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Minutes of the regular monthly meeting of the Planning Commission of Henrico County,
held in the County Administration Building in the Government Center at Parham and
Hungary Spring Roads beginning at 9:00 a.m. Wednesday, February 24, 2010.

Members Present. Mr. Emest B. Vanarsdall, C.P.C., Chairman {Brookland)
Mr. C. W. Archer, C.P.C. Vice-Chairman (Fairfield)
Mrs. Bonnie-Leigh Jones, (Tuckahoe)
Mr. E. Ray Jemigan, C.P.C., (Varina)
Mr. Tommy Branin (Three Chopt}
Mr. R. Joseph Emerson, Jr., Director of Planning, Secretary
Mr. David A, Kaechele (Three Chopt)
Board of Supervisors Representative

Others Present; Mr. David D. O'Kelly, Assistant Director of Planning
Ms. Leslie A. News, CLA, Principal Planner
Mr. Kevin D. Wilhite, C.P.C., AICP, County Planner
Mr. Michael F. Kennedy, County Planner
Ms. Christina L. Goggin, AICP, County Planner
Mr. Tony Greulich, C.P.C., County Planner
Mr. Matt Ward, County Planner
Mr. Gregory Garrison, County Planner
Mr. Lee Pambid, C.P.C., County Planner
Ms. Aimee Berndt, County Planner
Mr. Tommy Catlett, Assistant Traffic Engineer
Mr. Robert Peterman, GIS Technician
Ms. Kim Vann, Henrico Police
Ms. Holly Zinn, Recording Secretary

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

Mr. Vanarsdall - Good morning, everybody. Welcome to ancther Henrico
County Planning Commission meeting. Glad to see you here this morning. Good
moming, fellow Commissioners. Good morning, Mr. Secretary. | want to give a special
welcome to Mr. Kaechele over on the end who is a member of the Board of Supervisors
and immediate past chairman.

Mr. Kaechele - Thank you.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Mr. Kaecheie is sitting with us this year and keeping us
straight.

Mr. Kaechele - Yes, right.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Welcome to the staff over there. With that, I'd like for

everyone to stand and Pledge Allegiance to our Flag.
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Thank you very much. | have one announcement, Mr, Secretary, before we start. We
have a brand new—let's see, not a brand new grandmother, but Mrs. Jones' daughter
just had a little girl.

Mrs. Jones - Thank you for sharing.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Although she doesn't look old enough to be a grandmother,
she is,

Mrs. Jones - Silver-tongued devil. Thank you.

Mr. Vanarsdall - 1l now turn the meeting over to our secretary and Director of

Planning, Mr. Emerson.

Mr, Emerson - Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The first item on your agenda
today is the Requests for Deferrais and Withdrawals. Those will be presented by Ms.
Leslie News.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Good morming, Ms. News.

Ms. News - Good morning, Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission.
We have two requests for deferrals this moming on your agenda. The first is found on
page nine and is located in the Fairfield District. This is POD-06-10, St Joseph's Villa —
Site Infrastructure improvements. The applicant is requesting a deferral to the April 28,
2010 meeting.

PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT

POD-06-10 Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. for St. Joseph's Villa
POD2Z2010-00012 and St. Joseph's Academy and Orphanage: Request for
St. Joseph's Villa ~ Site approval of a plan of development, as required by Chapter
infrastructure 24, Section 24-106 of the Henrico County Code, o
Improvements — 8000 upgrade site infrastructure, including a new entrance and
Brook Road (U.S. Route  turn lane on E. Parham Road and revisions to interior
1) roadways, parking areas, utility infrastructure, walkways,

tighting, and landscaping. The 66.4-acre site is located at
the southwestern corner of Brook Road (U.S. Route 1) and
E. Parham Road, on parcels 783-755-8038, 783-756-
7324, and 784-754-2438. The zoning is R-5, Generai
Residential District, O-1, Office District, and 0-2C, Office
District (Conditional). County water and sewer. {Fairfield}

Mr. Vanarsdall - Anyone in the audience in opposition to the deferral of POD-
06-107 No opposition.
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Mr. Archer - Mr. Chairman, with that | will move for deferral of POD-06-
10, St. Joseph’s Villa — Site Infrastructure Improvements, to the April 28, 2010, meeting
at the applicants’ request.

Mr. Jernigan - Second.

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

At the request of the applicant, the Planning Commission deferred POD-06-10, St.
Joseph’s Villa — Site Infrastructure Improvements, to its April 28, 2010 meeting.

Ms. News - The next item is found on page 11 of your agenda and is
located in the Three Chopt District. This is POD-41-07, Pouncey Place Phase 1. The
applicant has requested a deferral to the March 24, 2010 meeting.

PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT AND MASTER PLAN
(Deferred from the January 27, 2010 meeting)

POD-41-07 Bay Design Group, P.C. for Pouncey Place, LLC:
POD2007-00101 Request for appraval of a plan of development and master
Pouncey Place, Phase | = plan, as required by Chapter 24, Section 24-106 of the
Pouncey Tract Rd. and Henrico County Code, fo construct a shopping center with
Twin Hickory Lake Dr. Phase 1 consisting of 3 one-story retail buildings totaling
{POD-57-86 Rev.) 32,500 square feet and a future phase consisting of 2 one-

story retail buildings totaling 57,200 square feet. The 9.89-
acre site is located on the southeast corner of Pouncey
Tract Road (State Route 271) and Twin Hickory Lake
Drive on parcel 740-765-2150 and part of parcel 740-765-
7333. The zoning is B-2C, Business District {Conditional),
A-1, Agricultural District, and WBSO, West Broad Street
Overlay District. County water and sewer. (Three Chopt)

Mr. Vanarsdall - Anyone in the audience in opposition to the deferment of
POD-41-07, Pouncey Place, Phase 17 No opposition, Mr. Branin.

Mr. Branin - Mr. Chairman, I'd like to move that POD-41-07, Pouncey
Place, Phase 1, be deferred to the March 24, 2010 meeting per the applicant’'s request.
Mrs. Jones - Second,

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

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

At the request of the applicant, the Planning Commission deferred POD-41-07, Pouncey
Place, Phase 1, to its March 24, 2010 meeting.
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Ms. News - Staff is not aware of any further deferrals.

Mr. Emerson - Mr. Chairman, if the Commission does not have any
deferrals to add to that list, the next items on your agenda are the expedited items, and
those will also be presented by Ms. Leslie News.

