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OVERVIEW

Task 1: Report on Technical Assistance for Adoption and Implementation of Comprehensive Plan
and/or Zoning Amendments

Description: The Dragon Run Steering Committee has identified land-use planning (through
comprehensive plan and zoning amendment changes) as a significant need for long-term protection of
the Dragon Run watershed and the way of life it supports. Building upon draft language for
comprehensive plan and/or zoning amendment developed in partnership with each watershed county,
Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission (MPPDC) staff has been working with county Planning
Commissioners, Boards of Supervisors, and county staff to provide technical support for the formal
adoption of the amendments as county amendment cycles deem necessary. After amendment
adoption, MPPDC staff will work to enable the successful implementation of these changes. MPPDC
staff will provide a blend of training opportunities for local planning staff and citizens (through public
and/or planning division workshop series, onsite training, visioning sessions, or other techniques
tailored to the needs of each watershed county) in an effort to ensure widespread understanding and
full implementation of the adopted changes and implementation assistance. MPPDC staff will develop
and provide the appropriate training opportunities. Additionally, some funding incentives will be
provided to the participating localities to counterbalance the costs (such as for hours of staff time spent
in training) of incorporating the new land use policy and regulation recommendations (e.g. preservation
district, drainage area conservation zone, stream buffer zone, conservation subdivision option). This
counterbalancing incentive is estimated at $5,000 for each of the three watershed counties that
adopted the WMP.

Narrative Report: MPPDC staff has continued to provide assistance with the adoption of the
recommendation through dialog with planning staff, a presentation to the Essex Board of
Supervisors/Planning Commission, provision of spatial watershed data for Gloucester County and the
creation of a map product to include in a revised comprehensive plan of Essex County. Language was
previously developed to reflect the input of county planning officials. The language was also developed
in such a way as to be consistent with current comprehensive plan and zoning ordinance formats so that
as the localities are updating their plans and ordinances, the recommendations can be inserted
seamlessly. Note: The Dragon Run Steering Committee and county planning staff officials advised that
the county Boards of Supervisors and Planning Commission would likely be more receptive to the
recommendations if they were considered as a part of the regular update schedule vs as a stand alone
change.

Each of the four watershed counties is at a different point with regard to adopting these enforceable
policies. Only one, King and Queen County, has taken action to revise language in its zoning ordinance
during this grant cycle, reaffirming its commitment to designate the Dragon Run as a place deserving
extra consideration. Currently, two (Middlesex and Gloucester) of the four counties are well underway
with comprehensive plan updates. One county (Essex) is just beginning its comprehensive plan updates.
The fourth county recently completed its comprehensive plan update prior to the recommendations’
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development. With regard to zoning ordinance revisions, Gloucester and Middlesex counties are going
to wait until their comprehensive plan is approved before initiating zoning changes. Essex County
intends on changing its zoning ordinance in concert with its comprehensive plan update.
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King and Queen revised Article 11: Dragon Run Conservation
District

The King and Queen County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors received the Dragon Run
land-use recommendations and MPPDC staff provided presentations to the Planning Commission and
the Board of Supervisors in the previous grant cycle. Upon receipt of the draft recommended language,
Planning Commission representatives revised it to meet the County’s current vision. Specifically, the
Board of Supervisor took action to amend their previous Dragon Run Conservation District to be more
easily enforced district — 100 feet from the Dragon Run. Because almost one quarter of the County is in
the watershed, there were concerns over the impact of the originally recommended ordinance changes,
therefore, the scope and scale of the revised ordinance is less than recommended. This enforceable
policy (one the next page) does, however, reaffirm the County’s commitment to providing extra
consideration to this unique resource. The ordinance provides a requirement for forest and farm Best
Management Practices within the District. Documentation of Board action to the revise the ordinance
can be found in Appendix 1.

Because the County recently completed updates to its Comprehensive Plan, it is envisioned that the
recommended comprehensive plan language will be revisited again at its next update cycle.



ZONING ORDINANCE, ARTICLE 11: DRAGON RUN CONSERVATION DISTRICT PAGE 11:1

ARTICLE 11 DRAGON RUN CONSERVATION DISTRICT
3-250 Intent of District

The purpose of the Dragon Run Conservation District (DRCD) is to protect and conserve fragile
resource areas which perform valuable functions in their natural state and which are unsuitable for
development and intense use. Areas to be designated as the "DRCD" primarily include wetlands
and swamps and prescribed buffer areas adjacent thereto, but may include other areas deemed to be
important for flood plain management, aquifer recharge, water storage, critical wildlife habitat, or
similar functions.

3-251 Permitted Uses

The following uses, activities and structures are permitted within the "DRCD". Whenever these
permitted uses are at variance with the requirements of any other lawfully adopted rules, regulations,
ordinances, or resolutions, the most restrictive or one imposing the higher standards shall govern.

(1) The construction and maintenance of non-commercial catwalks, piers, fences and duck
blinds, provided that such structures are so constructed on pilings as to permit the reasonably
unobstructed flow of water courses and do not alter the natural contour of marshes, swamps
and water courses.

2 The cultivation and harvesting of shell fish and worms for bait.

3) Non-commercial outdoor recreational activities, including hiking, boating, trapping, hunting,
fishing, shell fishing, horseback riding, swimming and skeet and trap shooting; provided that
no structure shall be constructed except as permitted in item (1) of this section.

4 Conservation, repletion, education and research activities of the Virginia Marine Resources
Commission, the Virginia Institute of Marine Science, the Commission of Game and Inland
Fisheries, and other conservation agencies or organizations.

(5) The normal maintenance, repair, or addition to existing roads, highways, or the facilities of
any person, firm, corporation, utility, or government abutting or crossing wetlands or
swamps, provided that no waterway is altered and no additional wetlands or swamps are
covered or drained.

(6) The normal maintenance of existing man-made drainage ditches, provided that no additional
wetlands or swamps are covered or drained and provided further that this paragraph shall not
be deemed to authorize construction of any drainage ditch.

(7)  Agricultural activities which incorporate the application of Best Management Practices
(BMPs) in a plan approved by the local Soil and Water Conservation District.

8) Forestry activities which incorporate the application of Best Management Practices in a plan
approved by the Virginia Department of Forestry.

éING AND QUEEN COUNTY, VIRGINIA, Land Use Regulations
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3-252 Area of Applicability
The DRCD shall include, for the purposes of this ordinance: (1) Wetlands and swamps within the
King & Queen County portion of the Dragon Run and its tributaries, and (2) The Resource

Protection Area within the King & Queen County portion of the Dragon Run and its tributaries,
which is a 100 foot vegetated buffer prescribed by Avrticle 12 of this ordinance.

3-253 Official District Map

The official map showing the "DRCD" District is to be made part of and used as provided by Article
3 of this Zoning Ordinance.

---through 3-259 Reserved

§ING AND QUEEN COUNTY, VIRGINIA, Land Use Regulations
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Gloucester County Draft Comprehensive Plan

Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission staff has been collaborating with Gloucester County
planning staff to encourage the inclusion of the Dragon Run recommendations in the county’s
Comprehensive Plan. The county is currently undergoing its Comprehensive Plan update and formed a
Steering Committee to guide its development. MPPDC staff has provided information about the Dragon
Run Watershed and the land-use recommendations to the Steering Committee.

To date, the county planning staff and the Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee have shown
considerable motivation in including the recommendations. The language (starting on the next page) is
the section of the Land Use Planning Chapter that specifically addresses the Dragon Run from the draft
Gloucester County Comprehensive Plan. Rural character and tradition uses, qualities that the Dragon
Run Steering Committee and SAMP have conveyed to be of significant importance, have been woven
throughout the entire chapter, which is included in this report as Appendix 2.

The language included in the Comprehensive Plan draft goes above and beyond the basic
recommendations provided to the county originally in terms of detail and scope. Feedback from the
Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee and planning staff do not indicate any concerns with the
language in the draft.

Upon adoption of the Comprehensive Plan (projected in Spring 2009), the county will be considering
updates to its zoning ordinances. The Dragon Run land-use zoning ordinance recommendations will be
presented again at that point in time.

10
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(From the Gloucester County Draft Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Chapter)
Dragon Run Special Planning Area

As one of the Chesapeake Bay watershed’s most pristine waterways, the Dragon Run “encompasses
some of the most extensive and unspoiled swamp forest and woodland communities in Virginia”*.
Effectively bisecting Virginia’s Middle Peninsula located between the York and Rappahannock Rivers,
this fresh and brackish water stream (Figure ___ ) meanders forty miles along and through nontidal and
tidal cypress swamp. The watershed is mainly undeveloped, almost entirely privately owned, and
encompasses approximately 140 square miles (90,000 acres) of rural landscape — mostly forests, farms,
and wetlands. The spring-fed Dragon Run flows through portions of Essex, King and Queen, Middlesex,
and Gloucester Counties, emptying into the estuarine Piankatank River and ultimately the Chesapeake

Bay.

Figure ___. The Dragon Run Watershed

! Belden, A. Jr., A.C. Chazal, G.P. Fleming, C.S. Hobson, and K.M. McCoy. 2001. A Natural Heritage
Inventory of the Dragon Run Watershed. Second edition. Natural Heritage Technical Report 01-03.
Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation, Division of Natural Heritage, Richmond, VA.

11



Task 1

The Dragon Run plays a central role in the Middle Peninsula’s culture and identity. Its intriguing name is
frequently borrowed by local enterprises and establishments. Since European settlement in the early
1600’s and Native American inhabitation up to 10,000 years before that, natural resources have been
the bedrock of the watershed’s economy. For older generations, forestry, farming, hunting, trapping and
fishing were the primary ventures. Today, forestry and farming continue to generate wealth and drive
the watershed’s economy. Hunters, many involved in organized hunt clubs continue to uphold this
ancient tradition throughout land in the watershed. More than 46 percent of the land is leased by hunt
clubs and it is estimated that $300,000 is generated due to hunt club activity and over $1.6 million in
fishing activity’. These land uses, together with extensive swamps, are the main reasons that the
Dragon Run remains wild and secluded.

The watershed’s wilderness is both expansive and unique. The Dragon Run contains the northernmost
example of the Bald cypress-Tupelo Swamp natural community in Virginia and the best example north of
the James River. > Moreover, 14 rare species and 5 rare natural communities are found here. Based on
his investigations of the watershed’s aquatic communities, one researcher observes that the Dragon Run
is a “100 year old time capsule,” resembling coastal plain streams in the Chesapeake Bay region at the
turn of the 20" century”.

The Dragon Run’s unique character evokes strong feelings to protect the pristine watershed in both
long-time residents and first-time visitors alike. Although development pressure in the watershed is
currently low, the potential for significant land ownership changes (>25% in 10 years due to aging and
absentee corporate landowners) threatens to disrupt the rural character and fragment productive farm
and forest land. Likewise, habitat fragmentation jeopardizes the Dragon Run’s unique natural
communities. Landowner opinions about how to address these threats vary widely, ranging from the
belief that “the Dragon takes care of itself” by its wild nature and voluntary landowner stewardship to
enacting and enforcing regulations with “teeth.”

The difference in point of view between property rights advocates and conservationists centers on how
to maintain a pristine watershed into the future.

The Dragon Run Watershed Special Area Management Plan (SAMP), a partnership between the Virginia
Coastal Program and the Dragon Run Steering Committee of the Middle Peninsula Planning District
Commission, is a project designed to address both the differing viewpoints and the common ground that
exist concerning the future of the watershed. The project began in January 2002 with a grant from the
Virginia Coastal Program under authority of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA). Enabled by the federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 as amended, SAMPs aim to
protect significant coastal resources through a collaborative, multi-level planning process to develop and
implement new enforceable policies.

2 Dragon Run Watershed Plan, November 2003, Dragon Run Steering Committee, Middle Peninsula
Planning District Commission

® Belden, Jr. et al., 2001

* Garman, G. C. 2003. Aquatic Living Resources Inventories in the Dragon System: Virginia
Commonwealth University on-going Activities. Dragon Run natural Resources Symposium, February 11,
2003, Virginia Institute of Marine Science, Gloucester Point, VA.
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One of the fundamental elements of a SAMP is that a strong regional entity must exist that is willing to
sponsor the planning program. In the Dragon Run watershed’s case, that regional entity is the Middle
Peninsula Planning District Commission through its Dragon Run Steering Committee. Formed in 1985,
the Dragon Run Steering Committee consists of landowners and local elected officials and is the key
vehicle for cooperation and coordination among the four counties concerning watershed issues. The
Steering Committee’s approach to the SAMP is to stimulate and coordinate community involvement in
the proactive development and implementation of goals, objectives, and action plans for a watershed
management plan.

Another major element of a SAMP is that conflict exists concerning the area’s proposed uses. The
Steering Committee believed that the best approach is to proactively head off conflict before it grows by
enabling stakeholders to openly discuss the issues. Potential conflicts in the Dragon Run watershed are:
1) the differences between conservation and property rights advocates; and 2) the private use of land
versus the public use of the water. The Steering Committee felt that the watershed approach was the
most effective way to manage natural resources and traditional land uses.

The Dragon Run Watershed SAMP began with public planning forums in December 2001 and January
2002. These planning forums led to two primary outcomes: 1) the development and confirmation of
common themes for watershed issues; and 2) the establishment of a SAMP Advisory Group representing
a broad cross-section of the community. Building upon the foundation established by the planning
forums, the SAMP Advisory Group developed a mission statement and developed a list of three goals,
each with several objectives. With minor modifications, the Steering Committee approved the goals and
objectives, which were incorporated into a Memorandum of Agreement. Each county — Essex,
Gloucester, King and Queen, and Middlesex - and the Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission
signed the Agreement during the late summer and fall of 2002 to consider the actions recommended by
the Steering Committee.

Mission Statement for the SAMP

To support and promote community-based efforts to preserve the cultural, historic, and natural
character of the Dragon Run, while preserving property rights and the traditional uses within the
watershed.

® Goal 1 - Establish a high level of cooperation and communication among the four counties
within the Dragon Run Watershed to achieve consistency across county boundaries.

® Goal 2 - Foster educational partnerships and opportunities to establish the communities’
connection to and respect for the land and water in the Dragon Run.

® Goal 3 -Promote the concept of landowner stewardship that has served to preserve the
Dragon Run Watershed as aregional treasure.

With the help of staff, consultants and the Advisory Committee, the Steering Committee completed the
“Dragon Run Watershed Management Plan” in November 2003 and recommended that each of the

13
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localities adopt the plan as an addendum to their comprehensive plan until specific language could be
added to each of the communities’ Comprehensive Plan. Gloucester County adopted the Watershed
Management Plan as an addendum to its Comprehensive Plan on November 3, 2003.

Only 6% of the Dragon Run Watershed is within Gloucester County and it represents only 3% of the
County’s land areas. However, as “one of the Chesapeake Bay watershed’s most pristine waterways”
the Dragon Run is well worthy of individual attention, both from the County’s perspective and from a
regional perspective. The purpose of adopting the Watershed Management Plan was to formally
acknowledge that the Dragon Run Watershed deserves distinctive treatment.

The uniqueness of the SAMP is that it goes beyond the County’s borders. It represents regional
collaboration and cooperation in managing this resource. The SAMP process, and its implementation,
represents, and requires, partnerships with other localities on the Middle Peninsula, other
governmental agencies and non-profit groups as well as with the property owners along the Dragon Run
and the hunters, fishermen, boaters, nature lovers and others who enjoy its beauty and abundance. It
also sets the stage for regional cooperation in future planning and implementation. By adopting the
Watershed Management Plan as part of their Comprehensive Plan, the county adopted the following
policies:

» Recognize the overall value of maintaining the traditional rural character and
forested and farmed landscape of the Dragon Run watershed.

> Preserve the ecological integrity of the Dragon Run Watershed.

» Acknowledge the community and economic benefits of the Dragon Run
watershed: for the production of agricultural and forest products; as a valued
natural resource; for wildlife habitat; for maintaining water quality; and for scenic
and aesthetic values.

» Continue to fully enforce existing regulations and policies.

» Protect forested and farmed land from fragmentation due to conversion to more
intensive development.

» Encourage low-density, clustered pattern of development for new residential
development in the watershed to protect open space and natural resources.

» Seek techniques to protect open space in the watershed without infringing upon
landowner rights to maintain an economic return from their property.

» Identify land uses that are incompatible or competitive with traditional resource-
based land uses (e.qg. forestry, farming, hunting, fishing) and consider limiting
them within the watershed.

> Limit or deny future rezoning approvals from existing zoning (i.e. Agricultural or
Rural Business zoning) to more intensive uses in order to protect the rural
character and integrity of farming and forestry resources in the watershed.

» Limit the extension of public utilities and central water and sewer in the
watershed.

» Explore the feasibility of limiting major residential development in the watershed
by aligning the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance with provisions in the
Subdivision Ordinance that limit major subdivisions.

14
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> Publish citizen stewardship materials that explain pertinent ordinances, policies,
and regulations in easy-to-understand language.

Many of these policies are similar to those established to protect the rural areas and character of the
County. The Watershed Plan further recommends that Gloucester Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors amend their Comprehensive Plan include a “Dragon Run Planning Area.” Once the
Comprehensive Plan has been updated to include recommendations for the Dragon Run Planning Areas,
the plan recommends implementation of Comprehensive Plan by changes to the Zoning Map and
Ordinances to incorporate “Dragon Run Protection Zone.” Through the SAMP funding, the MPPDC hired
a consultant to work with staff and commissioners from each of the four affected Counties to develop
draft language to consider in the Comprehensive Plan and subsequent zoning ordinances.

In addition to land use recommendations, the Watershed Management Plan includes tools to preserve
forest, farm and natural resources, recommendations to address concerns regarding public access, and
suggestions for controlling invasive species in the watershed. Additional recommendations involve
education and landowner stewardship, ideas to encourage and support sustainable economic
development, and recommendations to monitor the implementation of the Watershed Management
Plan. Many of these recommendations are meant to be carried out by other agencies or entities and
therefore will not likely be incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan update. Adoption of the plan
shows support for the other recommended actions that may not be in the purview of local government,
but will help to achieve the goals and objectives agreed to by all the Counties.

15
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Map for Essex County Comprehensive Plan

Essex County is initiating their Comprehensive Plan update currently. The County has indicated
that it is interested in incorporating the Dragon Run recommendations for their Comprehensive
Plan. They requested the following map of the Essex County portion of the Dragon Run
Watershed to include in the Comprehensive Plan as well. Additionally, the County will be
conducting its zoning ordinance update simultaneously, in which the County has indicated that it
is interested in rezoning the Dragon Run watershed as per the land use recommendations.
Specifically, the County is interested in rezoning the area within the watershed from A-2 to A-1,
which will increase the minimum lot size to 20 acres.



Dragon Run Watershed, Essex County

Legend
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Middlesex County Comprehensive Plan

Due to staff changes in the Planning Director position with the County (two changes in the past year and
a half), MPPDC staff time has been spent updating and informing the person in this position. The County
is currently undergoing its Comprehensive Plan update and had previously received recommended
language. According to the current Planning Director, the recommended language has been included in
the draft Comprehensive Plan. Upon adoption of the Comprehensive Plan (projected in Spring 2009), the
county will be considering updates to its zoning ordinances. The Dragon Run land-use zoning ordinance
recommendations will be presented again at that point in time.
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Task 2: Report on Technical Assistance and Education
Programs
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Overview

Task 2: Report on Technical Assistance and Education Programs

Description: In order to facilitate the implementation of the products of this scope of work, MPPDC staff
continued to administer the Dragon Run SAMP Technical Assistance Program. MPPDC staff provided
logistical and technical support to the citizen-based Dragon Run Steering Committee (and related
subcommittees), which serves as the advisory council for the Dragon Run. MPPDC staff provided
information about tools to preserve forest, farm, and natural resources to support the mission of the
Dragon Run Watershed Management Plan, which is “to support and promote community-based efforts
to preserve the cultural, historic, and natural character of the Dragon Run, while preserving property
rights and the traditional uses within the watershed.” Tools included primarily land use assessment, and
conservation easements. MPPDC staff provided technical support to assist the Dragon Run Day
Subcommittee to plan for the community-oriented Dragon Run Day to celebrate the natural, cultural,
and historic heritage of the Dragon Run. The festival served as an opportunity to increase citizen
awareness of watershed issues and will feature results of projects undertaken during the course of the
Dragon Run SAMP. Passive educational tools available at Dragon Run Day and in the interim included
educational materials (e.g. brochures, fact sheets), the Dragon Run Watershed DVD and a web site that
serves as a clearinghouse of information about the watershed.

Narrative Report: MPPDC staff has continued to support the implementation of the Dragon Run
Watershed Management Plan and provided support to the Dragon Run Steering Committee. Four
quarterly meetings (Appendix 3) of the Dragon Run Steering Committee were held, as well as monthly
meetings (February — September) of the Dragon Run Day Planning Committee. Also, due to turnover in
local politics, MPPDC staff has also provided an overview of the SAMP and the Steering Committee to
four new representatives, equivalent to one quarter of the Steering Committee. As staff support for the
Steering Committee, MPPDC staff drafted a position statement (Appendix 4) in opposition to the
potential Naval outlying landing field site in the Dragon Run watershed.

During this year, MPPDC staff has represented the Steering Committee and the SAMP at many
events/meetings, including: on Rob Wittman’s 1* Congressional District Environmental Advisory
Committee, Environment Virginia 2008, Middle Peninsula Chesapeake Bay Public Access Authority
meetings, Chesapeake Watershed Forum, and a Virginia Invasive Species Advisory Committee meeting.

MPPDC staff provided educational opportunities to increase the awareness of the Dragon Run
watershed and land-use planning tools available to protect the watershed. For example, Dragon Run
Day is an annual event celebrating the natural, cultural and historic aspects of the Dragon Run
watershed, while increasing watershed awareness. Dragon Run Day 2008 (Appendix 5) was attended by
about 1,450 people. MPPDC staff, in partnership with the Chesapeake Bay National Estuarine Research
Reserve in Virginia and Friends of Dragon Run, has also been involved with seeking inclusion of the
Dragon Run Watershed in the four counties’ middle schools’ Standards of Learning programs.
Additionally, MPPDC assisted in the coordination or a Dragon Run Discovery Lab to provide a hands-on
overview of the Dragon Run Watershed and participated in the planning of the 2008 Down on the Farm
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event hosted by Tidewater RC&D and provided the map in their brochure. MPPDC staff also continued
to create and distribute Dragon Run DVDs with over 250 going out during this grant cycle. The DVD, in
addition to the Dragon Run website, www.mppdc.com/dragon, provided a substantial amount of public
education opportunity.

MPPDC staff also provided information to local government officials regarding purchase of development
rights programs and conservation subdivisions. Additionally, to provide a direct, hands-on knowledge to
local government elected officials and staff, MPPDC staff offered the opportunity to experience the
Dragon Run first hand on two separate kayak trips.

21
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Dragon Run Steering Committee

The Dragon Run Steering Committee, which has been a policy recommendation body to the Middle
Peninsula Planning District Commission and the four Dragon Run watershed counties for over 23 years,
is perhaps the best example of an active watershed group inside of the York and Small Coastal Basins
Watershed. The Dragon Run Steering Committee meets quarterly to support the mission of the Dragon
Run Watershed Management Plan (Agendas and minutes from their meetings can be found in Appendix
3).

The Dragon Run Steering Committee is the mechanism for stakeholders to develop policy
recommendations for local decision makers to use in order to plan for the natural, cultural and historic
aspects of the Dragon Run watershed. The composition of the Dragon Run Steering Committee
contributes significantly to its success. Specifically, two landowners, one Planning Commission member
and one Board of Supervisor member from each county on the Dragon Run comprise the Dragon Run
Steering Committee. These members of the Steering Committee include representatives from such
varied groups as farming, conservation, recreation and education.

The recommendations of the Dragon Run Steering Committee and the process by which
recommendations are transferred to municipal government bodies impact land-use develop patterns
and thereby water quality. One such example of the effectiveness of this process was the Dragon Run
Steering Committee’s efforts to discourage the siting of a Naval Outlying Land Field (OLF) within the
watershed. A 20,318-acre site located in the Dragon Run Watershed was included in the initial list of
potential locations for the OLF. The Dragon Run Steering Committee discussed this item and prepared a
position statement. It also recommended that the Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission also
submit a similar statement (Position statements can be found in Appendix 4). The PDC followed this
recommendation and submitted one as well. Additionally, at least two of the four watershed counties
passed resolutions opposing the OLF in the Dragon Run Watershed. The site did not appear on the final
proposed sites list. One of the primary reasons that the Dragon Run Steering Committee opposed the
OLF was that it was inconsistent and incompatible with the Dragon Run Watershed Management Plan.

The mission of the Dragon Run Watershed Management Plan, a comprehensive document adopted by
three of the four watershed counties, is to “support and promote community-based efforts to preserve
the cultural, historic, and natural character of the Dragon Run, while preserving property rights and the
traditional uses within the watershed.” The goal to balance the need for planned development and the
need to protect our natural resource bases, and thereby the traditional uses that rely on it, is the
primary driver of the Steering Committee’s efforts. The Dragon Run Steering Committee captures the
benefits of planning at a regional, watershed level, including land-use consistency across county lines
and a landscape approach to natural resource protection.
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Dragon Run Day 2008

Dragon Run Day, an annual education festival celebrating the natural, cultural and historic
characteristics of the Dragon Run Watershed, provides an opportunity for the watershed community
and the general public to come together to learn more about this unique place. (A full presentation on
Dragon Run Day 2008 can be found in Appendix 5.) Most of the exhibits at Dragon Run Day focus on
these characteristics and provide a hands-on approach to learning. 2008 was a very successful event.
There were an estimated 1,450 people in attendance, making this the biggest Dragon Run Day yet. The
Dragon Run Steering Committee co-hosts the event with Friends of Dragon Run and Thousand Trails
Camp Resort. Dragon Run Day 2009 is already in its planning stages and is scheduled for October 10,
2009.

23



Task 2

Dragon Run Technical Assistance

MPPDC staff also provides technical assistance to efforts that support the mission of the Dragon Run
Watershed Management Plan. One such example during this grant cycle was assistance for the Down of
the Farm event, which included a biodiesel highlight this year. In addition to coordinating the biodiesel
exhibit, MPPDC staff created the following map to include in the Down on the Farm brochure identifying
the locations of farms participating in the event.
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Task 3: Report on Management Plan Development and
Adoption for Public and Non-governmental Organization
(NGO) Holdings Acquired for Conservation
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Overview

Task 3: Report on Management Plan Development and Adoption for Public and Non-governmental
Organization (NGO) Holdings Acquired for Conservation

Description: To facilitate local-state and state-state communication and coordination, MPPDC staff
developed a report with recommendations of goals and policies consistent with the SAMP for managing
public and NGO holdings acquired for conservation within the Dragon Run watershed (FY 05). Intended
to communicate Dragon Run Steering Committee and Virginia Coastal Zone Management Program
expectations for conservation management of public and NGO holdings in the Dragon Run watershed,
the report targeted those entities that do or could manage land for conservation within the watershed,
such as Department of Forestry, Department of Game and Inland Fisheries, Department of Conservation
and Recreation, Middle Peninsula Chesapeake Bay Public Access Authority, The Nature Conservancy,
Friends of Dragon Run, Rappahannock Community College, CBNERR-VA, and Virginia Outdoors
Foundation. Implementation of the recommended guidelines for management of public or non-
governmental organization holdings acquired for conservation in the Dragon occurred through the
creation and adoption of management plans for a variety of agencies in the watershed. These
management plans incorporated recommendations for land conservation management, such as wildlife
and water quality protection and compatible recreational uses. MPPDC staff coordinated with public
and NGO partners to develop and facilitate the adoption of an additional 4 (one remains to be formally
adopted) recommendation-consistent management plans for public and/or NGO holdings acquired for
conservation purposes in the Dragon Run watershed.

Narrative Report: During the last year’s grant cycle, two management plans were drafted (for
Chesapeake Bay National Estuarine Research Reserve in Virginia and The Nature Conservancy). During
this grant cycle, MPPDC staff received and incorporated final input and letters adopting those plans as
enforceable policies. MPPDC staff also drafted management plans for Friends of Dragon Run and
participated in the development of a management plan for the Middle Peninsula Chesapeake Bay Public
Access Authority. An adoption letter for the Friends of Dragon Run plan was received in early October,
2008. The adoption of the Middle Peninsula Chesapeake Bay Public Access Authority plan is expected in
December. All plans and adoption letters are attached.

