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Envisioning the Isle Public Forum #3 Community Meetings and Public Participation Survey Results 

Executive Summary 

 

The third public input survey covered the period from August 24 to October 12, 2018. A total of 718 individuals participated 
in the survey. Most participants chose the online survey tool available on the Envisioning the Isle website at 
www.iwus.net/plan. This was expected, given that this method allowed participants to take the survey at their 
convenience. Staff also collected data directly from the public at meetings using paper survey questionnaires.  
 

Public Engagement Series #3 Highlights: 
• 718 online and paper surveys submitted 
• 10 Public Forum Series #3 public meetings 
• 1 presentation to Chamber of Commerce Student Leadership Class 
• 145 community meeting attendees 
• 447 members to date on email distribution list 

 

The third public input survey was not designed as a scientific poll using a random sample of pre-selected households, but 
rather as a broad public engagement effort. Postcards detailing the numerous public input opportunities were mailed out 
to all addresses within the County. The survey was also widely publicized in public areas and online, and all residents, 
business owners, and property owners were welcome to respond. All responses were provided on a strictly voluntary basis 
and may or may not represent the perspectives of the average Isle of Wight County citizen. To make the survey as user-
friendly as possible, it did not mandate that every question be answered. Participants were welcome to respond to as few 
or as many questions as interested them. Therefore, the tabulations in this report are based on varying numbers of 
responses to each survey question. Many respondents were interested enough to complete the entire survey.  
 

The goal of the third public engagement process was to ask the community to choose from two potential scenarios for 
multiple key locations throughout the County. These scenarios were created utilizing feedback from the first two rounds 
of surveys. Each of these will be shown on the following pages. Respondents were asked to select their preferred scenario 
for ten (10) key areas throughout the County. These responses will be used to develop a preferred growth scenario and 
project the infrastructure needs and costs for the life of Envisioning the Isle. 
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Isle of Wight County Comprehensive Plan Update –  
Survey 3 and Public Forum Comments Summary and Analysis 

 

The third survey and public forum series for the Isle of Wight County Comprehensive Plan (Envisioning the Isle) Update 

was completed on October 12, 2018. Through the public input process, staff has gathered a considerable amount of input 

on the citizen’s thoughts about the County as it exists today, the direction it is going, and a vision for 25 to 30 years from 

now. That input was analyzed to identify recurrent themes which can be carried forward into the plan’s next steps. These 

themes aided in the development of land use scenarios which were used in this second phase of public input. In the second 

phase, residents were given the opportunity to state the advantages and disadvantages of each scenario. These responses 

were then sorted and used to identify areas within the County that could develop in a number of ways. In the third phase, 

staff presented the two most realistic futures for these areas to the public and allowed them to choose based on their 

individual preferences. Also included is an appendix which includes all responses to Question 13.  

 

Question 1: How did you hear about the survey? 

The first survey question was used by staff to determine how the public was receiving information about the 
comprehensive planning process. Of the 718 responses gathered, 330 (46%) stated that the IWAlert system was their 
impetus to complete the survey. The next most successful singular outreach method was the postcards which brought in 
66 responses. 
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Question 2: Are you a resident, property owner, or 
business owner in Isle of Wight County? 

The second survey question was a qualifier to ensure that 

the input for Envisioning the Isle is coming from those 

invested in the community and effected by the plan. Of the 

718 survey responses gathered, 15 (2.09%) responded “No” 

to this question. Those respondents were immediately 

forwarded to the end of the survey and thanked for their 

participation. 

 

Question 3: Which type of development would you prefer to see in Rushmere Village Center? 

During the first round of public forums, 

participants stated that the existing small 

town feel and sense of community is 

important to maintain and that the existing 

villages have the opportunity to become more 

vibrant. During the second round of public 

forums, participants again voiced support for 

the revitalization of existing village centers but 

voiced concern over the cost implications. 

Based on this feedback, this phase of the plan 

only considered the existing Rushmere Village 

Center for further development while 

maintaining the rural character for the majority of the County. 

Scenario 1 proposed to keep the Rushmere Village Center as planned in the existing 2008 Comprehensive Plan. Scenario 

2 proposed to add additional residential and business and employment land uses in and around the existing village center. 

There were 598 responses to this question. Of 

these responses, 276 preferred scenario 1 and 

322 preferred scenario 2. In response to 

Question 13, a number of comments were made 

regarding allowing additional dining options in 

the Rushmere area. The proposed scenario 2 will 

continue to allow restaurants within business 

and employment areas. 
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Question 4: Which type of development would you prefer to see along Route 10? 

