Minutes
Planning Commission
Isle of Wight County

July 28, 2026

1. Call to Order

Bobby Bowser, Chairman, called the Isle of Wight County Planning Commission meeting to order
at 6:00 PM on July 28, 2026, in the Robert C. Claud, St. Board Room at 17130 Monument Circle,
Isle of Wight County, Isle of Wight, Virginia.

Invocation
Matthew Smith delivered the invocation.
Pledge of Allegiance
Chairman Bowser invited everyone present to join in the Pledge of Allegiance.
2.  Roll Call/Determination of a Quorum
Roll was called, and the following members were present: Bobby Bowser, Brian Carroll,
James Ford, Raynard Gibbs, Matthew Smith, Brian Shotwell, George Rawls, Keith Johnson,
Thomas Distefano.
The following members were absent: Jennifer Boykin.
A quorum was determined.
ALSO IN ATTENDANCE
William Webb, Assistant County Administrator
Amy Ring, Community Development Director
Mandy Rogers, Substitute Council to the Planning Commission

Caleb Kitchen, Planner 11
Heather Crocket, Permit Tech I/Acting Secretaty

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.

Commissioner Gibbs made the motion to approve the agenda.



Commissioner Smith seconded the motion.
Chairman Bowser asked for all in favor to signify by saying aye.

The motion passed unanimously.

5. Consent Agenda
Chairman Bowser called for a vote to approve the following consent agenda items:

July 9, 2026, Board of Supervisors Action List
Commissioner Ford made the motion to approve the consent agenda.
Commissioner Gibbs seconded the motion.
Chairman Bowser asked for all in favor to signify by saying aye.

The motion passed unanimously (9-0).

6. Citizens' Comments
Chairman Bowser opened the floor for any citizens’ comments.

There being no comment, Chairman Bowser closed citizens” comments.

7. Public Hearings

Chairman Bowser called for consideration of the following public hearing item:

A. An Ordinance to amend the following sections of Appendix B. Zoning of the Isle of
Wight County Code: Article I (General Provisions) for additions to general permit
requirements and community impact statements, Article III (Use Types), for additions
to residential and commercial use types, Article IV (Zoning Districts and Boundaries),
to reduce certain required setbacks, lot size requirements, application requirements,
permitted uses and conditions uses in certain zoning districts, Article V (Supplementary
Use Regulations) to clarify requirements for certain accessory, agricultural, residential,
and industrial uses, Article VI (Overlay districts) to clarify development criteria in
certain overlay districts, Article VII (General Design Guidelines and Development
Review Procedures) to reduce certain nonresidential application requirements, Article
VIII (Landscaping and Screening Standards) to reduce certain nonresidential
landscaping requirements, and Article X (Vehicle parking facilities) to reduce certain
parking space requirements.

Amy Ring, Community Development Director, provided an overview of the proposed zoning
ordinance revisions. She stated that the Planning Commission began discussions regarding the
ordinance revisions at its April 28, 2026, meeting. Since that time, the Commission has held



additional discussions during regular meetings and a work session regarding the potential impacts
and proposed changes. At the June 23, 2026, meeting, the Commission directed staff to proceed
with advertising the revisions for public hearing. Ms. Ring noted that a redline version of the
proposed ordinance was included with the staff report and was available for review. She offered to
answer any questions following the public hearing.

Chairman Bowser opened the public hearing.

Johnathan Holoman 13310 Beacon Hill Way, Carrollton. Mr. Holman, who is a local business
owner, expressed appreciation for the County’s efforts to maintain zoning ordinances that are
practical, current, and responsive to the needs of businesses and citizens. He stated his general
support for the proposed ordinance updates, noting that aligning requirements with operational
impacts, including traffic access, safety, and intended use, helps property owners and businesses
better utilize existing commercial spaces while protecting the public interest. Mr. Holman thanked
the Planning Commission for its consideration of the proposed ordinance changes.

There being no further public comments, Commissioner Bowser closed the public hearing and
opened the floor for discussion among the commissioners.

Commissioner Distefano stated the extent of previous discussions on the proposed Ordinance
revisions and made a motion to recommend approval to the Board of Supervisors.

The motion was seconded by Commissioner Ford.

The motion with Commissioner Bowser, Commissioner Carroll, Commissioner Ford,
Commissioner Gibbs, Commissioner Smith, Commissioner Shotwell, Commissioner Rawls,
Commissioner Johnson, Commissioner Distefano voting in favor of the motion and None voting
against the motion (9-0).

The application will go to the August 20, 2026, Board of Supervisors meeting.
Chairman Bowser called for consideration of the following public hearing item:

B. Application REZN-25-11 of Jason Seas, applicant, and Western Tidewater Community
Services Board, property owner, for a zoning district change from Rural Agricultural
Conservation to Conditional Rural Residential for approximately thirty acres located on
Yellow Hammer Road (Rte. 645) with tax map number 45-01-052A to remove the
existing agricultural/silvicultural subdivision restriction for the construction of a ctisis
center.

Caleb Kitchen, Planner II gave the following presentation.



Site Description

Tax Map ID#: 45-01-052A
REZN-25-11 Yellow Hammer Road Location: Yellow Hammer Road
Crisis Center Rezoning RCqUCSt Current Zoning: Rural Agricultural Conservation (RAC)
Election District: D5
Request: To rezone 30 acres to Conditional Rural

PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING
JULY 28, 2026

Residential (C-RR) for the purpose of

@ constructing a crisis center.

Background Background Cont.

« 30 acre agricultural/silvicultural parcel « Two CTH residential facilities:

* Western Tidewater Community Services Board (WTCSB) *6 ‘“d“”d“?{ls and staff per home )

acquired in 2025 = Ages 5-17 in one home, ages 18+ in second home

* Short-term basis, Max. 30-days

* Two Crisis Therapeutic Homes (CTH) facilities - Time-limited, clinically driven

* Proffered conditions: . . . .
* Building Elevations = 6-feet picket fence with security gate

+ No further subdivision, including family member transfers
g * No other buildings constructed except a storage shed for each home @'Projected to generate 104 trips per day

REZN-25-11 Yellow Hammer Road Crisis Center Rezoning Request - Location Map REZN-25-11 Yellow Hammer Road Crisis Center Rezoning Request - Zoning Map
'Ij' i, gy
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Comprehensive Plan Review

* Rural Agricultural Conservation (RAC)

+ Appropriate uses for the RAC land use designation include
small clusters of residential uses, agritourism, agriculture,
forest product processing/distribution, resource extraction, etc.

* Environmental Conservation (EC)
* Not included in disturbed area

&



Ordinance Review Agency Review

» CTH facilities classified as Crisis Center civic use type The application was submitted to the following departments for their review:
* Rezoning required due to agricultural/silvicultural restriction * Sheriff’s Department: No objections; property should have little to no
« No CUP needed impact on the neighborhood character due to the size and design listed for the
property

* Not located in Overlay Districts = VDOT: Commercial entrance and culvert improvement required

* Flood zone X « Health Department: No concerns
« Fire Rescue: No concerns; there should be little impact on calls for service
s + If rezoning is approved, a preliminary site plan will be submitted for 1
review and approval in compliance with the Zoning Ordinance.

Staff Analysis Recommendation

Strengths:

1. The application is compatible with the existing land uses in the vicinity and
within the guidelines of the Future Recommended Land Use Plan Designation.