27



Task 3

Friends of Dragon Run

MPPDC staff coordinated with Friends of Dragon Run, a local non-governmental organization, to
produce management guidance to apply generally to all of their current and future conservation
holdings. Friends of Dragon Run currently owns 9 tracts, totaling almost 600 acres, fee simple along the
main stem of the Dragon Run. MPPDC staff collected input from representatives of the Friends of
Dragon Run Board regarding the organization’s goals and priorities for its holding and prepared a
management plan reflective of this vision. This management plan was adopted by the Friends of Dragon
Run Board to serve as an enforceable policy in early October. Both the adoption letter and the
management guidance can be found in Appendix 6.
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The Nature Conservancy

The Nature Conservancy (TNC), a non-governmental organization that operates worldwide, has a strong
focus in the Dragon Run Watershed. The organization’s primary interest in the area focuses on
preserving the watershed’s forest lands. TNC has been an instrumental component of the protection of
land throughout the entire Dragon Run Watershed. Although typically operating through purchased
easements, TNC owns (fee simple) a holding along the main stem — Dragon Flats. MPPDC staff
coordinated with TNC staff to identify and priority goals and objectives for the management of the
Dragon Flat Tract and a draft plan was submitted to the organization in the previous grant cycle. Final
input was collected and incorporated at the beginning of this grant cycle. TNC adopted the finalized
management plan as an enforceable policy in the early summer of 2008. The adoption letter and
Dragon Flats Management Plan are included in Appendix 7.
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Virginia Estuarine and Coastal Research Reserve

The Dragon Bridge Tract is part of the Virginia Estuarine and Coastal Research Reserve (VECRR) system,
which is managed by the Chesapeake Bay National Estuarine Research Reserve of Virginia (CBNERR) staff
at the Virginia Institute of Marine Science. This is an academic institution, which lends to one of the
primary purposes of the site being education/research. CBNERR staff have been an integral part of the
SAMP process. Additionally, Dr. Willy Reay serves on the Dragon Run Steering Committee as a
landowner from Gloucester County.

MPPDC staff coordinated with VECRR staff to identify and priority goals and objectives for the
management of the Dragon Bridge Tract and a draft plan was submitted to the organization in the
previous grant cycle. Final input was collected and incorporated at the beginning of this grant cycle.
VECRR adopted the finalized management plan as an enforceable policy in the summer of 2008. The
adoption letter and Dragon Bridge Management Plan are included in Appendix 8.
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Middle Peninsula Chesapeake Bay Public Access Authority

Enabled by legislation passed during the 2002 Virginia General Assembly session, the Middle Peninsula
Chesapeake Bay Public Access Authority (MPCBPAA or PAA) officially began on June 13, 2003, upon the
signing of the Operating Agreement by the member jurisdictions: the Counties of Essex, Gloucester, King
and Queen, King William, and Mathews and the Towns of Tappahannock, Urbanna, and West Point. The
PAA, a political subdivision, was established to identify, acquire, and manage public water access
opportunities in the region that can be used by the general public for passive and active activities. The
PAA currently holds approximately 1000 acres fee simple in the Dragon Run Watershed.

MPPDC staff consulted with PAA staff regarding the development of a management plan for a PAA
holding that was reflective of Dragon Run Steering Committee recommendations for management of
conservation acquisitions in the watershed. While PAA staff initiated work on the management plan,
MPPDC Dragon Run staff served on the Thurston Haworth Recreation Area Steering Committee. Later,
MPPPDC Dragon Run staff reworked the semi-final draft of the Thurston Haworth Recreation Area
Management Plan as per PAA request. Action is required on the part of the PAA to provide policy
direction to finalize the report. PAA staff will complete the final incorporation of input and policy
direction. It is anticipated that the PAA will make some action to adopt this enforceable policy at either
its December or February meeting. The final working draft submitted by MPPDC Dragon Run staff to
PAA staff can be found in Appendix 9.
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Task 4: Report on Sustainable Economic Development
Biodiesel Pilot Program
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Task 4

Overview

Task 4: Report on Sustainable Economic Development Biodiesel Pilot Program

Description: The Biodiesel Pilot Program addresses one of the key WMP action recommendations, which
is to further the implementation of sustainable economic development practices recommended in the
FY03 Dragon Run economic development study, Opportunities for Sustainable Natural Resource-Based
Development in the Dragon Run Watershed by Yellow Wood Associates, Inc. During FY 06, MPPDC staff
and a consultant conducted a feasibility study in which an active partnership was developed to
strengthen the local biodiesel crop market (such as soybeans) through increased local use of biodiesel,
both at the local government and private community levels. As an enforceable outcome of the pilot
study, the Dragon Run Steering Committee, MPPDC staff and the Consultant pursued a signed resolution
from a watershed County and a signed MOU/MOA/Work Plan, etc from the partnership that was
developed during the feasibility study/pilot program framework, indicating that they would use
biodiesel fuel resulting from this pilot program partnership to support the watershed agricultural
economic base. Promoting the adoption of biodiesel for sustainability purposes is a particularly good fit
in the Middle Peninsula, as the enterprise meets the overall goal of sustainable natural resource-based
economic development of the Watershed, offers a stronger market for local farmers, opens new fuel
opportunities for the private sector as well as a contributes to a cleaner environment. MPPDC staff
worked with the partnership and local government to implement the Dragon Run biodiesel school bus
pilot program.

Narrative Report: At the beginning of this grant cycle, each of the four watershed counties adopted the
biodiesel resolution as an enforceable policy. These resolutions can be found in Appendix 10. This
enforceable policy states that the school boards will support and encourage the use of biodiesel in its
buses, adopt a voluntary schedule for conversion to B5 and then to B20, and educate and promote
biodiesel as a tool to support the local farming industry.

MPPDC staff also continued to work with the various biodiesel partners, including the watershed
counties’ school bus fleets, the local biodiesel refinery, the agricultural community and the fuel
distributors to implement the Dragon Run biodiesel pilot program. In partnership with Virginia Clean
Cities, MPPDC staff has been assisting in the implementation of the biodiesel pilot program. Currently,
one county, Gloucester, has 100% of their school bus fleet using B5 (a 5% blend of biodiesel to regular
diesel). King and Queen County has also just started using a B5 blend of biodiesel as well. Middlesex
County’s school board has suffered significant budget cuts, such that they are unable to afford the
additional filters that will be required upon start up, even though the cost differential for the biodiesel
would be covered through an US Environmental Protection Agency grant (Clean School Bus program).
Essex County is relying on a single retailer who, according to the owner, is currently not able to convert
to biodiesel due to issues with his brand. Work is underway to identify funding in assisting another
retailer to convert tanks to biodiesel to serve Essex County.

Working with Virginia Clean Cities, MPPDC staff recommended three individuals that have been an
integral part of the biodiesel pilot program to receive an “l Saved a Dragon Award” from Virginia Clean
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Cities. Those individuals include Roger Kelly, Gloucester County School Bus Fleet Manager, Denny Sulik,
VABiodiesel, and John Phillips, Phillips Oil and Gas. 98" District Delegate, Harvey Morgan, presented the
awards at Dragon Run Day 2008.

While the school bus portion of the project has been very successful at increasing the general market for
biodiesel and thereby soybeans in the area, project partners have still been seeking a more direct
economic benefit to watershed farmers from biodiesel. Along these lines, MPPDC and Tidewater RC&D
partnered to invite a group of stakeholders representing the agriculture community to discuss the
potential of using Canola-based (or soybean-based) biodiesel to meet these goals. Three models were
discussed:

1) acquiring a fuel seed crusher and biodiesel processor for farmers to use on a regional basis to fuel
their farm vehicles (and thereby reduce their direct cost); there would also be potential here to use or
sell the meal created from the crushing process

2) exploring incorporating Canola in the crop rotation and partnering with Red Birch in the western part
of the state to sell their product;

3) considering the feasibility of having a one stop facility in the region where the farmer drops off its
seed or beans, it is crushed and processed on-site and sold at a pump on-site as well.

It is anticipated that MPPDC staff will help to coordinate continued communication between interested
parties in this process under the Technical Assistance portion of its FY09 SAMP grant.
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Task 5: Report on Dragon Run Estate Planning Network
Initiative

35



Task 5

Overview

Task 5: Report on Dragon Run Estate Planning Network Initiative

Description: Because estate planning includes a barrage of flexible tools, such as conservation
easements, life instruments, right of first refusal, community foundations, conservation registries,
purchase of development rights, and transfer of development rights, many watershed landowners may
be willing to participate in order to keep their lands in their current use. The Dragon Run Conservation
Estate Planning Network was convened to target landowners in the Dragon Run Watershed, secure the
land base for long term natural resource management and use, and direct local wealth to support
sustainable local development. Additionally, in the second year of the project, the network will provide
training and informational opportunities to family attorneys and accountants who may be in a position
to advise landowners. MPPDC staff identified key estate planning partner entities, as well as key large
tract land owners in and around the watershed. The aim of this task is to implement a formal network
that would result in the official formation of a Dragon Run conservation hub.

Narrative Report: During the current grant cycle, MPPDC staff hosted two forums (Agendas and minutes
from these meetings can be found in Appendix 11) to provide a roundtable for the various partners in
the conservation estate planning process to discuss needs, gaps and coordination of efforts. Partners in
this network include representatives from local land trusts, non-governmental organizations, local CPAs,
attorneys, and real estate agents amongst others.

MPPDC staff updated its Conservation Estate Planning Brochure (Appendix 12) to include current
Dragon Run Conservation Estate Planning Initiative partners. MPPDC staff also developed a list of
targeted landowners throughout the Dragon Run Watershed (Appendix 13) based on a map (Appendix
14) created of high priority lands and currently protected lands. These lands are parcels characterized
by their proximity to the Dragon Run, their land cover, and their larger sizes. They are considered to be
the highest priority lands for conservation in the watershed for these reasons.

MPPDC staff also attended three Essex County Countryside Alliance and one Middle Peninsula Land
Trust landowner meetings to participate in outreach for the conservation planning in the Dragon Run
Watershed. To help increase the focus on the importance of conservation easements and conservation
estate planning in the Dragon Run Watershed, MPPDC staff provided an article (Appendix 15) on the
Dragon Run SAMP and the watershed to the Essex County Countryside Alliance for inclusion in their
newsletter.
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DRAGON RUN REGULATIONS UPDATE

County Administrator Ron Hachey stated that this issue was tabled at the last Board
meeting in order to see what the neighboring counties that share the Dragon Run
Watershed were enacting in terms of a stream buffer. The discussion focused on whether
or not we should have 75 feet of buffer on either side of the Dragon in addition to the 100
feet that is being recommended by the Planning Commission.

Since the last meeting, Mr. Hachey has sent a request to Lewie Lawrence, Director of
Regional Planning at the Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission, asking that the
buffer issue be discussed at the next scheduled meeting of the Dragon Run Steering
Committee for their thoughts on the Board’s proposed buffer depths.

Mr. Lawrence has advised Mr. Hachey that the steering committee will not be meeting
until after the first of the year. Therefore, this item will need to be tabled until after the
committee meets, unless the Board wants to take action without their recommendation.

Mr. Haden commented that he felt that the 100 foot buffer restriction was enough and
could not see the County putting on new restrictions when a new Board is coming on.

It was once again noted that the Planning Commission recommended a 100 foot buffer on
each side of the Dragon.

A motion was made by Mr. Haden and seconded by Mr. Busick to accept the Planning
Commission’s recommendation of a buffer of 100 feet on each side of the Dragon Run.

AYES: D. H. MORRIS, S. C. ALSOP, H. L. BUSICK, H. L. BUSICK
NAYS: J. L. SIMPKINS

bﬂc 10, 2007
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LAND USE
EXl STl N G CO N DITIO NS— :Comp Plan/SC Draft Land Use Chapter

9-20-07

INTRODUCTION

Gloucester County, consisting of 225 square miles of land area, makes up the
southernmost tip of the Middle Peninsula and is located adjacent to Middlesex,
King and Queen, and Matthews Counties. Gloucester is surrounded by over 296
miles of shoreline; bounded on the south by the York River; on the east by the
Severn, Ware and North Rivers, and on the north by the Piankatank River. The
County is distinguished by a great deal of natural beauty, rural character,
shoreline scenery and natural resources.

Gloucester County officially procured its status as a County in 1651. Up until the
Civil War, the County was primarily plantation oriented, with tobacco farming as
the main industry. The time period following the Civil War was one of the poorest
in the County’s history. Large plantations and farms were gradually sold off into
smaller parcels of land; a trend that continued until the 1930s. In the 1700s, the
average size farm was 395 acres; by 1930, 75% of all farms were less than 50
acres, and 95% of County residents owned their own property. The County’s
economy continued to be based on agriculture. Tobacco production gradually
declined while production of corn, soybeans and flower bulbs—especially
daffodils—increased.

During the first half of the 1900s Gloucester was generally prospering, although
the population was declining. Because the County had no railroad or other major
transportation, it remained isolated, rural and sparsely populated; with few
outsiders moving to the area. Up until the 1950s, the County was characterized
by scattered houses in the countryside, spread over a landscape of farmlands,
waterways, shoreline and extensive undisturbed natural areas, with a few small,
compact rural settlements.

Then in 1952, the George P. Coleman Bridge was opened—a critical factor in the
transformation of the Gloucester. Prior to its construction, the York River was a
physical barrier to the County, accessed only by the limited capacity of the river
ferry service. However, when the two-lane toll bridge opened in 1952,
Gloucester’s population began to increase. At that post—war time, there was a
trend in America of people moving to rural settings that were close enough to
large metropolitan areas for employment, and Gloucester was attractive to those
working in the urban areas of Newport News, Hampton and Williamsburg which
were within an hour’s drive. The tolls of the Coleman Bridge served as
somewhat of an economic barrier for growth until 1976 when they were removed,
resulting in more substantial growth in the County. Most of this growth was
concentrated in the Gloucester Point area, from Bena up to Ordinary. In 1996,
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the bridge was expanded to four lanes due to increased traffic and congestion,
and tolls were added back to finance the expansion. However, the added tolls no
longer had the effect of curbing growth in the County as they once did.

The continuous rapid population growth of the County since the 1970s is
illustrated in Table __ and Figure __ below. Gloucester’s population in 1970 was
14,509; by 1980, it had increased by 43% to 20,107. Between 1980 and 1990,
the rate of increase climbed by 50% to 30,131 people. During this time,
Gloucester was one of the fastest growing counties in the state of Virginia with an
average annual growth rate of 6.4% from 1980 to June 1989. *

DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS AND CONDITIONS

The latest census count in 2000 indicates a population of 34,780, which has
increased 145% since 1970. However, the rate of growth has been significantly
slower, but is steadily increasing. Based on Weldon Cooper’s population
estimates, Gloucester County had an average annual growth rate of 0.52% from
2000 to 2005. The percent increase in population was estimated to be 0.35%
between 2000 and 2001 but increased to 0.85% between 2004 and 2005.2

! Gloucester County Comprehensive Plan 1991
2 Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service, Demographics and Workforce Section, University of
Virginia
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Table 1
Population (1800-2000)
Gloucester County

Year Population % Change Year Population % Change
1800 8,181 1910 12,477 -3%
1810 10,427 27% 1920 11,894 -5%
1820 9,678 -7% 1930 11,019 -7%
1830 10,607 10% 1940 9,548 -13%
1840 10,715 1% 1950 10,343 8%
1850 10,527 -2% 1960 11,919 15%
1860 10,956 4% 1970 14,059 18%
1870 10,211 -7% 1980 20,107 43%
1880 11,876 16% 1990 30,131 50%
1890 11,653 -2% 2000 34,780 15%
1900 12,832 1%

Population Trend - Gloucester County

40,000

35,000

1800 1810 1820 1830 1840 1850 1860 1870 1880 1890 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
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S:\MPPDC-Staff-Projects\31407_Dragon_FYO08\Dragon FYO08\reporting\final product\parts\SC 9-20-07 Draft Land
Use chapter (COMPLETE).doc

42

3



Regional Context

Similar growth trends can be found throughout the state and region. As the
population grows in adjacent population centers, development pressure will
increase for the surrounding rural counties. The following chart (Figure )
was taken from the Hampton Roads Planning District Commission’s Hampton
Roads Data Book (June 2006) and compares the population and population
density within the Hampton Roads Area. Compared to our neighbors to the
south, Gloucester has a pretty low overall density.

Figure
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In comparison to our neighbors on the Middle Peninsula, however, Gloucester's
population is much greater than the other localities (Table ).
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Middle Peninsula County Population Comparisons
by Year: 1960 - 2010 (Including Town)
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Age Distribution

As shown in Table , statistics from the U.S. Census revealed that the
proportion of working-aged people has remained the same from 1990 to 2000, at
62%. The age cohort of 65 + years experienced a very slight increase during
the same time period, from 11% to 12%, while the age cohort of 0-17 years
showed a very slight decrease, from 27% to 26%. Figure 1 illustrates the
County’s age composition in 2000.

Table
Population by Age
Gloucester County

Age 1990 Percent 2000 Percent

0-17 8,224 27% 9,116 26%

18-64 18,552 62% 21,556 62%

65+ 3,355 11% 4,108 12%

Total 30,131 34,780
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Figure
2000

Population by Age-Gloucester County

Racial Composition

As shown in Table , the County’s racial composition has been fairly stable
from 1990 to 2000. It should be noted that in the 2000 Census, for the first time,
people had the option of identifying themselves in multiple racial categories, so
direct comparisons with racial data from the 1990 census are not exact. Figure 2
illustrates the County’s racial composition in 2000.

Table
Population by Race
Gloucester County

Race 1990  Percent 2000 Percent

White 26,239 87% 29,805 86%

Black 3,343 11% 3,562 10%

Hispanic 287 1% 560 2%

Am. Indian 67 2% 139 4%

Asian 190 1% 232 1%

Other 5 .02% 482 1%

Total 30,131 34,780
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Figure 2
2000

Racial Composition-Gloucester County

DO White

@ Black
DOHispanic
OAm Indian
W Asian

@ Other

Income

Median income is defined as the income value where 50% of a particular group
has an income above a specific value, while 50% of the same group has an
income below that value. As shown in Table , Gloucester County’s median
household income in 2000 was $45,421. This was slightly lower than that of
Virginia. Per capita income is defined as the total income received by all persons
divided by the total population. Gloucester’s per capita income in 2000 was
$23,975, which was also slightly lower than that of the State.
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Table
Income Characteristics
Gloucester County

2000

Gloucester Virginia
Median Household Income $45,421 $46,677
Per Capita Income $19,990 $23,975
1990

Gloucester Virginia
Median Household Income $31,591 $33,328
Per Capita Income $13,122 $15,713

Income Characteristics

Income

Virginia

Gloucester

@ Per Capita Income B Median Income

Table __ and Figure __ below illustrate the growth trend of housing units in the
County, from 1940 through 2000. The U.S. Census indicates that approximately
64% of the County’s housing units were built since 1970. The number of housing
units accelerated substantially between 1970 and 2000, when approximately
9,200 units were added to the County.
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Table 2
Housing Units
Gloucester County

Housing
Year Units___Increase % Change
1940 2,993
1950 3,524 531 18%
1960 4,338 814 23%
1970 5,294 956 22%
1980 8,312 3,018 57%
1990 12,451 4,139 50%
2000 14,494 2,043 16%

Source: U.S. Census

Housing Units - Gloucester County
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Figure __ below illustrates the number of building permits issued each year for
new housing units. The highest growth years shown on the chart for building
permits were from 1984-1988. Since that time, the numbers of units per year
have become more level; however, the housing unit growth in recent years is still
substantial.
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Building Permits for New Housing Units 1984-2006

Units
=
8

Housing

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Table 3
Building Permits for New Housing Units
Gloucester County

Year _ Units Year _ Units Year Units
1984 926 1992 353 2000 272
1985 951 1993 329 2001 304
1986 910 1994 335 2002 324
1987 690 1995 349 2003 344
1988 504 1996 349 2004 327
1989 340 1997 352 2005 341
1990 389 1998 393 2006 346
1991 307 1999 307

Source: Department of Codes Compliance
Notes: Building Permits include single family, multifamily and mobile home units

Gloucester is increasingly becoming a bedroom community for other surrounding
counties, which can have implications for public costs and revenues. As shown
in Table __ below, the majority of the workers in Gloucester commute to jobs
located outside the County. In 1960, 35% of County workers were commuters;
by 2000, that percentage had increased to 59% of workers employed outside of
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Gloucester. Approximately 80% of these commuters travel south to Hampton
Roads, and about 10% travel to the Middle Peninsula and Northern Neck. Only
about 4% travel to Richmond and the surrounding areas.

Table 4
Workers in Gloucester County

Year Noncommuters Commuters

1960 65% 35%
1970 53% 46%
1980 49% 51%
1990 40% 60%
2000 41% 59%

Sources: U.S. Census; Gloucester Co. Comp. Plan, 1980

Residents are lured to Gloucester by lower taxes, lower housing costs, better
school systems, less crime, waterfront property, rural character and less
congestion; however, their exodus into Gloucester has threatened the County’s
renowned quality of life assets that have attracted people—rural image,
undisturbed pristine natural areas—and has increased traffic volumes on
roadways not designed to serve the higher volumes.

Responses from citizen survey have indicated that there are a number of quality
of life assets that are important to the citizens of Gloucester—including rural
character and image, extensive shoreline and proximity to the water, natural
beauty and wildlife, undisturbed natural areas, good schools, lower taxes and
housing costs, and less traffic congestion than neighboring suburban localities.
However, surveys also indicated a number of issues that citizens were
concerned about, including too much residential development, increased traffic
congestion, commercialization of Route 17, tax increases, and a need for
improving schools.

As a result of the rapid growth and change, many of the County’s quality of life
assets have been threatened. Immense changes in land use have taken place,
with much of the land along and adjacent to the County’s primary transportation
artery being lost to a pattern of sprawling development characterized by
residential subdivisions, shopping centers and commercial strip development.
Many of the rural areas of the County are also being subjected to this pattern of
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sprawl, with existing and proposed subdivisions extending further out to the more
sparsely developed portions of the County. As Gloucester continues to grow, so
does public concern over this transformation of the traditional rural landscape.
Threats to the quality of life have heightened the interest given to growth and
development issues by the County’s citizens and elected officials.

The 1991 Comprehensive Plan recommended a contained growth strategy for
managing the rate, location, quality, and costs of future growth in the County.
The Future Land Use Plan and the designation of a Development District were
recommended to implement this strategy. The plan was further updated in 1995
for implementation strategies, in 2001 to address the Chesapeake Bay Act and in
2003 to address the Dragon Run Watershed.

In 1998 the County adopted a revised Zoning Ordinance to implement the
recommendations in the Comprehensive Plan. In January 2000 the County
adopted a revised Subdivision Ordinance which was another tool to implement
the growth management strategy outlined in the Comprehensive Plan. There are
several inconsistencies between the Comprehensive Plan and the
implementation ordinances which will need to be evaluated as the County enters
its next planning phase. Several of these ordinances have gone through
subsequent revisions to further refine their abilities to meet the goals and
objectives set forth in these previous planning efforts. The current growth
management plan for the County will be evaluated in the context of existing
trends, and implantation successes and failures to create a strategy to guide the
community for the next 20 years and beyond.
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EXISTING LAND USE

In order to create a vision for the future, it is important to analyze existing
conditions of land use in the County. Map __is the 2007 Existing Land Use
Map, showing the distribution of current land uses in the County. The existing
land uses in Gloucester County are discussed in this section, and classified into
the general categories of residential, agricultural/forestal, commercial, industrial,
and public/institutional.

RESIDENTIAL

Residential land use comprises the largest use of developed land within the
County. The highest concentrations of residential uses are located in the
Gloucester Courthouse and Gloucester Point areas, which are discussed in more
detail later in this section. Public water and public sewer serve much of the
Gloucester Point/Gloucester Courthouse corridor area along Route 17. The
areas in and adjacent to the Route 17 corridor and the Courthouse Village area
have been identified in the County’s 1991 Comprehensive Plan as the areas
most suitable for new population growth due to the proximity to, and availability to
provide existing services, utilities and employment opportunities. This area has
been designated as the Development District in the Comprehensive Plan.

Outside of these areas, concentrations of residential development have
historically occurred in a linear pattern along major roadways. In addition to the
concentrations of residential development, there are many scattered residential
lots, as well as many residential subdivisions, dispersed throughout the rural
areas of the County. These patterns of existing residential land use and
subdivision activities are shown on the maps of Existing Land Use (Map ___) and
Subdivisions (Map _ ).

Residential Development Trends

Land use trends are significant in that they provide insight into growth
management planning factors, including what types of development should or
should not be favored in future land use decisions. Recent development trends
in Gloucester indicate an increase of residential uses, often associated with
subdivision development, in the more rural areas of the County.

Although specific housing issues will be addressed in a housing study being
conducted separately, the following discussion regarding housing types
describes development trends in the County relative to residential development
and density. The majority of housing in Gloucester County is single family
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detached housing. According to the 2000 Census, 76% of all existing housing
units are single family detached, and another 15% are mobile homes. The
remaining 9% are multifamily units, most with fewer than 10 units per structure.

Single Family Development

The majority of recent major subdivisions (more than three lots) are located
outside of the development district. Since 2000, 15 major subdivisions outside of
the development district have received preliminary approval; these subdivisions
contain 708 residential lots, and comprise 2,005 acres of land. During this same
time period, inside of the development district, 650 lots from 14 major
subdivisions have received preliminary approval; totaling 481 acres of land. The
most recent trends show the market demand for major subdivisions outside of
the development district growing. Since 2006, eight major subdivisions outside
of the development district have been preliminarily approved, while two have
been approved inside the development district. These subdivisions are listed in
Appendix A.

Areas facing the greatest development pressure include the Suburban
Countryside (SC-1) zoning district, a 2-acre lot size residential district comprising
approximately 1/3 of the County’s land area, and encompassing a substantial
amount of rural lands. All of the recent major subdivisions (since 2000) outside
of the development district are located in this zoning district. If current trends
continue, the majority of the County’s future residential growth will locate in areas
of the County characterized by forests and agricultural fields, where no public
sewer or water expansions are planned. This is inconsistent with the “contained
growth” philosophy of the 1991 Comprehensive Plan which designated the
development district to manage the location of the majority of future population
growth, in order to prevent outward sprawl of residential development into rural
areas.

The 1991 Plan stated that this “contained growth” philosophy would manage
growth by providing specific areas in the southern and central portions of the
County for containment of the majority of expected development. These areas
were designated on the future land use map as Village Centers, located within a
defined Development District designated to manage the location of the majority
of projected future County growth. The Plan further states that containment of
the majority of County growth in southern and central portions of the County
requires less land to be consumed Countywide by future land uses and,
therefore, permits retention or rural character and continued agricultural uses and
activity in other currently rural areas of the County. In general, the plan was
working fairly well, with most growth concentrating within the development
district.

However, the 1991 future land use map also designates a significant portion of

land outside of the “contained growth” areas as a residential district, identified on
the future land use map as Suburban Countryside District. The majority of land
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in the Suburban Countryside District is rural—characterized by open space in the
form of forests and farms. The Comprehensive Plan calls for low density
suburban development transitioning between farmlands and more urban areas.
It is in these areas where a substantial amount of residential growth from major
subdivisions is occurring as development pressure and cost of land increases.

One contributing factor to this trend is that new technology has outpaced pre-
2000 land use policies and regulations. Anticipated development densities
shown on the Future Land Use Plan depended heavily on the environmental
constraints of the land as a limiting factor in growth. The advanced technology of
alternate septic systems, which only recently became a private sewage disposal
option, has been a catalyst for development on land that was previously
unbuildable due to poor soils unsuitable for conventional septic systems. The
emergence of this new alternative technology has the potential to greatly impact
the location and form of future County development by making vast tracts of
previously unbuildable land open to development. A concern for the future is the
potential impact on the capital and fiscal needs of the County if this new
technology experiences failures mechanically.

Cost of development improvements is another factor fueling the residential
growth trend in Gloucester. The improvements required by the developer in
residential subdivisions outside of the development district are generally less
costly. Typically the only improvements required are construction of state roads
and drainage ditches; whereas inside the development district, much of the
higher density residential zoning requires curb and gutter, sidewalks, street trees,
stormwater management facilities, fire hydrants, streetlights and other amenities,
as well as construction of public water and sewer facilities within the availability
area, which is necessary for higher density. The higher cost of development
inside the development district contributes to the trend of residential development
in the rural areas.