Ms. News - Sir, we have one item on our expedited agenda this morning.
It is found on page 3 of your agenda and is located in the Three Chopt District. This is a
transfer of approval for POD-47-85 (formerly POD-107-84 revised), Copper Mili
Apartments. There is an addendum item on page 1 of the addendum that updates that
POD number to 47-85. Staff recommends approval.

TRANSFER OF APPROVAL
PQD-47-85 John McKee for Birchmont JRK Partners Ill, LLC:
PCD2009-00213 Request for transfer of approval as required by Chapter

Copper Mill Apartments — 24, Section 24-106 of the Henrico County Code from U.S.

3400 Coppermill Trace Shelter Corporation, Copper Mil Limited Partnership,

{POD-107-84 Rev.) Century Properties Growth Fund XXII, and Copper Mill
CPGF 22, LP to Copper Mill Apartments, LLC/Birchmont
JRK Partners lll, LLC., The 13.38-acre site is located on
the south line of W. Broad Street (U.S. Route 250),
approximately 1,600 feet east of Pemberion Road (State
Route 157}, on parcel 756-756-1972. The zoning is R-5C,
General Residence District (Conditional). County water
and sewer. (Three Chopt)

Mr. Vanarsdal! - Anyone in the audience in opposition to this transfer of
approval for POD-47-85, Copper Mill Apartments (POD-107-84 Rev.)? No opposition,
Mr. Branin.

Mr. Branin - Mr. Chairman, I'd like to move that POD-47-85, Copper Mill
Apartments (POD-107-84 Rev.), be approved on the expedited agenda, including the
addendum item.

Mr. Jernigan - Second.

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

The Planning Commission approved the transfer of approval request for POD-47-85,
Copper Mill Apartments (POD-107-84 Rev.}, from U.S. Sheiter Corporation, Copper Mill
Limited Partnership, Century Properties Growth Fund XXil, and Copper Mill CPGF 22,
LP to Copper Mill Apartments, LLC/Birchmont JRK Partners 1ll, LLC, subject to the
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standard and added conditions previously approved and the following additional

condition:

1. The missing landscaping, as shown on the revised landscape plan, dated
February 10, 2010, shall be corrected by April 1, 2010.

Ms. News -
Mr. Vanarsdall -

Mr. Emerson -

That completes our expedited agenda.

Thank you, Ms. News.

Mr. Chairman, the next item on your agenda is Subdivision
Extensions of Conditionat Approval. Those will be presented by Mr. Lee Pambid.

SUBDIVISION EXTENSIONS OF CONDITIONAL APPROVAL

FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES ONLY - SUBDIVISION EXTENSIONS

Suhdivision

Origina
{No. of
Lots

Remaining
Lots

Previous
Extensions

Magisterial
District

Recommended
Extension

SUB2008-00140
{SUB-003-05)
Castieton

{February 2005 Plan)

494

178

Varina

710172014

- SUB2008-00324

(SUB-029-08)
Dumbarton
{December 2008 Plan)

Brookland

212312011

sSUB2008-00136
{SUB-007-05}
Kain's Quarter

- {February 2005 Plan)

Three
Chopt

710112044

SUB2008-00437
(SUB-027-04)

Kensington Meadows

{February 2004 Plan)

168

74

Fairfield

710172014

SUB2008-00007
{SUB-006-08)
Staples Mill Centre
{February 2008 Plan)

12

12

Brookland

7/01/2014

SUB2008-00138
{SUB-002-03)

Stony Run Estates
{February 2003 Plan}

33

Varina

710172014

SUB2008-00139
{SUB-008-05)
Westridge East
{January 2005 Plan)

Three
Chopt

7/01/2014
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Mr. Vanarsdall - Good morning, Mr. Pambid.

Mr. Pambid - Good morning, members of the Planning Commission. This
map indicates the locations of the 7 subdivisions that are presented for extensions of
approval. Six subdivision extensions of conditional approval are entitled to be extended
to July 1, 2014, per the new legislation, and one is eligible for a standard one-year
extension. These are for informational purposes only and do not require Commission
action at this time. This concludes my presentation. The staff can now field any
questions you have regarding this.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Any questions for Mr. Pambid? Thank you.

Mr. Pambid -~ You're welcome.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Mr. Secretary, | want to offer a compliment. | believe this is
the first time we've had the map.

Mr. Emerson - Yes, sir, it's a new addition.

Mr. Vanarsdall - | think that’s excellent.

Mr. Emerson - Thank you, I'm giad you find it useful. Mr. Chairman, that

takes us to the next items on your agenda, which are the cases to be heard. We have
three remaining cases on the agenda this morhing.

PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT {Deferred from the January 27, 2010 meeting)

POD-29-09 Koontz-Bryant, P.C. for Haeja O. Namkoong: Request
POD2009-00371 for approval of a plan of development, as required by
Surrey Lea — 2400 North Chapter 24, Section 24-106 of the Henrico County Code,
Parham Road to construct a one-story 11,998 square foot office building.

The 1.65-acre site is located along the west line of N.
Parham Road and the east line of Nesslewood Road,
approximately 600 feet north of Fordson Road, on parcei
756-751-0563 and part of parcel 756-751-2085. The
zoning is 0-1C, Office District (Conditional). County water
and sewer. {Three Chopt)

Mr. Vanarsdall - Good morning, Mr. Ward.
Mr. Ward - Good morning.
Mr. Vanarsdall - is there any opposition to this case, POD-29-08, Surrey Lea,

in the Three Chopt District? Are you in {}pp{)mtlan or did you want to ask a question?
Okay. All right. Mr. Ward?

February 24, 2010 6 Planning Commissicn - POD
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Mr. Ward - Okay. There is an addendum item on page 1 of your
addendum. This addendum item indicates that condition 32 has been revised 1o require
the developer to use best efforts to quitclaim a portion of Trinity Drive, a private access
easement that is encroaching on the proposed site. Should the developer not be able to
obtain a quitclaim from the adjoining property owner for this private easement, the
engineer has provided an alternative plan. As you can see, the transitional buffer here
would be to the north of the private easement, and it also locates the storm sewer into
the private easement. The landscaping would be out of the storm sewer easement.

The case was deferred by the applicant from the January 27, 2010 Planning
Commission hearing to the February 24, 2010 hearing.

The building will have brick and EIFS walls, accented with tinted glass windows and red
aluminum frames. It will also have a simulated slate-shingled roof accented with three
cupolas, and the HVAC units will be screened from Parham Road by these brick walls.

