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feasible to stay open for full service, that is not their immediate plan, but he thinks that is
going to happen.

Chairman Jones asked if there were any further questions.

Supervisor West asked if he would give us a vision of what the restaurant was going to
look like whether it be A frame, cinder block building, brick, wood structure, or whatever.

Mr. William T. Kemp said they had submitted that to someone. He wasn’t sure where it
was. What they have is a colonial type setting. It looks like a house. It is an A frame with
three dormers across the front and it has seven or eight windows across the front on the
bottom with a porch and chairs. They are not copying Cracker Barrel and they are not
copying the Virginia Diner, but he thought they would scare some of them when they get
started. That is the type of thing they are going to do. He is going to have an access ramp
at the front door and two handicapped spaces. It is going to be kind of a colonial country
setting and they are going to pride themselves in local country cooking. Mrs. Romona
Richards is a very good cook. Many of you may know her. She will put pounds on you;
he can tell you that. That is what they are anticipating doing.

Supervisor West said he wished them great success.
Chairman Jones asked if there were any further questions.

Supervisor Edwards said you had mentioned a gift shop. He asked if that was still going to
be there.

Mr. William T. Kemp said they were going to do a gift shop similar to Cracker Barrel and
the Virginia Diner. He said they had talked to local peanut suppliers. They had talked to
some of the ham distributors. They had envisioned having a gift shop that is going to sell
Virginia products. There are some local artists who are going to put their products in the
store. There will be hand made products and the like. The portion of the building for the
gift shop will probably be 15 x 30 or 40 feet. Here again we are going to try to do as much
local stuff as they can. Like he said they had talked with peanut people and ham people,
but they haven’t signed any contracts yet. They don’t want to put their business selling
Jones hams next to somebody else who is selling Jones hams if you can understand.

Chairman Jones asked if there were any further questions.

Supervisor Updike said he happened to be attending the Planning Commission meeting and
this is not for or against, but he asked Mr. William T. Kemp if he and his neighbors had
come to some mutual ground instead of fussing and fighting.

Mr. William T. Kemp said Supervisor Updike was going to have to ask someone else
because he had not been participating in that whatsoever. He talked to anyone for or
against that situation. To the best of his knowledge that was litigated a long time ago and
even though he lost he was satisfied with the outcome and has no desire to carry that any
further. You may hear something but it wasn’t coming from them. That is closed at this
point as far as he is concerned.

Chairman Jones asked if anyone had any further questions.
A member of the audience wanted to know if they anticipated selling alcohol.

Mr. William T. Kemp said at this time they do not have any anticipation of serving alcohol.
They do not want a bar. Mrs. Romona Richards and he are not into that. He said a year or
two down the road or whatever the case might be if the situations arises that the community
wants to have mimosas in the mornings like some of the local restaurants here do; they
might entertain that. As far as hard drinking and coming in sitting down have several
drinks and then going home will not happen.

Chairman Jones asked if there was anyone else to speak. There being none the public
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hearing was closed.
Chairman Jones asked what was the pleasure of the Board.

Supervisor Faison made a motion that they accept the Planning Commission
recommendation and rezone the property.

Supervisor Phillips said he would second that motion with these comments. He said we
need business in the county. He trusts that Mr. William T. Kemp will be a good neighbor
and if he follows through with what he said tonight the civic organizations and the farmers
can have a place to go.

Mr. Richard Railey asked if this motion is just on the comprehensive plan.
Supervisor Edwards said the comp plan.
Chairman Jones said this is just on the comprehensive plan.

Supervisor Edwards said for those of you who don’t understand in order to make this legal
and rezoning follow the normal statues we had to have a comprehensive plan amendment.
Otherwise it would be spot zoning, so we have to change the comprehensive plan to
accommodate the situation. It is a little bit backwards.

Chairman Jones called for the vote which carried unanimously.
Chairman Jones said we would move to item C.

Mr. Michael Johnson said again this public hearing is held pursuant to 15.2-2204, Code of
Virginia, 1950, as amended to receive public comment on a request by William T. Kemp,
owner, for a change in zoning designation from A-1, Agricultural, to CB-1, Conditional
Local Business District to establish a restaurant and gift shop on a parcel known as a
portion of Tax Parcel 70-1 and 2. The parent property is located on the north side of
Southampton Parkway (US 58), 3,500’ east of its intersection with Drewry road (Rte. 659).
The proposed lot is approximately 6.27 acres in size and is in the Drewryville Voting and
Magisterial Districts.

The notice of this public hearing was published in the Tidewater News on May 13 and May
20, 2012 and all adjacent property owners were notified in writing by first class mail as
required by law. Following its public hearing on April 12, 2012, the Southampton County
Planning Commission voted 8-1 to recommend approval of the request, subject to the
proffered conditions.

After conclusion of this public hearing, the Board of Supervisors will consider the
comments offered this evening and may act upon the matter or defer action until such time
as it deems appropriate.

If the Board is so inclined, a motion is required to accept the Planning Commission
recommendation and rezone the property.

He turned it over to Mrs. Beth Lewis to make the introductory remarks.

Mrs. Beth Lewis said this is the public hearing where more specifics take place. A 2400
square foot restaurant with 40 seats brings about questions concerning traffic. The institute
of transportation engineers study shows that for a 2400 square foot restaurant the biggest
number of trips in a day is lunch hour traffic which is 47 trips a day. When a car pulls in
that is one trip. When a car pulls out that is one trip. So 47 lunch hour trips is only 23
cars. Fortunately one quarter of them will work there. The PM peak which is between
4:30 PM and 6:30 PM is the busiest time of the day so even if the restaurant serves dinner
that is only 26 trips in those two hours. So traffic is not planned to be a big issue here.
Keep in mind that Mr. William T. Kemp just plans to have the restaurant and gift shop.
The sketch showed a parking lot that was big enough to accommodate the vehicles that will
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need to serve this building and should truck drivers want to pull in and have a biscuit or
lunch a place big enough for them to park their vehicle. This is not planned to be a truck
stop, but there may be truck drivers who want to have a nice meal on the way to wherever
they are going. There is a break opening in Southampton Parkway and the driveway to the
restaurant will line up without breaking the access. Just to the east is a cell tower so it is
not conducive to a residential use. Right now the property is in forestry part of which has
been timbered, but some of it hasn’t. The whole piece of property is about 14 acres, but
this restaurant plan is only going to use about six acres that means the back half of the
property will be left in agricultural and forestry use.

Chairman Jones asked if there were any questions for Mrs. Beth Lewis.

Chairman Jones opened the public hearing for anyone for or against this application.
Chairman Jones closed the public hearing as there was no one to speak.

Chairman Jones asked what the Board had to say.

Supervisor West said we took step one so we have to go to step 2 now. He made a motion
that they accept the Planning Commission recommendation to rezone the property.

Supervisor Edwards said it is a conditional rezone. There are 43 items in B-1. This is
number 27. If the applicant wants to do anything else in B-1 he needs to go through the
Planning Commission Board process again.

Supervisor West said conditional suits him find.

Supervisor Edwards said excuse me.

Supervisor West said conditional rezoning suits him find.
Supervisor Faison seconded the motion which carried unanimously.
Chairman Jones stated we would move to item D.

Mr. Michael Johnson stated that our fourth public hearing relates to a conditional use
permit by Sedley Recreation Association, Inc. This public hearing is held pursuant to 15.2-
2204, Code of Virginia, 1950, as amended to receive public comment on a request by the
Sedley Recreation Association, Inc., applicant, for Frank and Judy Drake, owners, for a
Conditional Use Permit to establish a ball field and attendant facilities, and parking lot on a
parcel at the southeast corner of Fourth Street (Rt. 1003) and Sycamore Avenue (Rt. 641)
in the Sedley Community Area. The property is zoned R-1, Residential, and is
approximately 2.6 acres in size. The property is known as Tax Parcels 47A2-1-131C and
47A2-1-115A and is in the Jerusalem Voting and Magisterial Districts. The notice of this
public hearing was published in the Tidewater News on May 13 and May 20, 2012 and all
adjacent property owners were notified in writing by first class mail as required by law.
Following its public hearing on April 12, 2012, the Southampton County Planning
Commission voted unanimously to recommend approval of the request. After conclusion
of this public hearing, the Board of Supervisors will consider the comments offered this
evening and may act upon the matter or defer action until such time as it deems
appropriate. Mrs. Beth Lewis, our Director of Community Development and Secretary to
the Planning Commission will provide introductory remarks after which all interested
parties are invited to come forward and express their views. If the Board is so inclined, a
motion is required to accept the Planning Commission recommendation and approve the
conditional use permit.
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CUP 2012:01
Sedley Recreation Association, Inc., for Frank and Judy Drake, cwhers

Application Reguest; Conditional Use Permit for a recreational facility (kall
figld)

IDENTIFICATION AND LOCATION INFORMATION

Current Comprehensive

Plan designation: Single Family Residential in the Sedley Community
Area

Current Zoning: R-1, Residential District

Acreage: Approximately 2.5 acres

Froposed Use: Recreational facility consisting of a ball field with

lighting. dugouts, bleachers, concession stand,
restroom, tot lof, parking lot, built in two phases

Tax Map No.: 4BA2-1-115A
ABA2-1-131C
Location: Sautheast quadrant of the intersection of Fourth Street

and Sycamore Avenue

Magisteral District; Jarusalam

Waoting District: Jarusalem

Adjacent Zoning: Morth: M-1, Limitad Industrial
South: R-1, Single Family Residential
East R-1
West: R-1

Adjacent Land Use: Morth: Hubs Peanuts

South: Single family residential
East: Single family residential
West: Single family residential
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Mrs. Beth Lewis said that Sedley now has one ball field and a parking area. This is for a
second ball field. They have teams that are practicing in people’s yards and they have
several teams practicing on the field at the same time. It is difficult to find a place for all
the young people in Sedley to practice who want to play ball. This property is in the
process of being obtained by the Sedley Recreation Association at a price that is
advantageous to them so they are requesting a conditional use permit for a ball field. This
is right across the street from Hubs. The plan is to have a 50 space parking lot right along
the space in front of Hubs and have the ball field top lot. They plan to add concession
stands, bathrooms, and lighting as they get funds over the years. At the meeting a member
from the Sedley Recreation Association spoke and a representative of an abutting property
owner who submitted a petition which you have a copy of in your agenda, signed by many
if not all of the abutting property owners. It was seen by the Planning Commission as the
Sedley Recreation Association providing a great service for people that live in the Sedley
area. A ball field is certainly an expected use in the middle of a neighborhood. Its
recreation facilities are not uncommon in the middle of a residential neighborhood. The
parking lot will be nice to be able to be used by the public when it is not being used by the
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ball field. Sedley has gridded streets and small lots so if somebody has overflow parking at
their homes they will be able to use the parking lot. The playground will be open to the
public as well. It was seen as a positive addition to the Sedley neighborhood. A
representative from the Sedley Recreation Association is here if you have any questions.

