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VIRGINIA:

At a regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Northampton,

Virginia, held in the Board Chambers of the County Administration Building, 16404 Courthouse

Road, Eastville, Virginia, on the 9th day of September, 2014, at 4:00 p.m.

Present:

Larry LeMond, Chairman Richard L. Hubbard, Vice Chairman

Laurence J. Trala Granville F. Hogg, Jr.

Oliver H. Bennett

The meeting was called to order by the Chairman.

Closed Session

Motion was made by Mr. Trala, seconded by Mr. Bennett, that the Board enter Closed

Session in accordance with Section 2.2-3711 of the Code of Virginia of 1950, as amended:

(A) Paragraph 1:  Discussion or consideration of employment, assignment, appointment,
promotion, performance, demotion, salaries, disciplining, or resignation of specific public
officers, appointees or employees of any public body.

Appointments to boards, committees
New hires/terminations report

(B) Paragraph 3: Discussion or consideration of the condition, acquisition, or use of real
property for public purpose, or of the disposition of publicly held property.

(C) Paragraph 5: Discussion concerning a prospective business or industry or the
expansion of an existing business or industry where no previous announcement has been
made of the business’ or industry’s interest in locating or expanding its facilities in the
community.

(D) Paragraph 7:  Consultation with legal counsel and briefings by staff members, consultants, or
attorneys pertaining to actual or probable litigation, and consultation with legal counsel employed
or retained by the Board of Supervisors regarding specific legal matters requiring the provision of
legal advice by such counsel.
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All members were present with the exception of Mr. Hogg and voted “yes.”  The motion

was unanimously passed.

Mr. Hogg joined the meeting at 4:10 p.m.

After Closed Session, the Chairman reconvened the meeting and said that the Board had

entered the closed session for those purposes as set out in paragraphs 1, 3, and 7 of Section 2.1-

3711 of the Code of Virginia of 1950, as amended. Upon being polled individually, each Board

member confirmed that these were the only matters of discussion during the closed session.

The Chairman read the following statement:

It is the intent that all persons attending meetings of this Board, regardless of
disability, shall have the opportunity to participate.  Any person present that
requires any special assistance or accommodations, please let the Board know in
order that arrangements can be made.

Board and Agency Presentations:

(1) Presentation:   DJG Architects – Northampton Middle School Renovation Project

Mr. Donald Booth and Mr. John Ozmore of DJG Architects, discussed with the Board

multiple renovation options as well as cost estimates for same for the former middle school

property.  These options involved everything from the retention of the entire building to the

demolition of most of the structure and ranged in cost from $3.5 million to $5.7 million and are

set out as follows.
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* * * * *

Mr. Bennett questioned the lack of “history” displayed within the options.

Mr. Hogg questioned the condition of specific areas within the building.   Mr. Booth

replied that general maintenance had been performed in the gymnasium; there were known

settling issues near the bathrooms; the auditorium and connecting rooms are in relatively good

condition; the library through to the newest wing are in generally good condition especially with

the County offices’ presence for sixteen months; the cafeteria is in structurally good condition;

and the original portion of the building received some structural repairs while the school

operations were there.    Investment of funds will be necessary in this 62-year portion of the

building if the Board wants to keep it.

Mr. Hubbard questioned the Board’s priorities.  He thought that the gymnasium was a

priority for use by the Parks & Recreation Department and then asked if the Virginia

Cooperative Extension Service and Records Storage areas could be contained within the newest

wing.

The County Administrator confirmed that the existing budget is not adequate to do the

entire project and agreed that the Board must answer the basic questions of “what has to happen

on this property, if anything, and what are the minimum goals we are trying to achieve?”    She

then asked DJG to share with the Board the layouts they had prepared of the existing EMS office

location in Machipongo and several possible options and associated cost estimates (excluding

site acquisition costs) for that site.   Said information is shown below:
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* * * * *

Consent Agenda:

(2)  Minutes of the meetings of August 12 and 25, 2014.

(3)  Consider a proclamation declaring September 14-20 as “Constitution Week” and
September 17 as “Constitution Day”.

PROCLAMATION

WHEREAS, the Constitution of the United States of America, the guardian of our
liberties, embodies the principles of limited government in a Republic dedicated to rule by law;
and

WHEREAS, September 17, 2014, marks the two hundred twenty-seventh anniversary of
the framing of the Constitution of the United States of America by the Constitutional
Convention; and

WHEREAS, it is fitting and proper to accord official recognition to this magnificent
document and its memorable anniversary, and to the patriotic celebrations which will
commemorate it; and

WHEREAS, Public Law 915 guarantees the issuing of a proclamation each year by the
President of the United States of America, designating September 14 through 20 as Constitution
Week.

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Larry LeMond, by virtue of the authority vested in me as
Chairman of the County of Northampton, Virginia, do hereby proclaim September 17, 2014 as
CONSTITUTION DAY, and the week of September 14 through 20 as CONSTITUTION
WEEK,

And ask our citizens to reaffirm the ideals the Framers of the Constitution had in 1787 by
vigilantly protecting the freedoms guaranteed to us through this guardian of our liberties.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I hereunto set my hand and caused the Seal of the County of
Northampton to be affixed this 9th day of September, of the year of our Lord two thousand and
fourteen.

* * * * *

(4)  Consider an A-95 Review entitled, “Chesapeake Bay Small Watershed Grants Program”;
applicant:  Eastern Shore Housing Alliance

Motion was made by Mr. Trala, seconded by Mr. Bennett, that the Consent Agenda be
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approved.   All members were present and voted “yes.”  The motion was unanimously passed.

Mr. Bennett commented that, in reference to a statement by Mr. Art Schwarzschild on page 45 of

the August 12th  meeting minutes, he (Mr. Bennett) does meet with his constituents.

Later in the meeting, in regard to item (4) above, Mr. Hogg stated that until he saw some

measure of what has been accomplished to date, he was not in favor of approving the A-95

Review.   Motion was made by Mr. Hogg, seconded by Mr. Bennett, that the prior motion to

approve the consent agenda be reconsidered.  All members were present and voted “yes.”  The

motion was unanimously passed.    Motion was then remade by Mr.  Trala, seconded by Mr.

Bennett, that the Consent Agenda be approved.   All members were present and voted “yes,”

with the exception of Mr. Hogg who voted “no.”  The motion was passed.

County Officials’ Reports:

(5) Mrs. Leslie Lewis, Director of Finance, presented the following Budget Amendment

and Appropriation Requests for the Board’s consideration:

MEMORANDUM

TO: Board of Supervisors

FROM: Leslie Lewis, Director of Finance

DATE: September 3, 2014

RE: Budget Amendments and Appropriations – FY 2015

Your approval is respectfully requested for the following budget amendments and supplemental
appropriations:

$5,767.20 – This represents an insurance reimbursement relative to a Sheriff’s Office
incident.  Please transfer these funds to the Sheriff’s Vehicle & Equipment Supplies line item
(100-3102-55600).
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$22,314.67 – This represents the insurance reimbursement relative to the hail damage
sustained by various county vehicles during the 7-24-14 tornado.  Please transfer these funds as
outlined below:

County Administration  (100-1201-55600) $  3,664.92
Facilities Management (100-4302-55600) $  1,504.80
Sheriff’s Office (100-3102-55600) $17,144.95

$1,806.88 – This represents an insurance reimbursement relative to an incident with a
Department of Social Services’ vehicle.   Please transfer these funds to the Social Services Fund,
Eligibility Administration line item (210-5301-53831).

