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Chairman, we now move into the first case and the only case this evening; PUP-2025-
102916 Deep Run Roadhouse.

PUP-2025-102916 Deep Run Roadhouse: Request for a Provisional Use Permit under
Sections 24-2306 and 24-4423.F of Chapter 24 of the County Code to allow outdoor food
preparation on Parcel 736-750-6388 located at the northwest intersection of John Rolfe
Parkway and Ridgefield Parkway. The existing zoning is B-2C Business District
(Conditional). The 2026 Comprehensive Plan recommends Commercial Concentration.

The staff report will be presented by Ms. Molly Mallow.
Mr. Dandridge - Ms. Mallow, the floor is yours.

Ms. Mallow - Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission.
As mentioned, this is a request to allow outdoor food preparation at a proposed Deep
Run Roadhouse located on an outparcel of the John Rolfe Shopping Center. The site is
zoned B-2C which requires a Provisional Use Pemit for outdoor food preparation. The
proposed restaurant and accessory outdoor dining area are allowed by-right in the B-2
District. Adjacent uses in the John Rolfe Shopping Center include a Publix to the north,
Twist Gymnastics to the east, and West End Cross Fit to the west. Additionally, south of
John Rolfe Parkway are office buildings, and, to the southeast, across the intersection of
John Rolfe Parkway and Ridgefield Parkway is the Rolfield subdivision. The proposed
outdoor cooking area would be located adjacent to the western building fagade. Shown
here in Exhibit C, the outdoor cooking area would be approximately 350 square feet with
two SPK-500-SL smokers.

Mr. James - | thought there was something wrong with it but it’s just very
low. Excuse me. You might want to start that over for the transcription if you don’t mind.

Ms. Mallow - Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission.
As mentioned, this is a request to allow outdoor food preparation at a proposed Deep
Run Roadhouse located on an outparcel of the John Rolfe Shopping Center. The site is
zoned B-2C which requires a Provisional Use Permit for outdoor food preparation. The
proposed restaurant and accessory outdoor dining area are allowed by-right in the B-2
District.

Mr. James - I'm sorry, Molly. Could you start over again because it was
muted on the board. | apologize about that.

Mr. Emerson - For the record we are beginning the public presentation again
because of technical difficulties.

Mr. Dandridge - Ms. Mallow, really quick, before you begin and my fault on
that. | just wanted to ask about opposition. For protocol’s standpoint is there anyone in
the audience or on WebEx in opposition to case, PUP-2025-102916, Deep Run
Roadhouse?
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Ms. Hartwick - Mr. Chairman, there is no one on WebEx for this case.
Mr. Dandridge - Thank you, Ms. Mallow. You may proceed.
Ms. Mallow - Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission.

As mentioned, this is a request to allow outdoor food preparation at a proposed Deep
Run Roadhouse located on an outparcel of the John Rolfe Shopping Center. The site is
zoned B-2C which requires a Provisional Use Permit for outdoor food preparation. The
proposed restaurant and accessory outdoor dining area are allowed by-right in the B-2
District. Adjacent uses in the John Rolfe Shopping Center include a Publix to the north,
Twist Gymnastics to the east, and West End Cross Fit to the west. Additionally, south of
John Rolfe Parkway are office buildings, and, to the southeast, across the intersection of
John Rolfe Parkway and Ridgefield Parkway is the Rolfield subdivision. The proposed
outdoor cooking area would be located adjacent to the western building fagade. Shown
here in Exhibit C, the outdoor cooking area would be approximately 350 square feet with
two SPK-500-SL smokers. At least one smoker would be running approximately 19 hours
per day from 4:00 p.m. to 11:00 a.m. the following day. A six-foot aluminum privacy fence
with a gate would be constructed to screen the outdoor cooking area. To mitigate potential
impacts from this use, staff has proposed conditions with this request. These conditions
include limitations on the total number of smokers, screening of fuel and wood, and a
prohibition on outdoor speakers and sound systems. Additionally, to ensure consistency
with the existing shopping center, staff recommends Condition #4 which states that the
building fagade and proposed outdoor cooking area must be constructed in the same
color, materials, and style as the existing structures in the shopping center. The applicant
held a community meeting on January 8, 2026; however, no residents were in attendance
at this meeting. The 2026 Comprehensive Plan recommends Commercial Concentration
for the subject site. This request is not anticipated to have negative impacts on the
surrounding area and, if properly conditioned, would be consistent with the Commercial
Concentration designation and surrounding commercial uses. For these reasons, staff
supports this request subject to the conditions outlined in the staff report. This concludes
my presentation. | would be happy to answer any questions.

