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 Joint Public Hearing 

Northampton County Planning Commission 

Northampton High School, Eastville, VA 

March 9, 2016 7:00 pm 

 

 This was a Joint Public Hearing of the Northampton County Planning Commission with 

the Northampton County Board of Supervisors held on Wednesday, March 9, 2016, at the 

Northampton High School at 16041 Courthouse Road, Eastville, Virginia  

 

Those present were Chair Jacqueline Chatmon, Vice-Chair Dixon Leatherbury, Michael Ward, 

Sylvia Stanley, and Kay Downing.  Commissioner’s Dave Fauber and Mark Freeze were absent.   

 

The meeting was called to order by the Chairman.  The Northampton County Board of 

Supervisors was also present and in session. 

 

Public Hearing: 

Chairman Murray called to order the following public hearing: 

Conduct joint public hearing re:  Proposed Zoning Code text and map (Zoning Text 

Amendment ZTA 2016-01 and Zoning Map Amendment ZMP 2016-01) 

 

COUNTY OF NORTHAMPTON 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

Proposed 2016 Zoning Code text and map 
Zoning Text Amendment ZTA 2016-01 
Zoning Map Amendment ZMP 2016-01 

 
Notice is hereby provided that the County of Northampton Board of Supervisors (“BOS”) and Planning 
Commission (“PC”) will hold a joint public hearing at the Northampton High School auditorium located at 
16041 Courthouse Road, Eastville, VA 23347, on March 9, 2016, at 7:00 p.m.  The purpose of the 
meeting is to review comprehensive amendments proposed to the Northampton County Zoning Code 
(ZC) text and map. 
 
The proposed 2016 zoning code text (PZC) and map amendments (PMA) will: 
 

1. Repeal the ZC text and map adopted on December 8, 2015, and codified as Northampton County 
Code (“NCC”) Chapter 154.1; 

2. Re-enact the former 2009 ZC and map, with certain changes, including the inclusion of the 
Chesapeake/Atlantic Preservation Areas in the map; 

3. Re-enact for certain districts the 2000 Zoning Code, with certain changes, as Appendix C; 
4. Re-enact for certain districts the 1983 Zoning Code as Appendix D; and 
5. Recodify NCC Chapter 158, Chesapeake/Atlantic Preservation Areas (CAP) as Section 154.2-

165 et seq. of the PZC and repeal the CAP map adopted on December 8, 2015. 
6.  
The PZC will replace the 17 zoning districts of the current ZC with 12 primary districts, 19 secondary 
districts, 4 overlay districts and 3 floating districts, as described herein.  The PZC will increase the 
number of uses requiring a special use permit and will set forth in chart form over 6,000 specific uses 
as compared to lists of general or categorical uses contained in the current ZC.  Certain parcels now 
designated R, R1, R3, and R5 will revert to the 2009 Existing Subdivision primary district, to be 
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renamed “Existing Subdivision/Residential” (ES/R).  The “Existing Subdivision” districts will be 
governed by the former 2000 or 1983 zoning ordinances, as applicable, which are proposed to be 
reenacted and set forth as Appendices C and D to the PZC. Certain parcels now designated 
Commercial or Industrial will revert to Existing Business or Existing Industrial.  All districts designated 
“Existing” are not to be expanded and no other parcels may be rezoned to those categories. 
Apartments, townhouses and duplexes are not permitted of right in any district. 
 

§§154.2-001-004 General Provisions.  Addresses authority, intent, purpose, definitions and general 
conditions of the zoning code. Provides definitions for numerous terms contained in the PZC. 
 
§154.2-004 - General Conditions.  Recognizes that previously adopted provisions in conflict with the 
proposed revisions are to be replaced and that the granting of a County permit/certificate does not 
guarantee land and/or structure development.  Formalizes policy that handicapped/disabled persons are 
not to be excluded from the benefits of residential surroundings. 
 
§§154.2-020-026 Zoning Administrative Structure Established.  Establishes the powers and duties of the 
Zoning Administrator (ZA), including obtaining inspection warrants; the powers and duties of the site plan 
review agent; authorizes the board of zoning appeals and historic review board; authorizes filing fees; and 
the enforcement of regulations and appeals. 
 
§§154.2-040-045 Permits and Procedures.  Identifies and explains when zoning clearance approvals are 
required; application requirements for clearances; ; states when a certificate of occupancy is required and 
that ZA may make inspections;  distinguishes between major and minor special use permits (SUPs) 
depending upon character and intensity of use and potential impacts on adjacent and nearby properties; 
sets forth SUP submission requirements, review process, and timetable; states that conditions can be 
imposed by BOS; states submission and processing requirements for zoning map and text amendment 
applications; sets forth proffer submission and review process; states criteria for site/development plan 
review, including submission requirements, processing procedures, and minimum required standards and 
improvements for plan approval. 
 
§§154.2-060-067 General Regulations for all Zoning Districts.  Requires that densities and setbacks 
comply with zoning code requirements; establishes standards for temporary emergency housing, 
temporary family health care structures and temporary construction structures; provides that wetlands, 
coastal primary sand dunes, and water areas are excluded from minimum lot area calculations, prohibits 
double- and reverse-frontage lots. 
 
§§154.2-080-085 Establishment of Zoning Districts and Maps.  Establishes 12 primary, 19 secondary, 
four overlay and three floating zoning districts, descriptions of which are set forth immediately below (D = 
density; DU=dwelling units; max=maximum; A=acres) and statements of intent for these districts; 
provides that zoning text and map are a unified document; sets forth  establishes zoning map. 
 

1. Conservation Primary District (C).  This proposed primary district is located within the Atlantic 
Ocean coastal areas, limited Chesapeake Bay coastal areas and limited unique upland coastal 
areas to protect natural resource and important habitats.  Max D is 1 DU per 50 A.  All single-
family dwelling (“SFD”) housing types are permitted; multi-family dwellings (“MFDs’) are not 
permitted. 

2. Agriculture/Rural Business Primary District (A/RB).  Preserves prime agricultural soils, maintains 
the County’s rural character, provides for areas in which the agricultural and forestry industries of 
the County may freely practice and provides for low impact density.  Max D is 1 DU per 20 A with 
an alternative open space bonus density option allowing a max D of 1 DU per 10 A with a 
minimum lot size of 1 A and open space of 85%.  All SFD housing types are permitted, including 
manufactured single-wides.  MFDs housing types such as apartment and townhouses are not 
permitted and duplexes are allowed by SUP. 