Chairman Jones asked if anyone had any questions for Mrs. Beth Lewis.

Chairman Jones opened the public hearing for the Sedley Recreation Association. He
called for anyone wishing to speak for or against the application.

Mrs. Anita Felts of 17527 Johnson’s Mill Road, Sedley, VA in the Jerusalem District
addressed the Board. The reason that the Sedley Recreation Association is trying to
purchase this property as Mrs. Beth Lewis eluded to is that they have lots of children in the
Sedley community that play softball and baseball. Their current ball field is not large
enough to accommodate all this many children. They are practicing two teams at the time
and sometimes three and like Mrs. Beth Lewis said there are times when they are
practicing in people’s yards. The people that currently own the property are Frank and
Judy Drake and they live in Ohio. They have given her the power of attorney to apply for
this conditional use permit for them. Once it is approved, the Sedley recreation
Association will be purchasing the property from the Drakes. They have been very blessed
with in the Sedley community with citizens who have donated funds for them to purchase
this property. It will be community property which is managed and cared for and
scheduled by a board of directors which is the Sedley Recreation Association. It will be
done in the same way the current ball field, the Rogers Memorial Park has been handled.
They are a 501-3 (C) non-profit organization. She said she was sure they had all that
information in their packets. There are a lot of things they would like to do there, but they
will be done in phases as money becomes available. The parking lot as Mrs. Beth Lewis
said will be used for parking for community events in the event of overflow. It is not going
to be a huge parking lot by any means, but it will be available to be utilized for that. She
thinks it was a wonderful thing that they need this because when you have that many
children and you run out of space and they want to play an organized sport it keeps their
minds busy and keeps them off the streets. She said if there was anything else they would
like to know of if they had any questions she would be glad to answer them.

Chairman Jones asked if there were any questions for Mrs. Anita Felts.
Chairman Jones asked if anyone else wished to speak.

Mr. Ash Cutchin of the Jerusalem District near Sedley addressed the Board. He is one of
the people who Mrs. Anita Felts was talking about who donated some, but not every much
money for the purchase of the property. He would like to give a little bit of history. He
said he used to go to the ball field when his oldest grandson played there in 1984, 1985, or
1986. He was about knee high when he played there and they placed the ball up on the
little piece of plastic, T-ball he thought they called it. Now his grandson is eighteen years
old and lives in Alabama and had continued in baseball and has been offered a scholarship
by a college in Mississippi. He got his start in Sedley so he strongly recommends they
approve this project.

Chairman Jones closed the public hearing as there was no one else to speak.

Supervisor Phillips made a motion that they approve this conditional use permit.
Supervisor Faison seconded the motion which was unanimously approved.

Chairman Jones stated they would move to item E.

Mr. Michael Johnson stated that item E is a conditional use permit application by the
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries. This public hearing is held pursuant to 15.2-
2204, Code of Virginia, 1950, as amended to receive public comment on a request by the

Virginia Dept. of Game and Inland Fisheries, applicant, on behalf of Ashland, Inc., owner,
for a Conditional Use Permit to establish a public boat landing under Sec. 18-282(a)(47) of
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the Zoning Ordinance. The property is zoned M-1, Limited Industrial, is a 1.5 acre portion
of Tax Parcel 91-39, and is located on the northwest corner of Gen. Thomas Hwy. (Rte.
671) and Shady Brook trail (Rte. 650). The notice of this public hearing was published in
the Tidewater News on May 13 and May 20, 2012 and all adjacent property owners were
notified in writing by first class mail as required by law. Following its public hearing on
May 10, 2012, the Southampton County Planning Commission voted unanimously to
recommend approval of the request. After conclusion of this public hearing, the Board of
Supervisors will consider the comments offered this evening and may act upon the matter
or defer action until such time as it deems appropriate. Mrs. Beth Lewis, our Director of
Community Development and the Secretary to the Planning Commission will provide
introductory remarks after which all interested parties are invited to come forward and
express their views. If the Board is so inclined, a motion is required to accept the Planning
Commission recommendation and approve the conditional use permit. He asked Mrs.
Beth Lewis to give opening comments.

CUP 2012:02 )
Virginia Departmant of Game and Inland Fisharies, aoplicant, far Ashland Inc.. owner

spplication Reguast: Conditiongl Use Permit for a pubiic boat ramp
IDENTIFICATION AND LOCATION INFORMATION

Current Comprehansve

Slar designation: Cammercial in fne Courtland Planning Ares

Current Zoring: -1, Limited Incustrial Chstnst

Acreace Approximately 1.5 acras of a 47.04 acre ract

Froposad Llas: Public boat rama with a single lane cencrete boat rama, &n 87 X

48 boarding dock, 20 vehiclafrailer parking spaces, 2 standard
parking spaces. 1 handicapped parking space

l'ax Map Mo portion of TR §1-39

Lacation: Morthwest guadrant of tha intersection of Gensral Thomas
Highway and Shedy Brook Trail

Magisterial Cistrint; Frankln

‘ioting District Franklin

Adjacent Zoning: Maorh of parant tract: A-1, Agricullural and R-1, Resideniial
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Seuth: M-1, Limited Incusttial

East:  M-1 anc R-1

West A~ west of Noticway River

Adjacent Land Lo, Marth of parenl ract Singis amily residences [f&l'ﬂﬁi"‘ln&r of
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LAND USE ANALYSIS|

Chverviens

Tha aoolcant sesks a Conditonal Uss FPermil o astablish a punlic boal ramp on the Notioway
River, The proposed ramp will replace the sxsling public boat ramp on the south side of
Ganeral Thomas Highway thal will be cinsed prict o VDOT itersection improvements which
wil clase the entrance tp the existing boat ramp. The oropesed Doat ramp site now conlains e
remnants of an abandoned beat ramp thal had been in private use.  The plars for the proposed
baat ramp facility include parking suffisient for venizles towing trailers, & concrets boal ramp, a
baarding deck, and vehicle and handisapped parking soaces. In folal, 23 parking spaces will be
provided, 20 of them for usse with 8 boat trailer.
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Mrs. Beth Lewis stated that is in the residential zoning district. Recreational uses are only
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permitted with a conditional use permit that is the same as with the industrial zoning
district. This property is on the northwest corner of General Thomas Highway and Shady
Brook Trail. On the southwest corner of Shady Brook and General Thomas there is an
existing boat ramp. That boat ramp is going to be closed when VDOT starts work on
General Thomas Highway so that boat ramp will not be available in the next few months.
The Department of Game and Inland Fisheries has worked with Ashland to get property
across the street to build a new boat ramp. Just north of this property there is already a
recreational facility. There is a clubhouse, a baseball backstop, and a covered picnic
pavilion. This is not going to take its place. This is going to be between that recreational
facility and General Thomas Highway. You have in your packet a letter of
recommendation from the Department of Conservation and Recreation. They are the body
that has designated the Nottoway River as a State Scenic River. This will be another asset
to the State Scenic River and will provide further recreational facilities for the residents of
Southampton County. The plans are for twenty parking spaces big enough for vehicles that
are pulling a boat trailer. There will be two parking spaces that are just for a vehicle and
one handicapped parking space. There will not be any restrooms. There will not be any
other buildings there at all. There will just be the boat ramp and then a loading dock for
people to get in and out of the boat. There is an old boat ramp there now that was in
private use. That one is going to be removed. There is a concrete drive that goes down to
it which will continue to be used. We learned at the Planning Commission meeting that the
boat ramp will be 16 feet wide so there will be room for one boat there at a time. There
will be three places to tie up boats that are waiting to get put back on the cars or trucks.
There were a number of people at the Planning Commission who spoke in favor of this
request. The representatives of the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries are here if
you have any questions.

Chairman Jones asked if there were any questions for Mrs. Beth Lewis.

Chairman Jones opened the public hearing for anyone for or against the Department of
Game and Inland Fisheries.

Chairman Jones closed the public hearing as no one wished to speak.
Chairman Jones asked what the Board had to say.

Supervisor Edwards made a motion that they go with the Planning Commission
recommendation and approve the conditional use permit.

Supervisor Faison seconded the motion which carried unanimously.
Chairman Jones stated they would move to item F.

Mr. Michael Johnson stated this is public hearing ordinance amendment as it relates to the
hunting of groundhogs and coyotes. This public hearing is held pursuant to 15.2-1427,
Code of Virginia, 1950, as amended to receive public comment on an ordinance to amend
Section 10-26 of the Southampton County Code to provide for the hunting of groundhogs
and coyotes with rifles larger than .22 caliber outside the general firearms deer season.

The notice of this public hearing was published in the Tidewater News on May 13 and May
20, 2012 as required by law. After conclusion of the public hearing, the Board of
Supervisors will consider the comments offered this evening before considering adoption.
If the Board is so inclined, a motion is required to adopt the attached ordinance.
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AN ORDIMANCE 10 AMEND CHAPTER 10 OF THE SOUTHAMPTON COUNTY CODE
BY BEVISING SECTHON [0-26 TO PROVIDE FOR TIIE TTUMNTDN G OF
GROUMDHOGS ANT COYOTES WITH RIFLES LARGER THAM 22 CALIBER
CLUTSLIE THE GENERAL FIRLARMS DEER SEASUN

BE IT CRDAINED hy the Beard of Supervisers of Svuthanmpran County, ¥ irginia that the Southempton
County Code be, and herhy is, amended by revising paragrash {a) of Section |0-26 to provide for the
hunting of gronndhops and coyotes with rifles larger than 22 caliber vulside the general firsanms deer
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Chairman Jones opened the public hearing for anyone for or against this application.

Mr. Ash Cutchin of Jerusalem District stated he had some questions. He said this leads to
a question about shooting from the highway. He said he was headed to Salisbury, MD
several years ago running late to catch a flight and he was driving up Route 13 near the
turn off to Chincoteague if any of you have ever been up there. It is a flat field in that area
and a pick-up truck maybe three car lengths in front of him slammed on brakes, pulled over
to the shoulder, the driver got out and he threw a rifle across the hood and before he knew
what happened he killed a deer right there in the middle of the field. He said he passed him
and looked back over his shoulder and two guys ran out there and grabbed the deer and
threw him in the truck. In about two minutes the whole deal was done. His question is this
— how will high caliber rifles and the distance they are allowed in Southampton County to
hunt from the road be affected by this because he sees deer hunters in the winter time
sitting in an easy chair right on the shoulder of the road. His question is whether the
temptation to shoot a coyote right across the road is it going to be a safety hazard to
vehicles. Otherwise he is in favor of it.
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Mr. Richard Railey said you are looking at me.