Mr. Dandridge - Thank you Ms. Mallow. Do any of the Commission members
have any questions at this time? Would the Commission like to hear from the applicant?

Mr. Winterhoff - If its ok with the members of the Board, | think I'd be
comfortable foregoing that tonight. | think my feeling around that is due | think to the work
that's already gone into this case, the willingness and openness to have that community
meeting. We were able to have some good conversations, even though we did not see
the engagement, maybe we would have anticipated from the community. We do thank
you for that opportunity in allowing us to learn a little bit more. If it's ok, and if there's no
other questions: Mr. Chair, | move that we recommend approval of PUP-2025-102916,
Deep Run Roadhouse with the conditions listed in the staff report.

Mr. Shippee - Second.
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Mr. Dandridge - We have a motion by Mr. Winterhoff, seconded by Mr.
Shippee. All in favor?

Commission - Aye.

Mr. Dandridge - Any opposed? Motion passes.

REASON: Acting on a motion by Mr. Winterhoff, seconded by Mr.

Shippee, the Planning Commission voted 5-0 (one abstention) to recommend the Board
of Supervisors grant the request because when properly developed and regulated by the
recommended special conditions, it would not be detrimental to the public health, safety,
welfare and values in the area.

Mr. Emerson - Mr. Chairman moving on to the next item on your agenda this
evening. This is another part of your annual reorganization as well. Discussion item PCR-
1-2026. This is your Remote Participation Policy. State code requires that you readopt
this each year. This began with COVID and the General Assembly gave us the ability for
both the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors to participate remotely in
meetings if someone was ill or for some reason out of town and we couldn't assemble
enough people in person to constitute a quorum. What this document does, and there are
no changes from your current one, just outlines the procedure and how we actively
manage the remote participation policy. If you have no questions regarding this; it is again
a housekeeping item, it would be appropriate for adoption.

Mr. Winterhoff - Mr. Chair, | recommend approval of Resolution PCR-1-2026
to readopt the Commission's Remote Participation Policy.

Mr. Mackey - Second.

Mr. Dandridge - We have a motion for readoption by Mr. Winterhoff and
second by Mr. Mackey. All in favor?

Commission - Aye.

Mr. Dandridge - Any opposed? Motion passes.

Mr. Emerson - Mr. Chairman, moving on to the next item on your agenda.

