 August 24, 2009


At a regular meeting of the Southampton County Board of Supervisors held in the Board Room of the Southampton County Office Center, 26022 Administrative Center Drive, Courtland, Virginia on August 24, 2009 at 8:30 AM.         

SUPERVISORS PRESENT

Dallas O. Jones, Chairman  (Drewryville)

Walter L. Young, Jr., Vice-Chairman  (Franklin)

Walter D. Brown, III (Newsoms)

Carl J. Faison  (Boykins-Branchville)

Anita T. Felts  (Jerusalem)

Ronald M. West

Moses Wyche  (Capron)

SUPERVISORS ABSENT

None

OTHERS PRESENT

Michael W. Johnson, County Administrator (Clerk)

James A. Randolph, Assistant County Administrator

Julia G. Williams, Finance Director

Robert L. Barnett, Director of Community Development

Julien W. Johnson, Jr. Public Utilities Director

Richard E. Railey, Jr., County Attorney

Susan H. Wright, Administrative Secretary

Chairman Jones called the meeting to order, and after the Pledge of Allegiance, Supervisor Faison gave the invocation.    

Chairman Jones sought approval of the minutes of the July 27, 2009 Regular Session.  They were approved as presented, as there were no additions or corrections.  

Regarding highway matters, Chairman Jones recognized Mr. Joe Lomax, Residency Administrator of the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) Franklin Residency.  

Mr. Lomax acknowledged that the number one topic was likely grass (cutting).  It was almost time for the third cut on the primary roads.  As they knew, they were cutting grass on the secondary roads only twice this year.  VDOT crews were now looking at intersections, site distances, and some of the back slopes that were now encroaching over into the ditch line and shoulder area.  He noted that the large amount of rain this past month had caused the grass to grow a lot faster than anticipated – they would adjust accordingly.  

Mr. Lomax stated that Old Place Road (Rt. 657) was near completion.  Upon its completion, it would be a paved road with improved drainage.  The Rural Rustic concept enabled them to complete this project for half the cost while keeping with good quality.  

Mr. Lomax informed that they had been working with the USDA regarding some problems on Clarksbury and Tanns Road with silt from fields filling up the ditches and roads.  They were also having problems with the silt washing out some areas, especially on Tanns Road.  The USDA was working with the farmer.  They could not force him to cooperate, but had offered him some options to help redirect the drainage to the proper channels.      

Mr. Lomax advised that they were now in the third period of the blueprint, which was the reduction of VDOT forces and services.  Unless something changed, the Franklin Residency would absorb part of the Waverly Residency Area.  He would know something by December.  

Mr. Lomax welcomed any concerns.  

Vice-Chairman Young asked Mr. Lomax to clarify the grass-cutting situation.  Mr. Lomax explained that service levels were reduced based on funding and the blueprint.  Grass cutting on the primary roads was reduced to 3 cuts and the secondary roads, 2 cuts.  They were not cutting the ditches and back slopes at all.  They would address areas with site distance issues such as intersections and curves.  He and Mr. Jerry Kee, Assistant Residency Administrator, would ride (in cars in order to do a fair assessment) throughout the County to identify areas needing attention.  
Vice-Chairman Young stated that his concern was that the state was no longer maintaining the land from the ditch to the property line that they (the state) had taken for widening roads, overpasses, etc.  Vegetation was growing on the land and there were 4 ft. tall gum trees in some areas.  What did the state have to cut these trees with in 3 years other than a chainsaw?  Mr. Lomax advised that he could not answer that.  Vice-Chairman Young asked if he could find out?  Mr. Lomax replied yes, he would be glad to.  He noted that he had brought that up before to the state because unless it was cut, in a couple years VDOT crews would not be able to cut it with a mower.  It was being looked into and he hoped they would come up with a solution.  

Mr. Lomax advised that these issues were due to the financial state they were in right now.  And he just learned last week that another $135 million had to come off of the top in this fiscal year, on top of what had already been done (service level reductions, etc.).  He did not know the answers but would look into it.  

Supervisor Felts thanked VDOT for their attention to the Darden Scout Girl Scout Camp driveway/entrance.  However, she understood that it was beginning to fill back in/erode.  As a result, it may need to be monitored.  Mr. Lomax advised that he would look into it.  

Supervisor West indicated to Mr. Lomax that he understood he was in a tight spot.  However, he also shared the concerns of Vice-Chairman Young.  Sweet gums had already taken over the shoulders and it bothered him a whole lot.  He thanked Mr. Lomax for his assistance.    

Supervisor Brown stated to Mr. Lomax that he understood the economic situation and that he was trying to be as proactive as possible.  He asked Mr. Lomax if there was a grass-cutting schedule or time line showing when the grass on certain secondary roads was scheduled to be cut?   He would like to be able to better answer his constituents’ questions with regards to grass-cutting.  Mr. Lomax advised that the superintendents were responsible for their own schedules, but he would be glad to get a schedule from them.  

Supervisor Brown stated to Mr. Lomax, that although they had talked about it before (outside of the Board of Supervisors’ meeting), he wanted to remind him that the Coffer Coasters Civic Organization in Newsoms would like to meet with him to discuss the water problem there.  He (Supervisor Brown) would like to sit down with him first before scheduling a meeting with the Coffer Coasters.  

Mr. Lomax went on record and stated that the Coffer Coasters had not contacted him at all.  The last letter he received from them was last August.  In addition, Mr. Jerry Kee, Assistant Residency Administrator, had been to the Newsoms Town Meetings and no one had brought any issues to VDOT.  Last year the Coffer Coasters had indicated that there were water problems on Bishop Poquoson Road.  There was one church on that secondary road – no one lived on that road.  To bring that road up to grade would require major reconstruction.  He indicated to Supervisor Brown that he would be happy to meet with him.  

Mr. Lomax informed Supervisor Wyche that Medicine Springs Road still did not meet the requirements for a speed reduction.  However, they would continue to monitor it.  

Supervisor Faison thanked Mr. Lomax for his assistance with the roads in the Boykins-Branchville area.  

Chairman Jones advised that on Adams Grove Road at the Rawlings Farm, each time it rained, silt from the farm driveway was running into the road.  It had been a problem all summer.  Mr. Lomax stated that he would take care of it.  

Mr. Michael Johnson, County Administrator, advised that included in the agenda was a resolution requesting the Commonwealth Transportation Board to provide funding from the Economic Development Access Program to pay for a portion of the industrial access road that would serve the Turner Tract Industrial Park.  In accordance with VDOT requirements, the resolution obligated the county to provide appropriate surety to the Commonwealth in the event that sufficient qualifying private investment did not occur within five (5) years.  

Mr. Johnson read aloud the following resolution:


At a regularly scheduled meeting of the Southampton County Board of Supervisors held on August 24, 2009, on a motion by _______________, seconded by _______________, the following resolution was adopted by a vote of _____ to _____.  


WHEREAS, the Southampton County Industrial Development Authority has acquired property for the purpose of economic development use located off of Rose Valley Road (State Route 688) in Southampton County, Virginia, for the purpose of economic development within the Turner Tract Industrial Park; and


WHEREAS, this property is expected to be the site of new private capital investment in land, building, and manufacturing equipment which will provide substantial employment; and


WHEREAS, the proposed subdivided parcels of the subject property have no access to a public street or highway and will require the construction of a new roadway to connect with Rose Valley Road (State Route 688); and


WHEREAS, the County of Southampton hereby guarantees that the necessary environmental analysis, mitigation, and fee simple right of way for this improvement and utility relocations or adjustments, if necessary, will be provided at no cost to the Economic Development Access Fund; and


WHEREAS, the County of Southampton acknowledges that the State Environmental Review Process (SERP) must be completed prior to any construction activity on this project as a condition of the use of the Economic Development Access Fund; and


WHEREAS, the County of Southampton hereby guarantees that all ineligible project costs and all costs not justified by eligible capital outlay will be provided from sources other than those administered by the Virginia Department of Transportation.  


NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT:  The Southampton County Board of Supervisors hereby requests that the Commonwealth Transportation Board provide Economic Development Access Program funding to provide an adequate road to this property; and


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT:  The Southampton County Board of Supervisors hereby agrees to provide a surety or bond, acceptable to and payable to the Virginia Department of Transportation, in the full amount of the Commonwealth Transportation Board’s allocation less eligible private capital outlay credit determined by VDOT; this surety shall be exercised by the Department of Transportation in the event that sufficient qualifying capital investment does not occur on qualifying parcel(s) in the Turner Tract Industrial Park within five years of the Commonwealth Transportation Board’s allocation of funds pursuant to this request; and


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT:  The Southampton County Board of Supervisors hereby agrees that the new roadway so constructed will be added to and become a part of the secondary system of state highways.  



(SEAL)


A COPY TESTE: _________________________








                                 Chairperson               

Vice-Chairman Young moved, seconded by Supervisor West, to adopt the resolution.  All were in favor.  

Mr. Johnson requested deferment of the next highway matter (Amendment of the Six-Year Plan) until next month, as he was still awaiting a resolution from Mr. Jerry Kee.  

Regarding reports, various reports were received and provided in the agenda.  They were Financial, Sheriff’s Office (Communication Center Activities, EMS and Fire Department Activities, Traffic Tickets, and Civil Papers), Animal Control, Litter Control, and Building Permits.  Also, New Housing Starts, Treasurer’s Report, Delinquent Tax Collection, Solid Waste Quantities, and Personnel.  

In regards to Animal Control, Supervisor Brown noted that he was still getting a lot of concerns about problems with cats.  

