort to look at zoning in the
future. So, how would this be impacted if we look at revising some of the Ag to residential at
some point in time? We need to think about that too.

Commissioner Conner
Yeah, that's a good point, because if you bought it in Ag and then they rezoned it.

Chairwoman Wingfield
[ think most Ag that goes residential is for subdivisions.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
And they have to go through the rezoning process.

Commissioner Tyler
I just lost my page. What line was that?

Ms. Chontese Ridley
It's 469 page 14 of the Building Height Of.

Commissioner Gayle
Line 486.
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Commissioner Tyler
We want to strike that all accessory buildings and structures shall be less than the main
structure and height in agricultural districts.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
Yes, correct.

Chairwoman Wingfield
I would like to at least talk about it. I mean, we can take a vote on it, or, you know, the
majority doesn't want to strike it. That's fine. We can move on.

Commissioner Gayle
Do you want a motion?

Commissioner Tyler
We want to say accessory buildings in the Ag district.

Commissioner Gayle
Cannot exceed 18 feet.

Commissioner Tyler
I haven't formulated the verbiage in my head. We're doing one thing for residential and one
for agriculture.

Chairwoman Wingfield
Right. 18 feet would be the max height in Ag District.

Commissioner Tyler
18 feet would be the max height in Ag, regardless of the height of the building of the main
structure. How do you want to word that?

Chairwoman Wingfield
I assume you would just strike all accessory buildings and structures shall be less than the
main structure in height. You'd strike that sentence.

Commissioner Rogers
But there has to be some clarity.

Ms. Chontese Ridley

All right, so we have in the motion. Yes, that would be part of the motion. We have two
changes. We are striking all accessory buildings and structures shall be less than the main
structure in height for the Ag district, and the change under the exceptions for height. Now
I’1l bring that one back up. For grain elevators, change that to 125.

Chairwoman Wingfield
All night.

10



486 Commissioner Sparkman

487 For information here, don't we have to vote on the height requirements first, then the
488 individual houses from the previous slide presentation that you had?

489

490 Commissioner Tyler

491 No, we're doing it all in one motion for heights, and then we're doing one motion for the
492 signs to send it to the board.

493

494 Chairwoman Wingfield

495 I opened the public hearing for signage.

496

497 Ms. Chontese Ridley

498 They're both being presented together, but the motions have to be separate.
499

500 Chairwoman Wingfield

501 So now I need to open the floor up for public comment for the sign. We didn't go over the
502 sign yet.

503

504 Ms. Chontese Ridley

505 No.

506

507 Chairwoman Wingfield

508 I did that one backwards.

509

510 Ms. Chontese Ridley

511 It's fine.

512

513 Chairwoman Wingfield

514 I'm sorry.

515

516 Ms. Chontese Ridley

517 So, whenever you're ready.

518

519 Chairwoman Wingfield

520 Is anybody signed up for public comment?

521

522 Ms. Chontese Ridley

523 No.

524

525 Chairwoman Wingfield

526 We’re close the public hearing on Chapter 106, Zoning, Definitions and Height, Clarity,
527 Methods, are there any other discussion?

528

529 Commissioner Tyler

530 We did that backwards.

531

532 Chairwoman Wingfield

533 Yes, I did a lot backwards.

534

11



535
536
537
538
539
540
541
542
543
544
545
546
547
548
549
550
551
552
553
554
555
556
557
558
559
560
561
562
563
564
565
566
567
568
569
570
571
572
573
574
575
576
577
578
579
580
581
582
583

Commissioner Tyler
So now we're going to get to the same place.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
So now, if there's no more discussion.

Commissioner Gayle
I make a motion that we change the height for grain elevators to 125 and delete, is that line
4867

Ms. Chontese Ridley
That sentence starts in 469.

Commissioner Gayle
469, all accessory buildings and structures shall be less than the main structure in height for
Ag.

Chairwoman Wingfield
Do we have a motion? Do we have a second? All in favor. I'm sorry.