* * * * *

Motion was made by Mr. Trala, seconded by Mr. Bennett, that the budget amendments

and supplemental appropriations be approved as presented above.  All members were present and

voted “yes.” The motion was unanimously passed.

The Board requested that Sheriff Doughty attend a future meeting to discuss his

automotive fleet and incident claims.

* * * * *

MEMORANDUM

TO: Board of Supervisors

FROM: Leslie Lewis
Director of Finance

DATE: September 3, 2014

RE: Budget Amendments and Appropriations – FY 2015

Your approval is respectfully requested for the following budget amendments and supplemental
appropriations as petitioned by the Northampton County Public Schools:

$25,435.00 – This represents a “Race to GED” grant award to the Eastern Shore
Community College by the Virginia Department of Education and the Northampton County
Public Schools has once again agreed to act as fiscal agent for the grant.

* * * * *
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Motion was made by Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Hubbard, that the budget

amendments and supplemental appropriations be approved as presented. All members were

present and voted “yes.”  The motion was unanimously passed.

At 6:00 p.m., the Board recessed for supper.

At 7:00 p.m., the Chairman reconvened the meeting.

The invocation was offered by Mr. Bennett.

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited.

Public Hearings:

Chairman LeMond called the following public hearing to order:

(6) AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND AN ORDINANCE ENTITLED, “AN ORDINANCE TO
PERMIT EXEMPTION FROM TAXATION OF REAL ESTATE OF CERTAIN ELDERLY
OR HANDICAPPED PERSONS”, codified as Section 33.027 of the Northampton County Code.

The purpose of this amendment is to incorporate the definition of “eligible person” and
an amendment to the definition of “total combined income” as a result of changes made
by the 2014 General Assembly.

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND AN ORDINANCE ENTITLED,

“AN ORDINANCE TO PERMIT EXEMPTION
FROM TAXATION OF REAL ESTATE

OF CERTAIN ELDERLY OR HANDICAPPED PERSONS”

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Northampton County, Virginia, that
the Ordinance entitled, “An Ordinance to Permit Exemption from Taxation of Real Estate of
Certain Elderly or Handicapped Persons”, codified as Section 33.027 of the Northampton County
Code, be amended follows:

§ 33.027  EXEMPTION FROM TAXATION OF REAL ESTATE OF CERTAIN
ELDERLY OR HANDICAPPED PERSONS.

(A) Definitions. For the purpose of this section, the following definitions shall apply unless
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the context clearly indicates or requires a different meaning.

COMMISSIONER OF THE REVENUE.  Commissioner of the Revenue of the County
of Northampton, Virginia or any of his duly authorized deputies or agents.

DWELLING. The full-time residence of the person or persons seeking the exemption.

ELIGIBLE PERSON.   Means a person who is at least age 65 or permanently and totally
disabled.  Under this ordinance, real property owned and occupied as the sole dwelling of an
eligible person includes real property (i) held by the eligible person alone or in conjunction with
his spouse as tenant or tenants for life or joint lives, (ii)  held in a revocable inter vivos trust over
which the eligible person or the eligible person and his spouse hold the power of revocation, or
(iii) held in an irrevocable trust under which an eligible person alone or in conjunction with his
spouse possesses a life estate or an estate for joint lives or enjoys a continuing right of use or
support.  The term “eligible person” does not include any interest held under a leasehold or term
of years.

EXEMPTION. Exemption from the county real estate tax according to the provisions of
this section.

NET COMBINED FINANCIAL WORTH. All assets of the owners of the dwelling who
reside therein, and of the spouse of any such owners, including equitable interests, excluding the
value of the dwelling and the land in an amount not to exceed one acre upon which it is situated.
For determination of value of real estate properties, the fair market value shall be used.

PERMANENTLY AND TOTALLY DISABLED. Unable to engage in any substantial
gainful activity by reason of any medically determinable physical or mental impairment or
deformity which can be expected to result in death or can be expected to last for the duration of
such person’s life.

PROPERTY. Real property.

TAXABLE YEAR. The calendar year, from January 1 through December 31, inclusive, for
which exemption is sought.

TOTAL COMBINED INCOME. Total income from all sources of the owners of the
dwelling residing therein and of any relative of the owners who reside in the dwelling, except for
those relatives living in the dwelling and providing bona fide caregiving services to the owner
whether such relatives are compensated or not. However, if a person has already qualified for
exemption under this section, and if the person can prove by clear and convincing evidence that
after so qualifying the person’s physical or mental health has deteriorated to the point that the
only alternative to permanently residing in a hospital, nursing home, convalescent home or other
facility for physical or mental care is to have a relative move in and provide care for the person,
and if a relative does then move in for that purpose, then none of the relative’s income shall be
counted towards the income limit.
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TREASURER or COUNTY TREASURER. Treasurer of the County of Northampton,
Virginia, or any of his duly authorized deputies or agents.

(B) Administration. The exemption shall be administered by the Commission of the
Revenue or his authorized delegate according to the general provisions contained in this section.
The Commissioner is authorized and empowered to prescribe, adopt and enforce rules and
regulations, including the requirements of answers under oath, as may be reasonably necessary to
determine qualifications for exemption. The Commissioner may require reproduction of certified
tax returns and appraisal reports to establish income and financial worth.

(C) Eligibility for exemption. Exemption shall be granted to persons subject to the
following provisions:

(1) The title to the property for which exemption is sought is held or partially held, on
December 31, immediately preceding the taxable year by the person or persons seeking the
exemption. If the ownership of the property for which application for exemption is made is not
held solely by the applicant or jointly with the applicant’s spouse, then the amount of the tax
exemption hereunder shall be in proportion to the applicant’s ownership interest in the subject
real property, as the ownership interest may appear;

(2) The head of the household occupying the dwelling and owning title or partial title
hereto is 65 years or older on December 31 of the year, immediately preceding the taxable year.
Such dwelling must be occupied as the sole dwelling of the person or persons seeking the
exemption;

(3) The total combined income of the owners during the year immediately preceding the
taxable year shall be determined by the Commissioner of the Revenue to be an amount not to
exceed $22,000. Total combined income shall include income from all sources of the owners,
spouses, and of the owners relatives living in the dwelling for which exemption is claimed;
provided, however, that the first $3,000 of annual income of the owners’ relatives living in the
dwelling other than the spouse’s shall be excluded in computing total combined income;

(4) The net combined financial worth as of December 31 of the year immediately
preceding the taxable year of the owners and of the spouse of any owner shall be determined by
the Commissioner of the Revenue to be an amount not to exceed $80,000.  Net combined
financial worth shall include the value of all assets, including equitable interest of the owners and
the spouse of any owner, excluding the fair market value of the dwelling and the land, not to
exceed one acre, upon which it is situated and for which exemption is claimed;

(5) The levies against the property seeking relief be current and that the levy for the year
the relief is granted be paid timely.