In regards to the Personnel Report, Mr. Johnson advised that Toni M. Duncan was hired in the Commonwealth Attorney’s Office effective 08/17/09 at an annual salary of $46,297.  He was please to inform that J. Michael Blythe of the Sheriff’s Office, who had been on active military leave since 07/09/08, had returned home.  

Moving to financial matters, Mr. Johnson announced that bills in the amount of $5,955,816.73        were received. 

Vice-Chairman Young moved, seconded by Supervisors Felts and Wyche, that the bills in the amount of $5,955,816.73 be paid with check numbers 93532 through 93934.  All were in favor.    

Moving to appointments, Mr. Johnson announced that since last month, he had received additional guidance on the gubernatorial appointment process for SPSA Directors.  The Governor had requested that each member locality submit its three nominees by November 1, 2009.  Each member locality must complete the Nomination for Gubernatorial Appointment and each nominee must complete the Application for Gubernatorial Appointment (copies of forms were included in the agenda).  In addition, each nominee must provide a resume to the Governor and any other information they wished to provide in connection with the “general business knowledge” requirement of the statute.  The Governor would consider nominees between November 1 and December 15.  He would then select and appoint 1 of the nominees as a member of the new Board of Directors and 1 of the other nominees as an “alternate” member.  While the nominations would have to be confirmed by the General Assembly, terms would officially begin on January 1, 2010. 

As discussed last month, he had received calls or letters of interest from the following four (4) prospective candidates:

1) Roy W. Chesson – Berlin-Ivor District – a graduate of the U.S. Naval Academy with a B.S. in Chemistry and a MBA from Old Dominion University.  Mr. Chesson was a Naval Officer for 20 years and presently worked for the City of Newport News as a Management Analyst in their Department of Public Works;

2) Ron Cornwell – Capron District – a graduate of the University of Richmond supplemented by masters level course work at George Washington University.  Mr. Cornwell retired with 27 years of service to the Commonwealth of Virginia, the last 20 as an Adult Probation and Parole Officer;

3) Glenn Updike – Newsoms District – a graduate of Virginia Tech with a Master’s Degree from Virginia State.  Mr. Updike retired from Virginia Cooperative Extension as an agricultural farm agent.  He was a local farmer and active attendant at meetings of the Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission.  Mr. Updike formerly served on the Board of Equalization and presently served on the Board of Building Code Appeals.

4) Stanya Yonker – Berlin-Ivor District – completed coursework at Tidewater Community College.  Ms. Yonker presently worked as the Finance and Operations Director for the Blackwater Regional Library in Courtland.  She formerly worked in variety of positions for the Cavalier Golf and Yacht Club in Virginia Beach including Controller, Office Manager and Assistant Office Manager.  

Mr. Johnson noted that some of the Board members may have been contacted directly by other interested candidates.  

Vice-Chairman Young advised that he would like to add Mr. John R. Rawls of Capron, VA as a prospective candidate.  Mr. Rawls attended East Carolina University for 3 years, played professional baseball, and ran his own business for 20 years.  He was currently the Vice President of Grayson Mitchell Trucking in Emporia, VA – it began as a business worth $5 million and was now worth $50 million.   

Supervisor West advised that he strongly supported Mr. Roy Chesson, whom he submitted last month as a prospective candidate.  

It was consensus of the Board to defer the nomination of 3 candidates for consideration by the Governor until next month, as it was anticipated that there would be more interested candidates.  

Mr. Johnson advised that as they may recall from their May meeting, the Board established a Complete Count Committee, charged with working with the community and business organizations to encourage full participation in the 2010 census.  Each Board member was requested to nominate two committee members from his/her respective election district.  Collectively, the committee members should represent a cross section of the community and be willing and able to serve until the census was over.  They would be asked to implement a creative outreach campaign in areas that may pose a challenge in 2010.  Members might include persons from the areas of education, media, business, religion, and community groups.  He informed that 4 ladies were appointed last month: 2 from Boykins-Branchville and 1 each from Drewryville and Franklin.  Ms. Patricia Knight with the U.S. Census had agreed to return to Southampton County to provide training for the committee once they were appointed.  He had also asked Mrs. Beth Lewis, our new Principal Planner, to serve as the staff liaison to this committee.  

Mr. Johnson clarified that the Committee’s purpose was more for outreach – getting the word out.  

The following additional names were submitted:

· Linda Behnken  (submitted by Vice-Chairman Young)

· Will Haas  (Supervisor West)

· Gloria Easter (Chairman Jones)

· Paige Sturdifen (Supervisor Wyche)

· Diane Wyche  (Supervisor Wyche)

Supervisors not submitting any names or only submitting one name indicated that they had talked to individuals but had not heard back from them.  As a result, they would be prepared with their names next month.
Supervisor Brown informed Supervisor Wyche that Mr. Ellis Wright, who resided in the Capron District, may be interested in serving.  Supervisor Wyche advised that Mr. Wright actually resided in the Drewryville District.  

Vice-Chairman Young moved, seconded by Supervisor Wyche, to nominate Linda Behnken, Will Haas, Gloria Easter, Paige Sturdifen, and Diane Wyche to the Complete Count Committee.  All were in favor.  

Moving to the capital funding request, Mr. Johnson announced that included in the agenda was a capital funding request from the Drewryville Volunteer Fire Department.  They intended to apply the proceeds towards purchase of a new 2009 Ford F-350 brush truck.  Capital funding in the amount of $14,000 had been set aside for each fire department in FY 2010 and $7,000 had been budgeted for each volunteer rescue squad.  Funds were earmarked annually for each department or squad and held in escrow pending specific approval by the Board of Supervisors. Escrowed funds continued to accrue for each department/squad if they were not drawn down.  The table, included in the agenda, indicated the status of capital appropriations since FY 2000.  As they could see, the request was in order. He noted that through August 18, 2009 they had collectively appropriated $1,177,500 for fire and rescue improvements and were holding in escrow an additional $302,500.     

Supervisor Wyche moved, seconded by Vice-Chairman Young, to approve the capital funding request of the Drewryville Volunteer Fire Department in the amount of $14,000.  All were in favor.  

Moving forward, Mr. Johnson announced that they may recall from their June meeting adopting a resolution endorsing and supporting Greenwood RRST LLC’s application for $105,000 in Industrial Access Railroad Funds to construct a new rail spur at their Branchville location.  Since that time, Greenwood had determined that it was unnecessary to install the new rail spur to meet their needs, and that extensions of the existing spurs would suffice.  There were already two rail spurs on the site, both constructed in 2001, serving Meherrin Ag & Chemical Company and Eastern Fuels, Inc. Each of those was also constructed with Industrial Access Railroad Funding. The revised cost estimate has been subsequently reduced to $46,500 based on a 290’ track extension.  Program Guidelines required each applicant to discuss their project with their respective local government and to secure a resolution of support from their Board or Council.  Accordingly, Greenwood RRST LLC was seeking the Board’s support of their request for $46,500 in Industrial Access Railroad Track Funds.

Mr. Johnson reminded that the Industrial Access Railroad Program was administered by the Commonwealth Transportation Board and was intended to be used as an incentive to encourage industrial or commercial development.  New or expanding businesses and industries were eligible to apply directly to the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation for funding to construct railroad tracks to access their respective industrial sites.  Funds may be used for engineering, environmental mitigation, site preparation and track construction.  According to Program Guidelines, no more than $300,000 of unmatched funds may be allocated to any one project in any fiscal year.  Any funds in excess of $300,000 must be matched dollar-for-dollar by the recipient. Applications were competitive with the projected number of railroad car loads and added employment carrying significant weight in the scoring.
Mr. Johnson read aloud the following amended resolution:

RESOLUTION OF LOCAL SUPPORT FOR THE UTILIZATION OF INDUSTRIAL

 ACCESS RAILROAD TRACK FUNDS
A RESOLUTION OF THE 

SOUTHAMPTON COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Whereas, Greenwood RRST, LLC has expressed its intent and desire to the Southampton County Board of Supervisors to locate its industrial operation in Southampton County; and

Whereas, Greenwood RRST, LLC and its operation will require rail access; and

Whereas, Greenwood RRST, LLC has reported to the county their intent to apply for Industrial Access Railroad Track Funds from the Commonwealth of Virginia’s Department of Rail and Public Transportation in the amount of $46,500; and

Whereas, Greenwood RRST, LLC has requested that the Southampton County Board of Supervisors provide a resolution supporting its application for said funds which are administered by the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation.  

Now, therefore, be it resolved, that the Southampton County Board of Supervisors hereby endorses and supports the application of Greenwood RRST, LLC for $46,500 in Industrial Access Railroad Track Funds; and

Be it further resolved, that the Southampton County Board of Supervisors hereby makes known its desire and intent to assist industrial development in the Commonwealth of Virginia and to provide support for the location of industrial facilities in Southampton County.  

Adopted:  August 24, 2009








___________________________________








Dallas O. Jones, Chairman








Southampton County Board of Supervisors

A COPY TESTE:

___________________________________

Michael W. Johnson, Clerk
Vice-Chairman Young moved, seconded by Supervisor Felts, to adopt the resolution.  All were in favor.  

Proceeding to the public hearings, Mr. Johnson announced that the first public hearing was to consider the following:


An ordinance amending Article II, Chapter 9, of the Southampton County Code by 


eliminating the requirement to purchase and display annual license decals on vehicles 


registered in unincorporated areas of Southampton County.  The aforesaid ordinance did 


not eliminate the levy of the annual license tax, which shall be due and payable by 


December 5 each year.  The aforesaid ordinance further provides that such license tax is 


due and payable whether or not the motor vehicle is in actual operation or used on a public 


street or road;

The ordinance is as follows:

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND ARTICLE II, CHAPTER 9 OF THE SOUTHAMPTON COUNTY CODE  BY ELIMINATING THE REQUIREMENT TO PURCHASE AND DISPLAY ANNUAL LICENSE DECALS ON VEHICLES REGISTERED IN UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF SOUTHAMPTON COUNTY  

- - - - -
BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Southampton County, Virginia that the Southampton County Code be, and hereby is, amended as illustrated herein below:

ARTICLE II.  COUNTY MOTOR VEHICLE LICENSE*


__________

*Cross references:  Licenses, Ch. 8.  