3. Hamlet/Residential Primary District (H/R).  Recognizes small, typically crossroads settlements of 
historic or cultural significance which over the years have taken the form of primarily residential 
neighborhoods and provides a mix of residential and low-impact commercial uses compatible with 



3 

a rural setting and supports a variety of housing options.   Max D is 2 DU per 1 A.  SFD housing 
types such as on-site construction, manufactured double or triple-wides and modular are 
permitted.  Manufactured single-wides are allowed by SUP; MFD types such as duplexes and 
apartments allowed by SUP and townhouses are not permitted. 

4. Waterfront Hamlet/Residential Primary District (WH/R).  Recognizes and provides for the 
continued existence of small, traditional residential and working waterfront hamlets. Max D is 2 
DU per 1 A.  SFD housing types such as on-site construction, manufactured double or triple-
wides and modular are permitted; manufactured single-wides allowed by SUP; MFD housing 
types such as duplexes and apartments and townhouses are not permitted.  

5. Village District Primary (V).  Recognizes traditional villages and provides for a mixture of 
residential and neighborhood business uses compatible with a rural village setting.  Village (V) is 
further classified into three secondary districts:  Village-1 (V-1), Village/Residential (V/R) and 
Village-Neighborhood Business (V-NB).   

a. Village-1 Secondary District (V-1).  Provides transition and potential future growth area between 
adjacent principally agricultural areas and the more intensely developed residential village areas 
with a mixture of farming activities and low density residential uses for potential population 
expansion that is in keeping with a rural lifestyle.  Max D is 1 DU per 20 acres. SFD housing 
types such as on-site construction, manufactured double or triple-wides and modular are 
permitted; manufactured single-wides are allowed by SUP; MFD housing types such as duplexes 
are allowed by SUP and apartments and townhouses are not permitted. 

b. Village/Residential Secondary District (V/R).  Provides residential lots large enough to 
accommodate both individual water systems and sewage disposal systems on the same site. 
Max D is 2 DU per 1 A and 4 DU per 1 A by SUP.  SFD housing types such as on-site 
construction, manufactured double or triple-wides and modular are permitted; manufactured 
single-wides are allowed by SUP;  MFD housing types such as apartments, duplexes and 
townhouses are allowed by SUP. 

c. Village-Neighborhood Business Secondary District (V-NB).  Recognizes small neighborhood 
commercial areas already established in the rural villages and provides for additional small 
neighbor-serving commercial areas.  Max D is 2 DU per 1 A and 4 DU per 1 A by SUP. SFD 
housing types such as on-site construction and modular are permitted by SUP; manufactured 
double or triple-wides and single-wides are not permitted.  MFD housing types are not permitted. 

6. Waterfront Village Primary District (WV).  Recognizes distinct traditional waterfront villages and 
provides for a mixture of residential, commercial, and limited agricultural uses that are designed 
to serve and support waterfront village residents and the local economy with traditional seafood, 
farming, and related industries. Four secondary districts are proposed:  Waterfront Village-1 
District (WV-1); Waterfront Village/Residential District (WV/R); Waterfront Village-Neighborhood 
Business District (WV-NB); and Waterfront Village-Waterfront Commercial District (WV-WC). 

a. Waterfront Village-1 Secondary District (WV-1).  Provides for low-density rural housing while 
recognizing existing aquaculture and farming activities.  Max D is 1 DU per 20 A.  SFD housing 
types such as on-site construction, manufactured double or triple-wides and modular are 
permitted.  Manufactured single-wides are allowed by SUP.  MFD housing types such as 
duplexes are allowed by SUP; apartments and townhouses are not permitted. 

b. Waterfront Village/Residential Secondary District (WV/R).  Provides a mix of housing types, with 
single-family units predominating, which are compatible in scale with the traditional characteristic 
of the village.  Max D is 2 DU per 1 A.  SFD housing types such as on-site construction, 
manufactured double or triple-wides and modular are permitted.  Manufactured single-wides are 
allowed by SUP.  MFD housing types such as apartments, townhouses and duplexes are allowed 
by SUP. 

c. Waterfront Village-Neighborhood Business Secondary District (WV-NB).  Recognizes existing 
commercial areas and allows for environmentally low-impact commercial activities.  Max D is 2 
DU per 1 A.  SFD housing types such as on-site construction and modular are allowed by SUP.  
SFD and MFD are not permitted. 

d. Waterfront Village-Waterfront Commercial Secondary District (WV-WC).  Provides for low-impact 
commercial uses which must be located on the waterfront due to the intrinsic nature of the 
activity.  No density is designated in this district.  SFD and MFD are not permitted. 
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7.  Existing Cottage Community/Residential Primary District (ECC/R). Recognizes existing rural 
residential development located on or near the water, pre-dating the Northampton County’s 
adoption of a zoning ordinance or developed under old zoning regulations, and which are not 
served by public utilities.  Surrounding A/RB or C Districts may not be rezoned to ECC/R district. 
Max D is 2 DU per 1 A.  SFD housing types such as on-site construction and modular are 
permitted are allowed by SUP.  Manufactured double or triple-wides and manufactured single-
wides are not permitted.  MFD housing types are not permitted. 

8. Town Edge Primary District (TE).  Provides potential development areas adjacent to incorporated 
towns which may, in the future, be served by extensions of public water and sewer services from 
the towns.  Four secondary districts are proposed, with two mapped initially and two potentially 
available upon rezoning: Town Edge-1 District (TE-1); Town Edge/Residential District (TE/R); 
Town Edge-Neighborhood Business District (TE-NB); and Town Edge Commercial General 
District (TE-CG). 

a. Town Edge – 1 District (TE-1).  Provides for a mix of farming activities, low density residential, 
and other low-impact uses at a density/intensity higher than that of the surrounding agricultural 
areas, but lower than may be appropriate in the TE/R district. Max D is 1 DU per 5 A.  SFD 
housing types such as on-site construction, manufactured double or triple-wides and modular are 
permitted.  Manufactured single-wides are allowed by SUP.  MFD housing types such as 
duplexes are allowed by SUP; apartments and townhouses are not permitted. 

b. Town Edge/Residential Secondary District (TE/R).  Provides for a mix of residential, home 
business, low-impact commercial and community service. Max D is 1 DU per 2 A and 5 DU per 1 
A by SUP if central water and sewer are provided.  SFD housing types such as on-site 
construction, manufactured double or triple-wides and modular are permitted.  Manufactured 
single-wides are not permitted.  MFD housing types such as apartments, townhouses and 
duplexes are allowed by SUP. No land is currently mapped in this secondary district. 

c. Town Edge-Neighborhood Business Secondary District (TE-NB). Provides for neighborhood-
scale commercial, community service, very light industrial, and residential uses at a density 
higher than that in the TE-1 and similar to that of the adjacent town. Max D is 1 DU per 2 A and 5 
DU per 1 A by SUP when central water and sewer are provided. SFD housing types such as on-
site construction and modular are permitted by SUP and manufactured double or triple-wides and 
single-wides are not permitted.  MFD housing types are not permitted.  No land is currently 
mapped in this secondary district. 

d. Town Edge-Commercial General District Secondary (TE-CG).  Provides for a mix of commercial, 
community-service, and light manufacturing/industrial uses adjacent to incorporated towns and at 
a density similar to that of the adjacent town.  No density is designated in this district.  SFD are 
not permitted in this district.  MFD housing types such as apartments are allowed by SUP and 
townhouses and duplexes are not permitted. 

