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MINUTES
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF YORK

Regular Meeting
March 16, 2021
6:00 p.m.
Meeting Convened. A Regular Meeting of the York County Board of Supervisors was called to
order at 6:01 p.m., Tuesday, March 16, 2021, in the Board Room, York Hall, by Chairman W.
Chad Green.
Attendance. The following members of the Board of Supervisors were present: Walter C. Za
remba, Sheila S. Noll, W. Chad Green, G. Stephen Roane, Jr., and Thomas G. Shepperd, Jr.
Also in attendance were Neil A. Morgan, County Administrator; Mark L. Bellamy, Jr., Deputy
County Administrator; James E. Barnett, County Attorney; and Heather L. Schott, Legislative
Assistant.
Invocation. Reverend Seldon Walker, Grace Episcopal Church, gave the invocation.
Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America.
Allegiance.

Mr. Roane led the Pledge of

PRESENTATIONS

I

PROPOSED FY2022 BUDGET PRESENTATION
Neil Morgan, County Administrator, presented the recommended Fiscal Year 2022 Budget. He
started with the budget emphasis to restore previously endorsed initiatives removed from the
FY2021 Budget. He then proposed $214.7 million for the total County Budget giving a break
down of the following:
$152.6
$ 23.9
$ 72.5
($ 34.3)
$214.7

General Fund
Enterprise Funds
Other Funds
Less: Transfers Between Funds
Total County Budget

Mr. Morgan proceeded to give highlights of revenue and explanations of expenditures noting:
. Budget Revenue Highlights
•
•
•
•
•

No increase in real estate tax rates
Small increase in personal property tax rate
Inflationary increase in various building and zoning fees
Small increases in the sewer maintenance fee
Implementation of cigarette tax
Expenditure Priorities
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•
•
•
•
•
•

$1.6 Million School Funding increase
$2.5 Million Cash Capital Transfer increase
$2.8 Million Compensation & Benefit package
$.0 Million Debt Service increase
$.7 Million net new positions
$.3 Million Transfer to Tourism

Mr. Morgan provided an overview of the County's positions for Fiscal_Year 2022:

•

FY2021 Eliminated nine positions - Closed Crossroads
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•

•
•
•

FY2021 Eliminated three full-time positions
o One in Public Works
o One in Public Affairs
o One in Department of Finance
Two additional Firefighters
Hybrid Crew - three General Fund positions and one each in the Vehicle Maintenance
Fund and Sewer Utility Fund
Four Sheriffs Deputies - Waterfront District Patrol
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He added education and educational services reflects $1.6 million increase in the contribution
to the schools and most of the debt service increase is for school capital along with the cost of
library personnel, salary increases and Public Works-Hybrid Crew. Mr. Morgan then broke
down the FY 2022 proposed expenditures by function and departments and reviewed the Gen
eral Fund Revenue Summary, Enterprise Funds, Major Special Revenue Funds, and Internal
Service Funds:
General Fund Revenues:
•
•
•
•

Recovery of $7 .1 million in revenue reductions in the FY 2021 Adopted Budget
$250,000 inflationary fee revenue increase
$650,000 Cigarette tax implementation
$1 Million Personal Property tax revenue

Enterprise Funds - $23.9 Million:
•
•
•

Sewer Utility Fund - $1.00 per month increase in fees
Regional Radio Project Fund
Solid Waste Management Fund

Major Special Revenue Funds - $13.8 Million
•
•
•

Tourism Fund
Head Start Program
Social Services Grants & Donations
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Internal Service Funds - $22.9 Million
•
•
•
•

Vehicle Maintenance
Information Technology
Workers Compensation
Health & Dental

Mr. Morgan discussed the American Rescue Plan Act of 2021, which just passed. He stated he
had previously shared the initial report from the National Association of Counties with the
Board and how it might benefit the County over the next couple of years. H~ was pleased to
see that in the law there will be no deadline where the money has to be spent, which previously
created a type of crisis atmosphere. He added the Finance team will be monitoring and what
they learn over the next few months will be reported.
He reported the budget is posted on the website and available for citizens to review. It will be
discussed at the work session on April 6, but if additional work sessions are needed they can
be scheduled. The public hearing will be on April 20 and the notation is that the second board
meetings of the month will be in person and the work session will continue to be virtual.
Mr. Morgan welcomed and encouraged citizen input through the call-in line, 757-890-3220, or
through email, bos@yorkcountv.gov.
Chairman Green then asked the Board if they had any questions.
Mrs. Noll stated not at this time
Mr. Zaremba stated he had read where the Hampton School Board is approving a 5 percent
raise for teachers, he questioned if the $2.25 million compensation package includes teacher
raises.
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Mr. Morgan responded the schools will be dealing with raises out of their state resources and
the resources they get from the County. They will receive $1.6 million from the County and
compensation increases would need to come out of that and the money they are getting from
the state.
Mr: Zaremba commented on the idea of the personal property tax increase stating the media
reported the current tranche of $1.9 trillion coming from DC will spread out across the 50
states and ultimately down to the localities and municipalities. He asked staff to take a hard
look at the portion of money coming out of the $1.9 trillion and how it can alleviate the tax
increase.

Mr. Roane questioned the specific plans for the $300,000 being transferred to the tourism
fund.
Mr. Morgan replied it is a buffer for the many things the County supports from the fund, rang
ing from beach security to the annual contribution to the American Revolutionary War Muse
um, and many other tourist related events. He added rather than start moving things out of
the tourism fund and into general fund it would be a temporary patch and by this time next
year it will be standing on its own again.
Mr. Roane wanted to understand how the additional fee for service deputies dedicated beach
patrol would augment what is currently there.
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Mr. Morgan explained approximately three years ago, the Board and he concluded there was a
need for the Yorktown waterfront to always preserve a safe and secure image and experience.
It was important during warm weather months to have a friendly law enforcement presence
consistently on site, even late into the evenings. He added that over the last couple of years
the County had paid regular deputies to work more hours out of the Tourism Fund. Howeyer,
with the number of people expected at the waterfront it would help having additional routine
patrols on a more regular and routine basis.