Based on the strengths of the application, staff recommends
2. No further subdivisions, to include family member transfers, are allowed from the 1 of th - li . ffered
parcel approval of the rezoning application as proftered.
No further facility expansion in permitted.
1. There is adequate public safety and public health service capacity.

Weaknesses:
§ | The rezoning creates an additional civic use not intended for the original ;
agricultural/silvicultural subdivision of the parcel in 2022,

Mr. Kitchen shared for the record that written correspondence was received from members of the

public expressing opposition to and support of the application. Copies of the written comments
were placed at each Commissioner’s seat.

Attorney Rogers clarified that the Planning Commission bylaws do not include a provision to allow
more speaking time for an individual who is speaking on behalf of a group. She stated that the
bylaws for the Board of Supervisors does include a provision for this.

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

Brandon Rogers, Executive Director at Western Tidewater Community Services Board, gave the
following presentation on the Crisis Center project. He explained the purpose of the project is to

help individuals with developmental disabilities requiring community-based prevention, step down,
or stabilization stay.
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Harvest Homes PI’OJeCt The world needs all kinds of
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"l am different, not less."
"Autism is an important part of
who lam, and | wouldn't want to

change it, because | LIKE the way
I think."

"Social thinking skills must be
directly taught to children and n
adults with ASD."




Western Tidewater Community Services Board

. in 1971 as the local publ for mental health and
developmental services for the counties of Isle of Wight and
Southampton and the cities of Franklin and Suffolk.

* WTCSB serves nearly 6,000 unique individuals yearly through
* Nine residential group homes
Thee Primary Outpatient Clinics
+ Three existing Crisis Facilities
* Three Day support Programs
+ 80-Bed Assisted Living Facility
+ School-based mental health staff embedded at every public
schoo
* I IOW County WTCSB served nearly 800 distinct individuals (children
and adults) last year. This included services at the IOW Counseling =
Center Bridges Children’s C Unit, The
Meighbors Place ICF and multiple community-based services.

Developmental Disability The code of Virginia Defines Developmental Disability as:

*Developmental disability' or"DD" means a severe, chronic
disability of an individual that;

combintion of mental and physical mpamsms athar
ihan a sole diagnasis of mental iliness;

2. Ismonifested before the individual reaches 22 years of
[

3. Islikelyto Gontinue indefinitely;

4. Results in substantial funetional Limitations in thres or
more o the fullowing areas of major life activity: (i} self-
‘care, (i receptive and expressive language, (i) (earning,

iependent

DEVELOPMENTAL
DISABILITIES living, or (i) economic self-sufficiency; and

‘
sequence ofspecial,interdiscilary. o generc ssnvices,
indvidual ipports, or other forms of assistance that
313 ot elong of Stendad GUrstion and are Indmidusly
planned and coordinat

Common Developmental Disability Diagnoses: Intellectual

D Retardation), Auti
trum Disorder, Cerebral Palsy,
22

Staffing

Programmatic Oversight of both the child and adult home is provided by a Licensed Clinical
Administrator, Licensed Nursing Administrator, Program Supervisor, and Medical Director.

Each home operates on a 3-shift staffing pattern generally comprised as follows:
+ Day Shift (7a-3p): 1 Licensed Therapist; 2 QMHP or QIDPs, 1 Nurse, 1 Team Lead, 1 Manager
+ Mid Shift (3p-11p): 1 Licensed Therapist; 2 QMHP or QIDPs, 1 Nurse, 1 Team Lead, 1 Manager
* Owvernight Shift (11p-7a): 1 Team Lead, 2 DSPs, 1 Nurse

*Note that additional staffing is arranged based on client need and census of individuals in the
milieu.

Individuals WTCSB Harvest Homes Cannot Serve
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Client Profile #1; 18-Year-Old Male

Outeomes: Client paricipated in multiple

commurity ulngs; wes svsiusted by o
hiatrist a wication

rodimer; provided sasstance with goting
“ing an ivr ppbensdoveped

skils and ongoing pian to suppert mgulse
control & healthy communication skils;
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placement

Treatment Gaals: Assistwih sdjustment
1o new satting (independent adult],
evaluate medication naeds, support client
Autism coping,

with communicotion skils, gathar madical
and school history clisnt coul
from porents due to estanged elationship.

Definitions

isi : 6-bed licensed facility to serve individuals with
developmental disabilities requiring community-based prevention, step-

down, or stabilization stays not to exceed 30 days.

Crisis Stabilization Unit: 6-16 bed licensed facility to serve individuals with mental health and
substance use disorders in need of community-based residential crisis stabilization services.
Crisis Receiving Center: 24 houra  day walk in center to receive individuals with a mental or
behavioral crisis in need of i accesstoa p 1sive team including
licensed clinical and psychiatric providers.

Acute Psychiatric Unit: A hospital setting designed to provide for the health and safety of
individuals that cannot adequately care for themselves or pose a safety risk to themselves or
others as a result of their mental status.

WTCSB Harvest Homes

+ Construct two therapeutic treatment homes to serve
individuals with Developmental Disabilties.

+ The design is based on standardized floot plans
developed in operating homes throughout the
state.

+ The adutt home will replace an aging facility in
Hampton, VA that was not purpose built .

* Each home will nave a capacity of & beds.

* One home will serve children (5-17); the other will
serve adults (18+)

* Length of stay Is up l‘fmcally 7-14 days, but can be
extandad up to 30 day:

+ Each home has an independent and trained clinical
staff and work on a ratio of no less than 1 staff to 2
clients.

n of Law Enforcement

The Adult CTH has been in operation in Hampton, Virginia under the oversight of WTCSB since
7. 29 total calls to law enforcement over the last calendar year are identified below:

* Assault: 2 calls

* Mental Health: 15 calls

« Suicidality: 3 calls

* ECO/TDO: 6calls

* Suspicious Person: 1 call

* Public Assist Police: 1 call

* Phone Message for Officer: 1 call

Note: Zum Presbyterian Homes operated in Isle of Wn%ht County up until 2017. This faci
served the D Disabled similar to the prop: project. Averag
Pumber of Calls fof (aw enforcement ffom 20052017 was 22.

Client Profile #2; 19-Year-Old Female

Qutcomes: Peychiatric evaluation was

regulation and impulss cantral, updated; developed communication

ental Disability: Trsumate

Beain inuty - rior (o Ags 21 reguce sucical aaton and sav-harm, from pest abuse; ebiained a Medicaid

improve trauma response, incre: Wahver and selected a group home

o
manage sympioms rolatad to THI




Expected Community Benefits

Questions?
* Job creation: Each home requires a staff of
approximately 20-30 individuals, creating work
oppartunities for professionals in healthcare,
administration, and support roles for local residents.

* Support for Isle of Wight Residents: The homes will
provide access to specialized support for
approximately 1,800 Isle of Wight children and adults
with developmental disabilities, based on national
prevalence rates.

Brandon Rodgers

Executive Direetor

+ Reduced Strain on Emergency Services: CTH homes i

offer early intervention and prevention, decreasing

reliance on overcrowded hospitals and stretched law

enforcamant rasources.

brodgersi

757-419-9670

Chairman Bowser opened the floor for any citizens’ comments.
The following citizens shared the following presentation.