In addition, a neighborhood meeting was held on February 10, 2010, fo discuss some of
the matters that the property owners had. The main concerns among these neighbors
are the increased traffic and the close proximity of the proposed driveway between the 2
homes on Nessiewood Road. The applicant has agreed to work with adjoining property
owners to mitigate these concerns with the landscape plan. The applicant has agreed to
conditions 9 and 11 amended so that the plan will return to the Planning Commission at
a later date for further consideration.

The proffers that were provided with C-36C-93 allowed sole access to the property from
Nessiewood Road. This drive aisle would be permitted by this zoning case between 2
residential lots which now have 2 single-family homes. This is a 24-foot wide drive aisle,
and there will be 10-foot transitional buffers on each side of the drive aisle between the
2 adjoining residential lots.

Since the plan complies with the proffers and the County Code requirements, staff
recommends approval subject to the annotations on the plan, the standard conditions
for developments of this type, 8 and 11 amended, and the conditions on the agenda
with revised condition #32 on the addendum. We do have Paul Hinson, the engineer,
Stiles Bartley, the architect, and the property owner, Ms. Namkoong here today. And !
am happy to discuss the project should you have questions or concerns.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Questions for Mr. Ward by Commission members? Mr.
Branin, would you like to hear from the opposition first?

Mr. Branin - Please, | would like to hear from the opposition.
Mr. Vanarsdall - Come on down to the microphone. State your name, piease.
Ms. Mahmoud - Good morning, Committee. My name is Sarah Mahmoud.

I'm the property owner on Nesslewood Road at 8690, My home would be directly
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222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229
230
231
232
233
234
233
236
237
238
23y
240
241
242
243
244
245
246
247
248
249
250
251
252
253
254
255
256
257
238
259
260
261
262
263
264
265
266

adjacent to the driveway proposed in this proposal. | have several concerns, one of
which would be the increased fraffic to the area. With it being a medical office with 8
suites, if each of those medical suites sees approximately 50 patients a day, you can do
the math on that. That's about 400 cars a day coming in and out of that, and that does
not include employees and their parking.

| have a 15-year old son with autism who gets on and off the bus right at the foot of my
driveway. This traffic would definitely be a safety concem for him and for other students
that are on the bus. | feel that the easement is not large enough fo provide adequate
access to this property. The patients who are coming to look for their doctor's office,
who are going to be tuming into that easement, are going to miss the turn and they are
going to come info my driveway to turn around. | don’t think it's going to be beneficial to
anyone. There is a lot of office space that is currently empty in the County, and | don't
feel that we have the need for such a project like this at this time. If it does get
approval—| know that the zoning has already been approved-—my husband and | have
decided to put the house on the market and move to Hanover. That is a decision that
does nat come lightly. We've been in Henrico since 1989; | don't want to see that
happen.

My neighbor, Jerry Hill, who is on the other side of the easement, has a five year old
with autism, and it's going o be the same situation for them. They are alsc opposed to
this project. My sister lives next door to me, and she's also thinking of putting the house
on the market. So, you're probably going to be disrupting four homes in the process
who will be considering selling the property.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Any guestions by Commission members?

Mr. Branin - Ms. Mahmoud, when we met, | told you this was the most
difficult case that 've had in 7 years because, honestly, legally my hands are tied. it
has been approved with zoning with this exact layout. So it can by right go in. | asked
the owner to go for and request——and | had staff follow up behind to make sure that the
requests were in-~a change to the entrance, which was denied with the 3 possibilities
that we wanted and discussed at the neighborhood meeting.

Ms. Mahmoud - | feel that the Committee, though, needs to know the impact
on this neighborhood. We're right across the street from Jackson-Davis Elementary
School. There is already increased traffic through that area because of a building
project that's going on behind us where they're building new homes. We've already
seen the increased traffic. We've already seen a lot of change to that neighborhood in
the 10 years that we've been there. | think it's a shame if Henrico approves this that
you're going to be losing some good taxpayers to another county. That's my position.
Thank you.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Thank you.
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Mrs. Jones - May | ask a question of either staff or whoever can answer
this just to make sure | understand the situation correctly? This rezoning was done in
what year?

Mr. Ward - 1983,
Mrs. Jones - In 1993. And that established the access to the property?
Mr. Ward - One of the proffers mentioned sole access to Nesslewood

Roead so you wouldn’'t have as many ftraffic issues coming in on Nesslewood Drive. The
property next door was zoned in 1993, as well for an office building.

Mrs. Jones - When were these homes built that are on Nesslewood next
to the access?

Mr. Ward - We received a plat in 1999. It's been a few years.

Mrs. Jones - When they were built, this was in place.

Mr. Ward - Right. The office building on the corner was established and

the zoning was established.

Mrs. Jones - The other question, the 10-foot buffer that's been proposed
along the access, has it been discussed at all planted to, let's say, a 25 standard or
anything more?

Mr, Ward - We talked about heavy screening with the fencing to protect
the kids living on both sides of the drive aisle, to keep them from going into the drive
aisle, but we could consider the landscaping part, too, to screen it even more. That's
why we would like 9 and 11 amended so it could come back for further consideration.

Mr. Branin - Mr. Chairman, that's why | pulled it, to bring it back for
landscaping.

Mrs, Jones - Sure, it makes perfect sense. I'm just trying to—

Mr. Branin - Mrs. Jones, if you look at the office building next to it, it's

Upton, LLC. The owner requested access from Upton fo join the parking lots together so
we would have one single traffic flow. Upton refused. You see a paper road, Trinity
Drive. We looked at doing that and Paul Ferramosca using—because that's an empty
lot—using that property to pull it off with—or Trinity Drive, which is owned by Mr.
Nuckols. Both of those people refused. Like | said, this is the hardest one I've ever had
because other than trying to resolve the issues of traffic—which | was going to call
Tommy down in a minute—and illegal parking in this neighborhood, this has been
approved at zoning for this exact configuration.
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Mrs. Jones - Thank you for the clarification.
Mr. Vanarsdali - Any more questions? Thank you, Mrs. Jones.

Mr. Branin - I would like to hear from the applicant, please, or ask the
applicant a couple of questions.

Mr. Hinson - Good morning, members of the Commission. Paul Hinson
with Koentz-Bryant.

Mr. Branin - Mr. Hinson, you guys contacted the surrounding landowners
to see if we could move the easement. We had talked about how we would even try to
do it someway administratively because of the way it was in zoning, if it was approved,
and get it through quicker for the sake of the neighborhood. All three were rejected,
correct?

