Minutes
Planning Commussion
Isle of Wight County

August 26, 2025

1. Call to Order

Bobby Bowser, Chairman, called the Isle of Wight County Planning Commission meeting to order
at 6:00 PM on August 26, 2025, in the Board of Supervisors Room at the Isle of Wight County
Courthouse, Isle of Wight, Virginia.

Brian Carroll delivered the invocation.
Chairman Bowser invited everyone present to join in the Pledge of Allegiance.

2.  Roll Call/Determination of a Quorum

Bobby Bowser, Chairman
Matthew Smith, Vice-Chairman
Brian Carroll

James Ford

Jennifer S. Boykin

George Rawls

Raynard Gibbs

Keith Johnson

Brian Shotwel

Roll was called and the following members were present: Bobby Bowser, Brian Carroll, James
Ford, Jennifer Boykin, Raynard Gibbs, Matthew Smith, Brian Shotwell, George Rawls, Keith
Johnson.

A quorum was determined

ALSO IN ATTENDANCE

Amy Ring, Community Development Director
Bobby Jones, County Attorney

Don Robertson, County Administrator

Cordel Asbenson, Planner I

Shaunee Beussink, Environmental Planner
Amanda Landrus, Secretary

3. Action on Requests to Withdraw or Table Pending Agenda Items

Chairman Bowser asked if there were any requests to table or withdrawal agenda items. Amy Ring
stated there were no requests.



4. Approval of Agenda

Chairman Bowser called for a vote to approve the agenda. Commuissioner Carroll moved to
approve the agenda with the amendment to move the Growth Rate Scenario Study special
presentation before the Public Hearings. Commuissioner Gibbs seconded the motion. Chairman
Bowser asked for all in favor to signify by saying “ave.” The motion passed unanimously.

5. Consent Agenda

Chairman Bowser called for a vote to approve the consent agenda. Commussioner Ford made the
motion to approve the consent agenda. Commissioner Boykin seconded the motion. Chairman
Bowser asked for all in favor to signify by sayving aye. The motion passed unanimously.

A. July 10, 2025, Board of Supervisors Action List
B. July 22, 2025, Planning Commission Regular Minutes

6. Citizens' Comments

Chairman Bowser opened the floor for any citizens’ comments. There being no comment,
Chairman Bowser closed citizens’ comments.

2. Special Presentation - Growth Rate Scenario Study

Amy Ring, Community Development Director, introduced Julie Herlands, Vice President of
TischlerBise, Inc., who presented a summary of the Growth Rate Scenario Study. Ms. Ring noted
that the County engaged TischlerBise in the summer of 2024 to evaluate the fiscal impacts of three
growth scenarios on the County’s future operating and capital facilities budgets. She explained that
the study provides insight into the financial implications of future growth and will help the County
prepare for anticipated impacts on operations and community improvements.

ulie Herlands gave the following presentation.

R e G L R W SRR e
What the Study Does

Evaluates the fiscal impact of projected

growth S
Progected growth = HOuSING 4 &Moo yment growtn et
based on curent markel condibors

* Weidon Cooper Center s projectons (as of July 2025
aFirmed the growth rale Assumobons used o the study

Evaluates two hypothetical alternatives to
test higher growth rates
o iy Fowin ples e 0t artopated mut help

tanc potent:al mpac's f gromth acceeraled

Fiscal Impact Analysis of Growth Scenarios
Isle of Wight County, VA

1 the approved yel Sormant 2500 unis -
begin 10 buid. the 2% growth rale provides niormation
on polential mpacts

Tlmﬂ



R S A IR
What the Study Doesn’t Do Overview of Fiscal Impact Analy is

+ It does not predict changes in growth pattems: Growth .
projections assume current conditions and trends continue Direct revenues and direct cost

« It does not forecast a 2% growth rate: it tests a scenario that mpacts ko the County _

ik eling, res >
contemplates “what i’ the County grew by this higher rate Uniie budgjeticg, feverines

and axpenditures are projacted
« What mught that look like IF this were lo ocour separately

Fiscal Impact Analysis

+ The study does nol say that this is likely to occur Reflects both operating and
capital costs
« Nor does the study instruct the County what to do Assurnes thet ourent iveis of

* Mitigation strategies (e.g., cash proffers. guantifying captal impacts sarvice are maintained -
andior policy changes are possible depending on County goals

TlsEhTm%tsc

I g)