WTCSB Original Application:
“Project Summary”

o Hammer Rowd - Project Summary

Planning for the Future:
Evaluating the Proposed
Crisis Therapeutic Home

odivatuals with |
;" rometoe

{ Deveiopmerisl Disabi rcn
M and climical aff a1 s client b #3f1 50 of 5o gresier Ban ) | & any Hime

lly submitted was inaccurate

Where should crisis homes be located according . v 5 ;
- ; me?
to the Virginia Department of Behavioral Health What is a Crisis Therapeutic Home? Who

and Developmental Services? does it serve?

[PRHOS=A goraring body of e aae C58) Crisis Therapeutic Homes (CTH)

Tha Crisis Therspotic

services are e ThecTh o

hosptais, waining centers, of jes.

‘Who the Crisis Therapeutic Home serves

This is an excerpt directly from the DBHDS
playbook ~** + Experiencin

Mescs i m WIEE Wt Directly from Mr. Rogers presentation ~+*



What is the basic definition of a “behavioral crisis?”

Calls by Category
ealType
[
Emargansy Custody
Paychistrc probisen
Asist Ot e
Smellof Gas

K-8 Deployment

Buiding Chack

Tidewater Cove (“Tha Cover), an assisted ing faciity in Suffolk run by the Western

A behavioral crisis occurs when a person's emotions, thoughts, or behaviors
become overwhelming, making them unable to cope and potentially putting
themselves or others at risk.

Definition and Key Features

A behavioral crisis is an acute situation in which an individual's behavior becomes extreme or
often due conditions, , trauma, o of

9. & crisis is sudden and

these factors §

The message above is from a mother of a past Western Tidewater patient. ***

Bridges- Crisis Stabilization Unit
Juvenile Facility - 3 years
Location- Isle of Wight County

Gisorderly Individual 1
Abaionsinases 2
it % Civil Pager 1
Bumbes of Colls Lashon toacukly; z Business Chack 1
actompt Sicds 2
el Fight in Progress 1
Gt ssiss 2
L)
Destrcionof Praety 2
10
1
7 Paves Chack .
6 Bolce bnestgiton 1
A Medeaicon 1
< Dty maming .
Faper Sorvce 1
3
Cammaity Reanans )
3

Tidewater Cove- Assisted living Facility-
Suffolk VA- Est 2018

Tha [ Tidewater Cove [Assisted Living Facility)

providing a “step down” residential environment from hospital

Violations

established i
Tidewater Cove s 8 65 Licensed Assisted Living
Facilty in the Gity of Suffolk with specialized
behavioral supports for seriously and persistently
mentaly il adults

Mare Information

Supports include
+ Madical
« Papchistric

+ ingihvidusl an Group Therapy

VA Department of Social Services
Tidewater Cove Assisted Living

2538 b2t Washingron Street
SUPFOLK, iA23434
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The image below is again pulled directly from WTCSB website

‘Who the Crisis Therapeutic Home serves

The CTH prgrar sarves st (5028 18 4t ] 15 it rteiact s
seveicpmenta sage - oan sgneses ror
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This exert is directly from My, Rogers project summary
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The Haven- “Crisis Receiving Center”
FOIA (through city of Suffolk)
Last 3 years

b

Tidewater Cove- FOIA for 911 calls - last 3 years
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Continued

‘Standard: 22VAC40-73-(6)-450-A
* e i o e el i e 1 e ot

Standard: 22VAC40-73-(3)-260-C

Standard: 22VAC40-73-(3)-260-A

Continued
‘Standard: 22VAC40-90-(BC3)-40-

Omseigtion: 11 card v e oty

81

Standard: 22VAC40-73+(5)-350-B

Standard: 22VACA0-73-(4)-290-8

T T T T rp————"—
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Fres - e Standard: 10}-1150-A
nfiot o

Standard: 22VACA0-73-{3)-210-8

* e Ingsrnts, Begenss. 1.

2.5 0 e

—
* Evedrce: 1.0n 338

isonsal i sk Standard: 22VAC40-73-(2)-70-A
| Standard: 22VAC40-73-(3)-270-1 * Y enisasen,
Continued IOW County Deputy Coverage
Standard: 22VACA40-73-(3)-210-F
* According to the Isle of Wight Sherrifs office they have 69 sworn
v vy sl deputies w/ 6 current vacant csmon& (We have heard we were down
e ’ as many as 14 in recent mont
Standard: 22VAC40-90-(BC3)-30-B * Day shift: 4 patrol deputies w/ one being a supervisor

byttt i 1201023

ECO/TDO-What is it? Why do we care?

mummm-ﬁmmm
‘Order,
‘mental health or medical evaluation.

Key Takeaways

« Emergoncy Custady Orders [ECOs) in Virgi up 108 howrs of whilo T -
wsychiabrc Ueatment

* Modical ECOs differ 0, Ahour duration,

« Fora danger to seflathers, and
-—--wvsumwwmwk voluntary trestment.

« TheECO.

1072 hours for

I0W County EMS & Fire
These facilities take resources. Do we have them?

3510l time EMSFirs amplayees

e @ chi)

Iuvenite oo
dvert to GHKD.
Windsor has 2 ull ima paid midics
Carrsvils has 2 ull e psd madics
Rushmere has 2 full tme poidmedica
Garotian nas il me pi medic
Smitnbieit s 4 ful time pasmeddics

et 3 0 oo s Bossoninot in Windsar or Zunl.

- oy i

26haurs.

= ot thai own calls
Carsvile

» Midnights: 3 deputies w/ one being the supervisor

* Smithfield PD covers their 9 square miles

= Windsor PD covers their 3 square miles

* County covers the rest- Approx. 363 square miles

* If two officers are out of the field on an ECO/TDO- there are two officers
to cover from Rushmere, to Ivor, to Franklin, to Suffolk.

= There is also a new hospital in Isle of Wight County that is taking up
manpower- Smithfield Riverside

10W County Deputy involvement /
ECO/TDO data

* According to the Isle of Wight County Sherrif's office:

« “ECOs involve officers sitting at the hospital, maybe Obici, maybe Riverside, waiting for the evaluation and
issuance of a potential TDO.

+ The TDO wmt is sometimes several days of 24/7 coverage, then a two-person drive across the state in many
instan

+ Hereare me numbers for ECO/TDOSs in Isle of Wight County for the last 5 years

2021-79/ 756 hours---- 756hrs/52 weeks=14.5 hours a week, an officer or officers were out of the field
2022- 105/ 1,336 hours----1336/52 weeks=25.6 hours a week, an officer or officers were out of the field
2023- 101/ 1547 hours-----1547/52 weeks= 29.75 hours a week, an officer or officers were out of the field
* 2024-101/1708 hours--—--1708/52 weeks= 32.8 hours a week, an officer or officers were out of the field
2025- 71/845 hours ---- 16.3 hours a week, an officers was out of the field

This is a mixture of ECO/TDOs. Some ECOs don't make it to TDO status

Of these, 333 ware TDOs. Many TDOs stay at Obici, some are transported to various facilities in Vi
Chesapeake, Norfolk, Williamsburg and Newport News and even further to Richmond or Western

W, 0 Tid o

y Services Board “Vacancy Rates” Q4 2025

PP T ——
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Western Tidewater Community Services Board “Turnover Rates” Q4 2025 ' l
e

i e Can & should IOW taxpayers fund
g R - pati from all over VA?
v e Do we get revenue from these new

5 buildings?