Mr. Hinson - That is correct.

Mr. Branin - In our discussions at the neighborhood meeting, | also told
you | wanted to pull the landscaping out, which you have done. You do understand that
because of where this is and how it is, that 'm going to be coming back and requesting
fencing and very, very dense landscaping to protect these houses to the best of our
abitity.

Mr. Hinson - We understand that's part of the compromise that the
applicant needs to provide, and we're willing to do what we need to make our neighbors
as happy as we ¢an.

Mr. Branin ~ Okay.

Mr. Kaechele - Let me ask, in your discussions with the Upton group there,
is there any flexibility, any room?

Mr. Hinson - Based upon the letter that Mr. Upton sent us back, sir, I'd
say there was a slight chance of that, but we can continue those discussions. He was
very matter-of-fact in his response that he was not open to our proposai.

Mr. Kaechele - You didn’t discuss with him, just by letter?

Mr. Hinson - Ms. Namkoong, who's the owner of the property, actually
had the discussion with Mr. Upton, and he responded to Ms. Namkoong. | have the
letter here that I've read and reviewed that he did not leave many opportunities for
further discussion in his response,

Mr. Branin - May | see that letter?
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Mr. Hinson - Yes, sir, you may.

Mr. Branin - | have no further questions, Mr. Hinson.

Mr. Hinson - Thank you, sir.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Thank you.

Mr. Branin - Can | speak to Traffic?

Mr, Catlett - Good morning, members of the Commission.

Mr. Branin - Good morning. State your name for the record.

Mr. Catlett - Tommy Catlett, Traffic Engineering.

Mr. Branin - Tommy, | asked you to initiate traffic calming and check the

feasibility of putting “No Parking” signs up on the road.

Mr. Catlett - Yes.
Mr. Branin - Has that proceeded further?
Mr. Catlett - Nesslewood is in the process of being studied for traffic

calming, but due to the snow and some other cases, there is a “line” of projecls toc be
studied. It is on our agenda to study it.

Mr. Branin - Okay. So we are going to proceed. | had also asked you if
you all would initiate the petition, which you have to have 75%, which | think on the
street there are 8 houses. Ma'am, we don’t want 1o see you leave, and that is kind of
the reason why | said this is the toughest one I've had. We usually try to improve and
help people’s quality of life by coming into the neighborhood, as | discussed with you.
But in this situation, there’s not much we can do. We can address the traffic issues, and
the people speeding on that road, and the overflow parking in front of your house. |
understand that. What | would ask of you is if you are going to move and before you put
the house up or while it's being sold, if you could make sure that the neighborhood does
go through with traffic calming for the sake of whoever else moves in, as well as your
other neighbors that don't move.

Ms. Mahmoud - [Speaking off microphone.] But | do want to—
Mr. Branin - Can you—
Mr. Vanarsdall - You need to come down to the microphone. This is being

recorded. Thank you.
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Ms. Mahmoud - | just want the Planning Commission to know, though, that
this is also impacting our property value. If we choose to sell now, we have to disclose
this plan to whoever buys the property. We're not going to be able to get the listing price
we would have a year ago.

Mr. Branin - Now was the plan—when you bought your house—

Ms. Mahmoud - The plan when | bought my house was to live there until we
die.

Mr, Branin - No. This was approved prior to you moving into your house,
right?

Ms. Mahmoud - This was approved prior to us moving into the house;

however, it was not disclosed to us at that time by the buiider. All we knew was that
there was an easement that was adjacent to our property and we were told that it wouid
never be developed. Finer Homes was who we purchased the home from.

Mr. Branin - We hear that a lot.
Mr. Vanarsdall - You weren't told by anyone from the County?
Ms. Mahmoud - No, sir. We were told that the property, the easement

belonged to Ms. Namkoong and that she probably would never do anything with it
because she had already subdivided the area that our homes are presently on.

Mr. Kaechele - Where did you learn that?

Ms. Mahmoud - From the builder.

Mr. Kaechele - Did you have a plat of your lot?

Ms. Mahmoud - Yes, sir. It only shows an easement with trees. It's currently

trees. At that time, we were never told that there would be a plan to put a driveway
there. We wouldn't have chosen that lot. We were the second to build on that stretch;
it's called Nessiewood Seven. The one at the comner at Nesslewood Road and
Nesslewood Drive was the first home to be buiit there, and we were the second. We
initially chose the lot that we chose because of the easement, because it gave you a
little buffer between your next neighbor. We were assured by the builder that easement
would probably never be used uniess for utilities, access to utilities.

Mr. Branin - Thank you.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Thank you, again.

February 24, 2010 12 Plarning Commission - POD



450
451
452
453
454
455
456
457
458
459
460
461
462
463
464
465
466
467
468
469
470
4
472
473
474
475
476
477
478
479
430
481
482
483
484
483
486
487
488
489
499
491
492
493
454
4495

Mr. Kennedy - Just a note. In 1883, when the property was rezoned, the R-
JA lots were rezoned in the same case with the O-1C lot parcel. So the whole property
was zoned with one case and contemplated that access. Unfortunalely, at that time the
houses did not exist, and the concern was with the people on existing Nesslewood
Drive over here having all the access on Nesslewood Drive for both office buildings. At
that time, the Commission thought they were serving the best interest of the
neighborhood that was existing at that time by dividing the access between Nesslewood
Drive and an access easement. They didn't contemplate having the impact on the
neighbors as it is today. Those lots were created subsequent to the zoning case which
contemplated both lots and the access easement.

Mr. Kaechele - The subdivision plat showed that as a traffic easement or
what?

Mr. Kennedy- As an access easement, yes, sir.

Mr. Kaechele - What?

Mr. Kennedy - As an access easement, yes, sir.

Mr. Kaechele - Wouldn't be for utilities?

Mr. Kennedy- it would permit utilities access, yes, sir.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Thank you, Mr. Kennedy.

Mrs. Jones - May | ask one more guestion?

Mr. Vanarsdall - Absolutely.

Mrs. Jones - Can Traffic answer it? This office buiiding will be used for—

is it medical only or any kind of office?

Mr. Branin - it's office. They're saying it will be medical.

Mrs. Jones - With that as a baseline, what kind of traffic count could be
expected for a building of this size?

Mr. Catlett - One hundred and thirty-two vehicles per day.

Mrs. Jones - One thirty-two? That's trips in and trips out.

Mr. Catlett - Yes, per day. The morning peak for entering was 16 vehicles

and then vehicles exiting, and then the p.m. peak, 3 vehicles entering and 15 exiting.