In addition, much of the land within the Single Family (SF-1) zoning district with
access to public water and sewer has been developed. Based on the data in the
County’s GIS, there area 296 parcels of five or more acres that are zoned SF-1
representing 3,126 acres (See Figure ). There is potential that some of these
parcels can be combined to create opportunities for new development or
redevelopment. Only 32 parcels SF-1 parcels consisting of 15 acres or more are
currently zoned SF-1 and several of them are currently in the process of being
developed. In contrast there are over 632 parcels of 15 acres or more in the
SC-1 zoning district.
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Figure

Many of the large tracts of land remaining within this zoning district will require
the developer to extend water and sewer in order to get the higher density
allowed under the SF-1 zoning. Often the density of 2 units per net acre is
insufficient to make the development costs feasible from the developer’s point of
view. As more development occurs and increases the availability of public sewer,
these development options will increase.

The increased sophistication of the real estate market also contributes to
development pressure. Advancements in information technology make it easier
and faster for prospective developers to find vacant tracts of land within the
County. The emergence of internet technology may also increase the demand
for housing in the County; development is market responsive and internet
marketing of real estate makes it easier, faster and more convenient for people
who live out of town or out of state to find out about Gloucester.

The residential development trends that Gloucester is experiencing are not
unique to the County, but are felt throughout the State. In fact, 25% of all
development in Virginia's 400 year history has taken place within the last 15
years. The term “exurbs” has been coined to describe the growth of suburbs at
the fringes of metropolitan areas. “Selective decentralization” is another term
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referring to people moving way from the cities, such as Newport News, Hampton,
Williamsburg and Richmond, and relocating to the surrounding suburbs and
exurbs. Itis a trend throughout Virginia and has result in more places being
defined as metropolitan.

The number of Virginia counties and cities that are considered metropolitan
areas by the Census Bureau increased from 52 in 1980 to 80 in 2000.% In
addition, this pattern has resulted in a scarcity of vacant land in the surrounding
urban and suburban counties; as the supply of vacant land becomes limited,
more rural lands on the fringes of suburbia are being developed. Ramifications
associated with these residential growth trends are discussed below.

Multifamily

As indicated above, 9% of the County’s residential housing is considered
multifamily.* Much of the existing multifamily development in the County
occurred prior to 1990. During the 1990s there was little development of
multifamily housing (See Figure _ ). The County saw a slight increase in
developers seeking to develop multifamily housing in the early 2000’s; however,
it was primarily limited to expansion of existing developments (such as the Points
Condominiums and Village Woods Town homes) since there are no undeveloped
parcels zoned for multifamily. Recently, there has been an increase in rezoning
requests to allow for multifamily development either as stand-alone development
projects or part of a mixed use development proposal.

Figure

% “Demographic Profile of Virginia”, presented to the Council on Virginia’s Future, October 20,
2006, by the Demographics and Workforce Section of the Weldon Cooper Center for Public
Service.

42000 Census
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The 1991 Comprehensive Plan addresses multifamily development as part of
what is described as mixed development in the two Village Areas—Gloucester
Courthouse and Gloucester Point—and in Planned Unit Developments (PUD’s).
PUD’s are floating zones and are not mapped on the 1991 Future Land Use
Plan. The Gloucester Point Sub-Area plan specifically recommends multifamily
development, but at a density of no greater than two units per acre.

The zoning ordinance adopted in 1998 describes the multifamily zoning (MF-1)
district as “Medium density multifamily residential district” and indicates the intent
of the district is “to provide for a variety of cluster and attached housing
accommodations in suitable residential areas, at moderate and high densities
allowing for efficient delivery of utility service. To this end, permitted uses are
limited to two and multi-unit dwellings and public and semi-public facilities to
serve the residents.” The MF-1 district has a maximum density of eight (8) units
per acre with public water and sewer, and the PUD district allows multifamily at a
maximum density of 10 units per acre.

It is clear that from previous planning efforts, the County has not strongly
encouraged multifamily housing, particularly at any great density. Only
approximately 0.1% of the County is zoned for multifamily, and that consists of
land that is already developed as multifamily. Attempts to allow for multifamily
development through rezoning applications have often been opposed by existing
residents. This opposition may be in part due to the type and quality of
multifamily development that the County experienced during its rapid growth in
the 1980s. Prior to 1984, the County did not have a zoning ordinance to regulate
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the location or type of residential development. Site development standards for
landscaping, storm water management setbacks and buffers were not in place.

Also, many residents have the perception that multifamily development
generates a disproportionate number of school children as compared to single
family development. While this is not necessarily true, any higher density
development has the potential to provide more homes on fewer acres, and the
impacts to all County services could potentially be greater. Finally, multifamily is
typically considered an urban form of development and the citizens of Gloucester
still consider this a rural county. Multifamily development is not typically
compatible with the rural character that the community is striving to preserve.

This perception may also be shared by those looking to relocate to Gloucester
County. A market analysis done in 2006 by a large scale developer considering
a potential multifamily development near the Courthouse concluded that
Gloucester is a rural market where people relocate to find a bigger house on a
larger lot for less money than the area from which they moved.

With the approval of two Planned Unit Developments that include a multifamily
component targeted at older adults, and the approval of several multifamily
rezonings for age restricted housing, Gloucester’s current housing make-up may
be changing to some extent. Increasing land and development costs, particular
for public water and sewer, will result in developers seeking higher densities in
order to make their developments profitable. Also, lower maintenance
developments are becoming increasingly popular to the County’s aging
population.

The housing study should shed additional light on the existing and future housing
needs in the community. Multifamily development may provide an alternative to
single family homes, particularly within the development district, not only for
seniors and empty nesters, but also for recent graduates and young couples.
Design and performance standards for higher density development should be
developed to insure that if this type of residential development is needed in the
County, it is adequately located to existing or developer-provided infrastructure
and is compatible with the County’s rural and suburban character.

Residential Growth and Development Issues

Public services and facilities costs

Rapid growth is followed by a rise in public costs associated with the increased
population. These costs include schools, public safety, recreation, roads and
other government services. However, the property tax resulting from residential
development is typically insufficient to meet the costs of public services and
facilities needed for the increased population. This results in a burden to the
County as the growing population demands more services and facilities.
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Studies comparing the fiscal impacts of development indicate that as a general
rule, residential development costs more than the revenue it generates. Studies
of 17 local governments in Georgia, North Carolina and Florida indicated that all
17 local governments lose money on their residential development. These
studies concluded that when a rural community with a large base of farm and
forestland begins to convert that land into residential development, either as a
planned growth strategy or due to market forces and a lack of growth control
measures, property tax rates within the local government increase and financial
stability decreases.’

In Virginia, based on an average of Cost of Community Services Studies®,
residential development costs localities $1.18 in services for every $1.00
generated in revenues. Conversely, open space, including agricultural and
forested lands, cost $0.35 for every $1.00 generated in revenues. The Cost of
Community Services Studies are conducted through the comparison of a
locality’s annual revenues and to expenditures, calculating revenue-to-
expenditure ratios for each land use category; and providing costs versus
revenues for each land use type.

These studies negate a commonly held assumption in communities facing growth
pressures that residential development will lower property taxes by increasing the
tax base. Residential land is generally the most expensive for local government
to support, costing the public more money than it pays in taxes and charges,
while open space yields fiscal benefits to the local governments. The core
reasoning behind this assessment is that agricultural or undeveloped land
demands fewer services, and even with the customary low tax rates, generates
more than enough to pay its way.’

Transportation cost

Another concern associated with residential growth is the demands upon the
County’s transportation system of roads. The transportation infrastructure may
not be adequate to support the extent of land currently designated for residential
development. Most secondary roads have limited capacity to support substantial
increases in traffic volumes. Also, since over 59% the County’s work force
commutes to work outside of the County, the existing excess primary highway
capacities will be rapidly depleted by future growth. This trend is expected to
continue as with the continued decentralization of the Hampton Roads

® Dorfman, Jeffrey H. 2006. “The Fiscal Impacts of Land Uses on Local Government,” The
University of Georgia.

® Cost of Community Services Study, August 2006, The Farmland Information Center, a
public/private partnership between USDA'’s Natural Resources Conservation Service and
American Farmland Trust

" Government Finance Group, Inc. September 1993. “Economic Benefits of Open Space.”
Public Finance Digest.
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metropolitan area into adjoining rural areas. The large commuter traffic also
results in heavy peak hour traffic volumes on Route 17. Transportation issues
are discussed in more detail in the Transportation element of the Comprehensive
Plan.

Cost to the Natural Environment

Gloucester contains vast expanses of natural features which are considered
assets to the County; most notably the extensive rivers, streams and shorelines;
forested areas; and scenic vistas of natural beauty. Consumption of land by
development can frequently diminish the environmental quality and aesthetic
appeal of the natural environment, resulting in loss of forest cover, agricultural
lands, loss of wetlands, erosion, stormwater runoff pollution from increased
impervious surfaces, and loss of wildlife habitat. The breaking up of forests and
stream corridors into progressively smaller, unconnected pieces leaves fewer
areas that are large enough to support many species of wildlife and ecosystems.
Conversion of forests into residential development has noticeably reduced the
amount of woodlands in the County and current development trends are
expected to reduce it even more so.

Groundwater pollution is another critical factor to be considered as residential
development expands into rural areas. Most soils in the County are
characterized as hydric and highly permeable; in fact, the majority of County soils
(approximately 52%) are unsuitable for conventional septic systems, and an
additional 26% of County soils are only marginally suitable®. Septic systems on
poor soils increase the potential of groundwater pollution, and also surface water
pollution as groundwater eventually makes it way into streams and rivers.
Alternative sewage disposal systems, which have been in use in the County for
less than five years, have enabled development on poor soils that cannot support
traditional septic systems. The technology for the alternative systems is so new
that there is not enough time-tested history to demonstrate how well they will
work without causing major problems, and most homeowners are unaware of
their need for frequent maintenance and inspection.

The County is considering regulating the maintenance of these systems;
however, issues with the costs and environmental impact resulting from failure of
these systems is difficult to determine. Many of these systems are not being
installed by choice but because a conventional system will not work. If they fail,
these systems involve costly repairs, and how these repairs will be mandated
under limited financial resources is a concern for the community. Multiple system
failures may impact neighboring residents and the environment. Potential risks
to groundwater, drinking water, and shellfish waters are critical concerns, as
these systems are allowed on soils with as little as 6” depth-to groundwater.

8 Gloucester County Comprehensive Plan 1980 and 1991
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Rural Character

Another consequence of residential development is the loss of the rural character
that the County wants to retain. As development continues to spread into the
rural areas, it consumes farms, forests, and wildlife habitat which are associated
with the rural landscape. The 1991 Comprehensive Plan, and 2006 Citizen
Survey for the Comprehensive Plan, indicate that maintaining the rural nature
and quality of the County is important to its residents. In many areas, the rural
character of the County has eroded and been supplanted by suburban features.
However, there are still vast amounts of woodlands, fields and open space which
are defining features of the County’s character. There is a need for development
standards on rural lands which effectively maintain rural character; this is
especially critical in areas facing the greatest development pressures.

One example of protecting rural character through development standards is
designating certain roads as “greenways” or green corridors. This concept is
described in the 1991 Comprehensive Plan, but has not yet been implemented.
Such a designation would provide for the preservation of the existing rural
streetscapes through increased setbacks or buffers on existing rural roads. This
concept would be similar to the Highway Corridor Overlay District in that the
underlying zoning would apply, but additional standards for development would
be required based on protecting rural character or scenic views. Different areas
may have different requirements depending upon the features the community is
striving to preserve or protect.

In addition to development standards for specific projects, the County should
protect the areas it wants to preserve through the implementation of a green
infrastructure plan. Green Infrastructure is a concept that includes open space,
parks and natural areas as part of a community’s other infrastructure
components such as roads, utilities, schools. Green Infrastructure is defined as
an interconnected network of green space that conserves natural ecosystem
values and functions and provides associated benefits to human populations® .
Green infrastructure provides a framework that promotes the conservation and
future viability of those parts of the landscape and built environment that make
our communities attractive and livable. These can include scenic, historic and
cultural resources as well as agricultural lands and natural resources. Through a
green infrastructure plan, the County can identify the rural features and important
aspects of the landscape it wishes to preserve, while still allowing development
to occur where appropriate.

The Comprehensive Plan’s strategy for preserving rural character through
residential cluster subdivisions—a design technique where houses are clustered
together on smaller lot sizes in return for preserving open space—prompted the
Creative Rural Development Program study, funded by a Virginia Coastal

® Benedict, Mark A. and Edward T. McMahon, Green Infrastructure: Smart Conservation for the
21 Century, Renewable Resources Journal, Autumn, 2002
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Resources Grant, resulting in the establishment of a cluster ordinance in 1998.
However, when put into practice it became apparent that the ordinance did not
adequately preserve rural character and environmental resources. Concerns
included density bonuses that were too liberal; the emergence of alternative
sewage disposal systems and their potential to be problematic especially on
smaller lot sizes; and no minimum requirement for preserved open space. These
concerns resulted in a stop-gap ordinance amendment mandating a 2-acre
minimum lot size for new lots not connected to public sewer, which prohibited the
cluster subdivision in the majority of the Suburban Countryside zoning district.
However, the County will be undertaking planning efforts to craft a more
beneficial cluster ordinance incorporating more effective standards for
preservation of rural character and environmental resources, as an alternative to
conventional subdivision design. The cluster concept or conservation
subdivisions can be an integral tool for implementing a green infrastructure plan.
Those areas that have been identified in the plan as special resources for the
community can be protected through the conservation subdivision design
process.

In order to develop a plan that incorporates green infrastructure into the overall
framework for the County, the community needs to inventory the existing
resources that are protected (parkland, conservation easements, historic
easements) as well as those areas that the community would like to see
protected in the future (woodlands, productive farmland, significant wildlife
habitat, scenic roads and bypasses). This will provide a working map that will be
available to all parties to use when designing individual development projects.
The idea is to preserve rural character by protecting open space across
numerous tracts by creating an interconnected network of protected open space.

Conclusion

Development, especially outside of public water and sewer areas, should ideally
be based upon the carrying capacity of the land; carrying capacity refers to the
number of people who can be supported in a given area within natural resource
limits, and without degrading the natural, social, cultural and economic
environment for present and future generations.

Current residential zoning districts have a significant capacity for future
development, and allow for a very large future increase in residential population.
In the face of increasing development pressures, changing conditions, and
emerging new technologies, land use policies and controls of the past may not
have the capacity to deal effectively with managing future residential growth.
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APPENDIX A

Major Subdivisions Outside Development District that have received Preliminary Approval since Jan. 1, 2000

OUTSIDE DEV. DISTRICT Type of Approval Zone | #Lots | Acreage of | Acreage of Open Space | % of Open | Total
Subdivision & Lots & riw Space Acreage
Date of Preliminary Approval (year)
(alphabetical order)
1 | Blakes Corner 2007 | Preliminary SC 4 lots 10 ac n/a n/a 10 ac
2 | Canton Phase Il 2000 | Final SC& | 2llots | 125ac 3ac 2% 128 ac
All private roads C-1 (private park lot &
Rear portion of 15 lots zoned C-1 Cemetery lot)
3 | Christopher Crossing 2006 | Preliminary SC 12 lots | 46 ac n/a n/a 46 ac
4 | Churchill (Cluster Ordinance) 2005 | Preliminary SC 30lots | 30 ac 27 ac 48% 58 ac
5 Dove Field Farms 2006 | Preliminary SC 16 lots | 37 ac n/a n/a 37 ac
6 | The Meadows (Cluster Ordinance) 2006 | Preliminary SC 170 287 ac 86 ac 23% 372 ac
Dev Plan Phase 1 lots
7 | Pine Mill Sections 4-7 2002 | Final-Sec.5& 6 SC 62 lots | 187 ac n/a n/a 187 ac
(Sec. 1-3 done in 1987) Dev Plan-Sec 4
Preliminary-Sec. 7
8 | Patriots Walk 2006 | Preliminary SC 182 186 ac 337 ac 65% 522 ac
(formerly The Villages at Cow Creek) lots
(Cluster Ordinance)
9 | The Ponds 2007 | Preliminary SC 2llots | 57 ac n/a n/a 57 ac
10 | The Reserve (1™ Cluster Ordinance)2005 | Dev Plan SC 50 lots | 48 ac 43 ac 47% 92 ac
11 | Riverwatch, all sections (1-4) 2002 | Final SC 94 lots | 286 ac 91 ac 24% 378 ac
Conventional subdivision with
open space proffered
12 | Robin’s Woods 2005 Final SC 10lots | 24 ac n/a n/a 24 ac
13 | Yorkshire Woods 2006 Preliminary SC 9 lots 24 ac n/a n/a 24 ac
14 | Woodville Estates 2005 Dev Plan SC 11l lots | 27 ac n/a n/a 27 ac
15 | Woods of Ark 2006 Preliminary SC 16 lots | 43 ac n/a n/a 43 ac
493 (Cluster Ord)
Totals 708 1,417 ac 94 (Riverwatch, Canton) 2,005 ac
lots 587 ac Total
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Major Subdivisions Inside Development District that have received Preliminary Approval since Jan. 1, 2000

INSIDE DEV DISTRICT Type of Approval Zo | #Lots Acreage of | Acreage of Open Space | % of Open Total
Subdivision & ne Lots & riw Space Acreage
Date of Preliminary Approval
1 Beckwith Farms 2003 Final SF | 76 lots 27 ac 4 ac 13% 31l ac
2 Bray Woods (formerly Twin Island) 2002 | Final SF | 15 lots 9 ac 2ac 18% 11 ac
3 | Courthouse Spring 2005 | Final SF | 32lots 13 ac 20 ac 60% 33 ac
conventional subdivision w/open space
4 | Courthouse Square 2005 | Final SF | 85 lots 39 ac 14 ac 26% 53 ac
Conventional subdivision w/open space
5 Dunstan Hall/Airville Final-Phase I-30 lots | SF | 90 lots 53 ac 20 ac 36% 73 ac
Court Order 2006 | Dev Plan.-Phase 2&3
6 Fiddler's Green 2007 | Preliminary SF | 88 lots 53 ac 80 ac 60% 133 ac
Conventional subdivision w/open space Co
ndit
ion
al
7 Gloucester Town Commons 2003 | Final SF | 35lots 13 ac 1lac 7% 14 ac
conventional subdivision w/open space
8 Hawthorne Green 2005 Dev Plan SF | 17 lots 7 ac 4 ac 36% 1llac
conventional subdivision w/open space
9 Hutch Creek 2003 | Final SF | 15lots 15 ac n/a n/a 15 ac
10 | River Club at Twin Islands 2005 | Final for 62 lots P 62 lots 16 ac 13 ac 45% 29 ac
PUD; Doesn't include the 54 condo units, U includes all
they aren't considered major subdivision D land except
open space
area
11 | Rivers Edge 2004 Final SF | 8lots 9ac n/a n/a 9ac
12 | Robinson’s Pond 2003 | Final SF | 21 lots 7 ac 9ac 56% 17 ac
conventional subdivision w/open space
including two separate parcels (7 ac) to
County
13 | Seawells Trace Sec. 3 2003 | Dev Plan SF | 95 lots 33 ac 8 ac 20% 41 ac
Conventional subdivision w/open space
14 | Yonder 2005 | Preliminary SF | 11 lots 10 ac lac 1% 11 ac
11 new lots; numbers don't include parent
parcel w/existing house;
Totals: 650 lots 304 ac 176 ac 481 ac
TOTAL from BOTH TABLES 1,358 lots 1,721ac 763 ac 2,486 ac
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AGRICULTURAL/FORESTAL

A large percentage of land cover (approximately 88%) in the County can be
classified as agricultural or forestal. This land use category also encompasses
undeveloped shorelines, meadows, marshes, and similar lands associated with
the natural environment. The vision for this rural landscape is important. As
indicated in the previous section, while much of the land in the County is
currently undeveloped, a substantial portion is either recommended or zoned for
residential development. Results from the 2006 Citizen Survey for the
Comprehensive indicate that preserving rural lands, including agriculture, forestry
and wildlife habitat, is important to the citizens of Gloucester. As seen in the
Land Cover/Existing Land Use Map, these rural areas are widespread and
substantial throughout Gloucester.

Data from the U.S. Forest Service and Virginia Department of Forestry indicate
that Gloucester contains 99,128 acres of forest land, which represents 70% of
the County’s land area. Approximately 61% of Gloucester forests are
hardwoods, 21% are pine, and mixed pine and hardwood comprise 18%. This
breakdown has remained relatively unchanged in the last 10 years.

Data from the 2002 Agricultural Census indicate that the County contains 25,699
acres of farmland, comprising 18% of the total land area in the County. The
primary crops were corn, soybeans, wheat and barley.

Source: 2002 Census of Agriculture, County Profile, United States Department of Agriculture,
Virginia Agricultural Statistical Service

As shown in the Table below, the general long term trend has been a decline in
the amount of farmland in Gloucester County. Since 1940, the acreage of land in
farms has decreased by 60%. From 1982 to 2002, the acreage of land in farms
decreased from 32,895 acres to 25,699 acres—a 22% decrease. The number of
farms and acreage of farmland increased slightly from 1997 to 2002, most likely
due to an increase in hobby farmers. According to the Farm Service Agency,
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there is an increase in people keeping horses in this region, and many timbered
tracks of land have been converted into pastures. However, long term trends in
the decline of farmland, coupled with more recent development trends of
increased residential development in more rural areas of the County, indicate
that the acreage of land in farms will continue to decline if current development
trends continue.

Table
Farm Data & Land Use
Gloucester County of Gloucester

Land in Farms'®  Cropland®®  Number of

Year (Acres) (Acres) Farms
1940 64,175 30,494 1,253
1945 61,091 23,009 1,078
1950 57,468 21,333 842
1954 52,458 20,130 596
1959 49,355 21,668 455
1064 44,963 19,167 314
1969 35,206 18,249 201
1974 30,736 18,521 179
1978 30,459 19,003 157
1982 32,895 20,982 162
1987 25,831 18,315 130
1992 24,478 17,925 111
1997 24,697 17,451 136
2002 25,699 18,456 153

Source: U.S. Census of Agriculture, Virginia Agricultural Statistics Service

The average market value of production per farm in Gloucester County has
decreased from $38,242 in 1997 to $30,056 in 2002, a 21 percent decrease.
Most farmers say that the best way to protect farmland is to keep farming
profitable. As land is converted from agricultural uses to non-farming impacts to
the agricultural industry can be significant. An increase in the level of residential

%« and in Farms” is defined by the U.S. Census of Agriculture as primarily agricultural land used
for crops, pasture or grazing. It also includes small areas of woodland and wasteland, provided it
was part of the farm’s total operation. Large acreages of woodland or wasteland are not included
in this category.

1 «Cropland” is categorized by the U.S. Census of Agriculture as cropland harvested, cropland
used for pasture or grazing, cropland idle or used for cover crops but not harvested, cropland
where crops failed or were abandoned, and cropland in cultivated summer fallow.
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and commercial development in a community nearly always means that the
agricultural industry in is decline within that community.*?

Increased residential development also represents a loss of timber lands which
provide not only opportunities for economic benefits from forestry but also
environmental benefits for the community. Large tracts of forest provide higher
quality wildlife habitat, water quality benefits by filtering run-off and groundwater
and scenic and recreational opportunities.

Economic Benefits

A significant presence of agricultural and other rural-based economic activities
exist on these lands, including forestry, traditional and specialty crop cultivation,
equestrian facilities, aquaculture, and other similar uses. Agriculture is a huge
economic generator for the County, with an annual market value of $4,599,000
for agricultural products according to the 2002 Agricultural Census. When
considering indirect and induced economic impacts of agriculture, such as
agricultural support businesses and spending, the total economic impact to the
County is much higher. Unfortunately specific data on indirect and induced
impacts of the agricultural industry in Gloucester is not currently available.

Virginia Department of Forestry prepared an Economic Study of the Forests in
Virginia. As shown in Table ___ below, forestry is a significant economic
generator in the County, with a total economic impact of almost $27 million**.
Forestry is Virginia’s number one manufacturing industry, and contributes $25.5
billion annually to the State’s economy and accounts for 183,898 jobs™*.

2 Dickinson, Keith, “Selling the Farm to Save the Business?”, Farm Business Management
Update, April/May 2006.

3 Based on 1999 Implan data

“Becker, Charles Ill, 2006, Virginia Department of Forestry, “Virginia's Forests, Our Common
Wealth, 2006: An Economic Study of the Forests in Virginia”
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Table
Forest Economic Impact
Gloucester County

Direct Economic impact: $15,451,996
Primary/secondary manufacturing & production

Indirect economic impact: $4,530,643
Services to Industry, i.e. trucking, supplies,
maintenance, construction, etc.

Induced economic impact: $6,939,030
Employee spending

Total Annual Economic Impact: $26,921,669

Source: Virginia Department of Forestry

Tourism and outdoor recreation are other economic generators closely tied to
rural land uses. Historic and natural resources are two leading factors for
tourism, and rural lands in Gloucester encompass vast areas of exceptional
environmental and historic resources. The varied topography and interesting
patterns created by open farmland and rural landscapes creates a valuable
aesthetic quality appealing to both tourists and residents alike. In respect to
outdoor recreation, data from the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service indicates that
hunting, freshwater fishing and wildlife watching have an annual economic
impact of almost $93 million in this 10-county region of the Middle Peninsula and
Northern Neck.

the-Ceunty—Rural lands generate more in taxes than they require in services.
As stated in an earlier section, based on an average of Cost of Community
Services Studies done in Virginial2, every dollar of tax revenue generated for
forest, agricultural and open space lands requires only $.35 in services, while
every dollar of tax revenue generated from residential development costs $1.18
in services. These studies are performed by the American Farmland Trust for
individual counties to determine the fiscal contribution of existing local land for
long term planning, land use and policy decisions.

!5 Cost of Community Services Study, August 2006, The Farmland Information Center, a
public/private partnership between USDA'’s Natural Resources Conservation Service and
American Farmland Trust
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The economic benefits of agriculture and forestry are significant from a state
perspective as well as locally. Agriculture and forestry combined make up the #1
industry in Virginia. However, the rate of loss for these working lands has
accelerated rapidly, with an average rate of 70,000 acres of rural land converted
to development annually; the impact is compounded by the trend throughout
Virginia toward larger lot sizes for homes. This rapid loss is causing concern for
the changing dynamics of land use in the State and the huge losses of Virginia’'s
valuable economic and environmental resources. Economists at Virginia Tech
expect that more than 70% of Virginia farmland, and a significant percentage of
farm businesses, will be transitioned over the next 10 years. The State
recognizes the significance of the loss of agricultural land and forests, and has
established the Office of Farmland Preservation within the Department of
Agriculture and Consumer Services, and recently set aside funding, for the goal
of preserving rural lands. However, these funding resources are limited, so the
importance of planning locally for the future of agricultural and forest resources is
critical.

Fragmentation

In order to support rural lands as practical resource-based industries, it is
important that the tracts of lands remain large enough so that they can function
as working landscapes. Fragmentation and subdivision of the land into smaller
pieces can result in parcels which are too small to manage agriculture and
forestry as profitable industries, resulting in a loss of valuable rural economic
resources.

Historically, a significant amount of the forested land in the region was owned by
the Chesapeake Corporation for timbering; however, in the last five years, the
majority of that land was sold to John Hancock Life Insurance for investment
purposes, and some of that land is again being sold and fragmented. A recent
example is The Meadows—a 372-acre land area which was sold by John
Hancock Life Insurance to a developer for a proposed 180-lot subdivision.

The Villages of Cow Creek is another recent example, where 522 acres of land
previously owned by Ashley Logging Company was sold to a developer for a
proposed 182-lot subdivision. Poor soils in the County and the emergence of
alternative septic systems impact a high percentage of these mentioned timber
tracts. Divestment of these large tracts of land by corporations provides
opportunities for developers to develop in areas previously used by hunt clubs
and managed for timber productions. Conversion of these properties to
residential lands not only changes the landscape but also changes aspects of the
rural lifestyle that many residents desire to protect.

Large areas of forested and agricultural land cover in Gloucester have been lost
to development over the past several decades, and recent trends indicate
development pressure will continue to increase. A substantial amount of these
rural lands are located in zoning districts which allow major subdivisions as by-
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right development. As discussed in the previous section, the areas facing the
strongest market pressures for development are in the SC-1 zoning district—a
by-right, 2-acre lot size residential district which encompasses approximately 1/3
of the County’s land area. Because traditional farming and forestry activities are
no longer as profitable as selling farms and woodlands to developers, the rural
land cover is rapidly being converted into residential land uses, permanently
taking substantial amounts of land out of forestry and agricultural uses. Since
such vast amounts of agricultural and forestry resources exist in this residential
district, a vision for the future of this area is important. Of particular importance is
a future land use goal for preserving forestry and farming, and preserving rural
character, coupled with the County’s growth management strategy of a
development district with public water and sewer.