Mr. Roane commented that he was also curious on how the American Rescue Plan Act and
fund disbursement would leverage the budget and he looks forward to hearing the results.
Chairman Green asked Mr. Morgan to explain what a Hybrid crew is and how it benefits the
County adding that some citizens do not understand and there have been comments and a
series of emails concerning compensation from Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT).
Mr. Morgan stated the Hybrid Crew is a work crew supervised by Public Works that has capa
bilities in several different functional areas, rather than one that only specializes in sewer work,
stormwater work or ground maintenance and litter control. This crew can be used as needed.
He then sited an example in February with all the rain they were primarily used to clean
clogged pipes and leaves blocking ditches. Depending on the weather, they help with mosquito
control and litter removal along County streets. He also explained what VDOT takes care of in
respect to the roadways, ditches, dead animal pickup and litter removal. He pointed out that
the County has an agreement with VDOT to take over a higher level of maintenance in th~
major thoroughfares. He gave an example of Route 17, portions of Victory Boulevard and Route
199 where County crews cut the grass, manicure the landscaping, pick up the trash at a higher
standard than VDOT. VDOT is paid for four mowings and litter service per year and that is all
they provide.
Chairman Green asked if VDOT compensates the County for the work.
Mr. Morgan replied, no at least that is his understanding.
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CITIZENS COMMENT PERIOD:

No Citizen Comments

COUNTY ATTORNEY REPORTS AND REQUESTS

James E. Barnett. Jr. reported the General Assembly has finished their business for 2021 and
the regular and special sessions are over. He stated there was not a lot of legislation that
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would cause issues with the County, but some opportunities opened up for some useful ordi
nances. Mr. Barnett added that there was a lot of discussion over the Governor's powers for
emergencies and disaster declarations but any legislation that would have curtailed his author
ity did not pass. He also stated that if Senate Bill 1375 is signed it is a workers compensation
benefit for firefighters and EMS personnel relative to COVID. Specifically, should they contract
the virus, it will be a workers compensation compensable injury and is made retroactive to
March 1, 2020.
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Mr. Roane asked if the marijuana decriminalization bill had passed.
Mr. Barnett replied it passed in different versions in the Senate and the House, therefore it
went to a conference committee where each House nominated a couple of people and they
worked out a compromise solution which did pass both Senate and House. He added the way it
passed, marijuana retail sales will be permitted as of January 2024 and a state agency will be
created ahead of that time to propose regulations. Localities will have a period of time, if they
do not wish to have retail sales, to allow a referendum in their locality by the end of 2022.
Mr. Roane questioned that the County would have to opt out of retail sales through a referen
dum.
Mr. Barnett confirmed he was correct and added if the County has a referendum and the public
actually votes in favor, then you cannot opt out, nor can you have a referendum after Decem
ber 31, 2022.
Mrs. Noll asked if the Board does not wish to have sales within the County, will they still have
to go through a referendum.
Mr. Barnett stated that it appears to be the only option to prevent it. To some degree, you will
be able to adopt zoning regulations providing a degree of control over sales; however, the Coun
ty cannot just use the zoning power to prohibit sales.
Mr. Shepperd brought up House Bill 1903, which was adopted by both Chambers that deals
with the change in the speed limit. He questioned if they would be getting applications from
neighborhoods to lower their speed limits.
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Mr. Barnett was unsure about the process which would need to be adopted in order to enter
tain such requests. Localities, however, would be permitted on certain streets to lower speed
limits to as little as 15 miles per hour. He stated he would look into the Bill and report back.
Mr. Shepperd commented on House Bill 2262, which is waiting on the Governor to sign, con
cerning how bicyclists no longer have to ride in line and can ride side by side on the road. In
addition it states there is a three foot buffer that a vehicle driver is supposed to use, but now
the driver will have to cross into the other land if he cannot avoid the three foot buffer. He
then brought up Senate Bill 1216 that talks about notice to enter upon a property by the Coun
ty for a project like water or sewer.
Mr. Barnett stated it would not change many procedures. The locality is currently required to
give a 15 day notice before going onto the property to do surveys and inspections. If permission
is not granted with a first letter a second 15 day notice goes out stating we are going to enter
the property. However, with the passage of this bill one letter is sent giving a 30 day notice
before entering the property to perform surveys and/ or inspections. He added it still gives a
total of 30 days' notice unless the owner consents to something earlier.
Mr. Shepperd asked for information on House Bill 2263 and Senate Bill 1165, eliminating the
death penalty.
Mr. Barnett said he will check to see if it was signed.
Mr. Shepperd added there was some significant small items that came out of the legislation
that people need to be aware of because they get in the habit of doing things the same way
which may have to change due to the new laws.
COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR REPORTS AND REQUESTS

I
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Neil Morgan gave a brief update on COVID-19 stating the cases in eastern Virginia continue to
decline but the rate of decline has slowed and according to the state data we are approaching
one quarter of the population that has received a vaccination. He added that good data on the
numbers from the military and their dependents have not been shared, so he believes it is more
like a third of the population. Mr. Morgan reported that the Virginia Peninsula has announced
Operation Vaccinate the Peninsula. The six localities, in the Peninsula Health District and the
three health systems are coordinating their efforts and are setting up a unified command cen
ter and York County staff is highly involved. He concluded they are anticipating a very large
surge in vaccines in two or three weeks and will give more details as they arise.
Chairman Green asked the Board if there were any questions.
Mrs. Noll stated she did not have any questions for the Administrator but gave an Irish blessing
in honor of St. Patrick's Day.
Mr. Roane commended the Administrator and his staff for the creative ways and opportunities
that have been provided to the citizens for vaccinations. He acknowledged how challenging it
must have been with the constraints of supply and scheduling.
RECESS: Chairman Green called for a recess at 6:55 pm, the meeting reconvened at 7:06 pm.
PUBLIC HEARINGS