According to the WTCSB website, REACH serves;

* Chesapeake

* Williamsburg

+ Eastorn Shore

* Hampton-Newport News

+ Middle Peninsula-Northern Neck
« Morfolk

+ Portsmauth
« Virginia Beach
+ Western Tidewater

Is Western Tidewater Community Services a Nonprofit?

Cods, me

ey a0 donations 1 e tax Godcibly smmms st

‘Tanner Homer pleaded guilty 1o the 2022 killing of 7-year-old Athena
faces

the possibility of the death penalty.
Case Overview

Aena Srand o 7yese-oks o f1om Paracise, Texas, was viled on Novemibe 50,2022

the impact,

Stafl members. H fhe ki Nimse s law enlorCement anmved e e Scool

By, Texaa, soprosimatey 315 rles roem her home @ st &

Trial Details - .
Durvg ne vt .
celveryvan, irugcle

Grandmather tostifies about Homer's cognitive, secial

o cover up i i Linza was born i Excler, Now Hamostire, and grew up i Newlowa, Conectical
mentalmeas, and iffcuit upbringing. argeing these factors reduce s moral Wwhere he was raised iy by his mother fobouseeg s parens’ e n 2008 From
e sy e, 8 mambec

ey proce ssmg drande, e obsesse-compusne

scrdr (OCD)
protoundly wihckawn Hr shungied Brcugho e chidhood snd adeisscancs wih

What does this facility become in the future?

What Happened to Abby Zwemer What if they run out of funding?

pr— What if requirements change like Zuni Presbyterian home and they no
Ve 6,302 o s longer use this home as a CTH?

ekt we

hand e s har chst e emams

Zuri Campus Overview

e, 2 VA23058 w55
1) bt 50,000 e ool f B ace s snccem v 1 1| Khatod

lawyer says

sz T———
R T S S ———

8 girls pe Virginia psychiatric facility in
What is elo pem ent? ::;asmas after assaulting guard, Crime Insider
The girls have been located and returned 1o the facility, according to roopers

"Elopement,” as it is known to the disabilities community, affects almost
half of children and adults diagnosed with autism spectrum disorder,
according to a 2016 study. A National Autism Association review of more
than 800 elopement cases between 2011 and 2016, found nearly a third
were either fatal or required medical attention, while another 38%

involved a close call with water, traffic, or another life-threatening
situation.




LoeAL X
@ 5 A "Multiple juvenile runaways' unaccounted for

5 boys escape Virginia psychiatric facility; 2 after_patient pulls fire alarm at psychiatric
found in Virginia Beach area, state police say hospital

Dependon the CBS &
Weather Authority to
Keep You Ahead of the
Starm

GOOCHLAND COUNTY, Va. — Five boys escaped Hallmark Youtheare i

g for “mutipl
. N runaways” after o fise alarmn was pulled a1 4 edical facility in Spring Valles
10:09 pum. for » peport of il

Troop

Psychiatric patient runs away from hospital

In closing:
TOO MANY UNKNOWNS FOR THIS LOCATION

* At minimum, 12 or up to atleast ZAéJEt\enls a month will be rotating through this facll\ly That
isa posswhnugaf approximately 288 patients a year. Is it safe to have new patients in
mental health crisis, every 14-30 days in aur small rural residential area of Zuni?

= Where is the staff to support this building coming from when the other Western Tidewater
facilities are already lacking staff?

* Can the taxpaying citizens of IOW afford to support this?

« Can our deputies support this building and are our deputies adequately trained?
« Can our EMS support this building?

= What will this do to surrounding property/home values?

. Woulde(ou feel comfortable w/ 12 people who are in an active menlaLhealth crisis directly in
front of your home, beside your home or your children’s home’
+ Would you feel comfartable if your child was a anent in tmshnme inarural area, in a home

that is understaffed, 17 miles from the closest gltat 35 miles from the Childrens Hospital
‘with no guaranteed local presence of police or EMS?

July 9t 2025/2026 meeting: Q&A w/ WTCSB &
Brandon Rogers

+ Q:What happens if someone becomes violent?
A cme of the WTCSB employees held up her arm to look like a muscle & and said, “do you see these
Eun:

- A m the second community meeting w/ Mr. Rogers on July 9, 2026, Mr. Rogers said their employees
Hh rough TOVA training and they are looking into a different training because they are no longer liking

Additional Information

+ Q:What happens if someone climbs the fence?
* A: WTCSB representative: “Some of these people can’t walk™

* Q:Willthere be background checks on patients? Will you know if they are on the sex offender registry?
* A:No.

* Q:Are there registered nurses 24/7
+ A: No. Per Brandon Rogers, there are LPNs and CNAs.

What was Humankind/Zuni Presbyterian

homa? The Haven-Crisis Receiving Center (CRC)

Inmany

MIRISTERUSENE oo b o o v st o iAo

5268 Godwin Boulevard
Suffoli, Virginia 23434

[757) 758-5108 ically under 24

Following the applicant’s presentation, Chairman Bowser invited the public to speak.

Katie Whisenant, 7471 Yellow Hammer Road, Zuni, expressed concerns regarding the crisis center’s
proximity to nearby residences, the accuracy of the application, the proposed use and population to
be served, and the suitability of the location. She referenced Virginia Department of Behavioral
Health and Developmental Services (DBHDS) guidance regarding the citing of crisis facilities and
requested that the Planning Commission consider these concerns during its review of the rezoning
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application.

Angela Stepp, 7223 Fire Tower Road, Windsor, expressed her belief that the property was an
inappropriate location for the facility. She raised questions regarding the intended population to be
served, including the proposed juvenile component, and requested clarification on how the facility
would differ from existing crisis stabilization services in the County. Ms. Stepp also expressed
concerns regarding conflicting information about the proposal. She referenced public safety
concerns based on emergency call data from an existing crisis stabilization facility and compared it
to another local facility, expressing concerns about reported incidents, including runaways, suicide
attempts, and an assault, as evidence of potential public safety impacts associated with the proposed
facility.

Nancy Banta, 5086 Duck Town Road, Windsor, expressed concerns regarding public safety, facility
operations, and oversight. She referenced another Western Tidewater-operated facility, Tidewater
Cove, and cited reported incidents, emergency calls, and regulatory violations as reasons for concern
regarding the applicant’s ability to safely operate the proposed facility. Ms. Banta questioned the
need for fencing at the proposed site and expressed concerns regarding potential elopements,
staffing, training, emergency procedures, and compliance with state regulations.

Travis Peirce, 6458 Fire Tower Road, Windsor, expressed concerns regarding the potential impact
on County public safety resources, including law enforcement, fire, and emergency medical services.
He raised concerns regarding current staffing levels for emergency medical services, response times,
and the capacity of local fire and rescue resources to respond to incidents at the proposed facility.
He acknowledged the need for crisis services but questioned whether the proposed location was
appropriate given the County’s existing public safety resources.