This is also a discussion item. As you will recall, we did begin a discussion and review of
your rules and regulations at your December meeting. Realizing at that time that the rules
and regulations did need some significant attention and clarity and updating because |
don't think that that had been done as a whole document for probably a decade or more.
We did move forward and clean those up. Staff have been working very diligently on
those. You did receive a copy from Ms. Moore when she passed those out to you at the
beginning of the meeting and the presentation on this item will be conducted by Ms. Jean
Moore.
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Ms. Moore - Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission. That
was almost my entire presentation. I'm just kidding. What you have are several handouts
and what it entails is a brief summary and overview of the changes. The proposed rules
and regulations that we hope you will take home, go through them and make any... These
are just suggestions so they're not set in stone. The last one of course, is your current
regulations so you can compare. In the handout, you'll see text in red, and those are just
my notes to guide you. Like, is this really a big change or not? I'll tell you the main things
are first and foremost, it's an opportunity to revisit the format and structures, topically of
the rules and regulations. If you look at when they're amended, they haven't really been
redone for a very long time. So not only are we updating it for your regular practices,
which isn't really a substantial change, you'll see that the articles, there are some that
have been added and included as “Applications”, and topics are also rearranged, so
they're not just kind of mish mashed throughout the document. That's the big change but
not really a substantial change in the content. Secondly, the duties of the Commission
are really where we updated what you currently do, and we also removed any reference
to administrative reviews, as you know, with the Code of Virginia. That's not under the
purview of the Planning Commission so we took out those references. Then, of course,
to modernize what we do now, it mentions a new remote participation and partly what the
resolution you just approved go ahead and put that in the rules and regulations. Really it
comes down to, | highlighted everything new or reworded. Not substantial changes are
highlighted in yellow in that handout. Really, there's two topical procedures that are really
kind of new or discussed, and those are highlighted in blue and that stems from the
conversation we had briefly about revisiting our public participation practices and
procedures. Whether we're happy with the 10 minutes or do we want to make changes?
| will say that | did look at a lot of different localities. They vary. Most have individual
speakers signing up for three minutes, and then they'll offer a cap any group. | did include
a recommendation in there that it is more of allowance. Say you have a group
representative and they have four or more people part of that group, that representative
can speak, so they're not limited to two minutes. They can have the full 10 minutes. That's
something you might want to whittle down. | don't know. That's just a suggestion. One of
the other things that came out, if you want to go to that page, under 6.4 Public
Participation, is there was confusion about and even calling out today; “is there any
opposition?”, and the cumulative impact for the people talking is 10 minutes. However,
that doesn't really speak to people who are in support, that are not part of the
representation of the applicant. | thought that, to be fair, to allot the opposition and the
proponents of it each 10 minutes total. Again, that group speaks to any of them. If they
have more than four people, they can speak up to 10 minutes. Again, that might be a little
bit long. Does anyone have any questions about that or how we came upon that
recommendation?

Mr. Dandridge - Thank you Ms. Moore. Anybody from the Commission have
any questions?

Mr. Mackey - Mr. Secretary, would you like to move on this by next
meeting?
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Mr. Emerson - Yes sir, Mr. Mackey, | wanted to give the Commission an
opportunity to take this home, read it, and reflect upon it, and then we'll put it on as an
action item at the next meeting. And | would like to hear from you with any input. Possibly
we don't have it on the agenda to schedule, but | can work with the Chairman. We could
come together for a short work session prior to the next meeting; talk about any comments
you may have on it. We may or may not be ready based upon your thoughts to adopt in
the next meeting. We could always look at March as an adoption time so we could take
everyone’s thoughts into account. I'll echo Jean. The public participation is where | believe
we need to pay the most attention. It wasn't clear where people spoke in support, people
spoke in opposition. Historically, as | advised the Chairman tonight, ask if there's any
opposition, you know, we may want to change the way we do this and say, does anyone
wishing to speak to this case and then split it up in opposition 10 minutes, support 10
minutes and then the applicant present for 10 minutes, in the way we do it because | have
seen that confusion over the years. You'll have people raise their hand and go, well, I'm
not opposed. | support, when am | supposed to speak? Then how much time do you allow
the public to speak? You have regularly waived the time limits this last year, so whether
you want to stick to a strict two or three minutes, how do you want to do that? | think you
should give all that good consideration on how you want to proceed.

Mr. Mackey - One other question. Is it within the guidelines if someone
comes up with an idea, could we like have a group email and discuss those for today?
We should wait two weeks.

Mr. Emerson - I'm afraid a group email would violate the Freedom of
Information Act and probably constitute a public meeting. | think if you have ideas, get
those to either Jean or myself, and then we can plug them in. We also could share it out
to the Commission through one of us and share it out that way. | wouldn't want any of you
to get compromised as it being an illegal meeting.

Mr. Mackey - | appreciate that.