Mr. Lee Pambid

Just for the purposes of the record, if you could state exactly what you said, but that you
recommend approval of this with those two changes to the Board of Supervisors is the proper
format.

Commissioner Gayle

I recommend in my motion that the Board of Supervisors consider the change from the
height of 100 feet to 125 feet for grain elevators. And that page 14, line 469, “that all
accessory buildings and structures shall be less than the main structure in height”, be deleted.

Chairwoman Wingfield
I have a motion and a second.

Commissioner Tyler
Second.

Chairwoman Wingfield

All in favor, say Aye, Aye. All opposed. Okay, move on to opening up the public comment. I
mean a public hearing for signs, Chapter 106 Zoning, add Definitions and Method of
Calculating Sign Area, and amend certain sign provisions to the industrial district.

Ms. Chontese Ridley

Okay, again, Chontese Ridley, County Planner. We previously discussed this, but since some
time has passed, I will restate that this resolution originated from the Board of Supervisors at
their January meeting. We need to add a definition for the next Method of Calculating Sign
Area. Currently, the ordinance does not adequately address larger buildings or parcels with
multiple structures in the industrial district. The signage is not proportional to the size of the
buildings. With the sign limitation in place, staff believes that some amendments and
adjustments are necessary, and these should be based on building size, lot size, and the

i2
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number of structures on the site. Currently, the ordinance limits us to a maximum of four
signs, which cannot exceed 160 square feet total, that is all four signs together. Most of these
larger industrial buildings would not be fully covered by a 160-square-foot sign, so the
current rules do not accommodate such buildings or properties with multiple structures. The
current calculation method is based on L x W, which includes dead and voided areas. We
want to exclude those areas from the calculation so they are not factored into the maximum
sign area. As of right now, we have no flexibility for larger industrial buildings, which
prevents staff from accommodating applicants properly, often leading to denial or requiring
sign adjustments that are not proportionate to the buildings. The proposed calculation method
for sign area would be 10% of the wall elevation where the sign is placed. We propose to use
basic geometric shapes, such as squares, rectangles, circles, and triangles—no more than four
shapes—and apply the basic formulas. These shapes must fully enclose the outer limits of the
signs, including text, logos, and graphics. Additionally, we want to add a maximum of four
signs per building to better serve parcels with multiple structures. Signage must not extend
above the roofline, excluding supporting structures and bracing. The shapes include
rectilinear, squares, circles, and triangles. Are there any questions about the use of these
geometric shapes?

Commissioner Gayle
Is a mural considered a sign?

Ms. Chontese Ridley
I would say that was a decorative wall.

Mr. Lee Pambid

That is a really good question, and one that many localities struggle with. It really depends on
the content. If it contains advertising content, then it may very well be interpreted or viewed
as a sign. When you're talking about murals, again, that content could be artistic in nature,
which we don't have control over. Some localities may say yes, but we haven't been
presented with that scenario yet. But if it does contain commercial or advertising content,
then we would most likely interpret that or view that as a sign subject to the ordinance. There
are first amendment implications there, when you ask questions about murals, because again,
until we see the mural, we can't decide on whether or not that would be a sign. But those are
just those are just a couple of the implications, or a couple of the circumstances that we
would consider when looking at a mural. Most of your murals are going to be in downtown
settings. I don't know of too many places that have murals in a rural county setting, but
you've got some in Onancock. I believe you have some in Chincoteague as well. [ suspect
that Cape Charles might have a couple. But some of the larger some of the larger towns here
on the shore would have buildings that feature murals, but again, until we see the mural
itself, we would make a determination at that time.

Commissioner Gayle
For example, at the Playhouse in Onancock, they have a mural and it depicts scenes from
celebrities and also scenes from the Playhouse.

Mr. Lee Pambid
Right. And that would be the town managers or the Onancock Zoning Administrator's call.

13
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Chairwoman Wingfield
Do we have a definition for mural?

Mr. Lee Pambid
We don't have one prepared for this exercise or this public hearing, but if this is something
you want, we'll come back and revisit that.