Robert Powell, 6286 Fire Tower Road, Windsor, who is a lifelong Isle of Wight County resident,
shared concerns regarding staffing capacity, facility oversight, and potential impacts on County
resources. Mr. Powell questioned how the proposed facility would be adequately staffed given
reported vacancy and turnover rates within Western Tidewater Community Services Board
positions, and requested clarification regarding medical oversight, prescribing authority, and on-site
staffing. He also expressed concerns regarding the financial impact on County resources, including
public safety services, and questioned the long-term implications of locating the facility in the
community. He spoke regarding the range of individuals who may be served by the facility, potential
future use of the property, and the need for additional consideration of the uncertainties associated
with the proposed use.

Stephen Morton, 20423 Shady Pond Lane, Zuni, identified concerns with potential resident
elopements, emergency response capabilities, and impacts on surrounding rural properties. Mr.
Morton questioned whether the facility, neighboring residents, and available resources would be
adequately prepared to respond to an elopement or emergency situation, citing concerns regarding
communication, staffing, and community preparedness. He referenced previous community efforts
regarding a similar proposed facility and stated that additional time and information were needed to
fully evaluate potential impacts.

Debbie Joyner, 7346 Yellow Hammer Road, Zuni. expressed concerns regarding the location of the
facility, the proposed patient population, security measures, staffing, and emergency response
capabilities. She questioned statements made during prior community discussions regarding the
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project timeline, safety, and facility operations. She commented on the length of patient stays,
individuals potentially being admitted from hospitals or correctional facilities, the availability of
medical resources, and the inadequacy of staffing and training to manage behavioral crises. She
questioned whether the proposed rural location was appropriate given the distance from hospitals
and other support services and referenced emergency calls associated with an existing facility as a
concern. She requested that the Planning Commission deny the application or table the matter to
allow additional review and consideration of the information presented.

Debra Dashiell, 10471 Berry Hill Farm Lane, Smithfield. highlighted her 35 years of experience
working with Tidewater Community Services and the importance of these facilities and the care they
provide for disabled individuals. However, based on her personal and professional experience, she
acknowledged her shared concerns along with the neighboring property owners regarding changes
in land use and the proposed facility's location. She stated that communities face a variety of social
and behavioral challenges and assistance is needed, but the location should be considered elsewhere.

Pamela Barton, 24702 Sugar Hill Road, Carrollton, is the former Director of the Isle of Wight
County Department of Social Services and emphasized the statewide need for additional crisis
services for children and adults with intellectual and developmental disabilities, citing limited
resources and the closure of state facilities. She acknowledged the concerns of nearby residents but
stated that community-based crisis services are needed to support individuals and families who lack
appropriate care options. She encouraged the Planning Commission to consider the broader public
need for the proposed facility when evaluating the application.

Randall Arrington, 7346 Yellow Hammer Road, Zuni, expressed opposition to the proposed crisis
therapeutic home and questioned the proposed location and stated that alternative sites were
available. He also expressed concerns regarding statements made during prior public meetings about
the approval process and the suitability of the property for the proposed use. He further cited
concerns regarding the additional impact on already limited emergency medical services resources,
the adequacy of local emergency response resources, and the site's environmental conditions. He
questioned whether existing EMS coverage would be sufficient to support the facility without
negatively affecting emergency response throughout the region. He requested that the Planning
Commission table the application to allow additional review and consideration before making a
decision.

Marcie Morton, 20423 Shady Pond Lane, Zuni, requested that the Commission postpone its
decision for 30 days to allow additional time for the community and the Commission to review the
proposal. She expressed concerns regarding the proposed location on Yellowhammer Road, citing
its distance from hospitals and emergency services, proximity to U.S. Route 460, and the availability
of law enforcement resources. She stated that while residents recognized the need for such a facility,
they believed a location closer to medical and public safety services would be more appropriate.

Brittany McDaniel, 321 Saint Andrews, Smithfield, spoke in opposition to the proposed facility
based on her familiarity with the surrounding community, having grown up near the project site on
7090 Fire Tower Road. While expressing support for mental health treatment as a medical
professional herself, she raised concerns regarding the suitability of the proposed rural location,
citing emergency response capabilities, limited law enforcement resources, and potential impacts on
nearby families. She questioned comparisons between the proposed facility and the Presbyterian
Home, stating that they served different populations. She emphasized that the concerns expressed
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by residents were focused on public safety, quality of life, and whether the proposed use was
compatible with the surrounding community. She urged the Commission to carefully consider the
long-term impacts of the proposal before making a decision.

Belinda Daugherty 20527 Shady Pond Lane, Zuni, expressed her concerns were not related to the
need for services or the individuals served, but rather the suitability of the proposed location. She
questioned the zoning classification, compatibility of a 24-hour crisis facility with the rural character
of the area, and whether sufficient safety, emergency response, and operational protocols had been
addressed. Ms. Dougherty also expressed concerns regarding impacts on surrounding families,
public services, and the change in use of the property. She requested that the Commission carefully
consider these issues and respectfully asked for denial of REZN-25-11.

Brandon Rogers provided a rebuttal addressing concerns raised during the public hearing. The
applicant highlighted the services provided by Western Tidewater Community Services Board and
stated that County funding results in a significant return on services provided to Isle of Wight
residents. He noted the proposed facility would help address the need for local treatment options
and reduce costs associated with out-of-state placements. He addressed concerns regarding safety
protocols, stating that staff receive extensive training in behavioral crisis management and that
procedures are in place for individuals who leave the property, including staff supervision and law
enforcement notification when necessary. He also explained that the thirty-acre site was selected to
provide adequate space and buffering for safety. He clarified previous discussions regarding the
property and stated that the organization has worked to better understand zoning requirements and
address county requests. Mr. Rogers emphasized Western Tidewater’s community outreach,
prevention, and mental health services and requested that the Commission approve the application.

There being no further public comments, Commissioner Bowser closed the public hearing and
opened the floor for discussion among the commissioners.

Commissioner Gibbs asked the applicant to clarify the proposed staffing structure for the facility,
their credentials, and the availability of medical personnel.

Mr. Rogers explained that a psychiatrist is available to serve the facility but would not be located
on-site or included as part of the direct support staffing plan. He also stated that the psychiatrist
assists with medication management and psychiatric needs but would not be expected to respond
directly to on-site incidents. He further clarified that nursing staff would consist of a combination
of Registered Nurses (RNs) and Licensed Practical Nurses (LPNs), with an RN/BSN serving as
the nursing administrator overseeing nursing services.

Commissioner Ford asked if the proposed staffing structure was consistent with the typical staffing
model used at other crisis therapeutic homes. He asked whether the applicant had experienced any
decline in services related to the current staffing model, whether there had been a documented
need to increase staffing levels, and if staffing requirements were connected to facility accreditation.
He also requested clarification regarding the frequency of accreditation renewal and refresher
training requirements.

Mr. Rogers stated that the proposed staffing model is consistent with other crisis therapeutic
homes and follows Department of Behavioral Health licensing guidelines and Medicaid service
requirements. He explained staffing levels are adjusted based on each resident’s needs, with
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additional behavioral health technicians or direct support professionals added for individuals
requiring one-to-one support. He stated that the facility undergoes a tri-annual licensing review,
and that operations are reviewed quarterly through the Reach standards process and how staff
receive initial TOVA certification, annual recertification, and ongoing refresher training during
staff meetings, including reviews of any incidents involving behavioral interventions.

Commissioner Rawls asked for clarification regarding the basis for the facility's tri-annual review
designation.

Mr. Rogers explained tri-annual review is based on an evaluation of the overall services provided
within the home.