State law references:  Local motor vehicle license, Code of Virginia, § 46.2-752 et seq.  


__________


Sec. 9-36.
Application of article generally.


This article shall not apply to persons who do not actually reside in the county or to firms or corporations who do not actually maintain a place of business in the county, unless the vehicle subject to tax is kept within the county at least three (3) nights, on an average, in each week, in which case such vehicle shall be subject to tax; provided, that no vehicle which is subject to and has purchased, in addition to valid state tags of this or any other state, a city or town tag of a city or town in this or any other state, shall be subject to the license tax provided in this article.

Sec. 9-37. 
License tax imposed; exception.


(a)   There is hereby imposed by the board of supervisors a license tax upon every person owning a motor vehicle, trailer or semitrailer, regularly housed or stored in the county and used or intended to be regularly operated upon the streets or highways in the county, except as otherwise specifically provided in this article.


(b)   The provisions of this chapter shall not apply to any vehicle exempted by the provisions of Code of Virginia, §§ 46.2-662 through 46.2-684 and 46.2-755, nor shall the provisions of this article apply to any vehicle licensed pursuant to Code of Virginia, § 46.2-750.

Sec. 9-38.
Application; issuance of plate, etc. License tax due whether or not vehicle is in operation.

(a)   Every person owning a motor vehicle, trailer or semitrailer, regularly housed or stored in the county and used or intended to be regularly operated upon the streets or highways in the county, shall make application for and procure a county motor vehicle license.


(b)   Application for the license herein prescribed shall be made to the treasurer of the county or his authorized agent in incorporated towns on forms providing for the name and address of the applicant and a description of the motor vehicle for which the license is to be issued. The license tax shall be paid to the treasurer. Upon the payment of the license tax, the treasurer shall issue to the applicant a county or town license plate, tag or other indicia of license for such motor vehicle.


No person shall operate a motor vehicle subject to the license tax imposed in this Article unless the requisite license tax shall be paid to the treasurer. Failure to pay the license tax shall constitute a violation of this Article, whether or not the vehicle is in actual operation or on public road or street.

Sec. 9-39.
License tax for motor vehicles, trailers, and semitrailers--Exemptions; weights used for computing tax; burden of proof.


(a)
By February 15 December 5 of each year, every owner of a motor vehicle, trailer, and/or semitrailer regularly housed or stored in the county shall pay an annual license tax as follows:

(1)
Private passenger motor vehicle.  Twenty-three dollars ($23.00) for each private passenger car, pickup truck, panel truck or motor home if such vehicle or motor home weighs four thousand (4,000) pounds, or less, provided that it is not used for the transportation of passengers for compensation and is not kept or used for rent or for hire, or is not operated under a lease without a chauffeur.  

(2)
Private motor vehicle with seating for more than ten adults.  Thirty cents ($0.30) per one hundred (100) pounds or major fraction thereof for a private motor vehicle other than a motorcycle with a normal seating capacity of more than ten adults including the driver if the private motor vehicle is not used for the transportation of passengers for compensation and is not kept or used for rent or for hire, or is not operated under a lease without a chauffeur. In no case shall the tax be less than twenty-three dollars ($23.00).  

(3)
Private school bus.  Twenty-three dollars ($23.00) for a bus used exclusively for transportation of children to and from private school. 

(4)
Trailer or semitrailer used as living quarters.  Ten dollars ($10.00) for each trailer or semitrailer designed for use as living quarters for human beings.

  

(5)
Motor vehicle, truck or tractor truck for rent or hire.  Twenty-three dollars ($23.00) for each motor vehicle, truck, or tractor truck kept or used for rent or for hire or operated under a lease without a chauffeur for the transportation of passengers. An additional tax of five dollars ($5.00) shall be charged if the vehicle weighs more than four thousand (4,000) pounds. This subsection shall not apply to vehicles used as common carriers. 

(6)
Taxicabs.  Twenty-three dollars ($23.00) for a taxicab or other vehicle which is kept for rent or hire operated with a chauffeur for the transportation of passengers, and which operates or should operate under permits issued by the Virginia Department of Motor Vehicles as required by law.  

(7)
Motorcycles, with or without sidecar.  Fifteen dollars ($15.00) for a motorcycle, with or without a sidecar.  

(8)
Church or Sunday school bus.  Ten dollars ($10.00) for a bus used exclusively for transportation to and from Sunday school or church, for the purpose of divine worship. Reserved  

(9)
Trailers and semitrailers not designed and used for transportation of passengers.  The license tax for trailers and semitrailers not designed and used for transportation of passengers shall be:  


0--1,500 pounds
$ 6.00


1,501--4,000 pounds
10.00


4,001 pounds and above
12.00

(10)
Well drilling machinery.  Ten dollars ($10.00) for any motor vehicle, trailer, or semitrailer on which well-drilling machinery is attached and which is permanently used solely for transporting such machinery.  

(11)
Combination tractor trucks and semitrailers.  Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (b) herein below, in the case of a tractor truck and a semitrailer, each vehicle constituting a part of such combination shall be licensed as a separate vehicle. , and separate vehicle license decals shall be issued for each. Fees Taxes shall be calculated in accordance with paragraphs (5) and (9) referenced herein above.  


(b)
Exemptions. The following motor vehicles are exempted from the provisions of subsection (a) herein above:



(1)
Backhoes and other equipment used exclusively for construction



(2)
Vehicles used exclusively for spraying fruit trees and other plants



(3)
Vehicles used exclusively for agricultural or horticultural purposes

(4)
Vehicles used exclusively for seasonal transportation of farm produce or livestock



(5)
Farm machinery and tractors



(6)
Tractors, trailers and log carts owned by sawmill operators



(7)
Farm vehicles transporting fertilizer, cotton or peanuts



(8)
Golf carts



(9)
Self-propelled wheelchairs



(10)
Forklifts


  (11)
Tractors, rollers and other machinery used for highway construction purposes



(12)
Buses operated in special or chartered service



(13)
Motor carriers which are subject to the Interstate motor carrier road tax



(14)
Members in good standing of the volunteer fire and rescue departments



(15)
Former prisoners of war and disabled veterans


(16)
Church or Sunday school buses  

(c)   The manufacturer's shipping weight or scale weight shall be used for computing all fees required by this section to be based upon the weight of the vehicle.


(d)   The applicant for the license owner bears the burden of proof that the vehicle for which licensure is sought is entitled by weight, design, and use to be licensed at the amount tendered. by the applicant to the treasurer or his authorized agent.

Secs. 9-40, 9-41.
Reserved.

Sec. 9-42.  Proration of tax; refund of tax.


(a)
One-half of the annual tax prescribed by this article shall be collected whenever any license is issued vehicle is registered during the period beginning on the first day of September July in any year and ending on the fifteenth day of November thirty-first day of December in the same license year. , and one-third of such fee shall be collected whenever any license is issued after the fifteenth day of November in any license year. However, any owner of a vehicle(s) who has owned said vehicle(s) for the full taxable year, as defined in this chapter, shall not be permitted to pay a prorated license tax as noted hereinabove. The full license tax shall be due and payable for each such vehicle.


(b)
Any person holding a current registration certificate and license under this article who disposes of the vehicle for which it was issued and does not purchase another vehicle may surrender the license plate or other indicia of license and registration certificate to the treasurer with a statement that the vehicle for which the license plate was issued has been sold, and request a refund for the unused portion of the fee paid. The treasurer shall refund to the applicant one-half of the total cost of the registration and license plate or other indicia of license if application for such refund is made prior to the first day of September of the current license year, but such refund shall only be one-third of such total cost when the application therefor is made subsequent to the first day of September of the current license year, but prior to the first day November of the current license year. No refund shall be made when application therefor is made after the first day of November of the current license year.  There shall be no refund or proration of any license tax paid for any vehicle disposed of or moved out of the county after January 1 of each year.

Sec. 9-43.
Disposition of fees.


All fees collected pursuant to this article shall be deposited by the treasurer in the general revenue fund of the county.

Sec. 9-44.  License not to be issued until personal property taxes on vehicle paid.  Reserved.

No vehicle taxable under the provisions of this article shall be licensed unless and until the applicant for such license shall have produced satisfactory evidence that all personal property taxes upon the vehicle to be licensed, which personal property taxes have been assessed or are assessable against such applicant, have been paid and satisfactory evidence that any delinquent personal property taxes owing thereupon have been paid which have been properly assessed or are assessable against the applicant by the county.

Sec. 9-45.
License year.


The license year under the terms of this article shall commence on the first day of February January and shall expire on the fifteenth day of February of the following calendar year thirty first day of December. 

Sec. 9-46.  Display of license plate, etc.


Metal license plates issued to the licensee pursuant to this article shall be displayed with the state license plate at the front or rear of the vehicle. Decals or other stickers issued pursuant to this article, at the option of the motor vehicle's owner, shall be affixed either at the upper edge of the center of the windshield or at some other place which may be designated by the superintendent of the department of state police.


Sec. 9-46.1.  Display of decals by nonresidents.


(a)   The owner or operator of a motor vehicle, trailer or semi-trailer from another locality that is a party to a compact with the county for the regional enforcement of local motor vehicle license requirements shall display on his vehicle a valid local decal issued by that locality, provided that the owner or operator is required by the jurisdiction of situs, as provided in Section 58.1-3511 of the Code of Virginia, 1950, to obtain and display such license.


