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Minutes of the Work Session of the Planning Commission of the County of Henrico, Virginia, held 
in the County Manager’s Conference Room of the County Administration Building, Parham and 
Hungary Spring Roads at 5:00 p.m. May 13, 2004. 
 
Members Present: Mrs. Lisa D. Ware, C.P.C., Chairperson, Tuckahoe 
   Mr. Ernest B. Vanarsdall, C.P.C., Vice-Chairman, Brookland 
    Mr. C. W. Archer, C.P.C., Fairfield 
    Mr. John Marshall, Three Chopt 
    M. E. Ray Jernigan, C.P.C., Varina 

  Mr. Randall R. Silber, Assistant Director of Planning, Secretary 
    Mr. James B. Donati, Jr., Board of Supervisors, Varina 
 
Others Present:   Mr. Ralph J. Emerson, Principal Planner 
    Mr. Mark Bittner, County Planner 
    Ms. Jean Moore, County Planner 
    Mr. Thomas Coleman, County Planner 
    Mr. David O’Kelly, Principal Planner 
    Mr. Leslie News, County Planner 
    Ms. Michael Cooper, County Planner 
    Ms. Debra Ripley, Recording Secretary 
 
Ms. Ware -  The meeting will come to order for the work session this evening and I 
will turn it over it to the Secretary, Mr. Silber. 
 
Mr. Silber -  Thank you. Good evening, everyone. First on the agenda tonight is the 
Planning Commission’s work session. We have three items on the Commission’s work session this 
evening.  Following the work session items, we do have a dinner for the Planning Commission. 
 
The first item is the application the County received for a land use plan amendment for an urban 
and mixed use area at Innsbrook.  This has been under study now for a couple of months.  An 
applicant has also submitted their applications to rezone this property as well.  So what we 
wanted to do the first thing is to simply inform the Planning Commission as to this request to 
amend the County’s Land Use Plan to allow Urban Mixed Use.  We wanted to fill you in on what 
we know at this point.  The agenda indicates that we would like to set a public hearing for June 
10, 2004, but I want to tell you up front that we are not prepared to recommend that at this 
point and we’d like to put that off at this stage until we have some additional information from 
the applicant we’d like to look at, so we will not be asking the Planning Commission to set that 
public hearing, but we wanted to take this opportunity to fill you in on what we have at this time.  
We are excited about this opportunity and wanted to tell you where we are. 
 
We have with us tonight Mr. Bittner and in his presentation he will walk you through this and at 
this point I’d like to turn it over to Mr. Bittner. 
 
Mr. Bittner -  Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the Planning Commission. 
 
Highwoods Properties, Inc. is proposing an Urban Mixed Use development within Innsbrook at 
the southeast corner of Cox Road and Sadler Place. 
 
The proposal includes a mixture of office, retail, and multi-family residences on approximately 36 
acres. 
 
The site includes three existing office buildings totaling 354,000 square feet. 
 
These buildings would remain and become part of the envisioned urban mixed use project. 
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Much of the existing surface parking would be replaced with new structures, including two new 
five-story parking garages. 
 
Approval of any Urban Mixed Use project is a two-step process first requiring a Comprehensive 
Plan amendment; and second, approval of a rezoning application. 
 
Highwoods has submitted a rezoning application and I will be discussing some of the details of 
that proposal. 
 
Urban Mixed Use development is characterized by pedestrian-oriented activity centers which may 
include a variety of uses such as business, office, multi-family residences, cultural, educational, 
open space, and other public and private uses. 
 
It also encourages greater regulatory flexibility designed to foster innovative development and 
redevelopment. 
 
The Rockett’s Landing site is the only portion of the County currently designated Urban Mixed 
Use. 
 
This designation is not intended for general application throughout the County. 
 
It is designed to draw attention to areas where redevelopment should be considered. 
 
To be considered for the Urban Mixed Use designation, a proposal must prove the following: 
 

• It is compatible with existing land uses. 
• It has adequate infrastructure and will not stress the County’s ability to provide service. 
• It has sufficient public facilities and public services. 
• It is served by necessary transportation facilities. 
• It provides design criteria demonstrating a high level of quality. 
• It demonstrates a desirable mix and balance of various land uses; and 
• It meets the design standards set forth in the Urban Mixed Use District. 

 
The site in question is within the Innsbrook complex south of Nuckols Road and north of Broad 
Street. 
 
In addition to nearby office development, it is in close proximity to The Cedars single-family 
subdivision to the west, a post office to the north, and The Four Seasons residential 
condominiums to the east across Cox Road. 
 
The site has frontage on Cox Road, Sadler Place, and Waterfront Lake within Innsbrook. 
 
The proposal includes: 
 

• No more than 392 multi-family units 
• Approximately 600,000 square feet of total office space, including the existing office 

buildings 
• Approximately 48,000 square feet of retail and restaurant space 
• Two five-level parking garages; and 
• Pedestrian and public-oriented spaces including picnic pavilions along the lakefront 

 
The proposed sizes of the residential units are smaller than what is typically seen in high-quality 
multi-family developments. 
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Staff encourages the applicant to consider larger units. 
 
Staff also recommends these units be high-quality owner-occupied dwellings and not typical 
garden rental apartments. 
 
The Innsbrook complex has developed over the past 25 years primarily as a corporate office park 
but also includes retail, service, and entertainment uses, as well as residences at the periphery. 
 
It also includes a system of pedestrian trails, lakes, and other public amenities. 
 
Innsbrook has basically “built out” in a typical suburban fashion where land uses are separated 
and primary transportation is via the automobile. 
 
Before Urban Mixed Use becomes a reality, several factors must be examined. 
 
One is the appropriateness of Innsbrook for Urban Mixed Use development. 
 
Rockett’s Landing is an older urban area straddling the Henrico County / Richmond city line. 
 
Urban Mixed Use is designed to facilitate revitalization of areas such as this. 
 
Innsbrook, on the other hand, is a fairly modern suburban development. 
 
Before Urban Mixed Use is approved, it must be determined whether it would benefit the 
economic condition of this part of the County. 
 