Mr. Ash Cuthcin said he is looking at him because he doesn’t know the distance to hunt
from the shoulder of the road and he doesn’t know if it will change. He said it was legal to
hunt from the road right now.

Supervisor Phillips said no.

Mr. Ash Cutchin asked what was the legal distance you have to be from the pavement on a
secondary road in Southampton County to be legal regarding deer hunting.

Mr. Richard Railey said first of all it would generally be classified as reckless use of a fire
arm if you shoot across the road. It is a class one misdemeanor.

Mr. Ash Cutchin asked what is the distance you have to be from the pavement of the road
to be considered illegal in the use of a firearm to be shooting across the road.

Mr. Richard Railey said he thought it was 50 yards off the road.
Mr. Ash Cutchin said he didn’t think so.
Mr. Richard Railey said it is 50 feet.

Mr. Ash Cutchin said that is a big difference. He said he shot .30 caliber rifles in the
military and they could hit steel targets 500 yards easy. So his question is that going to be
a safety issue or people driving down the road seeing a coyote on your farm and jumping
out and shooting it. That is all that he asked. If it is not a safety issue, kill all the coyotes
you can kill.

Chairman Jones asked if anyone else wanted to speak.

Mr. John Burchett of Sebrell addressed the Board. The question for him is the same as for
Mr. Cutchin. It is safety. We have this rule in Southampton County where there are no
high- power rifles. In this flat county a high powered rifle slug will go for miles depending
on the caliber and the elevation that it is shot. Once a year they have the Department of
Game and Inland Fisheries biologists come to their hunt club and talk to them about game.
He said he wouldn’t call his name because he had called him, but he didn’t return his call.
He said he told them in order to have any impact on the coyote population you would have
to kill over 50% of them every year. They are prolific reproducers. Is it worth a chance on
a farm shooting a coyote and taking that chance on that slug killing somebody. He said he
was like Mr. Ash Cutchin he would like to be there when the last one dies because they
serve no purpose as being any good to anybody. The law that we have in this county on
high powered rifles does serve a purpose. It is for the protection of the people and he is
opposed to allowing it for coyotes. He looked at the hunting rules today and he believes it
said you can use a higher powered rifle for hunting groundhogs, but he is not sure why.

Chairman Jones asked if anyone else wished to speak.

Mr. Bob Rudzic, a Southampton County resident, addressed the Board. He said he had a
prediction and that was that this wouldn’t be allowed in Southampton County. He said
even if you pass it, it will not make it through Richmond. It won’t make it through
Richmond because there are people in Southampton who have friends in the Virginia
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries. These same people will not take a step in the
direction of allowing high power rifles into Southampton County. Personally he is in favor
of all forms of hunting in Southampton County. He believes that all forms of hunting have
been proven safe in counties just as flat, and even more populated than Southampton
County, counties such as Chesapeake, Suffolk, and neighboring counties in North Carolina
who have been using rifles for years. It should be pointed out that most coyote hunting
takes place at night when they are active. He is not so sure that shooting a high powered
rifle at night is any less dangerous than using them from elevated stands in daylight hours.
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If this would be permitted the safety argument for hunting with muzzleloaders or high
powered rifles would no longer be an issue. As he said he predicts it will not be allowed in
Southampton County.

Chairman Jones asked if anyone else wished to speak.

Mr. Ed Knight from Ivor addressed the Board. The ordinance we are talking about is not a
new ordinance. You have always been able to hunt groundhogs with a high powered rifle
from March 1 to August 31. So we are not changing anything or making anything
dangerous that doesn’t already exist. He said he didn’t know any statistics about how
many people have been hurt hunting groundhogs. The problem exists because he likes
hunting coyotes but he is not very good at it because he can’t call them in close enough to
shoot them with a shotgun. He sees plenty of them at 75, 85, or 90 yards. All this
ordinance is doing is changing an existing law to allow people to hunt coyotes. He said he
understood them to say outside the deer season because right now about the second week
in January is when coyotes become very active because the young from last year are
breaking up and they are looking for new territory because breeding season starts in
February and runs through about mid-March. The season definitely needs to run
everywhere except for gun season. He doesn’t want it to interfere with the fire arm season
of course. The time period from March 1 to August 31 just doesn’t cover enough of the
year outside of deer season. It is already the law for groundhogs.

Chairman Jones asked if there was anyone else to speak.

Mr. William T. Kemp said he just had to get in on this one. He stated that coyotes are
tough to kill and if you don’t think you have got their close attention just call the Sheriff’s
Office. He said he had an interest in a goat herd and they have lots of little goats running
around. Little goats are called kids. When you call the Sheriff’s Office or the Game
Warden and tell them the coyotes are killing the kids you get their attention very quickly.
These things are prolific and they are hard to get rid of and they do a lot of damage to small
game herds as well as to chickens and what have you. Last year they called the
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries and told them they were having a problem and
ask them if it was okay to shoot them at night with a high powered rifle and they said
absolutely yes, but make sure you have a coyote call or some type of predator call and
don’t go driving your truck in a field and shooting across somebody’s field with a light.
He asked Mr. Richard Railey why he was smiling. He said the coyotes are a real problem
and they are coming here faster than most folks think. You can find young deer dead in the
fields just about every time you go in a field. If you see one coyote you can rest assured
there are probably a lot more.

Chairman Jones asked if anyone else wished to speak.

Supervisor Phillips said we have representatives from the Department of Game and Inland
Fisheries here if you want him to speak.

Chairman Jones asked the representative if he wanted to come up and tell them what they
needed to know.

Officer Bowen with the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries, Conservation Police
Officer, commonly known as the Game Warden. They do receive numerous calls from
farmers, livestock farmers, who have problems with coyotes. Unfortunately people who do
hunt coyotes are restricted by your county ordinance that is why you are having this
hearing today to make an amendment to this ordinance. Being a representative of the
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries he can’t say whether he is for or against it. He
has to stay completely neutral. He can answer any questions that you have, but he can’t
take a side.

Chairman Jones asked if any of the Board members had a question.

Supervisor Faison asked Officer Bowen if he saw this as a safety issue.
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Officer Bowen said from a stastical standpoint no. They have other counties in the area
that do allow high powered rifles and they have zero incidents with humans being hit.
Probably 80% of hunting and shooting incidents involve shotguns. He said his district
covers here, Greensville, Sussex, Surry, and Prince George which do allow rifles except for
Sussex. Surry has limited rifle use. He said in the nine years that he has been here they
have never have to investigate a rifle shooting.

Chairman Jones asked if there were any other questions.

Supervisor West stated that he thought our ordinance said from a half hour after sunrise to
a half hour before sunset; therefore there would be no night time hunting which he would
not favor period because we have enough trouble with people shooting in the bushes for
something sometimes they do not see and then they would be given the free rein to shoot a
high powered rifle through the dark, x number of hundreds of yards. He said no he didn’t
trust you hunters that well do you understand him. He has seen your stuff. He has had
hunters fire across the road in front of him traveling trying to kill a deer. Then you are
going to let them use a rifle. These are idiots. They don’t worry about safety. He sees
them fire and fire comes out the barrel of the gun. These are hunt club members, classy
dudes. So he will tell you know we don’t need that extra. He does want to protect the
farmer who has the herd of animals and is losing them on a regular basis or your poor little
poochy poodle is running across the back yard and he becomes game and bait and it
chewed up or your cow that is out in the yard a young baby. You understand the point I’m
trying to make. You say unless you turn over more than 50% a year you aren’t getting
anywhere. That is wonderful if you can turn over more than 50% however one less is one
less. If you can get him, get him. We need to do this and the sooner the better because if
we don’t we are going to have more problems. He said but not at night time and not across
the road. If you are going to enforce the law and you are supposed to be 50 foot off the
road he doesn’t want to see anyone sitting in a chair that has a gun or hunts shooting across
the road. You know where | stand.

Officer Bowen said just to make some clarification; the Southampton County ordinance
10-26 reflects there is no time restriction on that only the time of the year

Supervisor West said we would propose that would we not from sunrise to sunset.

Mr. Richard Railey said the proposed one in your agenda did not have the day time
restriction. | think what you are referring to is an alternative that is going to be proposed
by Supervisor Phillips.

Chairman Jones asked if there were any other questions.
Chairman Jones closed the public hearing.

Supervisor Phillips said he had heard from several constituents. He said Supervisor Faison
had approached him and brought this to his and the Boards attention. He said previously
the law read that it shall be unlawful to use a rifle caliber larger than .22 except for that
groundhogs may be hunted with a caliber larger than .22 rim fire between March 1 and
August 31. He farms for a living and Supervisor Updike farms for a living. By the way
coyotes are not mentioned so you can only shoot a coyote with a .22 rim fire or a 12 gauge
shotgun legally so what we are trying to do is make it legal for the landowner to protect his
livestock or to kill a coyote by extending the Marchlst to August 31% dates to include
anything except the general firearms season for deer. That way we don’t have people
walking around with rifles at night during deer season. We have also addressed the issue
of nighttime hunting. As this ordinance has been given to him there is one modification
and if he may he will read that for the record. It shall be unlawful to hunt with a rifle larger
than 22 one hundreds of an inch (.22 caliber rim fire) except rifles of a larger caliber may
be used to hunt groundhogs and coyotes outside the general firearms season from one half
hour before sunrise to one half hour after sunset. He thinks that will address the concerns
about safety. The game commission representative says they have not had any shootings
as a result of using rifles. The coyotes are here. The groundhogs are here. All we are
trying to do is make it legal for somebody to shoot a coyote if you are carrying a rifle to
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shoot groundhogs already.

Supervisor Edwards asked how was this advertised in the paper. He said we will have to
re-advertise it because you can only vote on what you had advertised in the paper tonight.

Mr. Richard Railey said you certainly want this out there. He looks at this as just a
weakening of the ordinance; it is not expanding the ordinance, in fact it makes it more
restrictive in a sense so he doesn’t think they have to re-advertise. Any ordinance that you
put out there is subject to minor adjustments.

Chairman Jones said our attorney says we can go on with it.

Mr. Richard Railey said if you feel more comfortable you can re-advertise. That is a
decision that you have got to make. If you want to re-advertise so the public can relook at
it that is fine, but what you are doing is you had a broader ordinance and you are restricting
it as opposed to expanding it.

Supervisor Faison said there is a restriction that the rifle be limited to .22 caliber, this one
doesn’t restrict the size of the rifle at all.

Supervisor Edwards said that is .22 rim fire. Rim fire is the key there.

Supervisor Faison said this one doesn’t restrict the size at all so do we need to consider
that.

Supervisor Phillips said if you are shooting a groundhog it is usually a .22 semi fire rifle or
some caliber close to that. There is such a thing as overkill. He thinks by virtue of what
you are doing will determine what you use.

Supervisor Faison said this is reason if you are just killing a coyote, but do we need to
restrict it someone who feels like they can use any rifle at all.