9. Existing Business Primary District (EB).  Recognizes commercial uses and zones outside of V, W 
V, H/R, WH/R, and TE Districts which already exist, EB may not be enlarged after October 21, 
2009; however, a use being performed within EB may expand to the lawful limits of the existing 
site.  No density is designated in this district.  SFD housing types are not permitted in this district.  
MFD housing types such as apartments are allowed by SUP and townhouses and duplexes are 
not permitted. 

10. Existing Industrial Primary District (EI).  Recognizes existing industrial uses and zones.  EI may 
not be enlarged after October 21, 2009; however, a use being performed within an Existing 
Industrial District may expand to the lawful limits of the existing site.  No density is designated for 
this district.  SFD and MFD are not permitted.  

11. Existing Subdivision/Residential Primary District (ES/R). Recognizes principally single-use, rural 
residential subdivisions which have been developed or approved for six or more lots on a 50-foot 
right-of-way or a state road.  Properties zoned ES/R as the primary district will retain their zoning 
assigned on December 28, 2000, or which the property was rezoned between December 28, 
2000, and October 21, 2009.  All use and dimensional regulations from the 2000 Zoning Code 
and 1983 Zoning Code shall apply will continue to apply to these developments. No ES/R district 
is to be expanded and no other parcels may be rezoned an ES district. ES districts may expand 
to the lawful limits of the approved subdivision plat and plan of development and in accordance 
with the applicable December 28, 2000, use and dimensional and area regulations. 
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a. Existing Subdivision/Residential-Agricultural-1 Secondary District (ES/R-A-1).  ES/R-A-1 
preserves prime agricultural soils and viable farm and forestry operations in areas not served and 
not intended to be served by public utilities. Max D is 1 DU per 20 A; plus sliding scale bonus lots. 

b. Existing Subdivision/Residential-Rural Village-Rural Residential Secondary District (ES/R-RV-
RR).   Provides a transition area between the principally agricultural areas and the more intensely 
residential areas of the county. Provides for a mixture of agricultural uses and compatible 
residential uses of intermediate density in transition areas between agricultural uses and the 
more intensely residential portions of Rural Villages and areas of population expansion in keeping 
with rural lifestyle. Max D is 1 DU per 3 A. with a minimum lot size of 20,000 square feet. 

c. Existing Subdivision/Residential-Rural Village-Residential Secondary District (ES/R-RV-R).  
Provides residential lots large enough to accommodate both individual water systems and 
sewage disposal systems on the same site. Allows limited non-single family uses up to four units 
per site with on-site water and sewer systems. Allows for the continued use of mobile homes on 
lots of record in platted subdivisions. Max D is 1 DU per 20,000 sq. ft. with a minimum lot size of 
20,000 square feet. 

d. Existing Subdivision/Residential-Rural Village-Residential Mixed Secondary District (ES/R-RV-
RM)   Provides for a variety and flexibility in "villages" as defined in 2000 Zoning Code, through a 
full range of housing types. Protects the residential character of "villages" from encroachment of 
commercial and other uses likely to create a negative impact. Max D is 1 DU 1 per 20,000 sq. ft. 
with a minimum lot size of 20,000 square feet and 10,000 sq. ft. with public sewer and water. 

e. Existing Subdivision/Residential-Community Development-Rural Residential Secondary District 
(ES/R-CD-RR).   Provides residential lots large enough to accommodate both individual 
water systems and sewage disposal systems on the same site in areas which in the future may 
be compatible with public water and sewer services. Provides a transition area between the 
principally agricultural areas and the more intensely residential areas of the county. Max D is 1 
DU per 1 A. with a minimum lot size of 1 acre. 

f. Existing Subdivision/Residential-Community Development-Single-Family Residential Secondary 
District (ES/R-CD-R1).  Provides for single family residential uses at a density sufficient to 
support public water and sewage systems. Protects the residential character of the district from 
the encroachment of commercial, industrial, or other uses likely to generate large concentrations 
of traffic, dust, odor, smoke, light, noise, and other influences which would adversely impact 
residential uses. Max D is 1 DU 1 per 20,000 sq. ft. with a minimum lot size of 20,000 square feet. 

g. Existing Subdivision/Residential-Community Development-Residential Mixed Secondary District 
(ES/R-CD-RM).   Allows greater residential densities in areas served by public water and sewer 
systems.  Provides for variety and flexibility in residential development through a full range of 
housing types, including apartments, town houses, duplexes, and condominiums. Protects the 
residential character of the district from the encroachment of commercial, industrial, or other uses 
likely to generate large concentrations of traffic, dust, odor, smoke, light, noise, and other 
influences which would adversely impact residential uses. Max D is 1 DU per 20,000 sq. ft. with a 
minimum lot size of 20,000 square feet and 10,000 sq. ft. with public sewer and water. 

h. Existing Subdivision/Residential-Existing Business-Commercial Waterfront District (ES/R-EB-
CW).  Recognizes commercial uses and zones outside of rural village and community 
development areas which existed on October 21, 2009 but which are not consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan for the future development of Northampton County. Max D is not specified 
except for Condominiums and residential multi-family structures which are governed by PZC 
Appendix D Article 11. 

12. Commercial District (C-1).  Provides places for the conduct of commerce and business as well as 
providing places of employment with a mix of commercial, community service and very light 
industrial uses, controls and limits strip commercial development and regulates access to public 
streets and ensures that commercial uses preserve and protect the groundwater aquifer recharge 
spine along U.S. Route 13.  No density is designated in this district.  SFD not permitted in this 
district.  MFD housing types such as apartments are allowed by SUP; townhouses and duplexes 
are not permitted. 

(1) 13. Overlay Zoning Districts:  Overlay and apply regulations above and 
beyond the underlying zoning district requirements. Densities and uses allowed in an 
overlay district are based upon a property’s underlying zoning district.  
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(2) a. Historic Preservation District (HP) protects historic landmarks, buildings or structures. 
(3) b. Chesapeake/Atlantic Preservation District (CAP) implements the requirements of the 
Code of Virginia to prevent water pollution, promote water conservation and protect the quality of 
state waters. 
(4) c. Airport Protection District (AP) protects safety of air navigation and the public 
investment in air navigation facilities by preventing the development of activities in the vicinity of 
airports which could be hazardous to air navigation. 
(5) d. US 13 Corridor District (US13CD) enhances the safety, function, and capacity of Route 
US 13 and designated intersecting highways. 

