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Minutes of the regular monthly meeting of the Planning Commission of the
County of Henrico held in the County Administration Building in the Government
Center at Parham and Hungary Spring Roads, beginning at 7:00 p.m. Thursday,
September 9, 2010. Display Notice having been published in the Richmond
Times-Dispatch on August 19, 2010 and August 26, 2010.

Members Present. Mr. Ernest B. Vanarsdall, C.P,C., Chairman (Brookland)
Mr. C. W. Archer, Vice Chairman C.P.C. (Fairfield)
Mr. Tommy Branin (Three Chopt)
Mrs. Bonnie-Leigh Jones (Tuckahoe)
Mr. R. Joseph Emerson, Jr., Director of Plarnriing, Secretary
Mr. David Kaechele, Board of Supervisors Representative

Member Absent: Mr. E. Ray Jernigan, C.P.C., (Varina)

Also Present: Ms. Jean Moore, Assistant Director of Planning
Mr. James P. Strauss, CLA, Principal Planner
Ms. Rosemary Deemer, County Planner
Mr. Livingston Lewis, County Planner
Mr. Roy Props, County Planner
Mr. Ben Blankinship, County Planner
Mr. Paul Gidley, County Planner
Mr. Mike Jennings, Traffic Engineer, Public Works
Ms. Kim Vann, County Planner
Ms. Sylvia Ray, Recording Secretary

Mr. David Kaechele, the Board of Supervisors’ representative, abstains on
all cases unless otherwise noted.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Good evening everyone and welcome to the Henrico
County Planning Commission, fellow Commissioners, and a special welcome to
Mr. Kaechele on the far left who is a member of the Board of Supervisors.

Mr. Kaechele - Glad to be here.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Now | would like for everyone to stand and Pledge
Aliegiance to the Flag.

Now we'll turn the meeting over to our secretary, Mr. Emerson.
Mr. Emerson - Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The first item on your

agenda tonight will the Requests for Withdrawals and Deferrals. Those will be
presented by Mr. Jim Strauss.
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Mr. Strauss - Good evening. There is one request for withdrawal
this evening and it's in the Three Chopt District on page one of the agenda. That
would be case C-4C-10, Reynolds Holding, LLC. This is a request to amend
proffered conditions accepted with the original zoning case, C-13C-07. The
applicant is requesting withdrawal. No action is required.

(Deferred from the March 11, 2010 Meeting)

C-4C-10 Andrew M. Condlin, Esq. for Reynolds Holdings,
LLC and Reynolds Crossing Property Owners Association, Inc.: Request to
amend proffered conditions accepted with Rezoning Case C-13C-07, on part of
Parcels 765-744-6557 and 767-744-6325, located at the eastern intersection of
Forest Avenue and Glenside Drive. The applicant proposes to amend Proffer 3
to allow one direct vehicular access from Glenside Drive to the site. The existing
zoning is B-2C and B-3C Business Districts (Conditional) and O-3C Office District
(Conditional). The Land Use Plan recommends Commercial Concentration and
Office. The site is in the Enterprise Zone.

Mr. Vanarsdali - Thank you.

Mr. Emerson - Mr. Chairman, that takes us to the next item, which
are requests for expedited items. Those will also be presented by Mr. Jim
Strauss.

Mr. Strauss - We have two requests for expedited approval this
evening. The first one is in the Brookland District, page two of the agenda. That
is case C-15C-10. This is Wistar Commons Condo Association. This is a request
to amend proffered conditions accepted with the original zoning case, C-11C-08.
The deletion of Proffer 3 related to screening of roof-mounted equipment is
proposed. The proffer was intended to provide screening of rooftop mechanical
equipment from Staples Mill Road. But since the mechanical equipment is not
visible from Staples Mill Road, staff feels deletion of this proffer would not
diminish the quality of this development. Staff is recommending approval. We are
not aware of any opposition.

C-15C-10 Brett Davis for Wistar Commons Condo Assoc.:
Request to amend proffered condition accepted with Rezoning Case C-11C-08,
on Parcel 772-752-0526, located approximately 445 feet east of Staples Mill
Road (U. S. Route 33), approximately 335 feet north of Wistar Road, and
approximately 230 feet west of Kimway Drive. The applicant proposes to delete
Proffer 3 related to screening of roof-mounted mechanical equipment. The
existing zoning is M-1C Light Industrial District (Conditional). The Land Use Plan
recommends Light Industry and Environmental Protection Area.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Anyone in the audience in opposition to C-15C-10,
Brett Davis for Wistar Commons Condo Association? No opposition. |
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recommend that C-15C-10, Brett Davis for Wistar Commons Condo Association,
be recommended to the Board of Supervisors for approval.

Mr. Branin - Second.

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

REASON: Acting on a motion by Mr. Vanarsdall seconded by
Mr. Branin, the Planning Commission voted 4-0 (one, absent, one abstention) to
recommend the Board of Supervisors grant the request because the changes do
not greatly reduce the original intended purpose of the proffers, and the proffers
continue to assure a quality form of development with maximum protection
afforded the adjacent properties.