Chairwoman Wingfield
Let's put that on our list for later.

Ms. Chontese Ridley

These images, I know you've seen a ton of times, so we'll go through them one more time.
This is to show what's currently being done and our proposed way of calculating the sign
area. Currently, someone would come in with their drawings for a sign, rectangle it would go
around it. As you can see, there's a lot of empty, voided, dead space being calculated, added
into that sign area, which decreases the square footage. We are proposing to use no more than
four geometric shapes, tightly bound, all touching, to calculate the sign area. This is the two
combined. As you can see, this yellow area shaded in is the space the applicant would be
saving. The benefits, scalable and proportionate, proportional signage, consistency, reduce
exceptions, fair applications, and ending the one-size-fits-all very standard, community
standard.

Commissioner Sparkman
Is there a standard or County standard throughout Virginia for signage? Do they have
standardized language?

Ms. Chontese Ridley

A lot of other counties and localities do. That's how we were able to come up with geometric
shapes. There are several other localities doing this as well. This image is just giving a visual
of a larger industrial building. This one here is being subjected to the same signage
requirements as a smaller building. And as you can see, a smaller sign on a larger building is
not adequate and not proportionate. Here, you have an industrial building with a wall with a
sign that is more proportionate to the building's size. This visual is to show how the sign
could look, other than the ordinance consideration, Section 1061-135 Sign Regulations. As of
right now, this part of the ordinance is blank. Besides, saying refer to another chapter. We
need to specify and get the information written out so it’s not confusing. And we can better
accommodate the applicants where we cannot now. Our goals are a consistent mathematical
basis for calculating the sign area, proportionate signage for the buildings, minimizing the
need for variances, providing some flexibility, while still maintaining the district's intended
character. This is the end of my report on the signs. Is there anything on this part of the
presentation that you would like me to go back to or re-explain? Are there any comments,
changes, or suggestions?

Chairwoman Wingfield

Any questions? Did anybody sign up for the public hearing? T'll close the public hearing.
And does anybody have a motion to accept?
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Commissioner Tyler
I make a motion that we recommend to the Board of Supervisors, the changes implemented
by staff for signage be easier for citizens to implement.

Chairwoman Wingfield
Have a motion second. Can [ have a second?

Commissioner Sparkman
Second.

Chairwoman Wingfield
All in favor. Say, Aye. Aye. All opposed.

Ms. Chontese Ridley
Thank you.

Chairwoman Wingfield
Thank you. We’ll move on to the staff report.

. OTHER MATTERS

No other matters.

9. STAFF REPORTS

Subdivision Agent

Mr. Lee Pambid

Thank you, Madam Chair, members of the Commission. Lee Pambid, Deputy County
Administrator for Community and Economic Development, and this is the staff report. Staff
report is typically three sections for the Subdivision Agent, Zoning Administrator, and Deputy
County Administrator. As far as subdivisions are concerned, no change from last month in
terms of the applications. We have no major subdivisions needing your review. In terms of
Coastal Square and Residences, they continue to go through the construction plan review
process, and there's going to be a second round of comments. We do have several agencies
with comments there, but in terms of any new applications, there are none.

Zoning Administrator

From a zoning standpoint, one key piece of information, the BZA Chairwoman, Mrs. Betty
Kerns, has tendered her resignation from the Board of Zoning Appeals, and it has been sent to
the Accomack County Circuit Court. Judge Lewis has that in his hands now, and her last
meeting will be on August 6". Last week, the Board of Zoning Appeals met and held four
public hearings at their regularly scheduled meeting. They approved all of their cases. There
were three special use permits and one variance case. A special use permit for an accessory
structure without a primary structure, essentially a shed alone on a piece of property. There
was also a special use permit for a double-wide manufactured home in the B district was
approved. There was also a travel trailer for habitation, a special use permit was approved with
conditions, these were all approved with conditions. The variance was related to that special
use permit for that travel trailer, that was an unusual case where we specified 36 feet in the
definition of an RV, and this gentleman wanted to have a 39-foot RV or travel trailer. So
technically, we had to issue a variance. Again, four cases, they were all granted with conditions.
If we could scroll down just a little bit more for this coming July 9" meeting, which, by the
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way, the Board of Zoning Appeals regularly scheduled meeting would have been the week of
July 4, but they voted to wait until July 9. Because the July 4 week, people are on vacation
and things of that sort. The staff will be busy on July 9" with the BZA meeting in the morning
and a Planning Commission meeting in the evening. They are scheduled to hold seven public
hearings, five special use permits and two variances. The two variances are part of one of those
special use permits, but you see the descriptions here, so those are pending newspaper
advertisement and adjacent property owner notification.