An Urban Mixed Use designation could change the character of Innsbrook and allow 
redevelopment and infill opportunities. 
 
This could perhaps create a next phase for Innsbrook and allow it to maintain its economic 
vitality. 
 
Another factor to consider is the extent of the Urban Mixed Use designation. 
 
Highwoods owns additional properties in Innsbrook beyond the site in question. 
 
It has also indicated it may pursue additional Urban Mixed Use designations within Innsbrook. 
 
It is logical to examine the possibility of designating more of Innsbrook as Urban Mixed Use 
beyond what is currently proposed. 
 
The proposed site is removed from the established retail area at Cox Road and West Broad 
Street. 
 
A development incorporating this existing commercial area could create the more pedestrian-
oriented project envisioned by the Urban Mixed Use District. 
 
Staff believes the site in question should not be considered in isolation, but should be seen as a 
“first step” in the potential redevelopment of Innsbrook. 
 
The third major factor to consider is the provision of adequate infrastructure. 
 
Urban Mixed Use development is much denser than typical suburban development. 
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Capacity increases for transportation, water, and sewer facilities will be necessary. 
 
The Public Works Department has recommended deferral of this application to allow sufficient 
time to review the traffic impact study. 
 
Public Utilities has also stated this proposal should not be approved until supporting 
documentation for the proposed densities is submitted. 
 
Public Utilities also states there will be an impact on downstream water and sewer facilities but 
that no analysis of these facilities is provided with the submittal. This information is required by 
the Urban Mixed Use Ordinance. Until it is submitted, this application should not move forward. 
 
Additional analysis is also necessary to assess the potential impacts on schools, fire protection, 
police services, and other public uses. 
 
County agencies are currently reviewing the submittal, although formal comments have not yet 
been received from all departments. Given the amount of information and level of analysis still 
required, staff believes this application is not ready to be scheduled for a public hearing. 
 
Staff recommends continued review of this proposal and the scheduling of another work session 
when appropriate. This would permit the Planning Commission to familiarize itself with the details 
of the project prior to scheduling a public hearing. 
 
This concludes my presentation. I would be happy to answer any questions you may have. The 
applicant is also available to answer any questions from the Commission. 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  You said 392 multi-family units but will they all be owner occupied? 
 
Mr. Bittner -  That is what we would recommend. Right now the proposed zoning just 
says multi-family residence. 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  In the Rockets Landing, what was the (unintelligible) 
 
Mr. Silber -  (Unintelligible)…the required minimum of 20 units. 
 
Mr. Archer -  Did he indicate the square footage?  What is proposed? 
 
Mr. Bittner -  Yes, I am trying to remember the number…one bedroom is 550 sq. ft. 
and a two bedroom is 800 sq. ft. and a three bedroom is 1100 sq. ft.   
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  Three bedrooms are what? 
 
Mr. Bittner -  One bedroom units shall be a minimum of 550 sq. ft.  Two bedrooms will 
be a minimum of 800 and three bedrooms is a minimum of 1100. 
 
Mr. Archer -  That is what is proposed? 
 
Mr. Bittner -  That is what is in the proffers. 
 
Mr. Archer -  And what was … 
 
Mr. Bittner -  Something bigger.  We haven’t actually settled on a number, but those 
are much smaller than…(unintelligible) 
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Ms. Ware -  You don’t have anything based on the style or quality? 
 
Mr. Bittner -  Well, we do have a slide here.  I believe this is one of the proposed 
apartment buildings.  Is that correct?  They are in the proffers that were submitted with the 
rezoning application. 
 
Mr. Silber -  What makes this somewhat complicated is the process that Mark 
indicated.  It is a two-step process.  You’ve got the Amended Land Use Plan to designate an area 
for a mixed use, but the plans represent that.  What is different from other classifications, as you 
know, sometimes the Board does approve something in conflict with the Plan.  This doesn’t allow 
that to take place.  We had to amend the Land Use Plan to Urban Mixed Use and then consider 
the zoning application.  While the rezoning application has been filed, we have not analyzed that 
or studied that, and we have at this point a request to change the Land Use Plan, so the 
information we have is not real detailed and we have not put them in a detailed fashion.  The 
applicant is here.  Highwoods is here; the representative from Highwoods is here.  If you want to 
get into some of the details that they have at this point, or you’d like to hear more about that, 
they could explain that.  At this point, it is really just a work session to tell you generally what is 
coming forward and set a public hearing for the Land Use Plan Amendment to be considered at 
some future time, and the zoning would be coming forward and we could then share with you 
more information.  At this point, it is somewhat general.  I think the folks over here will be glad 
to describe for you with whatever level you want.  At this phase, I am not sure we need to get 
into all of the details. 
 
Ms. Ware -  (unintelligible) re-application process. 
 
Mr. Silber -  That is correct and they have gone through that re-application process. 
 
Ms. Ware -  That is what you are going from now? 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  I didn’t hear that. 
 
Mr. Silber -  They are proposing 392 residents. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  My only comment was that I was surprised at the square footage, the 
reason I asked that. 
 
Mr. Silber -  They offer in the form of a proffer that they, the staff is looking at that.  
We feel that the square footage…(unintelligible). 
 
Mr. Archer -  The first step is to amend the Land Use Plan.  In other words, we amend 
the Land Use Plan, and if some reason this didn’t go forward, the Land Use Plan is still amended, 
right? 
 
Mr. Silber -  And that is the case with a lot of Land Use Plans.  The County has 
amended their Land Use Plan showing Urban Mixed Use in that area.  The zoning application has 
been filed for that zoning.  If this application doesn’t go forward, the Land Use Plan could still be 
amended. 
 
Mr. Marshall -  The actual project comes later under this designation (unintelligible). 
 