(b)   A violation of this section shall constitute a class four misdemeanor.


Sec. 9-47.  Transfer of license plate, etc.


Any owner who sells or transfers a registered motor vehicle, trailer or semitrailer previously registered under the provisions of this article may have the license plate or other indicia of license and the registration number thereon assigned to another vehicle of like design, and titled in such owner's name upon application to the treasurer on forms providing for the name and address of the applicant and a description of the motor vehicle for which such license has been issued, as well as a description of the motor vehicle to which such license is to be transferred. Such application shall be accompanied by a fee of one dollar ($1.00).

(Code 1976, § 10-19)


Sec. 9-48.  Duplicate license plate, etc.


In the event that any license plate or other indicia of license issued under the provisions of this article shall be lost or mutilated or shall have become illegible, the person who is entitled thereto shall make immediate application for and obtain a duplicate or substitute therefor upon furnishing information of such fact satisfactory to the treasurer, and upon payment of one dollar ($1.00). A person having once applied for and received a duplicate or substitute license plate or other indicia of license shall not be entitled to apply again for and receive a duplicate or substitute license plate or other indicia of license during the license year for which the original license plate or other indicia of license was issued.

Sec. 9-49 46.  Enforcement.


(a)   It shall be unlawful for any person to operate a motor vehicle, trailer, or semi-trailer, as set out in section 9-39 and 9-40, after February 15 of any license year established in this article, without having paid the requisite license tax and displaying the current county decal required by this article. Any such motor vehicle, trailer, or semi-trailer parked on any public street or in any public parking lot without displaying such current county decal shall be presumed to have been operated by its owner in violation of this section.  Any person or entity who violates this section shall be guilty of a Class IV misdemeanor, and each day's continuance of such violation shall constitute a separate offense.


(b)   Any owner or operator of a motor vehicle, trailer or semi- trailer from another locality, that is a party to a compact with the county for the regional enforcement of local motor vehicle license requirements, shall be required to display on his, her and/or its vehicle a valid local decal issued by such locality; provided that the owner or operator is required by the jurisdiction of situs to obtain and display such license.  This article shall be enforced by the Southampton County Treasurer’s Office which is hereby authorized and empowered to issue a 10% late payment penalty and interest to any person or entity violating the provisions of this article. 

(c)   Any person or entity who violates this section shall be guilty of a Class IV misdemeanor, and each day's continuance of such violation shall constitute a separate offense.


(d)   Purchasers of new or used motor vehicles, trailers or semi-trailers shall be allowed a twenty-day grace period, beginning with the date of purchase, during which to pay the requisite license tax and display the correct license decal required by this article.


(e)   This article shall be enforced by the Southampton Sheriff's Office which is hereby authorized and empowered to issue summons to any person or entity violating the provisions of this article.

A copy teste:_______________________, Clerk

Southampton County Board of Supervisors

Adopted: August 24, 2009

Chairman Jones opened the public hearing.  

Mr. Ash Cutchin spoke.  He asked how much money would eliminating the decals save?  Mr. David Britt, Treasurer, who was in the audience, replied $10,000.  

Mr. Gary Cross spoke.  He advised that he had talked to the agricultural community about their thoughts on the County eliminating the decals.  One large farmer and landowner indicated to him that he was in favor of anything to get more money from other people in the County other than him.  Mr. Cross stated that the County should have eliminated the decals a long time ago due to advanced technology, computers, etc.  Most other counties had already eliminated the decals.  He noted that no other counties around us still had the farm machinery tax, as they realized the importance of farming in the community.  He would like for Southampton County to follow suit.    He commended Mr. David Britt, Treasurer, for his efforts – he just wished the rest of the administration would work to find ways to streamline processes and save money.  He commented that at least $30,000 had gone down the drain by the County not renting the Turner Tract.  

Chairman Jones closed the public hearing.  

Vice-Chairman Young moved, seconded by Supervisor Wyche, to adopt the ordinance.  All were in favor.  

Supervisor West shared that he received a phone call from a Mr. Hasty who indicated that he was in favor of eliminating the decals.  However, he had been proud of the fact that the decal announced that he was from Southampton County, and that he paid his taxes.  He did not have any concerns about the due date of December 5 for the license tax.   

Chairman Jones advised that he thought eliminating the decals would help to generate additional revenue.  Some people residing in Southampton County that were close to Greensville County, for example, were not currently purchasing decals because they never traveled or did any business in Southampton County and did not have to worry about getting a ticket from a Southampton County Deputy.  With eliminating the decal but not the license tax, those people would now have to pay the license tax, thereby generating additional revenue.  

Mr. Gary Cross asked, what would it take to have Southampton County on license plates?  It was common in Florida and Georgia to see names of localities on license plates.  He was not sure why Virginia had not gotten on board.  Mr. Johnson advised that a minimum number of license plates had to be guaranteed in advance.  Supervisor Brown shared that it was a minimum of 250 or 350 plates and it had to be paid upfront.  He had looked into it for the Cheroenhaka (Nottoway) Indian Tribe.  Mr. Johnson commented that he was sure that Farm Bureau could find that many people interested in the plates.  Mr. Cross remarked that he would like for Southampton County license plates to be available because he was proud of and liked to display where he was from.   

Mr. Johnson advised that the second public hearing was to consider the following:


An ordinance amending Section 1-13 of the Southampton County Code to impose a fee of 


two dollars ($2.00) in all civil cases for construction, renovation, or maintenance of the 


courthouse or jail and court-related facilities

The ordinance is as follows:

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND SECTION 1-13 TO IMPOSE A FEE OF TWO DOLLARS ($2.00) IN ALL CIVIL CASES FOR CONSTRUCTION RENOVATION OR MAINTENANCE OF THE COURTHOUSE OR JAIL AND COURT- RELATED FACILITIES

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Southampton County, Virginia, that the Southampton County Code be, and hereby is, amended to read as follows:

Sec. 1-13.   Assessment for construction, renovation or maintenance of courthouse or jail 
          
       and court-related facilities.


The sum of TWO DOLLARS ($2.00) is hereby assessed, as part of the fees taxes as costs, in (i) each civil action filed in the Southampton County General District Court, Southampton County Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court or the Circuit Court of Southampton County, Virginia, and (ii) each criminal or traffic case in the Southampton County General District Court, Southampton County Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court or the Circuit Court of Southampton County, Virginia, in which the defendant is charged with a violation of any statute or ordinance. 


The total assessments in a civil action, pursuant to this section, and Section 42.1-70 shall not exceed FOUR DOLLARS ($4.00).  


Such assessment shall be collected by the Clerk of said Court in which the action is filed and remitted to the Treasurer of the County of Southampton, to be held by said Treasurer, subject to disbursement by the Board of Supervisors of Southampton County for the construction, renovation or maintenance of courthouse or jail or court-related facilities and to defray increases in the costs of heating, cooling and electricity and ordinary maintenance.  The assessment provided herein shall be in addition to any other fees prescribed by law, except as provided hereinabove.  The assessment shall be required in each felony, misdemeanor or traffic infraction case regardless of the existence of a local ordinance requiring its payment.  


For State Law Authority see §17.1-281 of the 1950 Code of Virginia, as amended.

A copy teste:

_____________________________

Clerk

Southampton County Board of Supervisors

Adopted:  August 24, 2009

Chairman Jones opened the public hearing.  No members of the public wished to speak.  Chairman Jones closed the public hearing.  

Supervisor Wyche moved, seconded by Supervisor Felts, to adopt the ordinance.  All were in favor.  

Mr. Johnson informed that the third public hearing was to consider the following:


An ordinance amending Section 15-101 of the Southampton County Code exempting 


family subdivisions which fail to meet the minimum acreage requirements necessary to 


continue to qualify for the special land use assessment from roll-back taxes.  

The ordinance is as follows:

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND SECTION 15-101 TO EXEMPT FAMILY SUBDIVISION FAILING TO MEET THE MINIMUM ACREAGE REQUIREMENTS 

FROM ROLL-BACK TAXES

- - - - -

BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of Southampton County, Virginia that the Southampton Code be, and hereby is, amended to read as follows:

Sec. 15-101.  Change in use, zoning or area; roll-back taxes.  


There is hereby imposed a roll-back tax, and interest thereon, in such amounts as may be determined under Virginia Code, § 58.1-3237, on real estate which has qualified for assessment and taxation on the basis of use under this division, upon one or more of the following occurrences:

(1) When the use by which it qualifies changes to a more intensive use;

(2) When it is rezoned to a more intensive use, as described in Code of Virginia, § 58.1-3237; or

(3) When one or more parcels, lots or pieces of land are separated or split off from the real estate, as described in Code of Virginia, § 58.1-3237.  The application of roll-back taxes shall not apply to a subdivision or split-off of property that results in parcels that do not meet the minimum acreage requirements of this chapter, provided that title to the parcels subdivided, separated, or split-off is held in the name of an immediate family member for at least the first 60 months, immediately following the subdivision separation, or split-off.  An “immediate family member” means any person defined as such in Section 14-3(6)(c) of the Southampton County Code.  
A copy teste: _________________________, Clerk

Southampton County Board of Supervisors

Adopted: August 24, 2009

Chairman Jones opened the public hearing.  No members of the public wished to speak.  Chairman Jones closed the public hearing.  

Vice-Chairman Young moved, seconded by Supervisor Brown, to adopt the ordinance.  All were in favor.  