(D) Application for exemption.

(1) Annually after January 1, and before the last day of February of the taxable year, the
person or persons claiming exemption shall file with the Commissioner of the Revenue, on forms
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supplied by such Commissioner of the Revenue, an affidavit under oath and subject to the
penalties of perjury, setting forth the location and assessed value of the property and the names
of all the related persons occupying such real estate; the total combined income of the persons as
specified in division (C)(3) above; and the net combined financial worth of the persons as
specified in division (C)(3) above. If such person is under 65 years of age, such form shall have
attached thereto a confirmation by the Social Security Administration, the Veterans’
Administration, or the Railroad Retirement Board, or if such person is not eligible for
certification by any of these agencies, a sworn affidavit by two medical doctors licensed to
practice medicine in the Commonwealth, to the effect that such person is permanently and totally
disabled, as herein defined. The affidavit of at least one of such doctors shall be based upon a
physical examination of such person by said doctor.

(2) The affidavit of one of the doctors may be based upon medical information
contained in the records of the Civil Services Commission which is relevant to the standards for
determining permanent and total disability as herein defined. The Commissioner of the Revenue
shall also make such further inquiry of persons seeking exemption requiring answers under oath
as may be reasonably necessary to determine qualifications therefor, including qualifications as
permanently and totally disabled. The Commissioner of the Revenue is authorized to require the
reproduction of certified tax returns to establish the income or financial worth of any applicant
for exemption from tax hereunder.

(3) If, after audit and investigation, the Commissioner of the Revenue determines that
the person or persons are qualified for exemption he or she shall so certify the same, and shall
determine the percentage of exemption allowable and issue non-negotiable exemption
certificates in the amount of the exemption determined to be applicable to the claimant's real
estate tax liability.

(4)  Such exemption certificate shall apply only to the tax year for which issued.  The
person or persons to whom an exemption certificate has been issued shall, on or before the past
due date established for payment of such real estate tax, present such exemption certificate to the
Treasurer, together with payment of the difference between such exemption and the full amount
of the tax payment due on the property for which the exemption was issued. Any exemption
certificate not presented in settlement of such taxes on or before the date specified for payment
shall be null and void and unusable thereafter and the Commissioner of the Revenue may not
reissue a certificate for such tax year.

(5) An exemption certificate may be renewed by the Commissioner of Revenue
annually for two years, provided the person holding the exemption files an affidavit, under oath
and subject to the penalties of  perjury, that no information contained in the last preceding
affidavit or written statement has changed.

(E) Exempt schedule.

(1) Where the person or persons seeking exemption conforms to the standards and does
not exceed the limitations contained herein, the real estate tax exemption shall be as shown on
the following schedule:
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Total Combined
Income From
All Sources

Tax Exemption Net Worth

0 - 80,000

0 - 16,000 90%

16,001 - 17,500 80%

17,501 - 19,000 70%

19,001 - 20,500 60%

20,501 - 22,000 50%

(2) Provided, however, that the maximum annual exemption on any one property shall
not exceed $400.

(F) Additional provisions.

(1) The fact that persons who are otherwise qualified for tax exemption are residing in
hospitals, nursing homes, convalescent homes or other facilities for physical or mental care for
extended periods of time shall not be construed to mean that the real estate for which the
exemption is sought does not continue to be the sole dwelling of such person/persons during
such extended periods of other residence so long as such real estate is not used by or leased to
others for consideration.

(2) Changes in respect to income, financial worth, ownership of property or other
factors occurring during the taxable year for which the affidavit is filed and having the effect of
exceeding or violating the limitations and conditions provided in this section shall nullify any
exemption for the then current tax year immediately following.

(3) For purposes of this section, a mobile home shall be real estate if the owner’s
intention that it be permanently affixed is shown by the facts that:

(a) It is located on land belonging in whole or in part to the owner of the mobile
home, his spouse, parent or child, and is connected to permanent water and sewer lines or
facilities; or

(b) Whether or not it is located on land belonging to persons described in subsection
(a), it rests on a permanent foundation, and consists of two or more mobile units which are
connected in such a manner that they cannot be towed together on a highway or consists of a
mobile unit and other connected rooms or additions which must be removed before the mobile
unit can be towed on a highway.

* * * * *
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The Chairman asked if there were any present desiring to speak.

Ms. Katherine H. Nunez, County Administrator, indicated that this proposed amendment

was brought forward as a result of a change in the Code of Virginia by the 2014 General

Assembly.

Mr. Robert C. Richardson said that he supported this amendment but further noted that

the County has many ordinances which have no bounds and that it was difficult to know if this

ordinance is being used in the County.

There being no further speakers, the public hearing was closed.

Motion was made by Mr. Hubbard, seconded by Mr. Bennett, that AN ORDINANCE TO

AMEND AN ORDINANCE ENTITLED, “AN ORDINANCE TO PERMIT EXEMPTION

FROM TAXATION OF REAL ESTATE OF CERTAIN ELDERLY OR HANDICAPPED

PERSONS”, be adopted as set out above. All members were present and voted “yes.”  The

motion was unanimously passed.

The Chairman called to order the following public hearing:

(7)  AN ORDINANCE AMENDING AN ORDINANCE ENTITLED, “AN ORDINANCE
ESTABLISHING THE NORTHAMPTON COUNTY SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE”, codified
as Section 156 of the Northampton County Code.

The purpose of this amendment is to comply with corrective action imposed by the
Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation relative to the inclusion of
language in the Subdivision Ordinance that plats shall have a notation of the five-year
pump-out for onsite septic systems as outlined under the Chesapeake Bay Preservation
Area Designation and Management Regulations.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING AN ORDINANCE ENTITLED,
               “AN ORDINANCE ESTABLISHING THE

                     NORTHAMPTON COUNTY SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE”

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Northampton County, that “AN
ORDINANCE ESTABLISHING THE NORTHAMPTON COUNTY SUBDIVISION
ORDINANCE”, codified as Section 156 of the Northampton County Code,  be amended as
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follows:

1.  That new paragraphs be added to § 156.071 CONTENTS OF PLAT  as set out below:

(SS) All record plats and final site plans shall show the resource protection area and
resource management area boundaries and the extent of the buildable area allowed on
each lot based on all applicable setbacks, buffers, easements, right-of-ways and other
limitations such as the location of the primary and reserve on-site sewage disposal
system areas and well protection areas, if public utilities are unavailable.

(TT) All record plats and final site plans shall provide the following notation:  “There shall
be no encroachments in the resource protection area, including but not limited to, land
disturbing activities, vegetation removal and construction activities without the
appropriate authorization from Northampton County.”