APPLICATION NO. PD-53-20, FENTON MILL DEVELOPMENT: Ordinance No. 21-3.
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The matter was considered and denied on a vote of 0:5 A summary of the preceding is below.
Earl Anderson, Senior Planner, gave a presentation on Application No. PD-53-20 to approve a
request for an application to rezone approximately 376 acres located at 257, 30711, and 309
Barlow Road; 156 and 188 Fenton Mill Road; and 1000 Newman Road from Rural Residential
and Limited Business to Planned Development Residential subject to voluntarily proffered
conditions. Mr. Anderson concluded the Planning Commission recommended denial six to zero
at their meeting in November.
Mr. Shepperd asked Mr. Anderson to bring up the PowerPoint slide showing the capacity of the
schools and commented on the statistics. He asked about the projected public school popula
tion for 2026 or 2027 for the County in the Capital Improvement Plan. He noted that currently
we are down approximately 800 students; however, should a new elementary school be re
quired, it will cost approximately $30 million and if' it is a middle school it would be approxi
mately $60 million. He added the County needs to think about the necessary infrastructure
associated with large developments as these impact expenditure decisions the Board of Super
visors must make.
Mr. Anderson replied that the school in Queens Lake is already programmed for 2024 to 2025
to have an eight classroom addition which should help alleviate student congestion.
Mr. Shepperd stated this has happened in the past with other developments, the worst case
was York Elementary School, which had a capacity of around 700 and they were at capacity.
They ended up constructing additions to Tabb Elementary School and Mount Vernon and
installing some trailers, which upset the parents having their children taught in trailers. He
added the education system is a big deal for York County and building schools cost a lot of
money.
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Mr. Zaremba asked if the applicant was going to provide water and sewer to the school and the
houses and would the development utilize septic systems.
Mr. Anderson replied that the water and sewer extension would be for the houses and to make
the school property more valuable in the proffer. The developer will be providing public water
and sewer. He added the public water and sewer would be an extension to the residential
neighborhood and eventually go up into Skimino Hills to boost the water line.
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Mr. Zaremba questioned the master plan asking if it was the middle plan, the developer came
in with ground numbers of approximately 800 houses and the by-right was down around 200.
Mr. Anderson responded the original plan was 836 units, the developer met with the communi
ty and they decided to reduce the number to 599 and the by-right was about 282 units.
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Mr. Zaremba asked if the County knew what is driving the developer to go from the by-right
number to the master plan we are talking about.
,
Mr. Anderson stated the developer is proposing the additional density to provide the extra
amenities, a pool, clubhouse, and sidewalks on both sides of the street. These are the things
you would not see in a by-right subdivision. He added the density helps to pay for these types
of amenities.
Mr. Roane wanted clarification on the student numbers and shortfalls, asking if they included
the additional students anticipated from the Fenton Mill development.
Mr. Anderson replied yes, the numbers were pulled from a regular school year with average
daily membership, using February 2020 since it was the last time there was a regular school
year.
Mr. Roane questioned if without adding Fenton Mill would there still be a shortfall over the
foreseeable future.
Mr. Anderson stated that was correct and clarified the number showing the shortfall, but a lot
of developments that are in line have submitted proffers to put money in for the school impact.
Mr. Roane attributed the decreased student population to either homescho9ling or COVID-19.
However, once things return to normal there may be a larger shortfall and they need to be
prepared for the possibility. He then asked about the traffic numbers and wanted clarity on
how there would be more traffic with the smaller by-right development rather than the larger
development.
Mr. Anderson responded the proposed development would produce approximately 5,368 vehicle
trips per day, but hypothetically the rural residential and the limited business are showing it as
5,475 vehicle trips. He added the developer included fast food use, which would have to go
through a special use permit process. They also included a variety store, which is not allowed
in limited business, so the traffic numbers are a little high due to the two large generators of
traffic in their analysis.
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Mr. Roane questioned the information given on the hypothetical by-right development being a
cluster development to stay away from environmental sites then asked if the proposed plan
would also stay away from the same environmental sites.
Mr. Anderson pulled up the master plan drawing and showed the RPA areas that are mainly
steep slope areas they would stay out of.
Mr. Roane wanted confirmation that with a by-right development with significantly fewer
homes you still have a lot of room to stretch out, if you choose not to cluster.
Mr. Anderson agreed they could if they choose not to cluster.
Mr. Roane also asked about how this plan averages 1.6 homes per acre. He asked if this num
ber was calculated by taking the total number of acres and dividing it by the total number of
houses which produces the average of 1.6 homes per acre.
Mr. Anderson confirmed, showing the different lot sizes on the map for the development.
Lamont Myers, Director of Development, Mid-Atlantic Communities,· LLC, thanked the York
County staff for all the patience and hard work over the last year on this project. He then
stated Mid Atlantic has been in business for over 40 years and they take interest in the County
very seriously. Mr. Myers pulled up a map of York County and stated that 30 years ago York
County saw the first master plan development which, was Kiln Creek and Coventry. He stated
those communities performed exceptionally well even during the Great Recession due to their
private location, extensive amenities, open space, and also providing a variety of housing types
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so people can move up within their own community. He added since 2013 there have been
seven rezonings in the upper County, two of which are senior projects that are 20 units to the
acre, referencing the project, Arbordale. The two least dense rezonings had been developments
by Mid Atlantic; Whittaker's Mill which was three units to the acre and Tranquility was 2.7 per
acre. Mr. Myers stated that over 50 percent of the County is owned by the Federal Govern
ment, the State Government, City of Newport News and City of Williamsburg, which provides
environmental protection that preserves the York River waterfront and gives thousands of acres
of protection for the reservoir. However, he noted it comes at a price because there is little land
in York County to plan for the future. He stated that basically the only property to be devel
oped is the Pottery property and one additional property. After these two the County will be out
of land. He added they wanted to design something special for the County. Mid-Atlantic had
tried to have meetings with the public and were finally successful in doing so in July. In the
meantime they set up a website, sent out postcards and invited people to come and meet with
them. Mr. Myers stated they had two meetings and following each very significant changes to
the plans were made, which were not made lightly as they were significant financial tradeoffs.
He then commented after the changes the staff said they were not in compliance with the Com
prehensive Plan. Mr. Myers talked about the traffic situation there and in Kiln Creek when
there is an accident on the interstate and how land use decisions should not be based on some
thing that might happen. He then compared Fenton Mill at 1.6 units to Skimino Hills being 1.5
units to the acre with no common preserved open space and how schematics should not be
driving the future it should be the County looking at the future needs. He added he under
stood where the opposition was coming from and concluded that opportunities for housing have
to be provided in the County. If you want the loudest voices in the room to establish land use
policy, you need to hang a closed sign on the door.
Mr. Zaremba asked Mr. Myers what the Comprehensive Plan was and its designed purpose.
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Mr. Myers responded the Comprehensive Plan is a guide. In this case, the Plan has designated
the proposed property as a mixeq use overlay. This designation was because the County paid
to bring in a 16 inch water line and a major Hampton Roads Sanitation District (HRSD) force
main to this property at this location realizing the potential for more intensive development
right off the interstate. As such they initially proposed over 800 units as ample utilities were
available except for water, which the developer will provide. He added the property is designat
ed with a mixed use plan which anticipates more intensive use than one unit per acre, so they
felt they were within their bounds with their initial bid.
Mr. Zaremba spoke about the Comprehensive Plan stating he understood it was a product of
the staff, players in the municipality and the citizens. This group has the opportunity to get
involved and lay out the mosaic of what we would like to have in the different parts of the
County to include economic development, recreation, residential, and so forth. He then ques
tioned if Mr. Myers has a by-right to build 200 homes and what is driving the additional 300
homes.
Mr. Myers stated there is currently a severe housing crisis occurring across the country. In the
subject development there is almost 400 acres on which 600 houses are being proposed, which
is not high density by definition with preservation of open space and housing for millennials.
He stated Mr. Anderson did a good job explaining the many different objectives in the Compre
hensive Plan, not all of which will be consistent with one another but you try to build enough
units so you can afford to build a pump station, provide water to serve a school site and bring
water under the interstate to service the school site.