Mr. Johnson stated that the fourth and final public hearing was to consider the following:


A resolution in support of legislation to include the Blackwater River from Proctor’s 


Bridge at Route 621 to its confluence with the Nottoway River at the North Carolina Line 


as component of the Virginia Scenic Rivers System as described in Chapter 4, Title 10.1 of 


the 1950 Code of Virginia, as amended.  

Mr. Johnson advised that Ms. Lynn Crump, Environmental Programs Manager with the Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR), was here to make a presentation.  

Chairman Jones recognized Ms. Lynn Crump.  

Ms. Crump advised that with her was Mr. Wayne Walton of the State Scenic River Advisory Board.  She stated that they were pleased to come before the Board this morning.  She presented a PowerPoint presentation.  She advised that the State Scenic Rivers Act was passed by the General Assembly in 1970.  The program was administered by DCR pursuant to Section 10.1-401 et. seq. of the Code of Virginia.  The first designations were the Staunton and Rivanna Rivers in 1975 for a total of 47.8 miles.  The system had now grown to 24 rivers or segments totaling 519+ miles.    Of those 24 rivers or segments, 9 were located in the Mountain Region, 10 in the Piedmont Region, and 5 in the Coastal Region.  She shared a map of Virginia that showed the 24 designated rivers or segments.  The purpose of the State Scenic Rivers Program was to identify and protect significant river resources.  The Code of Virginia called for designated rivers to possess “superior natural and scenic beauty, fish and wildlife, and historic, recreational, geologic, cultural, and other assets.”  There were many benefits of State Scenic River designation including enhanced opportunities for funding, opportunities to consider scenic and other resources in planning and design, and supporting land conservation.  

Ms. Crump emphasized that the designation DID NOT: 

· Authorize condemnation of land for access (eminent domain was specifically prohibited).  

· Impose land use controls

· Affect existing riparian land uses (grazing, irrigation, hunting, fishing, timbering)

· Allow public use of private property

· Impose federal controls, rules, or regulations

· Affect tributary streams that flow into a designated segment

· Promote increase in recreational use.  

Ms. Crump stated that they hoped to submit 4 rivers to the General Assembly in 2010 for inclusion in the Virginia Scenic Rivers System, just in time for the 40th anniversary of the program.  She was pleased that among those 4 was the Blackwater River from Proctor’s Bridge Road at Route 621 to its confluence with the Nottoway River at the North Carolina Line.  She performed a field evaluation of that portion, and on the first stretch, observed a bald eagle.  It turned out that there was a nest.  It was the furthest documented bald eagle nest from the coast in Virginia.  

Mr. Wayne Walton of the State Scenic River Advisory Board stated that it was a privilege to propose the segment of the Blackwater River to the General Assembly for inclusion in the System.  In the past, they had been able to secure grants and donations for walking trails, etc. along State Scenic Rivers, which assisted economic development efforts.  

Supervisor Brown asked Ms. Crump if she would go back to the map that showed the 24 State Scenic Rivers.  He noticed on the map the Nottoway River, or Onos-chi-oke, which meant a great river.  It showed the majority of the Nottoway River that had been approved as a State Scenic River in Sussex County.  Although the Nottoway River only touched a portion of Southampton County, the area in Southampton County where the Nottoway River joined the Blackwater River and formed the Chowan River had a lot of historical features, and should be looked at for inclusion as a State Scenic River.  He advised that 1 of only 2 Native American rock bridges was located in the area of the property owned by Francis Kellogg.  At low tide, you could actually see the rock dam the Cheroenhaka (Nottoway) Indians built.  The only other one was located on the James River.  Also along this portion of the Nottoway River was one of the widest sections where The Hand Site was located.  It identified where the Cheroenhaka (Nottoway) Indian Village was once located.  He stated that he had not had a chance yet to talk to the fellow Board members, but he thought they should look at the possibility of bringing about an extension of the portion of the Nottoway River that was already designated as a State Scenic River in Sussex County, and have the portion in Southampton County evaluated for inclusion as a State Scenic River, due to its historical features.  It could very well bring more tourist dollars into the County.  

Ms. Crump advised that several people had asked her why that section of the Nottoway River had not been evaluated or designated as a State Scenic River.  She stated that no one had ever requested DCR to evaluate it.  The request could be initiated by the County simply submitting a request to DCR to do the study/evaluation.  She noted that the process for evaluating the Nottoway River would be more streamlined because part of it was already designated as a State Scenic River.  The full process was required for evaluating the Blackwater River because no portions of it had ever been evaluated or designated.    

Supervisor West stated that he and Mr. Jay Randolph, Assistant County Administrator, attended an informational meeting with Ms. Crump.  She was an advocate for us and would help to get this designation.  He saw the potential benefits of grants that may be available.      

The resolution to be considered is as follows:

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, Southampton County and her neighboring localities each requested the Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) to conduct an evaluation of the Blackwater River from Proctor’s Bridge, Route 621, to its confluence with the Nottoway River at the North Carolina line; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Conservation and Recreation completed a river evaluation during the months of March and April of 2009 and concluded that a total of 56 miles of the Blackwater River meets the designation criteria of the Virginia Scenic Rivers Program; and 

WHEREAS, Southampton County intends to recognize, designate and protect its environmental treasures including the Blackwater River for future generations; and

WHEREAS, Southampton County desires to develop and strengthen its partnerships between our citizens, adjoining localities and the Commonwealth of Virginia; 

NOW, THERFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Supervisors of Southampton County, Virginia supports the scenic river designation for the Blackwater River and hereby requests that the General Assembly of the Commonwealth of Virginia amend the Code of Virginia by adding in Chapter 4 of Title 10.1 a section numbered 10.1-418.8, relating to Scenic Rivers:

10.1-418.8 Blackwater State Scenic River

The Blackwater River in Isle of Wight and Southampton Counties and the Cities of Franklin and Suffolk, from Proctor’s Bridge at Route 621, to its confluence with the Nottoway River at the North Carolina line, a distance of approximately 56 miles, is hereby designated a component of the Virginia Scenic Rivers System. Nothing in this section shall preclude the Commonwealth or a local governing body from construction, reconstructing, or performing necessary maintenance on any road or bridge.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a copy of this resolution be provided to delegates and senators representing Southampton County in the General Assembly of the Commonwealth of Virginia for inclusion in the 2010 General Assembly legislative session.

Adopted this 24th day of August, 2009.








________________________

Dallas O. Jones, Chairman




Attest:

______________________

Michael W. Johnson, Clerk

Chairman Jones opened the public hearing.  

Mr. Ash Cutchin spoke.  He stated that he had a couple questions regarding the post designation phase.  It seemed there was always a constant conflict between environmental issues and economic considerations.  He asked, in the post designation phase of the rivers that were already designated as State Scenic Rivers, had there ever been any burden placed on riverside industries such as two that we had here, International Paper and Hercules – would the Scenic River designation make economic development in the area of the river less desirable?  He asked, if Southampton County were ever able in the future to withdraw any water from the river for our use, would the designation impede that effort?  He indicated that he was in favor of the designation provided that his questions were satisfactorily answered.  

Ms. Crump advised that there would not be any burdens placed on current or future industries located along a State Scenic River.  She noted that the impacts of the industries on the river were already being addressed in federal regulations and wetland permitting process, and the designation of the river as a State Scenic River would not add anything to that.  She advised that regarding the future withdrawing of water from the river, it would be permitted.  DCR may ask that buildings be moved outside of the view shed, buffers be planted with native material, signage be in place for the safety of boaters, etc., as they wanted to have as minimal impact on the river as possible.  But there was nothing that precluded the actual withdrawal of water from the river.  

Chairman Jones closed the public hearing.  

Supervisor West moved, seconded by Vice-Chairman Young, to adopt the resolution.  All were in favor.  

Supervisor Brown stated that he thought it would be great if the Board could initiate a letter of intent to request that the Nottoway River in Sussex County, that was already designated as a State Scenic River, be evaluated to include an extension in Southampton County.  He indicated that he would like the County Administrator to place this item on the agenda for a future Board meeting.  So was the consensus of the Board.  

Moving forward, Mr. Johnson announced that they may recall that our FY 2010 Building Fund budget included funding for an emergency notification system.  He was pleased to report that we had recently out-sourced the service through CodeRed Emergency Communications Network, Inc. (Ormond Beach, Florida) and the notification service was now up and running.  Code-Red already had a strong Virginia presence serving the Counties of Culpeper, Page, Giles, Alleghany, Buckingham, Prince George, Rappahannock, Bath, Mathews, Halifax, Madison, Lunenburg, Mecklenburg, and Cumberland as well as the Cities of Hopewell, Manassas, Radford and Covington.  

Mr. Johnson advised that Mr. Chris Higgs with CodeRed Communications was here this morning to share a brief presentation and answer any questions.  

Chairman Jones recognized Mr. Chris Higgs.  

Mr. Higgs stated that it was a pleasure to be here this morning.  He presented a PowerPoint presentation.  He advised that as Mr. Johnson mentioned, Southampton County had contracted with CodeRed Emergency Communications Network, Inc. for its high-speed telephone notification services.  The CodeRed system gave county officials the ability to deliver pre-recorded emergency telephone notification/information messages related to missing children/persons, evacuation notices, fires, floods, hostage situations, chemical spills, gas leaks, water/sewer system outages, or any other emergency incident where rapid notification was essential.  This system was offered free of charge to residents and businesses within Southampton County.  All residences and businesses within the County that had a land-line telephone were automatically enrolled to receive the free emergency information/alerts.  In addition, County residents may go online and sign up to have the emergency alerts sent to their cell phones as either a voice or text message.  Weather Warning Alerts from the National Weather Service were an additional feature available through the CodeRed system.  Anyone wishing to receive weather alerts for tornado, flash flood and severe thunderstorms must to go the Southampton County website and click on the CodeRed link to enter their information and request the Weather Warning Option.  The weather alert would notify those in the polygon where weather warnings (not watches) had been issued.  