Mr. Strauss - The next case requesting expedited approval this
evening is in the Varina District, page two of the agenda. This is P-10-10,
American Tower Corporation. This is a request to permit a height increase for
the existing tower to allow collision lighting. They're increasing the height from
190 feet to 1974 feet. The lighting is an FAA requirement. Staff is
recommending approval and we are not aware of any opposition. :

P-10-10 Bonnie Belair for American Tower Corp: Request
for a Provisional Use Permit under Sections 24-95(a)(3), 24-120 and 24-122.1 of
Chapter 24 of the County Code in order to increase the height of an existing
communications tower (P-1-97) and add obstruction lighting on part. of Parcel
857-713-7587 located approximately 500’ northwest of the intersection of E.
Williamsburg (U.S. Route 80) and White Oak Roads. The existing zoning is C-1
Conservation District. The Land Use Plan recommends Environmental
Protection Area.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Anyone in the audience in opposition to case P-10-10,
Bonnie Belair for American Tower Corporation? No opposition.

Mr. Archer - Mr. Chairman, | move that P-10-10, Bonnie Belair for
American Tower Corporation, be sent to the Board with a recommendation of
approval.

Mr. Branin - Second.

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

REASON: Acting on a motion by Mr. Vanarsdall seconded by
Mr. Branin, the Planning Commission voted 4-0 (one absent, one abstention) to
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recommend the Board of Supervisors grant the request because it would not be
expected to adversely affect public safety, health or general welfare.

Mr. Strauss - That completes the expedited agenda this evening.
Mr. Vanarsdall - Thank you, Mr. Strauss.
Mr. Emerson - Mr. Chairman, that takes us to the first item on you

agenda tonight, which is public hearing on zoning ordinance amendments. The
staff report will be presented by Mr. Ben Blankinship.

PUBLIC HEARING ON ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS: To Amend and
Reordain Section 24-3 Titled “Enumerated,” Section 24-30.2 Titled “Development
standards — Multifamily development,” Section 24-34 Titled “Development
standards,” Section 24-50.4 Titled “Required conditions,” Section 24-50.9 Titled
“Required conditions,” Section 24-50.14 Titled “Required conditions,” Section 24-
50.22 Titled “Development standards,” Section 24-50.33 Titled “Development
standards and use restrictions,” Section 24-57 Titled “Development standards
and conditions for permitted uses,” Section 24-61 Titled “Development standards
and conditions for permitted uses,” Section 24-65 Titled “Development standards
and conditions for permitted uses,” Section 24-69 Titled “Required conditions,”
and Section 24-79 Titled “Required conditions,” and to Add Sections 24-13.01,
24-13.5, 24-27 .1, 24-30.3, 24-37.2, 24-44, 24-53.1, 24-72.1, 24-75.1, and 24-
90.1 Each Titled “Development standards and conditions for permitted uses” to
the Code of the County of Henrico to Minimize the Impact of Refuse Container
Servicing on Adjacent Properties.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Good evening, Mr. Blankinship.

Mr. Blankinship - Good evening, Mr. Chairman, members of the Board.
Thank you, Mr. Secretary. | believe the title of this ordinance is actually longer
than my PowerPoint presentation.

Mr. Emerson - | wouldn't doubt it.

Mr. Blankinship - We held a work session the last week of June on this
subject; I'm sure you remember. The current regulations limit the hours during
which dumpsters or other refuse containers can be serviced in the B-1 and B-2
districts. They can't be serviced between midnight and six a.m. And in the B-3
District, if the dumpster is located within 250 feet of a Residence District then that
same restriction applies—it cannot be serviced between midnight and six a.m. In
any other zoning district, there are no regulations on the hours of servicing
dumpsters or refuse containers.

The Board of Supervisors recently revised the noise ordinance due to a court
case out of Virginia Beach. As they were going through that process, the subject
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came up of why don't we regulate the servicing of refuse containers the same
way in other districts that we do in B-1 and B-2. And so we were asked to
prepare the amendment that's before you tonight. Essentially, it would take the
same regulations that apply in B-3 and apply them in the O-3 and three Industrial
Districts. That is to say in those districts if the refuse container is within 250 feet
of an R District, it could not be serviced between midnight and six a.m. In all the
other zoning districts, except for UMU, it would just be a blanket provision as it is
in B-1 and B-2, any dumpster or refuse container in the district may not serviced
between midnight and six a.m.

And finally as we were going through this, we noticed that the language
regulating other aspects of refuse containers such as the screening and the
location of them was not consistent among all the different zoning districts. So
while we were going through this process, we made the language consistent
from one district to the next. The most significant of those changes is that in
some zoning districts now, according to the Code, landscape plantings are an
appropriate matter for screening dumpsters. Whereas, as you know from sitting
on the Planning Commission, we hardly ever approve that. We almost always
require an opaque fence or a wall. So we're just removing landscape plantings
from the Code so that everyone will know up front that they have to put in a wall
or an opaque fence. That really i\S all this is about.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Questions for Mr. Blankinship. | think | asked you this
question before. It's 250 feet as measured from the property line.

Mr. Blankinship - From the property line to the dumpster. If the
dumpster is within—well actually the zoning district boundary. If the dumpster is
within 250 feet of a Residential District then it would be effective. That again is
only in the O-3, B-3, and the Industrial District.

Mr. Vanarsdall - If the house, for example, is at the other end of the lot.
Mr. Blankinship - If the dumpster is within 250 of the zoning district.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Okay, thank you.