(UU) All record plats and final site plans shall provide the following notation:  “As the
resource protection area is a dynamic feature and may change due to natural processes
such as erosion and accretion, the location of the resource protection area as shown on
this plat shall be re-verified prior to the issuance of development permits by
Northampton County.”

(VV) All record plats and final site plans shall show the location of all primary and 100%
reserve on-site sewage disposal system areas and shall provide the following notation:
“All on-site sewage disposal systems must be pumped out at least once every five
years.”

2.  That all remaining portions and provisions of “AN ORDINANCE ESTABLISHING THE
‘NORTHAMPTON COUNTY SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE” are reenacted and reaffirmed
hereby.

* * * * *

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

The County Administrator indicated that the purpose of this amendment is to comply

with corrective action imposed by the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation

relative to the inclusion of language in the Subdivision Ordinance that plats shall have a notation

of the five-year pump-out for onsite septic systems as outlined under the Chesapeake Bay

Preservation Area Designation and Management Regulations.  This relates specifically to
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paragraph (VV).    Paragraphs (SS), (TT), and (UU) contain suggested language from the

Department of Conservation & Recreation and County staff.

Mr. Robert C. Richardson said that he did not believe that it was legal to impose

conditions on the contents of a plat and urged the Board to table this matter pending further

research.

There being no further speakers, the public hearing was closed.

Mr. Hubbard said that he had an issue with paragraph (TT), indicating that he would like

to see “common sense” language added.

Mr. Hogg suggested that language such as “It is recommended that….” be added to the

beginning of paragraphs (SS), (TT), and (UU).

The County Administrator stated that she did not know what steps the Department of

Conservation & Recreation would take if the County does not adopt the ordinance amendment,

and suggested further review by legal counsel and bringing this matter back to the Board at its

October meeting.

Motion was made by Mr. Hogg, seconded by Mr. Trala, that the Board table action on

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING AN ORDINANCE ENTITLED, “AN ORDINANCE

ESTABLISHING THE NORTHAMPTON COUNTY SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE”.  All

members were present and voted “yes.”  The motion was unanimously passed.

The Chairman called to order the following public hearing:

(8) AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND AN ORDINANCE ENTITLED, “AN ORDINANCE TO
PROVIDE FOR RABIES CONTROL REGULATIONS IN NORTHAMPTON COUNTY,
CODIFIED AS CHAPTER 95:  ANIMALS, OF THE NORTHAMPTON COUNTY CODE.

The purpose of this amendment is to exempt service dogs from the animal license tax.

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND AN ORDINANCE ENTITLED,
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“AN ORDINANCE TO PROVIDE FOR RABIES CONTROL
REGULATIONS IN NORTHAMPTON COUNTY”, CODIFIED AS

CHAPTER 95:  ANIMALS OF THE NORTHAMPTON COUNTY CODE

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Northampton County, Virginia, that
the Ordinance entitled, “AN ORDINANCE TO PROVIDE FOR RABIES CONTROL
REGULATIONS IN NORTHAMPTON COUNTY”, codified as Chapter 95: ANIMALS of the
Northampton County Code, be amended as follows:

1.  That a new paragraph shall be added to Section 4. Unlicensed Dogs and Cats
Prohibited,  to read as follows:

No license tax shall be levied on any dog that is trained and serves as a guide dog
for a blind person, that is trained and serves as a hearing dog for a deaf or hearing-
impaired person, or that is trained and serves as a service dog for a mobility-
impaired or otherwise disabled person.  As used in this section, “hearing dog”,
“mobility-impaired person”, “otherwise disabled person”, and “service dog” have
the same meaning as assigned in § 51.5-40.1. of the Code of Virginia of 1950, as
amended.

2.  That all remaining portions and provisions of said Ordinance are reenacted and
reaffirmed hereby.

3.  This Ordinance shall become effective immediately upon its adoption.

* * * * *

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

The County Administrator indicated that the amendment to this ordinance was coming as

a result of changes made to the Code of Virginia by the 2014 General Assembly.

There being no further speakers, the public hearing was closed.

Motion was made by Mr. Trala, seconded by Mr. Bennett, that AN ORDINANCE TO

AMEND AN ORDINANCE ENTITLED, “AN ORDINANCE TO PROVIDE FOR RABIES

CONTROL REGULATIONS IN NORTHAMPTON COUNTY”, CODIFIED AS CHAPTER

95:  ANIMALS, OF THE NORTHAMPTON COUNTY CODE, be adopted as presented.  All

members were present and voted “yes.”  The motion was unanimously passed.
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Citizens Information Period:

(9)   Mr. H. Spencer Murray and Mr. Jeffrey K. Walker will address the Board relative to
its capital planning efforts.

Northampton County Board of Supervisors
September 9, 2014
Capital Planning

Comments by former Chairman Jeff Walker and former Vice Chair H. Spencer Murray

Jeff Walker: Good evening Mr. Chairman and members of the Board. Thank you for
allowing us to address you regarding a most important topic, Capital Planning.

First let us say that our comments tonight are offered with the utmost respect for you and
the difficult issues you face. As veterans of the governing process we realize that decisions
sometimes must be made with imperfect information and only hindsight can be 20/20. This is
especially true of Capital Planning, where decisions are usually large ones and the consequences,
both intended and unintended, last beyond the terms of many Boards and changes in the County.
I know you are currently faced with some challenging capital demands. The one I am most
familiar with is the need for a county EMS facility and garage that gets the county’s ambulance
and two quick response vehicles out of the weather.

I have researched this issue and want to leave you with two conclusions:

1. After talking with both paid and volunteer EMS officials here and in VA Beach, it is
clear that EMT training can be conducted locally in existing facilities. There are at most
one to two classes per year. VA Beach uses Tidewater Community College very
successfully.

2. As the EMS Task Force recommended and you endorsed earlier in February this year, a
new cooperative agreement between the county EMS Department and Volunteer
Agencies is badly needed. The agreement should address roles and responsibilities,
revenue sharing, and focus on the mutual needs of each, and hopefully strengthen the
bond of respect and trust between the county and the volunteers, which I believe is
necessary to serve our citizens.

In the next few minutes Spencer  is going to give some historical perspective to Capital
Planning over the last fifteen years, talk about where the County is today as we face new capital
demands, and summarize where we think the County should focus over the next five to ten years.
In closing let me say no one will ever make a hundred decisions and never wish to be able to
remake at least some of them. The past is always clearer than the future. Spencer and I both
learned that during our terms as Supervisors. I hope you will find our comments helpful as you
make some critical decisions this year.
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With that, here is Spencer: Good evening again Mr. Chairman and Members of the
Board.

First, a little history. It has been said that if we don’t learn from it we are doomed to
repeat

it.
In the 1990’s and through 2010 Northampton County experienced overwhelming demand

for capital projects. In fact, a report given the Board on August 26 last year by Davenport and
Company, the county bond issuer, shows a list of projects and debt issuance totaling $49.5
million dollars.

Sound arguments were made for each project, some more sound than others. As Jeff
already said one of the challenges of capital planning is that everything sounds like a good idea
at the time.