Mr. Silber -  What we are shooting for.  I think what the applicant would like for us to 
consider is a public hearing on the Land Use Plan and maybe the zoning cases in July.  Whether 
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we can pull that off or not, I am sure that there is a lot of work to be done between now and 
then, but we (unintelligible). 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  I would like to say something on the 392 units. The amount is … what 
we have in the County now.  I like the design and I like the idea of having mixed use.  But I 
would like to see some of these as condominiums for sale rather than all rental units.  Right now 
we are pushing 32,000 rental units in this County.  At the last official count, it was 31,414 and 
then I know that there were some more units zoned, so they are pushing that 32,000 figure right 
now.  I just say that for the record. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  The square footage is nothing to write home about.  I will say that for 
the record.  Mr. Secretary said that… 
 
Mr. Silber -  I am not sure how much we want to get into this. The concept which is 
on the (unintelligible) on the easel and Mark had it on the screen earlier and it was hard to see.  
The concept was for there to be a central corridor that runs from the northern side of the 
property down towards the lake, and through this corridor would be retail on the ground floor, 
and above the retail we would have offices and in situations we’d have a residential above retail.  
With this corridor, it would be a pedestrian oriented corridor and (unintelligible), with a 
pedestrian plaza area as you get closer to the lake.  So, the concept, I think it is a good concept.  
It creates a situation and environment where you can live close by, work close by, shop right 
there and recreate.  So, the theory here is that you don’t have to hop in your car and drive 
downtown.  You can live here, go downstairs and get something to eat, and work close by.  So 
you really wouldn’t even have to have a car if you didn’t want one, but what we are seeing 
happening in Innsbrook is a real interest in taking some of this large surface parking area and 
converting these parking areas into more office buildings, retail with limited space, so really I’m 
sorry Innsbrook has become under utilized area as far as its potential.  I think we are beginning 
to see this in the first stage. 
 
Mr. Marshall and Mr. Kaechele have been shown a presentation by Highwoods that does have 
more detail and more information. 
 
OK, if there are no further questions, I will go on to the next item of business.  Before I get on to 
Item 2, let me make an announcement.  There have been some additional staff changes in the 
Planning Department and I wasn’t sure if the Planning Commission was aware of those.  I 
wanted to make that announcement.  It was announced at the Board of Supervisors meeting 
Tuesday, but we have created an additional Assistant Director’s position in the office, and with 
my vacating one of those, there are two vacant Assistant Director’s positions in the office and we 
have filled those two.  If you haven’t heard, we have filled them with Joe Emerson and Dave 
O’Kelly.  I am happy to say that I have two Assistant Directors and I think we have an 
outstanding team that we are looking forward to bigger and better things with.  What that does 
though is create two more spaces.  We haven’t finished that.  We are just going to have to get 
through it, but we have more vacancies and we will be moving very quickly.  If the Commission is 
interested, I have an organizational chart that shows how we are set up now, because we are 
different department than we were before and I didn’t know if you cared to see how it is 
structured, but I have that if you are interested. 
 
Ms. Ware -  Yes, I would like that. 
 
Mr. Silber -  Are there any questions on the Planning Office structure?  The second 
page is the Department of Community Revitalization headed by Mr. Marlles and his staff. Mr. 
Marlles has not moved out of our office yet, but he is still physically there, and functionally we 
have made the change, but physically we have not.  So, we are still working on obtaining space.   
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Mr. Vanarsdall -  Are you going to move over to his office? 
 
Mr. Silber -  Yes, sir. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  How are you going to put two Assistants in one office? 
 
Mr. Silber -  Well, they are very good friends.  We will be building another hard wall 
office.  We haven’t really talked about that, have we?  If you look at that second page, the 
Community Development Block Grant group, John Young and his staff, which are physically 
across the hall from where our space is, they will be moving out.  That will free up some space 
and we will move some staff out of closets.  Mr. Kennedy has been working in a closet for a while 
and he will actually be getting some space.  This will help that a little bit, so we are looking 
forward to the changes and if the Commission has questions as to who reports to whom, or the 
flow of information, feel free to ask myself or one of the staff. 
 
Mr. Archer -  Mr. Secretary, we never had the opportunity to recognize your 
promotion. 
 
Mr. Silber -  Thank you.  Moving on to the second item on the work session tonight.  
This is relating to the Planning Commission’s Matters relating to Planning Commission 
administrative practices and preferences.  With your permission, I thought what I might do is 
remind you about where this came about on this agenda and walk you through some of the 
changes we have made and remind you where we are in this context.  
 
If you recall, back in September there were some changes made, and some we want to keep in 
place and some, I think, we are beginning to evolve with.  Some of the information you all 
shared back through the Chairman were good comments, but some of them related to technical 
matters relating to parking or zoning for daycare centers and things like that.  Those are good 
comments, but I think maybe the purpose here was to talk about the administrative practices of 
the Planning Commission staff, and I think those technical things we will be dealing with through 
other processes.  So we don’t want them to (unintelligible).  But, if you recall, back in September, 
there were some changes that took place because of some concerns that were expressed.  Let 
me tell you where we are with the changes based upon the concerns that we heard at that time.  
One of the concerns dealt with the proper level of staffing and the review of plans and rezoning 
cases and presentations like that at a Planning Commission meeting.  What we have done is we 
have senior level staff provide more training and guidance to junior staff in the review of plans 
and zoning cases.  As you have noted, we have had senior level staff making presentations now.  
The coaching and assistance being provided, I think has been very valuable for our younger staff, 
and we have also hired a consultant to offer training in presentations to our staff.  Each of our 
planners have gone through 12 hours of classroom training on making presentations and are 
trying to improve on the presentations.  It took place over the last six or eight weeks, but we are 
hoping that this will be helpful in their utilization of making presentations, so we are hoping to 
make the presentations more uniform so that while there are still styles, the information that is 
shared will be more uniform in the way it is presented, so we have trained staff, and what we 
would like to be able to do is provide them some opportunities to begin to get back into making 
presentations and phase them, so that is where we are.  As we hire new staff, junior staff coming 
in, I think we will probably use this approach.  Instead of just hiring them and saying, “Here are 
the plans.  You are going to present them next month,” we will put them through a more 
detailed process of being trained and brought through with guidance by senior staff.  In spite of 
the changes we have made, I think it is a positive. 
 