Supervisor Phillips said as the ordinance is written if you have a rifle it allows you to use
it.

Supervisor West asked could you use a black powder.
Supervisor Phillips said it does restrict that.

Supervisor West said well they are rifles and that depends upon the bore and the cut and
the bullet. This goes so dangerously close to where we have had a fight and he’s not
getting into this fight any more. He is going to leave it alone. The technicality he doesn’t
understand and that is okay, but we do have a problem and that is the issue to address.
That is the problem with the coyote and the danger they pose to livestock, domestic
animals, and anything else. He sees the need for this to be done with the language cleaned
up to be legitimate. He thinks they need to research it and he doesn’t want a technicality
tonight to slip through. He thinks they need to re-advertise it for the safety of everybody in
this room to say well they did that. Let’s do it the right way and come back and do it
another time.

Supervisor Phillips said this ordinance couldn’t be enacted before next May so if we need
to we can do that.

Supervisor Edwards said he agreed with Supervisor Phillips because we can’t get it in this
year anyway.

Supervisor West said get it right and do it right and get everybody’s little point in there so
it can be signed, sealed, and delivered.

Chairman Jones said you are asking us to re-advertise and come back is that what you are
asking us to do.
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Supervisor West said yes he is. That way you can get more input from farmers who need
to have that input and you can get information from other organizations whether it be hunt
clubs or whoever else. He said he liked this 50 foot thing off the road too.

Supervisor Phillips said the law is the law already.
Supervisor West said well it should be enforced.

Mr. Richard Railey said if you are so inclined to go back and re-advertise it then you need
to make a motion that you have a first reading on what Supervisor Phillips is proposing and
then you advertise that. That would be the way you accomplish that.

Chairman Jones said so you need to have a first reading.

Supervisor West said assuming this is okay do you really need to jump the gun on it
tonight when you can’t handle it until next May.

Supervisor Phillips said you need to start the process.

Supervisor Edwards made a motion that they re-advertise the public hearing for the next
meeting as discussed tonight.

Supervisor Phillips seconded the motion.

Supervisor Updike said he would like to inject one thing. He said the farmers had lost
close to $5,000.00 worth of animals to coyotes. People in Greensville are the same way.
Some had as many as twenty animals killed this year. If we don’t get where we can start to
control them from your own livestock we are going to be in trouble. He said he doesn’t
want any restriction on when you can kill them day or night or anything else when they are
attacking your livestock because they aren’t there saying they are waiting until sunrise to
kill them. The coyotes can be there 24 hours a day and the farmers should have the right to
pick up a rifle and shoot them. He didn’t want the farmers to be penalized or fined for
using a rifle to kill a coyote that is destroying their property.

Supervisor West said that is the reason to wait on this thing and consider it for the reasons
you just said. You have an attractive nuisance for that animal to come to. You have
something that he wants and he is much more likely to come to your yard than he is mine
because there is plenty of game for him. He wants to protect the farmer and your right to
protect your property. He wants to make sure this ordinance is going to be correct from the
get go.

Supervisor Updike said he agreed with everything Supervisor West said but if you disturb
them you get them out you can make them go elsewhere.

Chairman Jones asked what they wanted to do.
Supervisor Phillips said they could advertise for the next meeting.

Supervisor Porter said he was sitting here thinking. He said a week ago he didn’t have an
opinion on it, but now he has talked to people and he is trying to understand the value of
delaying the decision. He said he knew the cost of running two more ads would be about
six hundred dollars. We are looking at trying to save every dollar they can and he is trying
to think because we are trying to restrict an ordinance that we have already published
which he agrees with Mr. Richard Railey he didn’t think that would require a new public
hearing. He doesn’t feel that we haven’t given adequate notice to the public on this. He
said do we need to spend the money to re-advertise in these tough times. That is what we
have got to ask ourselves in these tough times.

Mr. Richard Railey just so perhaps you can understand what his opinion was, and | think
you got it, if we took this ordinance tonight and said ok we have got it out here and
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discussed it so let’s expand it to all game, yes then you would have to go back and re-
advertise. What you are doing is taking what you have already put out there and restricting
it a little bit. A prime example is an analogy when Mr. William Kemp’s application came
in front of the Planning Commissions it was just for a rezoning and | think Supervisor
Edwards said tonight in B-1 there are 43 uses. It was advertised and valid to be passed for
any one of those applications. What we did with the same advertisement was restrict it
down to one use — 1 out of 43. As long as he understands the law, he understands we are
talking about due process, as long as you make it more restrictive you are fine. The point
is don’t catch the public off guard. Don’t advertise this and go today this is good for all
game animals. That is his point.

Supervisor Porter said he agrees with Mr. Richard Railey. That is exactly what he said.

Supervisor West said he didn’t think that was the question all game animals. He thinks it
IS just getting the coyote thing right as to when and how much. When can they do it, what
time of day, and what size caliber these are the things that he wants them to look at. Make
sure the farmer is fully protected because he has much more concerns than the average
person in this room. He said he may hit one with an automobile, but he’s not going to
shoot one.

Supervisor Porter said he agreed, but he didn’t see the value of having another public
hearing. Based on what he knew when he came tonight and based on Supervisor Phillip’s
proposal he would be perfectly comfortable with that.

Supervisor West said that it should that be read to the public and let comments be made by
the public then.

Supervisor Porter said he didn’t think that was necessary since it is a restriction on the
proposal notice that was published. It is not making it bigger. It is making it narrower. |
don’t understand why you would get additional comments on something when you are
making something smaller instead of bigger.

Supervisor Edwards said Supervisor Updike said he wants to shoot at night.

Supervisor Updike said that is when your animals are being destroyed. The coyotes come
in at night and kill them. They don’t have any time tables. He said he was saying at night
when your animals are being attacked. He didn’t say that hunters hunt them at night.

Supervisor Phillips said we have gone around on this several times, but he would like to
ask the Game Commission Representative to come up one more time please. He said you
heard the ordinance read concerning shooting one half hour before sunrise and one half
hour after sunset, if Supervisor Updike is in his field and sees or hears a coyote killing one
of his calves or goats is he in the wrong to shoot one of these animals under this ordinance
when he is protecting one of his livestock. He asked is that legal or do they have to address
that specifically with this ordinance. It says here to hunt not to protect.

Officer Bowen said it is in the state ordinance that permits you to protect your livestock,
but he didn’t recall exactly how it was worded.

Mr. Richard Railey said you can protect your livestock if you actually see it in danger. If
you see a coyote jumping in your chicken house, then sure you can kill it. The question
that comes to his mind however is whether this ordinance is a fire arms ordinance as
opposed to hunting. It doesn’t restrict hunting it restricts the type of fire arm that can be
used in Southampton County. It becomes a question of whether you are hunting a coyote
or whether you are pursuing a pest. He is tempted to say you are just pursuing a pest, but |
think we are addressing it like we have addressed groundhogs for 25 years which is
restricting what you can use to shoot a groundhog and what we are doing here is restricting
what you can use to shoot a coyote. You are right there is an ordinance just like if you see
one of my dogs jumping up and hurting an officer you have a right to shoot my dog. No
question about it and that is the ordinance that you are referring to.
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Officer Bowen said under animal welfare.
Mr. Richard Railey said yes.

Supervisor Faison said there is a burden of proof on the individual doing the shooting isn’t
there rather than just saying it was for protection.

Officer Bowen said typically you will see some type of damage. Sometimes they have
dogs that will attack goats and kids and there is some type of physical damage that will
provide evidence that you were justified in shooting the animal.

Supervisor West said suppose he isn’t but you know he is roaming the property and you
know he’s there and you want to get rid of him and this is an opportunity, but he hasn’t
attacked and there is no blood or anything — than what.

Officer Bowen said you would be in violation at that point because you are acting out of
the guidelines of the ordinance because he isn’t attacking.

Supervisor West said so you have got to deal with the issue one way or the other to either
include night time or not include night time. He said if it is going to help the farmer he
favors that.

Officer Bowen said absolutely.

Supervisor West said we want in every way to keep this privilege and protect the property
and the farming industry and these animals are bad.

Supervisor Faison asked why we are excluding night time — was it because of a safety
issue. He asked is that why we are excluding night time.

Supervisor Phillips said he believed that we had addressed Supervisor Updike’s concern
that he could Kill a coyote as needed if they are killing his livestock and anybody else it
they are killing their dog or their cat. What we are trying to do is give the farmer an
opportunity if is carrying a rifle to shoot a groundhog and he sees a coyote he can legally
shoot the coyote. We are restricting it so that people are not riding around at night with
high powered rifles and lights. They have also opened it up to the point where it is not
from March 1 to August 31. Coyotes or groundhogs don’t leave the county after that
period of time. We are just trying to make this a more serviceable ordinance.

Chairman Jones asked if we are going to re-advertise this or do it tonight.

Supervisor Phillips said the motion is out there we’ve got to make a decision.
Supervisor Updike said go ahead and do it tonight.

Mr. Michael Johnson said | think you have a motion on the floor.

Supervisor Edwards said | didn’t realize we already had one.

Mr. Richard Railey said there was no motion made tonight on the original ordinance.
Supervisor Phillips said thank you.

Mr. Richard Railey said there was a motion made to re-advertise and that has got to be
voted up or down.

Supervisor West said some things you don’t put a price on it. For $600.00 you don’t put a
price on it. You want to get it right to begin with. He said he realized it was $600.00 and
he realized they were trying to save every penny, but the bottom line is he wants to get this
thing right. He wants to protect the population, and his family and the people, and he
wants to protect the farmer who wants to destroy these animals that are damaging his
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property any time days, nights, or Sundays.
Supervisor Porter asked how is re-advertising going to do that.
Chairman Jones said we have a motion and a second on the floor.

Supervisor West said stop and think about this thing. If you just go ahead and open this
thing wide open you have got to designate the farmer somehow in this thing. You know
you will have people from the beach and everywhere else coming down saying let’s go
hunting today in Southampton County you can kill anytime day or night. I’m going to
carry my big gun and I’m going to have a real good old time.

Mr. Richard Railey said he didn’t think they could put in an ordinance that it was only
good for farmers.

Supervisor West said I’m just saying look at the whole picture.

Mr. Richard Railey said he didn’t think they could as much as he would like to saying it
was only good for people living in Southampton County. You can’t do that it is
unconstitutional.

Chairman Jones said we have a motion on the floor to relook at it.

Supervisor Updike said he was going to make a suggestion. We don’t have to make a
decision and we don’t have to advertise again to continue the discussion. It doesn’t have to
be done tonight. You can table it to continue it at the next meeting or down the road two
months from now. You can study it and put things together and it is just a continuation.

Supervisor Edwards said you can’t open it for public discussion then. This is the public
discussion unless you re-advertise it.

Chairman Jones said this is the public hearing unless we re-advertise it.