During the first round of public forums, 

participants expressed the desire for the 

existing development service districts (DSDs) to 

maintain their current size.  In response, staff 

developed a scenario which allowed for the 

DSDs to maintain their existing boundaries. 

During the second round of public forums, 

participants again voiced support for 

maintaining the size but disliked the increased 

density this would bring to the Newport DSD. 

Based on this feedback, staff created two 

scenarios – one maintaining the size of the DSD 

and one allowing for stretching the DSD south 

along Route 10 to encompass the existing Isle 

of Wight Industrial Park. 

Scenario 1 maintained rural agricultural and environmental conservation along Route 10. Scenario 2 proposed to extend 

a mix of residential, business and employment, industrial development, and the development service district south along 

Route 10. There were 521 responses to this question. Of these responses, 274 preferred scenario 1 and 247 preferred 

scenario 2. Due to the future water line construction, existing transportation infrastructure, and underutilized industrial 

park, the Planning Commission determined that the use of this corridor should be maximized and directed planning staff 

to move forward with the second scenario.  The 

majority of responses to Question 13 regarding 

this area of the County were addressed in the 

provided scenarios. There were also comments 

regarding wanting to keep the character of the 

County intact that will be addressed in the 

“Preserve” chapter of the plan. 

 

Question 5: Do you think the Development Service District should expand along New Towne Haven Lane? 

During the first round of public forums, 

participants expressed the desire for the 

existing development service districts (DSDs) 

to maintain their current size.  In response, 

staff developed a scenario which allowed for 

the DSDs to maintain their existing 

boundaries. During the second round of public 

forums, participants again voiced support for 

maintaining the size but disliked the increased 

density this would bring to the Newport DSD. 

Based on this feedback, staff created two 

scenarios for this area – one maintaining the size of the DSD and one allowing for stretching the DSD south along New 

Towne Haven Lane to allow for more residential growth. 
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Scenario 1 maintained rural agricultural and 

environmental conservation along New Towne 

Haven Lane. Scenario 2 proposed to extend a 

mix of residential, business and employment, 

industrial development, and the development 

service district south along Route 10. There were 

515 responses to this question. Of these 

responses, 319 preferred scenario 1 and 196 preferred scenario 2. All comments to Question 13 regarding this intersection 

were addressed in the provided scenarios.  

 

Question 6: Which type of development would you like to see at the Cedar Grove intersection? 

During the first round of public forums, 
participants expressed the desire to explore 
different growth management strategies 
throughout the County.  In response, staff 
developed a scenario which created compact 
core development areas containing more 
intense land uses such as multifamily, retail, 
office, and mixed use near major 
transportation arterials and public utility 
corridors. During the second round of public 
forums, participants voiced support for this 
“core” development but expressed concerns 
with residential growth and its impacts on EMS, schools, and traffic congestion. Based on this feedback, staff created two 
scenarios for this area shifting  

Scenario 1 maintained primarily residential development at the intersection of Cedar Grove Road and Carrollton Boulevard 

(Rt. 17). Scenario 2 proposed to increase the amount of mixed use to the west of the intersection and add business and 

employment opportunities to the east of the intersection. There were 511 responses to this question. Of these responses, 

264 preferred scenario 1 and 247 preferred scenario 2. Due to the existing traffic light and the unlikelihood of additional 

signals along Carrollton Boulevard, the Planning 

Commission determined that the use of this 

intersection should be maximized and directed 

planning staff to move forward with the second 

scenario. All comments to Question 13 

regarding this intersection were addressed in 

the provided scenarios. 
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Question 7: Which development scenario do you prefer along Brewer’s Neck Boulevard near the Campbell’s 
Chapel Road intersection? 

During the first round of public forums, 

participants expressed the desire for the 

existing development service districts (DSDs) 

to maintain their current size.  In response, 

staff developed a scenario which allowed for 

the DSDs to maintain their existing 

boundaries. During the second round of 

public forums, participants again voiced 

support for maintaining the size but disliked 

the increased density this would bring to the 

Newport DSD. Based on this feedback, staff created two scenarios for this area with varying residential densities.  

Scenario 1 proposed residential use at up to four (4) housing units per acre. Scenario 2 proposed to slightly increase that 

density to allow up to 6.5 housing units per acre. 

There were 519 responses to this question. Of 

these responses, 333 preferred scenario 1 and 

186 preferred scenario 2. The majority of 

comments to Question 13 regarding this area 

voiced a need for additional businesses along 

Brewer’s Neck.  