Another concern was expressed that we dealt with was staff names on staff reports.  This was a 
concern that dealt with communication on cases and plans.  It was felt that maybe the Principal 
Planner or a person in a higher level should be shown on the agenda and staff report, and as you 
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recall, we removed the names from the staff report for a while, and now we have put the names 
on there and the senior staff member on there as well as the staff planner that handled the case.  
I would like to be able to continue to use this team approach, and with close supervision still, and 
probably for a while continue to show that the senior level staff person and the staff planner who 
handled the case on the staff report.  I would actually encourage the Planning Commission to, if 
possible, call the senior level staff person, to get the information.  We can continue to have the 
team situation where the junior staff is learning the process. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  May I ask a question?  On the way you have it now, for example, you 
may have O’Kelly and Christina back there…we know that they are working the case.  Why would 
I call Dave O’Kelly or someone else?  Why would I do that? 
 
Mr. Silber -  Well, I guess what I am saying is if Leslie News makes a presentation 
and Mike Cooper was the one who reviewed the plans, if you could make your first call with 
Leslie, she is going to know the details of the plan and also the way to answer your question and 
provide you with that senior level guidance.  If you can’t reach Leslie, then Mike Cooper is there 
to help you.  Our senior staff will not be as accessible and you will probably have to go to the 
staff planner, but we would like to be providing the Planning Commission with the highest level 
of guidance, and I am not suggesting calling the Directors, but the Principal Planner.  He is the 
level planner who knows the details of the case. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  Well, not necessarily. I am not trying to throw a monkey wrench into the 
work, but this is the real thing that happens.  So and so is going to call somebody, and they are 
going to call me back. How would the senior person know whether she’d ever made that call or 
called me back or not?  It just seems like it is some extra steps… 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  Randy, I understand what you want to do.  I also understand the 
reason.  Our staff here, whether you call Leslie or whether you call Mike, both of them are that 
informed.  It is not that we, we have good staff.  If we had an inferior staff, I’d say yes, but I can 
call Mike or I can call Leslie, and probably get the same information, because if they are working 
the same case, they probably know as much about it; each one probably knows as much about 
the case, and just like Ernie is saying, if he asks Mike to call somebody, Leslie may not know 
about it. 
 
Mr. Silber -  Let me look at it this way.  You asked me, in your own judgment who to 
call, and I think if it is just to find out whether Mike has called someone, you can call Mike.  You 
don’t need to call over his head, but if you need some guidance on how to handle a situation that 
might be a little tricky, then I’d prefer you talk to Leslie.  Not that I don’t have faith in Mike, but 
Leslie is at that level and I want her to advise that level of expertise of knowledge.  If the basic 
question is whether it is someone to call or what is the …. On 800 trips, go to that person and 
find out that kind of knowledge. 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  I see what you are saying.  We just have a good staff.  That is the 
bottom line. We have a good staff. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  The good news is that they have put the names back on. 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  Yes.  I am all right with that. I understood what Ernie was saying, but I 
am fine with this. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  I am satisfied with that. 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  If one is on vacation, you can call the other one. 
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Mr. Silber -  Another concern that had come up recently was trying to better manage 
the Planning Commission’s agenda.  If you recall, there were some concerns about the length of 
the agenda and back in September and October, they were long, and members had talked about 
maybe dividing the agenda into two meetings and starting earlier.   There were some concerns 
about how we used the expedited agenda.  I think at this point we’ve got things on a pretty even 
keel.  The meetings don’t seem to be long.  We do have a very heavy agenda coming up that we 
talked about maybe starting the meeting earlier and if need be, setting another date, but I think 
we have that well under control.  There were concerns about the completeness of applications 
being submitted.  We are here tonight to tell you a process we have proposed that will deal with 
the completeness of applications for rezoning applications and Jean is going to walk you through 
that next.  So we are working to improve the applications. 
 
My only concern that I remember dealt with information being received from other agencies on 
rezoning cases and plans.  Even so, we were not really getting good information and we wanted 
to get better information from those agencies, so a proper evaluation could be made.  The length 
and the time period, you will recall, from six weeks to eight weeks for zoning cases, and with 
eight they had more time for review and that seemed to have helped some.  The agencies now 
are being required to come to our zoning staff meetings for evaluations of our zoning cases and 
we can make the best recommendation for Planning Commission, and with the new emphasis on 
impact fees and cash proffers, the County is really needing to better understand where we are 
going with development and growth, (unintelligible) and structure and there is a renewed interest 
in getting the proffers in place, and I think you are going to see this even taking on a broader 
perspective after we do the retreat, in making sure that we do have proper guidance.  Before we 
get into the Planning Commission’s concerns, I thought this might be a good time for Jean to 
walk us through the proposed revisions to rezoning/PUP applications.  Sorry, Jean, I didn’t mean 
to take so long. 
 
Ms. Jean Moore - Good Evening Commissioners.  As Mr. Silber was saying, this segment of 
the work session focuses on the proposed revisions to the applications for Rezonings, Conditional 
Rezonings, Amendment to Proffers and Provisional Use Permits.   
 
While the current application form has been sufficient to process these request, members of the 
Planning Commission had made good suggestions to include additional items on the application.  
One suggestion was to add information regarding magisterial district on the form. The proposed 
application is still in draft form and staff welcomes all your comments.   
 
There are three basic areas of revision to the application package.  One is essentially 
housekeeping items.  The second is the implementation of Preliminary Review Meetings, and 
third is an inclusive checklist.  
 
If you take a look at the application form on Page 6 in the packet, you will notice that all four 
requests have been consolidated on one application form.  There are also new information boxes 
for magisterial districts, companion cases, and the contact information now includes email and 
fax number.   
 