 When I moved to the Shore in 1986, my daughter attended the old Willis Wharf School,
recently demolished, and later Machipongo. I for one did certainly not question the need for two
new elementary schools. Fortunately, the debt was retired last year but, since they are aging,
ongoing maintenance is now a significant expense.

 Since the 1980s our county has been shrinking in overall population and in students. In
2001, the Average Daily Membership (ADM) in Northampton Schools was 2002 students.
Projected ADM for 2014-2015 is 1,520, a loss of 682 students.  If this trend continues it is
unlikely that Northampton will need capital planning for additional elementary classrooms.
However, the Middle School and High School represent an immediate capital planning
challenge.  In our view this challenge should drive Capital Planning.  But first, some more
history. In 1998 The Sustained Technology Industrial Park (STIP) was a $2.4 million dollar
Economic Development project that for the most part remained unused until purchased by the
Baldwin family and all the debt repaid except grant funds received from the USDA which I will
discuss later.

From 1999 through 2007 various debt funding was secured through bonds and utilized to
construct the General District and Circuit Court facilities, solid waste convenience centers, a new
Sherriff’s Department Annex, Social Services Building, school bus replacement, a  $24 million
dollar “regional” jail half of which was funded by the County and due to excess capacity, still
requires $1.5 million transferred from the General Fund for operating expense each year, far
from self-supporting, as was originally forecast.  Other projects were the waste transfer station,
landfill closure, new sheriff’s office, County Administration Renovation, additional waste
convenience centers, repairs to the back wall of the High School and Middle School, and a new
J&DR Court Services building. There are other projects of smaller nature too numerous to
mention.

Also the Davenport report stressed the importance of Multi-Year Capital Planning. The
objective of course is to align debt issuance and projects thereby avoiding huge spikes that
inevitably drive higher taxes for debt service. In reality, that is easier said than done.
Through multiple projects throughout the county, school debt and very costly creation of the
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Eastville County Government complex, we have now have debt of over $30 million extending
out to the year 2033. Of course the debt has been much higher but through annual debt service
and smart refinancing it is where it is today.  As of June 30, 2014 there is $25.4 million in county
debt and lease-purchase agreements and $4.9 million in school debt and lease-purchase
obligations.

Projected county debt service (PAYMENTS) for FY14-15 is $2,103,381 or 16% of
transfers out of the General Fund and school debt service is $368,359 or 3% of transfers out of
the General Fund. Total annual debt service is $2,471,740 or 19% of Transfers out of the
General Fund.

Adding the annual operating cost of the jail which must be funded by the county,
$1,540,320 shows a total of $4,012,060 for debt service and jail operations or transfers out of
the General Fund. That number speaks to the importance of capital planning.

While the Unreserved/Undesignated General Fund balance is building along with the
Capital Reserve Fund, if not raided, the County Finance Director has estimated that FY 2018
is the “earliest date to consider adding debt.”  Jeff and I have great respect for Ms. Lewis,
however, our view is that 2018 may be optimistic and perhaps risky given rising interest rates
and a unstable world.

I hope we all agree that it is easier to borrow money than it is to pay it back. Davenport
and Company can and will issue more debt if the county desires it. The county’s credit card is
pre-approved.  Funds to repay the debt must come from the taxpayers. If revenues decline the
county’s options are to raise taxes, massive expense cuts to staff and teachers, or default on the
debt.  Default is not a good option, so other needs will suffer.

Well, if we have spent almost $50 million in the last 15 years and still owe almost $30
million, what are the major capital planning issues today?

 The newly elected school board has said they do not wish to take back the Machipongo
Middle School property to reopen it for our 6th, 7th and 8th grade students. The school board does,
however, want the county to plan for a new High School/Middle School complex which will cost
approximately $20 to $25 million.

In order to keep county and school debt at current levels this borrowing could not
happen before FY2024. If the county is able to continue to grow the Capital Reserve Fund
at $777,640.00 per year, then optimistically borrowing could occur in FY 21. My hope is
that the school board is aware of this reality.

The school board’s decision drives the next question for capital planning, that is what to
do with the Machipongo property.  The current proposal I saw being considered and presented to
the architects for design is renovation of the former middle school into a community center and
emergency medical services garage and training center at a cost of $1,260,166 dollars. I
thought I was coming to speak to that proposal.
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 At your five PM session tonight the county’s architects, DJG, Inc., offered additional
uses to build on to the County Machipongo complex. They showed a number of design
alternatives for renovation of the Machipongo complex with and without EMS ranging in cost
from $5.7, $5.6, $4.9, $4.5 (no EMS), $3.8, $3.5 and $4.1 million dollars.  These proposals do
several things, all of which are negative.

First, any of these projects encumber the Machipongo property such that the county
will forever own and maintain it while only a small portion is actually to be used, unless
more money is poured into it. You all know the critical issues with the buildings and
infrastructure, so I will not list them.

Second, while an EMS facility at the county Machipongo complex gets the county
ambulance and Quick Response vehicles out of the weather, as Jeff has stated, the need for an
EMS training facility needs to be fully examined.

Third, spending almost $1.2 million on a county EMS facility at the Middle School site
sends a bad signal to the Volunteer Rescue agencies which have EMS facilities and need county
support over and above the county staff imbedded in their units. The county could not afford to
pay for the resources they provide.  First responders by definition need to be disbursed which
the volunteer units now provide. There are alternative county EMS sites at less cost. Here are
three to look at. Jeff has researched these numbers:

1. Doubling the space at the current county EMS site (Drummond Property), adding
1,408 sq. ft. at $85.00 per square ft. plus the purchase of the land and existing
building, and new infrastructure such as water/drainfield could be accomplished for
approximately $299,680.

2. The School Board owns the school bus garage property in Eastville that could easily
be transferred to the county or traded for the Selma lots that were purchased during
my term as a supervisor. Without or without demolishing the old school buildings
there, an EMS Office and garage of 2800 sq. ft. could be constructed at $150 per
sq.ft.  plus infrastructure for approximately $437,400.

3. The county owns property next to the jail with water/sewer in place, however , the
EMS site needs to be closer to Rt. 13 access, so this land is not suitable for an EMS
site but should be used for other purposes before additional land is purchased by the
county. Please look for other good options with Rt. 13 access .

 Here is a fourth reason not to encumber the Machipongo school property forever. A
community commercial kitchen for canning etc. has a nice ring to it but is it a want or a
need? If there is a business plan that shows positive net income for the county from this
capital investment, it should be made public. As hopefully we have learned from the STIP and
the massive jail projects, “If you build it, they will come” makes a nice movie, but it is not a
sound basis for capital planning.

Good questions need to be asked. Could the “community kitchen” be placed at the Indian
Park facility? Could the School Board use the old DSS building for Administration and hold
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meetings here or at the new DSS building conference room? Could the VA Extension Service
use vacant office space at the new DSS building on the Eastville County Government complex?
Do we want to spend thousands of dollars for records storage or just those legally required and
would digitizing them be cheaper?