Mr. Higgs demonstrated how County officials could input desired information into the alert system.  He then sent an alert to a cell phone so everyone could hear an example of the message citizens and businesses would hear.      

The Board thanked Mr. Higgs for his presentation.  They were excited to have the system up and running.  

Mr. Ash Cutchin, a citizen who was in the audience, asked how much did the CodeRed system cost?  Mr. Jerry Smith of the Southampton County Sheriff’s Office, who was in the audience, replied $15,000.  Mr. Cutchin asked if that was a one-time cost?  Mr. Johnson, County Administrator, replied that part of it was a one-time expense and some would be an annual cost.  

Moving forward, Mr. Johnson announced that as they recalled from their May meeting, we had contracted to have National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) nominations prepared for the Sebrell Rural Historic District, the Southampton County Court House and the Rochelle-Prince House.  The nominations would be prepared by Dutton + Associates, a Richmond-based consultant, with expertise in nomination preparation.  Mr. David Dutton, a managing partner, had over 20 years of experience in archaeology and 15 years of experience in historic preservation law and cultural resource management. Previously, he directed the Virginia Department of Historic Resources Division of Project Review where he managed all federal and state environmental reviews, rehabilitation tax credit project certification, historic preservation easements, covenants, and archaeological permits. Prior to his work at the state, Mr. Dutton served as a project review archaeologist for the President’s Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.  Also working on the project was Mr. Robert Taylor, Jr., their Architectural Historian.  Mr. Taylor held a B.A. in Historic Preservation from the University of Mary Washington and an M.A. in Historic Preservation from Savannah College of Art and Design. He had over 3 years of cultural resource management experience.  Among other things, Dutton + Associates would conduct background research on the three sites in order to establish the appropriate significance statements for qualification.  In addition, they would photo-document each of the respective sites and develop the information necessary to document the architectural and structural development and evolution of historic structures and other features.

Mr. Johnson advised that he had invited Dutton + Associates to share a project “kick-off” presentation where they would explain the NRHP nomination process and present their proposed timeline.  It was anticipated that the draft NRHP nominations for all 3 sites would be completed and ready for submittal by early 2010.

Chairman Jones recognized Mr. David Dutton, a managing partner of Dutton + Associates.  

Mr. Dutton stated that he was pleased to be here this morning.  With him was Mr. Robert Taylor, their Architectural Historian.  They would be doing the historic register nominations for the Southampton County Courthouse, Rochelle Prince House, and the Sebrell Rural Historic District.  The National Register Program was set up by the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.  It was administered by the Secretary of the Interior – more specifically the National Park Service.  The program was meant to recognize properties that were significant.  In order to be significant, they had to meet one or more of the following 4 principal criteria:

1. Be Associated with a significant event or person;

2. Represent a unique architectural style;

3. Have important history and pre-history information;

4. Have integrity, meaning that the property had to be relatively unchanged.  

He advised that the Program did not require that a property be preserved.  It was a recognition Program and did not have any regulatory requirements associated with it.  However, it did ensure that the property was listed on the National Register and would be considered by Federal agencies when they were planning, permitting, or funding Federal projects.  Federal agencies were required to consider properties listed on or considered eligible to be listed on the National Register.  If a property was listed, it was also eligible for assistance/guidance from the National Park Service regarding rehabilitation and care.  In addition, listed properties were also eligible for grant funding – Save America’s Treasurers and Preserve America grants were available.  Mr. Dutton turned the presentation over to Mr. Rob Taylor.  

Mr. Taylor advised that he was the Architectural Historian working on the project.  The first step was fieldwork – they would visit the Courthouse, Rochelle Prince House, and Sebrell Rural Historic District and take pictures, mark things on maps, and get an idea of when the buildings were built, the changes the buildings and District had gone through, etc.  They would be doing fieldwork throughout September and perhaps early October.  When doing fieldwork in the Sebrell Rural Historic District, they would try to stay in the public right-of-way.  If they needed to go on private property, they would always knock on the door and let the residents know what they were doing and ask permission to be on the property.  While this was going on, they would also be conducting research on the two individual buildings and the District so they would have a better idea of things they should be looking for while doing the fieldwork.  This information would lead to the preparation of a preliminary information form, or PIF, that would be submitted to the Department of Historic Resources.  It was essentially a brief and general history of the buildings and District, what happened there, when they were built, any other important information including any changes to the buildings over the years.  The form was submitted for the state’s review to get an idea of whether the buildings and District were, in their opinion, significant enough to be eligible for the National Register.  Assuming they were reviewed and determined to be eligible, at that point they would begin working on the formal National Register of Historic Places nomination, which would be a lengthy process with more in-depth analysis, research, and fieldwork.  As Mr. Johnson noted, they hoped to have the draft nominations completed and ready for submittal by early 2010.  The PIF for the Sebrell Historic District had already been completed and accepted by the state, so it could go right into the National Register formal nomination process, which they would be working on concurrently with the PIFs for the Courthouse and Rochelle Prince House.  He welcomed any questions.  

Supervisor Brown advised that he had attempted to establish a liaison with them.  He had been talking to Mr. Johnson, County Administrator, regarding the Sebrell Rural Historic District, especially as it applied to the Native American history in that area.  There were Native American cemeteries there.  As could be found in the book, The History of Southampton County by Parramore and Painter, as well as the papers by Lewis Beniford, the area used to be called “Old Nottoway Town.”  The Cheroenhaka (Nottoway) Indians came into that area in 1684, and the first land deed of what was once 41,000 acres of reservation transpired in 1735 between the Cheronahaka (Nottoway) Indians and Charles and John Simmons.  He would hope that the ethno-historic significance there would be included in the National Register nomination and have a greater impact on the historical significance of the Sebrell Area.  He had sources and documentations he would be happy to share with them.  He thought it was important that the entire history be looked at, and not just segments, when doing things such as nominations to National Register of Historic Places.  The Native American interest in this County was a part this County’s history.  As a member of the Board of Supervisors, he would do everything in his power to make sure that the entire history of this County was included in documents, transactions, historical registers, etc.  

Mr. Taylor stated that they were definitely interested in anything he had to offer that could be used to establish the significance through that particular context.  Significance was defined according to time periods, National Register of Historic Places nominations had be a good representation of the context within that particular time period.  For the Sebrell Historic District, you could have multiple periods of significance.  You could have an early period of significance that would include the ethno-history of the Cheroenhaka (Nottoway) Indians.  Another period  of significance would be the late 19th century to the early 20th century, with the railroad building, etc.  Each period of significance would have its own preliminary impact form (PIF).  He clarified that the project they were currently working on was for the Sebrell Rural Historic District, which focused on the landscape and what made it significant, how it had evolved over time, the uses of the land, and the people that lived there, etc.  

Supervisor Brown stated that he thought the ethno-history of the Sebrell area should be looked at as a period of significance.  Mr. Taylor advised that they would be interested in his sources to assist with that.  Supervisor Brown noted that he would be happy to meet with them.  

Mr. Taylor clarified that the PIF for the Sebrell Rural Historic District had already been submitted and accepted, but the information submitted was just enough to get it on the radar.  The formal nomination could build upon what was submitted or create new contexts, as they were not limited to what was submitted in the preliminary form.  

A citizen in the audience asked if there were any places in this area already on the National Register of Historic Places?  Mr. Taylor replied that he could not say for sure.  He explained that a property could be on multiple registers – the National Register of Historic Places was a national honorary register, but there were also county and state registers that were administered differently.  

Mr. David Dutton advised that you could view listings, by county, of all the properties that had been listed on the National Register of Historic Places via the Department of Historic Resources website.  
The citizen stated that she would certainly hope Mahone’s Tavern was included, and if not, they would look at including it.  Mr. Taylor stated Mahone’s Tavern was not within the boundaries of the Sebrell district, which they were currently working on.  However, it would be part of the Courtland Historic District, which was not being administered by them.  He clarified that the Southampton County Courthouse and Rochelle Prince-House, although located in the Town of Courtland, would be individual nominations.   

Mr. Dutton advised that there would be additional opportunities for public input as the project progressed.  He noted that when nominating a large district, at least 50% of property owners had to agree to the listing before the state would list it.  

The Board thanked Mr. Dutton and Mr. Taylor for their presentation.  

Moving forward, Mr. Johnson announced that he had invited Mr. Joe Hines, Project Engineer, of the Timmons Group to this morning’s meeting to provide a project update on development of the Turner Tract.  As they knew, they had contracted with Timmons for design of the following project features:

1) Improvements to Rose Valley Road from its intersection with General Thomas Highway approximately 2,700’ to the southern limits of the Turner Tract;

2) An industrial access road to serve the new industrial park;

3) The site grading plan, stormwater detention plans, and plans for the on-site gravity sewer and water distribution systems;

4) A 500,000 gallon elevated water tank; 

5) A wastewater pump station, and plans for a sewer force main from the Turner Tract to the new influent pump station on Route 58; 

6) Plans and specifications for on-site water wells;

7) Plans and specifications for the Compensatory Wetland and Stream Mitigation Bank.

Mr. Johnson noted that they were at various stages of design on each of the project features and Mr. Hines would provide an updated project timeline.