The packet also includes a customer guide, which explains the filing and review process from 
beginning to end.  An important aspect of these instructions is it clearly lays out the requirements 
and deadlines for filing.  For instance, the instructions clearly denote that any changes or 
revisions after filing a case would have to be submitted by 10:00 a.m. on the Monday before the 
Planning Commission meetings for any proposed changes to a case.   Any changes proposed 
after this deadline will not be accepted.   While this may seem customer unfriendly, the positive 
aspect of the deadline is it allows the County staff and the Commission the proper time to 
evaluate the revisions and to give more informative feedback to the applicant.   
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The third major change to the application packet is a more inclusive checklist. The checklist 
incorporates all the items we currently require, plus new items including: 
• Conceptual plans 
• Copies of exhibits in a pdf. format for presentation purposes and reproduction purposes 
• A completed Preliminary Review Meeting form, which documents any additional information, 

that is required based upon their request.  This may include: 
o Traffic analysis 
o Site plan for “infill” development 
o Elevations 
o Title reports and  
o And documentation of community meetings  

 
Most of the items included in the application packet are items we are all ready receiving in some 
form.  The proposed changes will simply formalize these requests in a more efficient manner.  
The goal of these revisions is to improve the quality of information submitted at the beginning of 
the review process.  By obtaining the necessary information upfront we hope to: 
 
• Assist the Permit Center staff responsible for taking in all applications 
• Reduce incomplete applications 
• Improve information received with applications 
• Enhance communication between applicants and county Staff 
• Reduce deferral requests and, most importantly 
• Improve customer service. 
 
Before I conclude my presentation, I would like to take the opportunity to submit a revised 
proffers for rezoning form.  I would be happy answer any questions you have.  I’d also like to 
note the suggestion from Mr. Vanarsdall that we also look at our proffer form, and also with the 
handout that provides a reference to magisterial district, page number and case numbers. 
 
Mr. Marshall -  What is PDF? 
 
Ms. Moore -  PDF is zoning presentation software.  We use that with our presentations 
and it is compatible with our system (unintelligible). 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  I have a question. I understand or I found out today that this preliminary 
review will be given out to the persons who come in to.  Sometimes they give out the regular 
form that is here now, and this form would be in there. 
 
Ms. Moore -  That is correct. 
 
Mr. Silber -  If someone comes in and they want to apply for rezoning, and they 
come in to get a rezoning application form and on that form we will have a checklist of things 
they have to do to put out an application with proffers.  One of the first things they have to do is 
set times at this preliminary review meeting, pre-application meeting.  That has to be scheduled 
and you have to have that at least one week prior to the… 
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Ms. Moore -  That is actually all (unintelligible).  That would obtain with instructions as 
well and they can contact or they can call staff. We can fax them a form or they can pick it up.   
 
(Members talking – unintelligible) 
 
Mr. Emerson -  If they come in and say they want to make an application to do so and 
so, the Permit Center can hand them this little package and they are going to have a list of 
directions and how it is processed, and they should be able to understand that it more 
(unintelligible), so you want to get that form so you can….give them a package that explains how 
the process works. 
 
Ms. Ware -  That is on Page 4 that you are talking about that you will meet with 
them and decide what items they might have to have before they file their application, but the 
ones that are at the top part of the page are the ones that are required. 
 
Ms. Moore -  Actually, Page 5.  That is a Preliminary Meeting Request Form, which 
they will bring with them at their meeting. 
 
What this allows them to do is, if they submit it, we contact the applicant, set up the meeting 
and give us time to fully use this and talk to other agencies so they can…..(unintelligible). 
 
Ms. Ware -  So Page 4 is an internal document, then? 
 
Ms. Moore -  I am sorry. The check list is on Page 4. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  I have another question, Jean.  Is the purpose of conditional rezoning, is 
(unintelligible) who signs it? 
 
Ms. Moore -  Actually, this has been brought that up and we are going to add a line to 
that to print out their names. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  I saw one not long ago that looked like a loop and the only you would 
have ever known is that somebody hand tested, so the reason I am asking the question is 
because you could put beside it or under it (print name).  That is what everybody else does. 
 
Ms. Ware -  We will do that.  On the change in the deadline to 10:00 a.m. on 
Monday, which is 48 hours right now, this is different here, and if they don’t have their revisions 
in by that time that they must request a one month deferral.  But it is at the discretion of the 
Planning Commission, not the Commissioner.  At this point, you know, an applicant can come in 
and say, “Well, we want a deferral for a month.”  And the Commissioner in that magisterial 
district is someone that… 
 
Mr. Silber -  I am not sure that it is that much different than the way that it is now.  
The way is it now is 48 hours for the Planning Commission to waive that.  We are just saying it 
needs to be 10:00 a.m., Monday, before the Thursday meeting, the Planning Commission can still 
waive that. 
 
Mr. Marshall -  When they show up they could ask us if we want to waive it or we’re 
going to make them take the deferral as required. 
 
Mr. Silber -  It takes the whole Planning Commission to waive that. 
 
Mrs. Ware -  Right.  Okay.  I guess my questions is how much do we want to… 
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Mr. Marshall -  The only way it will work… 
 
Mrs. Ware -  The only way folks. 
 
Mr. Marshall -  …in Chesterfield there is Mr. Gecker, who is a real stickler for that.  They 
have learned that on his cases, if they don’t have it in then they can forget about it.  They had 
better just write in and take the deferral and don’t waste there time coming to the meeting. 
 
Mrs. Ware -   So this would give us, as a Planning Commission… 
 
Mr. Marshall -  Some leverage to make them do… 
 
Mrs. Ware -  Yes, one it would give us the opportunity to say, okay, this is where the 
change is, this is implemented now and… 
 
Ms. Moore -  I think that over time once that is implemented the applicant will learn 
that and they’ll learn when to get the revisions in so we can adequately review it. 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  I have a question.  I think this is great and I think this will get us on the 
right move, and I believe what you are saying, I think they will keep pushing us along and it will 
probably come to a point when we’ll say, okay that is it. 
 
Mrs. Ware -  We will have to draw the line. 
 
Mr. Jernigan -   We’ll draw the line, then after a few case get deferred they will get them 
in on time.  My question is on the traffic analysis, which I may be…probably discussed this with a 
couple of people already.  When you say a traffic analysis on a zoning case, is this just input from 
Tim Foster or is this an independent traffic study done by an outside firm?   
 
Ms. Moore -  I think…case by case.  This meeting is set up to answer that.  It may be 
one or the other, Mr. Jernigan.  It depends on the case when it comes in.  But certainly we are 
going to get input from the Public Works, Traffic Engineering Division. 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  What I mean is, I don’t want to have it to where everybody has to do, 
have a traffic study done because they are expensive. 
 