Mrs. Jones - Thank you.

February 24, 2010 13 Planning Commission — POD



496
497
498
459
500
501
502
503
504
5058
506
507
508
509
516
31
512
513
34
515
516
317
518
519
520
321
522
523
524
525
326
527
528
329
530
531
532
533
334
833
336
537
538
539
540
341

Mr. Vanarsdall - Thank you. Anyone else have any questions?

Mr. Archer - Mr. Chairman, I'd just like to ask staff, in terms of the
expertise that you have in looking at this, is this the best possible configuration we can
get for ingress/egress?

Mr. Vanarsdall - I’'m thinking the same thing, Mr. Archer.

Mr. Ward - When we did meet with the neighborhood, we talked about
the access coming in here one way and thought this would be the best way, or possibly
coming in off of Trinity Drive, the existing easement. Those two options would be a
better idea because you're putting traffic behind the homes, and our hands were tied
because of what's permitted here.

Mr. Archer - Okay. | just wanted to make sure we have exhausted all our
possibilities.

Mr. Ward - Thank you, sir.

Mr. Branin - Mr. Chairman, may | ask Ms. Namkocong to come down
please?

Mr. Vanarsdall - Good morning.

Ms. Namkoong - Good morning.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Would you state your name, please?

Ms. Namkoong - Haeja Namkoong, 8651 Nesslewood Road. | also iive on that
road.

Mr. Branin - Ms. Namkoong, ! know this is going to be a little bit different.

If we could eliminate the drive aisle and the amount of money that it would cost to pave
that and landscaping that we would have to put in, if for some reason Mr. Upton did
have a change of heart and his parking lot had to be reworked scme, you'd be willing to
do that, correct?

Ms. Namkoong - Yes. After the neighborhood meeting, | went to see Mr.
Upton the next day. We had a meeting together. He was adamant about not cutting
through his driveway and parking lot. He sent me a letter, which you read a few
minutes ago.

Mr. Branin - | did read it, ma'am. Mr. Kaechele and | have discussed this

case several times, and he knows the position that this Commission is in. In reviewing it
today, he has asked me to defer this out one more month so he has the opportunity fo
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go in to Mr. Upton himself as the representative for this district and see if he can get him
to change his mind, which | think is very good.

Ms. Namkoong - | appreciate all your consideration with my neighbors. If |
was in my neighbor's position | would appreciate all the effort that you are making. But
as the planner just explained to you, in 1993 when we rezoned this, we put the seven
lots back there to make a harmonicus development there. The office wouldn't be right
there at Nesslewood, but the County recommended that we put the houses back to
Nesslewood. So we kind of followed everything that can work harmoniously with our
neighbors according to County recommendations. So | did the best | could. It took a
long time to come to the POD process. If that's the best you can do, of course I'll
accept that.

Mr. Kaechele - You do have the right to develop it the way it's laid out here,
of course. It may be a long shot to talk with Mr. Upton, but under the circumstances and
if there was a willingness to make some changes in his parking system at no cost to
him, | don't know if you expiored that. It probably wouid take some redesign of his
parking lot, but the cost offsetting the road perhaps would be equal. I'm willing to pursue
that option if we could take another couple weeks or a month.

Ms. Namkoong - Excuse me. | don’t know if Mr. Kaechele or any of you have
seen the site. To use Mr. Upton's access, you have to go all the way to the end of
Nesslewood Road, and then tum to the right where 84 is curving in, and then tumn into
his parking lot. The middle of his parking lot has a lot of slope, and you have to climb
the hill to get up to my lot.

Mr. Kaechele - Oh.

Ms. Namkoong - The ot is difficult. it's not because Mr. Upton is being selfish
or doesn’t want to help his neighbor.

Mr. Kaechele - Oh, okay.

Ms. Namkoong - Take a look at the situation there. in my eye, it's aimost
impossible.

Mr. Kaechele - Oh really? Okay. Have engineers locked at this?

Mr. Hinson - Good moming, members of the Commission. We have
looked at the possibilities of alternative access.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Would you state your name again for the record?

Mr. Hinson - I'm sorry. Paul Hinson with Koontz-Bryant. | did want to ask

the Commission as well. | understand the desire to pursue alternative access, but with
the current zoning that we have in place, our hands are basically tied. Is it possibie for
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the Commission to add a condition of approval so that we could proceed with
development with the understanding that we wouid have to come back for zoning
action, we would have to amend the proffers? If that's a possibility, we would agree to
do so for an alternative access. But we've met with the neighbors, we've deferred the
case twice, sir, and | don't believe we're going to resoive the issue between now and
the next Planning Commission meeting. Even if there is the alternative access allowed,
I'm not sure that the Planning Commission can require us to modify our plan without a
zoning action. I'm not being disrespectful at all, but | did want to ask whether a deferral
will have any impact on the access to this property with current zoning.

Mr. Emerson - Mr. Hinson, | don't have the proffer in front of me, but | don't
believe it altows you to access Nesslewood. | believe the access could be satisfied in
the other direction. I'd have to ask staff to provide me with a copy of the proffer so we
can read that. | have a question, though. Is there a physical barrier or a topographical
challenge to connecting these two parking lots that makes it difficult?

Mr. Hinson - No, sir, other than the consent of the adjacent property
owner for us {o pursue that avenue,

Mr. Emerson - From an engineering standpoint it's possible.

Mr. Hinson - Yes, sir, it's definitely possible.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Thank you. Mr. Branin, if you feel better about deferring it.
Mr. Branin - I hear Mr. Hinson, and yes it has been deferred out. |

wouldn't want to hold up for a month. | would want it to move to zoning in two weeks.
Mr. Emerson - March 117
M. Branin - March 11. May | make my motion? Okay. With the

information and Mr. Kaechele offering to see if he can get Mr. Upton to change in any
way, I'd like to move for deferral for my request to the March 11, 2010 zoning meeting.

Mr. Jernigan - Second.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Motion by Mr. Branin to defer this case o the March 11,
2010 zoning meeting, seconded by Mr, Jemigan. All in favor say aye. All opposed say
no. The ayes have it; the motion passes.

