
 

 

 

 

Noise Committee Meeting Agenda 
January 27, 2020  

6:00 - 7:30 p.m. 

County Administration Building, Room 270 

1800 Sandy Hook, Goochland, VA 23063 

 

 

Review & Discuss BoS Meeting Minutes    Committee 

 

Review & Analyze 10-Year Noise Complaints   Committee 

    

General Discussion & Next Steps     Committee  
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IN RE:          PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

a. Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of the Goochland County Water Supply Plan.  
The Local And Regional Water Supply Planning Regulation (9 VAC 25-780) Mandates That All 
Jurisdictions Submit A Local Or Regional Water Supply Plan To The State Water Control Board 
By November 2, 2011.  The Commonwealth Initiated The Development Of A Comprehensive 
Statewide Water Supply Planning Process To: 1) Ensure Availability Of Safe Drinking Water To 
All Citizens; 2) Protect All Other Beneficial Uses Of The Commonwealth's Water Resources; 
And 3) Promote And Develop Incentives For Alternative Water Sources.  
 
County Engineer Gary DuVal gave a brief overview of the Goochland County Water Supply 
Plan. Chairman Quarles asked if there were any questions then opened the hearing to public 
comment.  Seeing none, the public hearing was closed. 
 
On a motion by Mr. Pryor, seconded by Mr. Butler, the Board voted 4-0 to approve the plan as 
presented (copy attached and made a part of these minutes). Roll call vote: Butler Yes, Creasey 
Yes, Pryor Yes, Quarles Yes.  Absent: Eads    

 
b. Public Hearing to Consider An Ordinance To Amend Goochland County Code, 

Chapter 10 (“Offenses and Miscellaneous Provisions”), Article II (“Noise”) by Adding Sections 
10-40 (“Prohibited Noises Generally”), 10-41 (“Specific Acts as Noise Disturbances”), 10-42 
(“Exemptions”), 10-43 (“Penalty and Enforcement”) and 10-44 (“Severability”) to Adopt 
Provisions Related to Noise Control and to provide for civil penalties for violations. 
 
County Attorney Sales stated this is his third time before the Board to discuss this subject. Recall 
last year he was before the Board with two different types of noise ordinances – one was the 
plainly audible version and the other one was the decibel version. Due to concerns that were 
raised about both of those types of noise ordinances, we were sent back to the drawing board. It 
was still recommended that the existing noise ordinance be repealed because it clearly had been 
ruled unconstitutional. Mr. Sales stated during the last session of the General Assembly, the 
General Assembly enacted Section 15.2-980 of the Code of Virginia that authorized localities to 
adopt a noise ordinance that would provide for a civil penalty. The significance of having an 
ordinance with a civil penalty rather than criminal penalties is you avoid the constitutional 
concerns that have been raised with criminal provisions. 
 
What is before the Board is a noise ordinance that is a combination plainly audible but it does 
provide civil penalties rather than criminal penalties. County Attorney Sales gave a brief 
overview of the ordinance with topics entitled, “Proposed Noise Ordinance, Specific 
Enumerated Prohibited Acts, Exemptions, Penalty and Enforcement.”  
 
Chairman Quarles asked if there were any questions. Mr. Butler asked if this ordinance is 
primarily for noise generated from 11 p.m. to 7 a.m., about business on industrial property and 
hunting at night.  
 
Chairman Quarles stated he will open the hearing to public comment but asked that comments be 
limited to three minutes per speaker to accommodate all who wish to speak. 
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Marshall Bowden, 511 Blue Goose Rd., Crozier 
 keep in mind those times when there is snow removal at night so businesses can open in the 
morning 
 hunting does occur at night specifically raccoon and coyote.  
 
Tim Allen, 5337 River Road West, Goochland 
 tonight’s talk seems to be moving away from guns; that is his concern.  
 Roanoke just had to repeal laws because it is lawful to fire a firearm on property.  
 Shooting during the day and a neighbor decides to take a 3 p.m. afternoon nap, is concerned 

about getting a magistrate call which goes against state law 
 
Charles Lamphere, 3593 Forest Grove Road, Sandy Hook 
 biggest complaint is noise from car stereos running up and down the road 
 lives on 16 acres and should not be sitting in his house with large booming noise going on 

across the street or up and down the road  
 specific article on noise coming from a vehicle does not mention the time  
 would like to see something on the books about that. 
 