Ms. Moore -  That is why it is included as a maybe.  It is not an absolute necessary 
requirement, but the good thing about that is that we can identify that before they file.  They are 
going to know that so that is going to improve customer service because they are not going to be 
surprised two months down the road, oh you need this.  We think it is a positive aspect.   
 
Mr. Emerson -  It does say maybe required. 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  Okay. 
 
Mr. Emerson -  At the bottom of the page 4.  It said, “Maybe required by Public Works.” 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  Okay. 
 
Mr. Donati -  At what stage would it be triggered at, the traffic analysis? 
 
Mr. Silber -  The traffic engineer will determine that at the time of the preliminary 
meeting.  He will say, the size of this, the scope of this, the road network out there is going to 
require a traffic impact study.  They have got to go and hire their traffic consultant to do… 
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Mr. Marshall -  (unintelligible) right here on the board that would be a prime example. 
 
Mr. Silber -  Yes, sir.  We get them on quite a few.  I would say like 15-20%.  The 
traffic engineer asks for them and we get them.  We’ve got one right now for Liesfield Farms, 
doing traffic impact study, Reynolds, Guminick.  I guess we do 20%, traffic analysis.  The traffic 
engineer reviews those, if it is on a state route, VDOT has to review those.  It takes Tim 30 days 
and VDOT is about 45 days, then Tim gets the comments back to them and usually revise the 
impact study and there is maybe certain road improvements that can be made based on the 
traffic generation. 
 
Mrs. Ware -  Do they sometimes do the traffic studies in order to better their own 
position without being asked? 
 
Mr. Silber -  Occasionally.   
 
Mr. Marshall -  They only turn it in if it helps. 
 
Mrs. Ware -  Yes. 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  Well, this will clear things, because at the pre-application, I think we will 
set and discuss whether we feel…  If Tim Foster is there and he said, “I think we need to do 
one”, then we can negotiate… I’ve got a case out there now, Randy that I’m going to allude to, I 
guess.  I think we need to set down and discuss it with traffic and see what we have to do. 
 
Mrs. Ware -   Where will the Commission come in when you are going through this 
process?  You have the pre-application process, do you then, will you then give some report to 
the Commissioner as to what is going to be coming along, or nothing until the application is 
processed. 
 
Ms. Moore -  I think it will substantially stay the same.  We always make contact with 
the Commissioners, but as far as (unintelligible) at the preliminary review meeting we don’t have 
that scheduled right now.   
 
Mrs. Ware -  When are you looking at implementing this?   
 
Mr. Silber -  We will ask Mr. Silber. 
 
Mr. Silber -  I think what we will have to do is; if you all have any suggestions we 
need to incorporate those into this.  We then need to inform the development community, 
because there are some sizable impacts here.  Give them some time to absorb that and then we 
maybe start in the fall or something.   
 
Mr. Jernigan -  Well, Ernie had one thing to which he hasn’t said anything about.  When 
people are filing for a restaurant, a medical office, can you put on there who it is?   
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  That was one of my suggestions. 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  Yes, it is in there, but you didn’t say anything.  It is in the paperwork.  
Just like a medical facility, can we say it is a dental office, can we say it is a doctor’s office, rather 
than just a medical center?  If it is a restaurant… 
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Mr. Silber -  Are you talking about when they file the application they know it is going 
to be dental office and can’t we put it in our staff report it is a dental office instead of calling it 
medical? 
 
Mr. Marshall -  Yes, if it said retail they can say Wal-mart. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  You know we have one, one time on Libbie Avenue, medial purposes 
and I got called from so many people, oh they are going to put another laboratory over there.  I 
talked to Joe and he said it is nothing but a dental office for one dentist, one chair. 
 
Mr. Silber -  Well, I think we as staff can be… 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  That is the way it is in the paper.  That is why they call me. 
 
Mr. Silber -  I think we can be (unintelligible) when we know what the use is.   We 
don’t want to put out there it’s a Red Robin Restaurant, we can just say it is going to be a 
restaurant.   
 
Mr. Jernigan -   Right. 
 
Mr. Silber -  Then we can maybe not be so generic to help the situation. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  That would take care of itself with the new application.  And somebody 
who takes it said, “what is it you want to do there?” instead of saying a cloak and dagger thing.  
You just say dentist office.  Like Ray said, you know, a formal grocery store, if it is a Food Lion, 
put Food Lion.  In spite of going to these APA things and going and having a nice time we do go 
to classes.  I went to one, one time for an hour and a half, boring because it had three people 
saying the same thing.  They try to get this over to you, it is simple, simple things.  Just like 
attorneys (unintelligible), I don’t mean all attorneys are simple.   
 
Mr. Silber -  We will take that under consideration.  What you are saying is try and 
keep it simple and explain what it is. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  Yes, if you read all this it was right there.  
 
Mr. Silber -  We did.   
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  Keep the location maps simple…  I had to give them a call and find out 
the Toyota Place and I’m familiar with Broad Street.  Across the street there is a Signature 
Furniture Store, but wouldn’t you put next to it where a thing is going, like Moore Cadillac, I bet 
everybody in Richmond knows where Moore Cadillac is, it is next door too.  What was the secret 
on the map? 
 
Mr. Silber -  You want to go through these?  We can talk about these, Ernie? 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  Well that is up to you. 
 
Mr. Silber -  I think we should. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  I know we are running short. 
 
Mr. Silber -  Is there anything else on this portion that Jean has. 
 
Mrs. Ware -  No, I think it looks great. 
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Mr. Emerson -  I think one thing we should add, Randy, while I know you probably are 
more concerned about the reaction, maybe the impact, on the impact to the development 
community.  We are still rather lenient even proposing this process then in Chesterfield is.  
Chesterfield requires, they set aside one day a week, if you miss that day, if your preliminary 
meeting, sorry we’ve got a way to all the schedules, try to get on the schedule and that schedule 
is full you’ve got to wait to that following Tuesday and they pull in the whole staff.  So we are 
still, while we are trying to tighten our process (unintelligible) to get more information, we are 
still being more lenient then some of our sister counties.   
 
Mr. Jernigan -  I’ve heard that somewhere in northern Virginia that when you file, it is a 
year before they hear the case.   
 