At the request of the Commission, the Planning Commission deferred POD-29-08,
Surrey Lea, in the Three Chopt Disirict, to the March 11, 2010 zoning meeting.
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PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT (Deferred from the January 27, 2010 meeting)

POD-38-09 Borden Engineering, PLC for Christ Church Episcopal:
POD2008-00403 Request for approval of a plan of development, as required
Christ Church Episcopal by Chapter 24, Section 24-106 of the Henrico County
Youth Center — 5000 Code, to construct a one-story 6,640 square foot youth
Pouncey Tract Road center on the site of an existing church. The 11.98-acre
(POD-63-08 Rev.) site is located on the west iine of Pouncey Tract Rd. {State

Route 271) at the northwest quadrant of its intersection
with Shady Grove Rd., on parcel 738-769-3891. The
zoning is A-1, Agricultural District. County water and
sewer. (Three Chopt)

Mr. Vanarsdall - Anyone in the audience in opposition to POD-38-08, Christ
Church Episcopal Youth Center, in the Three Chopt District? No opposition. Good
morning again, Mr. Pambid,

Mr. Pambid - Geood morning.  Staff has received revised plans addressing
several of staff's site plan and architectural comments, and those are in your addendum
as mentioned. The site plan shows a shed that's impacted by the proposed slope
easement line, and the shed will be moved to a location further interior to the lot behind
the proposed building. That shed is found right here.

The future North Gayton Road extension is adjacent to the site. Once completed, it will
intersect with Pouncey Tract Road and Shady Grove Road to the north and will increase
the visibility of this building. The limits of clearing are indicated by the sloped easement,
and that's shown as a purple line on this aerial. As trees are cleared for the right-of-
way, including the slope easement, a stand of trees will remain behind the south fagade
of the proposed building. However, only a few trees will remain along the approximately
850 feet from the intersection with Pouncey Tract.

The floor plan features two offices, a common area with café kitchen, three bathrooms,
a meeting room, storage, and large multi-purpose room of approximately 4,000 square
feet.

Most of staffs comments were regarding the building’s exterior architectural elements,
and considerable discussion between church personnel and staff focused on how to
best address the compatibility of the proposed building with existing buildings on
campus. Originally, the plans showed metal siding and very little detail or interest. A
plan was subsequently provided showing white vinyl, but again with very little detail or
interest. That is shown on this slide here. Since then, the applicants revised the plan,
showing metal siding and that's showing a board-and-batien appearance, a higher roof
pitch, and vents on the gable. For the rear south elevation facing the future Gayton
Road, it's showing four windows and a bump-out. Staff has annotated other
improvements on the plan. Fascia board had not changed throughout any of the
versions, and staff suggests that all fascia board on the proposed building match the

February 24, 2010 17 Planning Commission - POD



668
669
670
671
672
673
674
675
676
677
678
679
680
681
682
683
684
683
686
G687
688
689
690
691
692
693
654
693
696
697
658
699
760
701
702
703
704
705
706
707
708
09
710
71]
712
713

same width as that on existing buildings. The applicants recently indicated that a
bishop’s hat window would replace a circular vent. Staff still recommends that 6
additional windows for the rear, south glevation be provided. Examples of both the wider
fascia board and bishop's hat window are seen here. This is the bishop's hat window
that we're referring to and then, of course, the wider fascia board that they provided
around the entire perimeter of this building.

A primary architectural element of this proposal is the siding material. Mr. Ward is
passing around some samples. The green is what staff prefers for its larger ribbing and
should stand out more in comparison with the white. This is a picture of the Almond
Creek Office Building on Qid Csborne Turnpike, and this is just east of the Rocketts
Landing development. |n speaking with the regional rep for the metal siding company,
it's the only live example of this material in this area. The material is generally executed
well in this paricular exampie, but that comes from the amount of detail and
architectural interest they provided on this building. I'm just going to show you a couple
more pictures of the Aimond Creek building.

While staff can recommend approval of the site plan, we believe that additional
architectural detail is necessary, and an agreement with the applicants has not been
finalized. If the Planning Commission should choose to act on this plan of development,
staff recommends it be subject to the conditions in your agenda and to the annotations
on the staff pian.

This concludes my presentation, and | can now field your questions regarding this. Todd
Borden with Borden Engineering, and representatives Joe Gailagher and Joe
Jagdmann with Christ Church Episcopal Church are also here to take your questions.
Mr. Vanarsdali - Any questions of Mr. Pambid?

Mrs. Jones - Mr. Pambid, can you put up on our monitors again pictures
from the existing, that one with the bishop's hat?

Mr. Pambid - Yes, ma'am.
Mrs. Jones - You may have others.
Mr. Pambid - This is the picture that | had shown you previously. This is

the existing sanctuary building, which is currently being expanded. The siding on this is
the board and batten. There are some other materiais used throughout the campus.
This is a picture of the farmhouse. The tract of land that the church campus is on was
previously a farm, and this is the original structure. | believe this is vinyl siding. This is
the only other picture that | have of the existing building in this particular slideshow.
You're seeing here an addition to the sanctuary building on the end, and then this red-
roofed building is an education building.

Mrs. Jones - And the exterior material for that?
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Mr. Pambid - You have some vertical and horizontal elements on that
building, and | would have to ask the applicants to help me out on this, but | believe this
is vinyl siding.

Mrs. Jones - Me's shaking his head in the background.

Mr. Pambid - Okay. So that was confirmed by the engineer, vinyl siding.
Mrs. Jones - Okay, thank you.,

Mr. Vanarsdall - What is the thickness of that material?

Mr. Pambid - I dor’t have that information at this time, but I'd be happy to
get that for you. We do have some literature on that material in the Planning Office.

Mr. Vanarsdal - Thank you.

Mr. Branin - For the sake of my fellow Commissioners, when this project

was presented to us at first, it was a standard steel metal building, no windows, no
features to it whatsoever with the wraparound office sort of bump-out there. So it
looked like an office warehouse. My first comment when we met was they have a
beautiful campus, absolutely beautiful campus out there. We wouldn't allow a metal
building iike this to go into this campus because of, basically, degrading the campus, as
well as we have held a precedent of not allowing industrial buildings into churches that
are surrounded by neighborhcods. Mr. Pambid, could you pult up a picture from the
adjacent neighborhood?

Mr. Pambid - That's not in this show, sir.

Mr. Emerson - From Bentley?

Mr. Branin - From Bentley?

Mr. Pambid - Yes.

Mr. Branin - You guys don't have it.

Mr. Pambid - No, it's n¢t here.