Mr. Branin - Mr. Blankinship, | have a question. When this came

before us before, | had asked you to review and look at the 250. Did you guys do
that?

Mr. Blankinship - We did. We had several conversations. | don’t know if
Mr. Emerson is going to have anything to add to this, but the 250 feet that has
been in the Code for years, with respect to the B-3 District, has, as far as we
know, served well. It's impossible to pick a magic number, but we didn’t really
see any need either to raise it or lower it.
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Mr. Branin - Okay. The second question | have is with the refuse
companies that are servicing dumpsters. When you guys started the process of
reviewing it, did we have any pushback at all from such companies?

Mr. Blankinship - Very little. We did notify them and some
representatives of that industry attended the Board of Supervisors’ work session,
the one on the noise ordinance. They did speak to the issue at that time, but |
think they understood the concerns. When we get complaints, we pass them right
along. Even though there's no law against it, we do get complaints about people
servicing dumpsters at five in the morning. And we do pass them along, through
our Department of Public Utilities, to the refuse people. They try to respond to
those complaints. So | think they were aware of the issue and not terribly
surprised to see it addressed.

Mr. Branin - Okay.

Mrs. Jones - | have a quick question. Would you just make sure
that | understand this correctly? The multifamily development and the phrasing of
the section here, it doesn’t include the provision that you find in other areas about
how the enclosure will screen the refuse containers from within and outside the
premises. Those phrases are used in a number of other sections. | wondered
why the phrasing was different here in multifamily and whether that does give
them the protection they need. Unless | have just missed the wording somehow.
This is 24-32(b).

Mr. Blankinship - Yes ma'am.

Mrs. Jones - Seeing as how multifamily, obviously, s
[uninteliigible].

Mr. Blankinship - The requirement in the Code now says that refuse
containers shall be located in an enclosed area conveniently accessible to all
residents. Enclosures shall be constructed of finished masonry materials with the
exception of gates and doors. | think the answer to your question is that those
requirements that were in the Code when we began this process, if we felt they
were adequate. We did not feel it needed changing.

Mrs. Jones - No need to change is what you're saying.
Mr. Blankinship - Yes ma’am.
Mrs. Jones - Okay. That phrasing was so evident elsewhere, |

wondered what the thought was not to have it there. Okay.

Mr. Kaechele - Question. The refuse collectors, do they use a lot of
these late-hour collections in the midnight timeframe?
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Mr. Blankinship - In the eleven years that I've been here, | have never
heard a complaint about late-night hours between say midnight and two in the
morning. It's usually the early-morning hours, the 4:30 to 5:00 timeframe.

Mr. Kaechele - But the same hours apply to school and churches and
other uses in a residential area.

Mr. Blankinship - Yes sir.
Mr. Kaechele - Is that any different from what it is now?
Mr. Blankinship - Well the difference is that now the hours of servicing

dumpsters is not regulated at all in those districts. It's only regulated now in B-1
and B-2, and in B-3 if the dumpster is within 250 feet.

Mr. Kaechele - Golf courses, churches, and schools.

Mr. Blankinship - If they're in the A-1 or a residential district, they're not
regulated at all now in terms of the hours of servicing the dumpster.

Mr. Kaechele - Will they be?

Mr. Blankinship - Yes sir. They like to get an early start in the summer.
Mr. Vanarsdall - You know what the answer is, don’t you. It's always a

new driver. He just didn't know.
Mr. Blankinship - Yes sir, I've heard that more than once.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Any other questions? This is a public hearing, Mr.
Petrini, would you like to speak?

Mr. Petrini - [Off microphone; inaudible.]

Mr. Blankinship - Mr. Petrini and his department were in on the
development of the draft.

Mrs. Jones - Happy to have this standardized.

Mr. Archer - So Mr. Blankinship, the main complaints that have
been coming have been for like 4:30 and 5:00 in the morning.

Mr. Blankinship - Yes sir.

Mr. Archer - Have you heard any at all for earlier than that?
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Mr. Blankinship - | couldn’t really say what the earliest is that I've heard.
Generally they are pretty close to daylight in midsummer, 5:30-ish.

Mr. Archer - | imagine that's going to take quite an adjustment for
some of these refuse companies. Their employees will literally have to change by
a couple of hours. That's quite a bit.

Mr. Vanarsdall - If there are no more questions, thank you very much,
Mr. Blankinship. Did you have anything else?

Mr. Emerson - No sir, | don't have anything to add. | believe Mr.
Blankinship covered everything. Yes ma'am, you need a recommendation on
this, on the ordinance.

Mrs. Jones - All right. 1 would like to move that the Zoning
Ordinance Amendment as presented here this evening be sent to the Board of
Supervisors for approval. I'm not going to read all of the Ordinance.

Mr. Emerson - “As presented” will suffice.

Mrs. Jones - As presented. | decided to leave it there.

Mr. Vanarsdall - That’s enough.

Mr. Branin - | second that.

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

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

Thank you, Ben.

Mr. Emerson - Mr. Chairman, that takes us to the next item on your
agenda, which is Resolution for SIA-01-10, Bacova Water Pumping Station and
Storage Site, Substantially in Accord with the Henrico County Comprehensive
Plan. The staff report will be presented by Ms. Rosemary Deemer.

RESOLUTION:

SIA-01-10 Bacova Drive Water Pumping Station and Storage
Site — Substantially in Accord with the County of Henrico Comprehensive Plan.
Mr. Vanarsdall - Good evening, Ms. Deemer.