Mr. Zaremba stated the developer works for their partners and. their investors. However, the
Board of Supervisors work for the citizens of York County and want to do what is in the best
interest of the citizens. With respect to the Comprehensive Plan, every five years it goes through
a vigorous review and it is modified. He then asked why rush to try to change what is in the
Comp Plan that has been theoretically approved, accepted and understood by the citizens of the
County.
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Mr. Myers replied the property has a mixed use overlay on it suggestive that it is intended for
more intensive development. If you did a major mixed use development you could have
300,000 square feet of commercial and 3,000 housing units and it would be consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan. However, no one would want that as the County has limited resources.
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Mr. Zaremba applauded the developer and team for the attempted coordination with the citi
zens in the upper County and then asked when their coordination efforts to move to a midpoint
of units broke down.
Mr. Myers confirmed they did break down and explained the process of meeting with some of
the key opposition people and the changes they tried to make and it came to a point that is was
not a productive enterprise.
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Mr. Zaremba stated the by-right would still provide profit for the developer and asked what the
master plan number was.
Mr. Myers agreed and stated they were prepared to move forward with 280-290 homes by-right.
He added the master plan number is 599, which would provide two different types of town
homes and some move up homes.
Mr. Roane commented on the definition of high density development and agreed that the math
is correct. He felt it is high density across the entire property when looking at the map with the
number of homes, the proximity of each, and small lot sizes. He struggles with the comments
about how this isn't high density compared to the number of homes per acre in the neighboring
communities and felt the lot size is important while being a driving factor. He agreed that York
County needs to prepare for the future and be careful about how they want to change the
characteristic of a given piece of property to its surroundings. Mr. Roane added the future has
to be based upon more than the number of homes we can put in the County. We need to work
with the County staff and Planning Commission to figure out how to continue to grow and be
vital. He then asked if the by-right of 282 homes would still be clustered homes or would they
consider trying to spread the homes out into larger lots.
Mr. Myers responded the market data did not support that type of development. Housing
preferences have changed and the housing market also has changed in the last 30 to 40 years.
He gave an example that if houses were built on acre lots with 150 feet of frontage, few people
could afford to buy them. This being due to it costing over $1,000.00 a running foot for road,
water, sewer and storm, so it would price them out of the market. He added you can have
larger lots, but the tradeoff is between common open space, protected open space and no space.
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Mr. Roane commented that the preference and responses he has heard are that people are okay
with their own property and not worried about an open or green space.
Chairman Green asked Mr. Myers for three reasons why he should vote yes for tonight' project.
Mr. Myers gave his three reasons being:
1- The County needed the housing for young people in the community
2- The application provided a chance to accomplish this in a master planned community
with a lot of amenities with very strict guidelines
3- It provided a chance to protect the front door to the County forever
Chairman Green then called to order a public hearing on proposed Ordinance 21-3 that was
duly advertised as required by law and is entitled:
AN ORDINANCE TO APPROVE AN APPLICATION TO REZONE APPROXIMATELY
376 ACRES LOCATED AT 257, 307LL, AND 309 BARLOW ROAD (ROUTE 604);
156 AND 188 FENTON MILL ROAD (ROUTE 602); AND 1000 NEWMAN ROAD
(ROUTE 646) FROM RURAL RESIDENTIAL AND LIMITED BUSINESS TO
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT RESIDENTIAL SUBJECT TO VOLUNTARILY PROF
FERED CONDITIONS
Opposed:
Dailia Johnson, 216 Ashton Drive, spoke in opposition of the application. The Board is being
asked to approve a new development in her district which looks like a great idea on paper,
providing a great source of revenue, and possible good use of land. She explained many of the
residents who will be affected by the development faced environmental impacts and opposed
the development. Ms. Johnson explained the impacts on the students within the School Divi
sion since she is a teacher. Currently there are 2250 future housing units that are under con
struction, undergoing subdivision site plan review, or have been approved to rezone. Roughly
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1282 new students coming into the County not counting this development. Fenton Mill will
yield 198 more new students to Waller Mill, 192 to Queens Lake, and 241 to Bruton. Ms.
Johnson disagreed with the memorandum's reference stating that schools in the upper County
have instructional capacity for 54 students at Waller Mill, 681 students at Queens Lake and 39
students at Bruton. The classroom sizes are at capacity. She questioned who will pay for the
construction of a new school and when will it happen stating it will not be before many of the
children in this development need education. She asked the Board to deny the application.
William Shewmake, 951 E. Byrd Street, spoke on behalf of Woods Rogers Attorneys. He repre
sented a group of concerned citizens known as "Preserve Fenton Mill". He provided his profes
sional background as a land use attorney with over 30 years of land use experience. Preserve
Fenton Mill hired him to provide advice as to whether this was a quality project and how it
could be improved. In addition, they hired Jayne Peterson who had 30 years of planning expe
rience with Chesterfield to give advice on specific conditions. He noted the case violates the
Comprehensive Plan and should be denied. The Plan states there should be a density of one
unit per acre. Also, the property had severe environmental issues and substandard roads in
the area. After the Planning Commission hearing, it was suggested the group continue to have
discussions with the developer. They have heard nothing back. Mr. Shewmake voiced con
cerns with the traffic analysis and the number of vehicles that would be traveling to the proper
ty. The developer failed to address the substandard roads. He explained that if you look at the
developer's information, it does not include enforceable standards such as various types and
quality of building materials. The development could have protruding panel garages with no
architectural design. Both he and the Preserve Fenton Mill group felt the case is simply not
ready.
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Dana deJager, 108 Horseshoe Drive, spoke in opposition of the application. She compared it to
a townhouse development with high density in Springfield, Virginia in which she had lived.
The intersection in Springfield was one of the busiest intersections in the country and offered
the ability to get off the bus and walk down the street past various businesses such as a day
care center, bagel shop, nail salon, and grocery store. The townhouse development in Spring
field was a well sighted development. Looking at the proposed Fenton Mill Development, initial
ly she liked the winding streets, sidewalks, and trees. She addressed concerns that the side
walks end at a four lane highway with no place to go. The road where the sidewalks end does
not have the ability to walk or even bike. The location is not near a single store, daycare, or
any other business. Ms. deJager addressed her concerns with parking at the residences and
no opportunity for small business development. She concluded her remarks by stating the
proposed development misses the opportunity for a located business district comparing it to
Port Warwick and New Town. Ms. deJager asked the Board to deny the application.
Darci Tucker, 218 Skimino Road, spoke in opposition of the application. She spoke of her
service on both the Preserve Fenton Mill leadership team and on the board of the Conserve
York County Foundation. Ms. Tucker stated York's rural land has value providing a natural
habitat, mental health benefits, and it protects the Chesapeake Bay. The Historic Triangle, in
which York is a part, has a unique national significance that together with this natural beauty
draws tourists here creating jobs. For decades; the County's Comprehensive Plans have
deemed upper York best suited to rural residential development. Many of the residents have
made the largest investments of their lives when we bought homes here because of its rural
nature. Ms. Tucker stated they have trusted that County officials were watching out for our
best interests. Residents have mourned the loss of rural land, but somehow didn't see cause
and effect. In April of last year, a neighbor discovered the Fenton Mill application. Ms. Tucker
stated with the discovery of Fenton Mill, residents had awoken to the rampant development in
the upper County. She explained the rural land has been systematically purchased with the
intention to rezone by developers without the residents' best interests in mind. The Fenton Mill
area is diverse in income, race, and political persuasion. However last spring, residents joined
together to oppose this rezoning and to demand accountability from our County leaders. Ms.
Tucker explained the number of volunteer hours that went into opposing the application. The
"Conserve York County Foundation" was formed to defend the rural nature of the area. She
stated the group intends to hold County officials accountable for the adherence to the Compre
hensive Plan. While the group does not oppose all development, they support growth guided by
the Comprehensive Plan while taking into account environmental, traffic, financial, and citizen
concerns. The Fenton Mill proposal does not meet those criteria and she explained the original
proposal was revised down to 599 homes, but still more than twice the number allowed by
right. The proposal remains unacceptable to the vast majority of residents in the community
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and to approve it would be a betrayal of the Board's constituents. Developer's interest must no
