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Minutes of the regular monthly meeting of the Planning Commission of Henrico County
held in the County Administration Building in the Government Center at Parham and
Hungary Spring Roads beginning at 9:00 a.m. Wednesday, October 24, 2012.

Members Present: Mr. Tommy Branin, Chairman (Three Chopt)
Mrs. Bonnie-Leigh Jones, Vice Chairperson, C.P.C. (Tuckahoe)
Mr. C. W. Archer, C.P.C. (Fairfield)
Mr. Eric Leabough, C.P.C. (Varina)
Mr. Robert H. Witte, Jr. (Brookland)
Mr. R. Joseph Emerson, Jr., AICP,
Director of Planning, Secretary
Mr. Frank J. Thornton,
Board of Supervisors’ Representative

Others Present: Mr. David D. O’Kelly, Assistant Director of Planning
Ms. Leslie A. News, CLA, Principal Planner
Mr. Kevin D. Wilhite, C.P.C., AICP, County Planner
Mr. Michael F. Kennedy, County Planner
Ms. Christina L. Goggin, AICP, County Planner
Mr. Tony Greulich, C.P.C., County Planner
Mr. Matt Ward, County Planner
Mr. Gregory Garrison, County Planner
Mr. Lee Pambid, C.P.C., County Planner
Ms. Aimee B. Crady, AICP, County Planner
Ms. Kim Vann, Henrico Police
Mr. Mike Jennings, Assistant Director of Public Works
Ms. Holly Zinn, Recording Secretary

Mr. Frank J. Thornton, the Board of Supervisors’ representative, abstains from
voting on all cases unless otherwise noted.

Mr. Branin - Good morning. Welcome to the October 24" Planning
Commission meeting for Subdivisions and Plans of Development. If everybody would
take this opportunity to put their phones on silent so there are no interruptions, | would
appreciate it. | don't believe we have any press in the room. I'd like to also take this
opportunity to welcome Mr. Thornton, who is our supervisor sitting with us this year. We
are coming to an end, and it's been a great year having you, Mr. Thornton. Now, if
everybody would stand and join me for the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. Secretary, if you'd like to take the lead.

Mr. Emerson - Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. First on your agenda today are the
requests for deferrals and withdrawals. Those will be presented by Ms. Leslie News.
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FOR PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL SUBDIVISION WITHDRAWAL REQUESTS

Original
Subdivision No. of
Lots

Remaining | Previous Magisterial
Lots Extensions District

SUB2012-00002
The Townes at The Shire 45 45 0 Tuckahoe
(January 2012 Plan)

SUB2012-00043
Pouncey Place 0 0 0 Three Chopt
(April 2012 Plan)

Ms. News - Thank you. Good morning, members of the Commission. We
have several items for withdrawal and deferral on our list. A couple have been added,
which I'll speak to when | get to them this morning.

The first item is found on page two of your agenda and is located in the Tuckahoe
District. This is withdrawal of SUB2012-00002, The Townes at The Shire (January 2012
Plan) for 45 lots. This subdivision was approved by the Planning Commission on January
25, 2012, and the applicant has requested a withdrawal to allow the Planning
Commission to consider a new layout for the site, which will appear later on your
agenda.

Mrs. Jones - Does that require any action?
Ms. News - Yes, ma'am.
Mrs. Jones - All right. Then, | move to approve the withdrawal of

SUB2012-00002, The Townes and at The Shire (January 2012 Plan).
Mr. Archer - Second.

Mr. Branin - Motion by Ms. Jones, seconded by Mr. Archer. All in favor
say aye. All opposed say no. The ayes have it; the motion passes.

At the request of the applicant, the Planning Commission withdrew SUB2012-00002, The
Townes at The Shire (January 2012 Plan).

Ms. News - The next item on your deferral list, which is located in the
Three Chopt District, for Pouncey Place Subdivision will be carried over to next month's
Planning Commission meeting in November. No action is needed at this time.

Next, on your agenda on page 24 is SUB-13-11, Battery Hill Gardens (December 2011

Plan) for four lots. This is located in the Varina District. The applicant is requesting a
deferral to December 12, 2012.
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SUBDIVISION AND EXCEPTION
(Deferred from the September 26, 2012 Meeting)

SUB-13-11 Werner Engineering for Mitchell Rand: The 5.8-acre
SUB2011-00113 site proposed for a subdivision of 4 single-family homes
Battery Hill Gardens is located on the west line of Battery Hill Drive,
(December 2011 Plan) — approximately 2,700 feet from its intersection with
1434 - 1454 Battery Hill Osborne Turnpike, on parcels 804-676-0498, 1485,
Drive 2063, and 4052. The exception would allow 1 stem lot.

The zoning is R-2A, One-Family Residential District.
Individual well and septic. (Varina) 4 Lots

Mr. Branin - Is anyone in opposition to the deferral of SUB-13-11, Battery
Hill Gardens (December 2011 Plan)?

Mr. Leabough - Mr. Chairman, | move that we defer SUB-13-11, Battery Hill
Gardens (December 2011 Plan), to the December 12, 2012, meeting.

Mrs. Jones - Second.

Mr. Branin - Motion by Mr. Leabough, seconded by Mrs. Jones. All in

favor say aye. All opposed say no. The ayes have it; the motion passes.

At the request of the applicant, the Planning Commission deferred SUB-13-11, Battery
Hill Gardens (December 2011 Plan), to its December 12, 2012, meeting.

Ms. News - We have two items added for deferral requests. The first is
found on page 14 of your agenda and is located in the Three Chopt District. This is
SUB2012-00115, Townes at Pouncey Place (September 2012 Plan) for 70 lots. The
applicant has requested a deferral to the November 14, 2012 meeting.

SUBDIVISION

(Deferred from the September 26, 2012 Meeting)

SUB2012-00115 Bay Companies, Inc. for Pouncey Tract Company of
Townes at Pouncey Place Virginia, LLC: The 12.71-acre site proposed for a
(September 2012 Plan) —  subdivision of 70 residential townhouses for sale is located
Pouncey Tract Road along the east line of Pouncey Tract Road, approximately

600 feet south of its intersection with Twin Hickory Lake
Drive, on parcel 740-765-7333. The zoning is RTHC,
Residential Townhouse District (Conditional) and WBSO,
West Broad Street Overlay District. County water and
sewer. (Three Chopt) 70 Lots

Mr. Branin - Is anybody in opposition to the deferral of SUB2012-00115,
Townes at Pouncey Place (September 2012 Plan)? No one. I'd like to move that

October 24, 2012 3 Planning Commission — POD
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SUB2012-00115, Townes at Pouncey Place (September 2012 Plan), be deferred to the
November meeting, per the applicant’s request.

Mr. Witte - Second.

Mr. Branin - Motion by Mr. Branin, seconded by Mr. Witte. All in favor say
aye. All opposed say no. The ayes have it; the motion passes.

At the request of the applicant, the Planning Commission deferred SUB2012-00115,
Townes at Pouncey Place (September 2012 Plan), to its November 14, 2012 meeting.

Ms. News - The next item is found on page 16 of your agenda and is
located in the Three Chopt District. This is POD2012-00312, Townes at Pouncey Place.
The applicant has requested a deferral to November 14, 2012.

PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT AND LIGHTING PLAN
(Deferred from the September 26, 2012 Meeting)

POD2012-00312 Bay Companies, Inc. for Pouncey Tract Company of
Townes at Pouncey Place Virginia, LLC: Request for approval of a plan of
-~ Pouncey Tract Road development and lighting plan, as required by Chapter 24,

Section 24-106 of the Henrico County Code, to construct
70 two-story residential townhouses for sale. The 12.71-
acre site is located along the east line of Pouncey Tract
Road (State Route 271), approximately 600 feet south of
its intersection with Twin Hickory Lake Drive, and along
the south side of Twin Hickory Lake Drive, approximately
750 feet east of its intersection with Pouncey Tract Road,
on parcel 740-765-7333. The zoning is RTHC, Residential
Townhouse District (Conditional) and WBSO, West Broad
Street Overlay District. County water and sewer. (Three
Chopt)

Mr. Branin - Is anyone in opposition to the deferral of POD2012-00312,
Townes at Pouncey Place? No one? Then, | would like to move that POD2012-00312,
Townes at Pouncey Place, be deferred to the November meeting, per the applicant’s
request.

Mrs. Jones - Second.

Mr. Branin - Motion made by Mr. Branin, seconded by Mrs. Jones. All in
favor say aye. All opposed say no. The ayes have it; the motion passes.

At the request of the applicant, the Planning Commission deferred POD2012-00312,
Townes at Pouncey Place, to its November 14, 2012 meeting.
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Ms. News - Staff is not aware of any further requests for deferrals.

Mr. Emerson - Mr. Chairman, that now takes us to the expedited agenda,
which also will be presented by Ms. Leslie News.

Ms. News - Sir, the first item on our expedited agenda is found on page
three of your agenda and is located in the Three Chopt District. This is a transfer of
approval for POD-39-97, Cobb Technologies Equipment Warehouse, (Formerly RCV
Deep Run). Staff recommends approval.

TRANSFER OF APPROVAL

POD-39-97 Frederick Cobb for 3946 Deep Rock Road, LLC:
POD2012-00333 Request for transfer of approval as required by Chapter
Cobb Technologies 24, Section 24-106 of the Henrico County Code from

Equipment Warehouse Burnham, LLC to 3946 Deep Rock Road, LLC. The 1.12-

(Formerly RCV Deep Run) acre site is located on the west line of Deep Rock Road,

— 3946 Deep Rock Road approximately 600 feet south of W. Broad Street (U.S.
Route 250), on parcel 751-759-0827. The zoning is M-1C,
Light Industrial District (Conditional). County water and
sewer. (Three Chopt)

Mr. Branin - Is anyone in opposition to transfer of approval for POD-39-97,
Cobb Technologies Equipment Warehouse (Formerly RCV Deep Run)? No one? Then, |
move that transfer of approval for POD-39-397, Cobb Technologies Equipment
Warehouse (Formerly RCV Deep Run), be approved on the expedited agenda.

Mrs. Jones - Second.

Mr. Branin - Motion by Mr. Branin, seconded by Mrs. Jones. All in favor
say aye. All opposed say no. The ayes have it; the motion passes.

The Planning Commission approved the transfer of approval request for POD-39-97,
Cobb Technologies Equipment Warehouse (Formerly RCV Deep Run), from Burnham,
LLC to 3946 Deep Rock Road, LLC, subject to the standard and added conditions
previously approved.

Ms. News - Next, on page four of your agenda and located in the Three

Chopt District, is a transfer of approval for POD-34-11, Walgreens at W. Broad Street
and Pouncey Tract Road. Staff recommends approval.
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TRANSFER OF APPROVAL

POD-34-11 Morgan Property Group for Walgreens Co.: Request for
POD2012-00378 transfer of approval as required by Chapter 24, Section 24-
Walgreens at W. Broad 106 of the Henrico County Code from Breez-In Associates,

Street and Pouncey Tract LC, The John J. and Ima M. Liesfield Family, LLC, and

Road - 11500 W. Broad Mid-Atlantic Commercial Properties, LLC to Walgreens Co.

Street (U.S. Route 250) The 1.62-acre site is located at the northwest corner of the
intersection of W. Broad Street (U.S. Route 250) and
Pouncey Tract Road (U.S. Route 271), on parcels 739-
762-8217 and 740-762-0017. The zoning is M-1, Light
Industrial District and WBSO, West Broad Street Overlay
District. County water and sewer. (Three Chopt)

Mr. Branin - Is anyone in opposition to the approval of transfer of approval
POD-34-11, Walgreens at W. Broad Street and Pouncey Tract Road? No one. Then, I'd
like to move that transfer of approval POD-34-11, Walgreens at W. Broad Street and
Pouncey Tract Road, be approved on the expedited agenda.

Mr. Witte - Second.

Mr. Branin - Motion by Mr. Branin, seconded by Mr. Witte. All in favor say
aye. All opposed say no. The ayes have it; the motion passes.

The Planning Commission approved the transfer of approval request for POD-34-11,
Walgreens at W. Broad Street and Pouncey Tract Road, from Breez-In Associates, LC,
The John J. and Ima M. Liesfield Family, LLC, and Mid-Atlantic Commercial Properties,
LLC to Walgreens Co., subject to the standard and added conditions previously
approved.

Ms. News - One page five of your agenda and located in the Fairfield
District is transfer of approval for POD-109-87 and 68-88, Oakhill Plaza Shopping
Center. Staff recommends approval.
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TRANSFER OF APPROVAL

POD-109-87 and 68-88 Paul Bedrin for New Oak Hill Plaza, LLC: Request for

POD2010-00376; transfer of approval as required by Chapter 24, Section 24-
POD2010-00377 106 of the Henrico County Code from Plaza Corporation,
Oakhill Plaza Shopping John L. Harrington, James F. Fitzgerald, Luther M.
Center — 3041 Richards, Jr., Willam R. Harrington, Joseph A. Mehbrech,

Mechanicsville Turnpike Jr., Sandra H. Mehbrech, Lewis M. Jenkins, Mary M.
Jenkins, and William J. Schmidt & Associates, Inc. to New
Oak Hill Plaza, LLC. The 14.73-acre site is located on the
east line of Mechanicsville Turnpike at the southeast
quadrant of its intersection with Harvie Road, on parcel
801-732-6533. The zoning is B-3, Business District and
ASO, Airport Safety Overlay District. County water and
sewer. (Fairfield)

Mr. Branin - Is anyone in opposition to the transfer of approval for POD-
109-87 and 68-88, Oakhill Plaza Shopping Center? No one?

Mr. Archer - Mr. Chairman, | move approval of the transfer of approval for
POD-109-87 and 68-88, Oakhill Plaza Shopping Center, with the additional Condition #1.

Mr. Leabough - Second.

Mr. Branin - Motion by Mr. Archer, seconded by Mr. Leabough. All in favor
say aye. All opposed say no. The ayes have it; the motion passes.

The Planning Commission approved the transfer of approval request for POD-109-87
and 68-88, Oakhill Plaza Shopping Center, from Plaza Corporation, John L. Harrington,
James F. Fitzgerald, Luther M. Richards, Jr., William R. Harrington, Joseph A.
Mehbrech, Jr., Sandra H. Mehbrech, Lewis M. Jenkins, Mary M. Jenkins, and William J.
Schmidt & Associates, Inc. to New Oak Hill Plaza, LLC, subject to the standard and
added conditions previously approved and the following additional condition:

1. The dumpster enclosures shall be completed by December 15, 2012.
Ms. News - The next item is on page seven of your agenda and is located

in the Tuckahoe District. This is LP/POD-31-05, a landscape plan for Grayson Hill,
Section 3. Staff recommends approval.
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LANDSCAPE PLAN

LP/POD-31-05 E.D. Lewis and Associates, P.C. for Gaskins and
POD2012-00218 Patterson, Inc.: Request for approval of a landscape plan,
Grayson Hill, Section 3—~  as required by Chapter 24, Sections 24-106 and 24-106.2
Patterson Avenue of the Henrico County Code. The 16.78-acre site is located

on the northeast corner of the intersection of N. Gaskins
Road and Derbyshire Road, on parcel 744-740-7562. The
zoning is RTHC, Residential Townhouse District
(Conditional). County water and sewer. (Tuckahoe)

Mr. Branin - Is anyone in opposition to LP/POD-31-05, Grayson Hill,
Section 37 No one?

Mrs. Jones - Then, | recommend approval of LP/POD-31-05, Grayson Hill,
Section 3, on the expedited agenda with standard conditions for landscape plans and the
annotations on the plan.