Mr. Johnson advised that in a related matter, notwithstanding good faith by all parties, he regretted to inform that we were unable to successfully negotiate mutually beneficial terms of a comprehensive agreement with Southampton Project Partners, LLC for development, construction and operation of the wetland and stream mitigation bank.  The primary impasse was related to the value of their proposed capital contribution to the project. There were other parties that had expressed interest in constructing the bank and functioning as the bank sponsor – in order to reopen the door for other proposals, it was necessary for the Board to officially reject the Southampton Project Partners proposal.  Because construction of the mitigation bank was inextricably linked to site development work for the industrial park, the delay would likely postpone the start of any on-site construction until early next spring (as opposed to this fall, which was what we expected).  He noted that that may not be all bad – one of the nation’s largest private companies has expressed interest in the site which, should this site be selected, would likely affect the layout of utilities and stormwater basins.      

Chairman Jones recognized Mr. Joe Hines.  

Mr. Hines advised that it was a pleasure to be here this morning.  He provided a project update on development of the Turner Tract.  The salient points were as follows:

Site Development Services

Plans were approximately 90% complete and currently in the County review process.  The Phase I project would be tied-in with the Environmental Bank construction.  

On-Site Utilities
Plans were approximately 50% complete and preliminary plans would be submitted to the County in the coming weeks.  

Industrial Access Road
Plans were approximately 70% complete.  They were currently awaiting the Commonwealth Transportation Board’s approval of the project prior to VDOT review of the plans.  

State Route 688 – Rose Valley Road Improvements
Plans were approximately 70% complete.  The County would be putting forth a resolution to move the project to the top of the Six Year Capital Improvement list.  

Off-Site Utilities, Elevated Storage Tank & Wells
Preliminary plans had been developed for off-site utilities.  The County and the Timmons Group were to meet with the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) to discuss the Turner groundwater withdrawal permit that would help decide the ultimate size of the facilities to be installed and potential height of the elevated storage tank.  

Environmental Bank & Phase 1 Site Development
The County would be re-advertising for PPEA proposals from qualified teams to perform this work.  They anticipated the work to be under construction in early 2010.  

Mr. Hines noted that the Timmons Group made the call not to allow any renting of the Turner Tract because they had anticipated that they would begin turning dirt this September.  

The Board thanked Mr. Hines for the update.  

Mr. Johnson advised that as he had already mentioned, they were unable to successfully negotiate mutually beneficial terms of a comprehensive agreement with Southampton Project Partners, LLC for development, construction and operation of the wetland and stream mitigation bank.  As a result, they had re-advertised for requests for proposals.  It was necessary that the Board officially reject the proposal of Southampton Project Partners, LLC.  He clarified that essentially they were willing to put in less than the County thought they should.  

Mr. Johnson clarified for Supervisor Brown that he was not at liberty to discuss our investment, versus the projected return on investment, as the request for proposals had been re-advertised.  

Mr. Johnson noted that the industrial part and environmental bank were tied together because they only wanted to move dirt once.  

Vice-Chairman Young moved, seconded by Supervisor Wyche, to reject the PPEA proposal of Southampton Project Partners, LLC for wetland and stream mitigation banking activities.  All were in favor.  

Moving forward, Mr. Johnson announced that included in the agenda was copied correspondence from the Green Jobs Alliance (GJA), a national nonprofit organization formed by renewable energy industries and labor organizations, who had partnered to provide education, green jobs training, job placement, and career development for unemployed citizens, military veterans, at-risk youth, and formerly incarcerated, adjudicated, non-violent offenders, among others.  They had been designated a State Energy Training Partner by the Commonwealth of Virginia and were helping to coordinate the efforts of the state’s community colleges, workforce investment boards and others to develop a “green-collar” workforce.  To that end, GJA was preparing to respond to the U.S. Department of Labor’s recent notice of availability of funds and solicitation for Energy Training Partnership Grants.

Accordingly, GJA had contacted each locality in the Hampton Roads region asking two things of them:

1) Adoption of a resolution endorsing their efforts and supporting their application for federal grants; and

2) Contribution of $0.10 per capita to cover expenses associated with preparation and submission of the federal grant application (including legal expenses to establish themselves as a 501c3 organization.  For us, the per capita contribution would equate to $1,926.20.

Mr. Johnson noted that some of the Hampton Roads communities had adopted a resolution endorsing their efforts and had provided funding, while others had simply chose to adopt the resolution and not provide funding.

The resolution to be considered is as follows:

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF

SOUTHAMPTON COUNTY, VIRGINIA ENDORSING THE EFFORTS

OF THE GREEN JOBS ALLIANCE AND SUPPORTING THEIR

APPLICATION FOR FEDERAL GRANTS

WHEREAS, the Green Jobs Alliance is a national nonprofit partnership created in response to the Green Jobs Act (included as Title X of Public Law 110 – 140, Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007) and in anticipation of the passage of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA); and

WHEREAS, the Green Jobs Alliance By-Laws and Articles of Incorporation are in alignment with the Green Jobs Act; and

WHEREAS, the Green Jobs Alliance has been designated a State Energy Training Partner by the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

WHEREAS, the Green Jobs Alliance is an organization formed by renewable energy industries and labor organizations, that includes a coalition of higher educational institutions, career and technical training schools, community service organizations, environmental groups, workforce investment boards, green construction companies, sustainable small businesses, and veteran’s groups, who have partnered to provide education, green workforce training, job placement, and career development; and

WHEREAS, the mission of the Green Jobs Alliance is to coordinate the resourcing, training, and associated support for the development of an evolving energy efficiency and renewable energy industries workforce with a goal of economic independence for individual workers, including unemployed and underemployed workers, veterans, at-risk youth, workers affected by national environmental and energy policy, individuals in need of updated training related to energy efficiency and renewable energy, and former incarcerated, adjudicated, non-violent offenders, and those who seek a pathway out of poverty; and

WHEREAS, the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) authorizes $500 million in competitive grants for green workforce training; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Labor has split this funding into five separate grant competitions for strategic partnerships and other entities to prepare workers for careers in energy efficiency and renewable energy industries; and

WHEREAS, the Green Jobs Alliance qualifies to apply for three of these grants, including the State Energy Sector Partnership and Training Grants ($190 million); the Energy Training Partnership Grants ($100 million); and the Pathways out of Poverty Grants ($150 million).

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of Southampton County, Virginia, that it hereby endorses the efforts of the Green Jobs Alliance and its applications for federal grants to provide green workforce training to the Hampton Roads region and the Commonwealth of Virginia.

Adopted this 24th day of August, 2009.

The undersigned Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Southampton, Virginia, certifies that the foregoing constitutes a true, complete and correct copy of the Resolution adopted at a regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Southampton, Virginia, held on August 24, 2009.





_______________________________________





Clerk, Board of Supervisors, 





County of Southampton, Virginia

Supervisor West stated that he thought we should support their efforts but not provide any funding at this time, because funding and benefits may not filter back our way.    

Supervisor Brown thought we should support it and provide funding.  Supervisor Faison agreed and added that there were certainly people in our area that would be helped.  
Vice-Chairman Young stated that Supervisor Faison would know more about the need for such a program (having worked for many years as a probation and parole officer).  Since Supervisor Faison thought we should support their efforts and provide funding, he was also in favor of doing the same.  So was the consensus of the Board.  
Supervisor Brown moved, seconded by Supervisor Faison, to adopt the resolution and approve a one-time contribution of $1,926.20 for the Green Jobs Alliance.  All were in favor.  

Moving forward, Mr. Johnson announced that included in the agenda was a resolution prepared by Mr. Richard E. Railey, Jr., County Attorney, which effectively asserted a lien on seven (7) parcels of property which had been the subject of enforcement actions by Mr. Robert Barnett, Director of Community Development, for violations of Section 10-48 of the Southampton County Code (Weeds, Grass and Unhealthy Growth).  Whereas, after due notice, the owners failed to cut the grass (which exceeded a height of 12 inches), Southampton County contracted to have the work performed, the cost of which was now chargeable to the owners of the property.  The aggregate sum of costs for all 7 properties was $387.29

The resolution is as follows:

RESOLUTION AS TO CREATION OF LIENS SECURING EXPENSES OF ENFORCEMENT OF THE GRASS CUTTING ORDINANCE, SEC. 10-48 OF

 THE SOUTHAMPTON COUNTY CODE


WHEREAS, Sec. 10-48 Weeds, Grass and Unhealthy Growth A. provides in pertinent part


"A.
It shall be unlawful for any owner, lessee or occupant, or any agent or representative, or employee of such owner, lessee or occupant, having control of any parcel of land in the County to allow, permit, or maintain any growth, weeds, grass or unhealthy growths thereon or along the sides thereof within the boundaries of platted subdivisions or any other areas zoned for residential, business, commercial or industrial use in the County to a height exceeding twelve (12) inches."

and


WHEREAS, said Sec. 10-48 further provides that when any condition exists on any lot or parcel of land in the County in  violation of subsection A of this section, it shall be the duty of a designee, as determined by the Board of Supervisors, to serve or cause to be served notice upon the owner, lessee, or occupant of such lot or parcel of land, requiring the owner, lessee or occupant of such lot to cut and remove the weeds, grass, or unhealthy growths existing upon such lot or parcel within ten (10) days of service of such notice upon such owner, lessee or occupant; and


WHEREAS,  said Sec. 10-48 further provides that if such owner, lessee or occupant fails to act or remove the weeds, grass, or unhealthy growth within the time specified in such notice, the Board shall, through its agents or employees, have such weeds, grass or unhealthy growth cut, and in that event, the costs and expense thereof shall be chargeable to and paid by the owner of such property and may be collected by the County as taxes and levies are collected; and


WHEREAS, Robert L. Barnett, Director of Community Development, acting as designee of the Southampton County Board of Supervisors, has provided notice to the below listed landowners, in Schedule "A" attached hereto and made a part hereof, in accordance with the provisions of Sec. 10-48, as to their violations of said Sec. 10-48;  and


WHEREAS, the owners listed on Schedule "A" attached hereto and made a part hereof have failed to respond to said notices and have failed to cure such violations; and


WHEREAS, in accordance with the provisions of said Sec. 10-48, said designee has contracted for such weeds, grass or unhealthy  growth to be cut so as to bring such lots into compliance with paragraph A of said Sec. 10-48; and


WHEREAS, in cutting said weeds, grass or unhealthy growth, Southampton County has incurred costs and expenses that shall be chargeable to and paid by the owners of such property, and collected by the County as taxes and levies are collected, in accordance with the provisions of Sec. 10-48; and


WHEREAS, in accordance with §15.2-104 of the 1950 Code of Virginia, as amended, such lien securing the costs and expenses of such grass cutting shall not bind or affect a subsequent bona fide  purchaser of the real estate for valuable consideration without actual notice of the lien unless, at the time of the transfer of record of the real estate to the purchaser, a statement containing the name of the record owner of the real estate and the amount of such unpaid charges, as entered in the Judgment Lien Book in the Clerk's Office where deeds are recorded, or is contained in the records maintained by the Treasurer for real estate liens, pursuant to §58.1-3930 of said Code; and


WHEREAS, in accordance with  §15.2-104 of the 1950 Code of Virginia, as amended, it is necessary that a statement containing the name of the record owner of the real estate and the amount of such unpaid charges be entered in the Judgment  Lien Book in the Clerk's Office of the Circuit Court of Southampton County and in the Southampton County Treasurer's Office.