Chairmen Bowser asked Mr. Rogers to clarify the previously mentioned facility in Hampton that
was closing and whether the applicant’s organization would be taking over that facility.

Mr. Roger explained that Western Tidewater assumed operation of the Hampton-Newport News
Reach Crisis Therapeutic Home in 2017 at the request of the Department of Behavioral Health and
Developmental Services. He stated that the existing facility is leased, not owned, and was not
purpose-built for the program, creating operational challenges. The proposed new facility is funded
through the State, including construction and operations, with no local funding dedicated to the
project.

Commissioner Rawls asked about the reasoning for choosing this location.

Mr. Rogers responded that multiple locations were considered, including more populated areas, but
the proposed site was selected due to its available acreage, lack of significant wetland constraints,
and compatibility with the organization’s existing rural facilities. He noted that the quieter rural
setting may provide a less disruptive environment for residents.

Commissioner Johnson questioned why the applicant selected a rural residential area when
guidelines recommend avoiding residential locations and asked why a site closer to existing
healthcare services and support resources was not pursued.

Mr. Rogers stated that multiple properties were considered, and the proposed site was selected,
because it met the necessary criteria and was available for acquisition. He clarified that the selection
was not based on financial limitations, noting that other more expensive properties were
considered but were not suitable for development.

Commissioner Rawls asked what residents would be served at this location.

Mr. Rogers stated that the proposed facility would serve individuals from across southeastern
Virginia and clarified that operating costs would be funded through state funding and service
reimbursements, with no additional local funding required.

Commissioner Shotwell asked whether the proposed capacity of six juveniles and six adults

reflected the anticipated resident population or was intended to maintain an equal distribution
between the two groups.
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Mzr. Rogers stated the proposed capacity of six juvenile and six adult beds is based on state-
established standards and funding for the facility.

Commissioner Carroll noted for the record that four letters had been received regarding the
application, with three expressing opposition and one expressing support.

Copies of the correspondence were provided to each Planning Commissioner for review and
consideration regarding the application.

The following citizens submitted written correspondence in opposition or in support to the
application:

Adrian and Amy Manning, 20221 Shady Pond Lane Zuni, VA 23898
Mandy Johnson, resident of Zuni

Nick and Connie Rathbun, 7320 Yellow Hammer Road

Heidi Swartz, Windsor
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Adrian and Amy Manning
20221 Shady Pond Lane
Zuni, VA 23898
amy.manning19@outlook com
757-870-2421
7/3/26
Planning Commission
Isle of Wight Caunty
17140 Monument Circle, Suite 101
Isle of Wight VA 23397

Re: posed WTCSB Crisis Home on Road in Zuni, VA

Dear Chair and Members of the Planning Commission:

I am writing as a resident of the Shady Pond Neighborhaad ta respectfully urge the Planning Commission to deny,
defer, or significantly modify the proposal by the Western Tidewater Community Services Board for a Crisis

i According to WICSB's public description, the Crisis
m serving adults

Home in or near our
Home gional six-bed, short-term, 24/7 crisis
ages 18 and alder with intellectual and isabilities and ing mental
While | recognize the importance of compassionate behavioral health services, this proposed location is
surrounded by homes, families with small children, and working farms. Those conditions create serious concerns
about land-use compatibility, police and EMS response impacts, traffic safety, transparency, and the ability to
pratect both residents and individuals in crisis before any approval is granted.

The WTCSB description states that the program provides a highly i idential setting for i and
may serve individuals in short-term crisis tepping down from ization or jail, and
individuals experiencing a severe crisis or at risk of losing placement due to difficult-ta-manage behaviors, That is
amuch more i than an ordinary resid outpatient office. If this program operates around the
clock, nearby residents could [ ehicles, drop-offs, staff changes,
service vehicles, and late-night activity on roads that are also used by children, school buses, farm equipment,
livestock operations, and local residents. These impacts must be studied and addressed before the Commission
determines that this site is appropriate.

My concerns include the following:
nd i The C should determine
nextto homes, families with small

1. ibility with a
whether a 2417 i program is
children, and working farms. Residents deserve to know how the facility will affect the character, quiet

enjoyment, farm operations, and long-term stability of the area.
Police and EMS response impacts. Because the program may serve individuals in severe crisis,

ing from ion or jail, and people with difficult-to-manage behaviors, the
applicant should disclose the expected number and type of law-enforcement and EMS calls, whether
individuals may be brought ta the home by police or arrivals and
will be managed, and whether local agencies have adequate staffing and resources to support the facility

[

without reducing response times for surrounding residents.

Heather W. Crocker

Mandy Johnson <mjohnson_23455@yahoo com>

From:

Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2026 2:43 PM

To: PlanReview; Planning Commission; Amy Ring; Raynard Gibbs; Matthew smith; Brian
Shotwell; services@islecfwightus.net; David Gamner; Joel C. Acree; Rudolph Jefferson;
Renee Rountree; Robert Eley IIl; Thomas J. Distefano; Bobby A. Bowser; James Ford;
George Rawls; Keith Johnson; Brian Camoll, Jennifer Baykin

ce Leo Johnson

Subject: Opposition to Harvest Homes Crisis Center/Yellow Hammer Road Rezoning and

Conditional Use Permit (Tax Map #45-01-0524)

Caution: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Isle of Wight County Planning, Zoning Department, Planning Commission Members, and Board of Supervisors,

Wy name is Mandy Johnsan, and | am a resident of Zuni. My husband and | moved to this area last year specifically for
its quiet, rural character and country appeal. We are writing to respectfully express our sirong opposition to the proposed
rezoning from rural agricultural conservation to rural residential and the association Conditional Use Permit for the
Wester Tidewater Community Services Board's Harvest Homes crisis stabilization facility on Yellow Hammer Road (Rie
845).

While we appreciate the need for supportive services for individuals with developmental disabilities, we believe this
institutional-style use is not appropriate for this rural residential and agricultural serring. Our primary concerns include:

Preservation of Rural Character: This location is in a traditionally agricultural and low-density area. Introducing two
group hones {even short-derm), along with associated fencing (up to 7 feet),lighting, parking, a water tower, and

increased traffic, would fundamentally alter the rural nature of the neighborhood that attracted us and many other longtime
residents.

Impacts of Neighbors and Community: Short-term stays for individuals experiencing behavioral crises could raise
legiimate safety and quality-of-life cancems for nearby families, children, and properties. The rural road infrastructure on
and around Yellow Hammer Road is not designed for additional institutional traffic or emergency responses.

Consistency with Comprehensive Plan: The recent Envisioning the Isie Comprehensive Plan (reviewed March 2026)
protecting lands and rural ch outside designated development service districts. This
proposal appears inconsistent with those goals, especially given the prior agricultural conservation zoning

Property Values and Long-Term Effects: Such a facility could negatively affect neighboring property values and the
desirability of Zuni as a peaceful rural community.

We respectfully request that the Planning Commission deny the rezoning application and Conditional Use Permit for this
project. We urge the County 1o explore alternative locations that are better suited for this type of use - perhaps closer to
more urbanized or designated servioe areas with appropriate infrastructure.