Mr. Archer - Second.

Mrs. Jones - Motion by Mrs. Jones, seconded by Mr. Archer. All in favor
say aye. All opposed say no. The ayes have it; the motion passes.

The Planning Commission approved the landscape plan for LP/POD-31-05, Grayson Hill,
Section 3, subject to the standard conditions attached to these minutes for landscape
plans.

Ms. News - The next item is on page eight of your agenda and is located
in the Fairfield District. This is SUB2012-00131, Woodman Glen Townes (October 2012
Plan) for 82 lots. Staff recommends approval.

SUBDIVISION

SuUB2012-00131 Youngblood, Tyler and Associates for Joseph A.

Woodman Glen Townes Vivas, JoAnn V. Hightower and HHHunt Corporation:

(October 2012 Plan) — The 27.7-acre site proposed for a subdivision of 82

10500 Woodman Road residential townhouses for sale is located along the west
line of Woodman Road, approximately 300 feet south of its
intersection with Mountain Road, on part of parcel 775-
765-1587. The zoning is RTHC, Residential Townhouse
District (Conditional) and R-3C, One Family Residential
District (Conditional). County water and sewer. (Fairfield)
82 Lots

Mr. Branin - Is anyone in opposition to SUB2012-00131, Woodman Glen

Townes (October 2012 Plan)? No one?
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Mr. Archer - Mr. Chairman, | move conditional approval of SUB2012-
00131, Woodman Glen Townes (October 2012 Plan), subject to the annotations on the
plans, the standard conditions for residential townhouses, and the additional Conditions
#15 and #16.

Mrs. Jones - Second.

Mr. Branin - Motion by Mr. Archer, seconded by Mrs. Jones. All in favor
say aye. All opposed say no. The ayes have it; the motion passes.

The Planning Commission granted conditional approval to SUB2012-00131, Woodman
Glen Townes (October 2012 Plan), subject to the standard conditions for residential
townhome for sale (RTH) subdivisions, the annotations on the plans, and the following
additional conditions:

15.  The limits and elevation of the Special Flood Hazard Area shall be conspicuously
noted on the plat and construction plans and labeled "Limits of Special Flood
Hazard Area." Dedicate the Special Flood Hazard Area as a "Variable Width
Drainage & Utilities Easement.”

16.  The proffers approved as part of zoning case C-8C-12 shall be incorporated in
this approval.

Ms. News - Next on page nine of your agenda and located in the Fairfield
District is SUB2012-00132, Woodman Glen (October 2012 Plan) for 49 lots. In your
addendum on page one is a revised plan and a revised recommendation indicating that
staff has received additional information, and Lot 2 has been annotated to meet lot
requirements. Staff can now recommend approval.

SUBDIVISION

SUB2012-00132 Youngblood, Tyler and Associates for Marion L.

Woodman Glen (October  Lauterback Trustees, Joseph A. Vivas, JoAnn V.

2012 Plan) - 10500 Hightower and HHHunt Corporation: The 26.19-acre site

Woodman Road proposed for a subdivision of 49 single-family homes is
located approximately 400 feet west of the intersection of
Woodman Hills Court and Woodman Road, on part of
parcels 774-765-4173 and 775-765-1587. The zoning is R-
3C, One-Family Residential District (Conditional). County
water and sewer. (Fairfield) 49 Lots

Mr. Branin - Is anyone in opposition to the approval SUB2012-00132,

Woodman Glen (October 2012 Plan)? No one?

Mr. Archer - Mr. Chairman, | move approval of SUB2012-00132,
Woodman Glen (October 2012 Plan), subject to the annotations on the plans, the
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standard conditions for subdivisions served by public utilities, the additional Conditions
#13 through #17, and the addenda.

Mrs. Jones - Second.

Mr. Branin - Motion by Mr. Archer, seconded by Mrs. Jones. All in favor
say aye. All opposed say no. The ayes have it; the motion passes.

The Planning Commission granted conditional approval to SUB2012-00132, Woodman
Glen (October 2012 Plan), subject to the standard conditions attached to these minutes
for subdivisions served by public utilities, the annotations on the plans, and the following
additional conditions:

13.  The limits and elevation of the Special Flood Hazard Area shall be conspicuously
noted on the plat and construction plans and labeled "Limits of Special Flood
Hazard Area." Dedicate the Special Flood Hazard Area as a "Variable Width
Drainage & Utilities Easement.”

14.  Each lot shall contain at least 11,000 square feet exclusive of the floodplain areas.

15.  The proffers approved as part of zoning case C-8C-12 shall be incorporated in
this approval.

16.  Any future building lot containing a BMP, sediment basin or trap and located
within the buildable area for a principal structure or accessory structure, may be
developed with engineered fill. All material shall be deposited and compacted in
accordance with the Virginia Uniform Statewide Building Code and geotechnical
guidelines established by a professional engineer. A detailed engineering report
shall be submitted for the review and approval by the Building Official prior to the
issuance of a building permit on the affected lot. A copy of the report and
recommendations shall be furnished to the Directors of Planning and Public
Works.

17.  The applicant shall use best efforts to request vacation of the excess portion of
Woodman Hills Court, as determined by the Directors of Real Property and Public
Works, prior to recordation of the plat.

Ms. News - Next, on page 13 of your agenda and located in the

Tuckahoe District, is SUB2012-00133, the Townes at The Shire (October 2012 Plan) for
45 lots. Staff recommends approval.
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SUBDIVISION

SUB2012-00133 Kimley Horn for Rebkee Replacement, LLC and
Townes at The Shire Patriot Development, LLC: The 6.714-acre site
(October 2012 Plan) — proposed for a subdivision of 45 townhouses for sale is
11901 Church Road located at the southwest corner of the intersection of John

Rolfe Parkway and Pump Road, on part of parcel 739-
754-7166. The zoning is RHTC, Residential Townhouse
District (Conditional). County water and sewer.
(Tuckahoe) 45 Lots

Mr. Branin - Is anyone in opposition to SUB2012-00133, Townes at The
Shire (October 2012 Plan)? No one?

Mrs. Jones - Then, 'll recommend approval of SUB2012-00133, Townes
at The Shire (October 2012 Plan). This is subject to the annotations on the plans, the
standard conditions for residential townhome for sale (RTH) subdivisions, and the
additional Conditions #15, #16, and #17 noted on the agenda.

Mr. Leabough - Second.

Mr. Branin - Motion by Mrs. Jones, seconded by Mr. Leabough. Ali in
favor say aye. All opposed say no. The ayes have it, the motion passes.

The Planning Commission granted conditional approval to SUB2012-00133, Townes at
The Shire (October 2012 Plan), subject to the standard conditions for residential
townhome for sale (RTH) subdivisions, the annotations on the plans, and the following
additional conditions:

15. A County standard sidewalk shall be constructed along the west side of Pump
Road, the south side of John Rolfe Parkway, and the east side of Glen Eagles
Drive.

16. Any necessary offsite drainage easements must be obtained prior to final
approval of the construction plan by the Department of Public Works.

17.  The proffers approved as part of zoning case C-27C-06 shall be incorporated in
this approval.

Ms. News - The next item is found on page 21 of your agenda and is
located in the Brookland District. This is POD2012-00367, Faison Residences Revised.
There is an addendum item, including revised architecturals, floor plans, and a revised
recommendation, which indicates that revised architecturals have been received
addressing staffs commends regarding additional detail on the elevations facing W.
Broad and Markel Road and that the easement has been adjusted to accommodate
landscaping. Staff can now recommend approval.
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PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT

POD2012-00367 Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. for 5215 West Broad
Faison Residences Street, LLC: Request for approval of a plan of
Revised — 5215 W. Broad development, as required by Chapter 24, Section 24-106
Street of the Henrico County Code, to construct a four-story
(POD-28-09 Rev.) 67,166 square foot mixed use building with 9,440 square

feet of commercial space and 45 residential units. The
2.31-acre site is located on the south line of W. Broad
Street (U. S. Route 250), the east line of Byrd Avenue, and
the north line of Markel Road, approximately 800 feet west
of Willow Lawn Drive, on parcel 772-738-8719. The zoning
is R-6C, General Residential District (Conditional). County
water and sewer. (Brookland)

Mr. Branin - Is anyone in oppositon to POD2012-00367, Faison
Residences Revised? No one?

Mr. Witte - Mr. Chairman, | recommend approval of POD2012-00367,
Faison Residences Revised, with the standard conditions, additional Conditions #9
amended, #11 amended, and #29 through #34, and the annotations by staff.

Mr. Leabough - Second.

Mr. Branin - Motion by Mr. Witte, seconded by Mr. Leabough. All in favor
say aye. All opposed say no. The ayes have it; the motion passes.

The Planning Commission approved POD2012-00367, Faison Residences Revised,
subject to the annotations on the plans, the standard conditions attached to these
minutes for developments of this type, and the following additional conditions:

9. AMENDED - A detailed landscaping plan shall be submitted to the Department of
Planning for review and Planning Commission approval prior to the issuance of any
occupancy permits.

11. AMENDED - Prior to the approval of an electrical permit application and installation
of the site lighting equipment, a plan including depictions of light spread and
intensity diagrams, and fixture specifications and mounting height details shall be
submitted for Department of Planning review and Planning Commission approval.

29. Details for the gate and locking device at the entrance road shall be submitted for
review by the Traffic Engineer, Police and approved by the County Fire Marshall.
The owner or owner’'s contractor shall contact the County Fire Marshall prior to
completion of the fence installation to test and inspect the operations of the gates.
Evidence of the Fire Marshall's approval shall be provided to the Department of
Planning by the owner prior to issuance of occupancy permits.

30.  Outside storage shall not be permitted.
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33.

34.

The proffers approved as a part of zoning case C-13C-09 and conditions of
provisional use permit P-8-09 shall be incorporated in this approval.

A construction staging plan which includes details for traffic control, fire protection,
stockpile locations, construction fencing and hours of construction shall be
submitted for County review and prior to the approval of any final construction
plans.

The location of all existing and proposed utility and mechanical equipment
(including HVAC units, electric meters, junction and accessory boxes,
transformers, and generators) shall be identified on the landscape plans. All
equipment shall be screened by such measures as determined appropriate by the
Director of Planning or the Planning Commission at the time of plan approval.

The unit house numbers shall be visible from the parking areas and drives.

Ms. News - The final item is found on page 23 of your agenda and is
located in the Brookland District. This is POD2012-00385, Staples Mill Marketplace
Shopping Center - Architecturals, which was deferred from the September 26, 2012
meeting. Staff recommends approval.

PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT - ARCHITECTURALS ONLY
(Deferred from the September 26, 2012 Meeting)

POD2012-00385 Rummel, Klepper & Kahl, LLP for Staples Mill
Staples Mill Marketplace Marketplace, LLC and Marchetti Properties: Request for
Shopping Center — approval of architectural plans for a plan of development,
Staples Mill Road (U.S. as required by Chapter 24, Section 24-106 of the Henrico
Route 33) County Code, to construct a shopping center to include a

one-story 123,683 square foot grocery store, a one-story
25,500 square foot retail building, a fuel facility with 9
pump islands, and four future outparcels. The 28.33-acre
site is located on the southwest line of Staples Mill Road
(U.S. Route 33) between the east line of Hungary Spring
Road and the north line of Lucas Road, on parcel 767-757-
8360 and part of parcel 767-756-9991. The zoning is B-
2C, Business District (Conditional). County water and
sewer. (Brookland)

Mr. Branin - Is anyone in opposition to POD2012-00385, Staples Mill
Marketplace Shopping Center - Architecturals? No one.

Mr. Witte - Mr. Chairman, | recommend approval of POD2012-00385,
Staples Mill Marketplace Shopping Center - Architecturals, with the standard conditions,
annotations, and as approved by staff.

Mr. Leabough - Second.
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Mr. Branin - Motion by Mr. Witte, seconded by Mr. Leabough. All in favor
say aye. All opposed say no. The ayes have it; the motion passes.

The Planning Commission approved POD2012-00385, Staples Mill Marketplace
Shopping Center, architecturals only, subject to the terms and conditions of the original
POD2012-00280, approved September 26, 2012.

Ms. News - That completes our expedited agenda.
Mr. Branin - Thank you, Ms. News.
Mr. Emerson - Mr. Chairman, that now takes us to the Subdivision

Extensions of Conditional Approval. Those will be presented by Mr. Lee Pambid.

SUBDIVISION EXTENSIONS OF CONDITIONAL APPROVAL
FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY

Original - . e

.o Remaining Previous Magisterial Recommende
Subdivision b:_%t:f Lots Extensions District d Extension
SUB2010-00138
(SUB-13-10) . 1042312047
Taylor Estates 25 25 1 Varina 71112017
{October 2010 Plan)
Mr. Branin - Good morning, Mr. Pambid.
Mr. Pambid - Good morning, Mr. Chairman, members of the Planning

Commission. This map indicates the location of one subdivision that is presented for
extension of conditional approval. It is eligible for an extension to July 1, 2017, as shown
on your addendum on page one, per Section 15.2.2209.1 of the Code of Virginia. The
Code was amended this year by the General Assembly to revise approval extension
dates from July 1, 2014, to July 1, 2017, for eligible plans. This is for informational
purposes only and does not require Commission action at this time.

This concludes my presentation. Staff can now field any questions you have regarding
this.

Mr. Branin - Does anybody have any questions for Mr. Pambid? None?
Thank you, Mr. Pambid, you did a fantastic job.

Mr. Pambid - Thank you.

Mr. Emerson - Mr. Chairman, that now takes us to page six of your agenda.
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LANDSCAPE AND LIGHTING PLAN

LP/POD-20-11 Townes Site Engineering, P.C. for Laburnum and
POD2012-00102; Eubank C-Store, LLC: Request for approval of a
POD2012-00103 landscape and lighting plan, as required by Chapter 24,
Wawa at Laburnum and Sections 24-106 and 24-106.2 of the Henrico County
Eubank — 5301 S. Code. The 1.78-acre site is located at the northeast corner
Laburnum Avenue of the intersection of S. Laburnum Avenue and Eubank
(POD-80-07 Rev.) Road, approximately 1,700 feet south of Williamsburg

Road (U.S. Route 60), on parcel 816-712-7504. The
zoning is B-3C, Business District (Conditional) and ASO,
Airport Safety Overlay District. County water and sewer.
(Varina)

Mr. Branin - Is there anyone in opposition to LP/POD-20-11, Wawa at
Laburnum and Eubank? No one. Good morning, Mr. Ward.

Mr. Ward - Good morning. Before you is the revised landscape and
lighting plan for Wawa. This is a proposed Wawa converiience store and fueling center to
be constructed at the northeast corner of S. Laburnum Avenue and Eubank Road, as
shown in the revised plans just now provided to you. The applicant has addressed
several of staff's concerns with the exception of adding a tree in this island here, as well
as some grouping of shrubs along S. Laburnum Avenue and Eubank Road to screen the
vehicle headlights from public right-of-way. Staff did request this additional plant material
because it is common practice to do so when reviewing landscaping plans for
commercial sites. It's also consistent with established landscaping designs on the
adjacent commercial site as well as six other Wawa locations throughout the County.
Finally, it's an opportunity to visually enhance a busy intersection. The lighting plan
before you does meet all of our lighting standards and associated proffers set aside in
zoning case C-60C-06.

The lighting plan confirms that the light poles will be 20 feet in height, which does not
exceed the 25 feet in height set aside in the proffered case. Also, they're concealed
lighting sources that will lessen the impact on the adjacent properties, and it's been
designed in a cohesive manner so that the exterior lighting has these compatible design
elements. There are 11 light poles shown, again at 20 feet in height, and the perimeter
light poles have what’s called a back shield on them, which that component allows the
light to be produced outward and to the side so that it won't be shining back into the
streets. It also resulted in an average .39-footcandle at the property lines. You probably
can see better on your handout plans.

With all of that, staff can recommend approval of the proposed landscape and lighting
plan subject to the annotations on the plans and the standard conditions for landscape
and lighting plans. Should the Commission have any questions of me, I'm happy to
respond. Also the applicant, Jim Kinter, is here.
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Mr. Branin - Fantastic. Thank you. Does anybody have any questions for
Mr. Ward?

Mr. Leabough - Yes. Mr. Ward, the shrubs that we discussed along Eubank
as well as Laburnum, have those been addressed by the applicant?

Mr. Ward - Those have not.

Mr. Leabough - We have not?

Mr. Ward - The applicant has agreed not to provide those.

Mr. Leabough - Okay.

Mrs. Jones - | have one also. The lighting plan—I have my glasses on but

it's still a little tough. Could you tell me what the readings are towards the residences?

Mr. Ward - This is the residential area across the street. We're down to
.02-footcandle at the property line. They also have the back shields in this area on this
pole and this pole so that the lights—well, the light that’s produced will be thrown out—
for lack of a better word, this way and to the side instead of going back.

Mrs. Jones - And those lights are on at the same level 24 hours a day?

Mr. Ward - They're supposed to be at security level. When the security
audit is performed by the Police Division, thatll be another thing that’'s part of the
provisional use permit.

Mrs. Jones - I remember the discussion about this a little while ago. | hope
that’s not intrusive.

Mr. Ward - These are all LED lights. | had to educate myself on the
components shown. Basically, theyre all full cut-off, concealed light sources, and,
actually, there’s not a shield. You would think there’s a shield that’s hanging down off the
pole. It's actually a component that's computerized within the fixture that allows it to be
fully cut off and not to spread behind into the street.

Mrs. Jones - Thank you.
Mr. Ward - Good quality.
Mr. Branin - Any other questions for Mr. Ward? Mr. Leabough, would you

like to hear form the applicant?

Mr. Leabough - Yes, please.
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Mr. Branin - Would the applicant please come down? Please state your
name for the record.

Mr. Kinter - Good morning. My name is Jim Kinter. I'm here on behalf of
the applicant. For the last year or so, I've been working with staff, our engineers, and this
body, in the design and currently the construction of the Wawa project. Of course, we
had to pull a POD for that, so we've been before you before and worked with Matt and
the other folks from staff, | think, very well. It appears that we’re in agreement on—I'm
going to say—989 percent of the landscaping plan. Staff has asked for two additional
items that we have said we will not do. We prefer not to do them for a number of
reasons. I'll deal with the trees on the building first.

The code requires a certain number of trees. It is not specific to where those trees have
to go. We originally placed the three trees that are required in the interior of the parking
lot, rear, and to the side of the building. Staff made a request that we move the two trees
to the front. Our original answer was no, we like them in the back, but to appease staff,
for lack of a better term, we were able to move one tree to the front, which you see on
the front right of the building or the south side of the building. We did not place a tree in
that front left-hand isiand because, as you can see, that line running through that island
is a drain line from our building. So, we didn’t want to put a tree over top of that drain
line. As you can imagine, that would be maintenance problem, just not a good idea. So,
we've only shown the one tree.

The second item staff asked for was the addition of shrubs around Laburnum and
Eubank. Again, shrubs are not required by the code. In our judgment, we think our plan
is a plan of quality with professionally-maintained and irrigated sod, as well as the trees
that we show on the plan, and we choose to leave our plan as-is. There has been some
mention of the shrubs being necessary for something to do with the headlights. I've
never quite understood it, but certainly the code is quiet to that issue. As I've discussed
with staff on a couple of occasions, our site sits between 2-1/2 and 3-1/2 feet below
Laburnum and Eubank. It does taper out to grade back at Robins, but certainly the entire
frontage at Laburnum is, again, 2-1/2 or 3-1/2 feet below the street. So, any issue related
to headlights, if there are any, are mitigated by the grading plan.

So with that in mind, and the fact that we have indeed met all the code requirements for
POD, | would ask that you approve our plans without conditions. I'll be glad to answer
any questions you have.

Mr. Leabough - Mr. Kinter, | have a question for you—well, more of a
statement than a question. | did have the opportunity to pull up an aerial for the Wawa
near the airport on Airport Drive. There is a substantially greater landscaping plan that
has been incorporated into the design of that site. I've also asked staff to pull
photographs of other Wawa'’s across the County. One of the things in the County we've
struggled with, whether that's perception or reality, is concern about the level of quality of
the developments that are in the Varina District. To me, we expect that same level of
quality for every single development that gets approved. So, is there any movement on
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the shrubs or are we still holding to that, “We can’t compromise at all’? | think we had a
conversation yesterday about trying to meet somewhere in the middle. So you're still
holding to the position that you will not relocate the trees from the rear of the property,
and you will not install any shrubs along Eubank and Laburnum?

Mr. Kinter - Let me first go to your points. | think it's unfair to go anywhere
else in the County and pluck up a certain development or project. Those projects stand
on their own. They're done with certain conditions and with certain economics in mind. |
would suggest that what we're offering here is a good enough quality plan to go
anywhere in the city or the County.

Mr. Branin - Mr. Leabough, may 1?

Mr. Leabough - Well, let me respond to that first, and then I'll let you respond.
The one thing that | look at is the big picture. This is a piece of the puzzle. We do look at
this individual site, but we also look at how this piece of the puzzle fits within the context
of the Varina District. So, even though you'’re looking at it solely from an individual site
basis, my responsibility is to look at how this site integrates with the rest of the
community. So, | hear what you're saying, but | respectfully disagree. We have to look at
the precedent that's been set. What I'm asking is, “Are you willing to provide shrubs
along Eubank and Laburnum and then to relocate the trees?” It's absurd that—I don't
know why we would put a tree in the rear of the building when the front is the most
prominent. When you look at the site, this is a prominent intersection. You also have
equipment, | believe, in that corner at Eubank and Laburnum. That’s going to be the first
thing that people see when they drive down Laburnum—the air hose, the vacuums, etc.
So, what we're looking for is screening for that equipment.

The level of quality in Varina has to be raised, and that's what we're expecting. I'll let Mr.
Branin comment.

Mr. Branin - Mr. Kinter, | would personally think that you guys would be
elated to have the opportunity to come to the fine district of Varina and build a Wawa
considering—have you been present from the beginning of this?

Mr. Kinter - Yes ,sir.

Mr. Branin - We denied this to start with, so you got a second chance. |
would think if that district said to you they want 500 trees, you guys would be jumping at
the opportunity because you've been given a second chance. Number one. Number two,
to say that the County doesn'’t look County-wide? | can tell you the Three Chopt District,
in getting an Olive Garden, copied Varina’'s architecturals out at White Oak because they
were better than what we previously had in the West End. It fit in better; it looked better.
So, we take the precedent of what is being put in throughout the County. You're very
much misled if you don’t think we look at precedent and County-wide for quality and
consistency.
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Mr. Leabough - The other thing that | pride myself on—and staff will attest to
this—is I'm willing to work with anyone, but when the response | get is, “l can't do
anything,” that's where | have a challenge. | can give, and | can work with folks; staff will
attest to that. When we talked yesterday, you told me we absolutely cannot do anything,
and that's one thing that sort of irritates me. If you had gone back and maybe come up
with some different concept that maybe wasn't to the extent that staff suggested, | could
still work with that.

Mr. Kinter - | understand that, but I'l make the same point | made
yesterday. We have met the burden under the code, and what I'm hearing from you all
today is that there is an expectation, for whatever reason, that | build and design and
spend money above and beyond that code. | would suggest that's’ just not right. As
developers, owners, or engineers, we're given the playbook, which is the County code
and the landscape manual. We take that; we design to that. If we choose to exceed that,
we do that on our own, and we’ve chosen not to do that in this case. With that said, the
County code creates a very high bar, and we've met that.

Now, as far as not—what's the word for it?—agreeing to add additional landscaping, |
think your beef is with staff. They’re the ones that created this condition by asking me to
go above and beyond the code. So, again, I've met the code. What more do you all
expect from me?

Mr. Emerson - Mr. Kinter?
Mrs. Jones - Mr. Kinter, I—Well, Mr. Secretary may speak to that as well.
Mr. Emerson - Mr. Kinter, | just have one comment to add to this. This

property was zoned as a unified corner when it was anticipated that it would be buiit
cohesively and landscaped cohesively. | do not believe the staff is out of line in expecting
and interpreting the zoning case, the plan of development site plan, landscaping, and
lighting through the process to reach that level. We do expect that developers such as
Wawa, which has a good reputation, continue to meet the level of the reputation they
have in the community. So, | do not believe staff is out of line in their recommendation.

Mrs. Jones - My comment, in addition to what Mr. Secretary just said, was
that our code does form the basis for a legal standard which must be met, but | think you
would be hard-pressed to find many projects in this County that, using that as the basis
and the minimum, do not go to different levels above and beyond because that's what
the standard has been as Henrico County has evolved over the years since, perhaps,
that section of the code was written or revised. There is no question that you meet code
requirements at the minimum, but | think you may be missing is that what we’re asking
for is for real reasons. We're not sitting here asking for things that are frivolous. There is
a screening effect and a softening effect of vegetation when it comes to very busy traffic
situations, and | think this particular corner, without a doubt, has a lot of activity. So,
there is a quality that comes with additional landscaping. | realize you don’'t want to do it.
We're saying we're asking for it because it's a standard that's been met in other places,
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and we feel it has a real role to play, that it's the same throughout the site on landscape
islands. The reason that those are normally landscaped to some degree is for that
softening effect and for the look, as well as the shade function and other things that
come with landscaping. This is something that we strongly feel adds quality and
appearance to a project. You may disagree. Perhaps there needs to be some more time
to talk about this. What I'm saying to you is please don't think that everything just comes
in at the bare minimum of code requirement and that's it. The County has evolved with a
standard of quality that, | think, is pretty remarkable, and we enjoy that benefit for
everyone.

So, that’'s where we're coming from. There’s a functional reason, a consistency reason.
What you say is unfair to you actually may speak to consistency for us, and that’s the
kind of thing that we’re here to review.

Mr. Thornton - Mr. Chairman, | don't usually say too many things in these
proceedings, but | would like to give an observation. In my years on the Board of
Supervisors and coming here to the Planning Commission, in all due respect, | don’t
think I've quite heard what | see is a little bit of arrogance in the statement about—I think
it was a poor choice of words to say about plucking something from another part of the
County. Representing the Eastern part of Henrico County, there has been a goal for us
in making sure that whatever is done is done well in an outstanding way. Most of the
persons who come before us are—1I'll call them professionals such as yourself. It seems
a little bit demeaning to say that you only have to come up to a certain aspect of a goal.

| think the citizens of Henrico expect the very best. It kind of saddens me to hear the
statements that | heard. Sometimes, we're inarticulate when we don’t want to do
something at that moment in time. I'm just saddened to hear the way it was very
inarticulately stated about goals. Talk about Henrico County, | think it's a privilege for this
organization and for your organization. Wawa has an outstanding representation, and |
don’t think the statements that | heard this morning really justify their past record. As a
member of the Board of Supervisors, I'm somewhat disappointed at that.

Mr. Witte - | also have a comment. First, in reference to the staff, we
have an extremely talented and dedicated staff that | think do an excellent job with their
research. If the staff suggests a safety issue, such as headlights, | take that very
seriously. By planting a few shrubs, if we can eliminate the headlights going into
somebody’s eyes since there is a fall in land at that point—two to three feet, as you said,
which that would put the headlights right about eye level—I think we should take that
very seriously. If we can save one accident or one life or one injury by planting a few
shrubs, | absolutely feel that's necessary as a safety issue.

As far as the overall landscaping plan, | think the recommendations are great. |, in
particular, like the locations they have, and I'm sure there was a lot of thought put into it.

That's my personal opinion, sir.
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Mr. Leabough - | won't say anything else. The only thing that Rev. Nelson and
| have been working to do is to raise the bar in the Varina District, in the East End as a
whole, and the County as a whole. So, | would encourage you to work with staff because
they're really responding to my vision for the community as well, and Rev. Nelson’s, in
making certain that the level of quality meets and exceeds what has previously been
developed elsewhere. With that, Mr. Chairman, are there any other questions?

Mr. Branin - Would you like me to make a motion to deny?

Mr. Kinter - If I may? | think | was heard today. Respectfully, | don’t agree
with Mr. Thornton’s characterization of what | said, but that's fine. | will accept staff's
recommendation with regard to the shrubs. | would ask that the issue of the tree be
taken out because | do have a real issue with that drain pipe that's been designed and
permitted and its location through the island. | don’t want to put a tree over the top of that
drain pipe.

Mrs. Jones - What can be put over that drain pipe successfully that would
form a landscaping element?

Mr. Kinter - We have shrubs shown there now; it's not a barren island. |
don't know what plants we have there, but we have it fully landscaped with various
different trees and—excuse me—shrubs and bushes and other groundcover.

Mrs. Jones - So, you're just eliminating the tree?
Mr. Kinter - Yes, ma'am.
Mr. Branin - Mr. Leabough, would this be satisfactory to you or would you

like me to make my motion?

Mr. Leabough - | think we can work with it as long as there is adequate
vegetation on that corner.

Mr. Kinter - Yes, sir.
Mr. Leabough - That being the case, | move approval of LP/POD-20-11,
Wawa at Laburnum and Eubank, subject to the standard conditions for landscape and
lighting plans, the annotations as shown on the plans, and the removal of that one tree
as shown on the plan in front of us.

Mr. Witte - Second.

Mr. Branin - Motion by Mr. Leabough, seconded by Mr. Witte. All in favor
say aye. All opposed say no. The ayes have it; the motion passes.

October 24, 2012 21 Planning Commission - POD



758
759
760
761
762
763

764
765
766
767
768
769
770
771
7172
773
774
775
776
777
778
779
780
781
782
783
784
785
786
787
788
789
790
791
792
793

The Planning Commission approved the landscape and lighting plan for LP/POD-20-11,
Wawa at Laburnum and Eubank, subject to the annotations on the plans and the
standard conditions attached to these minutes for landscape and lighting plans.

PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT

POD2012-00366 Draper Aden Associates for University of Richmond:
University of Richmond —  Request for approval of a plan of development, as required
South Campus by Chapter 24, Section 24-106 of the Henrico County
Apartments Code, to construct 4 three to four-story apartment

buildings, totaling 44 units, on an existing university
campus. The 2.5-acre site is located on the north line of
River Road, approximately 1,100 feet west of its
intersection with Huguenot Road, on part of parcel 761-
732-3993. The zoning is R-1, One-Family Residential
District. County water and sewer. (Tuckahoe)

Mr. Branin - Is anyone in opposition to POD212-00366, University of
Richmond? No one? Mr. Pambid, welcome back to the podium.

Mr. Pambid - Good morning, again. This proposal is for new construction of
four apartment buildings totaling 44 residential units. Eighty-eight parking spaces will be
dedicated on a temporary basis on the commuter lot immediately to the north of the
development site until Phase 2 is constructed. Phase 2 consists of the realignment of UR
Drive—and this is the existing alignment here, and you see the proposed alignment in
dashes—and also the construction of a parking lot. That is scheduled to be completed at
the same time as occupancy of the apartments in August 2014,

The development site is interior to the parcel and is not adjacent to any public rights-of-
way or other properties. It is located on a pad containing three intramural fields. These
four buildings are proposed on the westernmost field, which is approximately 500 feet
away from the nearest adjacent residential property and 675 feet away from the Country
Club of Virginia.

All four buildings have an overall height of four stories with certain portions being three
stories in height. The appearance is in keeping with the collegiate gothic style of the
original campus. The proposed buildings feature red brick in standard American bond,
limestone arches and bands, and composite slate roof shingles. The following are a few
examples of existing structures on campus just as context.

A master plan is included in your packet and is for informational purposes only. The
Richmond City Planning Commission approved this master plan for portions of the
project within the city limits on October 1, 2012. This master plan is conceptual and
illustrates future development of parking decks, offices, classrooms, pedestrian
walkways, and student housing.
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Staff recommends approval subject to the annotations on the plan, the standard
conditions for developments of this type, and Conditions #29 through #34. This
concludes my presentation. | can now field any questions you have regarding this.
Andrew McBride, University Architect and Vice President of Facilities for U of R, along
with his development team, are also here.

Mr. Branin - Any questions for Mr. Pambid?

Mr. Witte - | do. You said you're going to eliminate 85 parking places
when section two goes up?

Mr. Pambid - No, theyre adding—they're dedicating 88 spaces in a
commuter lot that's immediately to the north. There is a Phase 2 that’'s going to follow on
with this that includes the realignment of the existing U of R Drive, and with that Phase 2
will be the inclusion of a parking lot.

Mr. Witte - Okay. So, the area theyre going to use now is just
temporary?

Mr. Pambid - Correct.

Mr. Witte - | understand. Thank you.

Mr. Branin - Any other questions for Mr. Pambid? Ma’am, would you like

to hear from the applicant?
Mrs. Jones - | would.

Mr. Branin - Okay. Would the applicant please come down and state your
name for the record, please?

Mr. McBride - Good morning. My name is Andrew McBride. I'm the
University Architect and Associate Vice President of Facilities, University of Richmond.

Mr. Branin - Good morning, Mr. McBride.

Mrs. Jones - Good morning. The reason | asked the team to be here and
asked Lee to make a presentation is because this master plan for the University of
Richmond will be coming in various aspects before us over the next number of years. Mr.
McBride, you wouldn't like to take a guess as to when the final build-out of this master
plan is, would you? Nor would 1.

Mr. McBride - We have been master planning since 1914. There was a bit

of a distance; the next master plan wasn’t done until 1977. The next master plan was
done in 2000, and this one was done in 2011. We're getting better at doing it more often.
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Typically, universities do this on a 10-year cycle, and that's what we're looking at.
Everything is dependent upon donor funding.

Mrs. Jones - Yes, this is how it works.
Mr. McBride - Correct.
Mrs. Jones - | wanted to ask you, a lot of folks don't necessarily realize

how Henrico County and the City of Richmond share this property. | don’t know whether
we can—can you show us on this master plan where—

Mr. McBride - Well, it's dashed in there. Let me see.

Mrs. Jones - It's a little hard to see, but we have two little areas that we will
be working with here at Henrico County. | just wanted the Commission to be aware of
how that works.

Mr. Pambid - Did you want to see the Henrico portion of the master plan or
was there a different portion?

Mrs. Jones - Well, this will show us what we're working with right here, and
yes, I'd like to show it because there’s another little section that is Henrico County as
well.

Mr. McBride - That is correct. This is the South Campus, as we refer to it. At
the bottom is River Road, and over on the right-hand side is the Country Club of Virginia.
You can see there the dashed line represents the border between the City of Richmond
and Henrico County. The other section—Lee, can you drive that to the north end? Yes,
right in there. Yes, there you go. As you can see, across from our stadium, we have a
parking lot labeled as B3. That is in Henrico, and then the area behind there is
essentially non-developable. There is a ravine back there, and a neighborhood is behind
that. Our intention is to not really do anything with that.

Mrs. Jones - Thank you for that clarification. | think it's interesting how
these lines have evolved jurisdictionally over the years. | did want to ask you specifically
about the project that you have going now. | know that the upgrade in these apartments
will really be a positive for the university, as well as those living there. The architecturals
do show “campus gothic.” | like that term. | did want to ask you, however, about some of
the end walls. | realize that they do have interior elements that are not easy to work with
windows, but | was wondering about your thoughts as to giving some architectural
delineation to those blank expanses to be consistent with other things on campus.

Mr. McBride - | appreciate your concerns. | do think that—I don’t know that
we have any examples with us to show, but there are examples on campus where the
end walls, the gable end walls are blank. They become a backdrop for large landscaping.
The village effect that we've created here, the buildings are rather close. The way the
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layouts of the apartments are, there is really no good—one of the spaces in the
apartment is a bedroom, so it has its window on the side wall, if you will. Then, the other
part of the apartment is the living room, so there are windows on the opposite wall. Some
of the arrangements have stairways, and so there's no reason to put windows there.
These are exterior stairs on some of the buildings. We don’t want a situation where we
have in a close proximity where an apartment is looking directly into another apartment.
So, | think that's the essence of the reason. If you have more questions, | can have
Charles Tilley, the architect who designed this answer them, but that's the intent.

Mrs. Jones - Lee, could you put up the elevations from the staff report for
me, please?
Mr. Pambid - There are four. There are four elevations for each building. |

didn’t know if there was a particular one that you wanted to look at.

Mrs. Jones - No, this is fine for purposes of illustration. Based on the other
elements that we see throughout campus and taking the practical reason for why
windows aren’t going to work, | would ask whether you could incorporate some of your
standard elements for all the buildings on campus to include things like a horizontal band
or some kind of a checkerboard or some kind of an element that would give it any kind of
delineation. It just seems to me to be inconsistent with what you all have throughout
carmpus, which is beautiful.

Mr. McBride - | appreciate that, and I'm sure we can come up with
something that will be in keeping with the rest of the campus.

Mrs. Jones - | would hope that there would be some element that we could
look at as practical to incorporate without adding a huge amount of expense to the
project.

Mr. McBride - Oh, sure. We're certainly open to any of that; we want to do
the right thing.
Mrs. Jones - Would you be willing to say that there will be some elements

that will be used to break up that expanse?
Mr. McBride - Absolutely.

Mrs. Jones - Can we get a little more specific now, or do you just feel you
need to kind of huddle down with your experts and see what you can come up with?

Mr. McBride - Yes, | think we need to sit back and talk with the architects,

you know, to a certain extent go back to the drawing board. We've been able to tweak
elevations. Charles, | don’t know if you want to say anything about that or not.
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Mr. Tilley - Charles Tilley with BCWH. One of the things we were talking
about is something that wouldn’t penetrate the wall but be engaged into the wall, like
some kind of brick patterning or something—some kind of brick patterning or limestone
accent of some type. One thing about college gothic is the in-balance of the elevation, if
you will, in terms of proportions and things like that. So, it's one of the things we'd want
to look at a little closer.

Mrs. Jones - Of course. If | could have your commitment to have some
kind of differentiation that would break up that expanse, | would appreciate that very
much.

Mr. McBride - Not a problem.

Mrs. Jones - Okay, thank you.

Mr. Witte - That was pretty definitive.

Mrs. Jones - | do look forward to projects from the University of Richmond

that are really of great high quality, and | think we've come to expect that from the
campus. | walk through there regularly as my own private park almost, and so |
appreciate the beauty that surrounds me there. | thank you for this project. We'll look for
our little Henrico County elements on campus as the development works out.

Mr. McBride - Thank you.

Mr. Witte - Mr. McBride, if | can ask a question that's not really related to
this. The old fraternity row, isn't that also in the County?

Mr. McBride - | don't think so. It jogs, and we'll see it in the master plan
here.

Mrs. Jones - It's these little lodges right there.

Mr. McBride - If you see the parking lot labeled BS, that’s the old fraternity

row. The new fraternity row is B7. Both of those are in the city of Richmond. Don't ask
me why it jogs the way it does.

Mr. Witte - Can you go south on that plan?

Mr. McBride - Probably over here is what he wants to know about.
Mr. Pambid - That's as far as it goes right there.

Mr. Witte - Okay.

Mr. Pambid - | can’t go any further left.

October 24, 2012 26 Planning Commission - POD



976

978
979
980
981
982
983
984
985
g86
987
988
989
990
991
992
993
994
995
996
997
998
9
1000
1001
1002
1003
1004
1005
1006
1007
1608
1609
1010
1011
1012
1013
1014
1015
1016
1017
1018
1019
1020

Mr. McBride - That area that you may be concerned about is houses that
the university owns.

Mr. Witte - Oh, they own that?

Mr. McBride - Yes. Faculty and staff purchased them from the university. If
they move, they have to sell it back to the university, and the university turns around and
sells it again to someone that works at the university.

Mr. Witte - Okay. Thank you.

Mr. McBride - Yes, sir.

Mrs. Jones - Thank you.

Mr. Branin - Any other questions? Thank you, Mr. McBride. Then [l

entertain a motion.

Mrs. Jones - All right. With that, | move for approval of POD212-00366,
University of Richmond, South Campus Apartments, with the annotations on the plans;
the standard conditions for developments of this type; the following conditions as listed in
our agenda, #29 through #34; and a commitment to detail on the blank expanse of the
end walls.

Mr. Archer - Second.

Mr. Branin - Motion by Mrs. Jones, seconded by Mr. Archer. All in favor
say aye. All opposed say no. The ayes have it; the motion passes.

The Planning Commission approved POD212-00366, University of Richmond, South
Campus Apartments, subject to the annotations on the plans, the standard conditions
attached to these minutes for developments of this type, and the following additional
conditions:

29.  Outside storage shall not be permitted.

30. A construction staging plan which includes details for traffic control, fire protection,
stockpile locations, construction fencing and hours of construction shall be
submitted for County review and prior to the approval of any final construction
plans.

31.  The conceptual master plan, as submitted with this application, is for planning and
information purposes only.

32. The location of all existing and proposed utilty and mechanical equipment
(including HVAC units, electric meters, junction and accessory boxes,
transformers, and generators) shall be identified on the landscape plans. All
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equipment shall be screened by such measures as determined appropriate by the
Director of Planning or the Planning Commission at the time of plan approval.

33. Except for junction boxes, meters, and existing overhead utility lines, and for
technical or environmental reasons, all utility lines shall be underground.

34.  The unit house numbers shall be visible from the parking areas and drives.

Mr. Emerson - Mr. Chairman, we now will return back to page eleven on
your agenda. | apologize. | inadvertently passed over a case.

SUBDIVISION

SUB2012-00130 Youngblood, Tyler and Associates for Shirley Edwards

Laurel Glen (October 2012 and ARKM: The 0.896-acre site proposed for a subdivision

Plan) — 3029 Lakewood of 2 single-family homes is located on the southeast corner

Road of the intersection of Lakewood Road and Warren Road,
approximately 1,315 feet south of Mountain Road, on parcel
768-766-9667. The zoning is R-2, One-Family Residential
District. County water and sewer. (Brookland) 2 Lots

Mr. Branin - Is there anyone in opposition to SUB2012-00130, Laurel Glen

(October 2012 Plan)? You're stretching; you're not putting your hand up? Just making
sure. There is no opposition.

Mr. Ward - Good morning again. This is a request to subdivide Lot 175 of
the Laurel Glen Subdivision, Section B. The existing and proposed [inaudible] to meet
the R-2 building setbacks. The following was addressed on the site plan. The existing
home you see on Lot 1 will be remodeled to have a portion removed off the front,
approximately six feet, and then the side addition completely removed, as well as the
accessory structure in the back.

Mr. Branin - Mr. Ward, can you do me a favor? Can you adjust your
microphone so | can hear you better?

Mr. Ward - Let me repeat me that. For Lot 1, on the corner of Lakewood
and Warren to meet the R-2 setbacks, the front part of the home, approximately six feet,
is going to be taken off. Then, the whole addition on the side will be removed as well, in
addition to the garage in the back. On Lot 2, the accessory structure will be removed,
and then whatever new single-family dwelling comes in will have to meet the R-2
setbacks.

I think you may have the floor plans in your packet. These were dropped off by the
applicant yesterday. The first floor plan, you can see the area that will be demolished,
the 6 feet by 38 feet, and then the addition here out to the side that would be
demolished. After the demolition work, a new roof, front stoop, and rear addition—which
you can see here a little bit more bolded—will be added to look similar to the subject
home. We do have some pictures of a typical brick Cape Cod. So, this is the portion;
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about six feet of this will come off, as well as the porch with a new roof, modified so that
the setbacks are met, and then the new addition will go here in the back.

Staff can recommend approval of the plan subject to all the annotations on the plan, the
standard conditions for subdivisions served by public utilities, and Conditions #13
through #17 on the agenda. Did you have any questions of me? I'm happy to respond.
The applicant, Travis Johnson and Anne Tignor with Youngblood and Tyler, are also
here if you have any questions for them.

Mr. Branin - Does anybody have any questions for Mr. Ward?

Mr. Witte - No, but | would like to speak to the applicant.

Mr. Branin - Okay. Thank you, Mr. Ward. Would the applicant come down
and state your name for the record?

Ms. Tignor - Good morning. I'm Anne Tignor with Youngblood, Tyler &
Associates. I'll be happy to answer any questions. | have Travis Johnson, who can

answer more about the actual home construction, if that's what you have questions of.

Mr. Witte - Actually, my questions would be with Mr. Johnson. Okay.

Mr. Johnson - Travis Johnson, Legacy Homes.

Mr. Witte - I do have a question. Are you going to re-brick the house?

Mr. Johnson - Actually, we're going to use vinyl siding; that was our plan.

Mr. Witte - And the new house?

Mr. Johnson - The new house? Vinyl siding also.

Mr. Witte - Okay. My other concern is a one-bedroom house. I'm not

aware we have any one-bedroom houses in the area.

Mr. Johnson - We'll have a walkup that will be finished in the future. We'll
have a bathroom roughed in up there. If it needs to be, we could maybe finish that off.
She did ask me to price that, which would make it a three-bedroom house. This would be
trusses with a room—two rooms up there and a bath—for a future bathroom roughed in.

Mr. Witte - And you're going to put new dormers on?

Mr. Johnson - That'’s right.

Mr. Witte - | would like to see at least a two-bedroom house there,
finished.
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Mr. Johnson - Okay.

Mr. Witte - Do you have any opposition to that?

Mr. Johnson - | think that would be fine.

Mr. Witte - The siding, | guess that will be standard neutral colors.

Mr. Johnson - That's right. That is correct.

Mr. Witte - Okay. | have no more questions.

Mr. Johnson - Thank you.

Mr. Branin - Does anybody else have any questions for the applicant? No

one? Then Mr. Witte, I'll entertain a motion.

Mr. Witte - All right. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | recommend approval of
SUB2012-00130, Laurel Glen (October 2012 Plan), with the standard conditions and
annotations, and Conditions #13 through #17, plus the agreement of Mr. Johnson to
finish at least two bedrooms in the house.

Mr. Leabough - Second.

Mr. Branin - Motion by Mr. Witte, seconded by Mr. Leabough. All in favor
say aye. All opposed say no. The ayes have it; the motion passes.

The Planning Commission granted conditional approval to SUB2012-00130, Laurel Glen
(October 2012 Plan), subject to the standard conditions attached to these minutes for
subdivisions served by public utilities, the annotations on the plans, and the following
additional conditions:

13.  Each lot shall contain at least 18,000 square feet.

14.  Prior to preparing the recordation plat, the engineer or surveyor shall furnish the
Planning Staff a plan showing a dwelling situated on Lot 2 to determine if the lot
design is adequate to meet the requirements of Chapter 24 of the Henrico County
Code.

15.  Prior to requesting recordation, the developer must furnish a letter from Dominion
Virginia Power, stating that this proposed development does not conflict with its
facilities.

16.  The applicant shall apply for a building permit to modify the existing dwelling to
meet all required setbacks, and for demolition permits to remove both accessory
structures, prior to recordation of the plat. A certificate of occupancy for any new
dwelling will not be issued until the work has been completed.
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17.  Prior to recordation, the applicant shall provide a revised plat and buildable area
for both lots only if additional right-of-way along Warren Road is required by the
Director of Public Works.

SUBDIVISION

SUB-09-11 Youngblood, Tyler, and Associates for HHHunt

SUB2012-00134 Corporation: The 49.911-acre site proposed for a

Westin Estates (Formerly  subdivision of 40 single-family homes is located at the

Westin) (October 2011 northern terminus of Axe Handle Lane, approximately 280

Plan) Reconsideration — feet north of Sawdust Drive, on parcel 732-774-7514. The

Axe Handle Lane zoning is A-1, Agricultural District. County water and
individual on-site sewage disposal system. (Three Chopt)
40 Lots

Mr. Branin - Is anyone in opposition to SUB-09-11, Westin Estates

(Formerly Westin) (October 2011 Plan) Reconsideration? There are six. Mr. Secretary,
before we begin, would you like to read the rules of engagement?

Mr. Emerson - Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. The Commission does have rules
governing their public hearings, and they are as follows. The applicant is allowed ten
minutes to present the request, and time may be reserved for responses to testimony.
Opposition is allowed ten minutes to present its concerns. Commission questions do not
count into the time limits. The Commission may waive the time limits for either party at its
discretion, and the comments should be directly related to the case under consideration.

Mr. Branin - Okay. Mr. Wilhite, if you will.
Mr. Wilhite - Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Westin Estates (October 2011 Plan) (Formerly Westin), is a proposed subdivision of 40
lots. This is a revision to a plan approved in January of 2005, which was for 34 lots at
that time. This case was originally heard by the Planning Commission and denied in
March 2012. The reason for the denial is the fact that a second point of access was
requested under staff recommendation. The applicant had attempted to try to find a
second point of access into this development; currently there is only one point of access
at the northern terminus of Axe Handle Lane in Westridge subdivision.

HHHunt, the developer, looked at a number of options to provide a second point of
access. One involved trying to extend Stonehurst Estates Terrace to the property by
purchasing one of the lots in the adjacent Stonehurst subdivision. Another option was to
purchase an undeveloped lot in the adjacent Shady Grove Estates subdivision and try to
extend the street in proposed Westridge East to connect all the way through that lot to
Heather Grove Road. The third option looked at by the applicant involved trying to
connect two stub streets across a portion of a parcel of property owned by the Hall's at
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that time. All three of these options were explored by HHHunt; none of them were able to
be executed.

Staff did not recommend approval based on the policy in the Department of Public
Works’ Design Manual at the time that required a second point of access for more than
50 lots. Since that time, the policy language has changed; it changed in August. What
the policy now states is that a second point of access is only required when there are 50
new lots being proposed. Any existing lots are not factored into the equation any longer
under the language of the new policy. HHHunt has asked for a reconsideration of the
plan turned down in March of this year due to this change in policy. | would note that they
have actually started construction, or are just about to start construction, of the first 25
lots in the Westin Estates development, working under the original January 2005 Plan.

The County did host a neighborhood meeting on Monday night. A number of citizens did
come to the meeting to express their concerns over this reconsideration. They were
concerned about the lack of a second point of access based on public safety
considerations. There were also some concerns about drainage issues related to the
development and the condition of Kain Road and the needed improvements to Kain
Road.

At this point, staff is recommending approval of the reconsideration of the 40-iot
subdivision because of the changes in the Department of Public Works' policies. We
have representatives from HHHunt here—Mr. George Moore and Mr. Hans Klinger. Mike
Jennings, Assistant Director of Public Works, is also here to go into more detail on policy
changes, if you wish to hear more information about that. I'll be happy to answer any
questions that you have at this time of me.

Mr. Branin - Does anybody have any questions for Mr. Wilhite? Would
anyone like any more clarification from Public Works?

Mrs. Jones - Yes.

Mr. Branin - | thought you may,; that's why | brought it to the floor. May |

have a representative from Public Works, please?

Mr. Jennings - I guess that would be me. Good morning. Mike Jennings,
Assistant Director of Public Works.

Mr. Branin - Good morning, Mr. Jennings. How are you?

Mr. Jennings - Good morning. How are you all? The recent change in the
wording was more of a clarification, what was meant by the original intent of the policy.
Since | started working here, | had interpreted it to mean existing homes plus a new
subdivision, but | found out that the intent of the policy was only to apply to the new
subdivision. That's why it was reworded for better clarification of the policy. So,
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technically, the policy hasn’t changed; it's been clarified. My interpretation through nine-
and-one-half-plus years was not based on the original intent.

Mr. Branin - Okay.

Mrs. Jones - May | ask a question, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. Branin - Absolutely you may.

Mrs. Jones - Mr. Jennings, this glazed-over look that | have is because I'm

still not sure | understand where we are. | want to be able to evaluate plans obviously
according to what the policies are, and | want to make sure | understand this. Prior to
this, we had decided it was a safety concern. It was a safety concern both from the
amount of traffic generated by these developments that area added, plus there was a
concern for fire and rescue and other things about how many homes on a single point of
access. None of that has changed. Those concerns are still there, correct?

Mr. Jennings - Yes, ma'am.

Mrs. Jones - Okay. But what you're saying is that the additional homes
should be counted on their own only and not in connection with other homes using that
same point of access to meet the design standard.

Mr. Jennings - Yes, ma’am, that is the way the policy is stated. We do work
with them, like we did with HHHunt, to acquire a second point of access if it's possible.
We're still looking at options for that. Public Works is still concerned about this many lots
being on one point of access, so we will work towards a solution. Based on our policy,
we didn’t see this coming in as 50 lots, and then another 50 lots, and then another 50
lots, and another 50 lots on top of each other. We don’t see that happening. So, the
majority of the time this would not be a problem, but we do have subdivisions existing
with more than 50 lots on one point of access now all over the County, as you know.

Mrs. Jones - What I'm saying, | guess, is if somebody comes in with 50
lots, and 50 lots, and 50 lots, we're not allowed to consider those cumulative lots.

Mr. Jennings - Based on our Major Thoroughfare Plan, the way it currently
is, we don't see that being a problem with connectivity in the future in most cases. In this
case, the way this area did develop, it does add more than 50 lots on one point of access
in this development, but overall in the County we don’t foresee this being a problem.

Mrs. Jones - And 51% lot and its tie-in to the CO is the 51* new lot.
Mr. Jennings - In the new subdivision, yes, ma’am.
Mrs. Jones - Okay.
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Mr. Leabough - But the issue still remains. The safety issue is still there
regardless of whether it's a new subdivision or not. The intent of the guideline is centered
around safety, though.

Mr. Jennings - Right.

Mr. Leabough - Whether it's a new subdivision or an old subdivision, the
intent is to address the safety issue.

Mr. Jennings - Yes, sir. That's why it's our policy, our recommendation to get
the second point of access.

Mr. Leabough - We're talking about a difference of—was it six lots? I'm trying
to think—
Mr. Jennings - Basically, there are 50 lots on one point of access now.

They've already been approved for 34 lots on that. They're adding six more, yes, sir. So,
this plan actually had six more than what'’s already been approved.

Mrs. Jones - But they are already approved for 347

Mr. Jennings - Yes, ma'am.

Mr. Emerson - Correct.

Mr. Jennings - That was approved in 2005.

Mrs. Jones - And as | recall, our conversation up here centered around we

can’'t continue to add wrongs together to make a right. | think that was the basis of the
conversation. It was a difficult case because of the history that had gone before. Okay.

Mr. Jennings - Is that all for now?

Mr. Branin - Any other questions for Public Works? None? Yes, ma’am.
The decision that was made and the way it was voted upon was based on making a
decision and line for the future. Because of the way we looked at the policy at that time,
and basing it on an addition to what'’s there exceeding 50, that's what many of you based
your decision on. Because of the clarification now, it is an issue, but you can’t base the
denial on policy. Does that make sense?

Mrs. Jones - Yes, it does.

Mr. Branin - Okay. Opposition. Come down. Please state your name for
the record. You have ten minutes. You can take it collectively.
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Mr. Holmes - Good morning. My name is Bob Holmes. | live at 5225
Eastbranch Drive in the Westridge subdivision. | hesitate to guess why the Henrico
County Planning staff [sic] changed their interpretation of the policy governing the
number of homes into a single point of entrance to something as absurd as you can keep
adding as many as you want, as long as you want, as long as it's less than 50 at any one
time. I'm told and just heard that that is indeed the interpretation. Even on the face of it,
that policy is ridiculous. Of course there has to be a limit.

If the developer at the end of Kain Road decides to reconfigure Kain Estates, and as
long as it's less than 50, the County will automatically approve these extra lots and then
raise it to 1507 Or the other option is the County will do as HHHunt and other people are
suggesting, and that is to go out and find the absolute worst example you have in the
County and make that the new norm. That makes no sense. | just heard earlier you're
trying to raise the bar; you're not trying to find the lowest point and sink to it.

Last night at the Board of Supervisors’ meeting, the Board was very specific and very
emphatic when it stated that it was the responsibility of the Planning Commission to
interpret and apply policies of the County. They did not relegate this responsibility to the
staff or the County Manager or the County Attorney or anybody else. They told us in no
uncertain terms that it was your responsibility to make these decisions.

Of course, the real answer in this case is there needs to be a second point of entry. At
this point, | only see one option, and that is for the County to condemn the lot on Heather
Grove. Condemning this lot is not something to benefit the developer, which is what
we're told is a perception that it might be to benefit the developer. Obviously, it's
necessary for the health and safety of the original residents, as well as any of the new
residents. There are 50 future homeowners that are coming in that going on the back
end of this thing.

As | said last time | spoke to you, Kain Road is dangerous, and it needs to be improved
as well if it's going to handle all of this traffic. We're going to end up with more than 100
homes on one single point of access.

| ask you to deny the request for the additional six lots, or at least postpone the decision
until the bigger issues are resolved. There is still plenty of time for the developer before
he begins the second phase, which is where this issue needs to be addressed. More
importantly, | ask that you use your authority to resolve the bigger issues of creating the
second entrance into this neighborhood and improving Kain Road. That's all | have.

Mr. Branin - Thank you, Mr. Holmes. Does anybody have any questions
for Mr. Holmes?

Mrs. Jones - No, thank you.

Mr. Fitzgerald - Good morning. My name is Donald Fitzgerald. | also am a
resident of Westridge, and | wanted to make a point of clarity about the point of access
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that was brought up by staff. They're mentioning that it's at Axe Handle and Kain Road,
which is the entrance to the Westridge subdivision. That is incorrect. The single point of
access is actually at Willane and Kane Road. The 40 lots that are in Westridge, plus all
the lots that are down Kain Road exceeded the 50 lots to begin with. So, the approval of
the Westin project should never have happened in the first place. That’s the first wrong
that's happened here. Mrs. Jones, you're absolutely right—putting another wrong on top
of wrong just compounds the issue.

| don’t want to say any more about what Bob said earlier except that the residents that
have been there have experienced the problems along Kain Road when trees fall and we
can’t get in and out of the neighborhood. This has happened on many occasions in the
last several years, so there’s a real problem with EMS, police, and fire getting in there
when we have invalids, elderly, and people with asthmatic problems. Now, to compound
it with another potentially 50 more homes on top of the ones that are there without any
change in the infrastructure really puts the existing people at tremendous risk. Not only
those folks, us, but people that will be moving into these homes are going to have to
experience the same things that we're experiencing right now. It's a bad problem at the
wrong time until we get that second entrance. We really need to make sure that this
developer is held responsible and accountable to put in that second entrance before we
add any more homes. | understand that we’re only saying its only six more homes. Quite
frankly, the original 34 should never have been approved in the first place. Now we need
to fix that wrong with the right answer. We're asking you to deny this motion today. Any
questions?

Mr. Branin - Thank you, Mr. Fitzgerald.

Mr. Dobbs - My name is George Dobbs. I'm a homeowner in Henley. My
address is 5728 Ardington Boulevard. I'm not sure if this is the proper place to bring this
up. | don't really know if my opinion on the new development would matter or not. It's
right in my backyard. | know there is going to be growth, so | don’t care about that. What
| do want to bring up is sewage in the area. Currently, in Henley community, two-thirds of
the lots are on pump storage for sewage. That's being shared with the 20 lots that are
going to be built in Stonehurst. Now, you're going to add more lots behind us that it looks
like they're going to be on their own septic system,; it doesn’t really say in the notice |
received. It just said it's going to be individual on-site sewage disposal. | don’t know if
that’s individual homes or the development itself. | would think the County would look at
putting sewage back there before the development really gets going. It would be an
easier time to do it now. They just put sewage at the new elementary school off Pouncey
Tract. With Stonehurst not really developed yet—two homes in it—it looks like it would
be an advantageous time to run a sewer line down there and get people hooked up.

That's the only objection | would have to the new development is that we look at putting
the sewer in there now. You'’re going to have 100 homes with septic fields everywhere. |
don’t think we should do that. That's all | have.

Mr. Branin - Any questions? Thank you, sir.
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Mr. Leabough - | have a question. This subdivision would not be served by
public sewer?

Mr. Emerson - That is correct. It would not be served by public sewer. |
guess just in a quick answer to that, of course, the sewer from here flows south. The
pump station that Mr. Dobbs was referring to collects from Henley, Stonehurst, and |
believe—I| want to say the elementary school was able to get to a manhole for sewer, but
| may be incorrect on that. Kevin, do you recall, or is it going to that pump station as
well?

Mr. Wilhite - The new elementary school had to build a pump station to tie
into the sewer system, so they have their own.

Mr. Emerson - So, currently there was a deviation from normal policy by
allowing those subdivisions, due to their proximity, to be able to pump over into the other
sewer shed. That's really not an option for this development; it needs to go south. Until
the sewer line can come up from south of Broad and Interstate 64, across the interstate,
and make its way up into this area, sewer really isn’t available. So it'll have to be onsite.

Mr. Leabough - Okay, thank you.

Mr. Archer - Mr. Secretary.

Mr. Emerson - Yes, sir.

Mr. Archer - Might it not be helpful in this instance if we could get some

clarification as to the enforceability of policy as opposed to law or code? We hear that
term a lot policy. Is policy something that we can legally enforce as opposed to the word
code or law?

Mr. Emerson - | think under the Subdivision Ordinance, Mr. Archer, under
the previous interpretation, in my opinion you were in a fairly good position. Of course
there is some debate on that. As you are aware, that position was challenged in court;
that case has not moved forward. In the interim, Public Works clarified their interpretation
of their policy. Now, based on state code, you have to provide a reason to the applicant
as to why you turned it down. Your reason before was no more than 50 lots on one point
of access. Certainly, as has been pointed out, there have been some mistakes that were
made. Perhaps the original 34 lots, based on the previous interpretation, should never
have made it through. | think at that time we were pushing fairly hard for a connection to
the Stonehurst development, which the Commission ultimately allowed that to go in with
a cul-de-sac versus a connecting point. | think that may be where the 34 were approved,
because all of that was in the same time period. That may be the reason.

Based on the new interpretation or the new wording provided to us by Public Works—
and | do want to clarify that for Mr. Holmes. It wasn’t Planning staff; it is Public Works
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who has changed their interpretation regarding number of lots served on one point of
access. The Commission really is in a position where, | believe, you have to approve it
under state code because it meets all the criteria as presented by the County of the code
and the policy. | think the policy before, yes, in my opinion was enforceable.

Mr. Archer - Okay.
Mr. Emerson - But it is now changed. Again, that suit did not move forward

to court; the judge may have seen that differently. That’s just my opinion, and I'm not an
attorney.

Mr. Archer - Thank you. It did add some clarification to what | was trying to
bring up as to what our responsibility is. So, that's helpful.

Mr. Holmes - May | ask a question?
Mr. Archer - Certainly.
Mr. Branin - Absolutely, Mr. Holmes, but you have to come down and say

your name again.

Mr. Holmes - Bob Holmes, Eastbranch Drive. | would ask the question,
then, can you deny it based on—| mean, you can’t do it based on the policy because it's
been changed, miraculously. Can you deny it based on health and safety concerns?

Mr. Emerson - No, sir. We have to be able to specifically place it upon a
regulation or policy that we have. The code requires that we note that to the developer
on the letter of denial. There’s nothing really to cite in that regard because it meets all the
policies of the County.

Mr. Holmes - Who gets to question the Public Works’ interpretations and
policies? It requires a lawsuit? Is that what it takes to get that? It's about the most absurd
policy that you can think of. Ask yourselves if it makes any sense,

Mr. Emerson - | would suggest possibly you contact the director of Public
Works and speak with him about it and then possibly discuss it with your Board member.

Mr. Holmes - | would ask that you folks postpone this decision until you get
the second entrance.

Mr. Fitzgerald - May | say something? Donald Fitzgerald again. The assistant
director of Public Works stated that the policy did not change. So, it's not a change in
policy; it's a change in clarification or interpretation. My question goes back to you. You
just stated that there was state law that is different or inconsistent with the policy
interpretation. Could you clarify that for me, please?
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Mr. Emerson - Well, what you have, you have two different sets of code. You
have the County code of policies and then you have the state code. The state code
requires if a denial is done or entered by the Commission, the Commission has to state
to the developer what that denial is based upon so they can take corrective action, and it
has to be based upon a code that's in place in the County. In this instance, there has
been a clarification. | understand this is confusing.

| have a letter of August 13, 2012, in front of me from the County Manager to the Board
that indicates new verbiage added to the Public Works’' policy manual—the Public
Works’ policy manual specifically referred to in the Subdivision Ordinance. So, there was
an interpretation. | guess there was some confusion—and you’d have to talk with Public
Works—in regards to the interpretation of the 50 lots accessing on one point. That
language did read, | believe, any subdivision with more than 50 single-family lots shall
have a minimum of two separate permanent points. It now reads, “Any new subdivision
with more than 50 single-family lots.” So, we can’t cite that in the Commission’s action
any longer. That leaves them in a situation where if they did deny it and they were
challenged by the developer, | think clearly the courts would not rule in their favor.

Mr. Fitzgerald - Thank you for the clarification.
Mr. Emerson - Sure.
Mr. Fitzgerald - The concern, though, again, is that this change, which

happened apparently in August, we were totally unaware of it. | was not aware of it and
have not seen that verbiage even to this day. We had a public meeting Monday night for
the very first time to be told that there was a change in language or a change in policy,
which would be acted on within less than 48 hours to give us time to really prepare and
react to this situation that we're dealing with today. Quite honestly, I'm not sure that the
folks at the County are even real clear on what all this means. | think it would really
behoove all of us to postpone this thing and have the folks that really need to, to take a
good hard look at it. You're going to impact a whole lot of people. As | said before, the
existing homes, as well as the new people that are going to be moving in there. We're all
going to be facing some real, real challenges. It just doesn’t make sense to do that
today. Besides, we don’t need to make the decision today. We have the first phase of 25
homes to come and then the others later. That's not going to happen in a week or two
weeks or three weeks, so you have time to really take a good hard look at what this
really means, what was really the intent, and the impact it's going to have on the existing
people in the County. So, defer it for a little bit longer, please, so that we can take a
better, harder look at it and have some more time to get this second point of access that
we need regardless of how this happens. Any questions?

Mr. Leabough - | have a quick question for Mr. Secretary. The previous
wording in the design manual stated, “any subdivision™?
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Mr. Emerson - | believe that's correct. We'd have to ask Mr. Jennings. | don't
have that in front of me, but | believe the word that was inserted was new. s that not
correct, Mr. Jennings?

Mr. Jennings - Mr. Leabough, the previous wording was, “Any subdivision
with 50 or more single-family lots, total of proposed and any existing lots.” | interpreted
that as existing lots in other neighborhoods, but that was not what was meant. So, that’s
why that part, the part, the “total of proposed and any existing lots,” was taken out and it
was changed to “any new subdivision”. The intent was the same; the interpretation was
different. That's why it was reworded for better clarification.

Mr. Leabough - Thank you, sir.

Mr. Fitzgerald - I'd like to make my point again that | think you folks need to
sit around a table and discuss this, find out what it really means and what an
interpretation by one person versus an interpretation of somebody else means, and have
perfect clarity on where we're going to go going forward. It's pretty clear up to this point,
even for the last nine and a half years, what has happened and how we've been making
decisions on how we’re going to be adding these new subdivisions. To sit around and
say, “Oh, | interpreted it differently,” and all of a sudden we’re taking a whole different
path that puts a tremendous amount of risk in terms of safety on the existing subdivisions
that are there. So, again, please defer this, and sit down and talk it out, and find out what
you really need to be doing. Thank you.

Mr. Witte - Mr. Fitzgerald?
Mr. Fitzgerald - Yes.
Mr. Witte - You realize that we're speaking of six lots; the others have

been approved.

Mr. Fitzgerald - Yes, sir, and as | said earlier, the original 34 should never
have been approved in the first place. It's not about the six lots; it's not about the 40 lots.
It's about the second point of access, and whai’s going to happen is HHHunt is going to
be off the hook to finance a second point of access or even really having to come up with
a solution for that. Where does that leave the existing folks stuck with the bad decisions
that were made before? A wrong on top of a wrong does not make it right.

Mr. Witte - My understanding is that HHHunt has tried to acquire the
land. The only way | see that we can make that access at this point is condemnation,
and I'm not a proponent, except in extreme measures, of the taking of land. You wouldn’t
want the County to condemn part of your land. | don’t want them to condemn mine.

Mr. Fitzgerald - What would the conditions be to condemn it? What would you
consider to be important, then, to condemn some land?
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Mr. Witte - I'm not really sure.

Mr. Fitzgeraid - We've been told it was to build educational facilities or other
types of things that would serve the general public. That's what we were told last night,
or the night before.

Mr. Witte - Well, that possibly could be. I'm sure there could be other
instances.

Mr. Fitzgerald - Public safety.

Mr. Witte - That could be also. I'm not saying it is, but that could be a

consideration.

Mr. Fitzgerald - I’'m not trying to be argumentative, | just—
Mr. Witte - | understand.
Mr. Holmes - This is Bob Holmes again. For one point of clarification, that

particular lot, my understanding is it doesn’t perk. The sellers are willing to sell it.
HHHunt's willing to buy it. The County is not willing to condemn it. The reason it's not
working is because the subdivision behind, Shady Grove Estates, has covenants that
say is has to be a house so you have to get the approval of the entire subdivision behind
us or 80 percent of the subdivision behind to do it. This is not stealing my back yard. It's
not stealing anybody’s back yard. This is creating a road in a dead lot that doesn’t perk,
and everybody’s willing to participate, except for the County. That’'s my understanding. |
have not talked to these people.

Mr. Emerson - Mr. Holmes, | think you are correct in that there is a restrictive
covenant on the lot that you speak to, but you do understand that there is an additional
subdivision property that would have to be developed in order for that access to come
into play. There is no timetable for the development of that, so that would not be an
immediate solution to this concern.

Mr. Holmes - Well, | believe they're also willing to sell their property to
HHHunt or whoever and make it available.

Mr. Emerson - There was some discussion with that, but | don’t know where
that went.
Mr. Fitzgerald - That's an additional seven lots on top of the six that we're

talking about so that’s thirteen more lots. Then, the Koontzs own the property on Kain
Road; we're still along that single access point. That's another ten potential there so
you're talking 17 more lots. It's not just going to be six with no improvements to the
infrastructure.
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Mr. Branin - Anybody else have any questions?

Mr. Leabough - I'm just confused. Not confused, but a little irritated, to be
honest, with the change in language. The way | understand the previous language to
read is that it's specific to any subdivision, but it also said any existing lot. It's not specific
to the new subdivision or the previous subdivisions already approved. I'm a little
perturbed that this language has changed slightly, but it makes a difference. | thought the
intent of the language was specific to the concerns around safety and traffic so I'm
struggling here, but | also understand the way the actual language reads in the manual,
so | keep that in mind as well. I'm still struggling with it. It's just the timing of it; that's
what I'm struggling with.

Mr. Branin - Welcome to my sleepless world. | think for the general well
being of this Commission, | think it would serve us right to hold up, have a work session,
get clarification. The predicament of this is you hear communities say over and over
again it's really not about six lots, it's about the position we're in, and we need help. We
have had a change of interpretation. | think we all need to look at that and understand it.
| think before | say what | think, would the applicant like to come down and speak?

Mr. Moore - Mr. Chairman, members of the Planning Commission, my
name is George Moore; I'm with HHHunt. | think Mr. Wilhite did a good job of describing
where we are with our current request for conditional approval, and that we are
consistent with the current access policy. | respectfully request that the Planning
Commission approve it. We are consistent with the Subdivision Ordinance as it relates to
conditional approvals. | am sympathetic to Westridge. | think you've heard me, and
you've heard them over the last year. | think i's been a year since we first filed, and
we've worked very diligently with them in trying to find a solution. We will continue to do
s0. As they pointed out, we are creating 40 new homeowners here, so we want to do
what'’s in the best interest of those homeowners. if we can continue to be part of trying to
find a solution, we will. | think where we are today is that our case that's before you is
consistent with the County’s ordinances. Based on that, we would request your approval.

Mr. Branin - Mr. Moore, question to you. When are you planning to build
the houses here?

Mr. Moore - Home construction would probably start first quarter of next
year.

Mr. Branin - First quarter. When are you planning to start clearing and
grubbing?

Mr. Moore - We've already started some preliminary clearing for erosion
control.

Mr. Branin - Okay. With attending the meeting the other day and seeing

the confusion of the Commission as a whole, I'm going to respectfully ask you—and I'li
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do the deferral—to have the understanding that | think moving this to November will give
this Commission better clarity and a more consistent understanding of the policy among
us. It will also give us time to discuss more with the community so when we come back
we should be more focused and clear in our decision.

Mr. Moore - | guess what I'm confused about is how—I understand your
need to discuss the policy, but | don’t understand how that’s really going to change the
decision of the case that’'s before you now. | don't know that we’re going to be at a
different place in 30 days than we are now.

Mr. Branin - You know, | made that same comment to one of my fellow
Commissioners five, ten minutes ago, that we're going to be in the same place. It was
said, but we do need to sit down and have clarification before we can make the right
vote. I'm in agreement with them. | respectfully hear your request, and | also hear the
request of the community that's at hand. | can tell you I'm going to make a motion for
deferral to November and a work session to be put in place prior.

Mr. Witte - Are you making a motion now?

Mr. Branin - | can.

Mr. Witte - I have a question for Mr. Moore.

Mr. Branin - Okay.

Mr. Witte - | understand an issue with one of the possible means of

ingress and egress were the covenants of the subdivision. What is the issue with the
other one?

Mr. Moore - The other?

Mr. Witte - There was another possible—

Mr. Branin - The Hall property.

Mr. Moore - | believe you're speaking of the connection of Sawdust Drive

and Heather Grove Road, which would require acquisition of right-of-way across what
was the Hall property. | understand that property has been sold, and somebody else
owns it now. There was an attempt made to acquire that right-of-way for that connection,
and there was no willingness for that to happen.

Mr. Witte - I’'m sorry; can you repeat that last part?
Mr. Moore - There was an attempt to make the acquisition of the right-of-

way so that those two roads could be connected, but there was unwillingness on the part
of the homeowner to sell that right-of-way because of what it would do to their property.
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There is a fairly significant—it's a very large home on that property with an entrance that
they built, a long driveway back. They felt like putting a road through there would devalue
their property.

Mr. Witte - So, it really wasn't an option because the homeowner
wouldn't sell?

Mr. Moore - Correct.

Mr. Branin - But there’s a new homeowner now.

Mr. Witte - Okay. Thank you. That clarified that for me.

Mrs. Jones - Has the new homeowner been engaged?

Mr. Witte - | don't know.

Mr. Moore - | didn’t even realize the property had conveyed until just the

other day.

t|\)¢’_ltrs. Jones - Well, maybe all of us have a little work to do in the next little
it.

Mr. Archer - | agree, Mrs. Jones.

Mrs. Jones - Okay.

Mr. Archer - Mr. Chairman, before you move on. | understand what you'’re

going to do, and I'm sort of glad. | guess all of us up here when we do make decisions
have to feel that we have some level of comfort with what we’re doing. This is a little bit
out of my comfort zone right now.

Mr. Branin - With deferring this or?
Mrs. Jones - No.
Mr. Archer - Oh, no, no. I'm also sympathetic with what Mr. Moore is

saying in representing HHHunt, but there have been, | think, some very salient points
raised by the community today. Since this is the first one that we've had to do since this
new thing was in force, maybe we do need to have a little bit of clarification. By the time
we make a decision on this we’ll know where we stand and what we stand on so | concur
with your decision.

Mr. Branin - Okay. Mr. Moore, | apologize for deferring you, but it's
coming, sir. Anybody else have any questions?
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Mr. Moore - | guess that’s the right of the Planning Commission to defer it.
| don’t agree with the deferral but—

Mr. Branin - Okay.
Mr. Witte - No questions.
Mr. Branin - All right. I'd like to move for deferral of SUB-09-11, Westin

Estates (Formerly Westin) (October 2011 Plan), to the November 14, 2012 meeting, per
Commission’s request.

Mrs. Jones - Second.

Mr. Branin - Motion by Mr. Branin, seconded by Mrs. Jones. All in favor
say aye. All opposed say no. The ayes have it; the motion passes.

At the request of the Commission, the Planning Commission deferred SUB-09-11,
Westin Estates (Formerly Westin) (October 2011 Plan), to its November 14, 2012
meeting.

Mr. Branin - To the community, once we do sit down and have a work
session, we will come back to you all. There will be another community meeting. | don’t
know the date yet, but we will get back to you.

Mr. Emerson - Mr. Chairman, that now takes us to the next item on your
agenda, which is the consideration of the approval of the minutes of September 26,
2012. | apologize to you. Staff did not manage to get around to calling each of you to
produce an errata sheet, so we do not have one of those with us today. Any changes
that you may have, certainly, we are ready to receive those.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: September 26, 2012

Mrs. Jones - Mr. Secretary, we are adults here. We should be able—I hate
to make staff call us. | think we have a responsibility to tell staff if we have corrections. |
have corrections, but | forgot to e-mail them in. So, you know, there is enough blame to
go around here. | did just put down by everybody's chair the couple little things that |
noticed. Since a lot of the minutes were devoted to Walmart, | felt it was my responsibility
to go over those, and these are the ones that | suggest. Other folks may have other
additions as well, corrections, but these are mine.

Mr. Branin - Are there any other additions?

Mr. Witte - Yes. Line 137, | believe | said that we went down there to get
his plane out. Get was omitted to the best of my recollection.

Mrs. Jones - Line 1377 It’s blank on mine.
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1829  Mr. Witte - Well, 138 is blank on mine. _—
1830 -
1831  Mrs. Jones - Okay. | don't see where you are, but okay. The Varina case?

1832

1833 Mr. Emerson - One thirty-seven is blank.

1834

1835 Mr. Witte - Well, | have a different one.

1836

1837  Mrs. Jones - Do you have the minutes for September 267

1838

1839  Mr. Leabough - This is the wrong date, that's why. This is the 26 you have

1840  the 13"

1841 '

1842  Mr. Witte - Oh, my bad. | stand corrected.

1843

1844  Mr. Branin - So, we'll correct that correction. Any others? I'll entertain a

1845  motion to—

1846

1847  Mr. Archer - Chairman, | move that the minutes be approved as corrected.

1848

1849  Mrs. Jones - Second.

1850

1851  Mr. Branin - Motion by Mr. Archer, seconded by Mrs. Jones. All in favor —~ #™,
1852 say aye. All opposed say no. The ayes have it; the motion passes. e
1853

1854  The Planning Commission approved the September 26, 2012 minutes as corrected.

1855

1856  Mr. Branin - | have one more issue of business. Mr. Secretary, if you
1857  would please proceed with setting up a work session, possibly prior to the Thursday
1858  night Zoning meeting.

1859

1860  Mr. Emerson - Absolutely.

1861

1862 Mr. Branin - | would ask that we have Public Works and also the County
1863  attorney present for clarification of policies, if you would, sir.

1864

1865 Mr. Emerson - Absolutely.

1866

1867  Mr. Branin - Okay. Also, here is a petition from the neighborhood that |

1868  would like to hand to you to go in the record. Now, I'll entertain a motion to adjourn.
1869

1870  Mrs. Jones - So moved.

1871

1872 Mr. Archer - Second.

1873 ~

October 24, 2012 46 Planning Commission — POD



1874 Mr. Branin - Motion by Mrs. Jones, seconded by Mr. Archer. All in favor
5 say aye. All opposed say no. The ayes have it; the motion passes.

1876

1877

1878 y -1

1879 . / o

1880 - < ‘

1881 { Sl —

1882 Mr. Tommy Branin, Chairman

1883 '
1884
1885

1886
1887

1888 . Joseph Emefson, Jr., Secretary
1889

1890
1891
1892
1893
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1A.

1B.

PLANS OF DEVELOPMENT

Standard Conditions for all POD's:

The owner shall enter into the necessary contracts with the Department of Public Utilities
for connections to public water and sewer. (when the property is served by public
utilities)

The owner shall enter into the necessary contracts with the Department of Public Utilities
for connections to public water. The well location shall be approved by the County Health
Department before a building permit is issued. Connection shall be made to the public
water system when available within 300 feet of the site/building. (when not served by
public water)

The owner shall enter into the necessary contracts with the Department of Public Utilities
for connections to public sewer. The septic tank location shall be approved by the County
Health Department before a building permit is issued. Connection shall be made to the
public sewer when available within 300 feet of the site/building. (when not served by
public sewer)

The Director of the Department of Public Utilities shall approve the plan of development
for construction of public water and sewer, prior to beginning any construction of these
utilities. The Department of Public Utilities shall be notified at least 48 hours prior to the
start of any County water or sewer construction.

The parking lot shall be subject to the requirements of Chapter 24, Section 24-98 of the
Henrico County Code.

The parking spaces shall be marked on the pavement surface with four-inch-wide traffic
painted lines. All lane lines and parking lines shall be white in color with the exception
that those dividing traffic shall yellow.

Sufficient, effectively usable parking shall be provided. If experience indicates the need,
additional parking shall be provided.

Curb and gutter and necessary storm sewer shall be constructed as shown on approved
plans.

The plan of development plan shall be revised as annotated on the staff plan dated October
24, 2012, which shall be as much a part of this approval as if details were fully described
herein. Eight (8) sets of revised plans, including the detailed drainage, erosion control and
utility plans, shall be submitted by the design engineer who prepared the plans to the
Department of Planning for final review. Upon notice from the Department of Planning to
the Engineer that all comments have been addressed, twenty-one (21) sets of final plans for
signature shall be submitted to the Department of Planning for approval signatures. Two
(2) sets of the approved plan shall be attached to the building permit application. (Revised
January 2008)

Two copies of an Erosion and Sediment Control Agreement with required escrow shall be
submitted to the Department of Public Works. Approval is required prior to construction
plan approval and beginning construction. The Department of Public Works shall be
notified at least 24 hours prior to the start of any construction.

A detailed landscaping plan shall be submitted to the Department of Planning for review
and approval prior to the issuance of any occupancy permits.

Revised May 2008
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11.

11B.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

AMENDED - A detailed landscaping plan shall be submitted to the Department of
Planning for review and Planning Commission approval prior to the issuance of any
occupancy permits.

All groundcover and landscaping shall be properly maintained in a healthy condition at all
times. Dead plant materials shall be removed within a reasonable time and replaced no
later than the next planting season.

Prior to the approval of an electrical permit application and installation of the site lighting
equipment, a plan including light spread and intensity diagrams, and fixture specifications
and mounting height details shall be submitted for Department of Planning review and
approval.

AMENDED - Prior to the approval of an electrical permit application and installation of
the site lighting equipment, a plan including depictions of light spread and intensity
diagrams, and fixture specifications and mounting height details shall be submitted for
Department of Planning review and Planning Commission approval.

Prior to the approval of an electrical permit application and installation of the site lighting
equipment, a plan including light spread and intensity diagrams, and fixture specifications
and mounting heights details shall be revised as annotated on the staff plan and included
with the construction plans for final signature. (For POD which includes lighting plan
approval)

All exterior lighting shall be designed and arranged to direct the light and glare away from
nearby residential property and streets.

The site, including the parking areas, shall be kept clean of litter and debris on a daily basis.
Trash container units/litter receptacles and recycling containers shall be maintained with
regular pickups scheduled and shall be screened properly on all four sides. The gate(s) shall
remain closed except when the receptacle(s) are being filled or serviced and shall be
repaired or replaced as necessary. Details shall be included with the final site plan or
required landscape plan for review and approval.

Required fire lanes shall be marked and maintained in accordance with the Virginia
Statewide Fire Prevention Code.

Traffic control signs shall be provided as indicated on the Department of Planning Staff
plan. All signs shall be fabricated as shown in The National Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices for Streets and Highways and The Virginia Supplement to The Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways.

The assigned property number(s) shall be displayed so it is easily readable from the street.
If assistance is needed with the address, please contact the Department of Planning at 501-
4284. The Planning Department must assign all property addresses. (Revised January
2008)

The owner shall have a set of plans approved by the Director of Public Works, Public
Utilities and Secretary of the Planning Commission available at the site at all times when
work is being performed. A designated responsible employee shall be available for contact
by County Inspectors.

The property shall be developed as shown on the plan filed with the case and no changes or
additions to the layout shall be made without the approval of this Commission.

Revised May 2008
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20.

21.
22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

Upon completion of the improvements and prior to the certification of the permanent
occupancy permit, the owner shall furnish a statement by the engineer or land surveyor
who prepared the POD plan, to the effect that all construction including water and sewer is
in conformance to the regulations and requirements of the POD.

The approved Plan of Development is granted by the Planning Commission only to the
owners(s)/applicant(s) listed on the Plan of Development application on file for this project.
Upon written notification to the Director of Planning, the Plan of Development approval
may be transferred to subsequent owner(s) subject to approval by this Commission
(Revised July 2007).

Vehicles shall be parked only in approved and constructed parking spaces.

The name of this development, as designated in this approval, shall be the name used for
marketing and public recognition purposes. A written request for a name change must be
received and granted by the Department of Planning before such a change can be
implemented.

The site, including paving, pavement markings, signage, curb and gutter, dumpster screens,
walls, fences, lighting and other site improvements shall be properly maintained in good
condition at all times. Any necessary repairs shall be made in a timely manner.

The developer shall provide fire hydrants as required by the Department of Public
Utilities and Division of Fire.

Insurance Services Office (ISO) calculations shall be included on the final construction
plans for approval by the Department of Public Utilities prior to issuance of a building
permit.

Any necessary off-site drainage and/or water and sewer easements must be obtained in a
form acceptable to the County Attorney prior to final approval of the construction plans.
The easements for drainage and utilities as shown on approved plans shall be granted to
the County in a form acceptable to the County Attorney prior to any occupancy permits
being issued. The easement plats and any other required information shall be submitted
to the County Real Property Agent at least sixty (60) days prior to requesting occupancy
permits.

Deviations from County standards for pavement, curb or curb and gutter design shall be
approved by the County Engineer prior to final approval of the construction plans by the
Department of Public Works.

(Start of miscellaneous conditions)

Revised May 2008



STANDARD CONDITIONS FOR LANDSCAPE /LIGHTING/FENCE PLANS

The plan shall be revised as shown in red on Staff plan dated October 24, 2012, which
shall be as much a part of this approval as if all details were fully described herein. Five
(5) sets of prints of the revised plan shall be submitted to the Department of Planning for
approval stamps and distribution.

The property shall be developed as shown on the plan filed with the case and no changes or
additions to the layout shall be made without the approval of this Commission.

The owner shall have a set of approved plans available at the site at all times when work is
being performed. A designated responsible employee shall be available for contact by
County Inspectors.

All groundcover and landscaping shall be properly maintained in a healthy condition at all
times. Dead plant materials shall be removed within a reasonable time and replaced during
the normal planting season. (DELETE IF NO LANDSCAPING)

All exterior lighting shall be shielded to direct lights away from adjacent residential
property and streets. (DELETE IF NO LIGHTING)

All fences, walls, and screens, including gates and doors, shall be maintained in good repair
by the owner. Trash and debris should not be allowed to accumulate along the fence or
wall. (DELETE IF NO FENCE, WALL, OR DUMPSTER SCREEN)

Revised May 2008
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30.

31.

32.

29.

29.
30.

31.

29.
30.

In Addition to Item A, the Following Standard Conditions for Approval of All Zero
Lot Line Developments shall apply:

Roof edge ornamental features that extend over the zero lot line, and which are permitted
by Section 24-95(i)(1), must be authorized in the covenants.

Eight-foot easements for construction, drainage, and maintenance access for abutting lots
shall be provided and shown on the POD plans.

Building permit request for individual dwellings shall each include two (2) copies of a
layout plan sheet as approved with the plan of development. The developer may utilize
alternate building types providing that each may be located within the building footprint
shown on the approved plan. Any deviation in building footprint or infrastructure shall
require submission and approval of an administrative site plan.

Windows on the zero lot line side of the dwelling can only be approved with an exception
granted by the Building Official and the Director of Planning during the building permit
application process.

Standard Conditions for Approval of All Dry Cleaners and Laundries in Addition to
Item A:

The dry cleaning establishment shall use only non-inflammable cleaning solvents and have
fully enclosed cleaning and solvent reclamation processes and fully enclosed pressing
equipment with no outside steam exhaust.

In addition to Item A, the Following Conditions for Approval of All Shopping Centers
Shall Apply:

Only retail business establishments permitted in a zone may be located in this center.

The ground area covered by all the buildings shall not exceed in the aggregate 25 percent of
the total site area.

No merchandise shall be displayed or stored outside of the building(s) or on sidewalk(s).

In Addition to Item A, the Following Standard Conditions for Approval of All Multi-
Family Shall Apply:

The unit house numbers shall be visible from the parking areas and drives.

The names of streets, drives, courts and parking areas shall be approved by the Richmond
Regional Planning District Commission and such names shall be included on the
construction plans prior to their approval. The standard street name signs shall be
installed prior to any occupancy permit approval.

Revised May 2008



F. In addition to Item A, the Following Standard Conditions for Approval of All Service
Station Developments Shall Apply:

29.  This business shall not remain in operation after midnight and no exterior signs shall
remain lighted after (12:00 midnight - B-1) (1:00 o'clock a.m. - B-2) (no limit - B-3).

30.  No merchandise shall be displayed outside of the building except that oil racks will be
allowed on the pump islands.

31.  This service station shall be used only for the sale of petroleum products and automobile
accessories and parts. It shall not be used to sell or rent camping trailers, nor as a base of
operation for truck fleets or fuel oil delivery or other such use that is not strictly a service
station operation.

32.  Only light repair work shall be allowed at this station, including motor tune-up, brake,
generator, ignition, and exhaust repairs, and wheel balancing. The only work that can be
performed outside the building is those services that are normally furnished at the pump
island and the changing of tires.

33.  No wrecked automobiles, nor automobiles incapable of being operated, shall be kept on the
premises.

34.  The prospective operator of this station shall come to the Department of Planning and sign
the file copy of the special plan of development letter before he signs a lease with the oil
company to operate this station.

G. STANDARD CONDITIONS FOR CONVENIENCE STORES WITH FUEL PUMPS
INA
B-2 ZONE
29.  Bulk storage of fuel shall be underground.
30.  There shall be no exterior display of merchandise except on pump islands and on paved
walkway areas within three (3) feet of building.
31. Lighting fixtures shall not exceed a height greater than twenty (20) feet.

32. No temporary storage of wrecked or inoperative vehicles or rental of vehicles, trailer
campers, vans or similar equipment shall be permitied.
33.  Not more than two (2) electronic amusement games shall be permitted.

34.  Not more than two (2) vending machines for food and beverage and similar merchandise
shall be permitted on the premises cutside of an enclosed building.

35.  The prospective operator of this facility shall come to the Department of Planning and sign
the file copy of the special plan of development letter before he signs a lease with the oil
company to operate this station.

36.  The landscaping plan shall include details for screening of refuse containers and refuse
storage facilities in accordance with Section 24-61(i).

37.  Refuse containers or refuse storage facilities shall be serviced during business hours only.

38.  The owner or manager on duty shall be responsible for temporarily closing the car wash
facility when the on-site stacking space is inadequate to serve customer demand to prevent
a backup of vehicles onto the public right-of-way.

39.  The owner shall arrange with the Traffic Engineer to provide standard traffic control signs
to notify customers that stopping or standing on the public right-of-way shall not be
permitted near the entrances to the car wash facility. (If Car Wash Is Proposed)

Revised May 2008



H. STANDARD CONDITIONS FOR CONVENIENCE STORES WITH FUEL PUMPS
INA

B-3 ZONE

29.  Bulk storage of fuel shall be underground.

30.  The owner or manager on duty shall be responsible for temporarily closing the car wash
facility when the on-site stacking space is inadequate to serve customer demand to prevent
a backup of vehicles onto the public right-of-way. (If Car Wash Is Proposed)

31.  The owner shall arrange with the Traffic Engineer to provide standard traffic control signs
to notify customers that stopping or standing on the public right-of-way shall not be
permitted near the entrances to the car wash facility. (If Car Wash Is Proposed)

Revised May 2008
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SUBDIVISION - CONDITIONAL APPROVAL

Standard Conditions for Conventional Subdivisions Served By Public Utilities
Public Water and/or Sewer (January 2008)

All requirements of Chapter 18, 19 and 24 of the Henrico County Code shall be met.
Construction plans, including proposed erosion and sediment controls, shall be submitted to
the Department of Planning at least 30 days prior to final approval.

Construction shall not commence until the Director of Planning has granted final approval
of the plat; and until the construction plans including the detailed drainage, erosion control,
and utility plans have been approved by the Department of Planning, the Department of
Public Utilities, and the Department of Public Works and a preconstruction meeting has
been held with the Department of Public Works. Plans for Final Subdivision review shall
be submitted to the Department of Planning in accordance with the requirements of the
Final Subdivision application. Upon notice from the Department of Planning to the
Engineer that all comments have been addressed, twenty-one (21) sets of final construction
plans for signature shall be submitted to the Department of Planning for approval
signatures. All erosion and sediment control plans, agreements, and bonds must be
submitted to the Department of Public Works and approved prior to approval of the
construction plans.

Clearing and grubbing shall not commence until a clearing and grubbing plan has been
approved by the Department of Planning and the Department of Public Works. Upon
notice from the Department of Planning to the Engineer that all comments have been
addressed, eight (8) sets of clearing and grubbing plans shall be submitted to the
Department of Planning for approval signatures. All appropriate bonds and agreements,
authorizations from state and/or regulatory agencies for impacts to the Waters of the
United States, and offsite easement plats must be submitted to the Department of Public
Works and approved prior to approval of the clearing and grubbing plans. Approvals
must be updated prior to recordation of the plat,

The owner shall enter into the necessary contracts with the Department of Public Utilities
for water. (Substitute condition 5A if well)

A detailed soil analysis shall be performed and other requirements of the Health
Department met before final plats are recorded. The developer shall have the center lines
of all streets and lot corners staked to facilitate the examination of lots by the Health
Department Sanitarians prior to filing for final approval and shall notify the Department of
Planning and Health Department in writing when the staking has been done.

The owner shall enter into the necessary contracts with the Department of Public Utilities
for sewer. (Substitute condition 6A if on site sewage disposal/septic)

A detailed soil analysis shall be performed and other requirements of the Health
Department met before final plats are recorded. The developer shall have the center lines
of all streets and lot corners staked to facilitate the examination of lots by the Health
Department Sanitarians prior to filing for final approval and shall notify the Department of
Planning and Health Department in writing when the staking has been done.

A copy of the letter from the Richmond Regional Planning District Commission giving
approval to the street names in this subdivision shall be submitted to the Department of
Planning before the recordation plat is submitted for review.

The plat shall be revised as shown in red on Staff plan dated October 24, 2012, which shall
be as much a part of this approval as if all details were fully described herein.
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12.

Page 2

This approval shall expire on October 23, 2013, unless an extension is requested in writing
stating the reason such extension is necessary. The request shall include the fee and must
be filed a minimum of two weeks prior to the expiration date.

The name of this development, as designated in this approval, shall be the name used for
marketing and public recognition purposes. A written request for a name change must be
received and granted by the Department of Planning before such a change can be
implemented.

The conditional approval of this plat by the Planning Commission does not imply that all
lots shown thereon will be granted final approval. Such approval is contingent on each lot
meeting a number of requirements including but not limited to minimum zoning
requirements, Health Department requirements as applicable, and design considerations.
Prior to a request for final approval, the developer shall provide a buildable area plan
showing information for all lots within the subdivision. Such plan shall be a part of the
construction plans submitted for review and for signature. The buildable area plan shall be
a minimum of 1" to 50' scale or larger and shall show the buildable area for the principal
structure, all setback dimensions, the minimum lot width (perpendicular to the center line
of the lot at the front building line), and if applicable, any Special Flood Hazard Areas
{(floodplains) and the area of each lot exclusive of floodplain, wetlands, easements, buffers,
Chesapeake Bay Act Areas, wells and primary/reserved drainfields.
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Standard Conditions for Conventional Subdivisions Not Served By Public Utilities
(January 2008)

All requirements of Chapter 18, 19 and 24 of the Henrico County Code shall be met.
Construction plans, including proposed erosion and sediment controls, shall be submitted to
the Department of Planning at least 30 days prior to final approval.

Construction shall not commence until the Director of Planning has granted final approval
of the plat; and until the construction plans including the detailed drainage and erosion
control plans have been approved by the Department of Planning, and the Department of
Public Works and a preconstruction meeting has been held with the Department of Public
Works. Plans for Final Subdivision review shall be submitted to the Department of
Planning in accordance with the requirements of the Final Subdivision application. Upon
notice from the Department of Planning to the Engineer that all comments have been
addressed, fifteen (15) sets of final construction plans for signature shall be submitted to the
Department of Planning for approval signatures. All erosion and sediment control plans,
agreements, and bonds must be submitted to the Department of Public Works and approved
prior to approval of the construction plans.

Clearing and grubbing shall not commence until a clearing and grubbing plan has been
approved by the Department of Planning and the Department of Public Works, and a
preconstruction meeting has been conducted with the Department of Public Works.
Upon notice from the Department of Planning to the Engineer that all comments have
been addressed, eight (8) sets of clearing and grubbing plans shall be submitted to the
Department of Planning for approval signatures. All appropriate bonds and agreements,
authorizations from state and/or regulatory agencies for impacts to the Waters of the
United States, and offsite easement plats must be submitted to the Department of Public
Works and approved prior to approval of the clearing and grubbing plans. Approvals
must be updated prior to recordation of the plat.

A detailed soil analysis shall be performed and other requirements of the Health
Department met before final plats are recorded. The developer shall have the center lines
of all streets and lot corners staked to facilitate the examination of lots by the Health
Department Sanitarians prior to filing for final approval and shall notify the Department of
Planning and Health Department in writing when the staking has been done.

A copy of the letter from the Richmond Regional Planning District Commission giving
approval to the street names in this subdivision shall be submitted to the Department of
Planning before the recordation plat is submitted for review.

The plat shall be revised as shown in red on Staff plan dated October 24, 2012, which shall
be as much a part of this approval as if all details were fully described herein.

This approval shall expire on October 23, 2013, unless an extension is requested in writing
stating the reason such extension is necessary. The request shall include the fee and must
be filed a minimum of two weeks prior to the expiration date.

The name of this development, as designated in this approval, shall be the name used for
marketing and public recognition purposes. A written request for a name change must be
received and granted by the Department of Planning before such a change can be
implemented.

The conditional approval of this plat by the Planning Commission does not imply that all
lots shown thereon will be granted final approval. Such approval is contingent on each lot
meeting a number of requirements including but not limited to minimum zoning
requirements, Health Department requirements and design considerations.

e
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Prior to a request for final approval, the developer shall provide a buildable area plan
showing information for all lots within the subdivision. Such plan shall be a part of the
construction plans submitted for review and for signature. The buildable area plan shall be
a minimum of 1" to 50" scale or larger and shall show the buildable area for the principal
structure, all setback dimensions, the minimum lot width (perpendicular to the center line
of the lot at the front building line), and if applicable, any Special Flood Hazard Areas
(floodplains) and the area of each lot exclusive of floodplain, wetlands, easements, buffers,
Chesapeake Bay Act Areas, wells and primary/reserved drainfields.
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Standard Conditions for Residential Townhouse for Sale (RTH) Subdivisions\

(January 2008)

All requirements of Chapter 18, 19 and 24 of the Henrico County Code shall be met.
Construction plans, including proposed erosion and sediment controls, shall be submitted to
the Department of Planning at least 30 days prior to final approval.

Construction shall not commence until the Director of Planning has granted final
approval of the plat; and until the construction plans including the detailed drainage,
erosion control, and utility plans have been approved by the Department of Planning, the
Department of Public Utilities, and the Department of Public Works and a
preconstruction meeting has been held with the Department of Public Works. Plans for
Plan of Development and Final Subdivision review shall be submitted to the Department
of Planning in accordance with the requirements of the Plan of Development and Final
Subdivision applications. Upon notice from the Department of Planning to the Engineer
that all comments have been addressed, twenty-one (21) sets of final construction plans
for signature shall be submitted to the Department of Planning for approval signatures.
All erosion and sediment control plans, agreements, and bonds must be submitted to the
Department of Public Works and approved prior to approval of the construction plans.
Clearing and grubbing shall not commence until a clearing and grubbing plan has been
approved by the Department of Planning and the Department of Public Works, and a
preconstruction meeting has been conducted with the Department of Public Works.
Upon notice from the Department of Planning to the Engineer that all comments have
been addressed, eight (8) sets of clearing and grubbing plans shall be submitted to the
Department of Planning for approval signatures. All appropriate bonds and agreements,
authorizations from state and/or regulatory agencies for impacts to the Waters of the
United States, and offsite easement plats must be submitted to the Department of Public
Works and approved prior to approval of the clearing and grubbing plans. Approvals
must be updated prior to recordation of the plat.

The owner shall enter into the necessary contracts with the Department of Public Utilities
for water.

The owner shall enter into the necessary contracts with the Department of Public Utilities
for sewer.

A copy of the letter from the Richmond Regional Planning District Commission giving
approval to the street names in this subdivision shall be submitted to the Department of
Planning before the recordation plat is submitted for review.

The plat shall be revised as shown in red on Staff plan dated October 24, 2012, which shall
be as much a part of this approval as if all details were fully described herein.

This approval shall expire on October 23, 2013, unless an extension is requested in writing
stating the reason such extension is necessary. The request shall include the required fee
and must be filed a minimum of two weeks prior to the expiration date.

The name of this development, as designated in this approval, shall be the name used for
marketing and public recognition purposes. A written request for a name change must be
received and granted by the Department of Planning before such a change can be
implemented.

The conditional approval of this plat by the Planning Commission does not imply that all
lots shown thereon will be granted final approval. Such approval is contingent on each lot
meeting all requirements, including but not limited to, minimum zoning requirements, and
design considerations.

A draft of the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions shall be submitted to

ot
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the Department of Planning for review, prior to final approval. The proposed Homeowners
Association for the project shall be responsible for the exterior maintenance of all buildings
and grounds.

All block corners shall be monumented and referenced, where possible, to the exterior
boundaries of the site

The record plat shall contain a statement that the common area is dedicated to the common
use and enjoyment of the homeowners of (name of subdivision) and is not dedicated for
use by the general public. This statement shall refer to the applicable article in the
covenants recorded with the plat.
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Standard Conditions for Zero Lot Line Subdivisions
(January 2008)

All requirements of Chapter 18, 19 and 24 of the Henrico County Code shall be met.
Construction plans, including proposed erosion and sediment controls, shall be submitted to
the Department of Planning at least 30 days prior to final approval.

Construction shall not commence until the Director of Planning has granted final
approval of the plat; and until the construction plans including the detailed drainage,
erosion control, and utility plans have been approved by the Department of Planning, the
Department of Public Utilities, and the Department of Public Works and a
preconstruction meeting has been held with the Department of Public Works. Plans for
Plan of Development and Final Subdivision review shall be submitted to the Department
of Planning in accordance with the requirements of the Plan of Development and Final
Subdivision applications. Upon notice from the Department of Planning to the Engineer
that all comments have been addressed, twenty-one (21) sets of final construction plans
for signature shall be submitted to the Department of Planning for approval signatures.
All erosion and sediment control plans, agreements, and bonds must be submitted to the
Department of Public Works and approved prior to approval of the construction plans.
Clearing and grubbing shall not commence until a clearing and grubbing plan has been
approved by the Department of Planning and the Department of Public Works, and a
preconstruction meeting has been conducted with the Department of Public Works.
Upon notice from the Department of Plannirg to the Engineer that all comments have
been addressed, eight (8) sets of clearing and grubbing plans shall be submitted to the
Department of Planning for approval signatures. All appropriate bonds and agreements,
authorizations from state and/or regulatory agencies for impacts to the Waters of the
United States, and offsite easement plats must be submitted to the Department of Public
Works and approved prior to approval of the clearing and grubbing plans. Approvals
must be updated prior to recordation of the plat.

The owner shall enter into the necessary contracts with the Department of Public Utilities
for water.

The owner shall enter into the necessary contracts with the Department of Public Utilities
for sewer.

A copy of the letter from the Richmond Regional Planning District Commission giving
approval to the street names in this subdivision shall be submitted to the Department of
Planning before the recordation plat is submitted for review.

The plat shall be revised as shown in red on Staff plan dated October 24, 2012, which shall
be as much a part of this approval as if all details were fully described herein.

This approval shall expire on October 23, 2013, unless an extension is requested in writing
stating the reason such extension is necessary. The request shall include the required fee
and must be filed a minimum of two weeks prior to the expiration date.

The name of this development, as designated in this approval, shall be the name used for
marketing and public recognition purposes. A written request for a name change must be
received and granted by the Department of Planning before such a change may be
implemented.

The conditional approval of this plat by the Planning Commission does not imply that all
lots shown thereon will be granted final approval. Such approval is contingent on each lot
meeting all requirements, including but not limited to, minimum zoning requirements, and
design considerations.

Prior to a request for final approval, the developer shall provide a buildable area plan
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showing information for all lots within the subdivision. Such plan shall be a part of the
construction plans submitted for review and for signature. The buildable area plan shall be
a minimum of 1" to 50' scale or larger and shall show the buildable area for the principal
structure, all setback dimensions, the minimum lot width (perpendicular to the center line
of the lot at the front building line), and if applicable, any Special Flood Hazard Areas
(floodplains) and the area of each lot exclusive of floodplain, wetlands, easements, buffers
and Chesapeake Bay Act Areas.
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SUBDIVISION - CONDITIONAL APPROVAL

Standard Conditions for Conventional Subdivisions Served By Public Utilities
Road Dedication (No Lots) (January 2008)

All requirements of Chapter 18, 19 and 24 of the Henrico County Code shall be met.
Construction plans, including proposed erosion and sediment controls, shall be submitted to
the Department of Planning at least 30 days prior to final approval.

Construction shall not commence until the Director of Planning has granted final approval
of the plat; and until the construction plans including the detailed drainage, erosion control,
and utility plans have been approved by the Department of Planning, the Department of
Public Utilities, and the Department of Public Works and a preconstruction meeting has
been held with the Department of Public Works. Plans for Final Subdivision review shall
be submitted to the Department of Planning in accordance with the requirements of the
Final Subdivision application. Upon notice from the Department of Planning to the
Engineer that all comments have been addressed, twenty-one (21) sets of final construction
plans for signature shall be submitted to the Department of Planning for approval
signatures. All erosion and sediment control plans, agreements, and bonds must be
submitted to the Department of Public Works and approved prior to approval of the
construction plans.

Clearing and grubbing shall not commence until a clearing and grubbing plan has been
approved by the Department of Planning and the Department of Public Works. Upon
notice from the Department of Planning to the Engineer that all comments have been
addressed, eight (8) sets of clearing and grubbing plans shall be submitted to the
Department of Planning for approval signatures. All appropriate bonds and agreements,
authorizations from state and/or regulatory agencies for impacts to the Waters of the
United States, and offsite easement plats must be submitted to the Department of Public
Works and approved prior to approval of the clearing and grubbing plans. Approvals
must be updated prior to recordation of the plat.

The owner shall enter into the necessary contracts with the Department of Public Ultilities
for water.

The owner shall enter into the necessary contracts with the Department of Public Utilities
for sewer.

A copy of the letter from the Richmond Regional Planning District Commission giving
approval to the street names in this subdivision shall be submitted to the Department of
Planning before the recordation plat is submitted for review.

The plat shall be revised as shown in red on Staff plan dated October 24, 2012, which shall
be as much a part of this approval as if all details were fully described herein.

This approval shall expire on October 23, 2013, unless an extension is requested in writing
stating the reason such extension is necessary. The request shall include the fee and must
be filed a minimum of two weeks prior to the expiration date.

The name of this development, as designated in this approval, shall be the name used for
marketing and public recognition purposes. A written request for a name change must be
received and granted by the Department of Planning before such a change can be
implemented.