NOW, THEREFORE, be it therefore resolved by the Board of Supervisors of Southampton County, Virginia, that in accordance with Sec. 10-48 of the Southampton County Code and §§ 15.2-901 and 15.2-104 of the 1950 Code of Virginia, as amended, a lien is hereby asserted against each lot or parcel of land identified herein in Schedule "A" attached hereto for the amount identified beside said parcel or tract of land; and


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors of Southampton County, Virginia, that notwithstanding said lien hereby asserted, the amount secured by said lien shall continue to be the obligation of the owner of such real estate at the time said costs and expense are incurred; and


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors of Southampton County, Virginia, that the said Robert L. Barnett, acting as a designee of the Southampton County  Board of Supervisors, shall cause a statement as provided by §15-104 of said Code, containing the name of the record owner of the real estate, the amount of such unpaid charges, and such other information as may be pertinent in identifying such real estate, to be entered in the Judgment Lien Book in the Clerk's Office of the Circuit Court of Southampton County and in the Southampton County Treasurer's Office, as provided by §15.2-104; and


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors of Southampton County, Virginia, that all actions taken by the said Robert Barnett, as designee for the Southampton County Board of Supervisors, in accordance with the provisions of Sec. 10-48 are hereby RATIFIED, CONFIRMED and APPROVED.
SCHEDULE "A"

LOTS OR PARCELS FOUND TO BE IN VIOLATION OF SEC. 10-48 A. OF THE 

SOUTHAMPTON COUNTY CODE AND REQUIRING THE CUTTING AND REMOVING OF WEEDS, GRASS, OR UNHEALTHY GROWTHS  EXISTING UPON SUCH LOTS OR PARCELS, IN ACCORDANCE WITH SEC. 10-48 B 

Property addressed

Name and address of owner

Date cut                   Costs

16205 Ivor Road

Diana L. Lauver





16205 Ivor Road





Ivor, VA  23866


July 28, 2009
           $135.00

Lot, Jill Circle


Delaware Woods





Southampton County





Assembly, Inc.





Post Office Box 175





Newsoms, VA  23874


July 25, 2009

$ 52.00

30307 Oak Avenue

Susie B. Banks, et als





Post Office Box 72





Sedley, VA  23878


July 25, 2009

$ 52.00

30264 Oak Avenue

Melvin Ronnie Davis





30274 Oak Avenue





Sedley, VA  23878


July 21, 2009

$ 28.00

31003 Country Club Road
Trent G. Hamilton





31003 Country Club Road





Courtland, VA  23837


June 19, 2009

$ 64.29

22496 Johns Place

Louis D. Lowe and





Shirley Tucker





22496 Johns Place





Franklin, VA  23851


June 19, 2009

$ 28.00

Johns Place, Map 77 E,

Double Circle 5, Parcel 19
Louis D. Lowe and





Shirley Tucker





22496 Johns Place





Franklin, VA  23851


June 19, 2009

$ 28.00
                                                                                                                                                  $387.29











        Supervisor West stated that this resolution set good precedence.  

Attorney Railey advised that the resolution would be recorded in the Clerk’s Office and Treasurer’s Office.  A lien would be placed against the property and must be paid if sold
Chairman Jones stated that there were problems with tall grass and weeds at some houses in Drewryville.  Attorney Railey stated that the resolution did not apply to property zoned A-1, Agricultural, unless in a platted subdivision.  However, he asked Chairman Jones to get the information to Mr. Barnett so they could check into it – it may very well fall in a category in which they could do something about it.  

Supervisor West moved, seconded by Vice-Chairman Young and Supervisor Wyche to adopt the resolution.  All were in favor.
Regarding miscellaneous issues, Mr. Johnson announced that that included in the agenda was a copy of the job posting for the ANR Extension Agent position.  The review of candidates was expected to begin on August 28.   

He reminded that the Southampton County Historical Society would be hosting their annual Heritage Day on Saturday, September 19, beginning at 9:30 a.m.  A schedule of events was included in the agenda.

Mr. Johnson advised that included in the agenda was a copy of the Memorandum of Agreement 

and associated promissory note from the Franklin-Southampton Fair Foundation for the funding to 
install central air conditioning in the large exhibition building.  He noted that he received several 
favorable comments from fair board members and other attendees when visiting the fair this year.  
Mr. Johnson informed that included in the agenda were environmental notices, various items of correspondence, and articles of interest.  

Chairman Jones confirmed with Mr. Johnson that there were no late arriving matters.  

Mr. Johnson announced that it was necessary for the Board to conduct a closed meeting in accordance with the provisions set out in the Code of Virginia, 1950, as amended, for the following purposes:

Section 2.2-3711 (A) (5) Discussion concerning prospective industries where no previous announcement has been made of the business’ or industry’s interest in locating its facilities in the community;

Section 2.2-3711 (A) (7) Consultation with legal counsel and briefings by staff members related to actual litigation where such briefing in an open session would adversely affect the litigating posture of the public body;

Section 2.2-3711 (A) (29) Discussion of a public contract (SPSA – WTE) where discussion of the terms and scope of such contract in open session would adversely affect the negotiating strategy of the governing body.  

Vice-Chairman Young moved, seconded by Supervisor West, to conduct a closed meeting for the purposes previously read.  

Richard Railey, County Attorney, Jay Randolph, Assistant County Administrator, Julia Williams, Finance Director, Robert Barnett, Director of Community Development, and Julien Johnson, Public Utilities Director, were also present in the closed meeting.  

Upon returning to open session, Vice-Chairman Young moved, seconded by Supervisor West, to adopt the following resolution:

RESOLUTION OF CLOSED MEETING

WHEREAS, the Southampton County Board of Supervisors had convened a closed meeting on this date pursuant to an affirmative recorded vote and in accordance with the provisions of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act; and

WHEREAS, Section 2.2-3712 (D) of the Code of Virginia requires a certification by the Board that such closed meeting was conducted in conformity with Virginia law.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Southampton County Board of Supervisors hereby certifies that, to the best of each member’s knowledge, (i) only public business matters lawfully exempted from open meeting requirements by Virginia law were discussed in the closed meeting to which this certification resolution applies, and (ii) only such public matters as were identified in the motion convening the closed meeting were heard, discussed and considered by the Southampton County Board of Supervisors.



Supervisors Voting Aye:
Dallas O. Jones







Walter L. Young, Jr.







Walter D. Brown, III







Carl J. Faison






            Anita T. Felts







Ronald M. West







Moses Wyche

The motion passed unanimously.  

Mr. Johnson reminded that as discussed last month, he was contacted by Ms. Mary Jones, Sussex County Administrator, who was directed by her Board to coordinate an evening joint meeting with the Boards of Supervisors from Southampton and Surry at the Airfield Conference Center in Wakefield, to discuss certain matters associated with the proposed Outlying Landing Field.  The week of August 24-28 was suggested, and our Board reached consensus on the preferred date of August 24 (today).  He contacted Ms. Jones and shared our preferred date.  Since then, he had attempted to contact her several times, but was unsuccessful.  He then contacted Surry County who indicated that they did not think the meeting was going to take place.  However, Ms. Jones sent an email Sunday morning indicating the meeting would take place this evening, August 24, at 6:30 PM.  As a result, it was necessary for today’s meeting to be continued.  

Supervisor West advised that he would not be able to attend the VACo Conference at The Homestead.  

Vice-Chairman Young stated that he was concerned that no one from Southampton County staff would be attending the conference this year.  Mr. Johnson reminded that he had cut his travel budget.  

Mr. Jay Randolph, Assistant County Administrator, stated that if the Board wanted a staff person to attend the conference, he would be happy to attend.  He noted that there were funds budgeted for 2 Planning Commissioners to complete the course to become certified planners, and none of them enrolled in the course.  As a result, those funds were available and could be utilized to fund his attendance of the VACo Conference.  

Supervisor West moved, seconded by Vice-Chairman Young, to continue today’s meeting until 6:30 PM this evening at the Airfield Conference Center in Wakefield.  All were in favor.  

There being no further business, the meeting was recessed at 11:25 AM.   

(Important Note:  The continued meeting was subsequently cancelled by Sussex County.)  

______________________________


Dallas O. Jones, Chairman




______________________________

Michael W. Johnson, Clerk
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