Mr. Branin - Okay. There is a very thin buffer with the Bentley

neighborhood right next door that will be looking straight in at this building. The
applicant has 22 acres that will be beside this that goes into the woods. We have North
Gayton coming through, which where the building is positioned, has a pretty decent
buffer there, but as it moves forward towards Pouncey Tract, that buffer dwindles down
to practically nothing. So the building will be visible from North Gayton, and we have
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been pushing for all the features that we can get to get away from locking like a metal
building. We even looked at changing it to vinyl, but the applicants reduced any features
from that due to the cost of having to put in more structure, plywood, and then the vinyl.
t's more expensive than a metal building.

Mrs. Jones - It seems to me—and maybe someone can confirm this—that
the North Gayton exposure is a driving force for our consideration. It's a very visible
area of the County and it's also a very busy-

Mr. Branin - That as well as the Bentley neighborhood.

Mrs. Jones - Of course. You have to have compatibility of architecture
and style. It seems to be a basic concept and an important concept for any project. I'm
surprised that we are hung up on this to this point. Surely there must be a way o
accomplish both goals here. Both the concept and the building certainly are a nice plan,
it's just that architecturally, structurally, and visually this has to be reasonably
compatible with the area and with the campus—in my view.

Mr. Branin - That's the battle that we've been going through with mutitiple
meetings. May | hear from the applicant?

Mr. Borden - Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. My name is Todd
Borden with Borden Engineering. I'm also a member of Christ Church Episcopal. First
I'd just like to thank the staff and Planning Commission members for working with us on
this project.

Mr. Branin - In our last meeting, we discussed a couple extra things that |
don't see. Thank you for putting the bishop's hat window in and the 4 windows. That’s
helping. | thought we had also discussed the decorative door instead of the commercial
barn door. I'm aware that you have this garage theme, but a decorative door. We also
talked about shutters on the downstairs windows, as well as the upstairs windows.

Mr. Borden - I'm sorry; | didn't personally prepare this plan, but we
certainly agree with you on the bishop’s hat that would match the other buildings on the
campus. That's completely fine. The fascia board, yes, of course, to make it match the
rest of the buildings. Can we go back {o one of the pictures, the one that shows both?
We have arguments on both sides of that. The windows that you see in this picture have
no shutters on them, but if you go back to the house, | can see that there are shutters
on that one. This, again, was a residence from an old farmhouse, and | can understand
that they could have the vinyl siding and shutters on it. Go back one picture. This has
the board and batten on it and no shutters. I'm thinking that would be more in keeping
with the combination of the board and batten and no shutters versus the vinyl siding and
shutters. | can understand why you'd ask that. If we do have to do shutters—okay. The
reason | have to ask that is, as he was saying, I'm having to make a snap decision on
the shutters and if that's what it takes to get this approved then, yes, we'll go ahead and
do the shutters for you.
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Mr. Branin - We had a meeting, and then we had ancther meeting with
Mr. Kaechele involved. We keep moving forward, and it is getting better. But you feel
the pushback from the other Commissicners who weren't present in the meeting and
they're looking at it wondering why you guys want to put in such a plain industrial
building. We have a precedent that we don't do that. I'm sure you feel all the other
Commissioners struggling as well.

Mr. Borden - | understand that.

Mr. Branin - We're not getting where we need to be for this County of
Henrico.

Mr. Borden - | understand that. Generically speaking, the rationale behind

at least the first submission was more of a budgetary concern. We had a set amount of
money that we had to work with. The first submission basically maximized our value
based on that amount. | understand what you're saying. We've been working with you to
try to get to the endpoint where you feel that you have a product that you would be
happy tc have in Henrico County, but we still have budgetary concerns that we need to
address. If | can turn this over to Joe Jagdmann, he’s probably more aligned with the
needs of the community than | am.

Mr. Jagdmann - Good morning. Thank you, Commissioners. My name is Joe
Jagdmann. | live at 12504 Hardings Trace Place. 'm a member of Christ Church and
the chair of the youth ministry team. The many meetings were very helpful and resulted
in the product sample that mimics board and batten that we have distributed today. The
mass of the building we felt was of a larger scale than the farmhouse and more
replicated the two larger structures that we use for our sanctuary and our education
building. That's why when we picked architectural features, we looked primarily to
those two structures. We looked to the transition between the siding and board and
batten as in the education building. We looked to the bishop's hat. Certainly we
understand a decorative garage door. That is something that is easy to agree to. If you
choose to reguire that in a proffer, we'd be very agreeable to doing that. We're
agreeable to the fascia board, as Todd has said. We'd ask that we don't put on the
shutters simply because we feel that the parts of the campus that we're trying to match
are the two buildings that don’t have the shutters on them. That's the primary feel that
we're trying to match. We hope the feeling is—at the end of day and when this is
constructed-—that we have done a good job both being respectful of the neighborhood,
our neighbors, and of the development of Shady Grove Road. We are hopeful that it's
taken into account how that area behind the rear elevation and behind the right-side
elevation will be treed and how that will provide a significant buffer even after the
completion of Shady Grove Road.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Thank you.

Mr. Borden - Did you have other questions for us, sir?
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Mr. Branin - Mr. Kaechele, do you have any questions?
Male: [Speaking off microphone.] They would.

Mr. Borden - Yes sir.

Male: [Speaking off microphone.] They do prefer this.

[Thirty-second blank section on recording.]

Mr. Borden - We think that would be a good compromise, yes. When we
presented this plan, the final plan, we feit that 4 of them would be encugh to break up
the exposure. Staff felt otherwise, that 10 of them would probably be more appropriate.
Once you stant putting shutters in there, you're not going to have room for 10 of them.
Well, sir, that is the side that's facing Gayton Road. If you're going to be requiring—oh,
because it's up higher?

Mr. Branin - [Blank section on recording}—physical from Gayton, Gayton
Road.

Mr. Emerson - it would be small based on the size of the window. They may
help.

Mr. Borden - Again, we're willing to work with—

Male - [Voice fading in and out on recording}—bad shutter
{inaudible].

Mr. Borden - No, sir, it's not. If you can work it into the conditions, we're

willing to work with Planning Staff when we go to get the building permit so that we don't
necessarily have to decide that right here.

[Blank section on recording.]

Mr. Borden - Yes, sir.
IBlank section on recording.]

Mr. Borden - Right. Yes, sir.
[Blank section on recording.]

Mr. Borden - Other questions?

Mrs. Jones - Excuse me, you're talking a three-inch bay.
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Mr. Branin - Three in each section.

Mrs. Jones - Confirm for me which side you're talking about.

Mr. Branin - Rear elevation, ma'am.

Mrs, Jones - Three as opposed to 5.

