MEMORANDUM

DATE: Octaober 6, 2000
TO: TheBoard of Supervisars
The Planning Commission
FROM: Dondd E. Davis, Principal Planner
SUBJECT: Review o the1997 CaomprehersivePlan

Earlier thissummer, theBoardof Supervisorsdirected staff to report onthereview of the 1997 Comprehensive
Pan. Staff was ingructed to include a discussion of the methodology used in 1997 and severa methodology
alter natives for the new review. The alternatives were to relect varying amounts of staff and consultant
invdvemert, different time frames, and rough cost estimates To acconmplishthis, staff brokethe task into
several parts, which are included as separateattachmentsand whichare explainedin more detail below.

Background

Before discussing various methodology approaches, it is important to note the State legidation and process
underlying comprehensveplans Section15.2-2223 of theCodeof Virginiasdsforth that “ thelocal planning
commission shall prepare and recommend a comprehensive plan for the physical development of theterritory
within its jurisdiction and every governing body shall adopt a comprehensive plan for the territary under its
jurisdction.” It then desaribes the purpose and reconmended el @anerts of the plan. Section 15.2-2230 of the
Codeof Virginiafurther states, “at least once every five year sthe comprehensive plan shall bereviewed by the
locd plaming commission to determine whethe it isadvisableto amend the plan.”

With thesedirectives in mind, the James City County Planning Commission has undertaken two significant
Comprehensive Plan updates in recent years, onein 1991 and the other conduding in 1997. In 1991, anew
review process and a new plan were created, and in 1997 the process and plan were finetuned. In each
ingance, thePlann ngCommission, theBoardof Supervisors, and gakehol dersthroughout the community were
assigned to cammittees that oversaw citizen participation and the drafting of the comprehensive plan. With
so many parties with vested interests in the plan, it has proven beneficia to have the most representative
committeespossiblein placeto provide guidance and |eadership throughout the process.

Attachnments

Asmentionedprevioudy, the wark session maerial isbr oken into sections and provided as attachments. They
include the following:

e Introduction

e Survey of Other Jurisdictions

e ThreeOptions for James City County
e Conclusons

Theintroduction provides sameexplanation as towhy conprehensive plans arenecessary and what bendfits
they can provide. It also recounts the methodology James City County used in1997, which waslargely based
on the 1991 methodol ogy, and offers some conclusions as to what might be appropriateto retain or to change
for the next review.
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Next, thesurvey secti onrel atesstaff ' sdiscussionswith ten Virginia jurisdictionsregar ding their comprehensive
planmethodologies. T heselocalities are known throughout the Commonwedl th either for their innovation, for
their award-winning comprehensiveplans, or for distindive comprehensive plan dements. At the end of the
section, the various methodologies are analyzed to discern some of the positive and negative aspects of each.

Inthefollowing section, staff outlines three optionsfor James City County by drawing upon the best d ements
of dl methodologies. Each option includes an evaluation of factors such as time, staff and consultant
invdveamert, and required resources. Finaly, the concl usons secti on offers some recommendations on key
methodology elements and provides some guidance as to which option may be best for James City County.

RECOMMENDATION:

Detailed conclusionsand recommendations are provided in thefourth at tachment of thisreport. Inshort, staff’s
recommendations are three-fold. First, given the investment in and effectiveness of the 1997
Comprehensive Plan, thelegal mandates for review, and theexperiencesof jur isdictions throughout the
Commonwealth, staff concludesthat no major over haul of the current plan is needed inthe immediae
future. In the meantime there are several specific issues, such as Purchase of Development Rights, the
Reservoir Protection Overlay District, andreview of new census data, which staff anticipates will need to be
addressed prior to the next comprehensive planreview o as part of a smeller, concentrated review efort.

Second, staff recommends the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors decide if there is one
model they prefer for the next comprehensive plan methodology. As previously noted, Attachment 3
outlines three modds for the Board s consideration.  Furthermore, gaf f recommends that it be gven an
opportunity to then fine-tune the sdected modd and return to the Planning Commission with a more thorough
verson for fina action. The Planning Commission would give direction on the scope of work at that time.

Third, whil e the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors can adopt a methodology now, st aff
recommends that the County not begin whatever update process is chosen until November 2001. This
time frame will reflect the County’s normal cycle for updating comprehensive plans and is still ahead of the
established normsfor review schedules

Dondd E. Davis

CONCUR:

O. Marvin Soweas
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