Minutes
Northampton County Planning Commission
April 20, 2016
7:00p.m.

This was a recessed meeting of the Northampton County Planning Commission held on Tuesday April
20, 2015 in the main conference room in the County Administration Building located at 16404
Courthouse Road in Eastville, Virginia. The purpose of this meeting was to continue review of the
comprehensive plan.

Those present — Chair Jacqueline Chatmon, Vice Chair Dixon Leatherbury, Mark Freeze, Michael Ward,
and David Fauber

Absent — Kay Downing, and Sylvia Stanley

Also in attendance was Peter Stith, Long Range Planner, and Theresa Adkins, Recording Secretary
The meeting was called to order and a quorum was established.

The agenda was reviewed and accepted as presented.

The Commission discussed the draft Comprehensive Plan and made the edits as follows:



As its name suggest, a Comprehensive Plan is a Commonwealth mandated policy document to
guide the future development of a county. Its objective is to provide a framework for public
officials which elevates daily and yearly decisions from an ad hoc process which focuses on
short term considerations of individual projects and policies by creating a context that
incorporates a long term perspective on a broad range of interconnected issues that could
affect the health, safety and welfare of the county and its residents. Becognizing the limitations
of trying to plan for 20 to 30 years into the future and the inevitability of unforeseen changes,
the Comprehensive Plan is merely a template of issues and potential consequences to be
considered in the decision making process, and not a law which dictates or reguires adherence
in individual cases. To keep the Plan current, it is to be reviewed every 5 years, which enables
the community to evaluate its impact and update, modify or completely rewrite it as deemed
necessary and appropriate.

Since 2000, the Board of Supervisors has adopted 2 comprehensive plans, one in 2001 and a

second was cc:mplete:l in 2009, whichdssu oot timetoeve e Husimpasssnd relevance of

er-Fre R0 mesAs nutl!d in the mtmductlun to the ZDI:IB Camprehen;iue Plan Ianﬂ and
home values escalated during the first decade of the 21* Century, rising from a median
value of $78,700 in 2000 to $211,700 in 2009, amounting to an increase of 168.99%,
‘While this feran-which-temperarly increased property tax revenues,but-resulted-in-a
substantial-desrease-in it substantially decreased state aid to schools. Since the adoption
of the 2009 plan, housing prices have declined. Between 2009 and 2014, property values
decreased-20.26% 23.24%, falling from a median value of $211,700 to-$168,800. $162,500.
With the median househeld income increasing by 22.56% between 2000 and 2014, higher
housing costs have made it more difficult for working class and low income households to
find affordable housing, and higher property taxes imposed increased burdens on the poor
and those on fixedincomes.

Meanwhile+The property tax rate increased 38.87% between FY10 and FY16 and can only be
expected to increase, given the need for new infrastructure and repairs to and possible
replacement of existing educational facilities. With a decline in revenues from the sales tax,
which fell by 19% between 2006 and 2014, the county has become more dependent upon the
property tax, resulting in a 15% increase as a source of local revenues.



As property taxes and housing costs have increased, the median household income, in terms
of constant dollars, has decreased, falling by 7.4% between 2000 and 2010, And between
2007 and 2013, the poverty rate increased 33%, rising from 18% of the population to 24%.
According to the GENI index in 2013, (most recent data available), Northampton County had the
highest level of household income ineguality in Virginia.

Contraryr-to-the-projectionsof recontcomprehencive planc. tThe population of Northampton

County has declined, decreasing by 7.39% between 2000 and 2014, and projections from the
Census Bureau and the Weldon-Cooper Center expect this trend to continue.

With the decline in population has come a decline in the number of jobs in the county, which
decreased by 10% between 2000-2011 and by 20.7% between 1999 and 2014, With an
estimated loss of between 600 and 700 jobs as a result of the relocation of the hospital, the
overall job loss in Northampton is expected to be over 30% in a 15 year period. Increasingly,
residents are leaving the county to find work, or working in neighboring counties. In 1999, 918
residents lived in Nerthampton County and worked elsewhere, but by 2014, the number of
county residents working outside the county increased to 4,202, while the number of residents
living and working in the county declined from 3,953 to only 1,882,

When the Planning Commission began its review of the Comprehensive Plan in January of 2012,
the data from the 2010 census was not available and the data from the prior plan had not been
updated. Nonetheless, the process began with a series of visioning sessions to obtain public
input into the planning.