longer outweigh citizens' voices.
Caroline Broun, 122 Copse Way, spoke in opposition of the application. She stated the applica
tion did not vary in any way from the proposals that were denied by the Planning Commission
last November. In addition, the County recommended denial. The proposed rezoning deviates
from and is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan and the zoning ordinance. Ms. Broun
stated the developer failed to meet its burden to establish a reasonable basis for rezoning. She
explained the specific deviations included: exceeding density designations, compatible lot sizes,
altering the character of the area, and setting a negative precedent for density development
making the Board's job harder and excluding the road from Barlow to Fenton Mill. These
deviations are not isolated reinforcing the proposal's inconsistency with the County's own
housing and population projections in the current Comprehensive Plan. The plan projects an
additional 1400 housing units in the upper County for the 20 years between 2015 and 2035.
Mr. Broun stated in the past five years alone the County has allowed an increase of 2.3 times
the number of units it projected for 20 years. The Comprehensive Plan anticipates population
to decrease from 2005 projections. She noted that it also takes in consideration the economic
downturn due to COVID. No objective data supports the off the chart projection of population
growth to support a housing development. Ms. Broun stated it should not always be the citi
zens' burden to pay the costs for development, while the developer earns all the benefits. She
asked the Board to deny the application.
Doug Holroyd, 103 Marina Point, spoke in opposition of the application and noted his profes
sional background studying fiscal impact studies. He reviewed the study provided by the de
veloper concerning Fenton Mill. He noted the School Division's Master Plan recently issued for
2022 to 2027 has changed-from the last year when the application was submitted. He ques
tioned data related to the Waller Mill Elementary expansion and provided data to support his
position. With all of the developments done recently such as Arbordale, Fenton Mill, Kelton
Station, Powell Plantation, and now the proposed Fenton Mill Development of 599 units added
to existing figures is 1223 units relatable to the school surplus student issue. Mr. Holroyd also
voiced concerns of the upper County schools being over capacity and included: 241 students at
Waller Mill, basically balanced at Queen's Lake due to a recent expansion, and Bruton High
School has capacity. He explained the capital cost of schooling has been excluded from the
Fenton Mill development quoting the Figaro report. No capital impact was assigned to Fenton
Mill with respect to elementary school students generated by that development. Mr. Holroyd
stated the proposed development is causing the County to spend $32 million on a new elemen
tary school. He asked the Board to deny the application.
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Don Cole, 304 Back Forty Loop, Williamsburg, VA, spoke in opposition of the application. He
noted that the group did reach out to the developer several times. They proposed setting aside
land for conservation and true open space in the area. Mr. Cole referenced the developer's
website, in which they claim 52 percent of the land is maintained as open space. The calcula
tion includes significant acreage that is unbuildable because it is too steep and includes RPA
areas. It also includes individual front yards and backyards. He explained the front yard is
considered an open space. He referenced a neighboring community that was opposed to the
development and had signed petitions and placed signs in their yard to voice opposition. Mr.
Cole stated the residents were also at the meeting and during a pandemic to voice their opposi
tion. He stated that upper York County is an area that continues to have large, undeveloped
areas reflecting the rural culture and land use. This area is a unique part of the County and
last vestige of our history. The area should be protected and preserved for future generations.
Mr. Cole was also concerned about the attitude and lack of response the developer has taken
regarding their concerns. The citizens are not opposed to all development and have supported
redevelopment in the upper part of the County. In a previous case, a developer reached out to
the group and we provided feedback to him. The feedback was incorporated and changes were
made to the plan and the residents supported it after the changes were made. Residents do not
want the area to look like the high density housing seen throughout Newport News, the lower
part of the County, and Virginia Beach. He asked the Board to deny the application.
Cynthia Hermann, 117 Wilson Drive, spoke in opposition of the application. She will be direct
ly impacted by this development and is opposed to the rezoning of the property on Fenton Mill.
Mr. Hermann attended all of the developers' open houses. During the first meeting, the project
was described as meeting the need for housing in the area due to the older population. The
meeting inferred that all people of a certain age were seeking this and that people want planned
communities and within walking distance of shopping, entertainment and other amenities, with
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prices starting at $250,000 and more. At the second open house a plan was presented that
brought the number down to 599 residences from the original number of 836. During this
time, the developer failed to address the other issues that the community had with a develop
ment of this size. What is actually trending in Virginia and around the country according to
studies dating back to 2008, are people looking to leave densely populated areas for more rural
areas. Since the beginning of the pandemic, there has been a demand for homes in less dense
areas, more space, and fewer people. She questioned why the high priced, dense housing
communities were being approved without regard for current trends. Residents moved to a
rural community to escape places like Newport News and Hampton. Ms. Hermann stated that
with all the development going on in the country, the quiet country living is fast disappearing.
She asked the Board to deny the application.
Tom Chamberlain, 270 Barlow Road, spoke in opposition of the application. After reviewing the
traffic study conducted by the applicant, Mr. Chamberlain was concerned with the amount of
traffic that will be added to roads in the Skimino area. Both Fenton Mill and Barlow Roads do
not meet current the Virginia Department of Transportation standards with one area of Fenton
Mill only about 16 feet, three inches wide with a steep culvert drop on each side. The Interstate
64 eastbound off ramp at 199 and Newman Road will have huge delays for traffic that turns
left. At the peak afternoon rush, an estimated 81 cars per hour will be lined up to make a left
turn and 654 cars per hour will be lined up to make a right turn. ·The heavy volume of traffic
will back up on 1-64 for more than a mile and a half. He noted that it was also important that
while the applicant agreed to a traffic study, they have not agreed to install a light if it is war
ranted. Mr. Chamberlain explained the developer requires proof that the new development
caused the delay. This issue will be another fight for the citizens of the County. The Compre
hensive Plan notes that both Barlow and Fenton Mill Roads are narrow and have sightline
concerns. As such, they recommended a road connecting Barlow at Skimino out to Newman
Road. The Comprehensive Plan also states the carrying capacity of Fenton Mill Road south of
Newman should be preserved through the prohibition of driveways exiting on Fenton Mill.
Fenton Mill will see a volume increase from 190 vehicles a day to over 3,000 vehicles a day.
That is a 1500 percent increase in traffic. Over 3,000 vehicles a day on a road that is 16 feet
three inches wide with a drop off culvert on both sides. The traffic will only get worse and more
accidents will occur. A VDOT study indicated that four of the most dangerous roads in York
County are in District 1. Mr. Chamberlain asked the Board and staff to take a more regional
approach to traffic studies for development proposals. No one is looking at what the combined
development in the Lightfoot corridor is having on traffic. The traffic impacts can be over
whelming to narrow, rural roads. He asked the Board to deny the application.
Rich Howell, 104 Horseshoe Drive, spoke in opposition of the application. He believed there
should be a holistic discussion of rezoning. Other localities have faced the issue of rampant
over development and taken action to address it. He referenced the green line used in Virginia
Beach which denotes no planned developments or high density land use is permitted south of
this line. This use has been in place for decades and has successfully saved the rural and
agricultural land use in Virginia Beach. In Spotsylvania County, a similar policy exists in the
southern portion of the County. In Stafford County, the County's Board of Supervisors voted to
downzone nearly 90,000 acres of land to one home per six acres.
Similarly, Spotsylvania
County and Prince William County did this about a decade ago. In both counties the action
was looked back on as a success and a thoughtful action taken. He asked the Board to
downzone the remaining rural lands in Upper York County to a reasonable minimum number
of acres per lot incorporating this in the new Comprehensive Plan. This will maintain the open
space for future generations; stop burdening the taxpayers with infringement on zoning in our
Comp Plan; and that as a community stand up for what is right for the future of our County,
and those to come. He encouraged the Board to deny the application.
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Tom Bond, 203 Creek Point Circle, spoke in opposition of the application. He reviewed com
ments made by the Planning Commission members at their November meeting.
Mr. Robert
Peterman stated that he did not support the project, because he was concerned with the traffic.
Mr. Robert Criner stated that while the developer was trying to make improvements to the
property, the citizen disapproval for the project was overwhelming. Mr. Jons stated that he had
not heard anything at the hearing that would make a compelling argument for going against
the Comprehensive Plan.
Mr. Titus stated that the County should follow the Comprehensive
Plan unless there is compelling evidence that says you need to deviate and did not support the
application noting a by-right development would be best. Ms. Mary Leedom stated that a com-