(6) Only the US13CD is depicted on the map that is part of this notice.  There are 
currently no HP or AP Districts proposed to be mapped, and there are no changes being 
proposed at this time to the current CAP district boundary. 

14. Floating Zoning Districts:  Floating districts are currently unmapped districts that allow the BOS to 
consider specific development proposals which would be reviewed based upon detailed 
development plans proposed by the developer.  In such districts, the BOS could supplement or 
modify the regulations of the underlying zoning district for the property. These districts are 
intended to promote and allow innovative and creative development projects that are flexible in 
design, but conform to the goals and objectives of the comprehensive plan.  Three floating zone 
districts are proposed: 
a. Mobile Home Park District (MHP).  MHP development must be served by approved sewage 
disposal facilities, have an adequate water supply, have access on a public street, have a density 
no greater than 2 DU per 1 acre, only allow rental spaces for residential use of at least 30 days 
and initially be between 5 and 10 acres in size. 
b. Solar Energy District (SED) SED districts permit the development and operation of solar 
energy power generation using photovoltaic cells. The standards and procedures set forth in for 
this district are designed to achieve a harmonious and efficient layout of structures, circulation, 
and connection to public utilities on or adjacent to the SED and to ensure that such development 
does not adversely affect adjoining properties or the county’s natural resources. The SED may be 
located only in the A/RB or EI district. 
c. Bayview Planned Unit Development (PUD). The existing Planned Unit Development, known as 
the Bayview Citizens for Social Justice, will be renamed “Bayview PUD”, with all of its unique 
attributes as created by vote of the Board of Supervisors on August 11, 1999, pursuant to Zoning 
Map Petition 99-10. 
 

§§154.2-100-119 Supplemental Performance Standards. Provide supplemental requirements and 
standards, in addition to the applicable zoning district regulations, for marinas; residential development in 
agricultural districts; airports; domestic and traditional husbandry and intensive farming uses, facilities and 
structures; wireless communications facilities (towers and monopoles); sets maximum lot coverage 
requirements for development in all zoning districts except Existing Subdivision (ESD); require easements 
for dedicated open space; set landscaping and screening requirements, including vegetation installation 
and protection provisions; sets commercial and industrial road frontage standards based upon roadway 
classification; set lighting standards for exterior sources and sets standards for ponds;  set incentives and 
standards for affordable housing, by allowing up to a 10% density increase when developers include 
affordable housing units; provide standards for wind turbines, windmills, meteorological towers and wind 
energy facilities; provide standards for agritourism activities; provide that accessory dwellings shall not be 
counted as a unit when calculating and provides standards for accessory dwellings; allow and provide 

standards for additional SFDs on one lot. 

 
§§154.2-125-128 Uses, Density and Other Dimensional Regulations.  These sections, along with 
Appendices A & B to the proposed ZC, set forth uses, densities, and dimension/bulk regulations 
applicable to those districts not governed by Appendices C and D.  Appendix A classifies uses into 8 
categories: Agricultural; Commercial; Community Service; Industrial; Marine-Related; Recreational; 
Single-Family Residential; and Multi-Family Residential.  Within each use category, specifically-described 
individual uses are designated as either by right, permitted by major or minor SUP, or not allowed.  
Appendix B sets forth the max DU, minimum (min) lot width, min lot size, yards/setbacks (front, rear, side 
& shoreline), max height and max lot coverage applicable to each the proposed zoning districts that is not 
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governed by Appendices C and D.  Further, these regulations would allow certain “Home Occupation” 
and “Adaptive Re-Use Business” commercial uses to take place in residentially-zoned areas, either upon 
the approval of an SUP or by right. 
 
§§154.2-140-148: Supplemental Regulations.  Set forth those cases in which setback and height 
regulations are or may be modified; prohibits new double frontage lots (lots with frontage on two streets); 
sets forth additional shoreline setback regulations for lots lawfully created prior to December 28, 2000. 
 
§§154.2-160-165_Overlay Districts.  Sets forth and explains the Code of Virginia enabling authority for 
the County’s overlay districts; allow the creation of HP Districts where building or structures officially 
designated by the Virginia Board of Historic Resources, have an important historic, architectural, 
archeological or cultural interest or are historic areas as defined by VA Code § 15.2-2201 and are 
recommended by Historic Review Board (HRB); provides for submission requirements and evaluation 
criteria are proposed; and appeals of decisions of the HRB.  No changes are made to the 
Chesapeake/Atlantic Preservation District (CAP) other than recodification of NCC Chapter 158 as Section 
154.2-165 et seq.  The Airport Protection District (AP) regulates the ground lying beneath the airport 
approach surfaces, airport horizontal surfaces and airport transitional surfaces and airport horizon and 
prohibits certain uses and structures in an AP district.  The US 13 Corridor district (US13C), provides 
regulations and performance standards with respect to direct access points to U.S. 13 and improvements 
and planting requirements in the required setback area; requires that whenever feasible from an 
engineering perspective, access must be from a side street connection rather than directly onto Route 13, 
subject to VDOT approval; and require redevelopment of nonconforming sites must conform with the 
adopted regulations. 
 
§§154.2-175-178 Floating Zone Districts.  Provides for three floating zoning districts (MHP, SED, and 
PUD) as described above. 
 
§§154.2-190-195 Signs.  No changes to the 2015 ZC sign provisions are proposed. 
 
§§154.2-205 -213 Off Street Parking and Loading: Provides requirements and standards for off street 
parking and loading. 
 
§§154.2-225-230 Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA).  Identifies who may apply for variances and the criteria 
for approving variances, consistent with the Virginia Code; clarifies the record-keeping duties of the BZA; 
provides that the BZA cannot change zoning district locations; sets forth the process for appealing zoning 
decisions to the BZA and/or to the Circuit Court. 
 
§§154.2-245-250 Non-Conforming Uses and Vested Rights Policy.  Allows lawful nonconformities to 
continue until eliminated by removal, expansion, enlargement, reconstruction, alteration or 
discontinuance, and recognizes that nonconformities are not to serve as a basis for changing zoning 
categories; confirms that ordinary repairs and maintenance are allowed so long as they are to non-
structural features; and states that the ZC is not intended to impair vested rights recognized by Va. Code 
§ 15.2-2307. 
§§154.2-998 –999 Violations and Penalty.  Provides authority to ZA to pursue criminal remedies for 
certain zoning violations.  Provides authority to ZA to impose civil penalties for violations of certain sign 
regulations. 
 