 

Question 8: What development scenario do you prefer be at the intersection of Brewer’s Neck Boulevard (Rt. 

258) and Carrollton Boulevard (Rt. 17)?  

During the first round of public forums, 

participants expressed the desire to explore 

different growth management strategies 

throughout the County.  In response, staff 

developed a scenario which created compact 

core development areas containing more 

intense land uses such as multifamily, retail, 

office, and mixed use near major transportation 

arterials and public utility corridors. During the 

second round of public forums, participants 

voiced support for this “core” development but 

expressed concerns with residential growth 

and its impacts on EMS, schools, and traffic 

congestion. Based on this feedback, staff 

created two scenarios for this area – one 

encouraging residential growth to the south of the intersection and one proposing a mix of commercial and residential 

uses in this same location. 
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Scenario 1 proposed to increase the amount of residential development at the intersection of Brewer’s Neck Boulevard 

(Rt. 258) and Carrollton Boulevard (Rt. 17). Scenario 2 proposed to increase the amount of mixed use surrounding the 

intersection. There were 516 responses to this 

question. Of these responses, 213 preferred 

scenario 1 and 303 preferred scenario 2. The 

majority of responses to Question 13 regarding 

this intersection were addressed in the provided 

scenarios. There were also comments regarding 

the roads that will be addressed in the 

“Connect” chapter.  

 

Question 9: Which development scenario do you prefer to the east of Windsor around the US 460 and Old 

Mill Road intersection? 

During the first round of public forums, 

participants expressed the desire to encourage 

growth in the Windsor and Camptown 

Development Service Districts by shifting 

development demand to these areas. 

Respondents also stated the importance of job 

creation and the growth of non-residential land 

uses that contribute to the tax base. During the 

second round of public forums, participants again voiced support of allowing an increase in growth in the central and 

southern areas of the County while considering County services and any future costs to implement. Respondents 

specifically stated that they would not like to see the amount of industrial land increase and that economic diversity should 

be a priority in the Windsor Development Service District. Based on this feedback, staff created two scenarios increasing 

the amount of commercial and residential land uses to the east of Windsor. 

Scenario 1 proposed to increase the amount of land designated for mixed use, residential, and business and employment 

opportunities to the east of the Town of Windsor. Scenario 2 proposed less residential and a greater amount of land 

designated for business and employment and 

mixed use opportunities in this same area. 

There were 492 responses to this question. Of 

these responses, 233 preferred scenario 1 and 

259 preferred scenario 2. The majority of 

responses to Question 13 regarding this area 

were addressed in the provided scenarios.  
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Question 10: Which version of the Windsor Development Service District do you prefer, the current 

configuration seen in Scenario 1 or the revised configuration seen in Scenario 2? 

During the first round of public forums, 

participants expressed the desire to 

encourage growth in the Windsor and 

Camptown Development Service 

Districts by shifting development 

demand to these areas. Respondents 

also stated the importance of job 

creation and the growth of non-

residential land uses that contribute to the tax base. During the second round of public forums, participants again voiced 

support of allowing an increase in growth in the central and southern areas of the County while considering County 

services and any future costs to implement. Respondents specifically stated that they would not like to see the amount of 

industrial land increase and that economic diversity should be a priority in the Windsor Development Service District. 

Based on this feedback, staff created two scenarios – one shifting the land uses within the current DSD boundary and the 

other shifting both the land uses and the boundary. 

Scenario 1 proposed to increase the density of the residential land uses and decrease the amount of commercial land uses 

within the DSD. Scenario 2 proposed to increase the residential and commercial land uses and shift the DSD to the east of 

the Town of Windsor. There were 494 responses 

to this question. Of these responses, 238 

preferred scenario 1 and 256 preferred scenario 

2. The majority of responses to Question 13 

regarding this area were addressed in the 

provided scenarios.   

 
 

Question 11: Do you think the Camptown Development Service District should expand along Carrsville 

Highway? 

During the first round of public forums, 

participants expressed the desire to 

encourage growth in the Windsor and 

Camptown Development Service Districts 

by shifting development demand to these 

areas. Respondents also stated the 

importance of job creation and the growth 

of non-residential land uses that contribute 

to the tax base. During the second round of 

public forums, participants again voiced 

support of allowing an increase in growth in the central and southern areas of the County while considering County 

services and any future costs to implement. Based on this feedback, staff created two scenarios – one shifting the DSD 

boundary and increasing the amount of residential south of Carrsville Highway and the other maintaining the rural land 

uses in this same area. 
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Scenario 1 proposed to maintain the rural and agricultural land uses proposed in our 2008 Comprehensive Plan. Scenario 

2 proposed to increase the residential land uses 

and shift the DSD to the south of Carrsville 

Highway. There were 477 responses to this 

question. Of these responses, 281 preferred 

scenario 1 and 196 preferred scenario 2. The 

majority of responses to Question 13 regarding 

this area were addressed in the provided 

scenarios.   