Supervisor West said doesn’t what he said have virtue where we can get back to some
additional things because Mr. Richard Railey said we are defining the gun and the animal
that is it period, no more and no less. Everybody in the room is in agreeable with that and
the question is that it is fine tuning. In the mean time we get to talk to the hunt clubs and
other people who want to talk to us and give us some insight. We might talk to some more
Game and Inland Fishery People and then we as a Board come back with the input and put
it together. Do not re-advertise it and go from there. That does make sense to him.
Supervisor Porter said he agreed.

Mr. Richard Railey said understand you can table it, but you have got to close the public
hearing because if you have another public hearing you have got to re-advertise.

Supervisor West said we aren’t going to have a public hearing any more.

Mr. Richard Railey said you can just table it then.

Supervisor Porter said unless we broaden the arguments on this we are not required to have
a public hearing. If we restrict it we are okay. He said before they run off and spend
another $600.00 in advertising they had to decide whether or not we are going to follow
that path.

Mr. Richard Railey said he concurs.

Supervisor West said the people in the audience get to us and say what about this.

Supervisor Edwards said does not Virginia law say that you can hunt coyotes at night.



May 29, 2012

Supervisor Phillips said it says nuisance species in there.

Mr. Richard Railey said you might have the power in Virginia to hunt them but you don’t
have it in this county.

Officer Bowen said the State of Virginia declares coyotes as a nuisance species and they
can be hunted day or night except on Sundays.

Supervisor Edwards said so we are restricting a law that the State of Virginia has already
set.

Supervisor Porter said the State of Virginia has limited guidelines.

Mr. Richard Railey said the State of Virginia empowers us to limit the use in Southampton
County.

Officer Bowen said the ordinance of the State of Virginia allows the counties to restrict the
fire arm usage. That is how this county was able to enable laws not to be able to use
muzzle loaders or rifles. That is what gives the counties their powers.

Supervisor Porter asked if we couldn’t restrict the time.

Mr. Richard Railey said you can restrict the time.

Supervisor Porter asked if you could restrict the time that you use these guns.

Mr. Richard Railey said yes.

Supervisor Porter said if he wanted to go hunt coyotes at night with a .22 or a shotgun, |
could hunt coyotes at night.

Mr. Richard Railey said that is right. He said that is his understanding, but if he says
something wrong correct him. That gives us the right to regulate the type of fire arm used
in Southampton County.

Supervisor Edwards asked if we are regulating the time too. The state law says we can
hunt coyotes at night right now so we are coming along saying no we can’t hunt them at
night in this county.

Supervisor Porter said we aren’t saying that. We are saying you can’t hunt them with high
powered rifles at night.

Chairman Jones said we need to table this or we are going to be here all night. He asked
Supervisor Edwards if he would withdraw his motion.

Supervisor Edwards said yes he would withdraw his motion.

Chairman Jones said the motion has been withdrawn and we will table this discussion.
Mr. Richard Railey said you have got to close your public hearing.

Chairman Jones closed the public hearing.

Supervisor West asked to take a break. He said we had been in here two and a half hours
now.

Mr. Michael Johnson said are we going to continue or do you need a break.
Chairman Jones said we would take a five minute break.

Chairman Jones called the meeting back to order. He stated the next item of business was
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item G.

Mr. Michael Johnson stated that item G is an ordinance related to the solid waste
management fee. This public hearing is held pursuant to 15.2-1427, Code of Virginia,
1950, as amended to receive public comment on an ordinance to amend Chapter 13 of the
Southampton County Code by adding Section 13-16 as it relates to establishment of an
annual solid waste management fee. The notice of this public hearing was published in the
Tidewater News on May 13 and May 20, 2012 as required by law. After conclusion of the
public hearing, the Board of Supervisors will consider the comments offered this evening
before considering adoption. If the Board is so inclined, a motion is required to adopt the
attached ordinance.

AM ORBNAFCE TO AMEND CHAFTLR 173 T80 ASSESS AN ANMLUAL FEE
FOR THE MANAGEMERT OF SOLIT WASTE

BE [T ORDATNED by the Boerd ol sugervizors of Southampton County, Y¥irginiz that the Southempton Counly

Code bee, and bepaby 15, amended to resd as Sollows:

See. 13- 146, Solid Waste Management Fee.

(a3} Theieis hereby assessed un wnnual solid wast: management foz ancach residentizl Fousehold, This [ee s
imlgnded 1o fusd the ozcration of the counly's solid waste conveaience canters and the transfer and disposel of
solich waste deposited ar such centers. The amoun? of the fes shall be established ennually by the board ol
supervisors us parl of the budget ordinance.

(b1 The treasurer shall have the power und the duby of collecting the foes assessed hereunder and shull cinss
the sume 1o be paid it the general treasury of the counLy,

{y Deginning Tufy 1, 2002, ull solid waste menagament fees shall be duc und payable during the year for
which the sume are asaessed, on ar befors Devember TR of such year, After the due dute olsuch Lee, the ireasures
shil) call upom essch person who has not poid the sime prios to that time, nd upen tailure or refusal ol such person
tor ey the sume shall proceed to collect by distress oe otherwize, The wreasurer or his Sepuly, i person of Iy
gounzel, muy institule and prosecuce all prozesdings 0 enforce the paymant oF any such Sses 0 couns ool of
record.

{d} I the eventany fees enumerated in parugraph (o) herein above ave nat paid on or perfore L lime (e same
are e and pavuble, thers shall be added thereta g penlly sguel o ten percent { 10%4) of the deling vent armount, In
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20 addition ko Ui penaity, interes: shall also be imposed at the vae of ten percent wmmoally from the tirst day following
21 the day sueh accoun is due and shall be eollected upea the principal and pennlty ol all such accounts,
22 gy
23 (2] A solid wasle management for sxempiion shall B2 provided for:
24 S _—
25 {13 Householls ingated in multifumily apariment eomplexes which conirast for private refuse callzction
26 uml disposal services.
28 {21 Houzeholds which are unoceupied [or el least one hundred anc sighly § 1840} eonsecutive calendar
28 days immedulely prios to July L
3|:I r & .
31 (3 Qualificd residents whe are 63 years afaps or older or who are permanently wod folally diszblzd thel
az are deemed 1o ke bearing an sxiraordinary burden in rekation to their income and financial wortlh,
a3 subjest 1o the following resirictions and provisions:
a4

] o The toral comizined household ineome during the immediataly preceding calendar pear from all
g sonrees shall net exceed thirmy thewsand dollars 556000000,
3? - - N i N .
%8 b The net somBined fnancial warh, including the present valuz of eguitsble interests, as of
38 Diecember 11 af the inmediatele precading calendar vear tor all iousehold residents, excluding
40 thie value of lheir residence and wp Lo one acre pon which the residence i siluted provided the
41 residence is owned by one nffhe residens, shall not exeesd cighty thousand dollars (ES0,000.00].
42 o _ _
43 g Mol later than July 1 of gach vear, the persen cleindng an exemption ander this seclion must fle s
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solid waste fer exemption atfidavit with the county administrator.

d The affidavit shall ser forth, ina manner prescribed by the county admimstrator, the household
address, and the names ol all persons vceupying the dwelling for which exemplion iz clazmed,
their gross combined income, and their comiined net wortk.

c. Al property owners who kave duly qualified for exemption of real estate taxes pursuand o
Section [ 5% of the Scuthampton County Code shall be deemes ehigihle for @ cormssponding
exermption of the selid waste management fee and are religved Trom e duy of filng a solid

f. I after andit and investigation, the county administrator determines that such person is qualified
[or the exemption, he shall issoe to such persen a cedificats whicl: shall show the smouznt of the
cxemption from the claimant’s solid waste management fee lahility.

{43 The persons qualitving for and claiming an exenption under this section shall be relisved of that
pertion of the solid waste managernent fee inan mnount carleulited inaceordance with the following:

[xermption Fercentage Sehedele

Rangz of Incame Rnr.;_..; n:'_F-i;rl-ncm-::I:

EG'J—_ -S'.:E.E-:I'.I."E-- Faz000.00— .3‘15.':':!_.']['— iI-S-#.-IIIZIl.l'IE—

16.000,00  3Z,000,00 45.000,00 4, 000.00 5000000
[$0.00—10,008.20 W ..‘:I_'I-_ - . m il . an
;ijL'.LIL'I DO—14,000,00 | 80 mn an a0 40
1313001 00 20,000 0 . Tl _: | 0 -’-LI ] k) B
2000 D025 000, 0 &N 50 |- 1-_l.'l e .':-L'I___ __;Z- .
é;_-.l..ﬂiI.L'-'J—:i".l.l.ll.lt-.l."i.'- . a0 40 ] 20 111

(51 Any persun who shall flsely claim the exemption provided for in this section shull payv to the
trensurer one undred ten 1100 percent of such exemption, The false elaiming of the exempdion shall
constitute o class 3 misdemeanor

(&1 Failure to pay the ditference between the sxenption sod the full svoiind of the fee for which the
exemption is ssued by June 330 of the year alter which the exemplion is i5sued shall eonstitute &
forfiiture of the cemption.

For state low aothority, pleasy gee § 152028 8 132005, § 58 0-300% and § 322826 of the 1930 Code of

Firginio, as amizsdzd

A copy tesle: ) . Clerk
Southumpion County Board of Supervizors
Adopted ; BMay 29, 2012
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Chairman Jones opened the public hearing. He asked if anyone was for or against the solid
waste management fee.

Chairman Jones closed the public hearing as there was no one who wished to speak.
Chairman Jones asked what the Board had to say.

Supervisor West made a motion to adopt the attached ordinance for the solid waste
management fee.

Supervisor Porter seconded the motion.
The motion carried with Supervisor Updike voting nay.

Chairman Jones stated the next item was item H.
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Mr. Michael Johnson stated item H is an ordinance agreement as it relates to building
permit fees. This public hearing is held pursuant to 15.2-1427, Code of Virginia, 1950, as
amended to receive public comment on an ordinance to amend Chapter 4 of the
Southampton County Code as it relates to an increase in building permit fees.

The notice of this public hearing was published in the Tidewater News on May 13 and May
20, 2012 as required by law.

After conclusion of the public hearing, the Board of Supervisors will consider the
comments offered this evening before considering adoption.

If the Board is so inclined, a motion is required to adopt the attached ordinance.

Chairman Jones opened the public hearing for anyone wishing to speak for or against this
ordinance.

Mr. Ash Cutchin said he has a question. This deal is with the new fee that was proposed to
balance the budget, isn’t that correct.

Supervisor West said this is supposed to be in line with the cost incurred for these.

Mr. Ash Cutchin said that was his question. He asked didn’t the county usually lose
money on these which means the citizens who aren’t requiring these changes are
subsidizing it for the people who are.