The review of the 2009 Northampton Comprehensive Plan began in 2012 by seeking public
input through a series of 7 publically noticed visioning sessions held at various locations
throughout the county. These meetings began with a brief introduction about the purpose of
the Comprehensive Plan, which was followed by participants breaking into small groups to list
the assets and liabilities of the county, and its opportunities and challenges, after which each
group presented its conclusions to the entire group.

Attendance at these sessions totaled 284 out of a County population of 12,389, ~afwhich-39
Thirty-nine attended more than one session, with 24 attending 2 meetings, 9 attending 3
meetings, 5 attending 4 meetings and 1 attending all 7. A guestionnaire was distributed and
completed by 184 of the attendees. peaple eitherfully-orpartially-complated-the
questionraire: Whilepublicinvelvementisalways appreciated-and-encosraged atendance-at
raltiple-meetings by individuals chows the rocults Roughly 21% of the participants who filled

out the questionnaire provided indicated they lived in a town, and 5% indicated they owned

properw or bumnesses in the county but lived elsewhere, Additienally-helding the sessionsin




On natural resource issues, 81% of the respondents to the questionnaire rated groundwater
recharge asis important or very important, with 71% rating septic suitability, 68% rating
wetlands protection, 65% rating protection of conservation areas, 63% rating historic sites and
62% rating floodplain protection as important or very important. Atteadees-were-not-askedto

7t

Staff Summary of Public Visioning Sessions

N the 284 attandan o-the SRAELEE o0 18 nondad to suestionnaire- A staff
tabulation of the comments from the seven public input visioning sessions-prepared-by-staff,
reported that a majority of the respondents (73%) considered a population growth rate of 2%
over the next 20 years to be reasonable, and that 53% supported a growth rate of 3% or more a
year, as opposed to only 5% favoring a 0% growth rate and 22% favoring a 1% growth rate.
Translating these percentages to actual numbers, a 1% growth rate over 20 years would equal a
population of 15,038, a 2% growth rate would equal 18,678, and a 3% increase would total
23,150. A 2% growth rate over 20 years would equal the county’s population in 1930, and a 3%
growth rate would double the county’s current population.

A majority of the respondents (66%) considered a balance between jobs and housing to be
important and very important. The participants generally indicated the opinion that historic
and natural resources need to be protected, with a significant recognition of the importance of
preserving groundwater recharge capacity.

OTHER OPPORTUNITIES FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

Chamber of Commerce Visioning Worksheet Responses



In order to expand the public input, the Northampton County Chamber of Commerce was
asked to circulate the visioning worksheet to its members. While encouraging support for
existing industries, schools, the rural character, and the recreational opportunities, the
opportunity for business expansion from the growing space industry, and the importance of
environmental considerations, Chamber respondents expressed the need for access to heaith
care, continuing educational opportunities, economic and business development,
development along Route 13, more meaningful employment and the improvement of
secondary roads. Of particular interest was that the Comprehensive Plan be
“comprehensive”, addressing all elements of a vibrant community, including schools, public
institutions, cultural amenities, transportation, utilities, public services and other major
elements typical to a well-planned, well managed and well maintained community.

Public Comment Period Input

Every month, the Planning Commission helds a public meeting at which there is a public
comment period during which any citizen has 3 minutes to offer comments on any topic not on
the agenda, which would include comments an the Comprehensive Plan. Since the Commission
initiated its work on the Comprehensive Plan in January, 2012, there have been 34 meetings
during which citizens could offer input regarding the plan. During ta-that eatice-time, anly 5
people have addressed issues specifically related to the Comprehensive Plan and the review
process. The substance of 4 of these comments concerned what the speakers felt was a lack of
public input, and 2 were concerned about the lack of studies.