Study Methodology Study Timeline and Roll-out of Findings

« Isle of Wight County FY2025 Budget used +  Kickoff in fall 2024
* Current levels of service as defined by 2025 Budget are modeled +  Fall and winter spent deveicping potential growth scenarios and collecting data
*  20-year projection period + Fiscal modeling occurmed winter / earty spring
+ inflabon s not assumed 1o allow for companson across the projection *  Draft results transmitted to County n March 2025
period + Drafl verson was provided 1o County Staf and the Working Group
+ Average-marginal hybrd approach used + County Staff providied feedback and revisions. including revisions 1o fire and schools
«  General Fund and Capital improvements included in the analysia + TischierBiae rovised the model and rmssued the fndings for April 2025 Working Group
. G Fund = Wilh these changes. fiscal results and study findings changed
- Operating and captal costs (with debt financing assumed) * Ea“‘.l"”w “,QMMW“W,:MEM'MMM

* Al school capacity thresholds are set at 95% (prior to change in policy)

Tischlertiise TischlerBise

Year over Year Scenario Projection Approach

Construction = * Base Growth Scenario

COS'[ Changes +  Rasudental growih from Weicon Cooper Canter Virgina projectons (wniage 2024) at 0 8%
v it

+ Norwesdential growth propcied per rends of 3 4% growth e

Ingenatr ing hwn, Romard (N8 - Alternative 1 Higher Growth
Comstrutian oot ieges (05
e (908 iy e gl S Sy oF . s « Faster residential growth ot 2 0%
s e s By o . * Nanresiderial growih ot 1 0%
Bardird st et s 8 b .
e L ard T el 4 st O +  Alternative 2: Highest Growth
iy pre e TR gl | 1I0 Sern o &
P rea 4 e D e +  Even faster resdeniial growsh of 3 0%
LO08 bt N of I v d e @ B 2Dty
e * Norvesidental growih o 1 5%
e e
T T

TischlerBise TischierBise

Projections Summary EE G oo oo gl oo Fiscal Impact Results
Base Scenano 13 progected Jt
41,423 + 7451 = 4R.E74 Prinectad Carma it or
revevars hor L)

lg*ven bar) for each

o sy wanare Nt fac
S g o e e .
oL o e L0 3ed retecr
—— propected M-year
AR U S LR 1
- the County ety =
[ e ——
P . .
e
TischierBise TischlerBise



[ e e el = S e i
Fiscal Impact Results Fiscal Impact Results

- A
ol = -
Resuits above e 50 = o
s ralect e ted —
P 10 the - cooe
Ity al
TischlerBise TischlerBise

; School Capad ity b modeled at 95%

Capital Impacts Timing oy o v caed el Fiscal Impact Results

when the threshold & reached
] £ach e refbects
et aweagn

- F .

TischlerBise

1 T R I S S AT
Findings

The basel/trend scenario prod fiscally positive results
+ All other growth scenarios project net deficils
Projected growth at the faster growth rates does not generate Questions & Discussion

sufficient revenue o cover operating and capital costs while
maintaining current levels of service

« Capital assumptions are the main driver for the negative results

Faster growth scenanos resull in worse fiscal conditions in later
years (second half) as capital impacts increase costs over time

TischlerBise TischlerBise

APPENDIX: SUPPORTING MATERIAL Methodologies & Outputs

TischlerBise TischlerBise




Revenue Projection Methodologies

e o e e
Revenue Projection Methodologies

TischlerBise

Cumulative County Revenues (Years 1-20)

TischlerBise

T e
Operating Expenditure Projection Methodologies

TischlerBise

Revenue Projection Methodologies

TischlerBise

E
Revenue Projection Methodologies

TischierBise

T e S e
Operating Expenditure Projection Methodologies

TischierBise

Cumulative County Operating Expenditures

T-sEhTeTBue




e o ——

TR R R e | (Rt SR TR e
Capital Outputs

Growth Projections

TischierBise

Population Projections

Base Scenario

Scenano
s o b

Population Projections

7% Rewidontial Growm

- g -
R Lot ] h-. ¥ -
B s : -
SR = | o e : s | -
Smbembedioe O T S T
e r -
[P IT Ce— — - e o Bae , St g gt bl
e = g T eass g i s e
pra gty Sy Tt L P,
v 040 JOM BN e 4 Comn
A —
R
TischlerBise

v s i 1 et g 1
g s o e g e

TischierBise

Population Projections

Scenann 2 evaennal Growen

Nonresidential Projections

Base Scenario

L
B T e b gt g e o ko & i
T g W v 8 gt e

Al e 8 e
g B par sy o e

Bevt e sm e a ed o gt S 70 e
ramition te wu o W Conty bata- ol ab8 B0 6 699 By
TAIN iy, Oy b by £ N gy imdnatie By 0 1%

ey, e ey @ 1S rmally

At d e v e el 1 e ——

[ Y L L
s FAT At

Nonresidential Projections

Scenano | 15 Nonretdent sl

Srowth

Nonresidential Projections

Mo v e nt

oy

*t i e

i —
- -
hremen | 8 ey et (R o sl - P e P ™ mmara ] m v e e of gramth dln + pmoened The
Rt oo b F TN L el -~
O
et _ang (e o Traage e | ey |
Vonan 30d11 taen
J—