Deputy County Administrator

As far as a Deputy County Administrator Report, from a staffing standpoint, we still have the
five FTE or full-time employee vacancies. One of those positions, the Environmental Planner,
is currently posted on the County website. It's my understanding from our HR Department that
we've got a couple of applications, and we've got two other positions that we hope will be
posted shortly. So those are both Code Enforcement Officers Building or in everyday terms,
those are Building Inspectors. Right now, we have two Building Inspectors on staff, and we
can use every Building Inspector we can get, because with only two, if one goes on vacation,
as is the case this week, then we've got one building inspector for the entire week that's
covering the whole County. Now, when we start to get going from a development perspective,
especially with the mixed-use development over in Onley, then building inspections will be
very busy at that point. I don't want to put a date on when they will start construction, but I do
anticipate them being able to start, we'll say in the third quarter of this year. So right now, we're
in the second quarter, but I feel like they're very close to an approval when they can start land
disturbance. So, land disturbance will certainly take a while, and when they start their vertical
construction, meaning they're going to start on their townhouses and duplexes and the
apartment buildings, they would probably be ready early part of next year. As far as staff news,
I'd like to congratulate our Administrative Assistant, Pamela Dix, has successfully completed
the Certified Planning Commissioner course, she has already completed the Certified Board of
Zoning Appeals course, and she supports both of those boards, so she has done the training for
both and just wanted to say well done, Pamela. This concludes my staff report, and I can field
any questions you have at this time regarding those matters.

Commissioner Gayle

I noticed on Fairgrounds Road that nothing as far as farming, nothing has been done to that
area. No, herbicide has not been sprayed. You know, in other words, if they're going to break
ground during the crop season, nothing's been done.

Mr. Lee Pambid
You would have a better idea as to how recently that had been cultivated. I don't believe that
they've got anything cultivated there now.

Commissioner Gayle
My point is that it indicates that they plan on doing something soon.

Mr. Lee Pambid

Yes, so like I said, as part of where they are in the review process is we have received their
construction plans, and there are several agencies that have to review those. And we've had
comments from the different agencies. VDOT, our engineer, Kimley Horn, as a matter of fact,
we just had a meeting, a virtual call between the developer and Kimley Hom, which is
representing the County in engineering matters or review matters. The Health Department is
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not going to have much because, of course, they will be connected to public water and sewer.
HRSD is the sewer provider, and they have the plans, as well as the town of Onancock being
the water provider. All of those different agencies, not just the County staff, we all have
comments, and there is going to be another round of review there. So, in the meantime, you
know, a review cycle can take anywhere from we'll say three weeks to two months, depending
on the kind of comments received. I feel that the comments will be addressed. Of course, we
won't approve plans until they do. And of course, those plans have to match the conditions of
the conditional use permit, the proffers of the rezoning case, as well as the waivers from the
various certain requirements as part of their conditional use permit. All of that has got to go
into the hopper before we approve the plans. Again, [ would anticipate that to happen around
the third quarter. They're going to be motivated once they get approval, they're going to have
a sense before we approve, and they're going to start planning to mobilize their equipment.
And that's going to be a pretty big construction site at that point. But again, I'm thinking the
third quarter right now.

Commissioner Sparkman
Have you heard anything about Captain's Cove?