Joe Ligon, 1284 Shallow Well Rd., Manakin 
 asked the definition of plainly audible, is it a certain decibel level, is it really loud 
  regarding the 100’ rule, who allows who to come onto my property at 100’ to enforce this 

ordinance  
 the civil penalty  - what are the penalties for a capricious use of the noise ordinance 
 does a lot of shooting and hunting, shoots skeet, you can shoot 100 targets that is 100 shots 

could be annoying to the guy next door 
 sees a whole list of exemptions, first amendment exemption, why isn’t there an exemption 

for legal second amendment practices 
 duck hunting occurs at 5:30 a.m. 
 
Susan Lascolette, 3277 Tabscott Road, Columbia 
 expressed concerns with hunting and what restrictions this could put on hunters 
 likes to target practice as well and does not want those rights to be abridged by anything 

occurring this evening,  
 concerned about the dog ordinance though understands this is from 11 p.m. to 7 a.m. but it is 

talking about 10 barks in 10 minutes, so do you count them 
 seems a difficult standard to put into an ordinance 
 reconsider this please it seems silly and difficult to enforce 
 
Fred Jenkins, Danieltown Rd., Goochland 
 sees no reason for a normal person to be out shooting after 11 p.m. referencing 30 minutes 

before sunrise it usually ends, depending on the season, 30 minutes before sunset or at sunset.  
 Sunrise/sunset exemption should be in there for shooting,  
 Since Colonial times, people have been hunting with hounds and bird dogs  
 There is no way to stop a bunch of dogs from barking at night if a stray dog comes through 

the yard 
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 Dogs bark if they are hungry or thirsty as well and that is an animal control issue 
 Thinks there needs to be some exemptions made for hunting dogs and also for individuals’ 

rights to target practice at reasonable hours. 
 
Lester Bryant, 301 Manakin Ferry Rd., Manakin Sabot 
 has coon hunting dogs and we are allowed to hunt from dark till daylight the next day 
  you can shoot after dark (coon hunting) legally by the state of Virginia 
 lives in front of a firehouse so every time a siren goes off the dogs are going to bark 
 law needs to be looked at a whole lot better. 
 
Chuck Hawk, 2151 Pine Lane, Maidens 
 believes last year or year before the Sheriff stated he had no resources or equipment to 

monitor the noise, has this changed, does he have the equipment? 
 how will it be measured and who will be doing the measuring 
 
Floyd Smith, 1284 Marlin Rd., Goochland 
 if Board passes as written, it is the first nail in the coffin for people who own dogs and have 

kennels  
 referenced changes in rules by Chesterfield and Hanover counties and how it wiped out an 

organization that took care of dogs that needed help  
 as county grows people with have their own ideas of what the county should look and sound 

like 
 kennel dogs howl anytime day or night and that can be triggered by different things 
 
Steve Oakley, 1370 Millers Lane, Manakin-Sabot 
 respects previous speakers thought process, but people who do not want to hear dogs barking 

also have rights 
 those of us that do want to hear the noise have not had any rights because there is nothing to 

enforce 
 does not have a problem with people who want to hunt coons or coyote 
 has problem with someone that lives next door to him 
 neighbor continuously lets their personal dogs bark all the time for hours on end 
 what happens the other 16 hours in a day when this ordinance is not in effect  
 visited the web sites of other counties to look at the dog animal noise ordinances for those 

counties (Henrico, Powhatan, City of Richmond, Louisa, Chesterfield and Hanover) not one 
of those counties has an 11P to 7A for animal noise; it is 24 hours per day 7 days a week 365 
days a year.  

 standard being set at a higher standard than what Goochland wants to propose 
 would like to see Goochland come up to the standard of the counties around us.  
 noise is noise 
 has been to the magistrate before with credible information 
 two cases got null processed and does not know why 
 Animal Control in 2010 went before this same particular court in this county with credible 

information; the judge dismissed it 
 Animal Control was advised not to come back again unless they could personally see or hear 

the dog - what does it mean in this ordinance 
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Michael McGuire, 1598 Shallow Well Rd., Manakin-Sabot 
 is from a family of hunters 
 runs his dogs 
 cannot hear dogs when windows are closed 
 is not sure why we are addressing this at all 
 we live in a rural area, hunting, farming that stuff starts at daylight if  not before; it always 

has  
 
Chris Waldrop, 4673 Three Square Rd, Goochland 
 has twenty dogs in his backyard 
 when they bark they bark 
 when his windows are closed he does not hear 
 from east of the Blue Ridge we have the right to run dogs and hunt them 
 review this ordinance before you approve it 
 
John Payne, 4750 Tabscott Rd., Kents Store 
 has fourteen dogs at his house 
 has not had a neighbor complain in 25 years 
 neighbor could get aggravated with you and file a summons 
 burden of proof 
 Mr. Oakley should get relief  
 questions about how much of a problem do we have 
 cannot compare Goochland to Henrico, Chesterfield 
 ordinance needs more thought 
 referenced Powhatan County noise ordinance, theirs is 11 p.m. to 7 a.m. - house/apartment 

plainly audible - 300’ or more from the dog. 
 