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pelling comment had been made with regards to being stewards of the land. She noted the
application prevented the people who currently reside near the property of their individual
property rights and was concerned also with the complete disregard of the Comprehensive Plan.
She did not support the application. Mr. Michael King stated that he was going to vote against
the application noting the lack of information regarding other potential uses that can be done
to make this the prime development that the County deserves. Mr. Bond stated the Planning
Commission members unanimously voted against rezoning of the tract of land and asked the
Board to deny the application.
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Andrea Wilson, 126 Fenton Mill Road, spoke in opposition of the application. She explained
that in 1939, her great grandfather bought the family farm, 80 acres of land that has been
farmed for over 100 years. The property sits directly adjacent to the proposed development.
Many generations have been raised here and will hopefully continue to have the pleasure of
doing so. She explained the types of animals raised on the family farm and the memories of
days gone by with her grandparents teaching her the importance of their heritage. She was
proud to be teaching her children the how-tos of farming and being stewards of the land. Ms.
Wilson explained the importance of community and the closeness of the neighborhood. The
upper County enjoys a simple, peaceful, rural way of life. The proposed development, nearly
600 homes placed on tiny lots, goes against the very appearance and rural lifestyle of those
who proudly call Upper York home, some of us for several generations. The development of
clustered homes and townhomes has no place between the farms and rural lifestyle. The Com
prehensive Plan states slow and steady growth in the promise of continued maintenance of
York County's rural areas and the project is a direct contradiction. She asked the Board to
deny the application.
Steven Kennedy, 104 Penn Drive, Williamsburg, VA, spoke in opposition of the application. He
spoke regarding the organization, conservecounty.org. The organization was comprised of
citizen volunteers, dedicated to protecting the rural atmosphere, the natural diversity of York
County, and the Historic Triangle. The organization is concerned about recent population
growth, made possible by rezoning. He explained that Patrice Sadler, the Historic Virginia Land
Conservancy was partnering with their agency. Mr. Kennedy stated that even during the pan
demic, residents were engaged to stand, and protect the rural and historic heritage. He asked
the Board's support financially to help with their mission to preserve rural lands in York Coun
ty.
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George Mahone, Jr., 129 Skimino Road, spoke in opposition of the application. He voiced con
cerns with regards to public safety and provided an overview on both the establishment of Fire
Stations by James City County and York County. He cited several concerns with the safety of
the roadways in the upper County and near the proposed development. After the construction
of Fenton Mill is done, the accidents will still occur. Interstate 64 backups will cause traffic
problems on Fenton Mill Road. He asked the Board to deny the application because of roadway
safety issues.
Gerard Denion, 142 Quaker Meeting House Road, spoke in opposition of the application. He
provided an overview of the Comprehensive Plan process since the State had mandated the
creation of these by each County. He noted that York County has done a very good job of
soliciting the input of citizens in the County and incorporating them into the Comprehensive
Plans dating back to the very first plan adopted in 1991. Through the feedback collected in the
2040 revision currently underway, a very clear and consistent desire has been expressed by
citizens of York County to protect its green rural character while moving forward into the fu
ture. The plan initially adopted in 1991 specifically stated that for York County citizens, pro
tection of the environment· is of paramount concern. In 2005, citizens selected protecting the
natural environment as their number one concern out of 30 of their top goals. In the current
2035 Comprehensive Plan, residents identified preserving open and green space as their single
most highly valued goal, receiving an eight on a scale of 10. The views of citizens about the
environment of York County have not changed. Mr. Denion stated what has changed is the
opinion of York County residents about how the County has managed environmental issues in
the development process. In the most recent survey, citizen responses to a question about
what they do not like about recent changes in the County included overbuilding; too much
development of neighborhoods crowding the schools; lack of open space; too many multi-unit
townhouses; and apartments. These changes create severe traffic congestion, cause over
crowded schools, destroy green open space, destroy natural habitats, and compromise the
environment. Mr. Denion stated as elected representatives, the Board of Supervisors has the
authority and responsibility to carry out the will of York County citizens. He requested that the
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Board vote unanimously to reject this rezoning application and refocus County development
efforts toward preserving the natural spaces that remain in this County.
Eric Joss, 3006 Forge Road, spoke in opposition of the application. He spoke on behalf of
Friends of Forge Road in Toano, a non-profit group founded in 2004 by concerned citizens in
upper James City County. He provided backgrounds of the members who work with other
neighborhood associations and various other groups to promote the preservation of rural lands,
enhance awareness of our area's historic significance, and support agritourism. The mission is
closely aligned with community organizations and persons in our area, such as those in York
County. Mr. Joss stated their organization is familiar with the position of Preserve Fenton Mill
in opposition to this application and they strongly.concur in that opposition to this project for
several reasons including the following. The proposed land use and density are not consistent
with the current York County Comprehensive Plan. The proposed high density project will set a
precedent for more intense development of an adjacent rural residential parcel. The proposec;l
project will exacerbate wear and tear on infrastructure in York and neighboring James City
County, and likely result in higher levels of traffic congestion. Proffers from the developer alone
would likely not reduce this impact. The proposed project of 599 units, a 208 percent increase
over what is allowed under current zoning will in all likelihood require a significant number of
new school seats and possible staff additions to the Sheriff and Fire Departments.. To meet this
increase in population, water lines for the delivery of fire suppression would also likely be
needed. Upper York County and James City County share the last remaining rural lands in
our region. Accordingly, both community groups urge more cooperative efforts between these
localities and assessing community cumulative impacts in infrastructure and quality of life.
This proposed project has generated significant community opposition. In closing, he noted the
rural lands are a gift and asked the Board to help preserve them.
Gwen Buckley, 211 Wichita Lane, spoke in opposition of the application. She has witnessed
growth in the community and felt that the County's Comprehensive Plan had a chance of being
upheld rather than rewritten. She was opposed to the rezoning because in the last five years
there has been constant and rapid growth without justification. The storefronts, both new and
old, sat empty long before the pandemic. She was upset thinking about how the proposal
might change both the view and the value of her property. The property offered seclusion and
security and the neighbors watched out for one another. She asked the Board to not take away
the Wichita Lane cul-de-sac. Ms. Buckley also cited safety concerns with the roadways in and
around the proposed development. Many of the families that were speaking before the Board
this evening may suffer crippling loss as their investment begins to depreciate due to overdevel
opment. The people standing outside of the Board room are a small reflection of the amount of people that actually oppose this and similar applications. Many more of the citizens did not
show up to speak tonight out of fear of retribution or the fear of public speaking. She asked
the Board to deny the application.
Antonio Vindez, 10101 Bolvine Blvd., Carrollton, spoke in opposition of the application and on
behalf of Preserve Smithfield, Virginia. Types of developments such as these are also occurring
in Isle of Wight and the Town of Smithfield. The pressure from developers is really high, but
citizens are speaking loudly and clearly that they do not want our communities giving in to the
developers' desire. The developments are designed to make the major profits for the developers
by building more houses per square feet and not bringing any improvements to the community
such as new schools, hospitals, or improving the roadways. He encouraged the Board to vote
against the application.
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Hoda M. Zaki, 208 Villa Way, spoke on behalf of the League of Women Voters, Williamsburg
Area, and in opposition of the application. She provided a brief overview on the history of the
organization and the number of members. The League's position is that controlled growth
policies for land use are necessary for the orderly development of land. Continued long range
planning and dialogue are needed to protect human needs, air resources, and the environment.
Furthermore, adequate funding and enforcement strategies coupled with the cooperation
amongst governing bodies are needed to ensure that the issues relating to open space, agricul
ture, transportation are addressed. Ms. Zaki noted that participation relating to the reE1olution
of these land issues are essential. This proposed rezoning is the second largest ever considered
and .will have significant impact on traffic and quality of life. The impact will be experienced by
residents also living in upper James City County because of its proximity to the project. The
League urged more cooperation with James City County in addressing these concerns. The