Mr. Lee Pambid
What specifically about Captain's Cove?

Commissioner Sparkman
The expansion that we got into a year or two back?

Commissioner Tyler
The apartments by the dog park.

Mr. Lee Pambid

I see, okay. So last year, there was an extension, a two-year extension of their conditional use
permit. Now, as we all know, once the property is rezoned and the proffers all run with the
land, but conditional use permits have a finite amount of time to start. So, they did not start
within the two years. And of course, last year they said, we're coming up against this deadline,
we would like to extend. The Board of Supervisors extended that, and we have not heard
anything. They have not submitted anything to us from an official standpoint. We did receive
word yesterday that the Scout Energy project, that was heard I think was 2021, or so, that
project has actually changed hands. We expect, without naming names, that they have bought
the project with the intent of starting. The only thing that has happened so far with regard to
that is the rezoning. I believe there was also a conditional use permit associated with that.

Commissioner Sparkman
Yeah, about noise levels too. Quite a discussion about noise levels and all those things.

Mr. Lee Pambid

Right, much like the Coastal Square and Residences process that I just outlined. They've got
their rezoning, what I call their land use entitlements, rezoning, conditional use permit that's
all they have. They now have to come back to us with construction plans that meet all of those
different proffers and conditions. If they got waivers, it's not they bought the project and then
they're going to start tomorrow. They still have many steps to go before they can tum over dirt.
But that is the latest on the on the scout energy project.
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Commissioner Sparkman
I had heard they ran into a snag with ANEC pricing. And there was another area in the County
they were looking to put a battery plant.

Mr. Lee Pambid

We had a public hearing scheduled last year, and if you recall the Planning Commission was
about to have a public hearing on rezoning, but on the Friday before the case, they rescinded
their application, or they withdrew their application and that evening the room was full. There
were a lot of folks who were in opposition to that, so they withdrew their application, and they
continue to work on that. But as of right now, the site in Withams, which was the one that had
been applied for no, I'm not going to say that it's in play. What I will say is that they withdrew
their application to work on that a little bit more, to do a little bit more public outreach.

Commissioner Sparkman
They have been sold.

Mr. Lee Pambid

The last time that I checked, which was several months ago, the property was purchased by the
applicant that was planning to come before us, then withdrew the application. I have not
checked the ownership of that property recently, but when this was first applied for the
applicant owned the property at that time.

Commissioner Rogers
I'm sorry. I have one other question. Back to the Fairground Roads project, has your office
received very many or no questions regarding that project?

Mr. Lee Pambid

We had a lot of comments at the public hearings back in the March, April, and May time frame
of last year when the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors were considering this
matter. But since then, after the approval of the conditional use permit and the granting of the
rezoning, we have not received any comments.

Commissioner Tyler
Would you like a motion to adjourn? Mr. Pambid, are you finished?

Mr. Lee Pambid
Well, I'm just responding to your question. The more questions you ask, the longer we're here.

Chairwoman Wingfield
The Scout project, wouldn't their conditional use permit be expired?

Mr. Lee Pambid
Quite possibly, I would need to look into that.

Chairwoman Wingfield
That's all my questions. Anybody else? Mr. Pambid, are you finished?
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10.

11.

Mr. Lee Pambid

The only thing I've got is item number 10, with regards to the next meeting. Again, it says July
11, did we confirm that was June 97 July 9", excuse me now. So next meeting is July 9%,
2025, and per Ms. Ridiey's briefing, you will have a public hearing that night. If there isn't
anything else, I'll turn that back over

NEXT MEETING
Our next meeting 1s on August 13, 2025.

ADJOURNMENT
On a motion made by Commissioner Tyler and seconded by Commissioner Sparkman, the
Planning Commission voted unanimously to adjourn the meeting at 7:57 p.m.

Gl lulyhadd B3} 25

Angélja Wingfield, rC‘frlairwoman Date
Pamela Dix Date

Administrative Assistant II, Community & Economic Development
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