Ms. Deemer - Good evening.
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At the request of the Department of Public Utilities, the Planning Department
conducted a Substantially in Accord Study to determine whether a proposed site
for a water pumping station and storage facility along Bacova Drive is
substantially in conformance with the County’s adopted Comprehensive Plan.

Located in the Three Chopt Magisterial District, the proposed site consists of a
single parcel generally bounded by Colonial Trail Elementary School to the north
and east, Bacova Drive to the west, and Interstate 64 to the south.

The site is zoned A-1 and the proposed water purnping station and storage site
are permitted by right. The 4.72-acre parcel exceeds the minimum 1-acre lot
requirement for county-owned water pumping stations and storage tanks and
would provide ample room to accommodate required yards and setbacks.

The subject property and surrounding area is recommended for Suburban Mixed-
Use development in the 2026 Comprehensive Plan. The provision of
infrastructure improvements, including water pumping and storage tank facilities,
are generally compatible and appropriate with this mixed land use
recommendation and is also consistent with several Goals, Objectives and
Policies of the 2026 Comprehensive Plan. Specifically in the Vision under
Infrastructure Service Provision and Growth Coordination the Plan recommends
closely coordinating development with plans for expansion of public services and
infrastructure, and Objective 1 of Infrastructure/Service Provision and Growth
Coordination, recommends identifying the need for new public services and
facilities based on projected growth in coordination with the Future Land Use
Map.

Through proper design, the proposed county water pumping station and storage
tank facility would be compatible with current and recommended land uses, meet
the increasing water supply demands of this growth area of the county and fulfill
the Goals, Objectives and Policies of the 2026 Comprehensive Plan. Staff
recommends the Planning Commission find the proposed Bacova Drive Water
Pumping Station and Storage Site facility substantially in accord with the Henrico
County 2026 Comprehensive Plan.

That concludes my presentation. I'd be happy to answer any questions you may
have.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Any questions for Ms. Deemer?

Mr. Branin - Have we begun the design of this station and will
there be any other use other than this pump station on this land?

Ms. Deemer - We have a preliminary site plan that | have put up on

the screen for you and | believe Mr. Petrini may be able to answer that question
for you.
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Mr. Vanarsdall - Good evening, Mr. Petrini.

Mr. Petrini - Good evening, Mr. Chairman, members of the
Commission. That is the extent of the design so far. We've done a survey of the
property to make sure there was nothing there that would prevent us from
designing it. The only function on this property will be the water pump station
and the two shown water tanks, one to be built and in use by 2016; the second
one for future demand.

Mr. Branin - When is the second one?

Mr. Petrini - Approximately 2030.

Mrs. Jones - How tall are these structures?

Mr. Petrini - Approximately 40 to 42 feet high. We keep them
specifically under 45 feet.

Mr. Branin - Mr. Petrini, this is the initial design and layout,
cotrect?

Mr. Petrini - Yes sir.

Mr. Branin - My only concern is not with the pump station being

here, but because there is a school so close, when the design is done that there
is proper fencing as a security and safety measure because of the school.

Mr. Petrini - Yes sir, that is our concern also and we will address
any concerns that may come up or any direction given by the Planning staff.

Mr. Kaechele - The tanks, are they flat tops or are they domed?

Mr. Petrini - | would call them slightly domed. They're not flat, but
they're not a ball. They're kind of a slightly arched dome. That's the way our
tarks have been recently. Shady Grove would be an example of that, the two
tanks at Shady Grove.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Any more questions?

Mr. Branin - | apologize if you said this. When will this start?
When do you guys look to start coming out of the ground on this?

Mr. Petrini - Start in the ground around 2013 and be in operation
in 2016.
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Mr. Branin - This is the only use for the land, correct?

Mr. Petrini - Correct.
Mr. Kaechele - Will they be fed by the line in Bacova Drive now?
Mr. Petrini - No sir. There would be a new line extended from

Pouncey Tract Road to this site.

Mr. Branin - Is that part of the line that came across when they did
the upgrade down Pouncey Tract?

Mr. Petrini - It would be attached to that line, yes sir.

Mr. Branin - Do you know if there’s a line coming toward Gayton,
across that bridge?

Mr. Petrini - Yes sir. There is a water line that is going to be
extended along North Gayton.

Mr. Branin - Will this feed into that as well?

Mr. Petrini - This system that you see in front of you will feed into

the entire system of everything west of Pouncey Tract, which would include that
line.

Mr. Branin - | don't think | can come up with any more questions.
Mr. Vanarsdall - All right. Any more questions for Mr. Petrini? Thank
you. We don’t have any more speakers for the public hearing.

Mr. Branin - We have to take action on this?

Mr. Emerson - Yes sir, Mr. Branin.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Do we have to read it into the record, Mr. Secretary?
Mr. Emerson - | can read it into the record and then a motion.

Mr. Branin - If you read it, I'll make the motion.