Supervisor Edwards said it has little or no effect on the budget.

Mr. Ash Cutchin said he recommended approval so that we didn’t lose money when
somebody requests a change.

Chairman Jones closed the public hearing as no one else wished to speak.
Chairman Jones asked what the Board had to say.

Supervisor West made a motion that they adopt this ordinance to change the building
permit fees.

Supervisor Edwards seconded the motion with it being carried unanimously.
Chairman Jones stated the next item was item 1.

Mr. Michael Johnson stated that item 1. which is an ordinance amendment which relates to
fees associated with zoning appeals, comprehensive plan amendments, zoning amendments
and conditional use permits. This public hearing is held pursuant to 15.2-1427, Code of
Virginia, 1950, as amended to receive public comment on an ordinance to amend Section
15-589 of the Southampton County Code as it relates to an increase in filing fees
associated with zoning appeals, comprehensive plan amendments, zoning amendments and
conditional use permits. The notice of this public hearing was published in the Tidewater
News on May 13 and May 20, 2012 as required by law. After conclusion of the public
hearing, the Board of Supervisors will consider the comments offered this evening before
considering adoption. If the Board is so inclined, a motion is required to adopt the attached
ordinance.
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AN ORDINANCE TO AMEN D ARTICLE 11, CHAPTER 4 OF THE SOUTHAMPTON
COUNTY CODE AS I RELATES 1O PERMIT FEES

BEIT ORDAINED hy the Board of Supervisors of Southamplon Caunty, Virginia thar the
Southampton County Code be, and hereby 15, smended as illastrated herein balow:

See. 4-27. Minimum lee.

The minimun: fee for any permit shall be ferente-five neenneseven dollars and Jif)y cents

2500y (827 500,

Sec, 4-28, Fees Tor construction prior to the application for building permits.

Fepe for work staried prior fo the spplication for any permit shall be based on the
administrative sest ol a minimum Tee of Gly-five dollars &S8R0 (85507 and no more than

fftw (307 percent al the 1otal cost of the required permit, which ever is greater,

Sec. d-31. Building permit fee schedule.

(o IR TN T i i s s i i e e i 2500 827 30
U IR L o e 4 B T OO i s g P A T e S S e BRI G O
i) Demolition permmil Fee. ..o AHEEDE 24
(] Tur each application for a medification of the U, 5. B, Coiciieciii, S0:00 33,00

(2} The building official may autharize the refunding of any permit lee paid pursuant to th

chapter upon zpplication by the person whe paid such fee, under the following provisions:

=

(11 If an applicanl requests in weiting the cancellation of a pormit prior to the start of

cunstruction or 1o requesting any inspection, the permit fees, less a service chorge of fasts
dabiara-bH0es forrp-fonee dieliors (544000 and the plan review fee, iWapplicable. shall be
refunded.

(21 If an applicant requests in wriling the cancellation of a permit after the work autherized
by the permit has begun and JJI.:,JE(‘TLDIT‘S have been made, the pormit fees less a fosty

Akl S4hbb forti-four dodlar (344000 service charge, and a W&aﬁpﬁ:ﬁ-}-ﬂ%

Jorty-four dolioe (544.09) charge for cach inspection made and plans review fee, If

applicable, shall be refunded.

(31 The above provisions nolwithstanding, oo refond shall be made of six (63 months have
expired since the issuance of the permiiz),

ifi For cach appeal 1o the building code board of appeals, the fee shall ke, S3050:00 82 30.00
(g} For plan review conducted by the local building deperiment for residential and accessory
TR 251 ot 5 i S £ BV (S L R DL Skt 55,00
Al noncresidemtind eviBue it i i e e 20000 21 00
[y Certificate of oSePanCY BESUANGEE 1., i iisioims st bi o i Sl L 2000 220
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8

{11 Permit renewal foe o, R R oot e e s SO.00 5500
{17 Basic permit fze:
i1) Usable area under roof, per building or structure finished or unlinished for new
construction and for the canstraction of any building ar addition thereto where the oor
arca is inereased, the fee shall be based on the floor area to be constructed as computed
froont the exterior dimensions.
a All buildings of any construstion type Tor the Tirst Gty thowsand {40,000 square feot
shall be compured at twelve cents ($0.32) fowrteen cents (B0.14) per square leel,
b Al buildings over forty thousand (40,0000 squere feet shall be computed ot sine-cents
SO0 ren cends (5610 per square fect,
120 All other structures not under rool [or instanee - decks, paties, ramps, loading docks, cte.,
shall be computed al sise-eete 80000 jen ceniy (RO IO per sguare feet,
(k) Alterstions 1o shell buildings, wofinished attics, tenant spaces and parages o creale
fintshed space shall be computed at sise-cepts-C0E0Y fen conts (B30.10) per square [eet,
(11 ANl ether atruetures g5 defined in the Uniform Statewide Building Code not insluded in the
shiwve fes schedule (includes piers, trestles, bulkheads, reroofing, exlerior siding, fire damage,
peneral repaies, below ground swimming pecls, towers, steeples and altarations to any previously

finished spaces: Fee shall be swesteFeehelam CR2500H feentpeeisht dollars (525000 up to and
including the first one thewsand dollars (31,000,001 valuation, Above one lthowsand dollers

(81,0000 valuation, oo shall b seess—fve—debaroiR5 00 pas—eipht-dollars-CR8AH0 tiiry

doflgrs (830000 plus nine dollars (38000 per one thousand or fraction thereaf,
rm,- tracture relocation ]'*c:rn'ul ==
(1 Relocating a structure 1o a location within the county - same as basic permit fee -
paragraph ()}
(2] Relocating & strusture ta a location ontside of the county: $50:00 £33 00
(n) Madular comatmuction permal fee: same as basic permit (@ - paragraph (j)
(0] Manufactured homes permil fzes: same as basic permit fee - paragraph (1)
i) Tents or other temporary strocture ponmit foo: #4000 344 00 exch,

() Chimneys, ficeplaces, wood and coal buming stove and ather solid fuel burning healens
pu;'m]n frc: I_J]} tir nnd includ 111., the frst howsand dollacs (51,000,007 valuation, the fee shall be
hiviy ar;!.'m-r (530 fl{]; &b-:u-.rc oe flu}usand dellars (5 1,000.00)

; SEO0 fhuvly dellars

valuation, the fee 3]]111 b =t
(BN O0 plas mive dollars (85, ) pe l]l(.ll'lS"l[!lli o fraction Tl'l.\.ll:l}f

irl Sign perinit tee:

Base permil lee shall be ity dollas-f550000 fif-ffee dollary (555 000,

In addition o the main sign for the address, the base fee includes all signs with a sguare
footage sign face area of wen (10) square foel or less for each sign (includes entrance - exil
mnd directional signrs)

For erection and or relocation of sipns, fee is determined by base foo plus arca foo

Arss Tee shall be determined by total square folege ares of all sign lnees.
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84
23
86
87
B4
5
i)
a1
a2
a3
44

ey
&7
e
el
100

171
[z

13
L0a
100
107
103

Area feo:
[ABLE INSET:

1 = 24 squarc fect 20000 52200
25 - 49 syuuse faer 2ban F234n
30 - T4 squarc foof 2300 F2500
75 - 99 sguarc foct §25.00 F2T.00
100-299 square foot 53500 Fdpon
20 & over SH000  Fason

i5] Certificate of compliancs for elevators: $50.00 35500
{#) Review of applicalion [er perinil exceptions: $25-00 22400
i) Zoning permits loe other then residential new construction: $25.00 2800

Sec. 4-32, Electrical permils.

{a) Temporary SErvies POt fO8.. .. seenseeece bbb BTN
{b) Perrnit rencwal fes A0 55500
{e) Bingle wide & double wide serviee Toe! e, B30 AT 00
{d) Energy conservation devices provided by puslicly cwned ntilities:........ $-HL00 51000

(&) New sarvice parmil lee:

0 Amps te 125 Amps . e R T LS s e 4500 55000
[26 Arps 10 130 AIIDE oo F50:00 555,00

L REOE Bria Gl
6000 866, 50

151 Armips 1o 200 ATHPE o e i e ssme e
Orvar 200 Amps, plus $15.00 8 700 per 50 amps or fraction

i1 Relocation of cxisting services and sarvices inereases:
1) Relocate or repluce existing meter ol service eqQUIPIMENT. e SRIL00 S35 00
1 Service [nerease (Service and service cquipment vnly}
UIp 10 24} AT ICEBESE wavanars s ssvnrmnmmrereerens cosssssssmtnbseered 0 e essicincss s bt e 4 Spng S, 00
Crver 200 Amp [neresse, plus $15.00 807 00 per 30 Amps or fraction thereof over 200

1 OSSO S ST PT P PP MIS e SRR Bad 00

() Lnstallation of lire alarm systems, burplar alam syslems, swimming ponl systems,

electrical signs and site lighting, wentv-live dellars-(F25:004 thirgy doflary (330007 Tor 1irst one
rhonsand dollass (51,000,007 valuation plus elghtdeters (38007 nine dollers (F200) additional
lior gach one thausand dollars (51,000000} or faction thereol.

it} Fixed appliance and equipment conneelions:
I T PO O PSPPI TIPS FH00 517 40 each

May 29, 2012
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104 (23 Commersial DU PO PSPPI < . 12| - B S8 | = T
i (1) Power consuming outlets (receptacies and lights}, per SUUCTWE e SSRA0 B3I 00
111 {11 Electric moler installation or replacemenis:

112 Up to and meluding 34 HP e AR B 0L O
113 Crvet I LT o VLR i s it oo s il cuane 6981 Vo ton b i amnid Foann FIK G
14 Crver TOLLE. to 25 H P i e s st s F2500 53044
115 (BT i v | O R ——— YTV Fa0.00 Séa, 0g
114 Oreer SOHP. to 75 TR SR5-00 8§24 60
17 Ower T HP to T HP. e e 00 B30 0l
1t8 Owver 100 HLP, plus STO0 per HLE over 100 i £L10.00 5120 0
114 ik} Cienerators:

120 U 10 TOAMHI R i e s smide bl i it rmasimiein s s S et i SR B 00
121 ] CTETM IR oot mmmsts g4 5 s SO b frd e et s v S15004 F163 o0

125 Sec. 4-33. Plumbing permit fees.

124 (2} Permil renewal L R S R R T s e
125 ik Single wide and double wide vwater servive and LAWY Rk UR oo R 33,00
26 () Basie permit fze: {Installation, conversion, replacement):

127 i1 For each fixture, Noor tran, appliance or hose Bk, 221 e AR BT T

128 20 Water service and disteIburion SYSLEIT. e 000 577 G0
124 £ LIV BMELETIL oo iirassseeemmme s oot b s L1500 507 00
| 2 (d) Sewers, sterm or sanilary manholes, aren draing or devicss. 1500 BT 00
131 () Backflow preventors or vacuun breakers:

S 41+ 7

133 Over 5, plus FLOG AL e s :

135 Sec. 4-34, Mechanical permii fees,
134 Pad Perml Temes il T80 .o FS0e00 555,00

137 (1} Fuel piping permit lee:
158 (1) L.B.G, (e, butane, propane, gte.) tanks and associared piping pecomit foe:

1530 (=500 mallons. ..o e e . - ——— S0 BT 00
EIH S0E-=2000 gallons .. i R Lalia 2as 00
141 CREr 2000 ALOIE oo FRORG FEE O
142 {21 lanks end associzted piping for Tammuble Lquids permil fee: [installation or uperading)

143 e L0 ZATEILE . ottiisiie e sss s s s e Sixo 0 faa.00
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193
174
175
176

177
|7
7e

10:D0L 220, D0 Bl omE i i e i 0 A i e v SRR §FT )
L 1 LT 1 VOO —— L %R
Ot S0 000 EAIOTIE o coanesssasisbins s ssters s ommeros b ettt e, S5 00
(o) Fuel ST corvective action permit fee:
{13 Removal of TIST L ARRRG ST F0G0
(23 Temparary closure of UST i ; 2300 525,00

(1) Penmanent closure or ch._mgr in service ol UST—-One-Hundred-dolars—{#100-000-One
fueridred ter dollars (8170000 Tor fisst tank plus twanty-five-celnrstimadm feeni)-
giphy dallgrs (828 006) Tor each additional @ank.

i) Fire suppreasion syslem pernit fee:
Up to one thouwsand dollas (51,000,007 value, the fee is bl fve-dallaps (F25.00)
iwenbv-eight doliars (325000
Over one theusand dollar (51,000,000 value the foo iz swesdSvedollasc{525.00)
twemne-eight dollars (E25000 plus etebt-dolbasCRHE00 rine dollars (R9.00) per thousand
or fraction thersot.

{e) Elevalors, dumbwaiters, moving sleireays, and colveving cquipment permit fee—

Festy—tvedolars($25:00 Twentr-eight doffars ($25.00) plus elght—dollans {SR00) nine

dadlers (3500 per thowsand ar fraction thereof.
(1) Mecharical system pormit [ees: Adr conditioning, pas healing, el heating, and heat
pumps (fzes do not include elecirical or fuel DIDINE PeTmiLs).
Fesidential—Up to and including § 100000 valvaticon. #3306 39.00. Above 1,000,
53500 239 00 plus $008 §70.00 for each additional §1,000.00 or fraction thaorent,
Commercial--Up o and including $1,000.00 valuation, $86:88 58800, Above $1,000.00,
SROO0 S88 00 plus $L00 5000 for each additional §1.000.00 vr fraction therzof,

(g} Commereis! range heods permit fee; Up o and including S1,000.00 valualion, SR0.00
SAN 00, Abave §1,000.00, $80.00 S8 00 plus $9-00 57060 for cach additonal $1,000.00 o1
fraction thercoef,

(hy Amusement device permil fees:

N e i e i T e e st R S S T HEE00 228 00
MO FIABE ovviisvmmressrven et st s s e b e FAE00 F3 00
SPEEEACUTET TR oottt e £5500 8aT. 00
A copy lesle: L Clark

Southamplon County Board of Supervisors
Adopted: May 20,2012

May 29, 2012
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AN ORDIMANCE TO AMENT: SECTKIN 18-389 OT TIE SOUTHAMPTOMN COURNTY CODE
TO NCREASE THE FILING FEES ARSCHIIATEL WILH
AONING APPEALS, ZOMING AMENDMEMTS AND
CONTITIOMAL LsE PERRMITS

GE 1T ORMAIMELD by the Board of Supervisors of Scuthampton County, ¥irginia that the Scathampton
Cotnry Cnde be, and hersby i, amended by revising Section 18389 o inercase the filing fees assuciated
with zoning appeals, zonitg amendments end conditional use parmits:

Sec. 18-589, - IMiling fees.

[ R

3 i) All persons, firms, or corperations appesling te the bourd ol zoning appesls, nocessttating
4 the publication of notices in the newspaper shall be required Lo pay, in advance, three six hundred
3 dollars (5200000 (Ra 0 G0y Tar cxpenses relative thereta,
6
T it All persens, firms, or corperetions applving lor conditional use permits under the
$  provisions of this chapter, or appdving for an amesdment to e comprehensive plem, ot applying
9 for un amecdment to the xoning ordinance or 3 change in the classification of the disiricl vr 2
10 portion tereat, nocesailating the publication ol nulices in the newspaper ahall be required to pay
11 in advance, Ssebundred one thoisand dollars (5500080 757 000 00), The lee Lloe o combined
12 application for a conditional use permit and a rezoning shall be sixhundeed one thousand rwa
13 fumdred dollars (&0000Y (81,260,005, No fze shall be required for actions initisted by the board
14 ol supervisors or the planning commission.
13
16 i) The payment of such moeney in advance L the administrator as specified shall be deemed

17 & condilion precedent to the comsideration of such uppeal, conditional wse application or
% amendment. Fees shall be refunded an written request if an applicatdion i withdrasm befare ke
19 first publication.

A copy teste: . Clerk
Southampton Coonty Brard of Supervisers
Adopted @ Muw 29, 2012

105 Crddinenczs'zaning Fling tesaf

6-96

Chairman Jones opened the public hearing for anyone wanting to speak for or against these
fees.

Mr. Ash Cutchin addressed the Board. He said he was in favor of approving them.
Chairman Jones closed the public hearing as there was no one else to speak.

Supervisor West said these fees are more directly in line with the cost of advertising and
things we need to do.

Supervisor Edwards said we are still subsidizing some.
Supervisor West made a motion that we adopt this ordinance amendment as it relates to
fees associated with zoning appeals, comprehensive plan amendments, zoning amendments

and conditional use permits.

Supervisor Edwards seconded the motion which carried unanimously.
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Chairman Jones said they would move to item J.

Mr. Michael Johnson said item J. was an ordinance amendment to establish the local
probate tax. This public hearing is held pursuant to 15.2-1427, Code of Virginia, 1950, as
amended to receive public comment on an ordinance to amend Chapter 15 of the
Southampton County Code by adding Section 15-190 establishing a local tax upon the
probate of every will or grant of administration, in an amount equal to one-third (1/3) of
the amount of state tax on such probate of a will or grant of administration. The notice of
this public hearing was published in the Tidewater News on May 13 and May 20, 2012 as
required by law. After conclusion of the public hearing, the Board of Supervisors will
consider the comments offered this evening before considering adoption. If the Board is
so inclined, a motion is required to adopt the attached ordinance.

AN CRDIMANCE TO AMEND CHAFTER 135 OF THE S0UTHAMPTON COUNTY CODE

2 BY ADDING SECTIM 15-190 TIEAT ESTABLISHES A LIDCAL PROBATE TAX

3

-

:" _____

it . .

7 BE [T ORDAIMED by the Board of Supervisors of Scuthampton County, Wirginie Gl the Southampton
8 County Cnde he, and hereby s, amended by adding Section 13-198 to estublish o Jocal probate

kS

100 Sec.15- 19 Local probate tas.

q There is herehy imposed a Tocal twe upon the probale of every will or granl ol administration
13 which probate or grent of administration is taxed by the state pursuant 1o the provisions §58.1-
14 3805 of the ‘-.-"jrgiui:-l Code, 10 an amoymnl |:|:J|J;-J_| 10 one-thind I:1.""'| i ol the amount of staie wx on
5 =uch probale of 2 will or grent ol sdministeation,

[his tax shall be in addition t te state tax and fee imposed by §58.1-1712 and §38.1-1718,
Code of Virpinia, 1950, as amended.

R e |

The tax herein imposed shall be eollected by the Clerk of the Circuit Court of Southampron
Clonanty whar shall pey the revenues collested into the weasury of the County and shall he sotitled
to compensation for auch service in an amount sgual to five pereent (3%) of the amaunt collected

[

and remittad.

This ordinance shall become effective July 1, 2012

P e S v P I e Y ST
For state faw aetharite, please see §381-I717.0, §38 1-1706, I8 S-2005, FERJ-3R06, angd $550-3807,

of e 1950 Code of Virginlo oy anendad

L B B B B e i
e by B Ld ) —

oo --l

A gupy teste; ) ek
Sunthampton County Roard of Supervisors
Adopted - huy 29, 2002

Heordinecesiprokaly tas des
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Chairman Jones opened the public hearing for anyone wishing to speak for or against the
local probate tax.
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Mr. Jimmy Lee of Shands Drive, Courtland, Virginia addressed the Board. He said he
didn’t exactly understand. He asked what the rate was.

Mr. Michael Johnson said one third of the state tax.

Mr. Jimmy Lee stated that we are taxed to death. The state tax is a big issue. When you
get out in the work force and work all your life and you pay income tax, then if you are
fortunate enough to accumulate anything after you pay taxes on everything that you
accumulate then at your death the family has to pay tax again. He asked if he understood it
right that if they impose this tax it is going to be a tax added to one third of what the state
tax is going to be.

Mr. Richard Railey said no, this is not the Virginia Inheritance Tax.

Mr. Jimmy Lee said okay that answers his question because if it was you are talking about
some big numbers.

Mr. Richard Railey said this refers to what it costs when you go in to probate a will.

Mr. Jimmy Lee said so educate him on a little bit. He asked what a $100,000.00 would
cost you.

Mr. Richard Railey said he didn’t know the amount right off the top of his head.

Supervisor Phillips said he had a notice that was sent to him from Mr. Richard Francis and
to answer the gquestion what this would generate as far as probate tax based on last year’s
figured would generate $10,780.00.

Chairman Jones asked if there was anything else.
Chairman Jones closed the public hearing and asked the Board what they had to say.

Supervisor West said he wasn’t real happy with this thing, but it seemed like the right thing
to do to keep in line with the cost of doing business.

Supervisor Phillips made a motion to adopt this probate tax ordinance.
Supervisor Faison seconded the motion which carried unanimously.
Chairman Jones called for item K.