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developer appears to dedicate 68 acres of land for public use, but does not provide any legally
binding language to suggest that that will happen or that the land will be used for other pur
poses. It does not appear that the developer brings sufficient economic or quality of life bene
fits to justify the rezoning from rural residential. The elected and appointed leaders need to
consider the concerns of the residents that they serve and deny the application.
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Laura Lawrence, 116 Shady Bluff Point, spoke in opposition of the application. She was drawn
by the beauty of the area, having lived in other areas for many years in our professional lives.
Ms. Lawrence stated they were drawn to this community, in part because of an advertisement
that Mid Atlantic had regarding the community, stating the area was special because of its
natural views, undisturbed nature and secluded privacy. That fact and the fact that the prox
imity to Colonial Williamsburg were very important for us. She stated they were not looking to
downsize, but were looking for more privacy. Ms. Lawrence purchased property with a couple
of acres. Both she and her husband have no plans to move to something smaller and less
troublesome. This is a Williamsburg treasure and hoped that the Board will commit to preserv
ing the quality of life that the citizens have in this community.
John Hermann, 117 Wilson Drive, spoke in opposition of the application. He asked what the
definition of rural is and shared memories between him, his son, and his neighbor noting that
these relationships and ties within the community run very deep. He quoted John Adams in
1780 which said that government is instituted for the common good for the protection, safety,
prosperity, happiness of the people, and not for the profit, honor or private interest of any one
man, family or class of men. Mr. Hermann stated it is not the job of government to protect
individuals or businesses from the consequences of bad decisions. In this case, the developer
has clearly made a bad decision in failing to understand what rural means and who we are as a
people in a community. He encouraged the Board to deny the application.
Jill Holroyd, 103 Marina Point, spoke in opposition of the application and had many questions.
She stated the Comprehensive Plan was a big answer and there are still questions from 2015 to
2035. The Comprehensive Plan stated 1,400 houses would be built, but from 2015 to 2020,
almost 4,000 houses were built. The area is a rural community and the residents love the
area. She referenced comments made by Mr. Myers in June, 2020, when he categorized this as
not being a high density development. The citizens have many questions and they needed the
answer to be no rezoning and denial of the application.
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Ron Struble, 205 Shady Bluff Place, spoke in opposition of the application. He appreciated
being part of this past year's journey when he became part of the leadership team for Preserve
Fenton Mill. Tonight, the ?oard and the citizens had heard several comments regarding the
application. The data provided from the County Planning office allowed him to do an analysis
on the application, because it tells a story. If the application is approved, the County is going to
go to 3,970 homes built, approved, or proposed. He explained that it is an important number,
while not every one of these homes have been built, but if you look at that number 440, that is
what the Comprehensive Plan predicted as of today. There have been three by-right develop
ments: Powell Plantation, Country Club Acres and Caulfield Manor and the County is on tract
as the Plan predicted. In just District 1, the number of rezonings and special use permits has
gone wildly awry. The Comprehensive Plan predicted a total of 1,500 homes by 2035, but were
looking at 3,970. He noted this is where the Comprehensive Plan has gone wrong. He believed
this is a result of the Board not being presented with all of the data available to make the most
informed decisions. He believed the County staff needed to do a better job of presenting data to
the Board before these decisions are made. Mr. Struble specifically cited the traffic surveys,
noting they are not holistic, but important information. Currently, Lightfoot Road and Kelton
Station are on a level of service F road that is not acceptable. Both the schools and financial
reports do not look at the capital costs of additional students. For this additional 150 more
students, if the rezoning is approved, equates to $16.5 million. The developer is offering
$800,000 worth of land. Mr. Struble stated the math does not add up and he asked the Board
tonight to deny the rezoning. He asked the Board to look forward to the 2040 Comprehensive
Plan to make the data proceed in the right direction.
There being no one else present who wished to speak, Chairman Green closed the public hear
ing on the application.
Mr. Zaremba commented on the 25 people that came to give their reasons why the application
should not be approved and stated that he believes it stems from the County's Comprehensive
Plan, which is a covenant between the County, the elected body, interest groups and the citi-
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zens. He added it gets reviewed every five years and is under review at this time. Mr. Zaremba
stated that the Board works for the citizens that voted them into office, not for a special inter
est groups or the staff. He admitted that they have made mistakes and approved more than
they should have which is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan as it existed, citing exam
ples of Kelton Station, Reserve of Williamsburg and Arbordale. He closed stating this proposal
is inconsistent with what the Comprehensive Plan lays out and with the interests of the citi
zens.
Mrs. Noll thanked the staff for all their work and recognized it has been a long process. She
also thanked the developers for trying to listen to what the people had to say and trying to
modify the plans, but unfortunately there were so many different ideas that it was not feasible
for them to handle· it all. Mrs. Noll stated she understood where the people are coming from
and she agrees it is beautiful area and the roads are narrow but a development is going to come
in the future. If the application is voted down tonight, there will be other plans that will come
in the future and the citizens need to understand the County does not stand still. Mrs. Noll
added she appreciated the demeanor of everyone who came to speak but she was less pleased
with the comments and allegations that came via email. She felt it was insulting to hear people
feel that the Board has been greedy and has solely listened to developers. She commented we
listen to everyone and although we may be elected from our respective district, we represent the
entire County. Moreover, we work hard for the well-being of the whole County and she is very
proud to have maintained her objectivity for almost 25 years. Mrs. Noll commented that this is
a lovely area and she understands what the staff, the citizens and the Planning Commission
have said and thanked all for the emails and for those who came out this evening to express
their concern. She concluded she is very proud to be in York County. She noted that she lives
in Kiln Creek, which is a, special place because it is a combination of all types of housing that
we have in York County.
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Mr. Roane thanked every~ne who participated in person, via email and phone calls to give
feedback on the proposal and stated the Board needs to make the decision based on a number
of things. Getting feedback from citizens on their preference is instrumental to the decision. He
then commented that he had met with Mr. Myers and the development team to go over their
vision and plan. He now has a better understanding of land development and thinks they are
very good at their job and have brought a lot of value into the County. He added he was disap
pointed that the development team and the residents couldn't get together on a plan that eve
ryone liked because the plan brings a lot of amenities to the area. Mr. Roane mentioned the
concerns on the impact of student population, traffic and the contrast of the development to
what is indicated in the Comprehensive Plan, and how the Plan is prepared, vetted and dis
cussed.
Mr. Shepperd commented that he was impressed by the arguments made by the residents. He
also stated that Mr. Myers had really made some great points. He noted that one of the things
that really impresses the Board are personal experiences, where you live and what you want to
see. He added over time the raw land and farms have evolved and gone away and there was no
one there to defend it. However, now citizens are able to see what is happening around them
and able to step forward and present arguments for what they want to see. Mr. Shepperd
stated using zoning properly, we are able to clamp down on development and have a build out
of around 80,000 people. At one time it was 130,000 people, which illustrates that the Board is
responsive to meet the different objectives of the citizenry. He added that the citizens want to
live in a rural setting. York County is not rural, as it may be in parts, but overall it is not and
land owners also have rights relative to its use. As such we strive to balance out these rights.
Mr. Shepperd stated as citizens in a community you are given an opportunity to express the
type of community you want to live in and that's what we do with the Comprehensive Plan. If
you do not participate in the Plan, you get the participants' vision. If you wander off that zon
ing to special use permits or permissions you are going to run into problems, because that is
the guide for how the community wants things done; He then thanked the developer for his
presentation and the citizens for their comments and sharing their experiences.
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Chairman Green thanked all the citizens who contacted him and added the Board will always
listen and do what is right. He then asked the Board for a motion.
Motion Discussion. Mr. Zaremba made a motion to deny the application and proposed Ordi
nance No. 21-3. Chairm~ Green made a substitute motion to approve the application per the
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Board's practice of many years. Let the official record reflect that the initial motion to deny was
replaced by a substitute motion to approve the application and all members voted against the
application.
On roll call the vote was:
Yea:
Nay:

(0)
(5)
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Zaremba, Noll, Roane, Shepperd, Green

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

None

CONSENT CALENDAR

The Consent Calendar was considered and approved on a vote of 5:0. A summary of actions
taken are below.
Mrs. Noll moved that the Consent Calendar be approved as submitted, Item Nos. 2, 3, 4, and 5
respectively.
On roll call the vote was:
Yea:
Nay:

(5)
(0)

Noll, Roane, Shepperd, Zaremba, Green

Item No. 2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Thereupon, the following minutes were approved and resolutions adopted:
February 2, 2021, Regular Meeting
Item No. 3. HEAD START GRANT FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES: Resolution 21-18
A RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE HEAD START GRANT APPLICATION BEING
SUBMI'ITED TO THE ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES OF
FICE OF HEAD START AND TO APPROVE THE ANNUAL SELF-ASSESSMENT,
AND PROGRAM AND SCHOOL READINESS GOALS
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Item No. 4. EMPLOYEE OF THE QUARTER: Resolution 21-39
A RESOLUTION TO COMMEND ERIKA R. ALDERMAN, FINANCIAL SYSTEMS
ANALYST, DEPARTMENT OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY, AS EMPLOYEE OF
THE QUARTER
Item No. 5. COMMENDATION OF A RETIRING EMPLOYEE: Resolution 21-40
A RESOLUTION TO COMMEND ANNA M. DRAKE, MANAGER OF ENVIRON
MENTAL PROGRAMS, WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, ON THE
OCCASION OF HER RETIREMENT
NEW BUSINESS: ·No New Business

CLOSED MEETING: No Closed Meeting

Meeting Adjourned. At 9:48 p.m. Chairman Green declared the meeting adjourned to 6:00
p.m., Tuesd , April 6, 2021, in the Board Room of York Hall.

Neil . Morgan
County Administrator
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