Mr. Emerson - I'll do that. This is SIA-01-10, Bacova Drive Water

Pumping Station and Storage Site, Substantially In Accord with the
Comprehensive Plan. Whereas, Section 15.2-2232 of the Code of Virginia
requires the Planning Commission to review and to consider whether the general
or approximate location, character, and extent of major public facilities are
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substantially in accord with the County’s Comprehensive Plan; and whereas, the
Planning Commission has reviewed the proposed Bacova Drive Water Pumping
Station and Storage Site for conformance with the County's 2026
Comprehensive Plan; and whereas, a report dated September 2, 2010,
presented by Planning staff to the Planning Commission found the proposed use
would not be in conflict with or a significant departure from the adopted plan; and
whereas, the Planning Commission has reviewed the staff recommendations and
finds the proposed Bacova Drive Water Pumping Station and Storage Site will
further the Goals, Objectives, and Policies of the Comprehensive Plan that
identify the need for new public services and facilities based on projected and
planned growth in accordance with the 2026 Future Land Use map; and
whereas, the Planning Commission finds the proposed use of this site for the
Bacova Drive Water Pumping Station and Storage Site would be compatible with
adjacent developments and existing and future residential developments in the
larger vicinity. Now, therefore, be it resolved the Henrico County Planning
Commission find the proposed Bacova Drive Water Pumping Station and
Storage Site substantially in accord with the County’s Comprehensive Plan.

Mr. Kaechele - Excuse me Mr. Chairman, Mr. Secretary, does this
come before the Board as well?

Mr. Emerson - Yes sir, it will come before the Board next month.

Mr. Kaechele - Okay. So I'll abstain.

Mr. Brarin - I'd like to move that SIA-01-10 as stated by the

secretary move forward to the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation of
approval.

Mrs. Jones - Second.

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

Mr. Emerson - Mr. Chairman, that takes us to the next item on your
agenda, which is a brief discussion item to schedule a work session after your
September 22, 2010 meeting—that it is a morning meeting—to review some
questions that were recently raised regarding permitted automobile repair uses in
the B districts and also any potential Code amendments or changes. | know the
Commission has some questions and would like to discuss items that may come
to your mind in regards to the Code. That is the purpose of this work session. |
would suggest that you plan on doing this directly after your meeting and possibly
reconvene in the large conference room of the Planning Department upstairs
after the meeting. I'm not sure right now how many items are on your September
22" agenda. | did look at the preliminary earlier this week. The majority of items
on that agenda are TO;As, but 1 can’t tell you exactly what time we actually would
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adjourn the meeting. | would just recommend that you plan on doing this
immediately after the meeting. That is probably the best way to address it.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Anybody have an objection to that? All right, I'll
entertain a motion.

Mr. Branin - | move.

Mr. Archer - Second.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Motion by Mr. Branin, seconded by Mr. Archer. All in

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

Mr. Emerson - Mr. Chairman, that takes us to the next item on you
agenda, which is a presentation from the Richmond Association of Realtors.
There are two items: "Examining the Impact of Mixed Use/Mixed Housing
Developments in the Richmond Region” and “Sustainable Communities Building
for the Future.” These will be presented by Elizabeth Greenfield, who is the
director of Government Affairs and Member Services for the Richmond
Association of Realtors.

Ms. Greenfield - Thank you.
Mr. Vanarsdall - Good evening, Ms. Greenfield, nice to have you here.
Ms. Greenfield - Thank you. Glad to be here. Let me start off by saying

that these two presentations I'm going to present to you tonight were
commissioned by the Partnership for Housing Affordability. The Partnership is a
501(c)(3) Non-Profit that the Richmond Association manages. Laura Lafayette,
our CEO of the Association, kind of wears dual hats and also serves as the
executive director for the Partnership for Housing Affordability.

A little interesting note about the Partnership is that the Partnership’s Board
consists of non-profits, for-profits, and local government county officials. We are
fortunate to have four of our Board members from Henrico, Hanover,
Chesterfield, and Richmond from either the Community Development or Planning
Departments, one of which is Mark Strickler from Henrico. So it's a very dynamic
mixed group of people on the Board that we're really proud of its
accomplishments.

What I'm here to talk to you today about is, just as the title says—please bear
with me. | normally speak off the cuff, not PowerPoint, so if | get ahead or forget
to flip the screen, please let me know. I'm here to talk to you today about the
impact of mixed use and mixed income developments in the region. What we are
looking at here is kind of a little bit of information to give you some cover. | can
speak firsthand from some of the meetings I've been in where any time a local

September 9, 2010 13 Ptanning Commission



577
578
579
580
581
582
583
584
585
586
587
588
589
590
591
592
593
594
595
596
597
598
599
600
601
602
603
604
605
606
607
608
609
610
611
612
613
614
615
616
617
618
619
620
621

government may be looking at something new or new development that may
bring in some multifamily, you tend to get those that come out and say | don't
want this multifamily or this mixed-use development in my area. So this report
kind of serves as a little bit of cover to show you that the impacts of mixed use
and mixed income housing developments on nearby neighborhoods is actually
positive, kind of the opposite of what we normally hear from what we call the
“NIMBYs”. | take that directly from our CEO. So sorry if | offend anybody with
that word.

Mr. Vanarsdall - We use it all the time, ma’am.

Ms. Greenfield - And also what we hope to accomplish with this report
is to kind of encourage local jurisdictions as they plan forward for growth and
development to look at this type of mixed-use, mixed-income development.