 (The entire text and maps of the 2009, 2000 and 1983 Zoning Ordinances with Proposed 

Amendments are on file in the Office of the County Administrator and the Planning & Zoning 

Office, Eastville, Virginia, and are made a part of these minutes as if included in their entirety 

hereof.) 



8 

County Administrator Katherine H. Nunez shared with the Board and Planning 

Commission the following powerpoint presentation: 
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* * * * * 

 

 At this time, Chairman Murray asked if the Board or Planning Commission had any 

questions relative to the powerpoint. 

 After Planning Commissioner Dixon Leatherbury confirmed that this was the only 

presentation as well as the only presentation of materials to the general public, he indicated that 

he felt that the presentation fell short from what is usually seen from staff.   He said that he saw 

no comparisons between the two ordinances relative to districts, no mention of multi-family 

housing or special use permits being required for mobile homes.   He said that the public has not 

been well-enough informed on these sweeping zoning changes. 

 Chairman Murray responded that he thought the presentation did a good job and that all 

of the proposed ordinance materials have been posted on the County’s website.   He said that the 
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Board will review every comment and every recommendation that will be provided by the 

Planning Commission and may not vote on March 28
th

 as outlined by the adoption calendar.    

 Planning Commissioner Kay Downing agreed with Mr. Leatherbury and said that she 

thought the presentation was very slight in nature and did not cover many of the issues.    

 Planning Commissioner Mike Ward said that normally zoning applications are reviewed 

by the Planning staff and he questioned if this presentation constituted a staff report.   Ms. Nunez 

responded that the powerpoint presentation was reviewed on behalf of the Board and that the 

Planning staff may perform additional review and analysis to address concerns of the Planning 

Commission. 

 There Chairman asked if there were any present desiring to speak. 

 Mr. Robert Colson read the following comments: 
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Mr. Kyle Sturgis read the following comments: 
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Ms. Elaine Beall said that everyone needed to be civil, respectful and to practice 

compromise; they do not need to intimidate each other.     She then read the following letter from 

Mr. Barry Downing, Jr., who could not attend the meeting: 
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 Mrs. Christine Tankard questioned why the 2015 is being so quickly repealed; it does not 
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seem ethical.  In fact, she did  not even realize that the 2016 amendments were being worked on. 

She said that the 2009 version was too complicated.   She asked how many Board members have 

read the 700+ pages of proposed ordinances and can explain it to her.   She suggested that the 

Board use the Comprehensive Plan and the comments as provided to the Planning Commission 

for any needed changes. 

 Mr. Mark Newman said that he was in favor of retaining the 2015 ordinance and relayed 

some of his experiences in trying to do projects, both large and small, under that zoning.  He said 

that the County needs new businesses and expansion of existing ones. 

 Ms. Katherine Campbell read the following comments: 
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 Mr. Steve Sturgis read the following comments: 
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 Mr. Robert C. Richardson said that the zoning ordinance is a complete mistake and 

should be trashed.   He said that the County only needs four zones:  agricultural, commercial, 

industrial, and residential.    He noted that people cannot understand this volume of paperwork 

and that the Board needs to bring jobs back to the County. 

 Mr. Wayne McCoy asked the Board to retain the 2015 zoning, calling the mass migration 

of people out of the County as a sign of the failed 2009 ordinance.   He said that the County 

cannot survive on eco-tourism and needs a strong tax base to offset increasing taxes. 

 Mrs. Martina Coker read the following comments: 
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 Mrs. Sarah Colson read the following comments: 
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 Mr. Chris Hoover asked the Board to retain the 2015 zoning regulations. 

 Mr. Vince Young asked if he could replace an old trailer on his property with a new one.    

He was advised to provide his contact information to the Planning & Zoning staff for follow-up. 

 Mr. Mark Baumgartner, representing Royal Farms, said that his client was pleased with 

the 2015 zoning and is preparing to invest millions in the County and generate many jobs.  The 

proposed regulations would revoke their favorable zoning and force Royal Farms to construct an 

older-style building.   He said that the former Board tried for three years to cure the ills of the 

2009 zoning ordinance and the proposed 2016 “cure” is worse than the disease.   He further 

noted that he felt that the 2014 and 2015 presentations were much more comprehensive than the 

presentation made this evening and urged the Board to make changes as needed to the 2015 

version rather than repeal it. 

 Ms. Sandra Beerends read the following comment: 
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 Ms. Virginia Olson read the following comments: 
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 Mrs. Barbara Coady said that she was proposed to the 2016 zoning ordinance.   

 Mr. Pat Coady read the following comments: 
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 Ms. Roberta Kellam read the following comments: 
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 Mr. Charles Bruckner, Jr. read the following comments: 
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 Ms. Janet Sturgis read the following comments: 
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 Ms. Montaigne referenced the flyer shown below and provided comments afterwards: 
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 Mrs. Mary Miller read the following comments: 
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 Mr. David Boyd read the following comments: 
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 Mr. Larry Jones said that he could not understand why the County has multiple zoning 

ordinances.     He said that “we” are poor people, unable to fight the Board, who are being paid 

off by special interests.    

 Mr. Bob Meyers read the following letter from Charles and Bettye Smith and then 

presented comments of his own: 
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 Mr. Rick Gliebman said that he thought tonight’s presentation was comparable to the 

2014 version and noted that if the County wants better jobs, we need to focus on improving our 

education system and creating a skilled work force. 

 Mr. Bill Parr read the following comments: 
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 Mr. Hank Bowen read the following comments: 
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 Mr. Leo Kellam said that he wanted to be left alone and remarked that he did not see any 

yellow shirts before the 2015 zoning ordinance adoption.   He said that they knew that the former 

Board was going to adopt the 2015 regulations and that was why they were not in evidence then. 

 Mr. Ralph Dodd, farmer and real estate broker, said that he has had excellent dialogue 

with the Planning & Zoning and Commissioner of the Revenue staff.  He continued by saying 

that the 2009 zoning ordinance had been adopted out of fear but that the County currently is in 

dire straits and that we do not need the layers of the 2009 zoning ordinance.     

 Ms. Jo Ann Molera said that she supported the 2015 zoning ordinance and resented 

comments earlier in the evening concerning our “substandard” schools. 

 Ms. Windy Martin read the following comments: 
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 Mr. Ken Dufty said that the 2015 zoning ordinance was not consistent with the 

Comprehensive Plan and gave enormous power to the zoning administrator.  He said that zoning 

will not fix our problems. 

 Ms. Donna Bozza also said that the 2015 zoning ordinance was not consistent with the 

Comprehensive Plan and there was no solid basis or justification ever provided for its adoption.   