TischlerBise

o — At Aa L

P —

e e e
S AP

TischlerBise



T T T T
Projections Summary
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The Commuission discussed the Growth Rate Scenario Study with Ms. Herlands. Questions focused
on projected population growth in the northern end of the county, impacts on public safety
staffing, and the transition from volunteer to career fire and rescue personnel. Commissioners
noted the potential long-term fiscal impact of staffing new stations and requested clarification on
whether operational costs, including full-time equuvalents, were accounted for in the model.

Additional discussion addressed population projections from Weldon Cooper, school capacity
triggers, and coordination with county schools regarding enrollment projections. Ms. Herlands
confirmed that school capacity was modeled geographically and at 95% utilization, and that
coordination with the school system was ongoing. She reported that a related study with the
schools would be completed within approximately two months.

7. Public Hearings

Chairman Bowser called for the following public hearing items:

A. Exc-25-4 Kearney Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area Exception Request
Application EXC-25-4 of Anthony D. and Linda M. Kearney, property owners, for an
exception under the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area (CBPA) Ordinance to construct
a residential addition to be located in the seaward and landward portion of the Resource
Protection Area (RPA) buffer at 102 Titus Court on tax map number 23-01-010

Shaunee Beussink, Environmental Planner, gave the following presentation.

Kearney CBPA
Exception Request




Background

KearneyException (EXC-25-4) Location
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Anthony Kearney, applicant, addressed the Planning Commussion regarding a request to construct
a modest addition to their home. Mr. Kearny and his wife, Linda, moved to Isle of Wight County
in 1991, where they raised their family on a quiet cul-de-sac of nine houses. Their home, built on a
one-acre lot, is 1,290 square feet with three bedrooms and two bathrooms and has served them for
more than 30 years.

M. Kearney explained that the proposed addition is a 200-square-foot extension to the rear of the
home, designed to improve accessibility in the kitchen, dining, and laundry areas. Current
entryways are only 27 inches wide, making them difficult to navigate and non-compliant with
modern accessibility standards. The project does not involve new bedrooms or bathrooms and is
intended solely to make the home safer and more functional as the couple ages.

M. Kearney stated that the project began over 15 months ago with the relocation of the home’s
electrical box, which was completed with a county permit. However, their subsequent request for a
building permit was denied due to potential proximity to wetlands. Following staff guidance, they
applied for an exception under the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area Ordinance. They noted that



the late Wilhlam McCarty, former Board of Supervisors chairman, had expressed his support for
their plans, and they retained written correspondence from him encouraging them to proceed.

To date, the couple has invested over $15,000 in preparation costs, including electrical work,
architectural plans, delineation reports, surveys, and a water quality analysis. They highlighted that
Stokes Environmental, a firm recommended by the county, reviewed the site plan and found that
the proposed addition does not conflict with the Chesapeake Bay ordinance. Reports also
concluded that vegetation buffers would offset any environmental impact within the buffer zone.

Mr. Kearney emphasized that denial of the project would significantly diminish their property’s
value by signaling that the lot is not usable, while approval would preserve value and provide
essential accessibility. They shared that all neighbors signed a petition in support of the addition,
with the exception of one who was unavailable at the time signatures were collected.

In closing, Mr. Kearney reiterated that the project is not a luxury but a practical necessity to allow
them to age safely in place. They thanked the commission for its consideration and requested
approval of their exception.

There being no citizen comment, Chairman Bowser closed the public hearing and called for
discussion from the commissioners.

Commussioner Boykin questioned where the breakdown in communication occurred and why this
1ssue had not been identified earlier, before the applicant invested in relocating the electrical box.

Shaunee Beussink explained that in some cases, permit applications do not specify that electrical
work is being completed in preparation for an addition. For example, when a request is submitted
simply to move or upgrade an electrical box, staff may not be aware that the work is connected to a
larger construction project. In those situations, the permit may not be routed through the
environmental review process, since a standalone electrical upgrade typically would not requure it.