The next slide is something that you already know; the slide kind of speaks for
itself. It's to just kind of give you a brief recap of where housing prices have been
in the area. Obviously we saw quite an increase or skyrocket during our boom
times and now we'’re beginning to see housing prices decrease. That's an
interesting point about the Partnership for Housing Affordability. When we first
began this endeavor, the purpose was to raise awareness and advocate for
affordable housing. Obviously the market has taken care of the affordable
housing needs, so now we're kind of turning our shift to focus on how regions
grow and develop and sustain.

We selected—when | say “we,” the Board of the Partnership, as well as George
Mason University that put together this study—eleven study sites throughout
Chesterfield, Hanover, Richmond, and Henrico. Two of those sites you'll see
included in the study are Meredith Creek and Charles Glen. The data methods
and sources that we looked at were home prices on single-family homes that we
pulled from our Central Virginia Regional Multiple Listing Service. We looked at
property assessment data, which came directly from the localities. So the
assessment data you're seeing here came from Henrico. And we also look at
incidences of crime from county and city police departments. That crime data
was also provided to us by the County.

This will pull together as we get further into the slides, but the impact areas, the
geographic areas that surround the study sites that we believe there could be the
most potential impacts from mixed use and mixed income development. These
impact areas were defined in previous literature, discussion with our Partnership
Board members, or site visits by project staff. You'll see the data and methods
and impact areas that we looked at in Henrico County meaning the mixed-use
development was here and then we looked at single-family homes that were a
quarter mile away or a haif mile away.
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Again, what we were looking for in the data that we were pulling together was to
look and see what the effect of mixed use or multifamily developments had on
the surrounding single-family development. We looked at single-family
developments pre-mixed-income developments and then looked at the data after
the development was finished.

One of the things that we wanted to accomplish and we did was—and | bring this
up because it was questioned by a Board member—your data shows that
housing prices increased, but did they increase because we experienced a boom
during some of the times that we were looking at this data. But what the reports
show is that while housing values and assessments may have increased in the
County, they generally increased a little bit higher around the data sites that we
reviewed. So that was positive to show that we're still a little bit ahead of the
County curve there.

So I'm going to bring you to the first development that was previewed in the
report and this is Charles Glen. Charles Glen Redevelopment Project involved
the construction and renovation of single-family townhouse and apartment units.
The overall development includes 236 new single-family homes, 256 new rental
townhouses, and 298 renovated apartment units. So you can see here, based on
the kind of pre- and post-look at the development that home prices and
assessments increased once the development came into the area, the mixed
use, and crime decreased. Again, kind of the opposite of what we tend to hear
from people when they think about muitifamily or mixed use.

The second data site was the Townes at Meredith Creek, which is a 116-unit
townhouse development. Ninety-eight units were built in 2003 and the remaining
eighteen were completed in 2006. Again, we're seeing the same trend where the
housing prices and assessments in the single-family areas increased once this

- development occurred and crime numbers decreased.

So the policy implications: We're here today, the realtors, to present this to you
as kind of a tool to service and cover when you hear some negative comments
regarding this type of development, but also to encourage you as a Planning
Commission in a county to look at these types of mixed-use denser
developments as you move forward in your growth patterns.

That brings me to the second report, which focuses a bit more on sustainable
communities and not so much data, as | tried to run through in this previous
report. This sustainable communities report was put together by the Southemn
Environmental Law Center.

What this data shows is that there is a new kind of approach to development.
There's kind of a new momentum for mixed-use denser development. We're
seeing market changes that may be associated with many of these changes—
rising gas prices, alternative to driving, environmental benefits. All these factors,
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as well as changing demographics in terms of households. We have the baby
boomers who are tending to want to downsize and maybe move into a
community where they can walk to their grocery store or their dry cleaners. Same
with Generation Y, the younger generation. The types of housing patterns that
these Generation Y persons are going towards are a denser, walkable
community.

The last kind of major driving alternative is transportation. Sprawling
developments have lead to a dependency on the automobile. And just a quick
point that's not in the slideshow presentation, but just to read for you a bit from
the full report, the U. S. Department of Agriculture estimates that 58,000 acres
were developed in the region between 1992 and 1997, an area over 1.5 times
the size of the City of Richmond, more land that was developed in either
Northern Virginia or Hampton Roads. If land continues to be developed at that
rate, more land will be developed in the next 20 years than in the previous 400
years. So just to give you a basic idea of how we as a region in the past few
years kind of during our boom sprawled. I'm sorry?

Mr. Branin - Richmond has the highest driving rate of any major
metro area in Virginia?

Ms. Greenfield - That's [unintelligible]. I'm going to leave the full
reports for you and the data backs it up. I'm not a land-use planner; I'm not a
VDOT transportation analyst, but | draw that conclusion because of how we'’re
sprawled and we're developed outwards versus inwards.

Mr. Branin - I'm sorry for interrupting you.
Ms. Greenfield - That's okay. I'm happy to answer your questions.
Mr. Branin - | spend a lot of time in Northern Virginia and | know

they have mass transit up there with trains, buses, and that's great, going to D.C.
Their road system is denser than ours and they have a larger traffic problem than
ours. So | have a real hard time getting my arms around that one.

Ms. Greenfield - Okay. If you like as a side note, I'd be happy to kind of
walk through that area of the data with you later so as not to hold up the
presentation. It would take a moment for me to flip through the full book.