Mr. Silber -  Right, Fairfax. 
 
Mr. Emerson -  Fairfax. 
 
Mr. Silber -  Fairfax, it is a year.   
 
Mr. Jernigan -  I think this looks good. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  I do too. 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  You did good, Jean. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  Jean, that is really great. 
 
Mr. Silber -  Why don’t we run through some of these comments that we’ve collected.  
Let me try to address some of these if I can, Ernie.  Does everybody have the list from Mr. 
Vanarsdall?   
 

1. The first one talks about putting the names back on the reports.  We have discussed 
that. 

2. Reduced the reading of the entire case.  We are able to shorten that to the extent we 
can.  I want to make sure that we get information out there in reading a case so that if 
there is someone in the audience they know what case it is.  I don’t think we need to 
read the entire case, we can shorten it.  Joe and I will work on… 

 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  You can talk to Tom Tokarz, he will tell you. 
 
Mr. Silber -  I think I’m going to talk to Tom Tokarz he may tell us to read more. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  There again, why do I need to know a (unintelligible) Nine Mile Road, 
300’ from Williamsburg Road and halfway between Norfolk and Roanoke and if I setting in the 
audience all I want to know is if it is my district or is this the case I came to see.  Then you say 
the pertinent information.  That is just my suggestion. 
 
Mr. Silber -  Okay. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  There again (unintelligible) California in APA say the same thing.  They 
said if you are a little bitty community or village you could say it is behind Joe Blows barn, across 
the street from Ms. so and so farm.  Only in a bigger area like we are you still can just put the 
pertinent information on.  All of these things to reduce the time; that the people setting in the 
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audience are there to hear the case and we can talk about the case we’re on.  Not to get us out 
of the door, this is our job we accepted it.  You all like leaving early… 
 
Mr. Silber -  We will take that under consideration.   
 

3. Number three talks about the Chair should also announce the District and repeat the 
case number.   

 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  Lisa, asked me about that.  The Chair should right after (unintelligible).  
The Chair should say this is in the Tuckahoe District, case C so and so.  People want to hear the 
district, we found that out the hard way.  Somebody will come up to the mike, I didn’t hear 
that… 
 
Mr. Silber -  Alright, that can be done. 
 

4. Speaks to consistency between the agenda and the staff report on how we are listing 
these, applicant and the name of the case.  We are going to take a look at that and see 
if we can’t improve on having them the same or something very similar to the same.  To 
be honest with you I’m not real sure why we do it the way we do it. 

 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  My thought on it, since I suggested it and I have one in my hand, 
Verizon Virginia, Incorporated, it said on the green, it said on the agenda Henry L. Wilton for 
Verizon.  Many times, all the time it has the attorney name on the agenda but never on the 
green sheet and I was wondering why we couldn’t do that.  What the people who come in and 
the hand out they get is the agenda, I mean is the…anyway it doesn’t have what it needs. 
 
Mr. Silber -  Well, we will look at that.  I think the… 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  Any of you all have any suggestions or opposition to this or suggestions 
let me know because I’m just suggesting it.   
 
Mr. Silber -  I don’t hear any criticism.  Mr. Vanarsdall on items 5 and 6, this speaks 
to showing on the locational maps… 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  We have already talked about that. 
 
Mr. Silber -  Let me mention this to you, because I don’t want you to think that we 
can’t do this, but let me tell you my prospective.  We prepare, I know this because we just 
finished with the budget.  This past year we prepared 2700 maps and we have a limited staff 
that prepares these maps and they are generated by different formats, but most of them are 
generated off the GIS, Geographical Information System.  For us to, I’m not trying to make 
excuses, but for us to take each of these maps and create them and then go back and try to 
identify certain locations, buildings, or structures on them would take a tremendous amount of 
time.  I don’t disagree that when we look at these maps that they can be enhanced or improved 
if it had American Signature or Moore’s Cadillac because those are some key features that you 
look at and your eye picks up, when you look at a map.  But, with staff resources that we have 
makes if difficult for us to pull out these maps and then adding these or somehow identify some 
of these locations.  We will take a look at it, but… 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  That is alright. 
 
Mr. Silber -  It is a big request. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  That is the point, I wouldn’t know. 
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Mr. Silber -  Right. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  So that may be a bad suggestion. 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  Well if in the description if you would put it is next to Moore’s Cadillac 
you don’t have to put it on the map. 
 
Mr. Marshall -  If you put it in the report. 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  If you put it in the report.  You just say it is next to Moore’s Cadillac, we 
will know where it is. 
 
Mr. Silber -  So somewhere in the report you would like to have better identification 
as to… 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  Description. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  You already covered number 7, right? 
 
Mr. Silber -  Right. 
 

8. Talks about the signage and the rezoning signs.  I can tell you that we have made 
changes within the last two months.  I have met with staff and we are now putting 
rezoning signs out 3 weeks before the Planning Commission Meeting, where as before 
we were doing it about 10 to 12 days before the meeting.  So we are doing it 21 days, at 
least 21 days.  I don’t want to do it sooner then because what will happen is if you put it 
out to early you all will get calls, staff will start to get calls and we won’t have evaluated 
the case, you won’t have your staff report… 

 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  That is our department not the staff job, getting the telephone calls. 
 
Mr. Silber -  They are going out 3 weeks now before PC Meetings. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  That is good. 
 
Mr. Silber -  I don’t know what you mean by number 9.  It said is it possible to 
consolidate some of the rezoning… 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  This again, and maybe you can’t do it, maybe you don’t notice it.  But I 
have one right here, which happens to be Ray’s tonight, I’ll put it back in the file when I’m 
finished.  I’ll just use this as an example.  On the front page it tells us that it is R-2AC Family 
Residence, Agricultural District is what it is now, it gives the acreage and it tells where it is, 
eastern side of Osborn Turnpike…you turn it over under column 3 it has that whole same 
information, then you go down to number 4 it has the same thing.   
 