The CBES organization believes it is a good first step to repeal the 2015 zoning ordinance. 

 The following Petition was submitted to the record: 
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 The following letters were asked to be read into the record as follows: 

Gentlemen, For the record I completely support overturning the 2015 Zoning and support the 

2009 Zoning AND Comp Plan. I ask you to vote to move this Northampton County on a 

sustained, viable road of managed growth and protect our Aquaculture, Agriculture and Tourism 

industries along with our rural way of life. Preservation and conservation are the way forward 

that will support natural, organic growth of our population and maintain our unique and civilized 

quality of life.  

 

I ask you, Mr. Hogg, to please have this read into tonight's public hearing record. 

 

And I applaud the efforts of you and Mr. Murray and Mr. Duer to be good stewards of our 

county. I implore Mr. Lemond and Mr. Bennett to join you in moving us all forward. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Peg Snowden Volk 

Cherrystone. VA 

 

* * * * * 

I am writing to support the repeal of the 2015 zoning ordinance and the subsequent reenactment 

of the 2009 zoning ordinance.  Much of the effect of the 2015 ordinance would be in direct 

conflict with Northampton County's comprehensive plan.   During the period that the 2009 plan 

has been in place the county has seen exceptional growth in aquaculture and tourism industries.  

I fear that the 2015 ordinance has the potential to harm both of these burgeoning industries that 

are so well suited to Northampton's inherit  strengths.  The 2009 ordinance can be easily 

amended to address any changes that may be desired.  The public's overwhelming opposition to 

the adoption to the 2015 ordinance  (as expressed at supervisors meetings, public hearings and 

the 2015 supervisors elections) reflects the desire of Northampton's citizens to repeal the 2015 

zoning ordinance and adopt the 2009 ordinance as it's replacement. 

 

I request that this e-mail be read into the public record. 

 

Sincerely, 

Bowdoin Wise Lusk 

2132 Cherrystone Road 

Cheriton, VA 23316 

 

* * * * * * 

Letter to the Northampton County Board of Supervisors 

 

We are sorry we will not be able to attend tonight’s public hearing. Please insure that this letter is 

read into the public comments at the March 9, 2016 Public hearing. 
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We are writing to you for many reasons this evening, but especially to thank you and your 

colleagues for your time and commitment in responding to the public outcry of the last two years 

regarding the ill-conceived and misdirected 2015 Zoning ordinance. 

 

As the newly elected representatives of the majority of Northampton County residents, you have 

been charged with the daunting task of making sense of all the legal “mumbo jumbo” that has 

been thrown at you from the forces behind the 2015 zoning ordinance. They all claim that the 

new ordinance is the way to Northampton County’s salvation……so we ask you one simple 

question, if that was the case,  why wasn’t zoning identified as an issue in the recently completed 

and county funded Comprehensive Assessment Study?  

 

As you are aware, over the past 2 years, many of “us” opposed to the 2015 zoning ordinance 

voiced numerous concerns regarding its accommodation of spot zoning, removal of landowners 

rights regarding proposed uses on neighboring lands, the “bending over backwards” to  

accommodate developer’s wishes regarding the expanded uses of their land holdings, and the 

total lack of any scientific research on the impacts of these change on our fragile ecosystem.  

 

Your task at hand is to do what you were elected to do— safeguard our unique natural resources 

, our ever growing ecological industries of agriculture, aquaculture and tourism and our future 

real estate values. 

 

You were not elected by the citizens of this county to accommodate developer’s wishes and 

allow the development of this county in a manner that  diminishes our great natural resources. 

 

We thank you for your consideration of our concerns and want to assure you that “we” are here 

to assist you in your efforts and in the adoption of the 2009 zoning ordinance with its 

amendments as proposed. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

Carl R. Nordstrom & Linda Nordstrom 

10363 Thompson Lane 

Exmore, Va. 23350 

 

* * * * * 

Please read the following comment into the record at the hearing tonight. 

  

I support the Board of Supervisors (Board) repeal of the 2015 ordinance as that ordinance did not 

follow the comprehensive plan and would permit irresponsive development harmful to 

Northampton County and its citizens. 

  

I support the Board in improving the 2009 ordinance by including technical changes and 

improvements which were discovered during the 2015 zoning ordinance process. Even though 

the 2015 ordinance in total was harmful, parts were positive. 
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One positive action in the 2015 ordinance was that it rezoned the Kiptopeke area from Hamlet to 

R-1, zoning it the same as the adjoining Lucilles Lane.  This change is consistent with the 

Comprehensive Plan as the Kiptopeke area never was a Hamlet as described in that Plan.  

Kiptopeke area is a residential area just like Lucilles Lane.  However, R-1 does not exist in the 

2009 ordinance so Kiptopeke reverts to Hamlet and Lucilles lane to ES/R-RVR.   Due to 

technical wording in the 2009 ordinance, Kiptopeke does not qualify as ES/R-RVR.  Peter Stith 

can explain the technical better than I.  I ask that the Board zone the Kiptopeke area equivalent to 

that of R-1 in the 2015 making it same as Lucilles Lane and make the technical changes 

necessary to allow this.   

  

Thank you for your support and thank you for repealing the 2015 Ordinance. 

  

Terrill W. Ramsey 

4192 Kiptopeke Drive 

Tax Map 112-06-7 – Lot 7 Cedar Grove Landing 

Tax Map 112B-A-5 Cedar Grove Landing 

434-229-6650 

 

* * * * * * 

Northampton County Board of Supervisors 

 

Gentlemen: While tonight’s agenda primarily deals with possible modifications to the Zoning 

Ordinance text and maps I would like to point out the importance of the Comprehensive Plan in 

this process.The Comp Plan is an important over arching document that provides direction to 

preparers of zoning text and maps. By way of example I point to the Comp Plan’s emphasis  on 

the contribution that agriculture, aquaculture and tourism make to our economy.  The importance 

of these industries to the county’s economic future  was recently addressed by a Massachusetts 

firm that had been commissioned by the Board of Supervisors to perform a study about  the 

county’s economic competiveness. The ensuing report confirmed the Comp Plan’s conclusions 

by noting that  agriculture, aquaculture and tourism were indeed  important industries in our 

county and deserved appropriate attention, I hope these findings and other recommendations in 

the Comp Plan are carefully examined  when modifications in the zoning Ordinance are being 

considered. In summary, any change in the Zoning Ordinance should be in full accord with our 

Comprehensive Plan. 

 

                                                      F.V.Schmidt 

 

I respectfully request that my comments be read and included in the minutes of tonight’s public 

hearing. 