Mr. Branin - I'll see you afterwards.
Ms. Greenfield - Okay.
Mr. Kaechele - Well, the driving rate, that means the percentage of

people that drive to work is higher than any other while the distance may be
shorter.
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Ms. Greenfield - Yes.

Mr. Branin - Or is it based on a per capita and it's a larger—go
ahead.

Ms. Greenfield - Without having that page in front of me, | don’t want to
misspeak.

Mr. Branin - " That's fine.

Ms. Greenfield - The next kind of slide here brings us to what

sprawling development means to local government and its constituents, the fiscal
and economic impacts of sprawling development. We see that we have higher
infrastructure costs and service costs, the cost to taxpayers to service new
developments or infrastructure already built and may be under used. The more
developments have, the more schools, roads, police, firefighters, etcetera, that
you need. Not to mention the lack of affordable housing that tends to be in
sprawling developments. You see larger lot sizes and not as much dense kind of
different housing prices within these regions.

So here’s a little quote that—

Mr. Vanarsdall - Just a minute.

Ms. Greenfield - I’'m sorry?

Mr. Vanarsdall - Go back to that infrastructure under used.

Ms. Greenfield - That tends to be where say in—this report also in a

much larger aspect looks at infill and revitalization. That is thinking along the
lines of maybe an area that was built up and maybe needs some revitalization or
needs some infill and maybe people have kind of moved out of it and you have
some existing services that aren't being utilized. Does that answer your
guestion? Okay.

So here's a quote here about the market changes. Energy prices and road
congestion accelerate the move back into metropolitan interiors and more people
crave greater convenience in their lives. They want to live closer to work and
shopping without the hassle of car dependence. One of the nice things about
being here in Henrico and presenting this is that Henrico has clearly moved
towards this type of mixed-use denser development. I've sat down with many of
your Board members and heard about different projects coming down the pike.
So Henrico is kind of already moving towards this movement. But again, part of
my reason here is the question again is not whether we’re going to grow, it's how
we're going to grow. As you move towards the future and you're looking at new
developments or approving new developments and new development patterns,
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the demographics show that the big McMansion is no longer the popular method
of home. People do want something a little denser. As you move forward, you
want to think about walkable communities, mixed use, mixed income, pedestrian
friendly so that you can have all aspects of housing in one area, but then you're
having less infrastructure costs and less people on the road and less driving and
maybe we won’t look like Northern Virginia in a couple of years.

What's the benefit for everyone in sustainable communities? Much of what |
covered before—shorter commute times, cleaner air and water, more active
lifestyles. Maybe if you have a dense community, you have less people
depending on their car, they're walking or biking to where they want to live or
work. It's just a higher quality of life overall.

Budget and taxpayer relief is another kind of reason to head towards this type of
new development. Costs to operate and maintain infrastructure sprawl may be
higher due to the large amount of [unintelligible].

So there are many kind of incentives for everyone, whether it's the local
governments or the constituents to kind of move towards this new type of
development. Not to mention economic competitiveness. One of the reasons a
business may want to move here is that their workforce can live and work in the
area and it has quality housing stock to live in. We reference Charlotte and
Arlington here, some other localities in our region that have taken advantage of
this new mixed-development.

So | leave you with what can local governments do as you move forward. Much
of what I've mentioned before is encourage infill and revitalization, promote
alternatives for new development. The presentation kind of speaks for itself.
What we’re encouraging here is as you move forward, try to look at denser
housing options where more people can live together and not be so car
dependent and sprawling and we won’t have these transportation figures that we
have in here.

That is what | close with. | know I'm trying to run through a lot of data in a short
period of time, not to mention | also speak very fast. I'm happy to entertain any
questions and specifically the transportation one.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Really and truly the public sets the pace, the public
controls the market. One thing I've never understood is how can you prevent the
leapfrog effect they usually speak of?

Ms. Greenfield - The leapfrog effect? I'm not a planner, but | would
say smaller lot sizes, having zoning that allows for smaller homes, denser
developments, that would encourage development to be closer together and
people not to leapfrog. But | can't speak as an expert planner, so.
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Mr. Vanarsdall - I'm thinking about up near Powhatan. That big
shopping center—

Ms. Greenfield - Westchester Commons?
Mr. Vanarsdall - —was proposed before the downturn.
- Ms. Greenfield - Right.
Mr. Vanarsdall - | can’t think of the word.
Mr. Emerson - | think that's what you're looking for, when the

development moves.

Mr. Vanarsdall - That's not the term; | just can't think of it. How do you
keep that from happening?

Ms. Greenfield - Keep people from moving further out?

Mr. Vanarsdall - All the way to the Goochland line, building from The
Pump all the way out to that. How can you keep people from going beyond
there? That's what causes the miles and the crisscross all over.

Ms. Greenfield - | understand what you're saying. Again, if | was a
planner, I'd probably have some brilliant ideas. But | would say that people are
moving further out and sprawling because of the house choices. People want
more land, larger lot homes. But what this report kind of backtracks and shows is
the changing age demographics with Gen Y’s and baby boomers aren't looking
for that larger lot size.