Approximately 43% of the land in the County is zoned RC-1 and RC-2, both of

which are 5-acre minimum lot size agricultural zones which do not allow major

subdivisions (more than 3 lots). The majority of this agriculturally zoned land is
located in the northern part of the County.

A portion of this undeveloped area north of Route 33 is part of in the Dragon Run
Watershed. The Dragon Run is a stream that flows through the Middle Peninsula
and empties into the Piankatank River. The Dragon Run has been identified as a
unique and ecologically significant resource because of its pristine, largely
undeveloped state and because it's tidal and non-tidal cypress swamps support
numerous habitats for rare and endangered plant and animal species. The
Smithsonian Institute ranked the Dragon Run the second (out of 232) most
ecologically significant area in the Chesapeake Bay region. The Dragon Run
Watershed was part of a regional planning process to address issues in the
watershed. The Dragon Run Watershed Plan was adopted by three of the four
counties as an addendum to the Comprehensive Plan. Many of the issues and
opportunities facing the Dragon Run Watershed may also be applied to other
rural areas of the County where the community desires to maintain the current
rural land uses and characteristics.

The northern portion of the County may face increased development pressure in
the future due to its close proximity to Interstate 64 and to Richmond—a one-
hour commute. Upon completion of the new four-lane bridge in the town of West
Point, which is replacing the existing two-lane bridge, the potential for a more
convenient commute to Richmond may increase the demand for residential
development in the northern reaches of the County.

Recent land use trends have shown that the greatest competitive threat to
farming and forestry uses in rural areas is from residential development.
Gloucester County permits limited residential development in its agricultural
districts with a minimum lot size of five acres. However, major subdivisions, (3
acres or more) are prohibited in these agricultural districts; therefore the effective
density in the agricultural districts is much lower than one unit per five acres.
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This has been relatively effective in protecting farms and forest lands in areas
where development pressures are low; however, it may not be sufficient in the
future when market forces make rezoning to a higher density worth the additional
costs.

The 5-acre minimum lot size requirement in the RC-1 and RC-2 agricultural
zones may not be the optimal size for maintaining agriculture and forestry as
viable industries. This size has generally not been effective historically for
preserving forest and agricultural working lands, especially the type of
agricultural commodities most prevalent in Gloucester where the majority of farm
acreage produces soybeans and corn. The 5-acre minimum size tends to
contribute to large house lots being created, consuming more land than is
reasonably considered necessary for residential use. This results in large lawns
that are no longer suitable for farming or forestry, thereby accelerating the
amount of working lands being converted to residential use. It also creates a
pattern of sprawl in which the remaining rural landholdings become carved up
incrementally into minor subdivisions and residential lots.

The 5-acre minimum lot size is more a function of a low density residential district
that has a more rural appearance than other suburban scale development. On
land characterized by poor sails, it also spreads out residences on lands that
cannot support higher densities. This 5-acre lot size may also serve as a
transition area in rural areas with sub areas of existing suburban scale
development zoned SC-1, and poor soils. Transition areas are areas located
between viable farming/forestry and suburban/urban scale development, often
characterized by larger lots of 5 to 10 acres or more, and private country lanes.
These areas can still promote limited agricultural/forestry production and a rural
farmland atmosphere and character.

It is important to point out that agricultural zoning districts tend to function as
holding areas until a future time when the land may be rezoned for more
intensive development, subject to politics. The agriculture zone designation is
not absolute, but sometimes acts as “land in the bank” which can be chipped
away and converted into other uses over time. Therefore, it is important to have
land use preservation tools in addition to agricultural protection zoning to ensure
the preservation of rural lands.

technique intended to preserving-preserve agricultural and forestal land uses- By
designating areas where farming and forestry are the primary land use, and other
land uses are discouraged through maximum densities. APZ zoning may result
in the reduction of permitted residential densities previously allowed, resulting in
less land taken out of agricultural use and converted to residential use. Counties
throughout Virginia have adopted a variety of density policies in their agricultural
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districts in an attempt to preserve open space for farming, ranging from one unit
per ten acres to up to one unit per 50 acres.

It is difficult to determine an absolute standard for densities that will protect
sufficient open space to maintain a viable farming use. The average size of a
farm in Gloucester is 168 acres*® however most working farm operators lease or
own a patchwork of land that adds up to a great deal more. Rules of thumb for
grain farming suggest land assemblages of 750 to 3000 acres are needed to
support a family by farming alone. However, specialty farms, such as fruit and
vegetable farms, located close to appropriate markets, can support a family
farming operation on 20-25 acres or less.

Generally, 20 acres is considered the minimum area necessary for agricultural
protection zoning, according to the Farmland Information Center, a public/private
partnership between American Farmland Trust and the USDA Natural Resources
Conservation Service that provides technical information about farmland
protection. This size is large enough to maintain a critical mass of agricultural
land to be managed effectively, while limiting land speculation, keeping land
affordable to farmers, and avoiding the trend of farms becoming isolated islands
in residential areas. This will work toward ensuring that there will be enough
farms to support local agricultural service businesses, which are needed for local
farming to remain competitive.

Similarly, parcel sizes for forestry practices are also variable. In times of poor
timber markets, larger tracts are more economically viable. However, in poor
timber markets, tracts as small as five acres can provide good return if they have
valuable timber and are next to larger tracts. In either case, contiguous tracts of
forest land improves their ability to be managed for timber production.’

It is as important to plan for agricultural and forestry land uses as it is to plan for
future development. Planning for these uses provides a framework for
economically and environmentally sustainable industries. Productive agricultural
and timber land are finite and irreplaceable natural resources. Agricultural land
is desirable for building because it tends to be flat, well drained and generally
more affordable to developers than land within the development district with
County provided services. Once this land is converted to other uses, it is no
longer available for farming. It is also important to identify and preserve the
productive farmland since you cannot preserve everything and not all open space
is good for agriculture or timber production.

Prepare soils map — identify production soils for farming and poor soils for septic.

16 2002 USDA Census of Agriculture
" Dragon Run Land Use Policy Audit, 2003, Paradigm Design,
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An incentive that the County utilizes for preserving working farms and forests is
the land use-value taxation program—a tax assessment program authorized by
the State which enables the County to assess agricultural, forested and
horticultural land at its current use value instead of its fair market value. This is
an important tool for preserving rural lands because the current use value is
generally lower than the fair market value, which lowers property taxes for rural
property owners and shifts the tax burden to those who use more services. Land
ownership becomes more affordable for future generations, and the economic
pressure to sell off farms and forests for development is reduced. Also, the land
use exemption encourages land to stay in agricultural, horticultural or forestry
since roll back taxes apply when land changes from a qualifying use to a non-
qualifying use.

Minimum land areas are a requirement of this program; 20 acres is the minimum
requirement for forestry, and 5 acres is the minimum for agricultural and
horticultural uses. These minimum areas are exclusive of other uses; if a house
exists on a 5-acre tract of farmland, it wouldn’t qualify because it would fall below
the minimum 5-acre area requirement. Therefore, It is important to consider
these minimum area requirements so that they work in concert with other land
preservation policies and incentives, such as agricultural protection zoning, and
the Purchase of Development Rights program discussed below.

The Purchase of Development Rights (PDR) program is an incentive program
that the County may want to utilize for preserving working farms and forest lands.
This program allows landowners to voluntarily sell the development rights of their
property to the County. The landowner is paid the difference between the fair
market value and the agricultural value while still owning the land, and a
conservation easement is applied to the property. The State has recently
funded, for the first time, $4.25 million to provide PDR matching funds to
localities with certified local PDR programs. Factors that the State considers for
certification include consistency with the comprehensive plan, as well as other
locally implemented preservation techniques such as protective agricultural
zoning and land use-value taxation.

Smaller tract sizes and subdivision of rural lands into smaller parcels can have a
disabling effect on the rural economics of the County. Therefore, when devising
long term planning policies it is important to realize the need for a minimum core
size of land area in order to utilize incentive programs such as those described
above, and to maintain forestry and agricultural as viable industries.

Rural lands provide many other benefits besides economic value; including
wildlife habitat, scenic landscapes and aesthetic value, recreation, and
environmental quality protection. It is difficult to put dollar amounts on these
benefits; however, they have immeasurable intrinsic value as quality of life
factors and the attraction of the County as a place to live, work and visit.
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The ability of forests to remove carbon dioxide from the atmosphere is especially
critical in relation to global climate change. Scientific consensus on global
warming as a genuine threat heightens the importance of the critical role that
forests perform in absorbing greenhouse gases. The conversion of rural lands
into other uses also results in tremendous loss of prime wildlife habitat. A current
example of this is the decline of prime bald eagle habitat in the Chesapeake Bay
region. Biologists are concerned that the eagle population is threatened by rapid
development. Approximately 80% of eagles nest on private property, consisting
of rural areas near large creeks. Unprecedented increases in the real estate
value of waterfront property are leading to dramatic losses in prime eagle habitat.
Since less than 4% of eagles nest near developed areas, biologists predict that
their numbers will plummet over the next several decades if development trends
continue.

Conclusion

Given these factors, it is logical to conclude that preservation of agricultural and
forestal lands is an important economic and land use issue. Rural planning
principles and effective economic strategies are needed if forestal and
agricultural uses are to continue. A vision for the rural lands in the County is
important in order to protect and maintain valuable environmental, scenic and
agricultural/forestal resources against inappropriate activities and intense growth
pressures. Sound planning policy can ideally balance the need for reasonable
rural growth against its impact on the surrounding natural environment, and
maintain a reasonable overall level of rural development potential.
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Tools for Protecting and Maintaining Forestal and Agricultural Lands

This section isn’t intended to be included as text of the Comprehensive
Plan, but is inserted at this point for discussion of alternative scenarios for
preserving rural areas; as a step in determining goals, objectives and
strategies

The Comprehensive Plan can influence forest and farmland preservation by:

e Designating land uses, densities, standards and characteristics—identify
areas of the County to be protected for agricultural/forest use; areas
where growth will be encouraged, and areas of transitions of land uses,
between urban, suburban, and rural/agricultural, forestry.

o Defining the location of future water and sewer service (urban growth
boundaries) i.e. Gloucester’s Development District, which can lower or
limit development pressure; adopt agricultural protection zoning outside of
growth boundaries

¢ Defining rezoning standards and criteria for increased densities; it is
important to balance land conservation with private market demand;
regulatory powers can balance and limit the market

e Define changes to be made to development regulations

e Define where roads are built and improved

Subdivision Ordinance--a tool for implementing the Comprehensive Plan, but
shouldn’t be the main conservation tool because does not control land use or
density; rather it is for managing orderly subdivision and insuring basic onsite
infrastructure

Downzoning-to reduce the permitted residential densities

Agricultural Zone — The intent is to maintain open and rural character

Large lot zoning is good at preserving rural character but not always effective for
preserving working farms and forests; frequently takes land out of agricultural
use and converts to residential use; land is consumed by rural development at a
faster rate—for example:

700 homes x 1 acre lots = 700 acres

700 homes x 5 acre lots = 3,500 acres

Agricultural zone frequently functions as a holding zone until later rezonings to
increased density
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Agricultural Protection Zoning (APZ)—designates areas where
farming/forestry are primary land use and discourages other land uses in those
areas through maximum densities ranging from 1 house per 20 acres in the east
to 1 house per 640 acres in the western United States

APZ zoning usually results in the reduction of permitted residential densities
previously allowed (downzoning);

Cluster zoning

Grouping houses close together on small lots to protect open land. The open
space parcel may be restricted by a conservation easement. Generally not
designed to support commercial agriculture, but owned by homeowners
association. More successful at preserving open space/providing transition
areas between residential and farm uses, than at protecting farmland.
Reasons why it doesn’t support agriculture use:

- open space parcel may not be large enough to farm efficiently

- access to open space may be difficult

- homeowners object to noise, dust, odor from farming the open space

Randall Arendt’s 6 step process for open space/conservation subdivision
desigh—a zoning technique that can be implemented in subdivision process:
Identify primary conservation areas

Identify secondary conservation areas (steep slopes, etc.)

Identify potential development areas

Locate potential house sites

Design road alignments

Draw lot lines

ogkwnrE

Areas of Rural Character - Transition areas between viable farming/forestry and
suburban/urban scale development, often characterized by larger lots and private
country lanes. These areas can still promote limited agricultural/forestry
production and a rural farmland atmosphere and character.

Zoning is in control of politics; it is important that conservation of rural lands is
not in complete control of politics; so the following tools/strategies are important
to have conservation tools other than zoning:

Land Use-Value tax assessment- In use by the County; local program doesn't
include classification of “open space”; consider this category as an added
incentive

[As an incentive to preserving agricultural and forested lands, the County utilizes
land use-value taxation—a tax assessment program authorized by the State
which enables the County to assess agricultural, forested and horticultural land at
its current use value, instead of its fair market value. This program is beneficial
for preserving rural lands because the current use value is generally lower than
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the fair market value, which lowers property taxes for rural property owners and
shifts the tax burden to those who use more services. Land ownership becomes
more affordable for future generations, and the economic pressure to sell off
farms and forests for development is reduced which helps to keep resource
based industries viable. The minimum acreage required is 5 acres for
agricultural and horticultural uses, and 20 acres for forestry. Excludes houses,
so a 20-acre tract with a house on it wouldn’t qualify.]

Conservation easements: permanent agreement between landowner and
holder which is usually a land trust of government agency

PDR-Purchase of Development Rights

-development rights are purchased; conservation easements applied to land
-landowner is paid difference between fair market value and agricultural value
-the landowner still owns the land, but the easement stays with the property
-money may become available by the State for localities to use for PDR-
localities can fund a PDR program in a variety of ways, including additional tax
on real estate transfers, bonds, or other methods

-If locality has model PDR program approved, then it will be ready to implement
when state money becomes available (the governor has goal of conserving
400,000 acres statewide; has 4.25 million for PDR matching funds program) -
Fauquier County has 50-acre minimum;

TDR-Transfer of Development Rights

-enabled by Virginia in 2006

-no localities are using it

-transfers the development potential from one area to another

-sending areas and receiving areas; credits purchased from land owners in
sending areas and developers apply credits for higher density in receiving areas
-it is hard to sell the concept of receiving areas-the residents of these areas may
not want the higher density

Economic Viability - measures to keep farming profitable

-Agricultural Economic Development programs

-Build relationships with non-agricultural stakeholders

-Broker Farmlands for lease

-Agricultural Tourism

-Specialty, niche marketing

-Direct marketing to schools, hospitals, farmers markets

-Sustainable development is good for business, good for the environment and
community

Sliding Scale Zoning

- As parcel size increases, the number of homes allowed decreases. The intent
is to preserve larger parcels of land for farming and forestry and develop smaller
parcels of land which can not be used for agriculture at a higher rate.
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COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL

The majority of the County’s commercial and industrial land uses are located
along the southern portion of Route 17 between Gloucester Point and Gloucester
Courthouse, in and around the Gloucester Courthouse area, and in Glenns.
Commercial land uses within Gloucester serve as a destination and trade center
for surrounding counties; such uses include retail and service centers, medical
care, and commercial recreation and entertainment.

Also scattered throughout the County are various small and medium-sized
establishments located on secondary roads and crossroads. These commercial
nodes include neighborhood-oriented businesses that serve the daily needs of
nearby residents. Generally these commercial uses are considered convenience
activities because they are more dependent on the convenience to the shopper
rather than a comparative advantage over similar establishments. These
activities are generally located in the rural areas and to a lesser extent in well-
established residential areas. The 1991 Future Land Use Plan designated these
areas as Rural Service Centers; however, many of the designated locations no
longer contain viable businesses. This may be indicative of the shift in the
community from Rural to Suburban. It is just as convenient to shop at the larger
commercial centers since they are in relatively close proximity to the more rural
areas of the county and many people frequent these larger shopping centers as
part of their daily commute.

Business development in general has continued in a linear pattern along Route
17, the County’s major roadway, within the Gloucester Point/Gloucester
Courthouse Corridor. This corridor has experienced a shift in emphasis from
residential to commercial uses since the 1950s, due to the construction of the
Coleman Bridge and Route 17. Newer convenience-oriented shopping centers,
retail, service, and fast food establishments were built along Route 17, resulting
in a decrease of commercial activity in the Courthouse village. As indicated in a
2005 draft study for the EDA, “An onslaught of chain retailers in the Route 17
corridor provided overwhelming competition that gradually caused the downfall of
Main Street as a regional shopping destination. Across the country, malls and
chains have caused independent local retailers to become an endangered
species.”®

The commercial zoning pattern reflects the existing development pattern, but
also reveals some threats to orderly growth, including the substantial amounts of
strip commercial zoning that exist along the southern portion of Route 17. Large
amounts of vacant land and residentially developed parcels along Route 17,
between Gloucester Point and Gloucester Courthouse, are zoned commercial.

'8 H. Blout Hunter Retail & Real Estate Research, October 2005, “Market Analysis and Retail
Strategy for Main Street, Gloucester, Virginia, prepared for the Gloucester County Economic
Development Authority.
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This is inconsistent with the County’s future land use plan, which designates
commercial land uses to the Gloucester Point and Gloucester Courthouse village
areas, in order to discourage commercial strip development along the Route 17
corridor.

Strip development is a common suburban land use pattern along highways.
Highway oriented, auto-dependent commercial development use large amounts
of land spread out in a linear form over long distances with high volume traffic
generating uses, separate vehicular entrances and exits for each use on the
street, insufficient space onsite for parking and loading activities; and, visually, a
cluttered appearance from an abundance of signs. No defined pedestrian path
system adds to, or creates, potential conflicts between pedestrian and vehicular
movements. The spread-out linear land use pattern makes it inconvenient to
move among businesses without driving from one establishment, or a small
group of establishments, to another. This generates significant traffic and traffic
congestion, creating the need for new and wider roads, such as bypasses.

Although this pattern of development provides public exposure along the
County’s major roadway, commercial stripping of Route 17 results in an image of
the community that is unbalanced, eroding its rural character and aesthetics.
Even if the developments are attractively designed, the rural qualities and natural
features of the landscape are hidden by a continuous narrow strip of businesses.

Over time, this type of development pattern negatively impacts the aesthetics of
the community and quality of life through traffic congestion, visual chaos, and
generally unattractive and inconvenient character. Strip development reduces
the traffic-carrying capacity of the roadway. Also, strip development does not
allow the public to take advantage of the convenience of centralized commercial
activity and may deter shoppers from businesses in the smaller strip
developments and stand-alone establishments. Opportunities for alternative
transportation modes that promote connectivity for community/village scale
development are more difficult to achieve.

Concentrating commercial development in designated areas as recommended in
the 1991 Future Land Use Plan would prevent the extension of businesses along
the full length of the County’s major roadways. This will reduce traffic impacts,
preserve rural character of undeveloped areas, and provide opportunities for
well-defined groupings of commercial activities with consistent design standards.
Recent concentrations of commercial land uses, including Gloucester Business
Park, and the Foxmill Centre retail area, have developed as more designated
centralized areas. Gloucester Business Park was opened in 1996, expanding
the land use base for commercial and limited industrial uses in the County.

Industrial Land Use
Industrial land uses are much less prevalent in Gloucester than commercial uses,
and are scattered throughout the County at various sites. Some of the heavier
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| industrial uses include a landfill, several sand and gravel operations, wood
product processing, three concrete manufacturing plants, and an asphalt plant.
Light industrial uses, which are defined as those that generate no nuisances, are
located throughout the County, and in many cases are located in commercially
oriented areas (see examples below).

Survey of Industrial Uses

These existing industrial uses have been grouped these into categories based on
nuisances generated (noise, odor, dust, traffic generation, cleanliness,
appearance, etc.)

Light Industrial Uses
¢ Industrial Resource Technologies (IRT/Canon) in Business Park
e Coastal Bioanalysts, Inc. (lab testing) in Business Park
e Marine Sonic Technology (manufacturer of underwater sonar
equipment)
Sea Technology Ltd. (manufacturer of marine power hookups)
Mini-warehouse storage facilities-at least 10

Medium Industrial uses

Mid-County center—warehousing, trucking

Several building contractor storage areas

Hunt Brothers-equipment/tools/trailers/recycling?/warehousing?
Philips LP gas and oll

Heavy Industrial Uses

e 2 sand and gravel operations

e 3 concrete manufacturing operations (Rappahannock has two;
Branscomb has one on shared property with CW Davis near
Glenns, across from RCC college)

¢ Asphalt manufacturing (CW Davis’ in Glenns on same property as
Branscomb); granted Special Exception by BZA years ago, use
limited to just concrete and asphalt)

0 Wood Products has VPDES permit on Piankatank for pressure
treated lumber

| o__Middle Peninsula Landfill and Recycling Facility <~~~ { Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

Industrial zoning in Gloucester (I-1 Limited Industrial) is generally located on
existing industrial land uses; and not on vacant land where industrial operations
may be planned or encouraged. In addition, several uses are permitted only in
the I-1 district and therefore would require a rezoning to establish such a use in
the County. While the zoning ordinance defines light and extractive
manufacturing, there is no definition for medium or heavy manufacturing.
Extractive manufacturing (excavating, processing, etc of natural resources i.e.
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wood, stone, etc.) can only be done by special exception in industrial zone.
Heavy or medium intensity Industrial uses typically need access to major
roadways while being located away from other uses and environmentally
sensitive areas. The 1991 Comprehensive Plan contemplates industrial uses to
be more of an industrial park complex and does not give much direction as to
where to locate more intensive industrial uses. The combination of these factors
makes it difficult to establish new industrial facilities within the County.

Since Gloucester County is a bedroom community with more of a service based
economy, it needs to provide areas for service industries to be established.
Contractor storage yards, lumber yards, wood recycling facilities and other
industries associated with the construction and building industries as well as
landscaping and nursery operations for residential and commercial development
are land uses that will increase in demand as the County continues to grow.
These industries are typically smaller operations that cannot afford to locate in
more costly real estate areas nor do they necessarily need to be in more highly
visible areas. Currently, these types of businesses are having difficulty finding
viable locations within the County due to the lack of affordable and appropriately
zoned land.

In order to provide for industrial development in the County, areas which meet
minimum performance standards for these more intensive uses should be
established. These areas could be designated on the future land use map, or
performance criteria established to determine appropriate locations as market
conditions allow. Designation of future locations for industrial uses should
consider the potential impacts of the uses and possibly provide for additional
categories of light, medium and heavy industrial uses based on these impacts.
More intense industrial uses should be located where potential impacts on
adjoining properties are minimized; heavy uses that will likely have an adverse
impact should not be located near residential areas, and areas of public activity
such as schools, parks, etc. In addition to location of uses, various design
criteria, screening of structures and outside storage, setbacks, and other criteria
may be used to allow more intensive uses to be located in higher visibility areas
(such as the Route 17 corridor) without adversely impacting the County’s limited
available highway frontage.

An example of a land use that was formerly only permitted in the I-1 zoning
district is mini-warehouse storage. Due to the many rezoning requests and
approvals to rezone from Business District to Industrial to allow for mini-storage,
the County revised is zoning ordinance to allow mini-storage as a special
exception in the B-1 Business district. This use requires specific performance
criteria including a 250’ front yard setback. There is a substantial amount of mini-
warehouse storage in the County, likely because of the military population. This
use does not typically generate noise, traffic or other nuisances; however, they
mini-warehouses are not generally attractive, consume a lot of land, and do not
generate much tax revenue. Based on their popularity, there is an apparent
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market for them in the community. The County’s ordinance allows this use but
discourages mini-warehouses from fronting directly on major roads in the B-1
district which are be-better suited for more high profile commercial businesses.
Consequently, industrial and other business uses should be discouraged as strip
development along existing roads and should be permitted in planned industrial
and commercial park districts.

Working Waterfront and Water-oriented Commercial Land Use

This category includes various water-related activities that have historically held
a very important position in the County’s commercial base. Included under this
category are marinas, boatyards, seafood businesses and several small boat
building and repair operations. Because of the waterfront locations of such uses,
in many cases they are located within or near residential land uses or areas with
limited vehicular access. Six marinas are located within the County, with the
majority (five of the six) located in the southeastern part of the County. Two
marinas have closed in Gloucester since 2003, with one of these marinas being
converted into residential land use. Numerous seafood businesses are
disbursed throughout the County, including wholesale, retail, processing plants
and landing facilities. These facilities are mostly concentrated in Guinea, and
also scattered throughout the County.

Conversion of these working waterfront lands into other uses, such as residential
development, is a noticeable trend in coastal communities across the East Coast,
due to growth and development pressure. In many cases, the conversion is so
slow and gradual that it is not noticeable; however, the cumulative impact of
converting working waterfronts into other uses is detrimental to the local seafood
economy and culture. The table below illustrates the dockside value of seafood
landed in Gloucester. As shown in the table, the local seafood industry has been
a significant economic generator in the County. Between 1994 and 2004, the
dockside value has declined significantly, by 444%. While the causes of this
decline are beyond the scope of this land use analysis, it is important to note that
the trend of working waterfront lands being converted into non-waterfront —
dependent development is unfavorable for Gloucester’s local seafood economy.

Table
Dockside Value of Commercial Fish
Landed in Gloucester County

Year Value

1974  $1,409,121

1980 $3,006,614

1985  $2,191,581

1994 $4,853,196

2004 $ 893,000

Source: Virginia Marine Resources Commission
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| This trend of land conversion poses a threat to the continuance of working
waterfront lands in Gloucester, as to commercial fishermen due to lack of access.
As more working waterfront land is being converted to residential development,
there are fewer and fewer places for local watermen to land or dock their boats.
Many recreational marinas and yacht clubs do not allow working watermen
access to their facilities; for those that do allow workboats, the slip fee for dock
space is not affordable for most working watermen. In Gloucester, only eight
workboats are docked at private marinas; and the monthly slip rate for 30’ boats
ranges from $85 to $210 at the three marinas where these workboats are
docked. The Commissioner of Revenue Department indicates that 94
commercial boats were registered in the County in 2007.

Also, State regulations no longer allow overnight docking at State docks; just
loading and unloading. The exception to this is State commercial docks, which
require certain provisions such as restroom facilities; however, none of the State
docks in Gloucester fall into the category of commercial piers.

In Gloucester, the majority of these working waterfront lands are located in
residential zoning districts, where they are either legally nonconforming uses, or
allowed by special exception. Seafood Processing plants are allowed by special
exception in all agricultural zones, and in all residential zones except for SC-1.
Marinas and boat yards are allowed by special exception in the RC-2 agricultural
zone, and in the C-2 and SC-1 residential zones. As waterfront real estate
values increase, the commercial fishing industry diminishes since these uses are
typically not compatible and the residential real estate market has the competitive
advantage. If the County wants to retain its working waterfront and fishing
industry, strategies need to be in place to protect both the seafood industry and
residential waterfront properties.

Another land use scenario taking place on the waterfront is the modernization of
older marinas. Today, the expansion of marinas adjusting to a more
urban/suburban client base is creating a change on the commercial waterfront.

In the more urban waterfront, the C-2, Bayside Conservation designation which
permits commercial marinas by special exception, is not synonymous with a low
density conservation zone. The change taking place on the more urban
waterfront areas is one of restaurants, shops and ship stores, boat slips and
public places and possibly mixed use residential. The new era of the working
waterfront is changing as Gloucester grows. It is possible that a new commercial
waterfront district could have a new zoning classification that better reflects to the
more modern waterfront uses in urban areas with public water and sewer.

Due to increasing conflicts between water dependent activities in Gloucester, the
Middle Peninsula Planning District, through funding from the Virginia Coastal
Resources Management Program Grant, has established a York River Land Use
Conflict Committee to study these conflicts and the regulations that pertain to the
waterside and waterfront. This committee may provide strategies to help the
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County better understand these conflicts and trends associated with the change
in waterfront uses and make recommendations for strategies to deal with them.

CHARACTER AND APPEARANCE OF THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT

In addition to retaining the character-defining features of the rural areas of the
County, it is equally important to preserve the character and appearance of the
non-rural areas to ensure the viability of Gloucester as a pleasant and attractive
community in which to live, work and play. Development has altered much of the
County’s natural landscape, especially in the Gloucester Point and Gloucester
Courthouse areas, and the highway corridor connecting these two areas. The
character and appearance of the County in the future will depend largely on the
design of new development, including infill, redevelopment, new neighborhoods,
and new commercial centers.

Transportation Corridors

Streets and corridors are an important element of the community’s character and
appearance, as they are major public spaces and the conduits through which
most residents experience the County. Their visual character and relationship to
adjoining uses has a big impact on the County’s image. Corridor design
standards along streets can help to ensure that new or redevelopment projects
are compatible with their surroundings and enhance the character and
appearance of the community. Landscaping standards provide aesthetic
counterpoints to the man-made built environment, and provide buffers, screens
against noise and softens the visual clutter.

Although the County adopted a subdivision ordinance in 1965, land use policies
and regulations were practically nonexistent prior to 1984, when the County
adopted its first zoning ordinance. Policies and regulations put in place since
then have contributed to what the built environment looks like today. More recent
regulations impacting character-defining features include the adoption of the
Highway Corridor Overlay District (HCOD) as part of the Zoning Ordinance. The
provisions in this district address appearance issues with the objective of
enhancing the visual quality of development along the County’s primary corridors
(US Route 17 and US Route 3/14), without altering the uses allowed by the
underlying zoning classification.

While the HCOD has helped minimize certain character-altering impacts of
development, there is room for improvement in land use controls along the
County’s major corridors. HCOD setbacks are one feature that should be re-
examined in regards to their effectiveness in preserving character and enhancing
appearance. The minimum setback in the HCOD along road frontages is 50’ to
70, based on the landscaping option selected. The setback may be reduced
even further if certain architectural features are used and the parking is behind
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the building. This is the area that is intended to protect and preserve existing
trees, or require supplemental landscape plantings if no vegetation exists. For
the side and rear perimeter of a site, this setback is reduced to a minimum of 10’
to 20, respectively. These setbacks have proved not large enough to effectively
preserve the natural landscape along primary road corridors and create a
pleasant vista.

In practice, it has been recognized that commercial site design and development
usually results in considerable disturbance within the front 10 to 20’ of the
setback, causing existing mature trees or signature trees to be damaged or
destroyed and thus altering significantly the views and vistas along the corridor.
In the case of the side and rear setbacks, this sometimes results in the
destruction of all existing trees within these setbacks. Also, in many instances,
utilities such as water, sewer, and electric lines need to be located within the
setback, which leads to further encroachment in the landscape preservation
area. This undermines the effectiveness of the HCOD setback as a tool for
preserving existing trees and vegetation.

Location of storm water management facilities also impact the design of
commercial sites. During the early implementation of the HCOD regulations,
many developers attempted to use the buffers to locate storm water
management facilities such as bio-retention ponds and other structural best
management practices (BMP’s) for reducing storm water impacts. However,
these structural BMP’s, like other structures are not permitted in the setbacks
because they do not meet the intent of these setbacks for preserving existing
landscaping, buffers and supplemental landscaping.

Some have argued that tall, spindly trees should be removed and replaced with
new landscaping, but it is those same tall trees that create the pleasant vistas
along the primary road corridors and that can be supplemented (rather than
replaced) with new landscaping to create an even more attractive highway
corridor.

Other than residential subdivisions, there has not been much development
pressure on other County collectors and secondary roads. However, there are
currently no requirements for buffering or tree preservation on roads other than
those within the HCOD. The Comprehensive Plan recommends identifying
certain roads in the County as greenways with increased setbacks to protect the
scenic quality with increased setbacks and buffers. This recommendation has
yet to be implemented, but has been discussed for use particularly on roads that
serve historic landmarks or represent the rural character that the County is
striving to preserve.

Based on past experience, it has been determined that there is a need to
increase the landscape areas along the primary corridors, and to expand the
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landscape buffer provisions to certain additional residential and commercial
corridors. To minimize character-altering impacts of development, and effectively
preserve the natural landscape along roadways, 100’ to 150’ landscape buffer
areas are the accepted standard in many communities. This is the minimum
buffer width needed to effectively protect the natural views along the corridor and
enhance the visual view shed. This can be done through a variety of techniques,
including an increase in the minimum setback distances in the HCOD;
designating greenbelts along certain transportation corridors, or creating a
separate stand-alone corridor management overlay district.

Additionally, it has been recognized that existing trees that were protected within
the HCOD setbacks have been subsequently cut down at the direction of the
property owner. In some cases these trees were significant in size and species,
and resulted in an irreplaceable loss to the County. When such a tree is cut
down, the only recourse the County has is tree replacement with new trees of 2
4" trunk diameter; this is insufficient as a deterrent and does not mitigate the loss
of a 50- to 100-year old tree. There is a need for strict penalties and fines to
prevent the loss of mature trees within these protected setbacks. In some cases,
the property owner and tree removal companies are unaware that the trees are
protected; so it is important to educate all parties that could potentially remove
trees. It also may be appropriate to consider levying civil penalties directly
against the parties which cut down the trees.

Specimen trees

Another landscape preservation issue that needs to be examined is the
preservation of specimen trees. A specimen tree is any tree which qualifies for
special consideration for preservation due to its size, species or historic
relevance. Specimen trees are a resource worth protecting and maintaining in
the County, and serve as character defining features as well as providing visual
buffering and beautification. Currently there are no land use controls in the
HCOD to protect such trees unless they are located within the setback area, and
there is a need for standards to preserve specimen trees as part of the land
development process.

Development Appearance Standards for Buildings

The appearance of the built environment can also be influenced by standards of
development which promote development that is complementary to community
character and results in enhancing the visual appearance of the built
environment. In regards to the appearance of buildings, these standards can
include criteria for such factors as architectural design, relationship of building to
the site and adjoining areas, and maintenance. Development along the County’s
primary corridors is subject to standards for architectural treatment through the
provisions of the HCOD. However, these standards are minimal, and have a
negligible impact on such factors as architectural styles, color, scale, and
compatibility with adjacent buildings.
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Essentially, the HCOD standards adopted in 1998 prohibit the placement of
unadorned concrete block buildings and metal buildings which are visible from
the right of way. The HCOD standards encourage higher architectural design
standards by allowing buildings with certain architectural features to have
reduced setbacks (up to a minimum of 40 feet) however if these incentives are
used, the parking must be to the rear of the building. Most commercial
establishments, particularly along major highways, prefer parking in the front of
the building to attract customers. As a result, this architectural incentive has only
been used on one commercial development since the ordinance was adopted.

The County may want to reexamine these standards, and consider implementing
additional development appearance standards; these standards can also be
considered for certain types of development outside of the HCOD. Typically,
such standards are applied to multi-family, commercial, and industrial
development, but not to single-family residential development. The intent of
these standards is to ensure that new or redevelopment projects are compatible
with their surroundings and influence development aesthetics in a positive
manner. The design speed of the road may also be a factor in the type of
incentives used. For example, in a village setting, reduced setbacks and parking
in the rear of the building may be more acceptable than on a major thoroughfare.

Use of the Natural Environment to Shape the County’s Form

Another important consideration in relation to character and appearance of a
locality is the use of the natural environment to shape the form of the community.
This includes the use of natural features, greenways, blueways and other
aspects of an open space network to shape the form of the built environment and
maintain a desirable character and sense of place. Natural features are
important in spatially defining and separating developed areas, and connecting
them with open space corridors. They also provide access between built areas
and the natural environment.

There are still significant amounts of woodlands, fields and open space in the
developed and developing areas of the County which are defining features of the
County’s character. The County also includes numerous historic and cultural
resources and landmarks which add to the uniqueness and sense of place. By
defining and protecting these features, the unique character of the community is
maintained. This can be accomplished through a master plan of greenways and
open space, known as a green infrastructure plan. Such a plan would identify
open space and features to preserve, while allowing development to occur.

As discussed earlier, cluster development is a residential development practice
that preserves more character-enhancing open space and woodland than a
typical conventional subdivision development. Cluster subdivisions can be used
in integration with a green infrastructure plan and as an implementation
technique for the plan. The County currently has a cluster ordinance and will be
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undertaking efforts to craft a more beneficial cluster ordinance with more
effective standards for protecting character-enhancing features to achieve the
objectives outlined in the Comprehensive Plan. Cluster subdivisions are
discussed in more detail in the Residential Land Use section.

Conclusion

The County’s character and appearance in the future will be influenced by the
design of new development and redevelopment, including new commercial
centers, infill development, new subdivisions, and mixed used development.
Responses from citizen surveys showed that Gloucester County residents have a
desire for preserving and enhancing the character and appearance of the
County, and indicated that preserving and protecting character-defining features
of the County was very important. Sound land use policies can help to ensure
that the inevitable growth and development that occurs has a positive defining
effect on the character and appearance of the County.

PuBLIC/SEMI-PUBLIC

Public uses in the County include schools, fire stations, libraries, County office
buildings, U.S. Post Offices, churches, the Riverside Walter Reed Hospital, the
County’s Water Treatment Plant, and the Virginia Institute of Marine Science.
Lands in this category occupy a small percentage of the County’s land area.
However, this category is important in regards to future land use because of
public infrastructure factors and the proximity of these facilities to the residents
they serve.

Figure . Map of Public Places
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SPECIAL AREAS PLANNING

Gloucester Courthouse Area

The Gloucester Courthouse area, located in the center of the County, has been a
population center during most of the County’s existence. This area houses the
County seat, as well as a mix of land uses, historic structures, a public square
and settlement patterns; the combination of which form a cohesive development
pattern. Most residents would consider the Gloucester Courthouse area as
characteristic of a village, due to its courthouse green and traditional grid street
system adjacent to the historic downtown Main Street area. A combination of
land uses have developed here, including all types of residential, commercial,
and public uses.

The original courthouse complex was built between 1679 and 1684, and included
a jail, Clerk’s office and lawyers’ offices. The current courthouse was rebuilt in
1766 after the original was destroyed, probably by a fire. Historically,
courthouses in Virginia were usually located near the geographic center of the
County and tended to be isolated due the rural character of the region;
Gloucester’s courthouse was no exception. During its early history, two
ordinaries, or taverns (Botetourt Hotel and Edgehill Ordinary, now called Long
Bridge), were established in the vicinity to provide food and shelter on court days,
which were generally the only time people came to the County seat.

Up until the late 1800s, growth in the area was limited to just a few
establishments, although the area periodically served as a gathering center for
various social activities. After the Civil War, the County’s population increased
gradually until the turn of the century. Public building activity increased, as did
private establishments. The lands surrounding the public green were divided into
half acre lots with a linear Main Street and grid pattern of intersecting streets,
establishing the basic village settlement pattern still evident today. Main Street
was developed on the highest ground along a ridge which sloped down on either
side to wetland areas associated with tributaries of the Ware River.

After the turn of the century the population began to gradually decline;
development in the village continued to grow at a slow pace, due to the
emergence of the automobile and road paving in the 1920s. Travel into the
village from surrounding farms became faster, more convenient and therefore
more frequent. Commercial establishments increased along Main Street,
extending southward, while residences were built to the north of the courthouse
as well as along streets perpendicular to Main Street. In the 1950s, building
activity in the village decreased due to the construction of the Coleman Bridge
and Route 17. New construction along Route 17 provided convenience-oriented
shopping centers, parking lots and fast food establishments which detracted from
activity in the village.
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Current Land Use

In more recent decades, development in the village area has consisted of two
convenience oriented shopping centers, a hospital, elementary school, and
County office buildings and mixed residential development. The area has the
potential for growth in the future, especially due to its direct access to Route 17
and concentration of public services. The village still retains its historic character
and continues to retain small retail and service oriented businesses.
Development in the immediate village area is somewhat limited due to the
physical constraints of tributaries of the Ware River tributaries and their
associated wetlands.

Commercial

Commercial land uses that exist in the village area today are concentrated along
Main Street. The businesses located between the historic Courthouse circle and
Clements Avenue, just west of the Main Street/Route 14 intersection, have an
established historic character and pedestrian-oriented development pattern. The
older buildings located close to the sidewalk, and on-street parking, are indicative
of a pedestrian scale and traditional small town character.

An interesting stock of architectural styles contributes an historic style and
authenticity however only the Court Circle and the surrounding buildings are
designated by the County in the Historic Overlay District. Over the years some of
the existing business owners have covered the original building facades,
resulting in a variety of exposed materials; the resulting mixture of facades can
leave the area looking confused and disjointed as well as lacking in a cohesive
community character. Over the past decade, the County has invested in
substantial improvements to the downtown commercial area, including the
removal of overhead wires and poles, and the addition of landscaping, street
lamps and sidewalks through federal and state transportation enhancement
grants. It is important that the village’s historic character be protected, not only
for its intrinsic value, but also to continue to attract and expand businesses and
visitors to this area.

Beginning at the Route 14 intersection and continuing southward, the commercial
buildings on Main Street were built more recently, in the 1970s and early 1980s,
including two shopping centers and a number of detached buildings. [Sears
1970; Vashti’'s part 1980; Main Street Center 1970] The Main Street Center
shopping center was refurbished in 2004. The Library and the Post Office
relocated to these new facilities which also include medical offices, restaurants, a
drug store and a retail store. The County has the option to lease space in the
Main Street Center and has recently decided to re-locate the Health Department
offices to that location.

The Main street Center was the vision of the late Edwin Joseph, a local

philanthropist. This unique redevelopment project in the Courthouse area will
play a significant role in the future of “Main Street”. A foundation has been
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established to oversee that the profits of the commercial and community center
will be reinvested to enhance the business environment and Village Community.
These proceeds are estimated to amount to $500,000 by 2009 and will have
significant positive impact on village improvements for the Courthouse area.

Other commercial establishments on Main Street include professional offices,
concentrated at the southerly end Main Street near its intersection with Route 17.
The Riverside regional health complex, which includes a hospital, a variety of
doctors’ offices, a cancer center, dialysis center, a wellness center and
associated convalescent facilities, is a major destination point.

Public/semi-public

The Courthouse village area is also the location of the County’s local government
offices and services, as well as a number of other public and semi-public uses
including an elementary school, fire and rescue, the library, and several
churches. Because the village serves as the location for most of the County’s
administrative offices and services, increased population in the County means
the village may have to accommodate larger County facilities; resulting in more
traffic coming into area.

Residential

Residential land uses that exist in the village area are generally of a higher
density. The older residential structures in the village area were built to the north
of the courthouse as well as along streets perpendicular to Main Street, forming a
loose grid pattern of development. The majority of residential housing units are
detached single-family; however, a number of multi-family units are also
interspersed, including duplexes as well as apartments and town-homes. Since
the 1970s, a substantial number of new residential subdivision lots have been
created. The earliest of these subdivisions had % acre to % acres lot sizes.
More recently, four new major subdivisions have been developed in the village
and immediate vicinity, with a relatively higher density of % acre to %2 acre lot
sizes.

[Chart below of larger subdivisions since 1970s-for analysis; not for final draft]

Name Year # Lots Lot area/ zoning
Beaver Dam 1977-78 65 ¥ to ¥ acre
Fox Mill Run 1979 31 Y210 ¥4 ac
Forbes 1979 26 % t0 ¥ ac

Holly Springs 1984 250 % to ¥ ac
Wildlife Meadows 1990 22 % t0 ¥ ac

Glo. Town Comm. 2005 35 10-15,000 sq. ft.
Robinson’s Pond 2005 21 10-15,000 sq. ft.
Courthouse Square 2006 85 12-23,000 sq. ft.
Courthouse Spring 2007 34 10-20,000 sq. ft.
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Current Land Use Management Requlations

1991 Comprehensive Plan

The current Comprehensive Plan designates the Gloucester Courthouse area as
a Village Center for focusing future County growth. The Village Center is further
defined as a mixed-use regional center for residential, office, retail and service
development. The Village Center is designated as an area to direct future growth
and at the same time establish a recognizable center of development with its own
unique sense of place. The Plan specifies that higher density residential
development should be concentrated here, and that future development should
build upon the established traditional village development form and reflect the
characteristics and qualities of the settlement as represented in the historic
structures. Development standards should be framed to establish a clear sense
of identity and distinct character, based upon the historic community theme.

Currently no detailed land use policies exist specifically for the Courthouse
Village area. Most of the newer residential development is suburban in
character, and does not necessarily manifest a development theme or “village”
image. The Plan specifies that a more specific sub-area plan for the village
center should be prepared by the County focusing on how the qualities and form
of development may best be managed through detailed land use policies.

[No goals, objectives or implementation recommendations in 1991 Plan are
specific to the Gloucester courthouse village area; may need to be established as
part of a more detailed village sub-area plan.]

The future land use plan depicts the general area of the Gloucester Courthouse
Village Center. The northernmost boundaries of the Village Center coincide
those of the Development District, and the southern boundaries coincide with
Burleigh Road, Short Lane and T.C. Walker Road. The Village Center
boundaries differ from the 1990 Gloucester Courthouse CDP (census designated
place) boundaries, which encompass a smaller land area. The Plan does not
specify the criteria upon which the Village Center boundaries were established;
however, once a detailed sub-area plan of the Gloucester Courthouse area is
undertaken, the boundaries of the study area can be refined if appropriate, based
upon such factors as pedestrian scale, distinct sense of place and historic
character. Census CDP boundaries may also be considered for opportunities of
statistical detail.

Zoning

The majority of the land located in the immediate Gloucester Courthouse area is
zoned SF-1 (single family residential), which allows for a higher density of
residential land use. A few small areas are zoned MF-1 (multi-family), primarily

S:\MPPDC-Staff-Projects\31407_Dragon_FYO08\Dragon FY08\reporting\final product\parts\SC 9-20-07 Draft Land 54
Use chapter (COMPLETE).doc

93



over areas of existing multi-family housing. The periphery is predominantly
zoned SC-1 (suburban countryside)—a lower density residential use.

The majority of land fronting on Main Street is zoned as B-2 (Village Business),
encompassing commercial land uses, and a small number of vacant parcels; this
district was designed to promote village scale commercial development. The
hospital medical complex, and commercial areas across from Route 17 are
zoned B-1 (Business)—designed for general business which requires direct and
frequent access.

Economic Development Authority (EDA)

The Economic Development Authority (EDA) had a Market Analysis and Retail
Strategy prepared for Main Street. The Study was conducted by H. Blount
Hunter Retail and Real Estate Research Company and completed in October
2005. The general objective of the study was to generate recommendations to
guide the on-going retail revitalization of Historic Courthouse. The author
summarized the analysis as follows: “Historic Gloucester's competitive market
position and its drawing power are predicated upon maintaining its role as a
unique specialty shopping and dining destination. In recent years, Gloucester
Courthouse has offered a supportive environment that has enabled many
entrepreneurs to survive and prosper. However, Main Street’s continued retail
evolution is hindered by the marginal quality of much of the vacant commercial
space as well as competing sites in the heavily traveled Route 17 corridor.
Future efforts to concentrate economic activity such as new offices and the
proposed Riverside senior living center can bolster Main Street’s Prospects for
revitalization.”**

The EDA is also working with Hampton University to preserve and restore the
T.C. Walker House. This house has historic significance not only for Gloucester
County, but from as part of our national heritage as well. As stated on the
County’s Web site, “The Thomas Walker House was the home of Thomas
Calhoun Walker and his family following his marriage and establishment as a
lawyer. Built in the 1920’s, it includes his law office. Located on Main Street in
Gloucester Court House, it was bequeathed to his beloved alma mater, Hampton
University. Abandoned for many years and only recognized by a roadside
historical sign, it now sits boarded up as a silent witness to the legacy of Thomas
C. Walker. The Walker House is a wood frame building of balloon construction
typical of the times and sits atop the ridge that runs down the spine of most of
Gloucester Court House. No dependencies still stand. The kitchen is internal to
the building and is not a connected separate structure. The windmill driven water
well pump still exists, however and is one of only a handful still remaining in the
County. The T. C. Walker House’s mission is to preserve and interpret the

' Hunter, Blout, H. Blout Hunter Retail & Real Estate Research Co., October 2005, "Market
Analysis and Retail Strategy for Main Street, Gloucester, Virginia” prepared for Gloucester
County Economic Development Authority, page 1.
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legacy of the African-American leader Thomas Calhoun Walker on the American
experience. From slavery to educator, lawyer, businessman, and community
leader, T. C. Walker's story epitomizes the American dream of education,
equality, and leadership.” The T.C. Walker house restoration project will be an
integral part of future plans for Gloucester Courthouse.?

Nonprofit Organizations

Several organizations exist in the County that can play a role in revitalizing the
village, including the Chamber of Commerce and the Gloucester Main Street
Association—a nonprofit group created to promote the Route 17 business
corridor. The association was developed by Edwin A. Joseph, and focuses on
Main Street activities and events, as well as attracting people and businesses to
Main Street.

The following issues may need to be addressed at this time rather than waiting
for sub-area plan:
o Identify need for greenway open space system—designate areas on
future land use map
o ldentify need for protecting/improving aesthetics of downtown area for
continued economic revival, and to protect historic buildings from
demolition or renovation which would damage their historical integrity

Gloucester Point Area

The Gloucester Point area, located at the southernmost end of the County, is a
major population center and also the most densely developed area of the
County, encompassing approximately 27% of the total population within 3% of
the County’s land area. Rapid growth in this area began when the Coleman
Bridge opened in 1952, resulting in metropolitan growth from Hampton, Newport
News and Williamsburg spreading to the area. The urbanization of Gloucester
Point has resulted in an enclave of concentrated development including a
combination of land uses, with residential use being the most prevalent.
Although the Gloucester Point area is designated in the Comprehensive Plan as
a Village Center, it does not currently manifest a village image; there is no
community center, development patterns are less cohesive and commercial land
uses are mostly strip development along Route 17. The area can best be
characterized as a bedroom community for the Hampton Roads Metropolitan
Area.

Because of the concentrated urbanization of the area, Gloucester Point was
recognized as an area worthy of more in-depth planning consideration. This
resulted in the creation of the Gloucester Point Plan, adopted in 1995 and
included as a component of the 1991 County’s Comprehensive Plan. The

20 hitp://www.gloucesterva.info/tcwalker/home.htm
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geographic boundaries of the study area conform to those of the United States
Census Bureau, which established Gloucester Point as a Census Designated
Place (CDP) due to its concentrated population density. This sub-area plan is
located in Appendix A of the Comprehensive Plan.

Other Planning initiatives for Gloucester Point include the Gloucester Point
Gateway Plan which was instigated in part by plans to widen Route 17 to six
lanes from the Coleman Bridge to Farm Wood Road. The plan was completed in
2002 and provides direction for future planning and implementation efforts for the
southern tip of the County. The widening of Route 17 and the transportation
improvements associated with this project may provide other planning
opportunities to improve the aesthetic and transportation safety aspects at the
Point.

Issues to consider when the Gloucester Point Plan is updated:

Identify need for two separate village scale sub-area plans in Gloucester Point:
one for the areas adjacent to Hayes Road; the other for areas adjacent to Greate
Road (both roads run parallel to Rt. 17).

Dragon Run Special Planning Area

As one of the Chesapeake Bay watershed’s most pristine waterways, the Dragon
Run “encompasses some of the most extensive and unspoiled swamp forest and
woodland communities in Virginia™*. Effectively bisecting Virginia's Middle
Peninsula located between the York and Rappahannock Rivers, this fresh and
brackish water stream (Figure ___ ) meanders forty miles along and through
nontidal and tidal cypress swamp. The watershed is mainly undeveloped, almost
entirely privately owned, and encompasses approximately 140 square miles
(90,000 acres) of rural landscape — mostly forests, farms, and wetlands. The
spring-fed Dragon Run flows through portions of Essex, King and Queen,
Middlesex, and Gloucester Counties, emptying into the estuarine Piankatank
River and ultimately the Chesapeake Bay.

2 Belden, A. Jr., A.C. Chazal, G.P. Fleming, C.S. Hobson, and K.M. McCoy. 2001. A Natural
Heritage Inventory of the Dragon Run Watershed. Second edition. Natural Heritage Technical
Report 01-03. Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation, Division of Natural Heritage,
Richmond, VA.
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Figure . The Dragon Run Watershed

The Dragon Run plays a central role in the Middle Peninsula’s culture and
identity. Its intriguing name is frequently borrowed by local enterprises and
establishments. Since European settlement in the early 1600’s and Native
American inhabitation up to 10,000 years before that, natural resources have
been the bedrock of the watershed’s economy. For older generations, forestry,
farming, hunting, trapping and fishing were the primary ventures. Today, forestry
and farming continue to generate wealth and drive the watershed’s economy.
Hunters, many involved in organized hunt clubs continue to uphold this ancient
tradition throughout land in the watershed. More than 46 percent of the land is
leased by hunt clubs and it is estimated that $300,000 is generated due to hunt
club activity and over $1.6 million in fishing activity?®>. These land uses, together
with extensive swamps, are the main reasons that the Dragon Run remains wild
and secluded.

The watershed’s wilderness is both expansive and unique. The Dragon Run
contains the northernmost example of the Bald cypress-Tupelo Swamp natural
community in Virginia and the best example north of the James River. %
Moreover, 14 rare species and 5 rare natural communities are found here. Based

2 Dragon Run Watershed Plan, November 2003, Dragon Run Steering Committee, Middle
Peninsula Planning District Commission
% Belden, Jr. et al., 2001
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on his investigations of the watershed’s aquatic communities, one researcher
observes that the Dragon Run is a “100 year old time capsule,” resembling
coastal plain streams in the Chesapeake Bay region at the turn of the 20™
century®.

The Dragon Run’s unigue character evokes strong feelings to protect the pristine
watershed in both long-time residents and first-time visitors alike. Although
development pressure in the watershed is currently low, the potential for
significant land ownership changes (>25% in 10 years due to aging and absentee
corporate landowners) threatens to disrupt the rural character and fragment
productive farm and forest land. Likewise, habitat fragmentation jeopardizes the
Dragon Run’s unique natural communities. Landowner opinions about how to
address these threats vary widely, ranging from the belief that “the Dragon takes
care of itself” by its wild nature and voluntary landowner stewardship to enacting
and enforcing regulations with “teeth.”

The difference in point of view between property rights advocates and
conservationists centers on how to maintain a pristine watershed into the future.
The Dragon Run Watershed Special Area Management Plan (SAMP), a
partnership between the Virginia Coastal Program and the Dragon Run Steering
Committee of the Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission, is a project
designed to address both the differing viewpoints and the common ground that
exist concerning the future of the watershed. The project began in January 2002
with a grant from the Virginia Coastal Program under authority of the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). Enabled by the federal
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 as amended, SAMPs aim to protect
significant coastal resources through a collaborative, multi-level planning process
to develop and implement new enforceable policies.

One of the fundamental elements of a SAMP is that a strong regional entity must
exist that is willing to sponsor the planning program. In the Dragon Run
watershed’s case, that regional entity is the Middle Peninsula Planning District
Commission through its Dragon Run Steering Committee. Formed in 1985, the
Dragon Run Steering Committee consists of landowners and local elected
officials and is the key vehicle for cooperation and coordination among the four
counties concerning watershed issues. The Steering Committee’s approach to
the SAMP is to stimulate and coordinate community involvement in the proactive
development and implementation of goals, objectives, and action plans for a
watershed management plan.

Another major element of a SAMP is that conflict exists concerning the area’s
proposed uses. The Steering Committee believed that the best approach is to

2 Garman, G. C. 2003. Aquatic Living Resources Inventories in the Dragon System: Virginia
Commonwealth University on-going Activities. Dragon Run natural Resources Symposium,
February 11, 2003, Virginia Institute of Marine Science, Gloucester Point, VA.
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proactively head off conflict before it grows by enabling stakeholders to openly
discuss the issues. Potential conflicts in the Dragon Run watershed are: 1) the
differences between conservation and property rights advocates; and 2) the
private use of land versus the public use of the water. The Steering Committee
felt that the watershed approach was the most effective way to manage natural
resources and traditional land uses.

The Dragon Run Watershed SAMP began with public planning forums in
December 2001 and January 2002. These planning forums led to two primary
outcomes: 1) the development and confirmation of common themes for
watershed issues; and 2) the establishment of a SAMP Advisory Group
representing a broad cross-section of the community. Building upon the
foundation established by the planning forums, the SAMP Advisory Group
developed a mission statement and developed a list of three goals, each with
several objectives. With minor modifications, the Steering Committee approved
the goals and objectives, which were incorporated into a Memorandum of
Agreement. Each county — Essex, Gloucester, King and Queen, and Middlesex -
and the Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission signed the Agreement
during the late summer and fall of 2002 to consider the actions recommended by
the Steering Committee.

Mission Statement for the SAMP

To support and promote community-based efforts to preserve the cultural, historic, and
natural character of the Dragon Run, while preserving property rights and the traditional
uses within the watershed.

® Goal 1 - Establish a high level of cooperation and communication among the four
counties within the Dragon Run Watershed to achieve consistency across county
boundaries.

® Goal 2 - Foster educational partnerships and opportunities to establish the
communities’ connection to and respect for the land and water in the Dragon Run.

® Goal 3 - Promote the concept of landowner stewardship that has served to preserve
the Dragon Run Watershed as a regional treasure.

With the help of staff, consultants and the Advisory Committee, the Steering
Committee completed the “Dragon Run Watershed Management Plan” in
November 2003 and recommended that each of the localities adopt the plan as
an addendum to their comprehensive plan until specific language could be added
to each of the communities’ Comprehensive Plan. Gloucester County adopted
the Watershed Management Plan as an addendum to its Comprehensive Plan on
November 3, 2003.

Only 6% of the Dragon Run Watershed is within Gloucester County and it
represents only 3% of the County’s land areas. However, as “one of the
Chesapeake Bay watershed’s most pristine waterways” the Dragon Run is well
worthy of individual attention, both from the County’s perspective and from a
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regional perspective. The purpose of adopting the Watershed Management Plan
was to formally acknowledge that the Dragon Run Watershed deserves
distinctive treatment.

The uniqueness of the SAMP is that it goes beyond the County’s borders. It
represents regional collaboration and cooperation in managing this resource.
The SAMP process, and its implementation, represents, and requires,
partnerships with other localities on the Middle Peninsula, other governmental
agencies and non-profit groups as well as with the property owners along the
Dragon Run and the hunters, fishermen, boaters, nature lovers and others who
enjoy its beauty and abundance. It also sets the stage for regional cooperation in
future planning and implementation. By adopting the Watershed Management
Plan as part of their Comprehensive Plan, the county adopted the following
policies:

>

>
>

Recognize the overall value of maintaining the traditional rural character
and forested and farmed landscape of the Dragon Run watershed.
Preserve the ecological integrity of the Dragon Run Watershed.
Acknowledge the community and economic benefits of the Dragon Run
watershed: for the production of agricultural and forest products; as a
valued natural resource; for wildlife habitat; for maintaining water quality;
and for scenic and aesthetic values.

Continue to fully enforce existing regulations and policies.

Protect forested and farmed land from fragmentation due to conversion to
more intensive development.

Encourage low-density, clustered pattern of development for new
residential development in the watershed to protect open space and
natural resources.

Seek techniques to protect open space in the watershed without infringing
upon landowner rights to maintain an economic return from their property.
Identify land uses that are incompatible or competitive with traditional
resource-based land uses (e.g. forestry, farming, hunting, fishing) and
consider limiting them within the watershed.

Limit or deny future rezoning approvals from existing zoning (i.e.
Agricultural or Rural Business zoning) to more intensive uses in order to
protect the rural character and integrity of farming and forestry resources
in the watershed.

Limit the extension of public utilities and central water and sewer in the
watershed.

Explore the feasibility of limiting major residential development in the
watershed by aligning the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance
with provisions in the Subdivision Ordinance that limit major subdivisions.
Publish citizen stewardship materials that explain pertinent ordinances,
policies, and regulations in easy-to-understand language.
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Many of these policies are similar to those established to protect the rural areas
and character of the County. The Watershed Plan further recommends that
Gloucester Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors amend their
Comprehensive Plan include a “Dragon Run Planning Area.” Once the
Comprehensive Plan has been updated to include recommendations for the
Dragon Run Planning Areas, the plan recommends implementation of
Comprehensive Plan by changes to the Zoning Map and Ordinances to
incorporate “Dragon Run Protection Zone.” Through the SAMP funding, the
MPPDC hired a consultant to work with staff and commissioners from each of the
four affected Counties to develop draft language to consider in the
Comprehensive Plan and subsequent zoning ordinances.

In addition to land use recommendations, the Watershed Management Plan
includes tools to preserve forest, farm and natural resources, recommendations
to address concerns regarding public access, and suggestions for controlling
invasive species in the watershed. Additional recommendations involve
education and landowner stewardship, ideas to encourage and support
sustainable economic development, and recommendations to monitor the
implementation of the Watershed Management Plan. Many of these
recommendations are meant to be carried out by other agencies or entities and
therefore will not likely be incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan update.
Adoption of the plan shows support for the other recommended actions that may
not be in the purview of local government, but will help to achieve the goals and
objectives agreed to by all the Counties.
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Appendix 3: Agenda and Minutes for February, May and August
2008 Meetings
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Dragon Run Steering Committee
Winter Quarterly Meeting
February 27, 2008

Regional Boardroom - Middle Peninsula PDC
Saluda
4:00 PM

AGENDA

Welcome, Introductions and new Appointees
Officer Elections

Naval Outlying Landing Field Update
Biodiesel Program Update by Al Christopher

Dragon Run Estate Planning Network Initiative: A discussion of local
needs

Land Use Policy Recommendations Update

Discussion of 2008 DRSC Action Items: Revisiting the Goals of the
Watershed Management Plan

Other Business

Adjourn
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Dragon Run Steering Committee
Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission
Steering Committee Meeting Minutes
February 27, 2008 4:00pm
Saluda, Virginia

Agenda

1. Welcome and Introductions

2. Officer Elections

3. Naval Outlying Landing Field Update

4. Biodiesel Program Update by Al Christopher

5. Dragon Run Estate Planning Network Initiative: A discussion of local needs
6. Land Use Policy Recommendations Update

7. Discussion of 2008 DRSC Action Items: Revisiting Goals of the Watershed Management Plan
8. Other Business

9. Adjourn

Attendance

Steering Committee: Prue Davis (Essex County), Dorothy Miller (Essex County), Fred Hutson (Essex County), Frank Herrin
(King and Queen County), RD Johnson (Middlesex County), and Michelle Ressler (Gloucester County).

Others: Sara Stamp and Al Christopher

Welcome and Introductions

Chair Prue Davis called the meeting to order and began introductions.
Officer Elections

The chair called for the election of officers. Fred Hutson made a motion to keep officer positions the same. Michelle
Ressler seconded. Motion carried. (Prue Davis — chair, Frank Herrin — vice chair)

Naval Outlying Landing Field Update
Sara Stamp reported that the Dragon Run site was not included in the revised list of potential OLF sites.
Biodiesel Program Update

Mr. Christopher supplied the Steering Committee with an update on the biodiesel partnership, EPA clean school bus grant
and school board participation through resolutions. Mr. Christopher let the DRSC know about a school bus biodiesel
stakeholder meeting that took place and about an idle reduction meeting coming up in March. The DRSC discussed the
need for press releases connecting these efforts with the DRSC, SAMP, MPPDC and CZMP. Ms. Ressler noted that a press
release would be good in the Beehive.

Dragon Run Estate Planning Initiative

Ms. Stamp provided an overview of the Dragon Run Estate Planning Initiative and the various likely project partners,
including Friends of Dragon Run, Essex County Countryside Alliance, Middle Peninsula Land Trust, The Nature Conservancy
and Chesapeake Bay Foundation. She reported that the Dragon Run may try a strategy similar to that of the ECCA,
involving getting landowners talking to other landowners about the value of conservation easements and the process and
cost of establishing one. Depending on feedback at the upcoming ECCA landowner meeting at Prue’s house, the Dragon
Run Initiative will choose a strategy to reflect the needs and interest of the Dragon Run landowners.

Land Use Policy Recommendation Update

Ms. Stamp reported that King and Queen County adopted a Dragon Run ordinance and thereby reconfirmed their
commitment to protecting this resource. She also reported that she made a presentation at the Essex County joint Board
of Supervisors/Planning Commission meeting regarding adding the Dragon Run to the comprehensive plan and
recommended that the A-1 district purpose was more appropriate for the Dragon Run watershed than its current A-2
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designation. She reported that she had provided an overview of the recommendations for Gloucester County at their
Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee meeting. She noted that the current proposed language developed by county
planning staff is very thorough and goes beyond the minimum language recommendations.

Discussion of 2008 Action Items

The Steering Committee members discussed their priorities for the coming year, including:

1. The need to increase partnerships and stakeholders with complimentary interests

2. Work to increase the participation from the local government representatives on the Steering Committee
3. Encourage and invite press coverage of meetings and/or send recaps to press

4. Invite groups to educate Steering Committee members, such as the Virginia Department of Forestry, Tidewater RC&D,
etc

5. Work to involve more landowners through: extended interested parties email list; rotation of the location of the
meetings to garner more interest; add a public comment session to agenda; educate the public that the Steering
Committee looks at more than just the mainstem; conduct press releases on radio spots

6. Continue to distribute DVDs, including to Chambers
Other Business

Ms. Stamp showed the ribbon received for participating in the NAMEE Film Contest. She reported that the film, The
Dragon Run: A Step into the Past, A Strategy for the Future, went to the finals.

Ms. Stamp also reported that she is submitting a proposal for continued Dragon Run work to the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation.

Adjourn

The next meeting is the annual picnic and is scheduled for May 21%' at 6pm at The Majors’ house in Stormont. The
Steering Committee would like to have Becky McCoy be the speaker if she is available.

105



106

Tl’}c Dragon Kun Steering (ommittee

cordia”g invites you to attend their

Annual Picnic

Wednesclag, Mag 21,2008 at 6:00 pm
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Directions

From Saluda: Route 33 East toward
Deltaville <1.5 miles; turn right on
Stormont Road; travel just over .25
miles and turn right on Old
Courthouse Rd; home is at the end
of the road.




Dragon Run Steering Committee
Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission
Steering Committee Meeting Minutes
May 21, 2008 6:00pm
Saluda, Virginia

Agenda

1. Welcome and Introductions
2. Networking and dinner
3. An Overview of Conservation Estate Planning Tools and Resources by Cornelia Christian, Conservation Partners

Attendance

Steering Committee: Prue Davis (Essex County), Dorothy Miller (Essex County), Frank Herrin (King and Queen County),
Terry DuRose (Gloucester County). Annie Pollard (King and Queen County), John England (Middlesex County), Robert
Gibson (King and Queen County), and Willy Reay (Gloucester County).

Others: Sara Stamp, Vera England, Robert and Caroline Major, Jacquie Shapo, Bud and Carol Smith, Mr. and Mrs Croxall
and Del. Harvey Morgan.

Welcome and Introductions
Chair Prue Davis called the meeting to order and began introductions.
Conservation Estate Planning Presentation

Cornelia Christian, representing Conservation Partners in Lexington, VA, provided an overview of conservation estate
planning and tools, such as conservation easements, that are available to landowners. Ms. Christian led a discussion on
tax benefits that are available to landowners and farmers and answered questions from Dragon Run Steering Committee
members and their guests. Ms. Christian also provided information on the services that Conservation Partners provides,
including covering the up front costs on doing an easement, such as the appraisal, and providing brokerage services for
the sale of tax credits.

Adjourn

The next meeting is scheduled for August 13™ (this was later changed to August 27") at 7pm at the Regional Boardroom
at the Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission office in Saluda.
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Dragon Run Steering Committee
Summer Quarterly Meeting
August 27, 2008

Regional Boardroom - Middle Peninsula PDC
Saluda
7:00 PM

AGENDA

Welcome, Introductions and New Appointees

The Dragon Run Steering Committee: A review of why it exists and
what it has accomplished

The Dragon Run Special Area Management Plan: What we are doing

Where We Are Going: Steering Committee goals, priorities and
strategies

Other Business

Adjourn
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Dragon Run Steering Committee
Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission
Steering Committee Meeting Minutes
August 27, 2008 7:00pm
Saluda, Virginia

Agenda
1. Welcome, Introductions and New Appointees
2. The Dragon Run Steering Committee: A review of why it exists and what it has accomplished
3. The Dragon Run Special Area Management Plan: What we are doing
4. Where We Are Going: Steering Committee goals, priorities and strategies
5. Other Business
6. Adjourn
Attendance

Steering Committee: Prue Davis (Essex County), Frank Herrin (King and Queen County), Terry DuRose (Gloucester
County), John England (Middlesex County), Robert Gibson (King and Queen County), Michelle Ressler (Gloucester County),
RD Johnson (Middlesex County), Pete McDuff( King and Queen County), Kenny Richardson (Gloucester County), Fred
Hutson (Essex County), and Willy Reay (Gloucester County).

Others: Sara Stamp, Al Christopher and Teta Kain

Welcome and Introductions

Chair Prue Davis called the meeting to order and began introductions.

The Dragon Run Steering Committee: A review of why it exists and what it has accomplished
Sara Stamp provided a brief overview of the Dragon Run Steering Committee’s history and evolution.
The Dragon Run Special Area Management Plan: What we are doing

Sara Stamp provided an overview of the Dragon Run Special Area Management Program and related its connection to the
recommendations developed by the DRSC. Specifically, Ms Stamp provided information on the following projects:

Land-use planning

Biodiesel

Management plans

Conservation estate planning

Dragon Run Day and other educational events

Where We Are Going: Steering Committee goals, priorities and strategies

John England — education is extremely important; one place we can do more to educate the community on what is going
on in the Dragon and the rest of the counties as well

Dragon Run Day advertising — potentially at Guinea Jubilee

School age education is important. The Dragon Run should be part of the SOLs for the watershed counties — Ms. Stamp
will coordinate with Dr. Reay to develop and submit a Chesapeake Bay Restoration Fund grant.

Education opportunities potentially at the raceway — owner may be conducive
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4H, FFA, BS, GS maybe be good partners

Education for elected officials

RD — limited accessibility leads to limited connection
Other Business

VDOT issue with ditches and destroying swales - DRSC wants to send letter to VDOT regarding swale destruction; motion
to draft and send letter to VDOT Frank and Terry; coordinate with Dr. Reay for pictures, send to committee to review and
have Prue sign

Education for planning commissions/BOS on low impact development — Ms. Stamp will get copies of Raining in the Storm;
and Friends of the Rappahannock and send to PC and BOS

The DRSC members and Virginia Clean Cities representative, Al Christopher discussed offering an award at Dragon Run
Day. The DRSC decided that it was too late to do something this year, but that VCC could give awards at the event. VCC
showed interest in recognizing John Phillips, Roger Kelly and Denny Sulik. . Dr. Reay made a motion that DRSC will give
awards each year for good stewardship; Kenny seconded; motion carried. Nominating committee give report on first
quarter of each year — this group will try to have a recipient each year (whether DRD or not). Nominating committee will
be appointed at next meeting

Adjourn
November 12" next meeting

Michelle made a motion to adjourn, Fred seconded; motion carried.
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Appendix 4: Naval Outlying Landing Field Position Statement
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DRAGON RUN STEERING COMMITTEE

Saluda Professional Center

125 Bowden Street

P.O. Box 286

Saluda, Virginia 23149-0286
Phone: (804) 758-2311

FAX: (804) 758-3221

Toll Free : 1-888-699-1733

Email : sstamp@mppdc.com
Website : www.mppdc.com/dragon/

Project Director
Mrs. Sara Stamp

MEMBERS

Essex County

Hon. Margaret H. Davis
(Chairman)

Ms. Dorothy Miller

Mr. M. Scott Owen

Mr. Fred Hudson

Gloucester County

Hon. Charles R.Allen, Jr.

Ms. Terry DuRose
Dr. William Reay
Dr. Eric Weisel

King and Queen County
Hon. Keith Haden
Mr. Robert E. Gibson
Mr. Kempton Shields
Mr. William F. Herrin
(Vice Chairman)

Middlesex County
Hon. John D. Miller
Mr. R.D. Johnson
Mr. William Bagby
Mr. John England

October 2, 2007

Rear Admiral David O. Anderson, USN

Vice Commander, U.S. Fleet Forces Command
1562 Mitscher Ave., Suite 250

Norfolk, VA 23551-2487

Dear Admiral Anderson:

The purpose of the Dragon Run Steering Committee, an advisory committee of the
Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission is to promote the orderly and efficient
planning and management of the environmental, social, and economic resources within
the Dragon Run watershed. Its mission is to support and promote community-based
efforts to preserve the cultural, historic, and natural character of the Dragon Run, while
preserving property rights and the traditional uses (agriculture, silviculture, outdoor
recreation, etc) within the watershed. The Dragon Run Steering Committee has taken
the position over the past twenty years that uses, such as a Naval Outlying Landing
Field, are not a consistent or compatible use in the Dragon Run Watershed.

During the past two decades, the federal, state and watershed local governments have
invested many resources and funds into studying the Dragon Run and identifying ways
to plan for the future of this unique resource and the way of life it supports. Some of the
results of this effort have had far reaching implications. For example, the current
Chesapeake Bay Resource Protection Area is based on the original Dragon Run
Conservation District. Federal and state partners involved with the development and
implementation of Dragon Run projects include the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration — National Ocean Service, the Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality — Coastal Zone Management Program, the Virginia Department of Conservation
and Recreation, the Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance Division (now Division of
Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance at the Virginia Department of Conservation and
Recreation), Virginia Department of Forestry, and Chesapeake National Estuarine
Research Reserve of Virginia. Other organizations involved in these efforts include The
Nature Conservancy, the Tidewater Resource Conservation and Development Council
and Friends of Dragon Run. This investment in planning has a strong potential to be
negatively impacted by the introduction of an Outlying Landing Field.

While the Dragon Run Steering Committee considers traditional, natural resource-based
industries, such as farming and forestry, to be compatible with the long-term
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conservation of the Dragon Run character, it does not consider an Outlying Landing

Field to be an appropriate use of land in the watershed and in direct conflict with the

land-use recommendations put forth by the Dragon Run Steering Committee through
the Dragon Run Special Area Management Plan.

The ecological resources found within the Dragon Run are considered to be some of the
most pristine and unique resources in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed. Many Natural
Heritage Resources are located in the Dragon Run. Landowners in the surrounding
region have provided excellent stewardship of these resources for generations. In fact,
many of the landowners rely on the quality of the watershed’s environment to support
their traditional industries. Degradation caused by an Outlying Landing Field could
impact not only the pristine ecosystem, but also the traditional natural resource-based
industries of the Dragon Run. The negative impacts of the constant noise and pollution
associated with such a use outweighs the limited economic benefit to the surrounding
area.

The Dragon Run Steering Committee has been operating for over twenty years. The
planning process involved with fulfilling its mission revolves around finding consensus
between varying viewpoints among residents of the Dragon Run watershed. On the
matter of a potential Outlying Landing Field in the watershed, however, watershed
residents appear to be unified in their opposition. Not only is an Outlying Landing Field
not consistent with the ecological or economic aspects of the Dragon Run, it is
ultimately not consistent with the rural character found throughout the watershed and
will diminish the quality of life for those who live here.

The Dragon Run Steering Committee is strongly opposed to the placement of a Naval
Outlying Landing Field site inside the Dragon Run watershed. Such a placement would
jeopardize a long-term investment by federal, state, and local agencies; does not
support the traditional natural resource-based industries of the watershed; has the
potential to significant degrade the pristine natural environment; and will ultimately
conflict with the rural character and quality of life of the Dragon Run.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or would like further
information about the Dragon Run watershed and its value to the region in its current
state.

Sincerely,

Wu,uqm.ﬁ W DW\“?

Prue Davis
Dragon Run Steering Committee Chair

Copy:
Senator Warner
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Senator Webb

Senator McDougal

Del Morgan

Del Peace

Gov Kaine

King and Queen BOS Chairman

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Laura McKay, Virginia Coastal Zone Management Program
Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation

Virginia Department of Forestry

William Reay, Chesapeake National Estuarine Research Reserve
Nancy Miller, Division of Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance

Andy Lacatell, The Nature Conservancy

Pat Tyrell, Tidewater Resource Conservation and Development Council
Tom Gregory, Friends of Dragon Run
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Appendix 5: Complete Dragon Run Day PowerPoint
Presentation
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2008

Delta Welding Rivah Golf
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Dragon Run Day:
Celebrating the natural,
cultural and historic
heritage of the Dragon
Run Watershed, while
Increasing watershed
awarenessl!!!
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Dragon Run Day Hosts

The Dragon Run
Steering Committee

J\ Friends of Dragon Run, Inc.

d
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America’s Finest Family Camping



A little background...

* 4th Annual Dragon Run Day

e 2nd year at Thousand Trails Camp Resort
with the Seafood Festival - An event

without a cause
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THIS IS A GROWING EVENT!
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Fun for the Whole Family

e 20 exhibitors

o 2 presenters (Native American Storytelling
& History of the Dragon Run)

e 2 Marsh Tours
e 2 Tree Walks
e Crafters

e Great Food!
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SAMP Exhibit



Virginia Coastal Zone Management Program
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Chesapeake Bay National Estuarine Research Reserve of Virginia




Chesapeake Bay Natlonal Estuarlne Reserch Reserve of Virginia
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Sam Motley’s Portable Saw Mill
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Northern Neck Farm Museum Antigue Farm Equipment
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Northern Neck Farm Museum Antique Tractor
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Gloucester-Mathews Farm Bureau |
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History of the Dragon Run Presentation
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Rona Sullivan’s Papermaking Demonstration

134



How to turn your junk mail into paper...
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Be the Bay
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Virginia Clean Cities
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VABIioDiesel Refinery
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Kid's ID Station
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Gloria Digg’s Gourds and Naturals
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Gloria Digg’s Minerals
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Gloria Digg’s Corn Husk Rugs
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Lorna Wass’s Children’s Education
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Charlie Ivins - USDA
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Bee Keeperls
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Friends of Dragon Run
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‘I SAVED A DRAGON" AWARDS



Dragon Power Biodiesel Partners
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THANK YOU TO ALL OF OUR
SPONSORS AND VOLUNTEERS!

America’s Finest Family Camping

Rivah Delta
Golf Welding



SEE YA'LL ON OCTOBER
10™ 2009



Appendix 6: Friends of Dragon Run Adoption Letter and
Management Plan
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X Friends of Dragon Run, Inc.

October 7, 2008

Ms. Sara Stamp

Dragon Run SAMP Director

Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission
125 Bowden St.

PO Box 286

Saluda, Virginia 23149

Dear Ms. Stamp:

I am in receipt of the “Management Guidance for Friends of Dragon Run Conservation Acquisitions,”
prepared by the Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission under the Dragon Run Special Area
Management Plan. The plan is comprehensive and extremely useful for The Friends of Dragon Run's
purpose of managing its holdings to maintain or enhance the health of the forest wetland, riparian
buffers, soil and water quality, and wildlife habitat, while promoting research, educational and limited
recreational uses of the Dragon Run, for the purpose of increasing appreciation and knowledge of the
habitat and natural systems.

Thank you for providing this important service to The Friends of Dragon Run. At it October meeting, the
Friends of Dragon Run Board voted to incorporate the recommendations of the plan into our overall
conservation acquisition management and will implement those recommendations as capacity allows.

We continue to appreciate and benefit from our partnership with the MPPDC and Dragon Run SAMP.
We are fortunate to have great partners in the watershed that complement our work. | look forward to
what our future endeavors will produce.

Sincerely,

il

Frank Herrin
President
Friends of Dragon Run
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Management Guidance for
Friends of Dragon Run
Conservation Acquisitions

Prepared by:
Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission
Dragon Run Special Area Management Plan

This work was funded by the Virginia Coastal Zone Management Program at the Department of Environmental Quality through Grant #
NAO7NOS4190178 Task 95 of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management,
under the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended. The views expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily
reflect the views of NOAA or any of its subagencies.
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Friends of Dragon Run Conservation Acquisition Guidance Plan

Overview

Friends of Dragon Run (FODR), a non-profit corporation with status under Section 501(C)(3), acquires
and receives land donation for conservation purposes along the mainstem of the Dragon Run.
Concerned with the future of the entire Dragon wilderness area, FODR, as an organization, seeks to
promote the preservation and protection of the watershed through the example it gives the community
by its actions; foremost being the concern it shows for the land it owns or manages.

This document has been prepared in partnership with the Dragon Run Special Area Management Plan
(SAMP) utilizing the Dragon Run Steering Committee recommendations for management of
conservation acquisitions in the Dragon Run Watershed. The purpose of this document is to provide an
overarching management approach including priorities and objectives to apply to all current and future
Friends of Dragon Run conservation acquisitions.

Dragon Run Ecological Importance

As one of the Chesapeake Bay’s most pristine watersheds, the Dragon Run meanders approximately 40
miles through vast, untouched swamp forest and woodland communities (Belden et al. 2001). At 89,771
acres, it envelops remote portions of four Eastern Virginia counties — Essex, King and Queen, Middlesex,
and Gloucester and is connected, by its creation of the Piankatank River, to the Chesapeake Bay (Dragon
Run Steering Committee 2003a). The watershed is mainly undeveloped and composed almost entirely
of expansive, privately-owned floodplains, baldcypress swamps, upland forest systems, and open
agricultural fields. Approximately 80% of the watershed is forested, compared to a statewide average of
less than 70% (Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission 2002; Dragon Run Steering Committee
2003b; Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation 2003). Only about 15% of the watershed is
open to agricultural uses; however, the majority of the Dragon Run is zoned for agriculture, with varying
restrictions and allowances across county boundaries. Additionally, about 4% of the watershed is open
water, and only 1% is urbanized (Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission 2002; Dragon Run
Steering Committee 2003b; Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation 2003).

The Dragon Run watershed plays an important ecological role as part of a 225,000 acre forested block
between the Pamunkey and Rappahannock Rivers (The Nature Conservancy 2003). This block
represents the largest relatively non-fragmented forest in the lower Chesapeake Bay (Belden et al.
2001). The Dragon supports five rare, natural communities, including the non-tidal baldcypress-tupelo
swamp, tidal baldcypress-tupelo swamp, tidal baldcypress woodland, fluvial terrace woodland, and the
tidal freshwater marsh (Belden et al. 2001; Fleming et al. 2001; Belden et al. 2003; Dragon Run Steering
Committee 2003a, b; Fleming et al. 2006). The baldcypress-tupelo swamp represents the northernmost
non-tidal and tidal occurrence of the natural community along the eastern coast of the United States
(Belden et al. 2001; The Nature Conservancy 2001; Dragon Run Steering Committee 20033, b). While
harvest of mature baldcypress trees occurred historically, it is no longer active. As a result, many trees
in the Dragon Run watershed range from 150 to more than 400 years of age. A number of the Dragon’s
majestic bald cypress trees are 8 to 9 feet in diameter and 20 to 25 feet in circumference at the base.
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Bald eagles nest at the top and resurrection ferns live on the trunks of many of these large cypress trees.

The Dragon’s habitat has been estimated to support between 14 and 25 state and globally rare plants
and animals (Belden et al. 2001; Belden et al. 2003; Dragon Run Steering Committee 20033, b). Rare
plants include the cuckoo flower, cypress-knee sedge, yellow water buttercup, pinebarren ticktrefoil,
red turtlehead, and river bulrush (Belden et al. 2001; Fleming et al. 2001; The Nature Conservancy 2001;
Belden et al. 2003; Dragon Run Steering Committee 200343, b; Fleming et al. 2006). The piebald white
tail deer, masked bobwhite, tiger salamander, great purple hairstreak (butterfly), southern pitcher-plant
mosquito, cypress sphinx, Selys’ sundragon, blackwater bluet, fine-lined emerald, and robust baskettail
are just some of the rare animals that have been observed in Dragon Run (Belden et al. 2001; The
Nature Conservancy 2001; Belden et al. 2003; Dragon Run Steering Committee 2003a, b). A study of
invertebrates found rare insects and named a stonefly new to science in 2003. The heavily-protected
bald eagle, which was delisted from the Federal List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants
on June 28, 2007, also has been sited frequently throughout the watershed.

In addition to rare natural communities, plants, and animals, the Dragon Run supports a diversity of
freshwater and estuarine fishes, aquatic macroinvertebrates, and freshwater bivalves (Mclninch et al.
2003). At least 45 fish species and 6 macroinvertebrate species have been recorded to-date. Based on
his investigations of the watershed’s aquatic communities, one researcher observed that the Dragon
Run is a “100 year-old time capsule” similar to coastal plain streams of the Chesapeake Bay in the early
1900’s (Garman 2003). If permanently protected as a non-fragmented ecosystem, the watershed will
continue to support numerous plant and wildlife populations. Additional acquisitions by FODR and
similar entities are necessary to further conservation efforts by linking a network of currently-protected
forest and swamp lands with acreage adjacent to them.

The importance of the Dragon Run watershed is supported by its identification as a high priority site for
protection efforts in several comprehensive conservation plans. In “Natural Areas of the Chesapeake
Bay Region: Ecological Priorities” (Jenkins 1974), a comprehensive report published by the Smithsonian
Institute that ranked 232 areas in the Chesapeake Bay watershed based on their ecological value, the
Dragon Run watershed was ranked second overall and first in Virginia due to its swamp forests,
hardwoods, and organismal diversity. The Nature Conservancy, which at any point in time owns and
manages between 500 and 4,000 acres in the watershed, designated the Dragon Run an “Aquatic
Portfolio”, a “10-Year Action Site”, and a “Significant Conservation Area” with an abundance of native
fish species and excellent water quality in “The Chesapeake Rivers Site Conservation Plan” (2001) and its
“Chesapeake Bay Lowlands Ecoregional Plan” (2003). Additionally, the Virginia Conservation Lands
Needs Assessment developed by the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation, Division of
Natural Heritage, which identifies priority cores, corridors, and stream conservation units in Virginia,
ranked 58% of the watershed as a priority area for habitat conservation. The Virginia Natural Heritage
Program and NatureServe have classified Dragon Run as a high priority area for acquisition and
protection. The “Virginia Outdoors Plan” also identifies Dragon Run as an exceptional area for outdoor
recreation, particularly for its kayaking and canoeing opportunities and its abundance of natural heritage
resources (Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation 2007).
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Recognizing the importance of the Dragon Run watershed locally and regionally, the Virginia Coastal
Zone Management Program, the Dragon Run Steering Committee, and the Middle Peninsula Planning
District Commission entered into a partnership to address the future of the watershed. From this
collaboration, the Dragon Run Watershed Special Area Management Plan (SAMP) was developed in
2001. The Dragon Run SAMP advocates for a comprehensive approach to addressing the future of the
watershed that balances land use regulations, voluntary agriculture and forestry program participation,
education, outreach, and land conservation. Three of the four counties in the watershed have adopted
the Dragon Run SAMP as an amendment to their comprehensive plans. Special zoning overlays are
currently being developed for each county that will strengthen natural resource protection in the
watershed.
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Conservation Acquisitions Priorities and Objectives
PRIORITY I
The highest priority identified by FODR is to manage all acquisitions to protect the natural resource

conservation value of the lands adjacent to the Dragon Run

Objective A
Maintain the health of the forested wetland by protecting wetlands, riparian buffers,
endangered species and wildlife habitat value

Objective B
Conserve soil and water through water quality protection practices

PRIORITY II
If resources permit, FODR aims to provide enhanced natural value to the acquisition site

Objective A
Provide wildlife habitat (for songbirds, water fowl and non-game wildlife)

Objective B

Maintain or enhance the health of the forest by creating a high quality upland habitat (ie
conversion from pine plantation to hardwood/mixed hardwood forest) or managing upland
habitat (ie managing pine plantations for harvest)

Objective C
Maintain a scenic forest

PRIORITY Il
When it does not conflict with Priorities | and Il, FODR aims to offer opportunities to foster and enhance

appreciation of Dragon Run in FODR membership and public
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Objective A
Provide opportunities for limited recreational access to acquisition sites as deemed appropriate
by the FODR Board

Objective B
Provide opportunities for research and education on acquisition sites



Management Strategy

FODR’s management strategy emphasizes maximizing the conservation of natural resources on its
holdings, providing wildlife habitat enhancements where feasible, and maintaining
recreational/educational opportunities where appropriate.

Natural Resource Protection

Objectives:
The objectives for this strategy give natural resource considerations priority over uses. Resource

management practices will attempt to preserve the natural character of the area and restore/enhance
land health and habitats, while allowing for limited low-impact recreational/educational opportunities.

To fulfill the goal of natural resource conservation, FODR will take measures to protect key terrestrial
and aquatic habitats, prevent fragmentation, preserve riparian buffers, prevent run-off and conserve
both soil and water. By protecting the land and water resources, associated habitats and communities
should be protected as well. Friends of Dragon Run will monitor for invasive species on its holdings and
take action to remove invasives that threaten the natural resource health.

In order to protect the natural resources of a holding, FODR will work with appropriate natural resource
experts (Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries or Virginia Department of Conservation and
Recreation) to identify the key habitat and resources on each holding.

Monitoring of environmental indicators will be needed to determine if resource management activities
are improving wildlife habitat, preserving and enhancing water quality, and restoring the health of land
impacted by development. Monitoring will also determine the extent to which traditional activities such
as timber harvesting, hunting, and fishing affect biological diversity and wildlife populations, as well as
the nature of those impacts.

Implementation items:

1. Identifying areas that contain important riparian, wildlife, archeological, paleontological, or soil
resources and prohibiting or minimizing impacts (recreational, timber, etc) in these areas;

2. Establishing “resource protection zones” and “special management areas” throughout the holding to
demonstrate best management practices for maintaining and/or restoring land health in these areas;

3. Using native tree and plant species to restore areas impacted by disturbance;

4. Managing wildlife and improving wildlife habitat to the maximum extent possible by creating
corridors and open areas for movement;

5. Protecting or establishing native shrubs, trees or other vegetation along streams (distance depends
on surrounding land use) to help prevent bank erosion, trap sediment and filter other pollutants;
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6. Planning forestry activities and other land disturbing activities to protect riparian zones and water
quality by conducting these activities outside of the riparian buffer and by taking steps to reduce run-
off;

7. Planning forestry and other land disturbing activities to reduce habitat fragmentation by developing a
forestry plan that is consistent with providing quality habitat; and

8. Monitoring for and managing invasive species on site that threaten natural resource conservation
value.

9. Monitoring natural resource management and user impacts

Natural Resource Enhancement

Objectives:
The second highest priority of FODR is to go beyond habitat protection and enhance the land and

aquatic health of its holdings. By managing its uplands and by creating additional habitat, FODR hopes
to attract and maintain a higher biodiversity of species, including songbirds, waterfowl and nongame
species. An additional objective of habitat enhancement is the creation of a scenic forest.

Land health management practices, such as forestry, are important natural resource value conservation
enhancement activities. Much of the land around the Dragon Run is in pine plantation. Either
conversion of these lands to hardwood forest or harvesting of these pine stands at the appropriate
interval or would be beneficial to enhancing the habitat value of the holding. FODR will take steps to
develop plans in concert with the Virginia Department of Forestry (VDOF) or other resource experts to
design a forest management plan for each site where habitat enhancement is necessary, feasible and
practicable.

Enhancement to provide habitat for key species, such as songbirds, waterfowl and non-game species, is
also a priority of FODR. Many species rely on a specific type of habitat for some or all of their life cycles.
For example, loss of habitat (feeding, stopover or wintering) is a significant threat to migratory
songbirds. By working with natural resource specialists, FODR can increase the amount of these key
habitats or features on their holdings. The United States Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resource
Conservation Service also offers cost-share programs, such as Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program (WHIP)
that may assist in fulfilling this objective. Many waterfowl are limited by a lack of nesting habitat. A
typical solution to draw more waterfowl to an area is to construct wood duck boxes. County Extension
agents can provide construction plans and details for building and managing wood duck nest boxes.

Additionally, the implementation of forestry management plans and habitat enhancement practices will
both improve the scenic value of a conservation holding.

Implementation items:

1. Preparing a forestry management plan in concert with VDOF for each site where appropriate to
design a strategy to convert to a hardwood forest or to maintain pine plantations at appropriate
intervals;
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2. Planning timing of forestry and other land disturbing activities to limit impact on key nesting bird
species;

3. Establishing “resource protection zones” and “special management areas” throughout the holding to
demonstrate best management practices for restoring land health in these areas;

4. Constructing, mounting and maintaining wood duck boxes to attract waterfowl; and

5. Planting native vegetation to enhance habitat value and provide foodstock to waterfowl and other
species.

Recreation and Education/Research

Obijectives:
When it does not conflict with the protection and enhancement of natural resources objectives, using

the holdings for recreation and education/research is another primary objective of FODR acquisitions.
The purpose of this objective is to foster an understanding and appreciation for the Dragon Run, its
uniqueness and the value of open space.

Traditional recreation such as hunting, fishing, kayaking and hiking will be preserved but limited to areas
where these activities are compatible with resource management strategies. Recreational usage of
environmentally sensitive areas or areas where significant ecological resources exist will be restricted or
prohibited. Educational and interpretive opportunities will be expanded to expose visitors to the unique
natural and cultural characteristics of the holding and as well as to efforts to preserve the area for the
enjoyment of future generations. A limited number of opportunities for recreation enhancement (such
as trails or water access points) may be created if evidence suggests that developing these new facilities
will not significantly impact environmental resources or natural resource management.

This strategy will seek to educate visitors about resource management activities taking place in “special
management” areas, environmentally sensitive areas, and places where land managers are re-
establishing native, natural communities.

Implementation items:

1. Maintaining trails and facilities to minimize erosion;

2. Confining recreational activities to appropriate areas and restricting or prohibiting recreational access
to environmentally sensitive areas by creating “recreation buffer zones”.

3. If the holding is to be used to access the waterway, establishing one or limited water access sites to
minimize user impact on riparian buffer; and

4. Providing education information on the conservation value of the holding through FODR kayak trips,
newsletter and other instruments.

166



Appendix 7: Dragon Flats Adoption Letter and Management
Plan
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July 22, 2008

Ms. Sara Stamp

Regional Planner I1

Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission
125 Bowden Street

PO Box 286

Saluda, Virginia 23149

Dear Ms. Stamp:

I am in receipt of the “Management Plan for Dragon Flats: The Nature Conservancy,” prepared
by the Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission under the Dragon Run Special Area
Management Plan. The plan is comprehensive and extremely useful for The Nature
Conservancy’s purpose of managing the Dragon Flats preserve for a mixed pine and hardwood
forest indicative of the Coastal Plain while protecting the Bald cypress swamps and in the
integrity of the aquatic system in the Dragon.

Thank you for providing this important service to The Nature Conservancy. We will incorporate
the recommendations of the plan into our overall preserve management and will implement
those recommendations per our preserve management policies and as capacity allows.

We continue to appreciate and benefit from our partnership with the PDC and Dragon Run
SAMP. We are fortunate to have great partners in the watershed that complement our work. I
look forward to what our future endeavors will produce.

Andrew D. Lacatell
Director, Chesapeake Rivers Program
The Nature Conservancy

cc: Mark Romagosa, TNC
Gwynn Crichton, TNC



Management Plan for
Dragon Flats:
The Nature Conservancy

Prepared by:
Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission
Dragon Run Special Area Management Plan

Modeled after:

Stamp, S.E. 2007. Management Plan for Dragon Run Tract: Virginia Estuarine and Coastal Research
Reserve. Dragon Run Special Area Management Plan #07-01. Middle Peninsula Planning District
Commission. Dragon Run Special Area Management Plan. Saluda, Virginia. 33 pp. plus appendices.

P

f@\
Virginia Coastal Zone | ;

MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

This work was funded by the Virginia Coastal Zone Management Program at the Department of Environmental Quality through Grant #
NAO6NOS4190241 Task 95 of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management,
under the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended. The views expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily
reflect the views of NOAA or any of its subagencies.
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Management Plan for
Dragon Flats
The Nature Conservancy

2007

Dragon Run Special Area Management Plan Technical Report 07-02

Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission
Dragon Run Special Area Management Plan
125 Bowden Street
PO Box 286
Saluda, Virginia 23149
(804) 758-2311

This document may be cited as follows:

Stamp, S.E. 2007. Management Plan for Dragon Flats: The Nature Conservancy. Dragon Run
Special Area Management Plan #07-02. Middle Peninsula Planning District Commission.
Dragon Run Special Area Management Plan. Saluda, Virginia. 38 pp. plus appendices.
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Management Plan for Dragon Flats - 2007
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Management Plan for Dragon Flats - 2007
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SECTION 1: Management Framework

MANAGING ENTITY

Dragon Flats is owned (fee simple) by The Nature Conservancy (TNC). The primary point of
contact for this site is Andy Lacatell, Director, Chesapeake Rivers Program, (804) 644-6800,
extension 18, Alacatell@tnc.org, 530 East Main St, Suite 800, Richmond, VA 23219.

MANAGEMENT STRATEGY FOR DRAGON FLATS

Program Overview

The Chesapeake Rivers project area, identified in the Chesapeake Rivers Plan (Appendix A),
totaling roughly 1,800 square miles, encompasses the tidal freshwater portions of the Mattaponi,
Pamunkey, and lower Rappahannock river systems as well as the non-tidal blackwater river,
Dragon Run . The project area, settled by Europeans 400 years ago, is predominately rural and
agricultural, dissected by extensive, unaltered rivers and tributaries that flow into the Chesapeake
Bay. These rivers systems are home to some of the most pristine and extensive tidal freshwater
marsh and swamp communities remaining in the coastal plain of the Chesapeake Bay, providing
unique habitat for the federally listed, globally rare Aeschynomene virginica (sensitive joint
vetch). The marshes also provide critical nursery habitat for native anadromous fishes like shad
and herring and nesting grounds for bald eagles, black ducks, king rails and other resident and
migratory waterfowl.

The Chesapeake Rivers area has been a focal area for The Nature Conservancy of Virginia
(TNC-VA) since 1986. Past efforts have been focused on land protection for rare species such as
the sensitive joint vetch. While the landscape of the Chesapeake Rivers appears to maintain its
rural and natural character, its future is precarious as the human populations in Newport
News/Hampton Roads, Richmond and Fredericksburg continue to grow and sprawl into the
project area, with a high demand for open space and freshwater resources. To fulfill TNC’s
mission to conserve all biodiversity in this area given the impending threats, broader, more
holistic strategies are necessary to address freshwater conservation, restoration of degraded
ecological systems, and land protection af the landscape scale.

As an example of a site best capturing the biodiversity and ecological processes in the
Chesapeake Rivers project area, Dragon Flats represents the high quality Bald cypress forests
found exclusively on the Dragon Run.

Site Purpose

The primary purpose of Dragon Flats is conservation. Natural resources on this site that make it
representative of the ecosystems of the coastal plain include its uniquely pristine swamp habitat
and its upland component with significant ecological value. In this context, Dragon Flats is part
of one of Virginia’s most extensive and relatively unimpacted swamp forest communities, was
selected as a site representing one of the Chesapeake Bay’s most pristine waterways (Figure 1).
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The site priorities at Dragon Flats include: 1) the protection of water quality and the Bald cypress
community;; 2) managing the property for compatible human uses; and 3) serving as a
demonstration site for forest management.

Policy and Management Approach

The purpose of this management plan is to guide an adaptive resource management process that
protects key natural resources on Dragon Flats, utilizes forestry management for habitat
development, yet allows for use by traditional groups, such as private hunt clubs.
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SECTION 2: Site Background and Resources

INTRODUCTION

Description and Location

Dragon Flats is located east of the New Dragon Bridge on Route 603 (Figure 2). The site is
495.804 acres and includes primarily mixed hardwoods, quality riparian buffer forest and pristine
swamp habitat.

The Dragon Run, headwaters to the Piankatank River, is one of the Chesapeake Bay’s most
pristine waterways. The Dragon Run watershed remains largely undeveloped and represents one
of Virginia’s most extensive and relatively unimpacted swamp forest communities. The Dragon
Run contains the northernmost example of Bald cypress-Tupelo Swamp community in Virginia
and four other natural communities (e.g. Fluvial terrace woodland, Tidal Bald cypress-Tupelo
Swamp, Tidal Bald cypress-Woodland/Savanna, and Tidal freshwater marsh) and up to fourteen
state rare species (Belden, Jr. et al., 2001; Belden, Jr. et al., 2003).

Climate

While detailed climatic data are not specifically available for Dragon Flats, data for nearby
Urbanna, VA describe an average annual minimum temperature of (48.7° F) and an average
annual maximum temperature of (68.5° F) from 1971 —2000. Average monthly maximum temps
for the same time period are in July (87.8° F) and the average minimum monthly temps are in
January (29.8°F). Precipitation is generally well distributed throughout the year with slightly
more than average rainfall in the summer and slightly less in the autumn.

Average total precipitation for the same period is (42.22 inches(Southeast Regional Climate
Center, 2007). Soils tend to be wettest in winter and early spring due to reduced evaporation and
evapotranspiration. Snow can be expected any time from November to April. The average
growing season length is approximately 197 days, and although variable, first fall frosts usually
occur in late October and the last spring frosts are often in early to mid-April.

As with most parts of Virginia’s coastal plain, the Dragon Flats is vulnerable to hurricanes,
tropical storms, ice storms and northeasters that affect the Chesapeake Bay and surrounding
shores. Northeasters tend to occur in the autumn, winter, and spring. Hurricanes and tropical
storms are less frequent, generally more severe, and usually occur in late summer through
autumn. Some northeasters may reach the strength of a tropical storm. These storm events can
cause drastic changes to the physiography of the site and surrounding area. Most recently, many
coastal forests lost a considerable number of trees, many of which remain where they fell, during
Hurricane Isabel in September 2003.

Geology, Landforms, Soils

As one of the Chesapeake Bay watershed’s most pristine waterways, the Dragon Run
“encompasses some of the most extensive and unspoiled swamp forest and woodland
communities in Virginia” (Belden, Jr. et al, 2001). Effectively bisecting Virginia’s Middle
Peninsula located between the York and Rappahannock Rivers, this fresh and brackish water
stream meanders forty miles along and through nontidal and tidal cypress swamp.
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During the site survey, it was noted that much of the upland area consisted of primarily sandy
soils. Richer soils were found in the riparian buffer area and the lands adjacent to the Run itself.

Geological features are described by the following excerpt from 4 Natural Heritage Inventory of
the Dragon Run Watershed (Belden, Jr. et al., 2001):

Surficial deposits of riverine terraces bordering Dragon Run from the vicinity of the Essex-
Middlesex county line to Meggs Bay belong to the Shirley Formation and the Sedgefield Member
of the Tabb formation. The middle Pleistocene Shirley Formation consists of light- to dark-gray,
bluish-gray and brown sand, gravel, silt, clay, and peat; the Sedgefield Member is of upper
Pleistocene age and consists of pebbly to bouldery, clayey sand and fine to medium, shelly sand
grading upward to sandy and clayey silt. Somewhat higher topography away from the waterway
is underlain by the Chesapeake Group. This consists of fine to coarse quartzose sand, silt, and
clay (variably shelly and diatomaceous) deposited in shallow waters of the upper Pliocene and
lower Miocene periods. At still higher elevations, the Windsor Formation is found, consisting of
gray and yellowish to reddish-brown sand, gravel, silt, and clay of lower Pleistocene or upper
Pliocene age. At higher elevations southwest of Dragon Run, two other formations are prevalent,
both of upper Pliocene age. The Bacons Castle Formation is characterized by gray, yellowish-
orange, and reddish-brown sand, gravel, silt, and clay and the Moorings Unit by white, light
gray, and grayish-yellow quartzose sand and clay to grayish-brown clayey silt and silty clay.

Watershed elevation ranges from 180 feet to near sea-level. Detailed soils information can be
found in the Soil Survey for each county. Information about the soil surveys can also be found at
the Natural Resources Conservation Service website: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/.
Many of the soils in the watershed are considered prime farmland and are suitable for
silviculture.

Hydrologic Conditions, Water Quality and Water Quality Monitoring Hydrologic
Conditions

Hydrologic Conditions. Watershed boundary hydrologic units CB06, CB07, CB08 and CB09
encompass the Dragon Run Watershed. Hydrologic units are drainage areas that are delineated
so as to nest into a multi-level hierarchical drainage system. Aside from the surface waters that
are collected within the boundary of a hydrologic unit, it may also accept water from one or more
points outside of the unit’s boundary. To uniquely identify National Watershed Boundary
Database (NWBD) units in Virginia without requiring the use of 10 or 12 digits, the Virginia
Department of Conservation and Recreation developed a new four-character internal coding
scheme for the 5th and 6th order units of the NWBD. The first two characters of the new code
are based on the major stream name in the basin, or portion of the basin, where the unit is
located. The two digits that follow these codes are a sequential numbering scheme based on the
drainage flow (headwaters to mouth).

The Dragon Run watershed is a fourth-order stream system that is nontidal freshwater above the
U.S. Route 17 bridge and tidal freshwater from the U.S. 17 bridge to its mouth at Meggs Bay.
There it forms the Piankatank River, where it becomes estuarine, and eventually drains into the
Chesapeake Bay. Underground springs, feeder swamps, and surface waters support streamflow
in the Dragon Run. Significant tributaries include Dragon Swamp, Yonkers Swamp, Exol
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Swamp, Timber Branch Swamp, Briery Swamp, Holmes Swamp, White Marsh, Zion Branch,
Carvers Creek, Mill Stream, and Meggs Bay (MPPDC, 2001).

According to the National Wetland Inventory, wetlands (Figure 7) along the Dragon Run are
Palustrine, mostly Forested Wetlands except for Emergent Wetlands in Meggs Bay. U.S. Route
17 is the approximate demarcation between tidal wetlands and nontidal wetlands. The hydrologic
regime of most Dragon Run wetlands is Seasonally Flooded, Seasonally Flooded-Saturated, or
Temporarily Flooded (Belden, Jr. et al., 2001).

The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) maintained a streamflow gaging station at Church View
(Route 602) from 1943 to 1981 that received drainage from 60% of the watershed (84 square
miles) and has maintained a streamflow gaging station at Mascot (Route 603) since 1981 that
receives drainage from 75% of the watershed (105 square miles). Median daily streamflow at
Mascot from 1981 to 1999 was 79 ft3/sec and varied between 0.01-6050 ft3/sec. Median daily
streamflow at Church View from 1943 to 1981 was 57 ft3/sec and varied from 0-3790 ft3/sec.
Compared to other coastal plain stream systems such as the Chickahominy River (New Kent
County), the Mattaponi River (King William County), and Cat Point Creek (Richmond County),
the Dragon Run exhibits lower median daily streamflow per square mile of drainage area. Base
flow, fed primarily by groundwater discharge, accounts for two-thirds of the Dragon Run’s total
streamflow, with the remaining third attributable to surface water runoff. Of the annual
precipitation, only one-third becomes streamflow, with two-thirds lost to evapotranspiration.
Seasonally, streamflow is highest in the spring and lowest in the fall (MPPDC, 2001).

Water Quality. The primary water contaminant sources in the Dragon Run are point source
discharges and nonpoint source pollution from precipitation (atmospheric deposition), residential
land use, agricultural land use, and forested lands (MPPDC, 2002). According to the Virginia
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), the Dragon Run generally exhibits medium
nutrient levels and is listed as “impaired” for pH, fecal coliform bacteria, mercury, and lead
(DEQ, 2002). Based on agricultural, urban, and forested pollution loadings potential determined
by DCR, however, the overall nonpoint source pollution potential rating is low for the Dragon
Run (DCR, 2002).

Point source discharges, which are permitted and monitored by the Virginia Department of
Environmental Quality, are relatively easy to quantify and, in turn, control or track. Point source
discharges to the Dragon Run include: stormwater runoff from a wood treatment facility (arsenic,
chromium, copper) at Pitts Lumber Company, Inc. to an intermittent stream adjacent to U.S.
Route 17 in Middlesex County (Permit #VA0083011); discharge from a sewage treatment plant
(biological oxygen demand, total suspended solids, ammonia nitrogen, total residual chlorine,
pH, fecal coliform) at Rappahannock Community College to an intermittent stream near Glenns
in Gloucester County (Permit #VA0028461); and discharge from a wellwater treatment plant
(pH, total suspended solids) at the Miller’s Square Subdivision to an intermittent stream near
Miller’s Tavern in Essex County (Permit #VA0075302). According to the Shoreline Sanitary
Survey (Smither et al., 2003), there are 9 other indirect sources of pollution, including five
animal pollution sources (Middlesex County near Saluda and Stormont and Gloucester County
near Glenns); a solid waste dumpsite in Middlesex County near Stormont; and a potential
pollution source in Middlesex County in Saluda. Furthermore, a network of water quality
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monitoring wells is maintained at the Browning-Ferris Industries landfill in King and Queen
County.

Throughout the Chesapeake Bay, atmospheric deposition (e.g. precipitation) contributes a
significant amount of the total nutrient loadings in coastal waters (MPPDC, 2001). Wet
deposition is measured in the watershed. Air quality is not currently monitored in the watershed,
although the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality does take some air quality
measurements in West Point in close proximity to the watershed boundary

More than 90% of residents in Gloucester, King and Queen, and Middlesex Counties use on-site
wastewater treatment systems, commonly known as septic systems (MPPDC, 2001). When
operated properly, conventional septic systems remove nutrients and fecal coliform.
Conventional septic systems can pose potential environmental and health risks due to
inappropriate design, poor maintenance, poor soils, or inefficient nitrogen removal. Driven by
changes to Department of Health regulations for on-site wastewater treatment systems (12 VAC
5-610-10 et seq. effective July 2000), the popularity of non-conventional on-site wastewater
treatment systems is increasing. These alternative systems, when properly maintained, can be
effective at removing nutrients and fecal coliform in areas where conventional septic systems are
ineffective. Regardless of the type, however, improperly maintained or failing septic systems
pose significant environmental and health risks by contributing nutrients, pathogenic bacteria,
and viruses to groundwater.

Forested lands, representing a significant land area, yield low nutrient input to streams relative to
other land uses in the watershed. Best Management Practices (BMPs) are designed to minimize
these inputs. For example, forested riparian buffers provide effective protection for water quality.
The watershed currently exhibits intact riparian buffers. By contrast, agricultural land use in rural
and semirural areas in Virginia can be the source of significant sediments, fecal coliform
bacteria, and nutrients such as nitrogen and phosphorus. Nitrogen is transported through the
groundwater, whereas phosphorus is generally transported on soil particles in surface water.
BMPs such as fencing cattle out of streams, conservation tillage, and expanded riparian buffers
are designed to minimize these inputs.

Residential and commercial land uses typically contribute less nutrients and sediments than
agriculture, but more than forestry. These residential and commercial contributions are mainly
attributable to reduced or no riparian buffers, chemical application for landscaping, and
stormwater runoff.

Water Quality Monitoring. Water quality data sets in the watershed are sparse in quantity,
duration, and parameters measured. Existing data sets include: STORET, a database managed by
the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ); data collections during fish surveys
by the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF) and Virginia Commonwealth
University (VCU); data collections by the Chesapeake Bay National Estuarine Research Reserve
in Virginia at the Virginia Institute of Marine Science (VIMS); and a short-term volunteer water
quality monitoring program in the watershed (MPPDC, 2001). CBNERRVA established and
maintained a continuous (15 minute) water quality station at the Route 603 bridge near Mascot
during 2003 through 2005. Measured parameters included depth, temperature, specific
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conductance, dissolved oxygen, turbidity and pH; data are available through the Virginia
Estuarine and Coastal Observing System web portal.

Two stations are currently sampled regularly by the DEQ. Station DRN003.40 is located at the
U.S. Route 17 bridge and Station DRN010.48 is located at the Route 603 bridge near Mascot.
Data are available from DRN003.40 for the period 1968-1974 and 1992- present and from
DRNO010.48 for the period 1992-present. Samples are evaluated bimonthly for nutrients, fecal
coliform, suspended solids, dissolved oxygen, pH, salinity, and temperature and are occasionally
evaluated for pesticides, toxic metals, and other harmful compounds (MPPDC, 2001). Data sets
collected at these sampling stations were used by the DEQ to list the Dragon Run as “impaired”
for pH and fecal coliform bacteria. The DEQ attributes the pH impairment to natural causes,
citing the acidic nature of water in swamps. The DEQ lists the cause of the fecal coliform and
mercury and lead impairments as unknown. Potential sources of fecal coliform bacteria include:
wildlife; failing septic systems; and livestock. Potential sources of metals include: atmospheric
deposition; automobile and roadway deposits; and industrial operations. Fish tissue samples
were also used by the DEQ to list the Dragon Run as “impaired” for mercury and lead. The
Virginia Department of Health issued a health advisory for the Dragon Run for mercury
contamination in largemouth bass (DOH, 2003).

Data collected by the DGIF in 1995-1996 and 1998 includes temperature, Secchi depth, pH,
dissolved oxygen, conductivity, salinity, alkalinity, hardness, and total dissolved solids. Nutrient
data are very limited and were frequently below detection limits. Dissolved oxygen at sampling
stations with no or low flow frequently violated daily minimum standards to support aquatic life
(MPPDC, 2001).

VIMS data from 2000-2001 measured temperature, salinity, total dissolved solids, pH, dissolved
inorganic nitrogen, and fecal coliform bacteria. Of specific note, samples from Briery Swamp
exhibited high nitrate and fecal coliform levels, indicating the presence of subsurface agricultural
or wastewater drainage (MPPDC, 2001).

Site History

The Dragon Run plays a central role in the Middle Peninsula’s culture and identity. Its intriguing
name is frequently borrowed by local enterprises and establishments and is often overheard in
community conversations. Since European settlement in the early 1600°s and Native American
inhabitation up to 10,000 years before that, natural resources have been the bedrock of the
watershed’s economy. For older generations, forestry, farming, hunting, trapping and fishing
were the primary ventures. Today, forestry and farming continue to generate wealth and drive the
watershed’s economy. Upholding an ancient tradition, hunters range over prime hunting grounds
stalking prized game. These land uses, together with extensive swamps, are the main reasons that
the Dragon Run remains wild and secluded.

While no archeological artifacts have been found for the site according to the Virginia
Department of Historic Resources, the New Dragon Bridge is considered to be a point of
navigational significance. In the late mid 1800s, the Dragon Swamp Navigation Company
attempted to construct a navigational channel to allow for transportation (primarily of timber)
from the Dragon Run to the Piankatank and on to the Chesapeake Bay. This channel was not
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utilized and considered to be a failure. The channel has since returned to its natural state and is
virtually undistinguishable from the surrounding landscape.

Surrounding Land Use

The watershed is mainly undeveloped, almost entirely privately-owned, and encompasses
approximately 140 square miles (90,000 acres) of rural landscape — mostly forests, farms, and
wetlands. The spring-fed Dragon Run flows through portions of Essex, King and Queen,
Middlesex, and Gloucester Counties, emptying into the estuarine Piankatank River and
ultimately the Chesapeake Bay.

Land cover data (Figure 5) indicate that the watershed is 80.3-83.9% forested and wetlands,
15.1-18.4% agricultural, and 1.0-1.3 % commercial and residential (MPPDC, 2002; DCR, 2003).
The Dragon Run watershed lies within the transitional Oak-Pine vegetation region where
dominant oaks share the forest with Virginia pine, shortleaf pine, and loblolly pine. Although
loblolly pine originally appeared in the forest as scattered associates of oaks and other
hardwoods, loblolly pine plantations are increasingly common.

In recent years, several public and non-governmental organizations have been actively acquiring
land in the Dragon Run watershed for conservation or conservation-compatible purposes. These
entities include the Middle Peninsula Chesapeake Bay Public Access Authority, the Friends of
Dragon Run, the Nature Conservancy and VIMS. Other conservation holdings in the vicinity of
the Dragon Bridge Tract can be seen on Figure 6.

Associated Natural Resources

The watershed’s wilderness is both expansive and unique. The Dragon Run contains the
northernmost example of the Bald cypress-Tupelo Swamp natural community in Virginia and the
best example north of the James River (Belden, Jr. et al., 2001). Natural Heritage Areas are
numerous throughout the Dragon Run. Moreover, 14 rare species and 5 rare natural
communities are found here (Appendix B). Based on his investigations of the watershed’s
aquatic communities, one researcher observes that the Dragon Run is a “100 year old time
capsule,” resembling coastal plain streams in the Chesapeake Bay region at the turn of the 20
century (Garman, 2003).

NATURAL HERITAGE RESOURCES
Overview
Natural heritage resources are defined in the Virginia Natural Area Preserves Act (Section 10.1-
209 through 217, Code of Virginia), as “the habitat of rare, threatened, or endangered plant and
animal species, rare or state significant natural communities or geologic sites, and similar
features of scientific interest benefiting the welfare of the citizens of the Commonwealth.”
Natural heritage resources are the most likely natural resources to be lost without conservation
action in the near future. DCR-DNH inventories and compiles lists of the natural heritage
resources of the state.

Since the watershed is relatively intact, it contains many unique resources. Natural heritage
resources are abundant in the Dragon Run. Several rare natural communities occur in the Dragon
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Run, including Bald cypress-Tupelo Swamp, Tidal Bald cypress-Tupelo Swamp, Tidal Bald
cypress Woodland/Savanna, Fluvial Terrace Woodland, and Tidal Freshwater Marsh.

Biodiversity Significance

A variety of rarity patterns exist based on the geographic range, habitat specificity and local
abundance of species (Rabinowitz, 1981). Standard Natural Heritage methodology ranks plants,
animals, and natural communities on two scales of rarity. The global rank (G-rank) and state
rank (S-rank) are based on the number of occurrences of a species at a global scale and state
scale, respectively (see Appendix C). G- and S-ranks help direct conservation actions to the
rarest species and communities since these are usually the most vulnerable to extinction.

Natural Communities

The inventory and classification of natural communities constitute an important “coarsefilter”
approach to biological conservation that ensures the protection of diverse organisms. The
identification and protection of excellent examples of all natural community types facilitates the
protection of the majority of component native plant and animal species, including a host of taxa
too cryptic, poorly known, or numerous to receive individual management strategies.

At present DCR-DNH classifies communities principally at the level of ecological community
group, which represents a broadly defined unit based on combinations of topographic,
edaphic, physiognomic, and gross floristic similarities (Fleming et al., 2004).

Given below are brief descriptions of the primary ecological community groups and their
respective ecological community type(s) occurring in the Dragon Run.

Bald cypress-Tupelo Swamp. Forests in this group occupy seasonally to semipermanently
flooded backswamps, sloughs, and first bottoms of Coastal Plain rivers and streams. These
swamp forests occur throughout the Coastal Plain from Delaware south to Florida and west to
eastern Texas, and in the Mississippi River alluvial basin north to Kentucky. They are distributed
throughout southeastern Virginia, north to Dragon Swamp (Gloucester, King and Queen, and
Middlesex Counties). Habitats are deeply flooded (up to 1.3 m) for part of the year; many retain
at least some standing water throughout the growing season. Microtopography is often
pronounced with small channels, swales, tree-base hummocks, and numerous Bald cypress
“knees.” Overstory composition varies from mixed stands of Bald cypress (Zaxodium distichum),
water tupelo (Nyssa aquatica), and/or swamp tupelo (Nyssa biflora) to nearly pure stands of one
species or another. The three dominants have complex competitive and successional
relationships. As a rule, the two tupelos are less shade-tolerant than Bald cypress and regenerate
more readily by sprouting in cut-over stands. Thus, tupelos tend to become dominant when Bald
cypress stands are heavily logged. In addition, swamp tupelo appears to be most abundant in
organic swamp soils, while water tupelo appears to prefer mineral soils with high silt content.

Green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), overcup oak (Quercus lyrata), American elm (Ulmus
americana), and red maple (4cer rubrum) are occasional overstory associates and frequent
understory trees; swamp cottonwood (Populus heterophylla) is also an occasional overstory
associate and often abundant in disturbed or cut-over stands. Carolina ash (Fraxinus caroliniana)
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is often dominant in the small tree and shrub layers, while vines of climbing hydrangea
(Decumaria barbara) and red-berried greenbrier (Smilax walteri) are often abundant.

Herb layers vary from sparse to seasonally lush. Most herbaceous plants of Bald cypress-tupelo
swamps are tolerant of muck soils and fluctuating water levels, or are capable of becoming
established on tree hummocks, stumps, and logs. A few of the typical herbs are lizard's-tail
(Saururus cernuus), false nettle (Boehmeria cylindrica), Walter's St. John's-wort (Zriadenum
walteri), swamp beggar-ticks (Bidens discoidea), weak stellate sedge (Carex seorsa), giant sedge
(Carex gigantea), taperleaf bugleweed (Lycopus rubellus), catchfly cutgrass (Leersia
lenticularis), and pale mannagrass (Torreyochloa pallida). Draw-down zones may support large
populations of false pimpernel (Lindernia dubia var. dubia), marsh fleabane (Pluchea
camphorata), horse-tail paspalum (Paspalum fluitans), Carolina boltonia (Boltonia caroliniana),
and other fast-growing herbs. This group differs from Coastal Plain / Piedmont Swamp Forests
in the clear dominance or co-dominance of Bald cypress and tupelos (vs. dominance of mixed
hardwoods) and apparently by longer hydroperiods and more deeply flooded habitats. It is
distinguished from Non-Riverine Swamp Forests, which are also dominated by Bald cypress and
tupelos, by habitat (floodplains vs. non-riverine peatlands) and lower-strata floristics.

Although community types in this group are relatively common, high-quality examples are
scarce and all stands provide valuable wildlife habitat and resources. Mature, hollow specimens
of the dominant trees are known to provide nesting habitats for the globally uncommon, state-
rare eastern big-eared bat (Coryrnorhinus rafinesquii macrotis) and southeastern myotis (Myotis
austroriparius). Old-growth stands of Bald cypress-dominated swamp with trees up to 800 years
old occur along the Blackwater River in Surry and Isle of Wight Counties. However, the largest
individuals of both Bald cypress and water tupelo occur in swamps along the Nottoway River in
Southampton County.

References: Fleming and Moorhead (1998), Parker and Wyatt (1975), Plunkett and Hall (1995).

Tidal Bald cypress Woodland. Coniferous or mixed swamp forests and woodlands dominated
by Bald cypress (Zaxodium distichum) are known only from the upper tidal reaches of rivers in
Maryland, southeastern Virginia and North Carolina. Examples are documented in Virginia from
the lunar-tidal Dragon Swamp / Piankatank River (Gloucester, King and Queen, and Middlesex
Counties), Chickahominy River (Charles City, James City, and New Kent Counties), and James
River (Isle of Wight and Surry Counties); and the wind-tidal Northwest and North Landing
Rivers (City of Chesapeake and Virginia Beach). At some sites, these communities occur in
ecotones between tidal marshes and non-tidal backswamps or uplands.

In lunar-tidal stands, Bald cypress (Taxodium distichum) dominates an open to very open
overstory, with or without hardwood associates such as swamp tupelo (Nyssa biflora), water
tupelo (Nyssa aquatica), and green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica). Stand structure and canopy
cover range from closed forest to very open woodland. Shrub and herb layers are variable but
generally contain a mixture of species characteristic of both marshes and swamps. Some well-
developed tidal Bald cypress forests appear floristically similar to palustrine Bald cypress-
Tupelo Swamps. Other stands have a nearly monospecific herb dominance by shoreline sedge
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(Carex hyalinolepis). In a unique, possibly fire-influenced, savanna-like stand on the Northwest
River, the herbaceous dominants, in rough seasonal order, are silvery sedge (Carex canescens
ssp. disjuncta), spikerushes (Eleocharis fallax and Eleocharis rostellata), marsh rattlesnake-
master (Eryngium aquaticum var. aquaticum), and wild rice (Zizania aquatica var. aquatica).

A distinctive, mixed tidal swamp forest in extreme southeastern Virginia is subject to irregular
wind-tidal flooding. As currently defined, this community type appears to be a globally rare
endemic of the Embayed Region of southeastern Virginia and northeastern North Carolina;
similar communities, however, may also occur in Maryland and Delaware. In Virginia, stands
are confined to the North Landing and Northwest Rivers (Cities of Virginia Beach and
Chesapeake), estuarine tributaries of Currituck Sound. Although these systems are no longer
influenced by lunar tides because of inlet closures, they are subject to wind-driven currents that
produce as much as 1 m (3 ft) of variation in water levels and contribute to a salinity regime that
fluctuates between completely fresh and about 5 ppt. This forest borders the wind-tidal marshes
along the lower portions of the two rivers, extending well upstream of the limit of marshes in
narrowing channel-side belts. It appears to represent a long-term seral stage in succession from
marsh to swamp forest. Habitats have a pronounced hummock-and-hollow microtopography,
with an average flooding depth 40 cm (16 in) above the hollow bottoms. Soils are coarse, fibric
peats that appear indistinguishable from adjacent marsh peats. Bald cypress (Taxodium
distichum), swamp tupelo (Nyssa biflora), and loblolly pine (Pinus taeda) are the dominant
overstory trees in variable combinations. Spanish moss (Zillandsia usneoides) is locally
abundant, festooning the trees in some stands. Sweetbay (Magnolia virginiana) and red bay
(Persea palustris) are scattered understory trees, while southern bayberry (Myrica cerifera var.
cerifera) dominates the shrub layer. The herb layer is diverse, containing species characteristic of
both marshes and swamps, but royal fern (Osmunda regalis var. spectabilis) often dominates.
This type differs from vegetation of the Maritime Wet Pine Forests group, which also contains
loblolly pine, southern bayberry, and royal fern, in its tidally flooded hydrologic regime (vs. non-
tidal saturated hydrology, the co-dominance of Bald cypress, ) and the prevalence of numerous,
flood-tolerant swamp species.

The environmental dynamics, compositional variation, and state-wide distribution of Tidal Bald
cypress Forests and Woodlands are not well known and need intensive study.

Reference: Fleming and Moorhead (1998).

Fluvial Terrace Woodland. This is a somewhat enigmatic group of communities occurring on
flat, sandy terraces and islands along Coastal Plain rivers in eastern Virginia. These habitats are
elevated well above the level of adjacent swamps and are characterized by xeric, sandy soils and
open forest or woodland vegetation. Single occurrences have been documented along the
Nottoway River (Sussex County), Chickahominy River (New Kent County), Dragon Swamp
(Middlesex County), and Mattaponi River (Caroline County). At all four sites, hickories (Carya
pallida and Carya alba) are the dominant trees, with drought-tolerant oaks (Quercus falcata,
Quercus nigra, Quercus marilandica, Quercus alba) and pines (Pinus taeda, Pinus virginiana)
present in smaller numbers. Shrubs occurring at all or most sites include sand post oak (Quercus
margarettiae), sweetleaf (Symplocos tinctoria), American holly (Zlex opaca var. opaca), and
eastern red cedar (Juniperus virginiana var. virginiana). Typical herbs include sedges (Carex

189 11



Management Plan for Dragon Bridge Tract - 2007

albicans var. australis , Carex pensylvanica , and Carex tonsa), Canada frostweed
(Helianthemum canadense), butterfly-pea (Clitoria mariana), late goldenrod (Solidago tarda),
and prickly-pear (Opuntia humifusa var. humifusa). The Dragon Run site is anomalous in the
presence (despite low soil pH and base status) of several calciphiles such as eastern redbud
(Cercis canadensis var. canadensis), wild columbine (dguilegia canadensis), smooth rock-cress
(drabis laevigata var. laevigata), robin's-plantain (Erigeron pulchellus var. pulchellus), and elm-
leaved goldenrod (Solidago uimifolia var. ulmifolia). A full understanding of the status and
compositional relationships of this group will require additional inventory and assessment.

Tidal Freshwater Marsh. This is a diverse group of herbaceous wetlands subject to regular
diurnal flooding along the upper tidal reaches of inner Coastal Plain rivers and tributaries.
Ranging from New York to North Carolina, freshwater marshes occur in the uppermost portion
of the estuarine zone, where the inflow of saltwater from tidal influence is diluted by a much
larger volume of freshwater from upstream. In Virginia, tidal freshwater marshes are best
developed on sediments deposited by large meanders of the Pamunkey and Mattaponi Rivers,
although outstanding examples also occur along the Potomac, Rappahannock, Chickahominy,
and James Rivers. Strictly speaking, freshwater conditions have salt concentrations < 0.5 ppt, but
pulses of higher salinity may occur during spring tides or periods of unusually low river
discharge.

The most common species are arrow-arum (Peltandra virginica) dotted smartweed (Polygonum
punctatum var. punctatum), wild rice (Zizania aquatica var. aquatica), pickerelweed (Pontederia
cordata), rice cutgrass (Leersia oryzoides), tearthumbs (Polygonum arifolium and Polygonum
sagittarum), and beggar-ticks (especially Bidens laevis and Bidens coronata). Locally, sweetflag
(Acorus calamus), waterhemp pigweed (dmaranthus cannabinus), marsh senna (Chamaecrista
fasciculata var. macrosperma), and southern wild rice (Zizaniopsis miliacea) may form

dominance patches. Species diversity and vegetation stature vary with salinity, duration of
inundation, and disturbance; the most diverse marshes occupy more elevated surfaces in strictly
freshwater regimes. Mud flats that are fully exposed only at low tide support nearly
monospecific stands of spatterdock (Nuphar advena), although cryptic submerged aquatic
species may also be present.

Tidal freshwater marshes provide the principal habitat for the globally rare plant sensitive joint-
vetch (deschynomene virginica) and are important breeding habitats for a number of birds, e.g.,
the least bittern (Ixobrychus exilis) . Chronic sea-level rise is advancing the salinity gradient
upstream in rivers on the Atlantic Coast, leading to shifts in vegetation composition and the
conversion of some tidal freshwater marshes into oligohaline marshes. Tidal Freshwater Marshes
are also threatened by the introduced invasive plant marsh dewflower (Murdannia keisak).
Several communities in this group are chiefly restricted to the Chesapeake Bay drainage basin
and are likely globally rare or uncommon.

References: Ahnert (1960), Coulling (2002), McCoy and Fleming (2000), Megonigal and Darke
(2001), Parker and Wyatt (1975), Perry and Atkinson (1997), Perry and Hershner (1999).

Rare Plant and Animal Species. The Bald cypress-Tupelo Swamp community also harbors a
number of rare plant and animal species. Rare animals include the bald eagle, great purple
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hairstreak, blackwater bluet, robust baskettail, cypress sphinx, Selys’ sunfly, fine-lined emerald
and Southern pitcher-plant mosquito. Rare plants include cuckooflower, red turtlehead, Parker’s
pipewort, pineland tick-trefoil, river bulrush, Northern purple pitcher-plant, and cypress-knee
sedge (Belden, Jr. et al., 2001; Belden, Jr. et al., 2003). The Dragon Run also harbors a number
of rookeries for colonial water birds, such as egrets and herons. Other natural communities that
occur in the Dragon Run include: Coastal Plain/Piedmont Bottomland Forest; Coastal
Plain/Piedmont Acidic Seepage Swamp; and Coastal Plain Semipermanent Impoundment
(Belden, Jr. et al., 2003).

In addition to natural heritage resources, the Dragon Run supports a diversity of freshwater and
estuarine fishes, aquatic macroinvertebrates, freshwater bivalves (primarily unionid mussels),
and herptefauna (amphibians and reptiles) (McIninch et al., 2003). At least forty-five fish species
from nineteen families have been collected in the Dragon Run, representing a mixed assemblage
of mostly lowland freshwater forms that is highly dynamic spatially and temporally. At least
sixty-five macroinvertebrate species from fourteen orders and forty-seven families have been
recorded from the Dragon Run.
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SECTION 3: Management Guidance
RESOURCE STEWARDSHIP

Goals and Objectives

The primary goal of management at Dragon Flats is to maintain a pristine ecosystem with a
matrix of communities native to the site that will provide for high biodiversity, water quality and
habitat protection, and a high quality forest block. The philosophy and policy direction for
management of Dragon Flats is supported by goals and objectives found in the Chesapeake
Rivers Site Conservation Plan in Appendix A. Management and monitoring actions, as well as
cooperative management initiatives and protection strategies, are planned based on the best
current information and available resources.

Management objectives for Dragon Flats include:
¢ Maintain and protect key pristine swamp habitat, primarily the Bald cypress
communities.
Protect water quality by maintaining quality functioning riparian buffers.
Manage site to provide for a high quality forest block.
Manage the site for future compatible human uses.
Manage habitat and uses to ensure long-term quality of environment.
Prevent invasive species from taking hold.
Manage habitat to benefit the array of natural resources, scenic resources, and historic
resources.
e Monitor and evaluate effects of management on plants, animals, and natural
communities.
e Maintain populations of rare or uncommon plants and animals.
Foster consistency with surrounding parcel land uses.
e Ensure site-security and visitor safety.

SITE MANAGEMENT GUIDE

Aquatic and Wildlife Habitat Management Issues

Biological resource management actions shall be taken to preserve and maintain the pristine
nature of the swamp community and to utilize the upland area of the site as quality riparian
buffer habitat. Due to the current pristine state of the ecosystem of the swamp community on the
site, preventing ecosystem degradation is more applicable than ecosystem restoration. Regarding
the upland portion of the site, the primary goal is to manage the area to remain a high quality
habitat that provides superior buffer qualities to protect the swamp portion of the site. Figure 3
displays the current composition of Dragon Flats.

Major threats to biodiversity generally include: habitat degradation/loss, invasive non-native
species, pollution, overexploitation, disease, land conversion to development, water development
(e.g., dams, drainage projects), some agricultural practices, livestock grazing, some outdoor
recreation (e.g. off-road vehicles), pollutants, infrastructure development (e.g. roads), disruption
of fire regimes, logging, and mining activities (Wilcove et al., 1998). After habitat loss, invasive
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non-native species are the greatest threat to terrestrial species. For aquatic species, water
pollution is the most significant threat after habitat loss (Richter et al., 1997). Because of these
threats to biodiversity, active management is often needed to restore and maintain natural
resources (Wilcove and Chen, 1998).

Biological issues of greatest concern and most likely to cause negative impacts to natural
resources at Dragon Flats are potential invasive species introduction/expansion, use and
development pressures outside the reserve, and native animal populations lacking natural
abundance controls. Due to the permission-only use management schema of the site, habitat
degradation by users should be relatively limited.

Upland/riparian buffer management. The establishment and maintenance of riparian buffers
is recognized as a significant protection mechanism of both water quality and key swamp
ecosystems. One of the principle components of the management goals includes the
establishment of a riparian buffer along Dragon Run and associated riparian zones. The most
obvious buffer line is the road on western edge of the property that parallels the creek. The
Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF) site surveyor’s recommendation to
achieve this goal is to leave the mixed hardwood forest in the bottomland to serve as riparian
buffer. This leaves the upland planted pines as the area for management activities. As the exact
direction of management activities had not been fully scoped by The Nature Conservancy,
several options are listed with an attempt at discussing the pros and cons of each.

The planted pines (Appendix G) appear to be in excellent condition and will need to be thinned
at the appropriate time (approx. 5-10 yrs [is this age or in 5-10 years]), allowing a lot of
understory growth that is excellent for early successional species. As the trees continue to
mature, TNC will have a couple of options. Trees should reach a harvestable size (consultation
with a certified forester is recommended) in the next 10-15 years. At that point, a decision to
harvest the timber or allow the pine trees to continue growing past their prime and eventually die
must be made. As the pines die off, the forest will change into a mixed pine hardwood forest
(most likely with more of a pine component since oak, beech or hickory species in the understory
were not found in high quantities; there were a few yellow poplar saplings in certain areas). If
the goal is to eventually have an old growth forest, then the only option is to allow the forest to
change over time.

The DGIF site surveyor recommendation is to manage the existing pine forest in similar fashion
to neighboring pine forests on different properties. It appears that most of them are naturally
regenerated pine forests that are harvested at different periods. If this option is chosen, then
maintaining the log decks and planted food plots in an early successional state would fit with
management goals. They can be planted in clover or a similar perennial species or allow them to
revegetate naturally and mechanically set it back every three years or so. This method would
also allow the harvest of different stands of timber for a monetary income that can be reinvested
into conserving wetland habitat of performing management activities.

Prescribed fire. Burning can be an important tool for promoting early successional growth in a

pine ecosystem, especially once the pines grow large enough to shade out the understory. The
existing road network can serve as fire breaks for future management activities and can be
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planted for wildlife food sources with just a few minor changes. In order to make effective fire
breaks, the roads need to be widened slightly by clearing 10 ft from the center to each side of the
road. The roads will also have to be extended to completely surround the upland forested acres.
As they exist now, they will not work as fire breaks. Road sides can then be planted in a
perennial clover to serve as erosion control and a wildlife food source. As part of a timber
harvest plan, the loggers may be able to create roads for TNC while removing certain areas of
timber as required. Once created, roads can be maintained as fire breaks very easily.

Key habitat and Natural Heritage Resource protection zones. Areas identified as key
habitat, such as the swamp habitat and its riparian buffer should be prevented from being
negatively impacted by site activities. Most, if not all, of the Natural Heritage Communities may
be found in these zones. Therefore, protection of these zones (Figure 4) is equivalent to
protection of the Natural Heritage Communities. Any activities that may damage these habitats
should be prohibited and this guidance establishing this prohibition should be enforced.

Threat mitigation.

Invasive, non-native species. The watershed contains only limited examples of invasive, or non-
native, species, again emphasizing a relatively intact natural system. Currently, blue catfish,
common reed, Asiatic dayflower, Chinese Lespedeza and Japanese stiltgrass occur in the Dragon
Run in limited quantities. Nationwide, however, invasive species have been identified as the
second highest threat to biological diversity, second only to loss of species and habitat from
development and urban sprawl (Stein et al., 2000). Control of invasive non-native plants is
expensive, resources are limited, and management efforts must be prioritized (Hiebert and
Stubbendieck, 1993). The goal of management at Dragon Flats is to prevent the worst invasive
species from becoming established in its high-quality natural communities. While no invasive
species were found during the site survey, the managing entity should continue to monitor for
these species and prevent their occurrence.

At nearby Dragon Bridge Tract, owned by the Virginia Institute of Marine Science, the following
invasive species was noted: Chinese Lespedeza (Lespedeza cuneata (sericea lespedeza)).

Chinese Lespedeza (Lespedeza cuneata (sericea lespedeza)). Chinese lespedeza, sometimes
called sericea lespedeza, is primarily a threat to open areas such as meadows, prairies, open
woodlands, wetland borders and fields. Once it gains a foothold, it can crowd out native plants
and develop an extensive seed bank in the soil, ensuring its long residence at a site. Established
dense stands of lespedeza suppress native flora and its high tannin content makes it unpalatable
to native wildlife as well as livestock.

Native animal problem species. Due to overabundance, certain native species of animals have
become problematic — from both ecological and economic perspectives. While these species are
native to Virginia, recent population increases have resulted in negative effects on habitat.
Overabundance of some species is often incompatible with a broad array of resource
management objectives. For ecological and/or economic reasons, natural resource managers
must sometimes control burgeoning populations of native animals. The primary native species
of impact at the Dragon Flats is the white-tailed deer.
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White-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus). A large body of research (Russell et al., 2001)
presents evidence that dense populations of deer in many eastern U.S. ecosystems can negatively
impact tree and herb regeneration, recruitment and composition (Alverson and Waller, 1997,
Horsley et al., 2003), alter natural community composition (Rooney and Dress, 1997), eliminate
certain plant species from areas (Augustine and Frelich, 1998), and disrupt bird populations
(deCalesta, 1994; McShea and Rappole, 1997). Deer also avoid browsing on the invasive non-
native plants, such as Japanese stilt grass (Tu, 2000) further exacerbating the nefarious effects of
these weeds on native flora. Of particular concern for natural areas management are negative
effects of high deer densities on herbaceous plants (Balgooyen and Waller, 1995; Augustine and
Frelich, 1998) and rare plants (Miller et al., 1992). At the end of the 19 century, deer were over-
hunted to the point of near extirpation from Virginia. Since then, implementation of strict game
laws, elimination of natural predators, and the changing landscape (with more edge habitat) has
given rise to a burgeoning deer population that today, in most areas of the state, exceeds
estimated presettlement deer densities (Knox, 1997).

Monitoring programs can be designed to estimate and track deer population densities and deer
impacts in order to guide management actions. Additional information on white-tailed deer
monitoring and control can be found in Appendix E.

Urban interface factors. Increasing development in the Dragon Run watershed, and specifically
along the mainstem itself, has immediate and long-term impacts on natural resource quality and
thereby natural resource-based industries. In particular, both large scale development and the
placement of sporadic single family homes negatively impact these watershed values.

The network of roads that accompanies larger scale new development creates negative ecological
impacts beyond just the effect of construction of new buildings. Increased impervious surfaces
alter surface water flow and aquifer recharge, in addition to increased soil loss and
sedimentation, which contribute to water quality degradation. Even more distantly located
emissions from motor vehicles, power plants, industry, and other fossil-fuel producers have
negative air and water quality impacts in the Dragon Run.

While the development of single family homes along the Dragon Run may leave a smaller
footprint with regard to impervious surfaces and infrastructure requirements, it contributes
significantly to the fragmentation of key habitat. Most of the traditional uses, ie farming and
forestry, which have been practiced in the Dragon Run for generations require large tracts of land
to operate. These large holdings have been the key to keeping the watershed primarily intact.
The patchy placement of new single family homes, especially close to the mainstem itself]
reduces the cohesiveness of the ecosystem, as well as the capacity of the traditional industries to
operate effectively in the future.

To help mitigate and plan for the impacts of the urban interface factors, TNC should continue to
support the Dragon Run Steering Committee and the Dragon Run Special Area Management
Plan in its efforts to work with the watershed counties to develop land-use planning
recommendations that balance growth demands and the protection of traditional uses of the
Dragon Run.
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Fire management. Fire management is frequently an important facet of natural areas
management in Virginia. Fire management activities include both prescribed fire implementation
and wildfire management. While some wildfires are potentially destructive and should be
suppressed, some situations — such as in the case of Dragon Flats - should be explored as an
opportunity to realize the benefits of fire in a natural setting.

To prepare for and provide guidan