Mr. Silber -  So it is repeating the same information in the reports. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  It looks like to me we have got all of it on the front page, and the same 
thing with number 3, number 3 is Land Use:  The applicant requesting the zoning so and 
so…here it is again number 5; the Land Use Plan recommends Suburban Residential so and 
so…same thing. 
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Mr. Silber -  Okay.  You point is well taken.  I think we can correct that.  I think our 
reports have maybe gotten longer and we can make them shorter.  Staff will probably appreciate 
typing lessons.   
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  That is all I had. 
 
Mr. Silber -  You had a couple more.  Mind if I touch on them?  You asked about 
going from 8 weeks.  We went to 8 from 6 weeks, has that helped?  Yes, that has helped.  We 
are finding the benefit of that. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  That might be cutting that to short.  I asked Jim Theobald about it who 
handles a lot of these things for us and you all know.  He said that 10 days would be alright, but 
not a week.  
 
Mr. Silber -  Are you talking about the Planning Commission receiving staff reports? 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  We receive our packets two weeks before the meeting.  I was just 
thinking that if we didn’t receive it 2 weeks would that give them more time to put things into the 
report that we wouldn’t have to check on and the report would be more complete.  I know that 
can (unintelligible)…but you all can talk about it. 
 
Mr. Silber -  We can talk about it.  The reason we do 2 weeks was, back about 6 or 8 
years ago the Commission wanted to get the reports earlier.  So we moved it from 1 week to 2 
weeks.  I kind of like that because you all become informed about these cases earlier in the 
process. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  For me it doesn’t make a difference because I work mind as soon as I 
get the preliminary report.  Both, the POD and the Rezoning.  So it doesn’t make a difference to 
me, except I want the write ups, I like the write ups. 
 
Mr. Silber -  Two weeks or less than 2 weeks? 
 
Mr. Marshall -  I like two weeks. 
 
Mrs. Ware -  I like two weeks. 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  I tell you what, lets leave it like it is and then see what the pre-
application report does.  Because that may change the complexion of the whole thing. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  It might.   
 
Mr. Jernigan -  If we stream line that, we may be able to extend the two weeks, we may 
get it 10 days prior and give the applicant time to get some… I think the pre-application report is 
going to be a solution to some of our problems.   
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  That is alright with me.   
 
Mr. Silber -  Ernest those comments were excellent we will work on those.  There 
were comments also received from Mr. Marshall and I think the first one was probably addressed.  
One of them said cases are being put on the agenda prior to being sufficiently worked.  I’m not 
sure there is a lot we can do about that.   
 
Mr. Marshall -  I know.  Atacks cases were one. 
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Mr. Silber -  But we certainly (unintelligible) this pre-application process we should be 
getting better information early on and that may help a bit.  Number 2 speaks to the pre-
application.  Number 3 said, on the deferred cases summarize the case … 
 
Mr. Marshall -  We went over that. 
 
Mr. Silber -  We went over that.  Mr. Archer mentioned that tot lots.  We are going to 
talk about that in just a few minutes.  Also mentioned staff making presentations and we talked 
about the three; provide one contact person per case, we discussed that as well.   
 
Mr. Jernigan’s comments were more technical in nature and we will, not forget about the parking 
requirements in fact we have already utilized the Richmond Regional PDC to do a study on the 
parking requirements and we hope to be bringing in an ordinance forward in the next several 
months, hopefully, on revamping all of our parking requirements.   
 
Mr. Jernigan -  Well, what happened to me on that; when I saw Chris had tot lots I 
figured; it kind of put me off on another tangent.  So that is the reason I came up with these 
even though later I figured this was basically… 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  Well, the first meeting we had was about how to run a meeting and how 
to make…of everything and there wasn’t anything about parking lot, hospital lot. 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  But, number 2 we have a problem with, those daycares and we will have 
to address that.   
 
Mr. Archer -  The only thing I was and I talked with some of the staff about this.  We 
so often get zoning cases and they say I’m going to put a tot lot over here and they build 400 
houses and swing one tire out of a tree and that…  We don’t have any standards at all to say; I 
think it ought to be based on the size of the development…  And my comment about staff 
presenting it was just a (unintelligible).  Staff, they all have the opportunity to plan it and it helps 
us to (unintelligible).  You may get to the point where somebody is forced into making a 
presentation and they haven’t had a lot of practice at doing it.   
 
Mr. Silber -  The time now is 6:17 and we need to be downstairs by 7:00.  There are 
a number of approaches we can take.  We could (a) go ahead and break and have you get 
dinner, have everybody get dinner and Leslie can you present while the Commission is eating.  
That is one option, another option is to put off the tot lot thing until another time, or do you just 
want to just… 
 
Mr. Archer -  I don’t have to heard that tonight.  Because if I do they are going to 
jump on me, so. 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  Like I said we got the important stuff, was Commission procedures.  Like 
Chris said, he doesn’t have to worry about the tot lot.  We got the important… 
 
Mr. Archer -  We are doing something with it is what I understand. 
 
Mr. Silber -  There has been a lot of work done on it and that has been shared with 
you in the packet. 
 
Mr. Archer -  Right. 
 
Mr. Silber -  Leslie has a presentation, she could tell you more about it, but what we 
are going to recommend is that we do have these guidelines and we would like to eventually 
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have the Commission endorse them.  We would like to use them administratively for residential 
development when it comes along.  If you want we could put this off to the POD meeting and 
have a work session then and we can just dine right now if you want.  If you want to eat we can 
present while you are eating.   
 
Mr. Ware -  It doesn’t matter to me. 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  We don’t want Leslie to have to talk when she probably wants something 
to eat too. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  I’m fine with what ever you want to do. 
 
Mr. Jernigan -  It is up to you Chris. 
 
Mr. Archer -  I can wait till the POD it doesn’t matter. 
 
Mr. Vanarsdall -  Would you be disappointed, Leslie?   
 
Mrs. News -  No, I would not.  No problem. 
 
Mrs. Ware -  What do you all want to do guys?  It doesn’t matter to me. 
 
Mr. Archer -  The consensus seems to be that we wait. 
 
Mrs. Ware -  Okay.  Wait to the POD.  Thank you, Leslie. 
 
Mrs. News -  No problem. 
 
Mr. Silber -  Alright. 
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