Mr. Borden - Right. So a total of 6 windows along that elevation.

Mrs. Jones - Thank you.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Any more questions?

Mr. Branin - No more questions.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Thank you.

Mr. Branin - Mr. Secretary, | don't know how you want me to make my

motion with the addition of the fascia board, the possibility of shutters once we look at
the design layout with and without, and decorative—

Mr. Emerson - Make your motion to approve with the annotations that exist
on the plan with the changes of fascia board, decorative garage doors, and 6 windows
on the rear elevation with the option of shutters, and that we'll continue to look at that.
You can make the final decision as to how that fits once we have a final elevation.
Does that make sense?

Mr. Branin - Yes. Okay. Mr. Chairman, I'd like to move that POD-38-09,
Christ Church Episcopal Youth Center, be approved with standard conditions for
developments of this type, the following additional conditions 28 and 30, including the
annotations on the plan, plus larger fascia boards, 6 windows with the option of
shutters, and a decorative door.

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.

The Planning Commission approved POD-38-03, Christ Church Episcopal Youth
Center, subject to the standard and added conditions previously approved, the
annotations on the plan, larger fascia boards, 6 windows with the option of shutters, and
a decorative door, and the following additional conditions:

29.  Outside storage shall not be permitted.
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944 30. The location of all existing and proposed utility and mechanical equipment

945 {(including HVAC units, eiectric meters, junction and accessory boxes,

944 transformers, and generators) shall be identified on the landscape plans. All

947 equipment shall be screened by such measures as determined appropriate by

948 the Director of Planning or the Planning Commission at the time of plan approval.

949

930 Mr. Vanarsdall-  Thank you, Mr. Pambid.

931

952 Mr. Pambid - You're welcome.

953

954 PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT

953
POD-05-10 Timmons Group for Towne Center West, LLC: Request
POD20G10-00010 for approval of a plan of development, as required by
Towne Center West - Chapter 24, Section 24-106 of the Henrico County Code,
Retail Buildings — W. to construct 2 one-story retail buildings, totaling 31,034
Broad Street square feet, in an existing shopping center. The 9.38-acre
(POD-21-08 Rev.) site is located at the northwest corner of W. Broad Strest

(U.S. Route 250} and Town Center West Boulevard
{private), on parcel 734-764-9340. The zoning is B-2C,
Business District (Conditional}, B-3C, Business District
(Conditional), and WBSO, West Broad Street Overlay
District. County water and sewer. (Three Chopt) j

956 '

957  Mr. Vanarsdall - Anyone in the audience in opposition to POD-05-10, Towne

958 Center West — Retail Buildings, in the Three Chopt District? No opposition. Good

959  morning, Mr. Wilhite.

960

961  Mr. Wilhite - Good morning. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In your packet

962  you received the revised staff plan and architectural elevations. The pian was revised

963  per staff comments to provide a pedestrian access connection to Towne Center West

964 Boulevard running across the front of Building One, across the parking lot, and

965  connecting to Building Two. This was to satisfy the proffered conditions of the rezoning

966 case. in addition, revised elevations were submitted on Building One. A triangular roof

967  sfructure was added at the very corner of this building fo match the other end of the

968  structure. Also, confirmation was provided that the amount of masonry on the building

969 meets the percentage requirements as proffered with the rezoning case.

970

971  With that, staff is in a position to recommend approval of this, as appears on page 2 of

972z your addendum. The applicant is here, Brian Revere with Breeden Company, as well

973 as the engineer, Roger Rodriguez. I'd be happy to answer any questions that you have.

974

975 Mr. Vanarsdali - Any questions for Mr. Wilhite by Commission members?

976 ,
977  Mr. Branin - | have none. | wouid like to ask Mr. Revere a question. j
978
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Mr. Vanarsdalf - Will the applicant come down please? State your name for
the record.

Mr. Revere - Good moming. My name is Brian Revere with the Breeden
Company.

Mr. Branin - Mr. Revere, if this does get approved, when will you guys
begin to develop this?

Mr. Revere - We are hoping to expedite plan approval to hegin site work
in April,

Mr. Branin - Thank you.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Questions? Thank you.

Mr. Branin - Mr. Revere, the reason | asked that question is we've

changed the POD on this | think like 37 times. That's why | wanted to know.

Mr. Revere - We're ready to go with this one.

Mr. Branin - | just wanted to make sure that next week we won't be back
in looking at something different. ‘

Mr. Vanarsdall - All right. 'l entertain a motion, Mr. Branin.

Mr. Branin - All right. Mr. Chairman, I'd iike to move that POD-05-1C,
Towne Center West — Retail Buildings, be approved with standard conditions for

developments of this type and the following additional conditions 29 through 33.

Mr. Jernigan - Second.

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

The Planning Commission approved POD-05-10, Towne Center West — Retail
Buildings, subject to the annotations on the plans, the standard conditions attached to
these minutes for developments of this type, and the following additional conditions:

28.  Outside storage shall not be permitted.

30. The proffers approved as a part of zoning cases C-28C-089, C-27C-09, and C-
48C-04 shall be incorporated in this approval.

31.  The location of all existing and proposed utility and mechanical equipment
fincluding HVAC units, electric meters, junction and accessory boxes,
{ransformers, and generators) shall be identified on the landscape plans. All
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equipment shall be screened by such measures as determined appropriate by
the Director of Planning or the Planning Commission at the time of plan approval.
32. The ground area covered by all the buildings shall not exceed in the aggregate 25
percent of the total site area.
33.  No merchandise shall be displayed or stored outside of the building(s) or on
sidewalk{s).

Mr. Emerson - Mr. Chairman, that completes your cases for the day. Your
next item on the agenda is consideration of the approval of your minutes for January 27,
2010.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: January 27, 2010 Minutes.

Mr. Vanarsdall - Anyone have any corrections? [f you do, let's have them; if
you don't, let's approve it.

Mrs. Jones - I move approval of the minutes as submitted.

Mr. Branin - Second.

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

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

The Planning Commission approved the January 27, 2010 minutes as submitted.

Mr. Vanarsdali - Mr. Secretary, do you have anything for us?

Mr. Emerson - No, Mr. Chairman, that's it for today from me.

Mr. Vanarsdall - That's the end of the Three Chopt meeting.

Mr. Archer - Mr. Chairman, | move for adjournment.

Mr. Branin - Second.

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

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

ey

Mr. Ernest B. Vanarsdall, Chairman

P
;.Joseph Emersén, Jr., pecretary
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The meeting is adjourned.