John Smith, 5157 Matties Lane, Goochland 
 if you start this what will happen next 
 will get to the point you are going to have to stay in your house, you can’t have a loud truck, 

you cannot have a loud radio 
 lives at an intersection and hears music 
 has 20 dogs himself 
  he deals with it -  lives in the country for these freedoms to hunt and do different stuff 
 lots of gray area in this ordinance 
 if it is passed the way it is now, there will be a whole lot more complaining 
 
Carl Barnes, 4294 Whitehall Rd., Sandy Hook 
 is a hunter and target shooter 
 has dogs and they make noise, they are dogs 
 thinks it is a total over reach, county shouldn’t be in this at all  
 
Howard Mayo, 5701 Mayo Lake, Columbia 
 has always had  a dog, we have an overkill here  
 serious thought needs to be given before approving as is  
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 enjoys hunting and listening to his dogs when hunting 
 hears them bark most in the pen in the kennel when rescue or fire siren blare 
 what about roosters 
 are we trying to stay with something that is mandatory by state 
 each county has right to choose what they want themselves 
 
Marcie Allen, 5337 River Road West, Goochland 
 asked about firearms as the ordinance does not specifically state anything about firearms but 

also does not protect her 
 had a neighbor that would fuss every time they would shoot  
 what about folks with loud motorcycle pipes, how are we going to address that? 
 
Michael McDermott, 1879 Spruce Lane, Maidens 
 stated this ordinance does not work 
 noise is decibel and distance 
 referenced the inoperable vehicle ordinance enacted last month to include trucks and we are 

worried about enforcing that which is a very concrete ordinance 
 we are trying to enact something that there is no way to enforce 
 this is the country, we have dogs, guns, and animals that are going to smell 
 cited 142 complaints received at the Sheriff’s office for noise since January 2010 
 33 from Animal Control, 5 five from the County Administration. That is 180 complaints 

on the books in 91 weeks, that is two complaints per week 
 does not think we have a noise problem in Goochland County 
 this law does not work 
 five complaints to the county administration have been from the neighborhood of Paws Inn 
  case was thrown out of court on March 15, 2011 
  a certain citizen who has not called the Sheriff’s office, who has not called Animal Control 

is calling the County Administration building every month; why not call the Sheriff or 
Animal Control? 

 same citizen has a campaign sign for the incumbent supervisor on is lawn 
 ordinance has some big loopholes and will be hard to enforce 
 if we want to have an ordinance to address the problem of noise as it occurs, we need 

distance and decibel 
 
Debbie Gibson, 12926 Plaza Drive, Manakin-Sabot 
 stated she would like to hear from Sheriff Agnew if this ordinance is constitutional or 

unconstitutional 
 is there a due process clause [as Tanner vs. Virginia Beach Supreme Court ruled that this 

type of language has been determined as inadmissible and unconstitutional because it is 
unreasonably vague 

 
Seeing no one else wishing to speak, the public comment period was closed.  
 
Chairman Quarles asked Mr. Sales to address the questions dealing with plainly audible and 
what 100’ actually mean.  
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Mr. Sales stated the term plainly audible is actually tied to 100’. Mr. Sales stated there is no 
definition in this proposed ordinance for the term plainly audible. When the court has a case with 
this type of language, it will use everyday plain meaning and how the testifying process may 
follow (the noise coming from X location that they were at least 100’ away from the source of 
the noise and that they could clearly hear it). Mr. Creasey asked is the 100’ from the property 
line, Mr. Sales stated the way this is written it is from the source of the noise. If the property line 
will put you at greater than a 100’ that is all the better. The way it is written it is from the actual 
source of the noise not from the property line. 
 
Mr. Sales stated this ordinance does not address the 16 hours between 7 a.m. and 11 p.m. unless 
someone can use the lead in language. They would have to say considering the time of day that 
the noise was disturbing the rest of the person or interfering with the person’s lawful and 
peaceful enjoyment of property. The remainder of the ordinance clearly is focused on night time 
noise/activity. 
 
Sheriff Agnew stated in this particular ordinance he thinks there is some confusion as to the type 
of ordinance it is, as to the constitutionality of it.   
 