 

* * * * * 

Dear Supervisors, 
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My name is Sarah Morgan and I live at 6553 Broadwater Circle in Oyster. I would like these 

remarks to be read into the official record for the Northampton County Public Hearing on March 

9, 2016. With regard to the 2015 Zoning Ordinance amendments, I feel they were conceived in a 

way that left a huge number of residents and stakeholders out of the process. Without the input of 

the very citizens most affected by the new zoning, the rezoning action taken by the last board can 

only be characterized as elitist at best. The process used to craft the 2015 Zoning Ordinance was 

incredibly flawed. 

So now we have the possibility of righting these wrongs. Reverting to the 2009 with the addition 

of the changes now proposed will give Northampton County time to reboot. Please continue to 

work to give all citizens a say in how our great county, heralded for its pristine environment and 

its vibrant aquaculture, agriculture, and tourism industries, can develop in a way that is not about 

special interests, but instead about creating opportunities for sensible, sensitive growth.  

The Zoning Ordinance is meant to be in line with the Comprehensive Plan. Both documents are 

supposed to be dynamic, evolving guides for rational and community-supported growth. It is 

wrong to craft either or both of these without giving citizens the means for expressing their 

opinions, involving those citizens from early on until the final draft is considered by Supervisors.  

Thank you for listening to the many residents and stakeholders who feel the 2015 rezoning of 

Northampton County has been a disservice to the majority of its citizens and who want to move 

forward using a more inclusive process. I urge you to continue to return to the 2009 Ordinance, 

with the amendments currently proposed.  

Respectfully, 

Sarah Morgan 

* * * * * 

Board of Supervisors: 

 

In consideration of the fact that there were no public meetings whereby this recommendation 

could have been voiced in person I am placing my request in writing and further request that 

these statements be read into the public record.  

 

The language outlined below should be included in the 2016 zoning ordinance (taken directly 

from the 2009 ordinance) and reads as follows:   

 

Density, setbacks, districts (including overlay and floating districts), uses and map. 

 

Additional amendments proposed include accessory dwelling units, confined animal feeding 

operations, setbacks, increase by-right commercial and industrial uses, agritourism definition, 

refining district intents and clarifying authority of the zoning administrator. 

 

Please confirm receipt of this e-mail by responding to all.     
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Sincerely, 

 

William Hughes 

 

* * * * * 

Please read the following comments and include them in the official public record for the Board 

of Supervisors meeting being held at Northampton High School. 

 

Dear Chairman Murray and other members of the Northampton County Planning Commission. 

 

I regret that I could not be in attendance at tonight's meeting, but I am out of the country on a trip 

planned before the date of this meeting was announced and could not change my travel plans. 

 

I am certain that you will be hearing from a large number of people tonight and will therefore try 

to keep my comments brief. 

 

First, please know that I am in complete support of the recent motion made by Mr. Duer and 

supported by Mr. Hogge and Mr. Murray Rescinding what I believe to be the deeply flawed 2015 

zoning changes and reverting to the 2009 zoning text.  It is my belief that the former board acted 

irresponsibly by enacting the 2015 zoning changes after the recent election that had clearly 

demonstrated significant opposition to these changes by citizens in the 2 districts where 

supervisors where up for election.  Had mr. Bennett and Mr. LeMond also been up for reelection 

I believe they also would have faced significant opposition and may have been voted out of 

office based on their support of the drastic and poorly conceived zoning changes. 

 

Second, it is important to state that while I prefer the 2009 zoning text to the changes proposed in 

the 2015 amendment, this does not mean that I believe the 2009 zoning text to be perfect.  In 

fact, it could use revision and updating.  Unfortunately the previous board and county staff used 

embarked on these changes behind closed doors and with only limited input from the citizens 

until the highly flawed document was announced at a public hearing.  We then suffered through 

2 painful years of rancorous debate with numerous citizens pointing out dozens of flaws and 

mistakes in the proposed zoning amendments.  To their credit, county staff and the former BOS 

listened to many of these comments and made substantive changes to their document.  

Unfortunately,these changes did not correct all of the flaws and resulted in a zoning amendment 

that still ran counter to our comprehensive plan.  At the same time, the Planning commission was 

engaged in a bizarre attempt to rewrite the new county comprehensive plan in a manner that 

agreed with the shifting goal posts of the proposed zoning changes.  This process was against the 

state code which states that zoning texts should've derived from the comp plan, which is built 

upon the expressed Willa of the citizenry. 

 

For this reason I support the new board in their goal of going back to the 2009 zoning in the 

hopes that we can work together to revise it following proper procedure and using an open and 

honest approach that includes citizen input, and the best data available from economic and 

environmental impact studies.   
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Working together I am confident that we can tailor a sustainable zoning ordinance that best 

supports the citizenry, agriculture, aquaculture, business, industry, and development I order to 

ensure a vital future for our communities. 

 

Thank you very much. 

 

Art Schwarzschild 

4231 Willis wharf road 

Willis wharf va 

 

* * * * * * 

Dear Chairman Murray: 

 

I support repeal of the 2015 Zoning Ordinance.  

 

I urge you to adopt the 2016 Zoning Ordinance. The people 

who live here now should be included in any more major 

zoning changes to our homes and property. 

 

Please read my letter into the Public Hearing comments. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

David Handschur,  

PO Box 275, Eastville, VA 23347 

 

* * * * * * 

Dear Sirs: 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to express my opinion on the repeal of the 2015 Zoning Ordinance 

and Map and the reenactment of the 2009 Zoning Ordinance.  I am very much in favor of a 

repeal of the 2015 zoning ordinance which I do not believe was developed in concert with the 

Northampton County Comprehensive Plan.  The 2009 Zoning Ordinance was properly 

constructed in following the guidelines of the Comprehensive Plan and at most would need only 

minor amending. 

 

One of the many areas of concern that I have with the 2015 Zoning Ordinance deals with its 

potential detriment to our core industries of Agriculture, Aquaculture and Tourism as described 

in the Comprehensive Plan.  Agriculture is and has historically been a mainstay of our Eastern 

Shore economy.  Aquaculture is huge in Northampton County as we are the number one clam 

growing county in the United States.  The oyster aquaculture industry is not as mature as the 

clam industry but already is bringing millions of dollars into our local economy and is growing at 

an extremely fast rate.  I refer you the Virginia Shellfish Aquaculture Situation and Outlook 
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Report which is published annually by the Virginia Institute of Marine Science.  Tourism in 

Northampton County is presently growing at an astounding pace.  The Eastern Shore of Virginia 

has been the fastest growing tourism region in the state for the past two years in a row.  The 

transient occupancy tax in Northampton County showed an annual increase of ten percent in both 

the years of 2013 and 2014 and will probably exceed that rate of growth when the 2015 figures 

are known.  These industries depend upon clean air, clean tidal waters, adequate clean ground 

water and our natural beautiful vistas and marine environments. 