Last, the county has constructed an Eastvillle County Government complex and we
have the debt to show for it. The county does not need another complex in Machipongo.
Like Mr. Bennett, I believe some creative way needs to be devised to memorialize the
significance of the Machipongo Middle School site in Northampton County history.

In closing we do not believe the USDA obligation of $600,000 associated with the sale of
the STIP should hang over the head of the board as a sword driving a long term capital planning
decision.  Mr. Walker and I urge the Board to have this obligation met through smaller projects
that meet USDA community benefit criteria. It may be necessary for the Board to take an active
role in this resolution enlisting the support of our elected federal representatives, Congressman
Rigell and Senators Warner and Kaine. It should not drive the Capital Plan, possibly leading
to a bad long term decision.

Again, we respect the critical and complicated nature of capital planning.  Please accept
our comments in the spirit of support that they are offered. We hope you will discuss these
Capital Planning points and we are happy to answer any questions.

* * * * *

(10)  Comments from Barbara Herondorf – freezing taxes for senior citizens.

Mrs. Herondorf presented the following comments:
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An additional letter was submitted by Ms. Herondorf as set out below:
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* * * * * *

Mr. Robert C. Richardson presented the following comments:
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Mr. Greg DeYoung of Community Fire Company presented the following comments:
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The U. S. Department of Labor opinion letters as referenced in Mr. DeYoung’s

correspondence are on file in the Office of the County Administrator.

Mr. Ken Dufty presented the following comments:
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* * * * *

Mrs. Katie Nunez, County Administrator (informational items only):

Work session/other meeting agendas:

(i) 9/22/14:  Work Session:  Proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendments
(ii)  9/29/14:  Recessed Meeting:   Presentation by

Investment Consulting Associates, NA, LLC  (author of the
Competitiveness Assessment Report provided last month)

(iii)  10/1/14:  Recessed Meeting:  Joint Meeting w/ School Board
And Davenport & Co.:   county capital plan

(iv) 10/27/14:  Work Session:  Proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendments

(11)   Bi-monthly Report

TO: Board of Supervisors
FROM: Katie H. Nunez, County Administrator
DATE: September 5, 2014
RE: Bi-Monthly Report

I. Projects:
A. Public Service Authority:

The next meeting of the PSA is September 16, 2014 @ 7:00 p.m.  I have enclosed
the response received from Hurt & Proffitt relative to the PSA’s review of the
design documents.  In addition, the Town of Cape Charles is reviewing and
revising its proposed rate for the treatment of waste from the PSA project and will
be forwarding that to the committee working on this matter as soon as they have
finalized this rate structure.

B. Lease of Old Jails with the Town of Eastville:
The Town of Eastville has indicated that Nancy Mulligan and Furlong Baldwin
will be their representatives to the committee tasked with discussing the lease of
the old jails between the County and the Town of Eastville and the Northampton
County Historic Preservation Society has selected Nan Bennett and Eyre Baldwin
as their representatives.  My office is coordinating everyone’s schedule to set the
first meeting of this group.

C. Consideration of Requiring the Disclosure of Real Parties in Interest as Part of the
Zoning Ordinance  and its impact to the County’s Ordinance that prohibits the
issuance of any permit from Planning, Zoning or Building due to delinquent
taxes:
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Pursuant to the Board’s request to determine whether other localities require the
“Disclosure of Real Parties in Interest” as contained in the Code of Virginia
§15.2-2289, I queried my manager’s group and received the following responses:

City of Fairfax – YES Town of Pulaski - NO
County of Fairfax – YES
County of Rappahannock – YES
County of Chesterfield – YES

In talking with the group manager of these types of queries, the limited response
from all localities tends to be a sign that most localities have not required this
disclosure requirement.

Mr. Hogg made the following comments:

As indicated in Ms. Nunez's Report there are localities that request such
information.  They do this to avoid potential Conflicts of Interests.  How
many times have you heard of a persons that have a bank or trustee
managing an account and learn after the fact they had a financial interest
in a matter where they voted.

I also respect Mr. Jones comments.  In answering Ms. Nunez request for
information, he has postured his comments carefully around the issue of
Delinquent Taxes.  Corporations, LLC's, and other similar entities are
treated as individuals.  Like you and I they are obligated to pay their
taxes.  You don't need to know who they are except when an application
has been made for "a SPECIAL EXCEPTION, or a special use permit,
amendment to the Zoning Ordinance or variance".  The issue is about
"OPEN GOVERNMENT".   So why not request the disclosure of the
"REAL PERSONS OF INTEREST" when an exception is requested?  Let
the public know there is "NO ONE BEHIND THE CURTAIN".

I stand by my statement “the Board needs to have an open policy" when
an EXCEPTION IS REQUESTED.

Question to Mr. Jones ( The County Attorney was not present to answer
the following) If a Corporation that owns property in Northampton
County fails to pay the Real Estate Taxes, fails to file the proper
documents with the State Corporation Commission and the corporation
loses its charter what happens to the assets?

Are the assets returned to the Stockholders?  How difficult will it be to
determine the heirs? If the stockholder is deceased and there are heirs to
the stockholders estate are the heirs subject to pay the Real Estate Tax?
How difficult will it be to determine the heirs?
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Mr. Hubbard said that he does not think it is the County’s  business to be
concerned about the division of a company’s assets as Mr. Hogg
described.  Mr. Trala noted that he believes the County does have an
“open” policy.

D. EMT Daytime Staffing at Northampton Fire and Rescue:
Correspondence has been received from Northampton Fire and Rescue requesting
that the career staff currently assigned to them as a pilot program for the summer
be extended permanently.  EMS Director Hollye Carpenter has reviewed the stats
from this summer and has provided a short presentation for the Board’s review,
including our recommendation regarding the continuation of this staffing.

(Ms. Carpenter’s presentation is included at the end of this section as well
as the related Board discussion.)

E. Willis Wharf Demolition:
The demolition of the former Willis Wharf School has been completed.  Enclosed
please find a copy of the Asbestos Certification from our third-party inspector,
Applied Laboratory Services, for this project.  The Board appropriated a total of
$265,014 from Undesignated Fund Balance for this demolition project and final
costs came in at $249,554.

F. 2015 Legislative Agenda Call:
VACo has indicated that they would like each county to submit their 2015
Legislative Agenda by November 1, 2014.  We will place this item on the October
2014 Board agenda to finalize the legislative list but wanted to give you time to
develop items.

G. Allowance of Full-Time EMTs to Volunteer as EMTs in the Volunteer Squads:
Several months ago, the Board instructed me to request an Administrator Opinion
Letter from the Department of Labor on the question of whether the County’s
full-time and part-time EMTs can be allowed to volunteer as an EMT with one or
more of the County’s volunteer ambulance companies without it being considered
overtime work requiring overtime pay pursuant to their full-time or part-time
employment with the County.  This letter was returned to me, unopened, by the
Department of Labor on July 18, 2014.  After several calls to the Department of
Labor, I received a call from Joy Stevenson, a representative working in the Wage
& Hour Division of the Department of Labor, who indicated that the agency no
longer issues Administrator Opinion Letters.  She offered her assistance to
research existing opinion letters relative to this matter to ensure that we had
copies of all of the prior rulings from the Department of Labor on this matter and
she spoke with me and the County Attorney regarding our situation.  She was not
able or willing to provide any guidance to us relative to our particular situation
and that the County would need to reach a decision on this matter.
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Therefore, the Board needs to make a determination if full-time and/or part-time
EMTs employed by the County will be allowed to volunteer as an EMT for any of
the volunteer Emergency Medical Squads.