Sheriff Agnew referenced the noise complaints given to Mr. McDermott, 142 over a 22 month 
period, at the same time there were well over 49,000 complaints in the county, so as a percentage 
of the number of complaints, thinks it is clear that, in his opinion, there is not a problem with 
noise in this county. That is not to say there are not problems in certain areas that certain people 
have with others. But he is not sure you can use a shotgun approach to fix a single problem. This 
scatter gun approach may cause as many problems as it might solve. Because this is a civil 
ordinance, it does give a citizen to proceed against a citizen. If you read this Animal Control, 
Sheriff’s Office, enforcement people are not included in this – this is a citizen v. citizen 
ordinance, we are out of this. Sheriff Agnew also stated one of the problems he has found with 
this, and made this point; he has not seen any noise ordinance that did not require prior to any 
charges being placed, that the noise be abated. This does not include that and he thinks that is a 
problem. Anyone who has a noise problem should at least request, by themselves or if they are 
afraid, have some authority request the abatement of the noise, this does not include that and 
thinks that should be included as well. 
 
Sheriff Agnew stated he knows we have been at this for four years but rather than cause 
heartache to innocent people, thinks it requires a real strong examination and he does not see any 
reason to act in haste. 
 
Chairman Quarles asked the Board what their pleasure was.  
  
On a motion by Mr. Creasey, seconded by Mr. Butler, the Board voted 4-0 to turn this over to the 
county attorney for future study. Mr. Creasey stated there are too many guesses on this right 
now. Mr. Butler stated he believes the ordinance penalizes the hunter, the person unloading 
inventory at Food Lion early in the morning and would need to help persons like Mr. Oakley. 
Roll call vote: Pryor Yes, Quarles, Yes, Butler Yes, Creasey Yes.       Absent: Eads 
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County Administrator Dickson stated staff has been asked to look at this ordinance, we have 
attempted to do so, we have brought decibel versions, plainly audible versions, then we were 
asked to remove the criminal aspect and bring a civil ordinance we have done that. Ms. Dickson 
stated her request in terms of direction is, rather than ask the county attorney to go back to the 
drawing board, because it seems maybe we are misunderstanding our direction. So rather than be 
asked to go back to the drawing board and come back again, if the Board could please advise as 
to what direction you would like us to take. We believe we have included all the stakeholders 
and that changes fairly rapidly; we are at odds, so if we could please get some direction as to 
what you would like to see, we could bring something the Board would want to consider. We 
feel we have done that three times now.  
 
Chairman Quarles stated we have heard some other information to use as we move forward 
associated with this, we have a varied culture of beliefs about what is right for Goochland. Mr. 
Quarles stated he is not sure how one comes up with something that meets all the expectations.  
Obviously, we have to have some type of mechanism, whether criminal or civil or what have 
you, for the citizens who have a legitimate complaint to have it evaluated in the proper accord. 
We need to take the view points presented this evening and look at those and see how we can 
write something that will provide the appropriate opinion that can be embraced by the county 
citizens and Board of Supervisors so we can move forward. 

 
c. Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of a Resolution Requesting a Transportation 
Enhancement Grant to Further Fund the Sidewalk Improvements Located In the Goochland 
Courthouse Village.  The Proposed Sidewalk Improvements Would Include Two Segments 
Alongside River Road West (State Route 6) (East Bound Direction) And Two Smaller Segments 
Near The YMCA And The Administration Building Alongside Sandy Hook Road (State Route 
522). 

 
County Administrator Dickson gave a brief overview of the Resolution requesting a 
Transportation Enhancement Grant to further fund the sidewalk improvements located in the 
Goochland Courthouse Village. 
 
Chairman Quarles opened the hearing to public comments.  
 
Susan Lascolette of 3277 Tabscott Rd., Columbia asked about the proposed sidewalk and stated 
she has heard questions about students getting from the high school to the YMCA and thinks this 
connectivity would be a better use of the funds. 
 
David Ligon, 2352 Sheppard Town Rd. stated his remarks are along the same lines as Ms. 
Lascolette stating no one really uses the side of the road where they are putting the new 
sidewalk; many people walk on the side where the sidewalk currently exists. Mr. Ligon stated it 
seems a better use of funds to extend that side all the way to the high school as opposed to 
adding on the other side (resident’s yards). 
 
Sandy Briley, 5255 Bear Ct., Goochland stated she travels this area and sees the cross country 
team running along the other side on the road trying to get back to the high school, if we could 
we should extend it on the other side. 






























