Ms. Moore - Again, we can add those things. It might be a good protocol
as Mr. Emerson said, to do sort of a roll call if there's a big room so you can almost allot
a different time limit up front, so you're not at that sort of being opposed, and ok, cut down
time right now, so, but those are some ideas. I've been with the County, what, 23 years
and it's run pretty smoothly, for the most part, | think as long as the Chairman's cognizant
and the ability to waive timelines that's always worked fairly well. But again, open to and
want to hear your suggestions. The second part that's pretty new, and it kind of follows
protocol, but it was an idea that | saw elsewhere is about tie votes. It rarely happens, but
that just adds language. If there is such a situation where there's a vote made, and it
doesn't pass or there's no action on it cause it's a tie, it would say you try again to vote
and if it doesn't, this is just saying that it'll be forwarded automatically to the next Planning
Commission meeting for vote. That way, if there's any outstanding issues that can be
resolved, that can happen then. | don't think we use this too much because typically it just
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gets deferred, | think if there's outstanding issues. That's just an idea to have something
should we need a practice or procedural it will be in writing.

Mr. Emerson - That would probably constitute a deferral. We have to keep
that in mind as well. If you were at the end of your time limit and you had a tie vote | don't
think you'd have the option unless the applicant was willing to request that.

Ms. Moore - That's a good point, that's correct. All the other changes, quite
frankly, are just what you do now. They're just put in writing, or they're just reorganized in
the document. Again, most of the changes are adding those subcategories so it's easier
to reference. They're broken up by topics, so they're not mixed up as they are right now.
| could go over a little bit more. You do have on the slide, you have that handout, kind of
a cheat sheet in front of you for an overview and it kind of just goes through each of the
changes and they're highlighted as well in the document. It's up to the Commission. You
can just take it home and we can discuss it again next month.

Mr. Dandridge - Okay. Thank you. | appreciate your presentation on that. |
think we probably will end up taking it home so we can digest it a little further and come
back and see what's going to work best from a protocol standpoint for the Commission
moving forward.

Mr. Emerson - What we may do Mr. Chairman, is I'll be in contact with you
and then we'll communicate back with the Commission and we'll see if we can't schedule
a work session possibly at 5:00 prior to the next meeting and continue this discussion and
see where we are.

Mr. Dandridge - Thank you.

Mr. Emerson - Mr. Chairman, the next item on the agenda would be the
consideration of the approval of your minutes from your regular meeting on December 11
and the work session. We do have an Errata sheet, that all of you received and of course
if there are any other changes, we'll be happy to make those.

Mr. Dandridge - Members of the Commission have any additional changes to
the minutes at this time? If not, we’'ll need a motion.

Mr. Shippee - I move that we approve the minutes of the work session and
Planning Commission regular meeting, from December 11 as amended.

Mr. Phelps - Second.

Mr. Dandridge - We have a motion by Mr. Shippee, second by Mr. Phelps, all
in favor?

Commission - Aye.
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Mr. Dandridge - Any opposed? Motion passes.

Mr. Emerson - Mr. Chairman prior to adjournment, | do want to introduce a
new member of staff who joined us this week to the Commission and Han, if you would
stand up. You could come forward to the lectern if you'd like, this may be your shining
moment where you can say nothing wrong. But we are pleased to welcome to our staff,
Han Vu. She's accepted the County Planner 1 position in the Comprehensive Planning
Division. She brings with her a wealth of knowledge and experience. She holds a
Bachelor's Degree in Urban and Regional studies from Virginia Commonwealth
University. Prior to joining us, she worked for the City of Hampton in the Community
Development Department as a City Planner. We are really thrilled to have her with us,
someone with her background and expertise. As | noted, her first day with us was Monday
the 12th, and I'm very confident that her skills and experience will be a tremendous asset
to our department. | am more than pleased to introduce her to you.

Mr. Dandridge - Han, it's a pleasure meeting you. I'm glad to have you. So,
welcome.

Mr. Mackey - Welcome.

Mr. Emerson - Mr. Chairman, | have nothing further for the Commission this
evening.

Mr. Dandridge - Alright, it is now 6:26 p.m., January 15, 2026. Meeting
adjourned.

¥ Joseph W
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