It was the consensus of the Board to bring this matter back for discussion
at its September 22nd work session.

H. FEMA – Letter of Determination & County Floodplain Map
FEMA has provided the County its Letter of Determination regarding a new
floodplain map.  Pursuant to our current ordinance (154.162 (F) (1), it states that
“The basis or the delineation of these districts shall be the Flood Insurance Study
(FIS) for Northampton County prepared by the FEMA, Federal Insurance
Administration, dated August 29, 2008, and as may be amended.”

Therefore, the Letter of Determination, dated September 2, 2014 is amending the
earlier determination and becomes effective immediately.  No further action is
required by the County.

* * * * *

Northampton County
Emergency Medical Services
Nassawadox Pilot Program

Hollye B. Carpenter
EMS Director

September 9, 2014
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 September 2003 – Night-time ALS Response Vehicle
was placed in service
 September 2003 through March 2004 NCEMS

personnel were alternated between Exmore and
Nassawadox week to week
 March 2004 - NCEMS personnel station at

Nassawadox were discontinued

Emergency Medical Services
HISTORY

 July 2011 – Ambulance 31-1 (Machipongo) was placed in service
for night and weekend coverage

 Summer 2011 - Recognized need to have a 3rd ambulance (Power
Shift) from Memorial Day to Labor Day and funding was
established in FY12 & FY13 budget.

 Summer 2012 – Ambulance 31-1 (Machipongo) staffed as 3rd

available ambulance, generating REVENUE for the county
 Summer 2013 – NCEMS did not enough personnel available to

utilize Ambulance 31-1 (Machipongo) as a 3rd ambulance due to
various employee leave situations

 January 2014 - Northampton Fire & Rescue sent a letter of
request to reinstate daytime personnel in their station

Emergency Medical Services
HISTORY
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 June 2014 – NCEMS personnel provided to
Nassawadox for 14 weeks (69 days) POWER SHIFT,
covering from Memorial Day to Labor Day
 August 2014 – Nassawadox sent another letter of

request to continue personnel on a permanent basis
 August 2014 – BOS approved personnel to continue in

Nassawadox till 9/27/2014 till BOS can review program
information

Emergency Medical Services
HISTORY

Emergency Medical Services
May 25 – August 30, 2014 Calls by Ambulance Base

810 Total Calls
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Station/Function Shifts per week Amount

Exmore (Station 13) 18 $ 283,053

Cape Charles (Station 19) 18 $ 283,053

Machipongo (Station 31) 14 $ 220,152

Supervisor (Machipongo) 14 $ 220,152

NEW (2 positions) 8 $ 125,801

Administration (Machipongo) $ 157,003

Operations $ 118,180

TOTAL BUDGET 72 $ 1,407,395

Emergency Medical Services
FY15 BUDGET ALLOCATION

$302
Based on FY15 budget allocation
Basis of Determination:

 Excludes Operational Costs
 Excludes Administrative & Benefits (EMS Director & Battalion Chief)
 Includes all other SALARIES (Regular, Holiday, Part-time, Holiday OT,

Overtime, PT Overtime)
 Includes all other BENEFITS (Retirement, Health Insurance, Dental

Insurance, Group Life Insurance)
 Also includes Line of Duty Death, Unemployment Insurance, Worker’s

Comp Insurance

Emergency Medical Services
COST per PERSON per 12 hour SHIFT



58

$41,676
Represents:
 Power Shift
 May 25 through August 30,2014 = 138 shifts
 14 Weeks
 Monday through Friday
 6 am to 6 pm
 ALS Ambulance Crew (2 person)

Emergency Medical Services
Summer Cost for NASSAWADOX COVERAGE

$157,040
Equates to:
 Monday through Friday
 6 am to 6 pm
 ALS Ambulance Crew (2 person)
 10 shifts per week
 3 1/3 FTE

Emergency Medical Services
Annual Cost for NASSAWADOX COVERAGE
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$0
130 calls answered by 16-2

99 transports by 16-2
Personnel cost = $421/transport

Emergency Medical Services
County Revenue Generated

 90% of the time EMS agencies will have an ambulance
on scene within 20 minutes of the time of dispatch, 24
hours a day.
 Response time = time from 911 dispatch to ambulance

arriving on scene.

Emergency Medical Services
Performance Measure
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Emergency Medical Services
Daytime Response Performance

Cape Charles

Calls = 77
Performance = 96%

Average = 10.22 mins
Max = 27 mins

Exmore

Calls = 91
Performance = 96%
Average = 8.17 mins

Max = 24 mins

Nassawadox

Calls = 107
Performance = 99%
Average = 9.37 mins

Max= 21 mins

1st Quarter (January, February, March, 2014), without personnel in Nassawadox

Calls = 132
Performance = 94%
Average = 9.69 mins

Max = 33 mins

Power Shift (June, July, August 2014), with personnel in Nassawadox

Calls = 106
Performance = 97%
Average = 7.83 mins

Max= 28 mins

Calls = 90
Performance = 98%
Average = 6.67 mins

Max = 22 mins

Emergency Medical Services
Night & Weekend Response Performance

Cape Charles

Calls = 132
Performance =

Average = 13.01 mins
Max = 33 mins

Exmore

Calls = 102
Performance = 95%
Average = 9.61 mins

Max = 30 mins

Nassawadox

Calls = 131
Performance = 98%
Average = 9.83 mins

Max= 29 mins

January, February, March 2014

Calls = 179
Performance =

Average = 12.44 mins
Max = 39 mins

June, July, August 2014

Calls = 196
Performance = 97%

Average = 10.41 mins
Max= 24 mins

Calls = 1126
Performance = 96%
Average = 8.91 mins

Max = 31 mins
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 Discontinue placement of personnel at Nassawadox, effective
9/28/2014, because call volume does not support need or
expense

 Consider future report from Ad-Hoc Emergency Committee on
recommendations for overall EMS system, which should address
placement of personnel and funding

 If the decision is made to continue providing NCEMS personnel
to Nassawadox, the following concerns need to be addressed:
 Create a healthier work environment (furniture in office is not clean

and needs replacing)
 Establish climate control in station work area (no air conditioning

throughout the summer)
 Maintain consistent Internet connectivity and create space for

NCEMS work area (computer, desk, etc)
 Replace ambulance stretcher with a power stretcher to enhance

personnel and patient safety

Emergency Medical Services
Recommendation

* * * * *

Mr. Hubbard said that he believed that the County should share in the revenue generated

by its staff who are working within the volunteer rescue units.