Mr. Vanarsdall - | think if we built on what we have out there.
Ms. Greenfield - Right. Like in infill and revitalization.
Mr. Emerson - Mr. Chairman, | think you've addressed many of these

items with your 2026 Comprehensive Plan. You do have smaller lot sizes.
Henrico accommodates the second largest conglomeration of apartments in the
region besides the City. You recently recommended to the Board a 1351-acre
amendment to the Comprehensive Plan for the Greater Innsbrook Area. You do
encourage infill. You have TND ordinances under development. You have Urban
Mixed Uses. You're probably more proactive in this category than any other
locality in the region at this point.

Ms. Greenfield - | think we would agree with you.
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Mr. Emerson - | think we've addressed many of these. | question
some of the data and in your first presentation | question the choices that you
made, but those are for discussion for another day. Meredith Creek and Charles
Gien, | think those speak for themselves to a certain extent because Meredith
Creek is a relatively upper-end townhome development. It went into an area
where it naturally pulled price points up because it sold at a higher price point.
Probably the crime statistics went down because the population went up. | see
Charles Glen very similar. That was a redevelopment project, so | don’t know the
correlations made with the data necessarily connect.

Ms. Greenfield - As | mentioned, the data sites were selected by a
Henrico County staff member, who had input in selecting the data sites. Several
sites were reviewed by the staff from George Mason, as well as our Partnership
Board members. But the sites that were chosen were recommended from the
County.

Mr. Emerson - | dont know that they were reviewed with the
Planning Department, | guess would be my comment.

Ms. Greenfield - Okay. | understand that. | just wanted you to know
that we didn’t pick them blindly. | thank you for the opportunity to present this. As
Mr. Emerson said, | think Henrico is very well beyond the curve here. | see if for
myself and the various different developments and the different zoning policies
that you have. This is more of something to continue to encourage you to look at
this type of development and maybe not be—which clearly the County is not.
Some are afraid of going into a more mixed-use denser development. So we're
just trying to encourage as we grow—

Mr. Branin - Ms. Greenfield, where do you live?

Ms. Greenfield - | live in the city, but | did live in Henrico during
college.

Mr. Branin - I’'m sure your data is probably sound in some fashion,

but | don’t know if you were just here to inform us—
Ms. Greenfield - Yes.

Mr. Branin - —or enlighten us. If you look at Henrico County’s
track record, speaking for both Mr. Vanarsdall's district and my district, we have
some of the first UMUs approved. We have them underway. If you looked into
the Innsbrook Study at all, you would know that we're looking at and encouraging
mass transit from within.

Ms. Greenfield - Right.
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Mr. Branin - And we, as a county, extended that area to take up
more land and be more inclusive to provide a better area for innsbrook than what
is currently there. So | appreciate you coming, but—

Ms. Greenfield - I'm here nothing more than just to share our data and
share what we have found. When | say “we,” the Partnership and our work with
George Mason. I'm really just here to say this is some great information and we
want to share it with you.

Mr. Branin - Well thank you.
Ms. Greenfield - You're welcome.
Mr. Vanarsdall - We needed to hear what you had to say and we

appreciate it. As Mr. Emerson and Mr. Branin said, we have kind of prepared
ourselves [unintelligible].

Ms. Greenfield - Well thank you. And as | mentioned, | have the full
reports here that | will leave for you so you can see more of the data and
methodology, specifically where the data came from and the  sustainable
communities report from the Southern Environmental Law Center.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Any more questions?

Ms. Greenfield - Thank you.

Mr. Archer - Thank you, Ms. Greenfield.

Mr. Emerson - Mr. Chairman, that takes us to the next iterh on youl

agenda, which is at the top of page three, and that’s the approval of the minutes
from the Planning Commission meeting of August 12, 2010.

Mr. Vanarsdall - All right.

Mrs. Jones - Mr. Chairman, | just have a couple of things, none of
which, except one or two, are all that substantive, but I'll mention them for
consideration if people want to change the minutes. On the first page on line 25,
it's, “there are no deferrals this evening.” On page eight, that blank, | guess, is—
Mr. Jernigan isn't here to fill that in, so we’ll leave that blank. On page 13, line
532, “Mr. Diradour, may | address you for just one moment on that.” And on
page 186, line 686, “| was told it was big enough to put another house on it.” Page
17, line 721, “they didn’t feel like pursuing all this stuff.” My comment on that
same page, line 745, is “should have come through the subdivision process.”
And on page 20, Mr. Vanarsdall, | don’'t know whether this comment is accurate
or not; you may have to tell me; it's your comment. | think what you said was in
line 863, “because two wrongs don’t make a right.”
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Mr. Vanarsdall - | thought | changed it, two rights don’t—wait a minute.
Mrs. Jones - | will leave that line up to you.
Mr. Vanarsdall - | don't know what | said. Two wrongs don’t make a

right. | don't know.

Mrs. Jones - Okay.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Anybody else? | need a motion.

Mrs. Jones - | move they be accepted as corrected.

Mr. Archer - Second.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Motion by Mrs. Jones, seconded by Mr. Archer. All in

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

Anyone else have anything? Mr. Secretary?

Mr. Emerson - No sir, that is all staff has for the Commission this
evening.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Mrs. Jones?

Mrs. Jones - No sir.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Mr. Branin?

Mr. Branin - No sir.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Since there is no more business to conduct, we will
adjourn.

Mrs. Jones - ‘I move we adjourn.

Mr. Archer - Second.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Motion by Mrs. Jones, second by Mr. Branin. All in

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

The meeting adjourned at 7:55 p.m.
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