Mr. Kearney stated that the permut did state that it was for a future addition.

Chairman Bowser asked the applicant whether they would have any objection to installing
landscaping if the request were approved, as recommended by staff. The applicant responded that
they had no objection and expressed full agreement with that condition.

Following discussion, Commissioner Gibbs made a motion to approve the application, noting that
whule he typically aligns with staff recommendations, the small scale of this request, approximately
237 square feet, made this a heartfelt approval. Commussioner Boykin seconded the motion.

Commissioners then clarified the conditions of approval. Mr. Gibbs asked whether the approval
would restrict the applicant from making any future additions. It was agreed that no such
restriction would be imposed. Instead, the approval would include staff’s recommended condition
for landscaping, specifically the installation of vegetation and shrubbery as outlined in the staff
report.

With conditions clarnified, the Chairman called for a roll call vote.




Motion Passed 9-0, with Commissioner Bowser, Commissioner Carroll, Commissioner Ford,
Commissioner Boykin, Commissioner Gibbs, Commissioner Smith, Commissioner Shotwell,
Commissioner Rawls, Commissioner Johnson voting in favor of the motion and none voting

against the motion.

This application will go to the September 18, 2025, Board of Supervisors meeting.

B. REZN-25-5 Guiffin Conditional Residential Rezoning Request
Application (REZN-25-5) of Michael W. and Susan Griffin, property owners, and Daniel
E. Smith, prospective owner, for a change in zoning classification from Rural
Agricultural Conservation (RAC) to Conditional Rural Residential (C-RR) of two acres
with a proffer for no subdivision of the parcel.

Amy Ring, Community Development Director, informed the commission that the project manager
for the rezoning case under consideration is Sandy Robinson, who was unable to attend the

o. Mrs. Ring gave the followi
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* Previous owner designated 30 of approximately 32 acres
for agricultural use by creating an agricultural subdivision
in 2004

* The 30 acres remains vacant

* Present owner is selling the 30 acres and prospective
owner wants 2 acres of that to be rezoned to C-RR for a
single-family dwelling

o presentation.

Site Description

* Tax Map ID: 70-01-023

« Zoning: RAC

* Election District: DS

* Request: Rezone 2 acres to C-RR with a proffer
for no subdivision of the parcel.

. _

* The Capital Impacts Model results show there is existing

capacity for public facilities in the southern service area.

* Proposed zoning consistent with the future Recommended

Land Use Map.

* Request meets the minimum requirements of the zoning

district.

* No special flood zone designation.
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The following departments have no concerns with
the rezoning application as presented:

* IWC Schools

* Fire and Rescue

* IWC Historic Resources
* Environmental Planner
* IWC Health Department
* County Attorney

Strengths

* The proposed use is compatible with the
existing land uses in the vicinity
* The proposed use is within the
guidelines of the future Recommended Staff Analysis
| Land Use Plan Designation

Weaknesses

None determined at this time.

Based on the strengths of the
application, staff recommends
approval of the rezoning
application as conditioned.
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Recommendation

Chairman Bowser opened the public hearing and invited the applicant to speak.

Ms. Amanda Cason, 11 Merritt Cove, a local realtor, spoke on behalf of her client, Daniel Smith,
the prospective buyer of property located on Bobcat Lane. She explained that Mr. Smith, who was



present at the meeting, is seeking to rezone approximately two acres out of a 30-acre parcel.

Ms. Cason shared that Mr. Smith currently lives in Portsmouth but grew up on the Peninsula and
has family in the area. His goal is to return to a quieter, more rural lifestyle and to provide hus
family with prvacy and country living.

She added that the property has practical benefits, including existing electricity along the road and
an easement that extends to the end of the parcel. With three houses already located on the same
road, infrastructure is partially in place.

Ms. Cason concluded by expressing Mr. Smith’s excitement about the opportunity and his hope to
make this rezoning request a reality so he and his family can relocate to the area.

There being no citizen comment, Chairman Bowser closed the public hearing.

There was no discussion following the comment. The Chairman called for a motion on the
rezoning request.

Commnussioner Boykin moved to recommend approval of the rezoning request to the Board of
Supervisors. Seconded by Commussioner Carroll. Motion Passed 9-0, with Commussioner Bowser,
Commussioner Carroll, Commussioner Ford, Commussioner Boykin, Commissioner Gibbs,
Commussioner Smith, Commissioner Shotwell, Commissioner Rawls, Commissioner Johnson
voting in favor of the motion and none voting against the motion.