Mr. Michael Johnson stated item K is an ordinance amendment as it relates to a list of heirs
fee. This public hearing is held pursuant to 15.2-1427, Code of Virginia, 1950, as
amended to receive public comment on an ordinance to amend Chapter 1 of the
Southampton Count Code by adding Section 1-13.3 establishing a fee of twenty-five
dollars ($25.00) for the recordation of a list of heirs pursuant to 64.1-134, or an affidavit
pursuant to 64.1-135 unless a will has been probated for the decedent or there has been a
grant of administration on the decedent’s estate. The notice of this public hearing was
published in the Tidewater News on May 13 and May 20, 2012 as required by law. After
conclusion of the public hearing, the Board of Supervisors will consider the comments
offered this evening before considering adoption. If the Board is so incline, a motion is
required to adopt the attached ordinance.
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AW ORTDIMAMCE TO AMLEND CIIAPTER | OF THE SOUTHAMETON COUNTY CODE

2 Y ADDING SECTION [-13.5 THAT IMPOSES A LOCAL LIST OF HEIRS FEE

4

i

T BEIT QRDAIMELD by the Howrd of Supervisors of Southampton County, Virginia that the Southumpten

k] County Code be, and hershy is, wmended by adding Section 1-13.3 o estublish u fee for recendation of a
9 local list of heirs:

10

11 Sec.1-13.3.  Laocal list of heirs fee,

12

13 There is herehy imposed a twenty-five dallar (F25.00) few lor the recordation of a list of heirs
14 pursuant fo $641-134, or an allidavit pursuant te §64.1-135, unless o will has been probated Tee
15 the decedent ar thers has heen o grant of administration on the decedent’s estate. This Fee shall
16 beinaddition fo the stale tax and [ee imposed by §58.1-1712 and §38.1-1717.1.

17

1% Fop state o enthority, plegne gea $3K0-0717., FIZA-ITIE GRS IR0, YRR I-3R0N, and FEEL-IA0T

19 of the JRA0 Cowdie oof Virpinda o amendzd.

A copy teste: , Clerk
Southampton County Board of Supervisers
Adopted : My 29, 2012

Helandinanzelist of heirs fezdec
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Chairman Jones opened the public hearing.

Mr. Ash Cutchin of Sedley addressed the Board. He stated that he just had a question. He
asked if this is not related to the normal heirs, in other words if he leaves everything to his
wife it is one flat fee and if he leaves everything to all the Board members it is the same.
He said what he was asking was if the number of people he left his estate to effects it.

Mr. Richard Railey said it was a $25.00 flat fee.

There being no one else to speak Chairman Jones closed the public hearing. He asked
what the Board had to say.

Supervisor Edwards made a motion that they adopt this ordinance for a probate tax fee.

Supervisor Porter seconded the motion which carried unanimously.
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Chairman Jones stated the next item of business was item number seven — temporary
outdoor entertainment permit tidewater dirt riders.

Mr. Michael Johnson stated pursuant to Chapter 2.5 of the Southampton Code, please find
an application attached from the Tidewater Dirt Riders for a temporary outdoor
entertainment permit for a motorcycle competition on Sunday, June 10, 2012. The event,
with an estimated attendance of 550 participants and spectators, will be held on property
owned by the T. L. Bain, L.P. on Warrique Road and will include overnight camping for
approximately 75 campers for one night (June 9). The application is consistent with our
local ordinance. Their plans have been reviewed by the Southampton County Sheriff,
Southampton County Health Department, Southampton County Building Official, and the
Ivor Volunteer Rescue Squad. Alcohol is not permitted at the event. In accordance with
Sec. 2.5040 of the Southampton County Code, it is incumbent upon the Board of
Supervisors to act on the application at the May 29, 2012 session. If the Board is so
inclined, a motion is required to approve issuance of the attached permit.

This permit is issued in accordance with Section 2.5-36 of the Southampton County Code following due
consideration and approval by the Board of Supervisors of Southampton County, Virginia on May 29, 2012,

SOUTHAMPTON COUNTY, VIRGINIA
OUTDOOR ENTERTAINMENT PERMIT

EVENT DATE: June 10, 2012 (Between 7:30 a.m. - 65:00 p.m. )

TYPE OF EVENT/LOCATION: Motorcycle Competition/35595 Warrigue RBd,. JIveon

PERMIT HOLDER: Tidewater Dirt Riders
7946 Orchid Avenue Norfolk, VA 23518
RESPONSIBLE PARTY: Brian Mevez

CONDITIONS:__ rermit holde:

filed with

E fully comply with all statements and plans

the permit appli non April 1, 2012. Overnight campina for up to

S sites one pnisht only on June 9, 2012, - =

This permit must be posted in a conspicuous place for the duration of the event.

e

Clerﬁ, -Board of Sup-er-viscrs

i ')
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70 Mike Johrsen, Courty Administrans:

F RO Buth Lesvis, AICF, Community Daveloprment Dirantnr%L/
DATE: May 3, 2012

RE: Tidewater [t Ricer pean

AlacHad please find the application and required approvals far the annua Tidewalar Dirl Riders
envant 1o take place on Jung 8 ang 10, 2012 al 35295 Wamgue Road, lvor. The svent bas been
taald for & numbear of yaars at this locatian, and the plans for this vear's avenl follow arovious
VESTE DAnS

Itiz planned that approxemataly 530 people will ltend the evert, with gates apaning the marning
of June 9. These gre planned aporcemately 73 lamporary silas for ovarmight namping the night
of.bune 8. The participans are planned 1o have vamated the property by 82K June 10

»  Madical sarvices will be provided by the hear Volustess Resoue Sguad,

= The bvor Community Hunt Club weth warkc with the dief rider ceganization to bandle parking

and raffic corral
s The proposed santation @an has been approved by the Heallh Depariment.
= The trafic contal/parkingsecurity plan has seen approves] by the Shernills Olica.

As e roguired approvals have baon subrmitbed. b Building Official in the Community
Cevelopment Departmant has recommendad spproval the application snd forsands 1 o the
Bosard of Supervisars for review and aopraval

May 29, 2012
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Apnl 1 2012

[« . Mike Johnson
SouthHampton County Adrminstrator
=0, Bow 400
26022 Administration Ceeter Dr.
Courfland, Virgnia 23837
From.  Brige Meyar
Tideawater Dirt Riders
TR Crehid Sve
Warfalk Wa 23518

Ra: Motorcycle Event June 10, 2012

[i=ar Mr. Johnsan:

Enclosed you will find the compdeted apoication ang all the necessary documants recuirad to apply for
a permit under a Culdocr Enterkmment ordinaincs Tor Southampton County

If you hawva any guestions, ar nzed any additonal inforrmation, please contact me at 757-508-9199
Trank yau for yaur fima.

Respessfiilly

Briar Meyar

74

Chairman Jones stated that we have been approving this event for quite a while over the
years.

Supervisor West said he had talked to Phil Bain about the years about this event and it is a
good event and it donates money directly to the Ivor Fire and Rescue Squad. There is no
alcohol. He stated he had been invited to the event and he had actually been over to the
restricted area. He highly recommends it highly because he thinks it is an entertaining
thing for those who like it and they have had no problems with it. He made a motion to
approve this permit.

Supervisor Phillips seconded the motion which carried unanimously.
Chairman Jones stated the next item of business was item number 8.

Mr. Michael Johnson stated that we have a request from Mr. Richard Harris to address the
Board.
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Richard R. Harris
27161 Trinity Church Rd
Courtland, VA 23837
Office # 757-859-9111
Home # 757-653-2408

May 8, 2012

Ms. Cindy Edwards
P.O. Box 400
Courtland, VA 23837

Dear Ms. Edwards:

I'm faxing you a copy of the letter | mailed to you on 5/4/2012
Hopefully you've received it by now.

Please add the topic of elections to the issues | wish to speak about.

Sincerely,

W schs ) Hais

Richarﬁ R Harris

Richard R. Harris RECEIVED MAY - 8 2012
27161 Trinity Church Rd

Courtland, VA 23837

Office # 757-859-9111

Home # 757-653-2408

May 4, 2012

Ms. Cindy Edwards
P.O. Box 400
Courtland, VA 23837

Dear Ms. Edwards:

It is my desire to address the Board of Supervisors during early
appearances at their next regular scheduled meeting. | assume this will
be on 5/29/2012 as 5/28/2012 is Memorial Day.

My phone numbers are listed above if this in incorrect. | would also like
to know if the proposed meetings of 5/21 & 5/23 will be held in the
board room OR at the high school along with the times.

| want to speak about taxes, fees, poverty, taxes with representation
versus taxes without representation & the proposed budget.

84
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Mr. Richard Harris of 27161 Trinity Church Road, Courtland, Virginia addressed the
Board. He stated that the Board has a deep inability to balance the budget without a tax or
fee increase. He said Supervisor Updike is the only one on the Board who understands that
the fee is atax. He stated that 540 of 4,502 families in 2000 were under the poverty level.
Now 785 are under the poverty level out of a population of 18,570 plus 14.5% of those age
65 or older are on social security are even below the poverty line. Then we had tax rate
increases last year. He stated that Wingate and Associates came in and raised taxes. He
said he didn’t know how he came up with the assessments whether he used a crystal ball, a
Wigi Board, or what to come up with those figures. He stated there was nothing fair and
equitable about them. He said there was $411.00 paid in taxes on Beale’s Meat Packing
Plant in 2011. He stated the taxes on the bricks and mortar on his home was more than
that. Now here you go again putting a $200.00 trash fee on the citizens. He said you have
ten more days to come up with a balanced budget without any tax or fee increases. He said
it’s like George Jones song “If you can’t see the picture read the writing on the wall”. He
stated that he has read seven different newspapers online. He said there had been a decline
in home sales. Home sales were down 9.4% from January 2011 and lower than they had
been since 1963. The Virginia Pilot showed home sales down 11% in Chesapeake,
Portsmouth down 2.2%, and Norfolk down 4.5% and Suffolk 2.2%. The average for
Virginia was reported to be 5.7%. When housing sales are down and assessments are
down everywhere else in Virginia what makes you think Southampton County is oblivious
to it. There is no uranium, no gold, and no oil in Southampton County. Over 200 years
ago our forefathers set up the plan to not have taxation without representation. We are fast
approaching that point. Four out of seven of the Board members were replaced and we
have to wait 3 Y2 years before we can replace them. Maybe we need to change the term
limits when a Board member only serves a two year term so that no one is entitled to be
elected and occupy the seat forever. He said he was proud that he lived in a country where
he could come and address those that represent him because if he said to some countries
what he had said tonight he would be arrested and carried off somewhere but we live in a
wonderful country in which the First Amendment gives him the right to stand before you
and express his opinion.

Supervisor West said Amen.

Mr. Richard Harris said you didn’t have to like what he said, but you give him the right to
do that and you listened to him and he thanked the Board for that.

Chairman Jones stated we would move on to number nine — Virginia Retirement System
Matters.

Mr. Michael Johnson said as you are aware, legislation approved by the General Assembly
in the 2012 session requires local governments to make certain decisions no later than July
1 relative to VRS employer and member retirement contributions. He said he would speak
first in relation to the election/certification of employer contribution. As most of you are
aware on December 19, 2011, the Virginia Retirement System Board of Trustees certified
and “Employer” contribution rate of 14.49% for Southampton County for FY’s 2013 and
FY 2014. In Fy’s 2011 and 2012, our rate was certified at 11.22%. The new rate is based