Public Input online at the Department of Planning and Zoning website

Since February 2012 the Planning and Zoning Department has provided an opportunity for
citizens to submit input s to the planning process on-line. In that time, no comments have
been received relative to the Comprehensive Plan,

Stakeholders Visioning Sessions

To obtain the views of specific sectors of the County's population, the Planning Commission
appointed a Stakeholders Advisory Committee, originally composed of 102 members selected
to represent diverse business, industrial, social, and community organizations, geographical and
religious interests. The Stakeholders Group met on May 9, 2012 to review a vision statement
that had been drafted by the staff. The participants broke into 5 groups, and, after discussing
the draft, each group submitted comments.and-certain-memberssubmitted more detalled
eomments— While generallysupportive-of-the-draft-tThere were areas that some groups felt

required maore attention and consideration, specifically education and workforce training,



economic and community development, community facilities, and the use of best management
practices to prevent storm water runoff.

Representing Tthe Coalition for Community Pride, Progress and Planning, Rev—Debbic Les
Bryant-submitted a detailed reply covering multiple issues, including -concern-abeutthe

o TR R abeut-the preservation of
Afrlcan—.n.me rican communities in terms r:-f mamtalmng thelr residential character, limiting
density, traffic and commercial development, reducing poverty and crime, and increasing
safety, access to health care and community services, and conveniences and concentrating
heawy commercial development along Route 13. The organization also favored preserving the
middle school and using closed schools for Community Centers and parks.

The Vaucluse Shores Residents’ submission addressed the disparity in taxes paid by home
ewners and agricultural, aguaculture and forestry interests, the need for more code
EnfurtemeanmmruﬂmemmﬂM#ﬂeﬂjﬁ

prope; als, and a “definite need for more

industry and ;maIJ guglngﬁs

One lakis individual submissionMr-teha-Coker expressed concern about lot sizes and
setbacks and encouraged grandfathering them to provide consistency. Because of the large
number of unbuilt subdivisions, he encouraged vacating some of the lots less they create the
impression of a failing community, which was also reinforced by the large number of derelict
buildings. He favored the need for more public beaches, but was concerned about taxes,

A frormer Supervisor's SpescesMursayvs statement provided some background economic
information in support of more managed commercial growth, especially along Route 13. , and
expressed the opinion that explain 4 Board B :

bed*%m—e&mm#—ﬂm "WE need to pop some nfthe m*,rths on which our

comprehensive plan is foundad on in order to develop a plan that creates a positive net growth
for the county.”

Comprehensive Plan Advisory Committee Response to the Draft Visioning Statement



In 2011, the Board of Supervisors established a 10 member Comprehensive Plan Advisory
Committee (CPAC) for the purpose of creating an economic development plan for the County,
and, as a secondary goal, to serve in a review function of the whole Plan. The Committee met
33 times over an 11 month period, and involved hearing from the zoning staff, the PSA, state
transportation and development officials, including Virginia Resource Authority, the Virginia
Economic Development Partnership, the Assistant Secretary of Commerce and Trade, the
Department of Environmental Quality, Senator Lynwood Lewls, Public Service Authority, and
representatives of various business interests.

The CPAC response stated, in part, that "Northampton County is at a crisis point in terms of
economic development and tax base to sustain the current level of services.”

“The 2007 fsic - 2009] Comprehensive Plan was designed to retard both residential and
commercial development including restricting access and construction along Route 13."

; g : =1 : : ded-The county has
ExpEnenced no 5|gr||f||:ant economic grﬂwth and three Ir.e',r mdltaturﬁ of a community’s
economic health are lower: population, jobs, and median income.”

“The present focus and the Vision Draft are correct in emphasizing aguaculture, agriculture and
tourism as our current economic drivers. However, we need to develop both additional
attractions and amenities to support a healthy tourism industry, It is also necessary to develop
other job producing businesses and industry to have a healthy and vibrant community.”

“Bevelopmentcannot be restricted to-traditi : : .
wipgte A e d et fome Hﬁhﬂ&hﬂm&*&pﬁ%ﬁt—d&e&m.ﬂ vibrant town or
village is the result of a well-employed population choosing to spend their time and funds near
home. Traditions of providing families with opportunities to grow and prosper must also be
respected in order to protect the villages and towns from economic decline.”




With no further business the Chairman asked for a motion to adjourn. A motion to adjourn until May 3,

2016 was made by Commissioner Freeze and seconded by Commissioner Leatherbury. The motion
carried with all in favor (5-0).

Chairman Secretary