 

Once again, I would like to express my support for the repeal of the 2015 Zoning Ordinance and 

Map and the reenactment of the 2009 Zoning Ordinance. 

 

I respectfully request that this letter be read into the public record. 

 

Very truly yours, 

Frank  M. Lusk, Jr. 

2175 Cherrystone Road 

Cape Charles, Virginia 23310 

757-331-1531 

 

* * * * * 
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* * * * * 

March 9, 2016 

To the Northampton County Board of Supervisors 

 

Re: reinstatement of the 2009 Zoning Ordinance with amendments (2016 Zoning Ordinance) 

 

Dear Sirs, 

 

 Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the reinstatement of the 2009 Zoning 

Ordinance with amendments as advertised. Please accept this statement as my full support for 

such an initiative. My comments about the many inadequacies of the 2015 zoning ordinance that 

was passed last December are duly recorded in the public record over the last two years of your 

monthly meetings and need not be repeated here, but are still valid. 

 

 Regarding the ordinance under study tonight, it is a result of many years of public 

workshops and studies that included the input of hundreds of our citizens before it was even 

written. I can claim authorship of that document because of my own participation in those 

workshops. Further, I have for years now been using that ordinance in my real estate business to 

present our county and its properties to prospective clients in such a way that they feel very 

secure in making their investments here. The special use permits required in that ordinance give 

property owners peace of mind that some obtrusive use will not suddenly appear next door 

without notice or the opportunity to object. The minor special use permit system is particularly 

helpful for easing the burden of certain applications for special uses. Also, the statements of 

intent in the 2009 ordinance are not only consistent with our Comprehensive Plan but as well 

offer strict interpretation that clearly explains the rationale behind the codes. 

 

 The various zoning districts are consistent with the character and make-up of the actual 

neighborhoods and do honor to our present and future land use. The minimum widths of 

waterfront lots is reasonable yet not so lax as to encourage and allow high density waterfront 

development. The 2009 ordinance even allows for an extra density bonus when a land owner 

decides to plan cluster subdivision and preserve open space, an incentive that is hardly necessary 

what with the cost of road construction and the like. The Town Edge districts allow for the towns 

to have some say in what happens just outside of their borders. The ordinance also goes a long 

way towards the use and preservation of agricultural lands by making sure no heavy industrial 

uses are allowed either by right or even special use permit. The protection of the rt. 13 corridor is 

also enhanced and made safer by the 2009 ordinance, making sure that development is confined, 

limited and contained in zones planned for such development. This ordinance is very protective 

of our natural resources, property rights, health, safety and welfare when it places strict limits on 

the intensive animal farming that is causing such distress in other rural counties that did not have 

the same foresight as Northampton. 

 

 In short, I can see no reason not to uphold the repeal of the 2015 zoning ordinance. I can 

see many reasons why we should keep the 2009 zoning ordinance. It is environmentally sound, 

protective of our natural resources and our rural character, respectful of the rights of neighbors 

and the towns, friendly to business, attractive to outside investments, and consistent with our 
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Comprehensive Plan. Please have the courage and wisdom to stay the course and reinstate that 

ordinance on our books. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

David L. Kabler 

10352 Church Neck Rd., Machipongo, VA 23405    

 

* * * * * * * * 
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* * * * * * 

From: John Kolos <john.kolos1790@gmail.com> 

Date: March 7, 2016 at 9:15:25 AM EST 

To: smurray@co.northampton.va.us 

Subject: Public Hearing - 3/9/16 

Dear Supervisor Murray, 

My name is John Kolos and I live at 1790 Sand Hill Drive, Cape Charles, VA 23310.   

I wish to place my comments in the public record and ask that they be read out loud at the zoning 

hearing on March 9
th

 as I cannot attend due to a prior commitment.  I have listened to many 

people at the monthly BOS meetings throughout 2015 and believe that the majority of our 

citizens, including myself, agree with the new board’s decision to repeal the 2015 ordinance and 

adopt the 2009 zoning ordinance with amendments that make sense. 

I retired to Northampton County in 2014 and have owned property here since 1995. What drew 

me to the area were the open spaces, clean air and water, slower pace and friendly people who 

welcomed me with open arms.  We need to protect our fragile environment and develop jobs and 

education opportunities that benefit all members of the community.  The marketing of our area as 

a tourist destination should be high on the list to attract investment dollars that can be used to 

fund our schools and improve our educational capabilities. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

John 

* * * * * * 

Dear Sirs, 

 

I am writing today to express my being in favor of a repeal of the 2015 zoning ordinance which I 

believe was not developed in concert with the NC Comprehensive Plan. My concern also 

revolves around the fact that our core industries of agriculture, aquaculture and tourism will be 

greatly threatened by the 2015 zoning ordinance. They depend on clean air and ground water, as 

well as clean tidal waters, natural land and marine viewscapes. Please repeal the 2015 zoning 

ordinance and reenact the 2009 zoning ordinance which is far better for the above mentioned 

economic lifelines of our county, as well as our citizens at large. I further request that this letter 

be read into the public record. 

 

Sincerely, 

Ellen E. Lusk 

2175 Cherrystone Rd., 

Cape Charles, VA 23310 

 

* * * * * 

mailto:john.kolos1790@gmail.com
mailto:smurray@co.northampton.va.us
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* * * * * 

 

Commissioner Leatherbury stressed his concern on the Planning Commission having to put the 

Compressive Plain on hold. Commissioner Leatherbury stated the 2015 document is a much 

cleaner document to work from composed to the 2009. Commissioner Leatherbury suggested the 

Board should give the Planning Commission the issues they would like to fix in the 2015 

document and work from there. Supervisor Murray stressed that he wants to move on and get 

back to running the county and get back to the Compressive Plain.  Vice Chair LeMond agreed 

there should be compromises but with that said, he does not understand why we are going back 

to a 750 page document. He said one of the objectives of the old Board was to make a document 

that was easy to read for the public. He agreed that the 2015 document is far from perfect and 

would like to see the County come up with a 150 to 200 page document instead of 750 pages. 

 

Recess 

 Motion was made by Commissioner Downing, seconded by Commissioner Stanley, that 

the meeting be recessed until 7:00 p.m., Wednesday, March 16, 2016 in the 2
nd

 Floor Conference 

Room of the County Administration Building, 16404 Courthouse Road, Eastville, Virginia, for 

the regular work session.  All members were present and voted “yes.”   The motion was 

unanimously passed.   

 The meeting was recessed.   

____________________________           ___________________  

Chairman       Secretary  