Mr. Hogg asked about the origins for those calls of the Cape Charles squad and agreed

that we need to look at revenue sharing as we go forward.   He asked what commitment was

asked of the EMT students in becoming a volunteer once they complete the training.   Ms.

Carpenter responded that all students are encouraged to affiliate with a volunteer unit as the

instructor’s fees are affected.

The Board received a late-arriving item from Northampton Fire & Rescue and recognized

Ms. Amy Wilcox who discussed the letter’s content with the Board as follows:
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Mr. Hogg stated that the Ad-Hoc Emergency Care Committee will be meeting soon and
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that he needs additional time to review this matter.   He also stated that there is a significant need

at Heritage Hall and the need is currently being met by Northampton Fire & Rescue.

The County Administrator noted that there are some funds in the current budget as the

two new positions approved by the Board have not been filled yet.  She clarified that this specific

matter has not been tasked to the Ad-Hoc Committee and then suggested that perhaps the Board

wished to continue this conversation at its work session.   It was the consensus of the Board to

table this matter until September 22nd.

(12)  Report on Legislative Summary – Optional Items Not Discussed Last Month

Due to the lateness of the hour, it was the consensus of the Board to table discussion of

this item until the October regular meeting.

Tabled Item:

(13)  Consider a request from Northampton County Public Schools re:  donation of Selma
property.

The County Administrator presented the following memorandum:

MEMORANDUM

TO: Board of Supervisors
FROM: Katie H. Nunez, County Administrator
DATE: September 5, 2014
RE: Selma Farm Lots – Use by School

I met with Superintendent Lawrence and Karen Leffel regarding a proposed grant for the
construction of a soccer field on the lots adjacent to the School, known as the Selma Farm Lots,
that the County purchased a few years ago.  The County owns Lots 58-2-6, 58-2-7, 58-2-8, 58-2-
9 and 58-2-10.  While not all of the lots are needed for the direct construction of the soccer field,
assignment of all of these lots would be beneficial in supporting the various athletic programs of
the school and provide them flexibility with training spaces.

The construction of this soccer field would benefit 5 soccer teams that use the existing fields.
Having this new field would provide relief of usage to the football field and allow for a better
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maintenance program for the football field.  The grant would focus on the placement of a new
field covering all of Lot 58-2-7 and portions of Lots 58-2-6 and 58-2-8.  On a long term basis,
Lots 58-2-9 and 58-2-10 would be upgraded and improved to serve as a practice field for the
soccer program and other athletic programs.

I have enclosed a copy of the proposed layout of the soccer field, along with the grant particulars
and the quotation for the proposed work.  I am recommending to the Board that we transfer all
five lots to the School Board for this objective.

* * * * *

The Board recognized Superintendent Eddie Lawrence and Ms. Karen Leffel who

indicated that the grant requires clear ownership of the parcels.   In response to a question from

Supervisor Hogg, Ms. Leffel responded that it would be 1-2 years before the field preparations

would begin.   Mr. Hogg asked if there was any possibility of a property “swap” between the

Board and the School Board and the Superintendent replied that the Board would have to present

a proposal to the School Board for it to consider.

Mr. Hubbard asked if three lots were acceptable rather than the entire five.   Mr.

Lawrence said that play fields as well as practice fields were needed in order to accommodate the

multiple sports teams and to preserve the existing football field and track.

Mr. Bennett said that he had concerns with the future maintenance of the fields as well as

serious concerns with the existing track.   Mr. Lawrence said that the proposed new soccer fields

would extend the life of the other parts of the infrastructure.

Motion was made by Mr. Trala, seconded by Mr. Hubbard, that the Board provide its

intention to transfer the five “Selma” lots as identified above to the Northampton County Public

Schools, pending completion of the requisite public hearing.   All members were present and

voted “yes,” with the exception of Mr. Hogg who voted “no.” The motion was passed.

Noting the members of the School Board in attendance, Mr. Bennett stated that he had

several concerns this school year which have been shared with the School Board including dress
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code enforcement; electronic devices not being allowed; and the implementation of a program to

conduct random drug testing for all teachers, school administrators and School Board members.

Action Items:

(14)  Consider a request from Dr. David Smith for subdivision of property within the
Dalbys AFD

Motion was made by Mr. Hogg, seconded by Mr. Hubbard, that the Board approve the

request from Dr. David Smith for subdivision of property, identified as Tax Map 98, Parcel 32

within the Dalbys AFD as requested.  All members were present and voted “yes”, with the

exception of Mr. Bennett who abstained. The motion was passed.

Matters Presented by the Board Including Committee Reports & Appointments

Motion was made by Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Trala, that Mr. Willie C. Randall and

Ms. Stephanie Castro-Webber be appointed to the Ad-Hoc Tax Structure Committee.   All

members were present and voted “yes.”  The motion was unanimously passed.

Motion was made by Mr. Hubbard, seconded by Mr. Bennett, that Mrs. Sally Richardson

be appointed to the Eastern Shore RC&D Council, completing the term of Mr. Dave Harris who

has resigned; said term expiring December 31, 2015.   All members were present and voted

“yes.”   The motion was unanimously passed.

Motion was made by Mr. Hubbard, seconded by Mr. Trala, that a County policy be

developed to extend congratulations to any citizen who receives some type of award.   All

members were present and voted “yes.”  The motion was unanimously passed.    The Board also

asked that Mr. Charles McSwain, Development Director, send letters of congratulations to the

County’s oyster companies in recognition of “Oyster Month” as declared by the Governor.

Mr. Hogg asked that the Board reconsider its action relative to the insertion of zoning text

language dealing with BMP outfalls as detailed on page 57 of the August 12th meeting minutes.
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Based on further discussions, Mr. Hogg agreed to withdraw his request and make his suggestions

during the public hearing for such zoning text amendment.

Mr. Hogg again referenced the Townfield Drive stormwater pond and provided copies of

correspondence from Kellam Gerwitz, Inc. addressed to the County’s engineer John Salm dated

October 19, 2007 regarding verification of water table for Townfield Meadows and Kings

Meadow as well as maintenance agreements for best management practices between Dennis

Gerwitz and the County and Donald & Mamie Appenzeller and the County.  Mr. Hogg said that

groundwater has been discharged into Cherrystone Creek for the last seven years and asked the

Board to reaffirm its 2011 resolution in which the Board approved the Northampton County

Regional Water Supply Plan.

At this time, the Chairman asked that Mr. Charles McSwain, Development Director, and

other appropriate staff accompany Mr. Hogg and himself to the Townfield Drive stormwater

pond site for a site visit based on Mr. Hogg’s assertion that the pond has failed.

Recess

Motion was made by Mr. Bennett, seconded by Mr. Trala, that the meeting be recessed

until 5:00 p.m., Monday, September 22, 2014, in the Board Room of the County Administration

Building, 16404 Courthouse Road, Eastville, Virginia, in order to conduct the work session.

All members were present and voted “yes.”   The motion was unanimously passed.

The meeting was recessed.

____________________________CHAIRMAN

___________________ COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR


