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Minutes of the regular monthly meeting of the Planning Commission of the County of
Henrico, Virginia, held in the Board Room of the County Administration Building, Parham and
Hungary Spring Roads at 7:00 p.m., on December 13, 2001, Display Notice having been
published in the Richmond Times-Dispatch on Thursday, November 29, 2001 and Thursday,
December 6, 2001.

Members Present: C. W. Archer, C.P.C., Chairperson, Fairfield
Elizabeth G. Dwyer, C.P.C., Vice-Chairperson, Tuckahoe
Ernest B. Vanarsdall, C.P.C., Brookland
Allen J. Taylor, C.P.C., Three Chopt
Eugene Jernigan, C.P.C., Varina
David A. Kaechele, Board of Supervisors, Three Chopt
John R. Marlles, AICP, Secretary, Director of Planning

Others Present: Randall R. Silber, Assistant Director of Planning
David D. O'Kelly, Jr., Principal Planner
Mark Bittner, County Planner
Thomas M. W. Coleman, County Planner
Lee Householder, County Planner
Debra M. Ripley, Recording Secretary
Tim Foster, Traffic Engineer, Public Works

Mr. Archer - The Planning Commission will come to order. Good evening, everyone.
I would just like to recognize the members of the press. Mr. Lapis, | see you over there. How are you
sir?

Mr. Lapis - Doing pretty well.

Mr. Archer - Anyone else here from the press? Well, welcome to everyone. Before
we start our regular agenda tonight we do have an agenda item that was deferred from the November
15, 2001 meeting, that being the Williamsburg Road/Technology Boulevard Corridor Study. I'll turn this
over to our Secretary, Mr. Marlles, and we can begin.

Mr. Marlles - Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good evening ladies and gentlemen.

Deferred from November 15, 2001 Meeting

Williamsburg Road/Technology Boulevard Corridor Study: The Planning Commission will
consider amendments to the 2010 Land Use Plan in the form of a new Recommended Major
Thoroughfare Plan and Land Use Plan for the Williamsburg Road/Technology Boulevard Corridor study
area. The study area is generally comprised of the area bordered by Seven Pines, New Kent County,
Meadow Road, and Charles City Road. The Recommended Plans may be examined in the Planning Office
on the second floor of the County Administration Building.

The staff report will be given by Mr. Mark Bittner.

Mr. Archer - Good evening, Mr. Bittner.

Mr. Bittner - Good evening, Mr. Chairman.

I have a very brief presentation tonight actually, and before | start | would like to point out that our
transportation consultant, Mr. Dick Keller, is with us tonight as well as Mr. Tim Foster from our Public

Works Department. As you recall at the last Public Hearing on this matter, we did present a
recommended Major Thoroughfare Plan and Land Use Plan for the Williamsburg Road/Technology
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Boulevard Corridor Study. Part of that plan included some alternate MTP and Land Use Plans for the
State Fair Grounds property, which are shown here (referring to rendering). These are the alternate
plans (referring to rendering). And then you will also recall there was some explanatory language to go
along with these alternate plans, but there was discussion on that and ultimately it was deferred to now.
Staff has drafted some new language, which is shown here (referring to rendering). The blue letters are
what would be new compared to what you saw thirty (30) days ago. As we hope that you are all aware,
we sent copies of this new language to all the Planning Commissioners early this week. We also sent it
to some members, we weren't able to reach all, but we did send to some members of the Williamsburg
Road Advisory Committee. The point of this Amendment was to come up with some language that would
better explain the whole process and timing of the potential for interchanges or separated grade
intersections at Williamsburg Road and Memorial Drive and Williamsburg Road and Technology
Boulevard. And again, as | said, the blue lettering would be new language. This was the result of
several people’s input, however, there are still a couple of comments that some others have had which
we can also talk about tonight. Also, | do not know whether any of the landowners or Advisory
Committee members may have some questions. But to quickly sum up, this is the new language which
staff is now recommending become part of the Williamsburg Road Corridor Study along with the Major
Thoroughfare Plan and Land Use Plan. That concludes my presentation. | would be happy to answer
any questions you may have.

Mr. Archer - Thank you, Mr. Bittner. Are there any questions or comments from the
Commission Members?

Ms. Dwyer - Mr. Bittner, 1 remember we spent a lot of time last month discussing the
issues of dedication of land for this road and the interchanges and the responsibilities, or who would be
responsible then for building those roads. This doesn't really address that. It simply says that the two
(2) interchanges could be grade separated and certainly one would be and the other might be, and then
leaves those issues to be determined later. Is that your intent?

Mr. Bittner - Yes. We purposely left it somewhat vague, because we didn’'t want to
tie anybody down and say entity A must build this, entity B this, etc.. Whoever can or is able or has to at
that point would do it.

Ms. Dwyer - So this serves, really, just to show what the road plans will be in the
future but not to allocate responsibility to any particular party for doing that?

Mr. Bittner - Correct.
Mr. Archer - All right. Any further discussion?
Mr. Taylor - Mr. Bittner, the last time I think we had a plan view with a map. Do you

still have that?
Mr. Bittner - Yes, we have all those slides. Do you want to look at the alternate plan?

Mr. Taylor - Can | just take a look at this one again (referring to rendering)? Can
you trace what those are on, the changes are on the map?

Mr. Bittner - There would not be any changes. All that would change is the text that
explains what this map is about.

Mr. Taylor - OK. So that's all represented in this. This is the same plan we looked at
the last time? Thank you.
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Mr. Bittner - Yes.

Mr. Jernigan - Mr. Taylor. What it was, we wanted to change the terminology to where
that if a developer went in there now, regardless of his size that he wouldn’'t be, he wouldn’t have to put
in split-grade intersections. And where it says now, “at the appropriate time that development and traffic
levels warrant.” So, even Mr. Keller agreed that we're probably looking at 25 to 30 years down the road
before the interchanges would be needed.

Mr. Taylor - Before they transition to this version.
Mr. Jernigan - Unless all of a sudden a massive development came in there. But what

this does, it gives us wiggle room to, you know, if it's a small cap company or mid-cap company and they
are bringing in a certain amount of business, we can adjust the traffic accordingly.

Ms. Dwyer - May | ask a question related to that Mr. Jernigan?
Mr. Jernigan - Sure.
Ms Dwyer - I’'m not sure who the appropriate person is to answer, but given that is

the way it's going to be handled, say a relatively small business comes in that doesn’'t take the whole 300
or 400 acres now. So there is not enough traffic to warrant the grade separated interchange at this
point, but that business or concern will contribute to the future traffic that will eventually warrant that
intersection. Is it appropriate then to maybe set up some sort of escrow so that as businesses come on
line they can make some sort of a monetary contribution to the future need for that, those road
improvements, or has that ever been done?

Mr. Jernigan - Like you said, you may be asking the wrong person. But that doesn’t
sound like a bad idea.

Mr. Marlles - Our Traffic Engineer may be able to answer that question. Mr. Foster.
Mr. Archer - Good evening, Mr. Foster.
Mr. Foster - Good evening, sir. I'll try to answer that question. A lot of times in

traffic, its literally first come, first served. At this point and time we have no mechanism to set up an
escrow fund for future development, especially that far out, unless that particular development is causing
the problems to occur. It would be nice to be able to set each development aside how much funds you'd
put in to do that. But at this point and time we don’t even know, we wouldn’'t even know how much to
escrow, because we wouldn’'t know 25 to 30 years from now how much it's going to cost. We also
wouldn’'t know at this point and time how much that particular development is contributing to the traffic
loads at that point and time.

Ms. Dwyer - It may be difficult to estimate, but you know, but we hear you all tell us
all the time how much traffic would be generated by a particular type of business and we estimate that it
may not be an exact science. You know, life insurance concerns project forward, you know, future
values of things. So, | guess I'm just wondering if that would be a feasible thing to do, even if we've
never done it before, so that no one developer in the future or the county isn’t left holding the bag for
the entire amount 20 years from now, 15 years or whenever it’'s developed.

Mr. Foster - Yes ma’am. | understand the concerns, and Randy or John you may be
able to chime in here, but when you start talking about that you're really starting to get into the rim of
impact fees, and that's a whole different type of situation of trying to estimate what each development
on a roadway system at that time would have to put into a fund to fund future improvements. And we
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have no mechanism at this point and time to do that. Randy, John, do you have any thing you want to
add?

Mr. Marlles - Yes. | guess the thought that ran through my head was whether or not
we have the authority currently in County Code to set up that type of financial arrangement. It may be
possible under the State Code to do it, and, in fact, may be done in other areas. But I'm not sure we
currently have that authority. Not that it's not a good idea, I'm not sure we currently are structured that
way.

Mr. Jernigan - Well, we have the SPA Fund, the stream fund. Could we set it up similar
to that?
Mr. Marlles - Well,l guess, and Tim | don’'t know how much you know about that. But

what | know about that is there is authority under the State Code to set up that stream assessment
program that Public Works just recently got approval for it. But it does go back to having, making sure
we have the authority under the State Code to set up these types of financial arrangements or structures.

Mr. Kaechele - I think part of the problem would be finding who was going to contribute
to the fund and at what time, and in what amount, because the zoning hasn’'t been granted, and you
don’t know exactly what's going to develop. But I think following the normal course of development as a
piece of land is zoned and a use is defined, then the roads are defined for that development as well as
the future. You don’t even know the exact right-of-way width today in most of our corridor studies or
even in the Land Use Plan. We don’t define those at this time, do we?

Mr. Foster - Usually not. It's very difficult at this point and time. We do get some, |
suspect, some infrastructure from the development. We get the right-of-way dedication; we get
improvements in the vicinity of the development. So we do get a lot of improvements. If you look at,
even in the past, of what we've impoved, most of what the County ends up paying, or te State, or
whomever, are the big projects such as interchanges, unless its being caused by that particular
development, or the State Fair which we went through a year and a half ago. So we are getting those
types of infrastructure improvements.

If I could give you a quick example, Virginia Center Commons, for example. Before they could open
Virginia Center Commons, anybody that was on the Board then, they had to come in and improve Route
1, widen it to a good four-lane divided road from the interstate all the way to their site. That was
something they had to do. That was even off-site, but that was the only way we could get the traffic
done. So we do have things in place that we do get improvement. It's those big-ticket items that we
don’t have, such as interchanges. But 30 years from now when an interchange is needed, we have no
idea how much that would cost or even what type of design or development would be taking place. So
what we look for in these types of studies is having the planning to know that it's possible to be here,
let's plan around it. Another quick example is: John Rolfe Parkway was proposed to have several
interchanges, one at Ridgefield and John Rolfe. That didn’t happen, but now that land is developing, so
it doesn’t stop development either. So that's what we are looking at.

Ms. Dwyer - Thank you.
Mr. Archer - Thank you, Mr. Foster. Any other discussion from the panel here? If not
this is a Public Hearing, and if anyone from the audience cares to ask a question or make a comment we

would be pleased to hear from you now.

Mr. Harmon - Good evening. My name is Craig Harmon, one of the landowners in the
area.
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Mr. Archer - Good evening, Mr. Harmon.

Mr. Harmon - | appreciate the chance to speak tonight. I've reviewed the changes and
I go along with the changes. | think they did what | wanted and | think was necessary to answer Ms.
Dwyer’'s question. The only thing that concerned me was that this area of Technology and Memorial
Drive doesn’t have any sewer right now. So, we are not talking about somebody coming in and putting
in little small individual businesses, because they can't do it anyway without sewer. What | was
concerned, that is somebody coming in with enough money to buy a big block of the land and put in the
sewer. Would they also have to put in these interchanges even though they weren't using it at all and
stuff like that? But I think the language addresses it. That's the only comment | have.

Mr. Jernigan - Thank you, sir.

Mr. Archer - Anyone else? OK, then it would be in order for the Commission to make
a recommendation to the Board.

Mr. Kaechele - Mr. Chairman, this thoroughfare change does come before the Board of
Supervisors later and there will be another public hearing.

Mr. Archer - There will be another public hearing.

Mr. Marlles - Before the Board of Supervisors.

Mr. Kaechele - OK.

Mr. Jernigan - Mr. Archer, on the new language, do we need to show this as an

Addendum or just pass it like it is?
Mr. Marlles - I would say just pass it as it is, Mr. Jernigan.

Mr. Jernigan - All right. With that 1 make a motion to approve the Major Thoroughfare
Plan and Land Use Plan for Williamsburg Road and Technology Boulevard.

Mr. Archer - Motion by Mr. Jernigan and seconded by Mr. Vanarsdall. All in favor of
the motion say aye—all those opposed by saying nay. The ayes have it. The motion carries and the
recommendation will be made to the Board. The vote is 5-0. Mr. Kaechele abstained.

THE COMMISSION TOOK A BREAK AT THIS TIME.
THE COMMISSION RECONVENED.

Mr. Archer - The Planning Commission will reconvene. Good evening to all of those
that we did not greet earlier when we had our Public Hearing. Before we began tonight, I'll probably get
hit for doing this, tonight for those of you who won't be here at next Wednesday's meeting, it's Mrs.
Dwyer’s last zoning meeting. She has elected not to return next year. We know you would want to wish
her well. But I would also like to introduce Lisa Ware who will be, thank you Lisa. If you want to greet
her before you leave tonight, please feel free to do so. Okay. Mr. Secretary it seems like we have a
heavy agenda tonight.

Mr. Marlles - Yes sir. Mr. Chairman. Good evening. We do have a number of
requests for deferrals tonight and I'm going to turnit over to Mr. Bittner who is going to review those.

Mr. Archer - Good evening again, Mr. Bittner.
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Mr. Bittner - Thank you, Mr. Archer. We have a new deferral request, the first case
on your agenda in the Varina District.

Deferred from November 15, 2001 Meeting

C-58C-01 Martin J. Bannister/Luke O. Bannister, Sr.: Request to amend
proffered conditions accepted with rezoning case C-74C-98, on part of Parcel 140-A-45, containing
approximately 7.77 acres, located on the east line of Creighton Road approximately 1,600 feet northeast
of Caddie Lane. The amendment is related to Proffer 9, home frontage on Creighton Road and landscape
buffers. The Land Use Plan recommends Suburban Residential 1, 1.0 to 2.4 units net density per acre,
and Environmental Protection Area. Part of the site is also in the Airport Safety Overlay District.

The deferral is for two months or 60 days to the February 14™ Planning Commission Meeting.

Mr. Archer - All right. Is there anyone here in opposition to this deferral to the
February 14, 2002 meeting? C-58C-01. No opposition, Mr. Jernigan.

Mr. Jernigan - Mr. Chairman, | make a motion to defer zoning case C-58C-01 to the
February 14" agenda.

Mr. Archer - Motion made by Mr. Jernigan, seconded by Mr. Taylor.
Mr. Jernigan - Excuse me. That was by request of the applicant.
Mr. Archer - All those in favor of the motion say aye—all those opposed by saying

nay. The ayes have it. The deferral is granted. The vote was 5-0, Mr. Kaechele abstained.

At the request of the applicant, the Planning Commission deferred Case C-58C-01, Martin J.
Bannister/Luke O. Bannister, Sr.; to it's meeting on February 14, 2002.

Deferred from the November 15, 2001 Meeting:

P-19-01 Wes Blatter for VoiceStream Wireless: Request for a provisional use
permit under Sections 24-95(a) and 24-122.1 of Chapter 24 of the County Code in order to construct and
operate a 165’ telecommunications tower and related equipment on part of Parcel 191-A-17, containing
10,000 square feet (0.223 acre) located at 6535 Barksdale Road approximately 800 feet north of
Kukymuth Road. The existing zoning is Al Agricultural District. The Land Use Plan recommends
Suburban Residential 1, 1.0 to 2.4 units net density per acre.

This is a 30-day deferral request to the January 10" Planning Commission Meeting.

Mr. Archer - Thank you. Is there anyone here who is opposed to this deferral,
VoiceStream Wireless, P-19-01? No opposition, Mr. Jernigan.

Mr. Jernigan - Mr. Chairman, I make a motion to defer Provisional Use Permit, Case P-
19-01, to the January 10™ agenda by request of the applicant.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Second.
Mr. Archer - Motion made by Mr. Jernigan, seconded by Mrs. Dwyer. All those in favor

of the motion say aye—all those opposed by saying nay. The ayes have it. The deferral is granted. The
vote was 5-0, Mr. Kaechele abstained.
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At the request of the applicant, the Planning Commission deferred Provisional Use Permit P-19-
01,VoiceStream Wireless; to it's meeting on January 10, 2002.

Mr. Bittner - That is all of the deferral requests we have at this time, Mr. Archer.
Mr. Archer - All right. Thank you.
Mr. Marlles - Mr. Chairman, the next item on the agenda is requests for inclusion on

the expedited agenda. Again, Mr. Bittner will review those.

Mr. Archer - All right. Mr. Bittner.

Mr. Bittner - The first request for expedited agenda is on page 3 of the agenda in the
Brookland District. There are three cases all grouped together, which are all shown on this map
(referring to rendering). I'll call them out one at a time.

C-68C-01 Jay M. Weinberg for Atack Properties, Inc.: Request to

conditionally rezone from A-1 Agricultural District and Office/Service District (Conditional) to R-1AC One
Family Residence District (Conditional), Parcel 13-2-A-1 (Rock Springs Estates) and Parcel 13-A-23,
containing 5.15 acres, located at the northeast intersection of Mill Road and Long Meadow Drive and on
the west line of Long Meadow Drive approximately 400 feet south of Wood Brook Road. A single-family
residential subdivision is proposed. The R-1A District allows a minimum lot size of 21,500 square feet.
The applicant proffers no more than three (3) units will be built on Parcel 6 as noted on the filed plat.
The Land Use Plan recommends Rural Residential, not exceeding 1.0 unit's net density per acre, and
Office/Service.

Mr. Archer - Is there opposition to C-68C-01? No opposition.

Mr. Vanarsdall - I move C-68C-01, Jay Weinberg for Atack Properties, be recommended
to the Board of Supervisors for approval on the expedited agenda.

Ms. Dwyer - Second.

Mr. Archer - Motion made by Mr. Vanarsdall, seconded by Mrs. Dwyer. All those in
favor of the motion say aye—all those opposed by saying nay. The ayes have it. The motion is granted.
The vote was 5-0, Mr. Kaechele abstained.

REASON: Acting on a motion by Mr. Vanarsdall, seconded by Ms. Dwyer, The Planning Commission
voted 50 (one abstention) to recommend that the Board of Supervisors grant the request because it
continues a similar pattern of residential development and the proffered conditions assure a level of
quality not otherwise possible.

Mr. Bittner - The next expedited case is the next one on the agenda.

C-69C-01 Jay M. Weinberg Atack Properties, Inc.: Request to amend
proffered conditions accepted with rezoning case C-72C-90, on part of Parcel 12-A-4B, Parcel 12-A-7, part
of Parcel 13-A-24, and part of Parcels 21-A-2, 4, and 5, containing 194.7 acres, located beginning on the
north line of F295 approximately 600 feet west of Mill Road. The property 5 zoned RTHC Residential
Townhouse District (Conditional) and O/SC Office/Service District (Conditional). The amendment is
related to buffers, setbacks, access, fencing, and total amount of development on the overall Hunton
Property. The Land Use Plan recommends Office/Service, Urban Residential, 3.4 to 6.8 units net density
per acre, and Environmental Protection Area.
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Mr. Archer - Is there anyone present opposed to this case, C-69C-01?

Ms. Dwyer - Mr. Chairman this is a...

Mr. Jernigan - Wait a minute. That lady had her hand up.

Mr. Archer - I'm sorry, ma’am. Are you opposed to this case?

Mr. Vanarsdall - You just have a question?

Mr. Archer - You want to get an answer, Mr. Vanarsdall?

Mr. Vanarsdall - I would like to hear the question then take it off.

Mr. Archer - OK. Would you come down ma'am? Maybe we can handle it quickly,

maybe not. Please state your name for the record if you would.

Ms. Joyce Hann - My name is Joyce Hann. | live on Long Meadow Drive in Rock Spring
Estates and | pulled copies of this case from the Internet and | noticed that there were some staff, |
believe some staff comments regarding the buffering and some other things. And | have concerns about
the points that the staff had made about those things, and was hoping tonight to hear a fuller discussion
about those issues and any proposed resolution of them.

Mr. Archer - OK. Mr. Vanarsdall would you like to remove it and put it back in order?
Mr. Vanarsdall - I think we should take it off the expedited agenda.

Mr. Archer - Thank you, ma’am. We’ll hear it in the regular order that it would be
called.

Ms. Hann - OK.

Mr. Archer - Thank you. OK, Mr. Bittner.

Mr. Bittner - The next expedited request is case C-70C-01.

C-70C-01 Jay M. Weinberg for Atack Properties, Inc.: Request to

conditionally rezone from A-1 Agricultural District to O/SC Office/Service District (Conditional), Parcel 12-
A-6 and Parcel 21-A-18A, containing 1.67 acres, located on the south line of the proposed Hunton Park
Boulevard approximately 1,100 feet northeast of the intersection of Staples Mill Road (U. S. Route 33)
and Old Mountain Road (Parcel 6) and on the north line of F295 approximately 1,600 feet west of Old
Mountain Road (Parcel 18A). An Office/Service development is proposed. The use will be controlled by
proffered conditions and zoning ordinance regulations. The Land Use Plan recommends Office/Service.

Mr. Archer - All right. Is there anyone here who is opposed to C-70C-01? No one.

Mr. Vanarsdall - I move that C-70C-01, Jay Weinberg for Atack Properties, be
recommended to the Board of Supervisors for approval on the expedited agenda.

Ms. Dwyer - Second.
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Mr. Archer - Motion made by Mr. Vanarsdall, seconded by Mrs. Dwyer. All those in
favor of the motion say aye—all those opposed by saying nay. The ayes have it. The motion is granted.
The vote was 5-0, Mr. Kaechele abstained.

REASON: Acting on a motion by Mr. Vanarsdall, seconded by Ms. Dwyer, the Planning Commission voted
5-0 (one abstention) to recommend that the Board of Supervisors grant the request because it
represents a logical continuation of the office/service zoning which exists in the area.

Mr. Bittner - The next expedited case request is on page 4 of the agenda in the Three
Chopt District.

C-72C-01 Edward B. Kidd for Louis Clifford Schroeder: Request to amend
proffered conditions accepted with rezoning cases C-1C-84 and C-54C-85, on Parcels 69-A-18 & 19 and
69-4-A-1 & 2, containing approximately 1.96 acres, located at the northeast intersection of N. Parham
and Gwinnett Roads. The property is zoned O-1C Office (Conditional). The amendment is related to
structural design, landscaping and lighting, and would allow additional structures on the site. The Land
Use Plan recommends Office.

Mr. Archer - Is there opposition to this case, C-72C-01, Edward Kidd for Clifford
Schroeder? There is opposition. Sir, | think we’ll just put it back in the order. There are more than you.
I think we will hear it on the regular agenda. There is opposition to this case.

Mr. Bittner - All right. Our final expedited request is in the Tuckahoe District.

C-73C-01 Youngblood, Tyler & Associates for Youngblood Properties, LLC:
Request to conditionally rezone from Al Agricultural District to R2AC One Family Residence District
(Conditional), Parcel 78-A-25 (1822 Pump Road), containing 6.168 acres, located on the west line of
Pump Road approximately 670 feet north of Sancrest Road. A single-family residential subdivision is
proposed. The R2A District allows a minimum lot size of 13,500 square feet. The Land Use Plan
recommends Suburban Residential 1, 1.0 to 2.4 units net density per acre.

Mr. Archer - All right. s there opposition to this case in the Tuckahoe District, C-73C-
01, Youngblood, Tyler & Associates for Youngblood Properties? No opposition. Ms. Dwyer.

Ms. Dwyer - Mr. Chairman | recommend that the Commission recommend to the
Board for Case C-73C-01, Youngblood Properties, LLC.

Mr. Taylor - Second.

Mr. Archer - Motion by Ms. Dwyer and seconded by Mr. Taylor. All in favor of the
motion say aye—all those opposed by saying nay. The ayes have it. The motion is granted. The vote is
5-0. Mr. Kaechele abstained.

REASON: Acting on a motion by Ms. Dwyer, seconded by Mr. Taylor, the Planning Commission voted 5-0
(one abstention) to recommend that the Board of Supervisors grant the request because it continues a
similar pattern of residential development and the proffered conditions assure a level of quality not
otherwise possible.

Mr. Bittner - That concludes the expedited requests.

Mr. Archer - Thank you, Mr. Bittner. All right, Mr. Secretary.

Deferred from the June 14, 2001 Meeting:
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P-1-01 John G. Chip Dicks for Telecom Consulting Group, Inc.: Request
for a provisional use permit under Sections 24-95(a), 24-120, and 24-122.1 of Chapter 24 of the County
Code in order to construct a 250" lighted telecommunications tower and support facilities, on part of
Parcel 205-A-44, containing 4,900 square feet, located at 6929 Monahan Road, on the east side of
Monahan Road approximately 1,170 feet north of its intersection with Darbytown Road. The existing
zoning is A-1 Agricultural District. The site is also in the Airport Safety Overlay District.

The staff report will be given by Mr. Tom Coleman.

Mr. Archer - OK. Mr. Coleman. Is there opposition to this case, P-1-01? No
opposition. Go ahead, Mr. Coleman.

Mr. Coleman - This application has been significantly revised. The applicant has
addressed a number of the concerns raised in the staff report. The height has been reduced from 250’ to
130’. The tower is now monopole and the revised location meet the setback requirements. While these
changes significantly improve this request, staff cannot recommend approval.

Mr. Archer - Are there questions for Mr. Coleman? Mr. Coleman, how many co-
locaters could we do on 130'?

Mr. Coleman - The applicant has indicated that he would be willing to permit up to
three at this height. | think we are a little skeptical that if placing antenna between 10’ and 20’ apart
that they would actually be able to achieve that many co-locations.

Mr. Archer - | just wanted to get some general idea. Any other questions from the
Commission?

Ms. Dwyer - So at this height it would not need to be lighted or stripped?

Mr. Coleman - We do not have that information from the FAA. From our experience
with locations within this proximity of the interstate, | would anticipate that it would be lit.

Ms. Dwyer - Even at ...

Mr. Coleman - 130

Ms. Dwyer Even at 130'.

Mr. Jernigan - Mr. Coleman, also the setbacks have been met?

Mr. Coleman - Correct. When the application was originally filed, it would have

required a variance at the proposed location. This new location would not require any waivers or
variances.

Mr. Jernigan - And the closest house is more than 110% away from the tower.
Mr. Coleman - Yes.
Ms. Dwyer - So staff is not recommending this because it's in a residential area and

its fairly exposed.

Mr. Coleman - The concerns staff has primarily would be the fact that it is in an area
that's planned for residential and that looking at the site for the long term this would inhibit future
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development of the property. Also, we do not feel that the applicant has significantly proved that there is
the demand or reed for a site. There have been no lease agreements or propogation maps from a
carrier. And it is unusual for us to receive an application that does not have that information from a
provider.

Mr. Archer - Any further questions for Mr. Coleman?

Mr. Jernigan - Well, I just have a comment, and I'll clear this up with Ms. Dwyer. This
case was originally filed in January and then it was deferred and deferred and then they took a six month
deferral in June, | believe it was. The residential property Mr. Coleman is talking about, this property is
surrounded by a barrow pit from English Construction Company. And | spoke with the CEO of English
Construction, and he was more than willing to give up anything for this. He said, “When we had a
problem with setback before, he was willing to give up some land.” But in a barrow pit, which is being
used now as | understand, it is 25 years before you can build on it. Plus this tower sets approximately
500’ from 895.

Mr. Coleman - I would say about 250'.

Mr. Jernigan - OK. So even though it may be in a residential area, | don’t think there
will be any residential built in there for many a year. And | think Mr. Bowery has made his decision as to
what he wants to do with his land. Whether he wants to sell it for residential or get money off of it now.
That's it.

Mr. Archer - OK. Any further questions? Any discussion? Need to hear from the
applicant, Mr. Jernigan?

Mr. Jernigan - Chip, I'm okay with it unless you want to...

Mr. Dicks - No, you learn a long time ago when somebody is okay with it you don’t
say anything. But I'm happy to answer any questions.

Mr. Jernigan - I think everybody is... Are you interested in hearing it?

Ms. Dwyer - I think in light of staff’s recommendation against the case, | would like to
hear a few words from the applicant in support of it.

Mr. Dicks - Mr. Chairman, Members of the Commission, my name is Chip Dicks, and
I'm a owner in Telecom Consulting Group and we are the applicant this evening and we have, as Mr.
Jernigan has indicated, over the last 12 months, tried to move this application in a positive direction in
light of staffs original comments. Part of the reason for the extensive deferral is that the Airport was
going through extensive expansion and it was difficult to make a determination exactly where the flight
patterns would be and what height would be allowed by the FAA. We finally got a commitment that 133’
was what would be allowed by the FAA, therefore, our request for 130’. It is our understanding that
based upon the location and the height of the tower that no light would be required. But the FAA has
not given us a final determination on that at this point, to answer your question.

The other issue that was raised as to whether or not there has been a radio frequency study. We hired a
radio frequency engineer, Dave Coddington, and he submitted a report which staff has which shows a
demonstrated hole in this particular area. And also it shows that at a height of 130’ we should be able to
locate somebody, although the consultant said, “four co-locating carries”, 1 would suggest to you that
three is probably more realistic, one at 130, a 15’ spacing down to 115, and then another 15’ down to
100’. At those three levels our consultants’ report shows connectivity with the surrounding towers and
that three co-locating carriers would be able to function on this particular facility. We looked at other
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locations on the other side of 895, but we were not able to find locations. Obviously the closer you get
to the Airport the lower the tower has to be. We also looked at other locations with the topography of
the area and the other locations didn't match up, and connect, and allow connectivity with the other
towers at the height it would be allowed by the FAA. We have met all the setback requirements. Mr.
Bowery has a large hedge in his yard, his side yard. What we have done is place this facility in the
middle of his side yard with a hedge. As Mr. Jernigan pointed out, we are roughly 250’ from the new 895
in that area. The barrow pit cannot be, in essence reclaimed for, as we understand it, for 25 years. Itis
going to be significantly lower, some 20’ to 25 lower as a result of the barrow activities that were
approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals last summer. So while there will be some resodding, and
reseeding, and replanting in that area, there will be an inability to use that area for residential
development which is what the Comp Plan recommends, which is why, | think, the staff has a reservation
with respect to the project. But I submit to you that this is a good case. We have a carrier who has
indicated already that they want to be on it. We submitted that Letter of Intent. We have other carriers
who have expressed interest. We are willing to accept the condition that says that we will not be able to
obtain a building permit until he have a signed lease. And as you gentlemen and lady know, basically
what happens in the carrier business is Letters of Intent are nonbonding. And so what we do &, we
operate and build based upon sign binding leases. And so we are willing to accept the condition that
says that we will not pull a building permit and build this particular facility until such time as we have a
signed lease with a carrier. But with that, Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission, I'm happy to
answer any further questions there might be.

Mr. Archer - Thank you, Mr. Dicks. Are there questions?
Mr. Jernigan - Thank you, sir.
Mr. Coleman - Mr. Dicks had mentioned a condition concerning the building permit and

that was not included in the original staff reports. | did want to give you condition number 8 which
would state, “The tower should not be constructed until a lease from a telecommunication provider has
been secured,” and that would be condition 8.

Mr. Jernigan - It is in there.

Mr. Coleman - It was not in the staff report.

Mr. Jernigan - OK. But he has committed to that.

Mr. Dicks - That is acceptable, yes.

Ms. Dwyer - And that language that Mr. Coleman just read is acceptable.

Mr. Dicks - That is acceptable to the applicant. | suggested that language and

pulled it from a similar case we had in Stafford County.

Mr. Jernigan - So you have a Letter of Intent from Staffnet now?

Mr. Dicks - That is correct.

Mr. Jernigan - At the time they give you a lease, then you will file for a building permit?
Mr. Dicks - That is correct.

Mr. Jernigan - If this is approved?
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Mr. Dicks - That is correct.
Mr. Archer - All right. Any other comments/questions? All right, Mr. Jernigan.
Mr. Jernigan - Mr. Chairman, I make a motion to approve provisional use permit P-1-

01, Telecom Consulting Group.
Mr. Vanarsdall - Second.

Mr. Archer - Motion by Mr. Jernigan and seconded by Mr. Vanarsdall. All in favor of
the motion say aye—all those opposed by saying nay. The ayes have it. Request for approval is granted.
The vote is 5-0. Mr. Kaechele abstained.

REASON: Acting on a motion by Mr. Jernigan, seconded by Mr. Vanarsdall, the Planning Commission
voted 5-0 (one abstention) to recommend that the Board of Supervisors grant the request because it is
reasonable in light of the surrounding uses.

Mr. Kaechele - Mr. Chairman, again for the benefit of the audience and for the record,
all cases coming before the Board of Supervisors tonight, I'm abstaining in my vote.

Mr. Archer - All right. Thank you, Mr. Kaechele. All right, Mr. Secretary.

Deferred from the November 15, 2001 Meeting

C-64C-01 Debbie Stoddard: Request to conditionally rezone from A-1 Agricultural
District to R-2C One Family Residence District (Conditional), Parcels 149-A-46 and 54, containing 27.7
acres, located at 445 and 505 Hanover Road approximately 700 feet south of Rose Ann Lane and 900
feet north of Graves Road. A single-family residential subdivision is proposed. The R-2 District allows a
minimum lot size of 18,000 square feet. The Land Use Plan recommends Suburban Residential 1, 1.0 to
2.4 units net density per acre, and Environmental Protection Area. The site is also in the Airport Safety
Overlay District.

The staff report will be given by Mr. Lee Householder.

Mr. Archer - All right. Is there opposition to G-64C-01? There is opposition. We'll
get to you. All right, Mr. Householder.

Mr. Householder - Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission. The subject
property in this case consists of two parcels, parcel 149-A-46, to bring up the zoning map here, and then
the parcel below 54 (referring to rendering). Together the parcels have over 800 feet of road frontage
on Hanover Road and there are adjacent single-family homes in this area fronting on Graves and in this
area in Hanover (referring to rendering). So all these are larger lots, two to five-acre lots with single-
family homes on them. So, in general, there is a residential character to this area.

The requested zoning classification is R2C and the 2010 Land Use Plan designation is Suburban
Residential 1, which is 1.0 to 2.4 units per acre. The applicant in this case has proffered to develop 45
lots, at a density of 1.6 units per acre and this is consistent with the plan.

They have also submitted, but not proffered, this preliminary subdivision layout for this property that
shows 45 lots off a single access point on Hanover Road. It also shows these wetland areas in this area
(referring to rendering) that run throughout the property and they have already been delineated by the
applicant’s engineer.
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They have submitted proffers that were included in the staff report that for minimum house sizes
between 1,600 and 1,750 square feet, brick foundations with crawl spaces, sidewalks, and prohibited
stem shaped lots. They have also proffered that there shall be no direct vehicular access to Hanover
Road, and a 25-foot landscape buffer along Hanover, and they've not proffered this exhibit, but the stub
street connection to the north has been proffered.

Overall, staff feels the requested zoning and proffered density are consistent with the density
recommended by the 2010 Land Use Plan, and they have proffered features that will help ensure a
quality development on this site. Staff recommends approval of this request. I'll answer any questions
that you may have.

Mr. Archer - Thank you, Mr. Householder. Are there questions from the Commission?
Mr. Taylor - Mr. Householder.

Mr. Householder - Yes, sir.

Mr. Taylor - On the lots that | see it's cross-hatched for wetlands, which I make out

to be lots, 2, 3, 4 and 22. Is there adequate space remaining on there to site the house or is there some
special provision to build houses on those sites containing wetlands?

Mr. Householder - My guess is that they are going to have to do some additional mitigation
of those wetlands to fit houses. The applicant does have their engineer here. | think he will probably be
able to clarify how a house will be able to fit on those lots with that amount of wetlands. But it doesn’t
appear to me that you could, especially lot 22, given the easement that is shown here (referring to
rendering). Given that this is a preliminary plan. To me you would have to do something back in this
area (referring to rendering).

Mr. Taylor - Lot 22 seems to me to be, to have some additional contour lines on
there that indicates some degree of relief. Is the engineer here?

Mr. Householder - Yes, he is.

Mr. Taylor - Could he address us at this time, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. Archer - Yes. Are there other questions from the Commission on any other topic?
Ms. Dwyer - Mr. Householder, I have one question. Just as | looked at the site plan

tonight, it occurred to me that had staff considered the need for a stub road to the south as well as one
to the property to the north?

Mr. Householder - Originally yes, but because of these houses fronting on Graves, it didn’t
seem to me, | would image they will probably remain, it's my guess they would remain that way. So
there was no need to stub.

Ms. Dwyer - So those lots would remain most likely single-family?

Mr. Householder - If you look to the north, if you combined these (referring to rendering)
you might be able to create more of a subdivision then here (referring to rendering) in which wouldn’t

really allow for much development.

Ms. Dwyer - And this is only 30 lots to begin with, so there is no real need for another
stub to serve this subdivision.
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Mr. Householder - Correct.

Ms. Dwyer - Do we know why this particular subdivision plan was not, preliminary
plan, was not submitted as a proffer?

Mr. Householder - It was explained to me as just a general reluctance. They've done
preliminary engineering and without doing more detailed work they were afraid that they might not be
able to do, this configuration may change due to the typography and wetlands. But it was indicated they
felt like this could work as it is shown, but they weren’t willing to proffer because of that.

Mr. Archer - All right. Any thing further? Thank you, Mr. Householder. While the
applicant’s engineer is coming down, we do have opposition to this case and because we do, | would ask
the Secretary if he would explain the rules of discussion before we began.

Mr. Marlles - Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Ladies and gentlemen, as the Chairman
indicated when there is opposition to a case it's the policy of the Commission to grant a total of ten
minutes to the applicant to present the case. Some of that ten minute period may be saved for rebuttal
of opposition statements. Time to answer questions of the Commission is not included within the
applicants allotted time. Following the applicant’s presentation, the opposition will also be allowed a total
of ten minutes to present testimony. This time may be used as desired, but generally with larger groups
having a spokesperson or several spokespersons/people present the concerns, it makes the best use of
the available time. Following the opposition’s testimony, the applicant will then be allowed the remainder
of the ten-minute period to rebut opposition statements. Would the applicant like to reserve, at this
point, some time for opposition?

Mr. Richard Minter - Yes.

Mr. Marlles - How much time sir? Generally two minutes.

Mr. Minter - Yes.

Mr. Archer - All right. Go right ahead, sir.

Mr. Minter - Why we didn’t proffer this...

Mr. Archer - Please state your name for the record.

Mr. Minter - My name is Richard Minter with Potts, Minter and Associates. |

represent the development, which is also the builder of this project. Why we didn't proffer a subdivision
is because we are just in the tentative stages. Because as always you don’'t want to spend your
developer’s money going through all the detailed calculations and everything without getting your zoning
approval.

And this lot 22, this is the whole lot (referring to rendering), that whole parcel is lot 22. We believe right
here (referring to rendering) we can put a house in this. This is a sewer line that goes all the way
through this property right here (referring to rendering), that wraps around like this, the county sewer.
Also here (referring to rendering) we feel that we can get it in there, but because we’re in preliminary
stages we’re going to make our adjustments. We know there are setbacks for wetlands and things like
that we had not engineered for at the present time.

Mr. Archer - All right.
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Mr. Taylor - So your comments would indicate that while we’re looking at this
platted, the platting may change depending on...

Mr. Minter - Sure.

Mr. Taylor - ...how those wetlands are handled. So your yield may not be what we
see on this last page.

Mr. Minter - Right. As a matter of fact we had 42 lots on here and two of them we
are using existing houses we're fitting in within the lot. This is proffered for 45. Because of the
calculations, we may be able to get a couple more lots, but | doubt it. | think this is going to be the
extent of it.

Mr. Taylor - In the write up, sir, it mentioned that these wetlands have been
delineated and there is an intermittent stream that connects the two areas.

Mr. Minter - Yes.

Mr. Taylor - So | guess that would be.... Does that run from east to west or west to
east?

Mr. Minter - West to east. It's running along the back of these lots right here

(referring to rendering) down through here (referring to rendering) and there is a larger stream that runs
down the back of the side of the property.

Mr. Taylor - And when you say intermittent, is that intermittent to seasonal or is that
active during the summer. How intermittent is intermittent?

Mr. Minter - Not positive.

Mr. Taylor - OK. Thank you.

Mr. Archer - All right. Any other questions for Mr. Minter?

Mr. Taylor - No, I'm satisfied Mr. Chairman. If this is a preliminary plan and we may

be looking at these as platted areas and that may not be possible.

Mr. Minter - Right. Also like this lot here (referring to rendering), we may try to save
this swimming pool to go with this house right here (referring to rendering). So the lots may come down
even more than what | have on this preliminary plan.

Mr. Taylor - Thank you.

Mr. Archer - If there are no other questions? Thank you sir, and we will hear from
the opposition.

Ms. Sealey Good evening Chairman, Lady and Gentlemen my name is Cecile Sealey
and | give at 498 Hanover Road in Sandston.

Mr. Archer - Good evening, Ms. Sealey.

Ms. Sealey - I am one of the spokespeople for the community and I'm new at this
process. But there is a lot that the community has discussed. We've had meetings and one of the main
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issues that we are concerned about is how the increase in density in building this or developing this area
would create urban sprawl. Urban sprawl is a term a lot of you probably don’'t want to hear or you've
heard enough of it, but we are the faces who are being affected by the urban sprawl. We are looking to
keep the zoning at A-1. We don’t want it to be changed to R-2C because it will allow, like the gentleman
just said, “an increase in our community of at least 44 homes.” Now he mentioned that they might try to
place even more homes on that property. We have chosen to live in a rural area and we expect a certain
quality of life in living in the area that he choose too. Now a lot of people have stated that they are
against urban sprawl but they don’t have the guts to come forward and say we are against it. We're
doing that. One of the things that, another thing that we are concerned about is the fact that a
developer can come in, a developer who lives on a property that is over 30 acres, could come in and
have such an affect on our community and walk away reaping the financially benefits.

I, and the others don’'t have any problem with people being able to earn a living, people being able to
prosper from the work that they do. Mr. Holt has put up the Chartwood Development, which has created
a lot of job opportunities for people in this area, so we don’t knock it completely. But what we are asking
is that you look into the impact that this has on us as a community. We are looking in this city to prevent
the problems that are created when to many people live in a particular space. One of the
recommendations that, and I’'m not here to lecture or try to lecture you all on preve ntion of urban sprawl.
But one of the things that we know can be done is that builders can look to areas where there has
already been urbanization rather than come into a rural area and change it around and have a negative
impact on us.

One of the other items that we talked about and asked questions of the builder on, because we did meet
with the builder at least on one occasion, we meet directly with him as a group. We asked him what
would happen with the run-off, and the run-off from the development and we were given a pretty
nebulous answer, which is also reflective of the same thing that we have just heard. We have certain
general answers to conditions that really seem like they should have been looked into a little bit more
before this time. We should be able to know how the developer’s plans to deal with the run-off. | am
new to the area and I'm trying to learn about the impact that the run-off has on the Chickahomony River
and the other areas where the water would be deposited. | do understand that it would be a negative
environmental impact.

Another thing that we have discussed is the problem that having 44 extra families would create on the
school system. The school system where our children go is not stressed yet in terms of the numbers of
students, but according to Debbie Stoddard report the schools would be able to handle the additional
projected number of students who would come in. | asked where the projection came from and | also
asked if we should be comfortable saying that it's okay to have schools filled and not look at the fact that
the existing ratio teachers to students and students in the building is a workable number at this time.
There is a another person who wants to talk about the schools, Ms. Tracy Sovackus is a community
member and she is here now to speak. | don't think I've used up all our time yet.

Mr. Archer - You haven't yet, Ms. Sealey.

Mr. Jernigan - Ms. Sealey, | will say this, that Debbie Stoddard didn't put those
statistics, they...

Ms. Sealey - Thank you.
Mr. Jernigan - The school data came from the Henrico School Board.
Ms. Sealey - Thank you.
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Mr. Archer - There are approximately 4 minutes and 14 seconds left. Are there any
questions for Ms. Sealey from the Commission before she takes her seat?

Mr. Jernigan - Ms. Sealey, you live directly across the street.

Ms. Sealey - Yes.

Mr. Jernigan - And have a little over 3 acres. Right?

Ms. Sealey - Excuse me.

Mr. Jernigan - You live directly across the street from where this development will be

and you have a little over 3 acres.
Ms. Sealey - Yes, Mr. Jernigan. Thank you.

Mr. Archer - Anyone else before she takes a seat. Okay. There are 4 minutes and
some seconds left for the next speaker.

Ms. Tracy Sovackus - May | ask a question before | began?

Mr. Archer - Certainly.

Mr. Jernigan - State you name first.

Ms. Sovackus - My name is Tracy Sovackus and I live at 1690 Graves Road. | also am

new to this process. Should we save 2 minutes for rebuttal also.

Mr. Marlles - Ma’am under the policy only the applicant is allotted the time for rebuttal
because it’s assumed that he is rebutting statements by the opposition.

Ms. Sovackus - Okay. Thank you very much. I'm coming here tonight not only as a
resident of Graves Road and the Hanover Road Community but as the PTA President for Donahoe
Elementary School which is on Graves Road. It's approximately a half-mile off Hanover. This school is a
wonderful elementary school. | don’t know how much information you all get on the individual schools
themselves. Eighty percent (80%) of our students are high-risk students. It is in one of the poorest
school zones in Henrico County. This school however is fully accredited which is amazing when you think
that 80% of these students don’t get their basic needs met. Currently we have 347 students. The
schools capacity is 370. Now Mr. Holt has a subdivision that is approximately a quarter (1/4) mile from
the school. It still has 29 lots available as of our last meeting with Mr. Holt. | was told by one of my
Board Members on the PTA that has purchased a home in there that when they first marketed this
subdivision it was marketed to middle, to early senior citizen age residence. Now it has turned into a
family subdivision. We have also been told by Mr. Holt that the subdivision that they are proposing is
going to be for early retirees or someone in middle age that would not have children. That people our
age with children would not be able to afford these homes. And when | asked then can you guarantee
me that if 30 people come and offer to purchase 30 homes that have 3 children each that you are not
going to sell these homes to them. And they said, “No, we can not guarantee that.” My concern is for
these children. Our schools can only hold so much. Our student/teacher ratio right now is one (1)
teacher to eighteen (18) students and | don’t think that the children, | believe that they need a voice.
That we need to be concentrating on these children because no one else is.

The traffic increase with these houses is going to be horrendous. It is very hard to get out on Hanover
Road from Graves and it is very hard to get out on Airport Drive from Hanover Road right now. So | ask
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you just to remember the children. That right now they have a chance, they have a wonderful chance
and when these class sizes increase are they not going to get the attention that they are getting now.

Mr. Jernigan - Mrs. Sovackus, you are a teacher.

Ms. Sovackus - No, I'm not.

Mr. Jernigan - Oh, you are not, you are just...

Ms. Sovackus - I'm just the PTA President. | volunteer at the school three (3) days a

week helping students learn to read, learn their basic ABC's. A lot of these children don't get pre-school
and things like that.

Mr. Jernigan - Now, are you aware of the statistics on the staff sheet?

Ms. Sovackus - Yes.

Mr. Jernigan - Okay. And it states that the membership now is 342 and has a capacity
of 434.

Mr. Sovackus - Well, these statistics that | have came straight from Dr. Nelson and we

did pick up 4 or 5 students last week and | specifically sat down with Dr. Nelson who assured me that the
school capacity was 370.

Mr. Jernigan - Okay. Thank you.

Mr. Archer - Anyone else have a question? Are you done ma’'am?

Ms. Sovackus - Yes sir, I'm finished.

Mr. Archer - There is approximately a minute and 45 seconds left if there is another

person who wishes to speak.

Ms. Sealey - Yes, we want to know if we can present a batch of petitions from the
community. These are the people who are against rezoning the property at all.

Mr. Archer - Yes ma’am, we’'ll accept that.

Ms. Sealey - Thank you.

Mr. Archer - Mr. Householder will take it. Thank you. Is there anyone else?

Mr. Jernigan - How much time is left Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Archer - A minute and 45 seconds. No one else wishes to speak? Mr. Jernigan

do you have anymore comments or do we need to hear from the applicant?
Mr. Jernigan - I guess we will hear from Mr. Minter again.
Mr. Minter - First thing is concern about the run-off. That's going to be handled
when we do engineer design and we have to process it through Henrico County, the engineering

department and they will approve or disapprove of our design for the run-off of the water that is coming
here (referring to rendering). As far as the number of lots, we've proffered for 45, the area is 2.4 acres
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times 27 we could have about 66 lots and we're down to 1.6. So we are about in the middle ground of
what County proposed zoning for this area. | mean this area is developing as you can see (referring to
rendering). You see subdivisions all around. | mean you've got Airport Drive and 295, which is in
proximity to this location. Schools, we cannot control the schools and traffic. Hanover Road has been
there for years and we can't control what's happening on all of Hanover Road.

Mr. Vanarsdall - But you understand that everything is A-1 as we speak now.
Mr. Minter - There is R-2A right behind it.
Mr. Vanarsdall - Right. Whatever comes now its usually going to follow and | think what

I've heard tonight is they don’t want the density that you are proposing.

Mr. Minter - Right.
Mr. Vanarsdall - Because all those people have larger lots.
Mr. Minter - Right. I have names of four (4) of the surrounding property owners that

abut the properties on the same side of the street that are signed and | had some names of people of
Chartwood Area around there that have no opposition to this development also.

Mr. Vanarsdall - And what the lady said was about the school. The school & going to
become overcrowded and the more homes, you know, the more crowded the school is. That is the only
point that you are missing.

Mr. Minter - Right. | understand that. But you know we can't predict how many
people are going to move into any subdivision. No one can predict how many people are going to move
in with children now or in the future.

Mr. Archer - All right. Any other questions for Mr. Minter?

Mr. Taylor - Mr. Chairman with regards to that last point. Our control of density is
really a function of the zoning and the size of lots permitted, which is the R-2, is roughly a half-acre lot.
So at a half-acre lot on this, theoretically you'd get up to 54 units. But it you made those 1 acre lots
you'd get 27 and there is a number in there that is kind to the community, kind to you, and fits the area
and that's the condition that we are in now is to try to find out. Recognizing that is agricultural land,
recognizing that it will probably transit to residential which fills the adjoining area. What is a reasonable
fit of lot size and occupancy that goes with the rest of the community? So, as you deal with numbers
and you said, “ you had to put this together in a hurry”, we can understand that. But in looking at the
numbers, if the numbers were 5 or 6 or 7 or 16 it might be more tolerable than what you have here.

Mr. Minter - I only have 15. It's only 15 compared to what | have. | had 42 and it
may come down to 41 and two (2) of them are existing houses that’'s on here now. So we are talking
about 41, 39, we are talking about 12 additional houses compared to what it could be.

Mr. Taylor - Well, when we get to that range we are in the R-1 category basically.

Mr. Minter - But we have some restrictions on there. You've got the County sewer
that runs right through the middle of the property that is restricting some of it and you've got the

wetlands.

Mr. Taylor - So what I'm saying, if we go ahead and put this as R and then the next
time that we look at this it would be at POD stage and we’ll get the layout. What we have now is the
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layout and looking at the layout I'm thinking the neighbors are saying that is to dense for our community
and our environment and that’s their only concern, as | hear it. They are not adverse to you developing
it as residential. The question is how dense is, dense enough to be fair to you and consistent with the
neighborhood has it stands today.

Mr. Minter - I understand. But | don't, if it comes down to it I'll have to talk to the
developer. The feasibility of putting it in the roads, the sewer, and the water. It's not feasible, you know
to go down to any less lots then what we have.

Mr. Taylor - At this point and time, what you are saying is we haven't really looked at
that.

Mr. Minter - Right.

Mr. Taylor - And what you might want to think about is looking at deferring this for a

few days to give you some more time. The other question that | had in passing is whether or not you
have meet publicly with the neighbors...

Mr. Minter - Yes.
Mr. Taylor — ... and discussed the density issue.
Mr. Minter - We've meet with the neighbors and we meet with an Association that we

thought was representing the area before we meet with the neighbors because | deferred the last
meeting because we were lead in the wrong direction that this Association represented these neighbors.

Mr. Kaechele - Are the neighbors concerned about the home sizes and home values as
opposed to what's there? Has that been brought up?

Mr. Minter - We've talked about the sizes, the sizes are larger than your normal R-2,
you know.

Mr. Kaechele - But in comparison to the neighborhood and what'’s there today?

Mr. Minter - The houses are going, it's going to be above some and below some, |
mean.

Mr. Kaechele - They don't see it as bringing down their property values.

Mr. Minter - No, | don't see it bringing down the property values. | see it bringing up

the property values.

Mr. Kaechele - Thank you.

Mr. Archer - All right. Are there further questions from the Commission?

Mr. Jernigan - Mr. Minter do you have any wiggle room on the lots as far as numbers?
Mr. Minter - I don't believe so. May have one or two but | don’t believe I can come
down to what, to make it work to what they are looking for, 28 lots. And that's 26 houses because 2 of
them are existing. | mean we are incorporating 2 of the houses into the lots that we are going to
develop.
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Mr. Jernigan - Ms. Sealey would you come back up front please. Mr. Minter you can
wait.

Ms. Sealey - Yes sir.

Mr. Jernigan - Being that you are the spoke person for the neighborhood.

Ms. Sealey - Yes.

Mr. Jernigan - If we didn't do 1.6 density, what do you think you all would be happy
with?

Ms. Sealey - We spoke about this and we said that we would be happy with one acre,

one home per acre.

Mr. Jernigan - If he could come down a few points, do you think you could go up a
couple of points?

Ms. Sealey - That is not, | cannot make that decision on my own just now, sir.
Mr. Archer - Please state your name for the record ma’'am.
Ms. Soile Hepp - My name is Soile Hepp, | live at 490 Hanover and this development

would be very close to my driveway. | really have no problem if there were a few homes built across the
way. But when we are talking about 40 some homes, there b just one entrance way and that would
affect us most directly.

Mr. Vanarsdall - That’s what we said, “you are concerned about density.”
Ms. Hepp - Oh, absolutely.
Mr. Taylor - And we’ve been talking about, Ms. Hepp. is the developer has mentioned

45 lots and he is not sure he can make that number. And the acreage is 28 acres and somewhere
between that there is probably a number we can all agree is environmentally sound because there is such
a thing as net space that comes off of a lot and that's the lot for water being base and management
program type things and roads, and he has got some wetlands in there. So when we look at the net, I'm
not sure what the net is on that log and | just think it requires some additional looking, and platting, and
working with the community to come up with something that is fair to the community, but something
that's also fair to the developer and is fair to the people who is going to buy in there. Because if he only
gets 5 or 6 lots in there those homes for him to make a reasonable economic return has to be very highly
priced and possibly out of creature with the neighborhood.

Ms. Hepp - Well, especially if you are looking at such, you know, low amount. But if
we are talking about one house per acre and putting on possibly 27 houses there | understand that some
people feel that they could not handle that because houses would be so much more expensive and that
area would not sustain that. But | believe that there is room for upper scale homes in that area. Now |
live right across the way and we have upper scale homes.

Mr. Taylor - And | think this is what | hear. So | don’t, I think perhaps if you get
together privately and discuss this openly and recognize that there is a number in there somewhere that’s
fair to the developer and fair to the neighbors and would result in up scale development that protects
everybody’s values and it is nice and rural that can be arrived at.
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Ms. Hepp - Well, what they’'ve proposed | think is nice. But the range you are
talking about is good. [I've looked at the different houses that would be available. You know the
different...

Mr. Taylor - But | want you to recognize that the next stage of the plan in process is
at the plan of developing stage where we get a better site plan. It is easier for us to look at this and get
resolution and that to is a public hearing.

Ms. Hepp - Right.

Mr. Taylor - So if we go ahead and approve the zoning change tonight we can still
have another opportunity to discuss the density at a later time after the applicant meets with the
neighbors and comes to something that everybody can agree with.

Ms. Hepp - Right. Well our major concern is the entrance way and all those cars,
you know, pretty much right across from our property. Right, you know, close to my driveway.

Mr. Taylor - And that becomes an issue of design, where to best put it, how to dress
it up so that it is attractive and nice and pleasant and fits the community and a wise developer works
with the neighbors that are adjacent because they are the ones that set the climate for the people who
are new comers to the neighborhood to live with them.

Ms. Hepp - Right.

Mr. Taylor - So it's to everybody’s advantage to work together and get something
that's a matter of many difficult compromises.

Ms. Hepp - Right.

Mr. Taylor - And everybody benefits from that approach.

Ms. Hepp - But generally we would like to see one house per acre, but | know it's
not feasible.

Mr. Taylor - Well, and that's what I'm saying. You may find in net that comes out to
be true.

Ms. Hepp - Yes, | understand.

Mr. Archer - Excuse me Mr. Taylor. May I ask ma’am you were concerned about the

configuration of the property and that the driveway or the entrance road would be across from you. We
normally don’t require more than one point of entrance when they are less than 50 houses in a
subdivision.

Ms. Hepp - Yes, we are aware of that.

Mr. Archer - But if the configuration could be done so that there is more than one
entrance would that satisfy you to any degree.

Ms. Hepp - Yes that would help, definitely, absolutely.

Mr. Archer - Okay, just wanted to know.
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Mr. Marlles - Ma'am would you spell your name for the record. | just want to make
sure it gets picked up by our Recording Secretary.

Ms. Hepp - Yes, itisSOILE HEPP.

Mr. Archer - Mr. Taylor, | believe you had something else you wanted to mention.
I'm sorry...

Mr. Jernigan - Ms. Sealey you don’t have to leave yet. 1 still want to ask you something

else. | know you are trying to get out.
Ms. Sealey - No.

Mr. Jernigan - Initially 1 had made up my mind and that | was going to try this case
and we were going to come out with a decision tonight. And | would still like to do that but at the
neighborhood meeting there was a lot of head butting going on. | mean, everybody was nice to each
other but we didn't come out with anything. Mr. Minter, are you stuck on the 1.6 density?

Mr. Minter - I'd have to talk to the developer.

Mr. Jernigan - All right. Mr. Holt is not here.

Mr. Minter - He is not here. | mean that 1.6 is based on 45.

Mr. Jernigan - I know.

Mr. Minter - Okay. I'm sure it's going to be 42, which is down to less than 1.5, |

believe and it may be down to another lot. Because if we try to save the swimming pool there and put in
another we are more than likely going to loose another lot. | mean, but right now here we are bouncing
back and forth. I can’t spend the developer’s money to do this design work and come in here and this is
what is going to happen again.

Mr. Jernigan - Well, what |1 was thinking if, I know that the neighborhood wants one
per acre and you are at 1.5 or 1.6, if there was a little bit of ground that we may be able to negotiate
between that | would be willing to defer this to the next month. If we are stuck on those figures from
both parties then we’ll have to try tonight.

Mr. Minter - Can she speak?

Mr. Jernigan - Who is it?

Mr. Minter - This is Debbie Stoddard.

Ms. Stoddard - My name is Debbie Stoddard. My father is not here right now so I'll

speak briefly on his behalf. You had asked about the number of lots and the feasibility of that. | think
originally Richard had something like 45 or 46 lots in there which we were going to try to go for and in
the process of meeting with the original group of people that we did and kind of being led down the road
that they were the representative. We thought everything was fine at that point. They had expressed a
desire to increase the lots at that point, at that meeting with them. We had gone back with Richard and
actually dropped it down to 42 lots to make the lots even larger than they were. The preliminary figures
that we have are judging by the water and sewer and cost of curb and gutter and making this a really
nice subdivision with a nice entrance. Forty-two (42) lots is looking like a minimum that we’re going to
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do in order to make this thing work. You know, we certainly understand the adjacent homeowners and
their concerns and we have been talking to them. Its either been, what has it been two (2) meetings.

Mr. Minter - No, we met with that Association, Clay met with him several times.

Ms. Stoddard - Several times. So it's not just been a one time or two time meeting.
The first group we met with we thought was the group we needed to talk to.

Mr. Jernigan - All right. You are stuck on 42 then.

Ms. Stoddard - Yes. In order to make it work for us. You know, as far as the cost in
water and sewer.

Mr. Jernigan - Okay.

Mr. Archer - All right. Thank you, ma’am. All right, Mr. Jernigan.

Mr. Jernigan - I thought if you'll want to take your seat. Mr. Chairman this has been a
tough case.

Mr. Archer - Yes it has.

Mr. Jernigan - The developer, you know, does propose a nice subdivision, nice size

homes, 1,750 square feet on the two levels and 1,650 on the single level. We do have R-2 behind it and
R-3 behind the acreage across the street. The only thing that really bothers me about this, all the
adjoining landowners and those are abutted across the street all have 2 plus acres. If these were acre
lots next door | wouldn't hesitate, but at this point, being that there is no wiggle room I'm looking for one
acre per lot density. So | going to send it to the Board of Supervisors with a denial.

Mr. Archer - Motion by Mr. Jernigan and seconded by Mr. Vanarsdall. All in favor of
the motion say aye—all those opposed by saying nay. The ayes have it. Planning Commission
recommends denial. The vote is 5-0. Mr. Kaechele abstained.

REASON: Acting on a motion by Mr. Jernigan, seconded by Mr. Vanarsdall, the Planning Commission
voted 50 (one abstention) to recommend that the Board of Supervisors deny the request because it
represents an increase in intensity which could influence future zoning and development of adjacent
properties.

Mr. Coleman: Mr. Chairman, I'm sorry. In light of the discussions that the applicant
has had, the representative of the applicant, with some neighbors concerning case C-72C-01 that would
be Kidd for Louis Clifford Schroeder in the Three Chopt District. They have requested deferral of that
case. So if the Planning Commission would hear that at this time this would allow the neighbors not to
continue to sit through the meeting.

Mr. Archer - Okay.

Mr. Vanarsdall - What case is that?

Mr. Coleman - C-72C-01.

Mr. Marlles - Mr. Coleman, if I could get this in. Ladies and Gentlemen on that last

case the Planning Commission is actually making a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors. The
Board of Supervisors will hold a similar Public Hearing on January 22" and of course they will make the
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final decision. | just want to make sure you are aware of that. It does go to the Board and the Board
does make the final decision.

Mr. Vanarsdall - January 22M.

Mr. Marlles - January 22",

Mr. Archer - Thank you, Mr. Marlles. Mr. Coleman you were saying now.

Mr. Coleman - Concerning case C-72C-01, that would be Kidd for Louis Clifford
Schroeder, the applicant has requested a one (1) month deferral on that case.

Mr. Archer - Is there anyone in opposition to the deferral?

Mr. Kaechele - The deferral is to get together with the opposition to further refine their
concerns.

Mr. Coleman - Yes sir.

Mr. Kaechele - Okay.

Mr. Archer - We need a motion Mr. Taylor.

Mr. Taylor - Mr. Chairman, | will move one (1) month deferral for case G72C-01,

Edward Kidd for Louis Schroeder at the request of the applicant.

Mr. Vanarsdall - | believe that would be January 10"

Mr. Archer - Motion by Mr. Taylor and seconded by Mr. Vanarsdall. All in favor of the
motion say aye—all those opposed by saying nay. The ayes have it. The deferral is granted. The vote is
5-0. Mr. Kaechele abstained.

THE COMMISSION WILL RECESS FOR APPROXIMATELY 10 MINUTES.

THE COMMISSION RECONVENED.

Mr. Archer - The Planning Commission will reconvene. All right, Mr. Secretary let’s
take up where we left off.

Mr. Marlles - The next case is C-65C-01.

C-65C-01 Robert L. Stout for Roberta J. Holt: Request to conditionally rezone
from A-1 Agricultural District to R-3C One Family Residence District, part of Parcel 192-A-5, containing
approximately 3.9 acres, located on the south line of Old Oakland Road approximately 190 feet west of
Oakvale Street. A single family residential subdivision is proposed. The applicant proffers no more than
four (4) residential lots will be developed on the property. The Land Use Plan recommends Suburban
Residential 1, 1.0 to 2.4, units net density per acre.

The staff report will be given by Mr. Lee Householder.

Mr. Archer - Thank you, Mr. Marlles. Is there anyone here opposed to G65C-01,
Robert L. Stout for Roberta Holt? No opposition. Mr. Householder.
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Mr. Jernigan - Mr. Householder, I'm going to defer this tonight so there is no sense in
you giving a speech on it. Mr. Stout, I'm going to take it for sixty (60) days because of the time of the
year. All right? Because Christmas is here. Let’s do sixty (60), we're not in a push on this.

Mr. Holt - Okay.

Mr. Jernigan - So, Mr. Chairman I'd like to make a motion to defer zoning case C-65C-
01, Roberta J. Holt with my commission deferment.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Second.

Ms. Dwyer - May | ask a question? Do you have sixty (60) days? Are you allowed
sixty (60) days?

Mr. Marlles - This hasn't been deferred before has it?

Mr. Jernigan - No. This is the first time it's come around.

Mr. Vanarsdall - That would be February 14™, Mr. Jernigan.

Mr. Archer - Motion by Mr. Jernigan and seconded by Mr. Vanarsdall. All in favor of

the motion say aye—all those opposed by saying nay. The ayes have it. The deferral is granted. The
vote is 5-0. Mr. Kaechele abstained.

Mr. Archer - Okay.
Mr. Marlles - Mr. Chairman, the next case is C-66C-01.
C-66C-01 H. R. Pollard, 1V for Branch Banking & Trust Co. of Virginia:

Request to conditionally rezone from O-1 Office District and R-3 One Family Residence District to 0-2C
Office District (Conditional), Parcels 162-A-56 and 56A and part of Parcel 162-A-52, containing 1.421
acres, located at the northeast intersection of S. Laburnum Avenue and Finlay Street. A commercial
branch bank is proposed. The use will be controlled by proffered conditions and zoning ordinance
regulations. The Land Use Plan recommends Office. The site is also in the Airport Safety Overlay
District.

The staff report will be given by Mr. Lee Householder.

Mr. Archer - All right. Thank you, sir. Is there anyone here opposed to C-66C-01,
BB&T? No opposition. Mr. Householder.

Mr. Householder - Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Members of the Commission. The subject
property in this case consists of, basically this parcel here (referring to rendering), this parcel 56 and then
a part of this parcel up here (referring to rendering). It is located at the corner of busy intersection at
the corner of Laburnum and Finlay. There is an existing office on the site, it looks like this (referring to
rendering) and there is also a residential structure that I'll pull up that is located within the zoning
request, the applicant has indicated that both structures will be removed for the development of a
commercial bank.

The 2010 Land Use Plan recommends Office for the subject parcels, and the proposed use is consistent with
this designation.
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The applicant has also revised their proffers from the time the staff report was written. Those proffers were
just handed out to you. They are not black lined, but the proffers that they are adding are proffers 2
through 11. So the only proffer that is the same is proffer 1.

The applicant has proffered this preliminary site layout for the bank on this site. This shows one access
point on Laburnum and one access point on Finlay and this layout has been discussed with the
Department of Public Works. What they were originally concerned with the first layout in the staff report
and this meet their standards both for access and in these locations and then the stacking and general
circulation on the site and a preliminary review by the Assistant Traffic Engineer.

The applicant has also given us this elevation (referring to rendering) for the proposed bank, but this has
not been proffered. Instead they have included proffer number 3, which provides more details as to the
type building materials that will be used in construction.

They also have proffered number 4 to provide a 15-foot landscape buffer along Laburnum and Finlay
Street and a 20-foot buffer, let me pull up the site plan again (referring to rendering), and fence to be
vinyl or a wooden fence

Other proffers they have added to this case include limited lighting, signage, screening of HVAC and trash
receptacles, site coverage ratio, as staff requested, limited building height, and all utilities will be
underground.

Overall, this request does conform with the land use designation of the 2010 Plan. There are commercial
banks located at the other three corners of this and staff feels that the proposed use is reasonable and
the revised proffers we feel will ensure quality development on the site. Staff does recommend approval
of this request and I'll answer any questions you may have

Mr. Archer - Thank you, sir. Are there questions from the Commission for Mr.
Householder?

Mr. Kaechele - The elevation of the building, is that just a typical elevation or is that
proposed for this site.

Mr. Householder - My understanding is what is proposed for this site.

Mr. Jernigan - It hadn’t been proffered though.

Mr. Archer - All right. Any thing further?

Mr. Jernigan - I’'m okay with this Mr. Householder.

Mr. Archer - Okay. You don’t need to hear from the applicant Mr. Jernigan?

Mr. Jernigan - Well we don’t have any opposition and Mr. Pollard and | have spoke on

this a couple of times and | feel pretty good about it.
Mr. Archer - All right.

Mr. Jernigan - So, Mr. Chairman I'd like to make a motion to approve zoning case G
66C-01, Branch Banking & Trust Co. of Virginia.
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Mr. Archer - Motion by Mr. Jernigan and seconded by Ms. Dwyer. All in favor of the
motion say aye—all those opposed by saying nay. The ayes have it. The motion is granted. The vote is
5-0. Mr. Kaechele abstained.

REASON: Acting on a motion by Mr. Jernigan, seconded by Ms. Dwyer, the Planning Commission voted
5-0 (one abstention) to recommend that the Board of Supervisors grant the request because it complies
with recommendation of the Land Use Plan and the proffered conditions will provide appropriate quality
assurances not otherwise possible.

Mr. Archer - Okay, Mr. Secretary the next case.
Mr. Marlles - The next case is in the Brookland District
C-67C-01 Chamberlayne Realty Co. for G. A. Barta T/a Glen Allen Towing:

Request to conditionally rezone from R-3 One Family Residence District to M-1C Light Industrial District
(Conditional), Parcel 61-7-9-12, containing approximately 0.573 acre, located on the west line of
Broadway Avenue approximately 570 feet south of Oakdale Avenue in the Brookland Gardens subdivision.
A fenced storage lot and towing business are proposed. The use will be controlled by proffered
conditions and zoning ordinance regulations. The Land Use Plan recommends Suburban Residential 1,
1.0 to 2.4, units net density per acre.

The staff report will also be given by Mr. Lee Householder.

Mr. Archer - Good evening again Mr. Householder. All right. Is there anyone here
opposed to C-67C-01? No opposition. Did you raise your hand sir, I'm sorry? Oh, okay. All right. Mr.
Householder.

Mr. Householder - Okay. Thank you Mr. Chairman.

The subject property of this request is a small heavily wooded parcel that acts as a buffer between the
industrial zoning in this area (referring to rendering) to the north, and the R-3 residential zoning in this area
(referring to rendering) to the south and it sets on the dividing line between the M1 zoning and the
Brookland Gardens subdivision. There is an existing single-family home on this parcel right here (referring
to rendering) and property is being cleared in this area (referring to rendering) for new single-family homes.

There is a towing business located on this parcel (referring to rendering) that is adjacent to the north and
that is subject of this request. They would like to expand their existing business by permitting a larger area
dedicated to the storage of cars, trucks, and other vehicles on this subject parcel. The requested M-1C
zoning would permit a variety of light industrial and business/retail uses, but in this case the applicant has
proffered to limit the use of the property to only a storage lot.

The applicant has submitted additional proffers that were handed out to you. To ensure the protection of
nearby residential areas including a 50" buffer between the residential property here to the south (referring
to rendering) and along Broadway Avenue. They have also revised proffer number 5 to address the
appearance of the chain link fence and they have proffered that they would paint the fence black to help
improve the appearance of the site.

It is likely that this development would not require a Plan of Development, but staff feels that administrative
site planning review would be necessary in order to adequately enforce the proffers that have been
submitted on this site.

The 2010 Land Use Plan recommends Suburban Residential for this subject property. This request is not
consistent with this designation. However, staff feels that the buffers that have been proffered by the
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applicant and the other elements would provide adequate protection to the nearby residential properties.
Therefore, staff recommends approval of this request and I'll answer any questions that you may have.

Mr. Archer - Okay. Thank you, sir. Are there questions?

Ms. Dwyer - Mr. Householder do we know how this came to be zoned as it is with M-1
against R-3? | imagine it has a pretty interesting history.

Mr. Householder - I didn't do research into the original zoning, but my guess the zoning
reflects existing use. So it was obviously zoned at a time for what was existing. The residence has been
there for a while. Business has been there for a while. And this vacant property, I'm not real sure why
they drew the line where they did, but it most likely was because it was existing industrial use, they drew
the line there between the vacant to provider a buffer.

Ms. Dwyer - Right. Because it's a nice neighborhood.

Mr. Householder - Yes and there is a defiant residential character in the area too about this
point. But then there is a very definite industrial character. This is vacant land here (referring to
rendering), but | would characterize this as non-residential for sure and while this would act as a buffer we
think the proffers, I did a little diagram on the GIS that kind of shows what would be left with a 50" buffer.
With seeing that made staff more comfortable in the 50" buffer recommendation.

Ms. Dwyer - Will the fence have, or is it prevented from having the slats that go in and
out the chain length? That's not addressed here obviously.

Mr. Householder - There is no prevention from that or requirement for that. It was discussed
with the applicant. He indicated that he would like to do that and | told them that staff did not recommend
that type of fencing. We didn’t think the slats were a long term solution and because the buffers are fairly
deep and a chain link fence without slats would be adequate to fence in this area.

Ms. Dwyer - Do you think it would be better to put the chain link inside in the 50’ buffer
instead of around the perimeter of the property? Or it’s going around the storage lot, so would that in fact
be inside the buffer.

Mr. Householder - To me the storage lot would be the more appropriate place, the perimeter
of the storage lot. Are you saying put the fence around here instead (referring to rendering)?

Ms. Dwyer - No, I don’t think it should be there. 1 just wanted to make sure that’'s
what was intended.

Mr. Householder - Yes, the intention is to place it directly around the storage lot. It wouldn't
be allowed the way it's proffered to go in the buffer.

Ms. Dwyer - Okay. That's just what | want to be sure about.

Mr. Jernigan - Mr. Householder, why wouldn’t they just put up a black clad fence rather
than a chain link and paint it?

Mr. Householder - I don’'t know, you might want to ask the applicant.

Mr. Jernigan - I'd suggest to them that would be the best thing to do rather than having
to maintain that fence. The black clad is vinyl.
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Mr. Vanarsdall - I can answer that. Are you talking about a stockade fence?

Ms. Dwyer - No.

Mr. Jernigan - No, he is putting up a chain link, but you can get...

Mr. Householder - A vinyl coated fence, is that what you are talking about?

Mr. Jernigan - Yes. Get the black vinyl coated fence and you don’'t have to maintain it.
Mr. Householder - That was the recommendation from staff originally and the applicant said

we would rather just paint it black. But he said he could answer that one.

Ms. Dwyer - Do you think that, were you recommending that an additional condition be
added to require a POD type submission to staff before any development occurred?

Mr. Householder - I would like to recommend that, but | have not. That came up recently
and | haven't had a chance to address it with the applicant. | do think staff would prefer to have some sort
of review to ensure that the proffers would be enforced properly. Most likely we would require
administrative review of some sort, but to ensure it | think a proffer would be helpful. But like | said, “I've
haven't communicated that until now to the applicant.”

Mr. Archer - All right. Are there any further questions? All right, | think someone
wanted to hear from the applicant.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Wasn't any opposition was it?
Mr. Archer - No, I don’t think so.
Mr. McKinney - Good evening Mr. Chairman, Ms. Dwyer, Mr. Supervisor, Mr. Kaechele and

Board Members. My name is Mo McKinney | own Chamberlayne Realty and | represent Mr. Barta from Glen
Allen Towing.

Mr. Jernigan, we did some studies on the fencing. We've found recently that the coated fencing on the
change of weather, on the cold and the warm, expansion and contracting, the coating pops off. They have
a new way of doing the fences, they call it electro-galvanized coating which they charge the fence and once
this goes onto the fence it stays, it doesn’t come off. And that is the reason we went with that rather than
the coating. Even though this buffer that you've got around this, but inside it's trees all the way around it.
We're setting the fence back inside the trees where you really can’t see it any how. This property has
worked out, in fact, Mr. Householder and myself worked on it and tried to address all the staffs concerns.
It's working out right now. The usable area that he is getting is running 62,240 an area in this area, which
is totally ridiculous in my opinion. Mr. Barta of Glen Allen Towing has a contract for Henrico County Police
Department and all this is to be used for is some overage for the towing for the County and usually these
cars are only there for a couple of weeks and he just needs some more space.

Mr. Archer - All right. Any further questions for Mr. McKinney?

Ms. Dwyer - Staff mentioned that they would like to have some sort of proffer that
would agree to submit whate ver development is planned as a POD.

Mr. McKinney - There is no development plan whatsoever other than a storage lot and we
have not problem with that Ms. Dwyer.

December 13, 2001 31



1635
1636
1637
1638
1639
1640
1641
1642
1643

1645
1646
1647
1648
1649
1650
1651
1652
1653
1654
1655
1656
1657
1658
1659
1660
1661
1662
1663
1664
1665
1666
1667
1668
1669
1670
1671
1672
1673
1674
1675
1676
1677
1678
1679
1680
1681
1682
1683
1684
1685
1686
1687

Ms. Dwyer - Okay. So that will just be added as a...

Mr. McKinney - That's fine, yes ma’am.

Mr. Archer - Okay. Any thing else?

Mr. Jernigan - Mr. McKinney when | was speaking of the fencing, I've had vinyl fencing

for 16 years and mine is in perfect shape. You might have seen a cheaper grade that came apart, but there
are some good ones that don't.

Mr. McKinney - There might be.

Mr. Jernigan - I was just looking after the applicant. He might be better off rather than
having to go out and service or paint it on a regular basis.

Mr. McKinney - Well he intends, the adjacent property, to upgrade that also. He has a
first right-of-refusal, has a contract on this property. So he wants to encompass all of it together and he
wants to do some landscaping and so forth on the existing M-1 that he has adjacent. And we’ve proffered
that we will not enter from Broadway. It will be entered from the property he has now. So we'll not impact
the street whatsoever other than the impact that it has. Actually all the way down to this property is M-1.
It's high industrial property.

Mr. Jernigan - There is not going to be any barbed wire on this fence.

Mr. McKinney - No sir.

Mr. Jernigan - Okay.

Mr. Archer - All right. Any thing further? Thank you Mr. McKinney.

Mr. McKinney - Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Archer - All right. Mr. Vanarsdall.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Mr. Chairman you want to word something about the POD on there or Mr.

Householder.

Mr. McKinney - Whatever Mr. Householder would like I would be glad to initial it for him.
Mr. Vanarsdall - You want to word it Lee?
Mr. Householder - My recommendation is to do it. To get the language right I'd rather spend

some time on crafting it. | think we can do it between now and writing the Board Reports so it's included in
the report for the Board of Supervisors.

Mr. McKinney - That's fine. Yes sir.
Mr. Archer - All right. Thank you sir.
Mr. Vanarsdall - I move that C-67C-01, G. A. Barta Trading as Glen Allen Towing be

recommended to the Board for approval and would add a proffer number 7 between now and the Board
which would indicate some sort of a review for POD and landscaping and so forth back to the Commission.
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Mr. Archer - Motion by Mr. Vanarsdall and seconded by Ms. Taylor. All in favor of the
motion say aye—all those opposed by saying nay. The ayes have it. The motion is granted. The vote is
5-0. Mr. Kaechele abstained.

REASON: Acting on a motion by Mr. Vanarsdall, seconded by Mr. Taylor, the Planning Commission voted
5-0 (one abstention) to recommend that the Board of Supervisors grant the request because the zoning
allows for the expansion of an existing business and proffered conditions should minimize the potential
impacts on the surrounding neighborhood.

Mr. Archer - All right, Mr. Secretary where are we.

Mr. Marlles - Okay. Mr. Chairman the next case was originally on the expedited
agenda.

C-69C-01 Jay M. Weinberg Atack Properties, Inc.: Request to amend

proffered conditions accepted with rezoning case C-72C-90, on part of Parcel 12-A-4B, Parcel 12-A-7, part
of Parcel 13-A-24, and part of Parcels 21-A-2, 4, and 5, containing 194.7 acres, located beginning on the
north line of k295 approximately 600 feet west of Mill Road. The property is zoned RTHC Residential
Townhouse District (Conditional) and O/SC Office/Service District (Conditional). The amendment is
related to buffers, setbacks, access, fencing, and total amount of development on the overall Hunton
Property. The Land Use Plan recommends Office/Service, Urban Residential, 3.4 to 6.8 units net density
per acre, and Environmental Protection Area.

The staff report will be given by Mr. Mark Bittner.

Mr. Archer - All right. Thank you Mr. Secretary. This is the case we moved off the
expedited agenda | believe, isn't it.

Mr. Marlles - Yes sir.

Mr. Archer - All right. Is there any one here opposed to this case, C-69C-01? There
is a hand | believe. Is that correct? All right. Go ahead Mr. Bittner.

Mr. Bittner - Thank you Mr. Archer. Bear with me, please. | had not prepared a full
presentation for this. I'm going to have to wing it a little bit.

Just some quick history on the Hunton Property, which was originally rezoned in 1990 and extended from
Staples Mills Road onto this site here (referring to rendering) underneath Mill Road and further to the
east. It was planned for mainly office service development and there would have been a main road, as |
said, underneath Mill Road to the south side of Mill Road to a large piece of property there (referring to
rendering). Over the last decade, as you are probably, several changes to that original plan have taken
place including the south side of Mill Road which would be to the right of this picture (referring to
rendering) has been rezoned from, when it was planned for office service and is now a single-family
residential development. Then recently we also had a rezoning for Manor Homes for retiree type
residents in this area as well (referring to rendering). There’s no longer a plan for a road to go
underneath Mill Road or to access Mill Road in any way. Basically the road will cul-de-sac here (referring
to rendering) and be called Hunton Park Boulevard and will extend all the way out to Staples Mill Road
near 295. Because of all the changes that have taken place from the original plan many of the proffers
that were put in place in 1990 are no longer in effect or they need to be changed basically because in
essence they don’'t make sense at this point. That is want the applicant is asking to do with this case
right here. We look at it as mainly a house cleaning type measure.
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Now during the break | had a chance to speak with Ms. Hann. Her main concern is the buffering and I'll
let her and the applicant speak to what their major ideas might be on that. But | will quickly go over
what the applicant is asking to do relative to buffers. The current proffers right now, along the Rock
Springs Estates subdivision in this area (referring to rendering), require either a 75’ or a 50’ buffer. And
this property on the Hunton Estate site is zoned RTHC. The applicant is not asking to change the width
of that buffer at all. That would stay the same. There is also required a 50’ buffer along either side of
Hunton Park Boulevard and then a 50’ buffer along this border (referring to rendering) which is the O/S
or Office Service portion of the site extending in this direction. The applicant has asked to change that
from a 50’ buffer to a 25’ buffer with a 50’ building setback. Staff had no objection to reducing the buffer
along Hunton Park Boulevard. We feel that the main purpose of that buffer is aesthetic instead any type
of barrier between differing uses. However, we were not in favor of reducing the buffer along this
section (referring to rendering). However, once we looked at the case further and checked all the
surrounding zoning, which in this case is R-3, A-1, and R-5AC, we went back and looked at the code.
The code requires a 50’ buffer on O/S property when it is next to those zoning districts. So even if they
ask to reduce it, they can’t because the code requires a 50" buffer. So in essence the only ways buffers
would change with this case are to allow 25’ buffers along Hunton Park Boulevard instead of 50'. As I
said, the other measures are mainly housekeeping. I'd be happy to answer any questions you may have.
Other than that staff recommends approval of this application.

Mr. Archer - All right. Thank you, Mr. Bittner. Are there questions from the
Commission?

Ms. Dwyer - I must admit Mr. Bittner I'm still a little confused about the buffer
situation in part because we have two (2) sets of proffers that we're working from. | received a revised
set of proffers...

Mr. Bittner - Yes.

Ms. Dwyer - ...that were faxed to me and | assume those are the ones that you are
working from as well.

Mr. Bittner - Yes, those are...

Ms. Dwyer - Not the ones that were originally submitted in the staff report.

Mr. Bittner - Correct.

Ms. Dwyer - So the new, the most recent set of proffers that | have simply said, “that

there will be a 75’ buffer along the eastern exterior boundary of the Office Service property,” and omits
any other references. Is that because a 50’ buffer is required by code so nothing is mentioned about
those?

Mr. Bittner - Yes.

Ms. Dwyer - Because they are no longer suggesting that for a 25’ buffer.

Mr. Bittner - Yes. That is correct.

Ms. Dwyer - Okay. So that explains the absence of that. Okay. Would you mind just

for my information again going around the outside borders of this property and explaining what the
buffers will be.

Mr. Bittner - There would be 50’ along here (referring to rendering)...

December 13, 2001 34



1793
1794
1795
1796
1797
1798
1799
1800
1801
1802
1803
1804
1805
1806
1807
1808
1809
1810
1811
1812
1813
1814
1815
1816
1817
1818
1819
1820
1821
1822
1823
1824
1825
1826
1827
1828
1829
1830
1831
1832
1833
1834
1835
1836
1837
1838
1839
1840
1841
1842
1843

1845

Ms. Dwyer - By code.

Mr. Bittner - ...by code. This property and you've actually already recommended
approval to add that to the Hunton Property, 50’ and was it 75'...

Ms. Dwyer - 75'.
Mr. Bittner - ...along the R-5AC, then, | can't recall exactly but along Rock Springs

Estates where there is townhouse property (RTHC) its either a 50’ or a 75’ buffer, | just can't recall.
Maybe you know Jay, where 50’ or 75’ would be along this northern border next to Rock Springs Estates.

Ms. Dwyer - Is that by code or proffer?

Mr. Bittner - Proffer.

Mr. Jernigan - I think you said 50’ earlier.

Ms. Dwyer - I thought that was taken out of the second version, but I could be
wrong.

Mr. Bittner - Let me see if | can double check for it real quick. So it would be 75’

here on this portion (referring to rendering), and 50" here (referring to rendering).
Ms. Dwyer - Which proffer, okay that is proffer 22 then.

Mr. Bittner - 22, yes. Basically is would be 75’ where the lots in Rock Springs Estates
comes up next to the Hunton Property, 50' where there is a little more space where there is some, looks
like floodplain area back there.

Ms. Dwyer - So 50’ along the western most portion of the northern boundary is the
way that's worded. Okay. | think I'm clear on that. Thank you.

Mr. Archer - Okay. Any thing further? All right. Thank you, Mr. Bittner. Mr.
Weinberg we did have opposition, sir. Ms. Hann were you here when we were explaining the ten (10)
minute rule previously?

Ms. Hann - Yes.

Mr. Archer - Okay. Mr. Weinberg knows that rule well.

Mr. Weinberg - Yes sir.

Mr. Archer - Would you like to reserve some time sir?

Mr. Weinberg - Two (2) minutes, please?

Mr. Archer - Two (2) minutes need to reserve, Mr. Secretary. Good evening sir.

Mr. Weinberg - Good evening, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Commission. I'm Jay

Weinberg and | represent Atack Properties, Bob Atack is with us this evening. As Mr. Bittner has
explained it is a request to amend and restate the proffered conditions for all of this property, which is
now east of Mill Road out to Staples Mill Road. The principle changes involve the fact that the
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development of this property is no longer planned to access Mill Road or Long Meadow Drive rendering a
number of the proffers obsolete and to amend the traffic proffers to bring them into conformity with the
revised traffic study and recent approved zoning. The Department of Public Works has specifically
approved those proffers. Also in a number of instances the Planning Departments more current wording
has been utilized. Such as specific language regarding HVAC, trash dumpsters and conservation areas.
These proffers have been amended merely to utilize the more current language preferred by the
professional staff without changing the substance or meaning of the original proffers and to make them
uniformed throughout all of this Hunton community. It should also be noted that we have addressed the
questions raised by staff, specifically buffers and traffic impact studies were needed. And we have
revised our proffers so that we are now in complete conformity with what the staff has requested of us,
both orally and in meetings and in their staff report. We’'ve also reviewed all of the foregoing with the
Commissioner of the district, Mr. Vanarsdall, who attended our meetings with Mr. Bittner and Mr. Silber.
And | believe it's a fair statement to say that we are all in agreement regarding these proffer
amendments. We also submit that the request complies with all of the jurisdictional conditions precedent
and that it complies with the Land Use Plan Recommendation, the Land Development Guide as well as
the goals, objectives and policies and is recommended to you by your professional staff. Accordingly, |
would respectfully request that you recommend approval to the Board of Supervisors of these amended
and restated proffered conditions. Mr. Chairman, | would be happy to answer any questions that anyone
may have.

Mr. Archer - Thank you so much sir. Are there questions from the Commission?

Mr. Vanarsdall - I believe you changed the proffers. What was the date of the last ones?
I know | have them.

Mr. Weinberg - I think it was December 6.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Yea, okay.

Mr. Weinberg - Immediately following our meeting to review those.

Ms. Dwyer - Mr. Weinberg | have just one question for clarification...

Mr. Weinberg - Yes ma'am.

Ms. Dwyer - ...again. When 1 look at the old 32, which is the traffic proffer and the

new 33. | guess I'm trying to determine what, if there is any difference between the two. | mean,
they’ve been revised but they seem to say the same thing.

Mr. Weinberg - Proffer number 32 reflects the current zoning. Namely it not only has
the office service component but also to reflect the townhouses and the apartments and the age
restrictive houses, which was not addressed in the other proffer. Now it's a comprehensive proffer that
covers it all based on statistics agreed to with our traffic engineer and Mr. Foster, who wrote a specific
memorandum addressing it. In number 33, we added the last four (4) lines, which basically said, “Upon
the written request of the County, from time to time, we’ll provide a traffic study.” That was in the old
1990 proffers, it was not in the proffer as we filed the case and staff asked us to put it back in, which
really gets us back to where we started from.

Ms. Dwyer - Well 32 said, “when the owner desires to exceed the numbers, the
owners will provide at the written request of the County an updated study in 32.”

Mr. Weinberg - Right. We had it in both places and in rewriting the language with staff
we thought it more appropriate to put it in number 33, which is if owner desires to exceed those he'll
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have to come back for the study. It was duplicative and somewhat conflicting. This is more easily
understood.

Ms. Dwyer - That's all.

Mr. Weinberg - Thank you.

Ms. Dwyer - Thank you.

Mr. Archer - All right. Any one else? Thank you Mr. Weinberg. All right, Mrs. Hann.
Ms. Hann - Thank you. | would like to thank Mr. Bittner and Mr. Weinberg. Their

comments and your questions have clarified a great deal for me this evening. | have one last area that
we hadn’t heard discussed that | was hoping that | could learn a little bit more this evening. And it has
to do with the fencing and of, | think, a proposed break in the fencing with the boundary to Rock Springs
Estates. First | guess | just need to clarify if I'm correct that there would be a break in the fencing.

Mr. Weinberg - Yes ma’am. The break is right there at the floodplain (referring to
rendering). Right there is the floodplain (referring to rendering) that is the way the break is. The staff
advised us that we are not going to be allowed to put a fence through the floodplain because it would
block the drainage and also it's about a 30" drop in there. So we corrected the error on the old proffer by
eliminating the requirement for it to go. But it's right there (referring to rendering).

Ms. Hann - Will there be any provision to fence that drop-off and in anyway
bounded by the residential property on either side?

Mr. Weinberg - We are not allowed to do it because it is floodplain and we are not
allowed to put any form of fencing through there.

Ms. Hann - I'm not sure | was clear with my question. My question is whether or
not, it's not so much about here, but whether anything can go here and here (referring to rendering).

Mr. Weinberg - Along the sides of that?
Ms. Hann - Yes.
Mr. Weinberg - What you have is, you have a residential ownhouse community and I'm

sure to the extent that, we can’t separate it, but to the extent that we can it will be cleaned up and
graded and perhaps that's a matter that can be addressed. | honestly don't have a answer to you. But
it's not going to serve the purpose that this fence or that fence serves (referring to rendering) by bringing
it down here (referring to rendering). It's going to really do nothing more than separate what we hoped
would be a unified community. But it is something we need to give some thought too.

Ms. Hann - I appreciate that. If it is that much of a physical barrier already existing
then it seems like maybe re-looking at the fencing for that area would not necessarily be as much a
division. But | remain concerned about what people might do cutting through that area. But | very
much appreciate your comments and | think that’s all I have.

Mr. Archer - Thank you, Ms. Hann.
Mr. Vanarsdall - Thank you.
Mr. Archer - All right. | think that was the only... Okay, Mr. Vanarsdall.
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Mr. Vanarsdall - So you are all right about it now.

Ms. Hann - I think so. | have that remaining question about the fencing, but |
understand that Mr. Weinberg can't really answer that right this minute. So | don't know what the next
opportunity would be to address it, but I think we’ve said all we can say for tonight.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Okay. Thank you. Thank you Mr. Weinberg. This is actually, | believe
you call it a housekeeping type thing. We did have a nice meeting on it. | recommend C-70C-01, Atack
Properties to the Board of Supervisors for approval.

Mr. Archer - C-69C-01.
Mr. Vanarsdall - I don't know what | was looking at, C-69C-01.
Mr. Archer - Motion by Mr. Vanarsdall and seconded by Ms. Taylor. All in favor of the

motion say aye—all those opposed by saying nay. The ayes have it. The motion is granted. The vote is
5-0. Mr. Kaechele abstained.

REASON: Acting on a motion by Mr. Vanarsdall, seconded by Mr. Taylor, the Planning Commission voted
5-0 (one abstention) to recommend that the Board of Supervisors grant the request because it would
amend proffers that are no longer relevant because of recent rezonings on surrounding properties and
because the substantive aspects of the proffered conditions would remain unchanged.

Ms. Dwyer - Mr. Weinberg, would it be possible to meet with Ms. Hann and discuss
the fencing before any...

Mr. Weinberg - (unintelligible)

Ms. Dwyer - Before POD.

Mr. Weinberg - (unintelligible)

Mr. Archer - Thank you Mr. Weinberg.

Mr. Weinberg - Thank you.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Mr. Weinberg, I think you will be doing that before the Board Meeting.
Mr. Weinberg - Sometime early next week.

Mr. Archer - Okay. Mr. Secretary next case.

Mr. Marlles - The case is C-71C-01.

C-71C-01 Jeffrey W. Soden: Request to conditionally rezone from A-1

Agricultural District to R-2C One Family Residence District (Conditional), Parcels 30-A-56 and 58 and part
of Parcel 30-A-57, containing 14.34 acres, located on the northwest line of Courtney Road approximately
500 feet southwest of Lakewood Road. A single family residential subdivision is proposed. The R-2
District allows a minimum lot size of 18,000 square feet. The Land Use Plan recommends Suburban
Residential 1, 1.0 to 2.4 units net density per acre.

The staff report will be given by Mr. Mark Bittner.
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Mr. Archer - Thank you, sir. Is there any one here opposed to C-71C-01? Okay. We
will get to you. All right, Mr. Bittner.

Mr. Bittner - Thank you Mr. Chairman. This site is adjacent to a stub at the end of
Farm Meadow Road in the Meadow Farms Subdivision. The applicant has submitted several potential
layouts. The traffic engineer has recommended having a connection to both Farm Meadow Drive and
Courtney Road. The applicant has proffered that he will access Farm Meadow Drive. However, the
applicant has also indicated, although | don't know if he has signed it yet, but he is prepared to offer
another proffer stating that he would not access Courtney Road. Again, | would like to point out that is
not what the traffic engineer is recommending. But the applicant has indicated that he wants to proffer
no access to Courtney Road other than for the existing home, which is on Courtney Road right now.
We've also just passed out some revised proffers, which you have not seen before. | believe these were
submitted today or yesterday, but you would have to waive the time limit to accept them. The new
proffers are highlighted and they include an increase in the amount of finished floor area. One hundred
percent (100%) of the minimum 2,000 square feet of living space as opposed to the previous eighty
percent (80%) must now be finished space. Ten feet (10') of additional rear setback along the Virginia
Power easement has been provided, crawl spaces on all dwellings have been provided with the
exceptions that dwellings can be constructed over a basement, garages may be built on concrete slabs
and accessory first floor rooms need not be over a crawl space. A twenty-five foot (25’) landscape buffer
along Courtney Road in addition to building setbacks has been provided. This buffer would not apply to
the existing home on Courtney Road. Staff suggests that the applicant also consider providing
landscaping in the buffer equivalent to transitional buffer 25 as defined in the zoning ordinance. Staff
also recommends that BMPs not be located in this area.

Finally the applicant has included stub road connections to adjacent undeveloped property. Staff feels
that the substance of these proffers are acceptable although the wording could be clarified. However, we
also feel that this case could be sent forward tonight and that the wording could be clarified prior to the
Board of Supervisors Meeting. Actually all of the issues we have are technical in nature, like | said not
substantive.

In summary the proposed zoning is consistent with Suburban Residential One designation of this
property. The revised proffers provide several new positive items. Staff recommends approval and I'll be
happy to answer any questions you may have.

Mr. Archer - Thank you, Mr. Bittner. Are there questions from the Commission?

Ms. Dwyer - Mr. Bittner did you say that the applicant was going to prohibit access to
Courtney Road?

Mr. Bittner - Yes.

Ms. Dwyer - And access would only be to Farm Meadow.

Mr. Bittner - Yes, that is correct.

Ms. Dwyer - How many lots are we talking about?

Mr. Bittner - Potentially up to 34, although from the layouts I've seen it'll probably be

less than that, probably in the range of 22 to 30, | believe.

Ms. Dwyer - But in the view of traffic engineers that would not provide good
circulation. They recommend access to Courtney.
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Mr. Bittner - Yes, that is correct.

Ms. Dwyer - So they would recommend access to Farm Meadow or Courtney or
Courtney and not Farm Meadow.

Mr. Bittner - They recommended it to both. They’'ve also recommended that not be...
Ms. Dwyer - Stub roads.

Mr. Bittner - ...a direct connection.

Mr. Vanarsdall - I don’t think you all agreed with that 100% did you, Courtney Road?

Mr. Bittner - No, I'm not sure | said that. What | had said is if we were in a situation

where we had to have only one, | think it would be preferable for that to be Farm Meadow. But again
the most preferable situation is an access to both and not a direct throughway, staggered sort of thing so
you wouldn’t have cars speeding through there.

Ms. Dwyer - To discourage cut though traffic.
Mr. Vanarsdall - It's not going to be but 22 houses anyway.
Mr. Bittner - That is correct and this proffer came today so we haven’t had a chance

to examine it closely. If there is only one entrance and it came from Farm Meadow we'd have to look at
the fact that there are many other houses already on Farm Meadow and the traffic engineer would have
to be certain that there is not any traffic hazards created. But again, traffic is recommending both
accesses.

Ms. Dwyer - Did you say 32 houses?
Mr. Bittner - Thirty-four at the most.
Mr. Vanarsdall - Thirty-two in one of these and thirty-four in the other and the applicant

said it may be twenty-two.

Mr. Bittner - The applicant has shown us several different layouts, basically drafted
layouts, he’s not settled on one. And we haven't asked him to give us the exact layout. We've been
trying to just settle the parameters where the access and so forth would be.

Ms. Dwyer - Why would the applicant not want to have access to Courtney Road?

Mr. Bittner - I think perhaps maybe the applicant should answer that question instead
of me.

Mr. Archer - All right. Okay. Any thing further, any other questions? All right if not

the applicant will please come forward. To those members of the audience that were in opposition do we
need to explain the ten (10) minute rule or did you all hear it when we did it before. Okay, Mr.
Youngblood you are aware of it I'm sure.

Mr. Youngblood - Yes sir.

Mr. Archer - All right. Thank you sir.

December 13, 2001 40



2111
2112
2113
2114
2115
2116
2117
2118
2119
2120
2121
2122
2123
2124
2125
2126
2127
2128
2129
2130
2131
2132
2133
2134
2135
2136
2137
2138
2139
2140
2141
2142
2143
2144
2145
2146
2147
2148
2149
2150
2151
2152
2153
2154
2155
2156
2157
2158
2159
2160
2161
2162

Mr. Youngblood - Mr. Chairman, Members of the Commission, I'm Dick Youngblood and
I'm here to represent Jeff Soden.

Mr. Archer - I’'m sorry sir, did you want to reserve some time for rebuttal.

Mr. Youngblood - Two (2) minutes is fine. I'm going to be brief anyhow.

Mr. Archer - Okay.

Mr. Youngblood - The proffered conditions that have been offered are very similar to the

proffered conditions in the adjacent subdivision, which was Meadow Farms. The reason the layout hasn’t
been settled on is at the time that we were working on the layout the wetlands had not been physically
located and we are aware because of the sanitary sewer this area of Meadow Farms went through this
property and we were aware there were wetlands there and the wetlands are fairly extensive. So | think
Mr. Vanarsdall is right. There will not be 32 lots in this property. There will be a great deal less lots.

Concerning the connection with Farm Meadow Drive to Courtney Road, it's kind of makes a through
street from Mountain Road to Courtney Road and we didn’t think that was going to be acceptable to the
neighborhoods so we had offered a proffer which | do not have signed because my client is not here to
sign it. It would not make that connection of Courtney Road. But there is a street, Meadow Pond Lane
that connects to Staples Mill Road. It would take most of the traffic off of Farm Meadow Drive. So that
is another reason we hadn’'t proposed a connection to Courtney Road. We feel that with the proffered
conditions that have been offered that this makes it a good zoning case and hope that you would
favorably recommend it to the Board of Supervisors for approval. Do you have any questions?

Mr. Archer - Thank you, sir. Are there questions for Mr. Youngblood from the
Commission?

Ms. Dwyer - So you would have access to Farm Meadow and may or may not have
stub roads. Is that other stub roads?

Mr. Youngblood - We are considering stub roads. It depends on where the wetlands are
going to dedicate where stub roads can go because you are only allowed to cross a certain width of
wetland. There are substantial amounts of wetlands on the property. We have physically located them.
They were done today. So, | have a map that shows them. That is why I told you there won’t be 32
lots.

Ms. Dwyer - I think the proffer where you say, “stub roads will be provided if
practical,” that if practical should be taken out and it just should be at the option d the Planning
Commission.

Mr. Youngblood - That is fine. We realized that...

Ms. Dwyer - Don’'t’ want to make you do something that you aren't allowed to do
obviously.

Mr. Youngblood - Right. Any other questions?

Ms. Dwyer - With the houses then, if you don’'t have access to Courtney you'd have

houses with rear yards backing up to Courtney then.
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Mr. Youngblood - There is an existing house on this property that fronts Courtney Road.
That was one of the reasons that we factored the buffer on that existing house. There could possibly be
another house that would front on Courtney Road.

Ms. Dwyer - So you just have...

Mr. Youngblood - We'd just have two (2) houses that front on Courtney Road. One of
which already exist.

Mr. Archer - All right. Any thing further? Anyone care to speak for the opposition or
if there is more than one person that would be fine? While you are coming down please state your name
for the record.

Mr. Boyer - Dan Boyer.
Mr. Archer - I mean when you got here.
Mr. Boyer - I don't usually need a microphone. Thank you. | am a resident of

Meadow Farms subdivision, 10405 Brendan Robert Court and | would like to ask the Commission, request
the Commission to defer consideration of this rezoning of this property for approximately 60 days until
adjacent residents have been given an opportunity to meet with the developer for the purpose of
resolving a number of issues which can not be resolved tonight and not waste the Commissions valuable
time. Number one; the holidays are upon us. Residents were not contacted and just found out about
the rezoning approximately three (3) weeks ago. A lot of the residents have been out of town. We were
not made aware of this from the developer, only from Mr. Dick Glover, Chairman of the Board of
Supervisors, Brookland. Again, attempt by the developer needs to be made to meet with the residence
of Meadow Farms Subdivision now since | hear that the access is going to be out through Farm Meadow
Drive instead of also the adjacent Courtney. And meet with other adjacent residence close to the Library.
The Meadow Farms Subdivision currently has outstanding issues to resolve with Mr. Soden related to the
commons area. That is all I have right now.

Mr. Archer - All right. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Vanarsdall - I think that, | believe you all understood that you all had a meeting
about some of the things that Mr. Soden hadn’t done, isn’t that right.

Mr. Boyer - Yes sir.

Mr. Vanarsdall - I wasn’t there, but | understand you did.

Mr. Boyer - Yes sir, we did. It was about the third week of November.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Didn’t it come up that one of the roads, that first, what is the name of

that street? Farm Meadow.

Mr. Boyer - Yes.
Mr. Vanarsdall - Didn’t it come up that it maybe connected to the new subdivision.
Mr. Vanarsdall - Did this come up that one of the ways that, what is it, what is the name

of that street, Far Meadow? Didn’t it come up that that may be connected to the new subdivision?
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Mr. Boyer - Yes, sir. Mr. Glover made us aware ater a meeting concerning the
commons areas, get that resolved, and made us aware. Approximately less than 60% of the residents
were present. | have tried to educate them on this meeting, but again, we are in the holidays, so we
have a lot of people that are not available.

Mr. Vanarsdall - I think Mr. Silber was there, too.
Mr. Boyer - Yes. Mr. Silber was there.
Mr. Vanarsdall - I certainly don't have any objection as a Planning Commissioner to do

that if the applicant doesn’t have any objection to defer the case.
Mr. Archer - Mr. Youngblood.

Mr. Youngblood - Well, | had understood that there was a meeting with the residents of
Meadow Farms and that it did concern the common area in the last section of Meadow Farms, which is
close to being recorded, and as they were made aware at that time that this zoning case was coming up.
I wasn't present at the meeting.

Mr. Vanarsdall- | wasn't either.
Mr. Youngblood - And | understood that the common area had been resolved with the
residents at that meeting or soon thereafter, so this is a surprise to me that has come up tonight. | don't

have an objection to a deferral. | think 60 days is a little long.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Do you think that issues that have never been addressed, do you think
that we could get those addressed? Do you think so, Mr. Silber?

Mr. Silber - I don'’t think 60 days is too long.

Mr. Vanarsdall - OK. Thank you, Mr. Youngblood.

Mr. Youngblood - Thank you.

Mr. Vanarsdall - That is the Christmas Spirit. | can tell that on your face. On a serious

matter, | appreciate you suggesting the deferral and | wasn’'t aware, | knew you had a meeting, but I
wasn’t aware that this was not brought out, so Mr. Chairman, I move that we defer C-71C-01 for 60 days
at the applicant’s request.

Mr. Taylor - Second.

Mr. Archer - Motion by Mr. Vanarsdall and second by Mr. Taylor to defer for 60 days
at the applicant’s request. All in favor say aye. All opposed say no.

At the applicant’s request, the Planning Commission deferred Case G-71C-01, Jeffrey W. Soden, to its
meeting on February 14, 2002.

Deferred from the November 15, 2001 Meeting

C-61C-01 Robert M. Atack: Request to conditionally rezone from A-1 Agricultural
District to RTHC Residential Townhouse District (Conditional), Parcel 32-A-8N and 9, containing 7.9 acres,
located at the southeast intersection of Woodman Road and Mountain Road. Residential townhouses for
sale are proposed. The densities in the RTH District cannot exceed nine (9) units per acre. The Land
Use Plan recommends Office.
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Mr. Marlles - The staff report will be given by Mr. Householder.

Mr. Archer - Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Is there anyone here opposed to Case C-61C-
01? We have opposition. Thank you. We will get to you.

Mr. Householder - Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The subject property consists of one large L-
shaped property as seen here on the aerial, and then this one small triangular-shaped piece that is right
up here named Parcel B. The two parcels are separated by an undeveloped right of way, what was
originally known as Old Woodman Road. There is also an existing single-family home located on the
subject property and there are three homes to the west in this area (referring to slide, and then there is a
home to the east in this area (referring to slide). This area here is owned by the County around this
water tower, and then right here (referring to slide), this property is also owned by the County of
Henrico, and much of this area serves as parking for the Glen Allen Softball Complex. The applicant is
pursuing the purchase of a piece of land right in this area (referring to slide), from the County, and if
they do obtain it, this land would need to be rezoned if it was to be included as part of this development,
and | will get into that in a minute. The 2010 Land Use Plan does recommend Office for the subject
parcel. This request is not consistent with the recommendation, but because the Mountain Laurel
Townhouses are across the street here, in such close proximity to this request, staff feels that it is a
reasonable variation from the Land Use Plan recommendation.

The applicant has submitted two schematic plans. This one for as the property is without the 40 feet of
additional land purchased by the County, and as you see, this is Mountain Road here, and this is that
small triangular piece and this is most likely what the configuration would be, but this has not been
proffered in terms of the layout. This area is undeveloped in here because of environmental issues.
They have also submitted another layout, if they were to obtain the additional 40 feet, and as you can
see, this is where the additional land would be obtained possibly from the County, and it would allow
them to add these additional units to the request. As far as the subject request goes, without the 40
feet, they have proffered to develop no more than 63 units on this site, and they have also addressed
staff’'s concern by proffering an overall density of 7.2 units per acre. This would maintain the density
whether they had the 40 feet from the County or not. They have also proffered elements that would
assure quality development on this site, staff feels. These include brick foundations, no cantilevered
chimneys or closets, a commitment to provide restrictive covenants, sidewalks, parking lot lighting and a
residential scale impervious cover at 40%, not to exceed 40%, and a minimum of one acre of
recreational area. They have also proffered this layout in terms of the buffers, in Proffer No. 10, and
they have committed to provide a minimum of 10 feet of buffer around the perimeter of the site, and in
some instances, it is 20 feet, most notably this area long Mountain Road is shown as a 20-foot buffer in
this area.

Staff feels that this does address our concerns with buffering for this case. They have also added at
staff’s request Proffer No. 14, which was handed out to you this evening, which commits to obtaining the
fee simple ownership of this Old Woodman Road, and that is prior to any building permits, or occupancy
permits issued on this site. Overall, staff feels that the proposal for townhouses at this location is a
reasonable variation from the 2010 Plan, in that they have addressed staff’'s concerns with the quality of
the development in the original staff report. Therefore, staff does recommend approval of this request
and | will answer any questions that you may have.

Mr. Archer - Thank you, Mr. Householder. 1 will have some questions for the
applicant, Mr. Householder, but does the rest of the Commission have questions of Mr. Householder?
Thank you, sir. Would the applicant come forward, please.

Mr. Bob Atack - Mr. Chairman, and members of the Planning Commission, my name is
Bob Atack and I am the applicant before you this evening. Our zoning request has met with the County
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Planning staff's recommendation for approval, which is based on 13 proffered conditions. Mr.
Householder articulated those, | think, very well. | would allude to some, | think, that are most
important to insure quality and have as little impact on the area as possible. Those areas are that the
site will have an impervious cover area of no more than 40%. That is a very low ratio of site coverage
for a multifamily site. We will also have a recreation area of a minimum of one acre. Please take into
consideration this site is only approximately eight acres. It is a not a site in which we do have the
advantage to put in amenities that our company is quite accustomed to. We will also have sound
suppression between the walls of each of these homes, with a transmission co-efficient rating between
50 to 54. All utilities shall be underground with the exception of junction boxes, meters, pedestals,
transformers and existing overhead utility lines for technical and environmental reasons. As well, we
have proffered that we will not access Woodman Road as was suggested by the County. 1 will be glad to
answer any questions that you may have.

Mr. Archer - Thank you, Mr. Atack. If this zoning, Mr. Atack, would you develop this
yourself or would you transfer it to someone else?

Mr. Atack - Probably we would be the developer.

Mr. Archer - Have you met with the opposition? Are you aware what the opposition
is?

Mr.Atack - I hesitate only in that the opposition I have known for a lot of my life,

and so, sometimes it is questionable as to whether this is the opposition tonight or just my growing up
with some of them. But, so, what we did. We had a meeting with, as you folks may recall, the
townhouses that are directly across the street are Mountain Road and have been very active in the
residential impacts of this area. We met. We had a meeting and one of the directors, Michelle Faison,
who has spoken before this Board (sic) in the past, was the representative for that association and she
was quite satisfied with what we are proposing. Now, | will say in all due respect, some of the folks that
are here this evening are being impacted in a different manner in which those people’s concerns were.
But Ms. Faison was in attendance, also Mr. William Lane, who is one of the adjoining property owners
and has lived on the adjoining property for 16 years. He and his wife also were in favor of the case, and
I should say this. For the record, and | mentioned to these people that | would be stating this at this
public hearing that | was quoting them that they were in favor of this case, and in Mr. Lane’s situation,
he does have a swimming pool in the back of his yard. Though we did not proffer it, we are going to
meet with him and our landscape architect and look at putting some Leyland Cyprus and a visual barrier
between the back of our town homes and the corner of his property.

Mr. Archer - OK. Does anyone else have a question for Mr. Atack? All right. Thank
you, Sir.

Mr. Atack - Thank you.

Mr. Archer - Who would like to speak for the opposition? Come on up, sir.

Mr. George Miles - My name is George Miles and | live at 10517 Woodman Road. Could

someone get me to the plat?

Mr. Archer - Mr. Miles, before you go on, there were some folks in the center here
who were opposed. Are you all neighbors or are you from a different area?

Mr. Miles - Yes, we are.

Mr. Archer - You are all together then. OK. Thank you. Go ahead, sir.
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Mr. Miles - My property is right there (referring to slide). It is approximately 2.9
acres. There is five residents that live around this piece of property and all of us have approximately two
acres or more. They are all single-family homes. We are really concerned about the value of our
property. | have that acreage and | have a 4,000 square foot home on it. We are concerned with the
density. It is a whole lot more people per acre than we have around the area, and we were worried
about the traffic. We are kind of used to having yard lights instead of street lights, driveways instead of
parking lots. The traffic on Woodman Road is fierce in the morning and late afternoon coming off of 295
coming back out of the County Depot. Most of us have thought or built our homes around the way that
this neighborhood has evolved. Every piece of property there is a single-family home, and we are just
really concerned about the traffic. We have all of the townhouses across the street. It is a tremendous
amount of traffic for us, and we are really concerned about our privacy that we basically built around.

Mr.Archer - Mr. Miles, you know this Land Use Plan calls for Office at this location.
Between the two things, would you be opposed to Office if it were to develop that way?

Mr. Miles - Well, | believe the whole area is for office, everything from the creek to
the County. Is that right?

Mr. Archer - Lee, can you help me out with this?

Mr. Householder - It is mostly office, if you look at, if you are following this line (referring
to slide), so you go up...and extends on both sides of Woodman Road.

Mr. Miles - Well, we feel that basically our property value would be worth more to
us as office space than it would be to put these townhouses in.

Ms. Dwyer - Would your preference be single-family homes on this site?
Mr. Miles - Yes, it would be, as it is now.
Mr. Archer - But the intended acquisition of the piece of County property to add to

this, does that have any impact at all on how you feel about it?

Mr. Miles - On buying that piece of property? Well, you know, we all live in the
County. Who is going to vote on it?

Mr. Archer - Well, let me ask you this. Is there anyway that the applicant could
change this plan or reduce it in anyway that you think would be favorable to you and your neighbors?

Mr. Miles - Well, you know, the area all has single family homes, and that is kind of
what we would like to have in there. 1 don’t know if they can put them in there or not, but that is
basically how this whole neighborhood evolved, not just this piece of property, but the way everything
was developed there. So, that is kind of the way we built in that area. | built my home further to the
back of my property line because of Woodman Road, which is horrendous in the morning with traffic.

Mr. Archer - OK. Any further questions from anyone else? Thank you, sir. Does
anyone else care to speak? Come on up, ma’am.

Ms. Molly Archibeque - My name is Molly Archibeque and I live on Mountain Road east of his
property, and | definitely wouldn't want, can you put that picture up here? This one. With all of those
houses (referring to slide) being right next to me, my property runs pretty much. It is about, nearly two
acres, until the County took part of it for a road. It was two acres. So, | would not want all of those
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houses right next to me. That is where they would be (referring to slide). And, the traffic coming out of
there would be coming out on Mountain Road, and we already have town houses on the opposite side
where probably there are 100 over there that we have to contend with, and like George said, Mountain
Road is awful in the mornings. The traffic coming off of 295 going into Richmond or wherever. And, of
course, when | moved out there it was rural, and that is what | went out there for, because | liked the —
just by myself — just as anyone else did out there, so | would like for it to stay like it is if | could, but...

Mr. Archer - Well, Ms. Archibeque, let me ask you a question. Obviously, it won't
stay as it is.

Ms. Archibeque - That is right.

Mr. Archer - But, you know, | was thinking about this also, in terms of traffic, and if it

were to develop as office space...
Ms. Archibeque - Well, that would be much better.

Mr. Archer - It would appear to me, though, that there would probably be a heavier
concentration of traffic, at least twice a day, than it would be if it were developed as townhouses.

Ms. Archibeque - I don't think so.
Mr. Archer - I am just throwing that out as a...
Ms. Archibeque - Well, | don't really think so, but I still wouldn't have all of these houses

setting right next to my line.

Mr. Archer - All right. OK.

Mr. Jernigan - Ma’am, which lot is yours?

Ms. Archibeque - It is not there. Where is it?

Ms. Dwyer - Is it Lot 10?

Ms. Archibeque - Yes. Right there (referring to slide).

Mr. Jernigan - How many people are adjoining this property? How many homes are

adjoining this property?

Ms. Archibeque - My property?

Mr. Jernigan - The total property. How many adjoining homes are there?
Ms. Archibeque - Me? Is he talking about me?

Mr. Householder - He is talking in general.

Mr. Jernigan - Where are they?

Mr. Archer - They are mostly on Woodman.
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Mr. Householder - There is one here. We have an aerial and you can see the footprints on
that and get an idea of where the houses are.

Mr. Archer - OK. Any further questions from anyone?
Ms. Archibeque - I don't know what questions you are asking.
Mr. Archer - No. | was asking the Commission if they had questions for you. Thank

you, ma'am. Is there anyone else who would like to speak to this? Come on up.

Ms. Elaine Ramsey- Good evening. My name is Elaine Ramsey and | currently live in King
William County, but | own the property on Woodman Road that would adjoin the back of this property.
My concern is about a year ago | received a letter from Henrico County — | believe it was from the Corps
of Engineers where they were going to improve the property at Mountain and Woodman Road, so | got
on the phone and called, and | even came out to the County and asked exactly what they were planning
to do, and they explained to me that they were having a problem in that area with the sewage
underground right at Mountain and Woodman Road and that their plan was to have to go in there and
redo some of the construction they had done many years ago. | lived there myself 27 years ago, and it
was my first home. Also, when | came to the County | met with people in different departments to find
out exactly what they projected for that area because | do have a piece of property on Woodman at the
corner, and they told me it was projected for office space. And, also, on the back of our land that will
adjoin this property is a creek, and that was a little of our concern. If they are already having problems
with the sewage or with the water problems in that area, if they put in this multi-housing, where is the
runoff going to go? How is that going to be addressed if the County already has a problem with it? That
was my concern.

Mr. Archer - Yes, ma’am. Any questions for her before she takes a seat? Thank you,
ma’am. Anyone else. Mr. Atack, could we get you to come back up, please sir? Mr. Atack, you know, |
was not aware, and | don't know if you were or not, that we had this much opposition to this case, and,
in fact, |1 was hoping after the staff report, it could run through rather smoothly. Of course, you and Mr.
McFarlane and |1 and Mr. Householder met sometime ago, and we talked about what may come out of
this, and | really expected more opposition from the townhouse owners on the other side of the street.
Is there anyway that you can think of that you could address any of the concerns, maybe with a lesser
density pattern or any kind of buffering that might answer the concerns that you have heard here
tonight?

Mr. Atack - Mr. Archer, | think that, in fact | am not sure Ms. Ramsey opposed the
case. | think she was very concerned about drainage, and how it affected her house, and Mr. Miles’ is
absolutely the nicest house on Woodman Road as far as it goes in any direction, and he has a very
legitimate concern, and | appreciate that. It was a question asked as to how many home owners were
affected by this property. Mr. Miles is, so is Ms. Archibeque, Mr. Lane is as well, and does not have any
objection to this case. | am not sure if it would be important to cast the Ramsey question as to what
their position is. But, regardless, to answer your question, sir, this is an unusual piece of property just by
its shape. It does not allow very much. We have an exhibit before you next to Mr. Parker that shows
that what we have done is pulled the townhouses off or as far away from Mr. Miles’ house, because it
does, he has decided to put his home on the front portion of his property in the rear, and it is a lovely
home. | would say that we probably have in this area, as you can see, we have probably buffered this as
much as we possibly could. An interesting point is this. A question you asked is what would you like to
see done, Ms. Archibeque, and she said she’d like it to stay as woods, or business. Business, as a fact,
will generate more traffic. It generates peak traffic. Residential housing does not. Staff report shows
this will generate exactly 13 school-aged children. We are receptive to office or business zoning on the
property. | fear it would be an effort in futility for the townhouse residents across the street would find
this very annoying to them, and | think they would take a great stand against it. We are receptive to
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that, Mr. Archer, and | would be willing to defer to your preference. As | said, we did meet with those
other folks. | don’t know, and | think you begged the question as to what we could do to help soften the
impact for the adjoining property owners. | think it is a precarious property in that it is also affected by
the townhouses across the street. As far as economic values, the town homes we would build on here
would be a higher accessed value than the Ramsey residence, as well as it would be approximately 50%
higher value than the tax assessment of all of the townhouses across the street.

Mr. Archer - Thank you, Mr. Atack. In fact, that was why | did ask that question as
to whether or not you plan to develop it or somebody else would, because | am familiar with the quality
of your development. But to be honest with you, | did not expect to have this much opposition come out
tonight and | am not shocked by it, but | am somewhat surprised by it.

Mr. Atack - Sir, I usually plan for the worse and | am seldom surprised.

Mr. Archer - I guess | want to ask you, in terms of what other types of development
might go here, would you be willing to let all of us get together, sit down and talk about this, since you
indicate that you understand what their concerns are, and that maybe this could be developable as
something else other than town houses.

Mr. Atack - Absolutely, sir. If there was a desirability to use it as some type of
office, office/service, or mini-warehouse, those types of uses, economically, | think, that would be fine.
So, if you want to have a work session and have these residents, we will be glad to participate in that
open forum.

Mr. Archer - Well, my concern is that, as Ms. Archibeque said, it is not going to stay
there as nothing forever, and | really am concerned, as you just reiterated that office traffic would
probably be much heavier than it would be for townhouses, but we would have to be able to make folks
see what it is that we are talking about. So, if you don’t mind, | would prefer that you delay this and let
us have an opportunity to present exactly what could be here, and have a chance to discuss it with these
neighbors, if that is agreeable with them. Mr. Miles, OK? Would that be OK with you?

Mr. Miles - Absolutely, Mr. Archer.
Mr. Archer - What time would you think, 60 days or 30 days? Are you in a hurry?
Mr. Atack - Well, the property owner does have a sizeable investment and he would

like to expedite this transaction, but in fairness to coming to a resolve, this is an unusual situation in that
we have different property owners, with different motives, and the opposition, who | believe in my
personal and professional opinion might oppose a different use, would want to come to the table. But we
are receptive. Economically, actually, the property has a higher value if it is a use other than residential.
So, | would defer to you, Mr. Archer, if you want a 60-day deferral. That would be fine. | would beg to
question as to who is going to quarterback this meeting.

Mr. Archer - I will be glad to do it. Mr. Householder and I, am sure, could work
together on doing that, and I'd like that, so if you don’'t mind, and with the concurrence of these folks,
and with the holidays upon us as they are, perhaps it would be wiser to defer it until at least the St.
Valentine’s Day meeting, which | hope won’t turn out to be the St. Valentine’s Day Massacre, but | would
ask that you do that then. We will defer that for 60 days.

Mr. Atack - If you are asking me if | will pay the $100 deferral fee, yes, sir. | will be
happy to, and defer the case for 60 days.
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Mr. Archer - With that then, Mr. Atack, | will move for deferral until February 14,
2002, at the applicant’s request.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Second.

Mr. Archer - Motion by Archer and second by Mr. Vanarsdall to defer for 60 days until
the February 14, 2002 meeting. And Mr. Atack if you and Mr. Householder would coordinate a time when
we can get together, maybe sometime in mid to late January, and let's bring in some things that we can
show and some “what if's” and have a chance to discuss with these folks out here, if that is agreeable
with you all. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Atack.

Mr. Archer - All in favor say aye. All opposed say no. The motion passes.

At the applicant’s request, the Planning Commission deferred Case C-61C-01, Robert M. Atack, to
February 14, 2002.

Mr. Marlles - This next item is an introduction of an Ordinance Amendment to Amend
and Reordain Section 24-104 entiled “Signs” of the Code of the County of Henrico to regulate changeable
message signs. These are the electronic signs that you see flashing as you are driving down the street.
Currently, those signs can change as frequently as once every five seconds. There has been concern
about the frequency of some of those signs and how quickly they change. Staff is requesting that the
Commission initiate an Ordinance Amendment which would increase the length of time stipulated under
the Zoning Ordinance to a lesser frequency, so that sign will not change so fast.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Mr. Marlles, several years ago, five or six or four, we went through all of
this.

Mr. Marlles - Yes, sir.

Mr. Vanarsdall - That is how we were able to get Capitol Lincoln Mercury their sign. At

that time it was going to be the end of the world and we were going to have fender benders from people
reading the sign. | don’t believe we ever had the first one, and they have found out that the Fairgrounds
has had one forever, and Harvey Hinson, | believe, was riding in a car of six or seven people and said,
“How did you all like the new sign?” And they all said, “What sign?” So, | am just wondering what
happened. Didn’'t we change the Ordinance?

Mr. Marlles - We did at that time. Yes, sir, Mr. Vanarsdall. | think with experience we
are finding though that a change in messages once every five seconds is probably too fast.

Mr. Vanarsdall - This all came about by the request of GE Financial wanting a changeable
message sign on Broad Street.

Mr. Marlles - It wasn't just that request. Actually there was concern about the, sign at
the CVS Drug Store on Parham Road. We received some concern from a Board member regarding that
specific sign.

Mr. Vanarsdall - | saw that Christmas when | was in there.
Mr. Marlles - Excuse me?
Mr. Vanarsdall - I saw that sign Christmas when | was by there.
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Mr. Marlles - The resolution that | have passed out would initiate that Ordinance
Amendment which actually has been drafted, it would schedule a work session on December 19, and
advertise the amendment for public hearing on January 23. That is staff's recommendation.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Do you want a motion on that, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. Archer - Yes. Was | supposed to pass these out, Mr. Secretary?

Mr. Marlles - Yes.

Mr. Vanarsdall - I move that we do that on the December 19.

Mr. Jernigan - Second.

Mr. Marlles - The last paragraph gives the date.

Mr. Kaechele - Mr. Secretary, this resolution just starts the process.

Mr. Marlles - Yes, sir. It schedules a work session and public hearing.

Mr. Archer - We have a motion by Mr. Vanarsdall and a second by Mr. Jernigan. All in

favor of the motion say aye. All opposed say no. There is no opposition, so we will do it on the 19",

Mr. Archer - Mr. Secretary, is there a suggested time frame?

Mr. Marlles - Actually, for this?

Mr. Taylor - About 60 days.

Mr. Marlles - We have not looked at that.

Mr. Archer - Do you know what the timing is on the Fairgrounds?

Mr. Marlles - On that one | don't know.

Mr. Archer - Because | pass it everyday.

Mr. Taylor - Well, I think we spoke in terms of not less than five seconds on the
change.

Mr. Marlles - Currently there is a table in the existing ordinance that is based on the

speed and the size of the lettering on this sign. My guess is the message on the sign at RIR changes
every five seconds. | know the one on Parham Road at the CVS Pharmacy is five seconds.

Mr. Vanarsdall - I think that is what it was, and we the president of one of the companies
that was in on it and helped us a lot with it. | think that was what it is.

Mr. Taylor - | talked to Mr. Hinson today, and his concern was that the current sign
resolution allows for signs that appear to be flashing, and it just seems to turn very quickly. So, it would
seem to me that we want to give it enough time that somebody could read it and get the intelligence and
then have it disappear. | would guess that would be for Planning purposes, ten seconds.

Mr. Archer - That's 9.34, maybe.
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Mr. Vanarsdall - I thought we were going to have a work session on it.

Mr. Archer - What is the next item, Mr. Secretary?

Mr. Marlles - We have the minutes of November 15, 2001.

Mr. Archer - OK. Does anyone have any corrections to the minutes of November 15?
Ms. Dwyer - I have a few short ones, if you will bear with me. Page 6, line 188,

instead of “act”, it should be “and” and it does change the meaning of the sentence. Page 14, line 476,
instead of “effective”, it is “affected.” And then one last one, Page 34, line 1212, the word “minutes”
instead of the word “work session”.

Mr. Archer - OK. Anyone else?

Mr. Jernigan - I thought | had a problem, but I can’t believe that on page 20, line 711,
I thought what Isaid was “lI do feel this is a good plan for the distant future, but not for the immediate
future.” Now if | said short future. I mean as much as | practice it, it should come out right. It is page
20, line 711.

Mr. Archer - There is nothing worse than a short future. OK. If there are no more
corrections, would somebody move for approval of these minutes?

Ms. Dwyer - I move that the minutes be approved as corrected.
Mr. Taylor - Second.
Mr. Archer - Motion by Ms. Dwyer and second by Mr. Taylor. All in favor of the motion

say aye. All opposed say no. The minutes stand approved as corrected.

Is there another item, Mr. Secretary?

Mr. Marlles - No, sir.

Mr. Archer - I will entertain a motion for adjournment.

Mr. Dwyer - So moved.

Mr. Taylor - Second.

Mr. Archer - OK. Motion by Ms. Dwyer and second by Mr. Taylor. We are officially

adjourned at 9:58 p.m.

Chris W. Archer, C.P.C., Chairman

John R. Marlles, AICP, Secretary
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