Thank you for your time and for considering resident input on this important matter. | would appreciate confirmation that
this email has been received and added to the public record for the July 28, 2026, public hearing

Respectfully.
Mandy Johnson
757-515-4831

w

Public safety and security planning. The applicant should be required to provide a detailed security plan,
staffing plan, law-enforcement coardination plan, intake and discharge procedures, medication
management protocals, and procedures for leave the facility ization or without
transpartation.

Traffic, parking, and emergency access. The Commission should require a full traffic and parking
analysis, including expected trips from staff, clinical providers, visitors, ambulances, law enforcement, ride
services, deliveries, and service providers at all hours af the day and night. The analysis should alsa
address narrow rural roads, tarm equipment, school bus routes, pedestrian safety, and the ability of
emergency vehicles o enter and exit safely.

5. ional impacts on nearby
served at one time, whether stays may last up to 30 days, how noise will be controlied, how outdoor areas

The applicant should disclose how many ind be

will be monitored, how the facility will prevent d ontar or
agricultural properties, and how it will respond if a resident leaves the property in crisis.
Potential loss of nearby property values. A 24/7 crisis stabilization facility with possible police, EMS,
ambulance, and emergency activity could create a stigma and perceived safety concern for nearby homes
and farms. The Commission should require an objective analysis of how this proposed use may affect

and residents’ ability to sell or

o

property values, insurance
refinance their homes

Insutficient community engagement. Residents should have meaningtul notice, clear information, and
an proposal, plan, public safety plan, traffic study, staffing model,
property-value impact i and site i before the C takes action

~

I ask g
demonstrates that the facility will not negatively affect surrounding residents, property values, neighborhood
safety, palice and EMS response times, traffic flow, emergency access, farm operations, and guality of life. At a

not to approve this proposal unless and until the applicant

minimum, the Commission should require binding 2417 maximum capacity,
length of stay, staffing levels, on-site security, law-enforcement and EMS drop-offs, lighting, fencing, butfering,
parking, after discharge, storage and neighborhood nati , incident

reporting, ongoing community oversight, and a property-value impact review for nearby homes and farms.

Again, | support access to appropriate services for people in crisis, including adults with intellectual and
developmental disabilities and co-occurring mental health needs. But location matters. A residential crisis
program must be placed and operated in a manner that protects thase receiving care, the staff providing that care,
and the families, children, farms, and residents who live nearby. The current proposal has not yet provided enough
assurance that this location is or that the impacts on our nei will be managed.

For these reasons, | respectfully request that the Planning Commission vote to deny the proposal
Thank you for your time, consideration, and service to our community.

Respectiully,

Adrian and Amy Manning

Reference

Crisis i in a residential setting for community member ins Suffolk,
Franklin, the counties of the Isle of Wright and Southampten.

Nick & Connie Rathbun
7320 Yellow Hammer Rd
Zuni, Va. 23898-2504
July 25, 2026

Isle of Wight County Planning Commission,

This is in reference to re-zoning application REZN-25-11 of Jason Seas
and Western Tidewater Community Services Board. We are opposed to
this application. We would like to keep our rural community rural and as
is. We do not want the added traffic that this facility would bring to our
quiet community. We do not like that it is also an unsecured facility. It
would also severely detract from the appeal of the area for future sales
of surrounding properties. Please vote no concerning this application.

Sincerely,
Nick Rathbun Connie Rathbun

207 I aonacafssibon
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From: Heidi Swartz <swartz0192@yahoo.com>
y, luly 28, 2026 8:41 AM
To: Renee Roun

; Matthew Smith

Bisleofwightus net>; Raynard Gibbs
rian Shotwell <bshotwell @isls

inantarroxlmcarrmfs\cur\ shtus net>: Jennifer Boykin <igoykin@isleotwightus,net>; Joel C. Acree
acree @isleofwightus.net>
Suhwd: Crisis hames on planning commission agenda

Caution: This email ariginated from ou the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe
Good day, | am unable to attends tonight meeting due to an ilnass. Please feel frea to share my remarks publicly.
Good evening

| wish to express my unequivocal support for the establishment of the proposed crisis homes within our
community. My personal experiences, having both lived with and provided support to loved ones navigating the
challenges of mental illness, have illuminated the profound and urgent necessity of such a facility

There is a compelling need for dedicated, immediate crisis intervention services, particularly tailored for
individuals living with disabilities. The current system often sees those in acute mental health crises initially
placed in restrictive e for slgmhc.«]m d ti before a transfer to a specialized
crisis facility can even ba contemplated. Furthermore, the existing approval processes for admission inta vital
crisis care facilities, such as those provided by REACH, are frequently characterized by undue complexity and

protracted delays.
Our ty's current infrastructure is in providing mental health
support ta ts awn citizens. This systemic deficiency often results in individuals being relocated ta facilities

situated hours, or even states, away from their hames. Such tfurther the

distress experienced by those in crisis, severing them from their essential support networks of family and friends
during their most vulnerable moments.

Arecent public comment highlighted the allocation af aver $300,000 in taxpayer funds towards community mental
health initiatives last year. While commendable, it is imperative to contextualize this figure. Based on prevailing
costs, this amount would realistically cover only a few weeks of care at a single, quality mental health facility
Mental healthcare, particularly crisis intervention, is inherently resource-intensive. This stark discrepancy
suggests either a misunderstanding of the actual financial investment or a severe underfunding of our local mental
health infrastructure

Aproactive and robust investment in (ocal mental health resources, including dedicated crisis homes, is not
merely a compassionate choice; itis an economic and societal imperative. Failing to adequately address these
critical needs will inevitably lead to broader societal crises, increased strain on emergency services, and greater
long-term costs to our community

Thank you,
Heidi Swartz
‘Windsor VA

Commissioner Johnson asked Mr. Rogers to provide additional information regarding the types of
individuals who would transition to the proposed facility from hospitals and correctional facilities.

Mr. Rogers explained that the term "hospital referrals" typically involve individuals who have
completed stabilization and no longer require hospital-level care but need short-term support while
an appropriate placement is identified. He stated that "jail referrals" are uncommon and generally
involve individuals needing temporary placement after release when they cannot return to their
previous residence and noted that they could not definitively state that no violent incidents had
ever occurred at similar facilities. He acknowledged that there have been instances involving
aggressive behaviors, self-injury, and incidents involving injury to caregivers, particularly in
situations where families are unable to safely support individuals with increasing needs.

Commissioner Smith asked the applicant to explain the selection of a site located near residential
properties and how the location aligns with Department of Behavioral Health and Developmental
Services guidelines regarding facility placement. He also asked whether the facility would house
individuals with violent felony or sexual offense histories and whether short-term facilities differ
from long-term facilities in considering residents’ backgrounds and histories.

Mr. Rogers stated that although nearby residences exist, the property provides adequate separation
and is not located within a traditional neighborhood setting. The applicant explained that the
Department of Behavioral Health and Developmental Services is aware of the location and has
determined it to be an appropriate site for the facility. He also explained that criminal background
checks are not conducted on residents, similar to hospitals and other treatment settings; however,
referral information and treatment records are reviewed as part of the admission process. He stated
that individuals with known violent sexual offense histories would not be admitted and that
extensive records are reviewed prior to placement.
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Commissioner Ford asked about how the facility’s vacancy rates compare to overall vacancy rates
within the nursing profession.

Mzr. Rogers stated the nursing vacancy rates are comparable to other behavioral health settings,
noting that healthcare systems typically have lower vacancy rates due to higher wages and greater
recruitment opportunities. He explained that vacancies are supplemented through temporary or
contract nursing staff to maintain required coverage.Regarding hospital proximity, the applicant
stated that transportation times from the proposed site would be comparable to current travel
times experienced at existing facilities and estimated travel to nearby hospitals would not be
significantly longer than transportation within more populated areas.

Chairman Bowser asked whether the facility administration has the authority to approve or deny
individuals admission to the facility.

Mzr. Rogers confirmed the organization has authority to approve or deny admissions and stated that
individuals may be declined when their needs cannot be safely or appropriately served by the
facility.

Commissioner Ford discussed the possibility of tabling the application and asked what additional
information or follow-up items would be requested from the applicant and members of the public
if the matter were postponed.

Commissioners noted a need for clarification regarding the definition of “crisis” and whether the
County’s zoning ordinance definition aligns with the applicant’s use of the term.

Chairman Bowser requested further clarification from staff.

Caleb Kitchen explained that the County’s zoning ordinance contains various use classifications but
is not intended to address every potential use. He stated that when a proposed use does not clearly
fit an existing category, a special use permit process may be required. He clarified that the
ordinance definition of a crisis center is broad and includes examples that are not all-inclusive,
allowing the proposed facility to be considered under that classification. Mr. Kitchen noted that the
State’s definition of a crisis facility is established separately by the Department of Behavioral Health
and Developmental Services.

Commissioner Carroll stated that additional time was needed for the Commission to review and
consider the information presented. He noted that the responsibility for further evaluation rests
primarily with the Commission rather than requiring additional information solely from the
applicant or public. He clarified that the public hearing portion had concluded and that, if the
matter were tabled, future discussion would focus on Commission review and questions for the
applicant rather than additional public comment.

Commissioner Gibbs asked Mr. Rogers asked what, if anything, would he change or add to the
presentation if the matter were postponed.

Mr. Rogers stated that the presentation provided an overview of the proposed concept and services
and indicated that additional responses could be provided to specific questions if needed but did
not believe further presentation changes would be necessary.
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Commissioner Smith stated how the citizens had provided thorough information, and that
additional time was needed for the Commission to review and evaluate the data presented.

Commissioner Ford stated that additional review was needed to ensure the information and data
presented by both the applicant and the public were accurate and could be properly considered. He
expressed support for tabling the matter if additional time would allow for a more informed
decision.

Commissioner Carroll moved to recommend to table the item until the next regular Planning
Commission meeting.

The motion was seconded by Commissioner Ford.

The motion passed with Commissioner Bowser, Commissioner Carroll, Commissioner Ford,
Commissioner Gibbs, Commissioner Smith, Commissioner Shotwell, Commissioner Rawls,
Commissioner Johnson, Commissioner Distefano voting in favor of the motion and none voting
against the motion (9-0).

The application will be tabled until the next Planning Commission meeting on August 25, 2026.

Mr. Kitchen clarified that since the item is tabled, it will return on the following month’s agenda as
an old business item. He noted that no additional public comment will be taken at that meeting,
and that another opportunity for public comment will occur when the item is presented to the
Board of Supervisors.

Chairmen Bowser thanked attendees for their participation and acknowledged the significance of
the decision before the Commission. He expressed appreciation for the information and comments
provided during the meeting and recessed the meeting for a brief break before reconvening.

8. Old Business

Chairman Bowser confirmed there were no old business items.

9. New Business

A. County Attorney's Report
Mandy Rogers confirmed there were no items for the County Attorney Report.

B. Planning Director's Report

1. 2026 Planning Commission Annual Retreat Date Selection
Amy Ring discussed planning for the Commission’s annual fall retreat and presented potential
dates for consideration. The Commissioners discussed dates and decided on November 6, 2026.

2. Proposed Data Center Zoning Ordinance Requirements Discussion
Amy Ring introduced the last item on the agenda, Proposed Data Center Zoning Ordinance
Requirements Discussion.
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Ms. Ring presented a draft “straw man” data center ordinance as a starting point for Commission
discussion. The draft was developed using examples from other localities, including Chesapeake,
York County, Fairfax County, and Suffolk, and includes proposed definitions, application
requirements, and development standards related to topics such as noise, emergency response
plans, water usage, setbacks, landscaping, and design. Ms. Ring noted that a more conservative
approach was used when reviewing standards from other jurisdictions and requested that
Commissioners review the draft.

Commissioner Shotwell asked if there was a specific locality she preferred.
Ms. Ring commented that Chesapeake’s ordinance was well-developed, noting that the locality
conducted research with Northern Virginia jurisdictions and incorporated lessons learned into its

standards.

The Commissioners highlighted that the ordinance addressed noise impacts through multiple
measurements, including decibel levels, DBC ratings, and steady tonal noise.

Commissioner Ford noted the importance of understanding the terminology and definitions
associated with data center standards to ensure clear discussion and accurate interpretation of the
proposed ordinance.

Commissioner Rawls highlighted the importance of addressing water usage for cooling systems and
electrical impacts within the data center ordinance and noted public concerns regarding potential

increases in electric costs associated with data centers.

Ms. Ring noted that any increased infrastructure costs incurred by electric utility providers are
typically distributed among their ratepayers.

Commissioner Distefano asked if we currently have any applications for a data center.

Ms. Ring confirmed noted that the County has received inquiries and interest regarding potential
data center development, but no formal applications or proposals have been submitted at this time.

Commissioners discussed how the topic of data centers are on the horizon for the future.

Ms. Ring suggested potential work session dates for further review and discussion of the ordinance.
Commissioners discussed and decided to have a work session on September 8, 2026.

Commissioner Bowser asked staff about the status of Gwaltney Farms.

Ms. Ring stated the applicant asked for another deferral to the August 25, 2026, meeting.
Commissioner Ford asked staff if the County-owned properties mentioned during public comments
were considered for the proposed crisis center and referenced the availability of two parcels currently

leased to the Hunt Club.

Staff recommended notifying the Economic Development Director of the public comment
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regarding County-owned properties to ensure the information 1s known and that potential options
can be reviewed if appropmate.

Comnussioner Johnson asked staff about how school profters are determied.

Ms. Ring explained that school-related costs in the fiscal analysis are calculated based on the
proportional impact of additional students on school capacity. She explained that the fiscal analysis
reviews the County’s budget to estimate how the proposed development may impact various areas
of County expenditures and revenues.

Discussion among the commissioners noted that potential revenues or offsets could not be
included in the analysis unless they could be reliably projected. It was noted that operational costs
are typically supported through available funding sources, including real estate and personal
property taxes, to cover portions of costs not funded by the state.

Caleb Kitchen noted that the discussion highlighted concerns regarding the effectiveness of
Virginia’s proffer system compared to impact fee models used in other states. Staff stated that the
topic has been discussed during recent legislative sessions and that the Virginia chapter of the
American Planning Association is developing a policy brief regarding potential improvements to
the current system.

10. Closed Meeting

There were no items for closed session.

11. Adjournment

There being no further information to discuss, Chairman Bowser adjourned the meeting at
8:32PM.

Adopted this 25* day of August 2026.

Dol Bower

Bobby Bowséy, Chairman
Isle of Wight County Planning Commussion

Aftest:
Acting Secretary
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