 

Question 12: Which development scenario do you prefer along Lees Mill Road? 

During the first round of public forums, 

participants expressed the desire to encourage 

growth in the Windsor and Camptown 

Development Service Districts by shifting 

development demand to these areas. 

Respondents also stated the importance of job 

creation and the growth of non-residential 

land uses that contribute to the tax base. 

During the second round of public forums, 

participants again voiced support of allowing 

an increase in growth in the central and 

southern areas of the County; however they 

specifically stated that they would not like to 

see the amount of industrial land increase. 

Based on this feedback, staff created two scenarios reducing the amount of industrial land around Lees Mill Road. 

Scenario 1 proposed rural and agricultural land uses in place of some of the industrial. Scenario 2 proposed to increase 

the residential land uses and shift the DSD to the 

south of Carrsville Highway. There were 473 

responses to this question. Of these responses, 

244 preferred scenario 1 and 229 preferred 

scenario 2. There were no responses to 

Question 13 regarding this area.   

 

Question 13: Are there any other specific locations within the County that you would like to provide 
comments on? (e.g. “We need more businesses near the intersection of Route 258 and Route 17.”) 

Respondents were given the opportunity to voice any additional concerns or comments they did not see addressed in 

the scenarios or land use maps presented. There were 240 respondents providing 426 comments in response to this 

question. Of these responses, 36 noted that they would like to see the preservation of the County’s character as we 

continue to grow, 104 noted that they would like to see an increase in development throughout the County with a focus 

in the DSDs, and 59 stating they would like to see a decrease in development; however, a majority of these comments 

echoed responses already provided in response to the presented scenarios. All comments left in response to this 

question can be viewed in the Appendix.  
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Demographics: The last three questions were asked to understand the basic demographic breakdown of who responded 
to the survey and as a comparison with the basic demographics of the County. One hundred twenty-three (123) of the 409 
survey respondents answered the following questions. 
 

Question 14: What is your gender? 
 

This question identifies the gender makeup of the survey 
respondents. The results demonstrate that about thirteen 
(13) percent more women took the survey than men for a 
total of 56.48 percent. This is relatively close to the 
percentage of women in the County’s population according 
to the 2010 Census data showing 51.3 percent of the County’s 
population being women. The 2016 Census shows that an 
estimated 51.1 percent of the County’s population consists of 
women. 
 

Conclusion: The response was generally consistent with County demographics. 
 

 
Question 15: How long have you lived in the County or 
owned/operated your business in the County? 
 

This question does not relate directly to any specific census 
or demographic data. Understanding the tenure of 
respondents helps us understand what changes they may 
have seen during their time in County and how engaged new 
residents are in the process. Those who have lived in the 
County for ten (10) years or more comprise 70 percent of the 
responses to the survey. 
 

Conclusion: Residents with a shorter tenure in the County are 
less engaged than those who have been in the County for longer periods of time. These residents may feel less invested 
in the County or may not be aware of the planning process. Staff will continue to look for ways to notify residents about 
the process going forward. 
 
 

Question 16: What is your age? 
 

This question identifies the age makeup of the survey 
respondents. The results demonstrate a miniscule response 
from the under 18 population and around twelve and a half 
(12.35) percent in the nineteen to thirty-five age range. This 
is very low considering these age groups make up 38.3 
percent of the County’s population. Conversely, those within 
the 36 to 54 age bracket and the 55 to 73 age bracket both 
commented at a volume 15 to 20 percent higher than the 
age’s respective County population percentage. 
 

Conclusion: Response rates in each age range stayed consistent throughout the public outreach process. Staff has 
increased efforts to engage the youngest segment of the population in order to achieve a better demographic balance in 
the responses. 
 

Male Female

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Gender of Respondents

less than 5
years

5-10 years 10-20 years 20 years or
more

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

Respondents' Time Operating or 
Living in the County

1-18 19-35 36-54 55-73 73 and
older

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

Age of Respondents



 

11 
 

Question 17: If you would like to receive emails in the future with updates on the Envisioning the Isle process, 
including future surveys, please provide your email below. 
 

One hundred and seventy-three (173) new respondents provided email contact information in order to receive updates 
on the Envisioning the Isle process in the future. 

 