This application will go to the September 18, 2025, Board of Supervisors meeting.

C. REZN-25-8 Seward Conditional Rural Residential Rezoning Request
Application REZN-25-8 of Jeffrey and Melanie Seward, property owners, for a change in
zoning district of approximately 2.5 acres with tax map number 19-01-009 located on
Raynor Road from Rural Agricultural Conservation to Conditional Rural Residential to
create a single family residential lot

Cordell Asbenson, Planner I, gave the following presentation.

Tax Map 1D#: 19-01-009

i REZN-25-8 Seward Residential
Rezoning Request

0 Planning Commission Regular Meeting
August 26, 2025
Request: To create an additional lot for a single-

CL, cal PF.t‘-‘ t family dwelling with conditions
lobal Reach

Location Land next to 11371 Raynor Road
Current Zoning :  Rural Agricultural Conservation (RAC)

Election District: D3
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Site Map Zoning Map

* The lot has been in s \‘
its current form since o T ey
the 19205 -

* The lot has had two
previous subdivisions
using the Rural P
Residential Sliding I - o E
Scale V)

Strengths:
* The rezoning aligns with the ordinance’s requirements
* The rezoning aligns with future land use
* No objections were raised from other Agencies
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Staff Recommendation

Based on the strengths of the application, and that no
objections were raised from any agency, staff recommends
approval of the application,

Chairman Bowser opened the public hearing and invited the applicant to speak.

William Riddick, representing the Sewards, addressed the Planning Commission regarding a land
sale request. He noted that Mr. Seward, a longtime local farmer, generally prefers to acquire and
retain land but occasionally needs to sell a lot or two. Mr. Riddick stated that this request provides
flexibility for the Sewards and noted that the staff report recommends approval. He requested the



Commission’s support and recommended forwarding approval to the board.

Commissioner Carroll asked for clarification regarding the sliding scale, noting that the property in
question was eligible for four breaks and asking whether three had been previously approved.

M. Asbenson explained using a map that two subdivisions had been approved from the property,
and a third cut was visible on the map but did not count toward the four breaks. He clarified that
an earlier parcel, cut prior to the 1920s and originally the site of a schoolhouse, was not considered
a subdivision of the current property and therefore did not count toward the four allowed cuts.

Commnussioner Bowser confirmed this clarification for the record.

Commuissioner Boykin moved to recommend approval of the rezoning request to the Board of
Supervisors. Seconded by Commissioner Smith. Motion Passed 9-0, with Commissioner Bowser,
Commissioner Carroll, Commissioner Ford, Commissioner Boykin, Commissioner Gibbs,
Commissioner Smith, Commissioner Shotwell, Commissioner Rawls, Commuissioner Johnson
voting in favor of the motion and none voting against the motion.

This application will go to the September 18, 2025 Board of Supervisors meeting.

8. Old Business

Amy Ring confirmed there were no old business items.

9. New Business

A. County Attorney's Report

There were no items for the County Attorneys report.

B. Planning Director's Report

1. Proposed Battery Energy Storage System (BESS) Zoning Ordinance Requirements
Discussion

Amy Ring reported on the proposed Battery Energy Storage System (BESS) ordinance, noting
revisions based on feedback from Dominion Energy and review of other localities’ ordinances. Key
changes included adjustments to setbacks, elimination of berm requirements, incorporation of
noise study provisions, and alignment with existing solar ordinance standards. Dominion Energy
was unable to attend the meeting but will participate in the Commission’s retreat and tour of the
Dry Bridge Facility in Chesterfield County on October 30, 2025. Commussioners discussed
setbacks, height limits, grounds maintenance, architectural requirements, and sound studes.

Ms. Ring also provided updates on the Comprehensive Plan five-year review. Community open
houses are scheduled for September 16, 2025, at First Gravel Hill Baptist Church and September
30, 2025, at Windsor Community Center. Additional presentations will be made at the Smithfield
Planning Commission work session on October 14, 2025. Public comments will be incorporated
before final revisions are presented to the Commission in October or November, followed by a
public hearing. The Safe Streets for All survey remains open on the County website and will be
highlighted at upcoming meetings.




10. Closed Meeting

11. Adjournment
There being no further information to discuss, Chairman Bowser adjourned the meeting at 7
PM.

Adopted this_ OO\ _ day of OO0 205

Bobby Bowser! Chauman Isle of Wight County Planning Comrmssmn
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Amanda Landrus, Secretary
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