MINUTES
VIRGINIA OUTDOORS FOUNDATION
QUARTELY MEETING OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES
VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY, ® FLOOR BOARD ROOM
CHARLOTTESVILLE, VIRGINIA
June 6, 2007 1:00 PM

Trustees present. Chairman, Mr. Frank M. Hartz, presiding; Mr. J. William $béh; Mr.
Mark S. Allen; Dr. M. Rupert Cutler; Mr. Charles H. Seilheimer, Jr.; and Ms.yMokeph
Ward. Virginia Outdoors Foundation (VOF) staff attending: G. Robert Lee, Exe®itector;
Ms. Tamara Vance, Deputy Director; Ms. Leslie Grayson, Deputy Ditdd Martha Little,
Deputy Director for Stewardship; Ms. Trisha Cleary, Executivestasi; Ms. Sherry Bulttrick,
Easement Manager; Ms. Estie Thomas, Easement Specialist; Ms. bamnaah, Easement
Manager; Ms. Ruth Babylon, Easement Specialist; Ms. Jennifer Perkiesn&#sSpecialist;
Mr. Neal Kilgore, Easement Specialist; Ms. Kristin Ford, Easement Jigedi4r. Philip Reed,
Easement Specialist; Mr. Josh Gibson; Easement Specialist; Ms. Anhal@hisinance
Manager; Ms. Sara Ensley, Human Resources Manager; Mr. Doug WetmoreadShémwa
Specialist; and Mr. Bruce Stewart, Staff Counsel. Also in attendanceveFeederick S.
Fisher, Special Assistant Attorney General, and Ms. Brett Ellsworthistast Attorney General.

Mr. Hartz convened the meeting at 1:03 p.m. After introductions, Mr. Hartd ¢dali@ublic
comment.

Catherine Scott of the Piedmont Environmental Council (PEC) commented on the \{Q@fropol
prioritizing properties over 100 acres. Rex Linville distributed a map #itasty the number of
properties within the PEC service area under 100 acres.

John Eckman, Executive Director of the Valley Conservation Council (VCC) egpitrat VCC
had doubled the area of land under conservation in its service area last year amth@soted
on the VOF policy of prioritizing properties over 100 acres. He commented that ke vedel
to see the area lose momentum due to the policy.

George Beadles of Chesterfield County commented that he had been looking ferné@r’
website, the Governor’s appointments to the Board of Trustees, and the Spring eewdkett
also expressed his hope that the diversion/conversion request from the Wakefield $cidol w
include an accurate design for the proposed road. Jordan Monez of VOF reported that the
website was in the final development stage and gave Mr. Beadles a copy of tigenSprsletter
that had been mailed to VOF easement holders in May. (A press release frooneheoBs
office on Wednesday, Jun® Gannounced the VOF appointments.)

Mr. Hartz asked for approval of the order of business adding that if the day’s businelssled

early, he wanted to have background discussion on the Preservation Trust Fund (PTB)spropos
to relieve some of the pressure on Thursday’s agenda. Dr. Cutler moved to approveites M
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of the March ¥ & 8", 2007 Board meeting as submitted. Mr. Seilheimer seconded and the
motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Hartz then asked Mr. Lee to give the Executive Director’'s Report tBdahed. Mr. Lee
reported that he and Dr. Cutler attended the Environment Virginia conferencangtba. The
keynote speaker, Pat Noonan, past President of The Nature Conservancy, warhecbtfigt t
thing in land use planning worse than haphazard development is haphazard conservation, a
sobering comment to those in attendance. Mr. Lee said that this was by no meansrpaotint
to the comments made by our conservation partners, but a perspective on what VOF can
accomplish in a calendar year. He offered that he felt a full time easspecialist could
responsibly complete 40 easements in a calendar year. He reported thabM@Boon have

ten (10) new easement specialists working on new easement projects underrihgicupé the
Deputy Directors for Easements. Mr. Lee then explained VOF's role esegutive agency in

the administration of Governor Kaine. Governor Kaine intends to add 400,000 acres of
additional perpetually protected cultural heritage land resources to Visgtomaservation lands
inventory during his four year term because Virginia’s population is growingca the

national average. Mr. Lee pointed out that if we review the history of voluntary land
conservation in Virginia over the recent past it appears that VOF wily l[destequired to
comprise 75% of the Governor’s goal or 300,000 acres. VOF would need to average 75,000
recorded acres in each year of Governor Kaine’s tenure. Last yeareZ¢@Bed 70,000 plus
acres, a best ever record for the organization. Mr. Lee also pointed out thiegrexgpshows

that the Board may need to approve as many as 100,000 acres in order for VOF to record 75,000
acres. Going back to the average of 40 easement projects per easemaligtspeEtiVOF
easement specialist would have to produce easement averaging 250 acres eltth yi
referenced 100,000 annual acres. If, however, the staff produces the 400 projects with an
average of 100 acres then we would only have annual approved projects of 40,000 acres or 40%
of the needed acres to meet the Governor’'s goal. Mr. Lee said that thereds=@ioml in the
business world that states, “what gets measured gets done”. VOF needsneastaring. We

are approaching the half way mark in the 2007 calendar year with less than 6,8Gf aexe

VOF easements recorded. He exhorted all VOF easement specialists ta aepnantra for
2007 of bigger, better, much bigger.

Mr. Lee concluded by saying there were two other time sensitive nfaiténge Board’s
attention, the proposed FY08 Budget and title insurance for VOF easements, bothstussedi
as a part of the day’s business.

Mr. Hartz called for the Deputy Director’s reports. Leslie Goayseported to the Board on
several matters affecting the template VOF easement deed. The &imginas 79 easements
on the agenda and represents the first meeting in which all easementssedrerbthe new
VOF template. She noted that several attorneys had made suggestions te temgleige after
working with it on behalf of their clients.

1.) Ms. Grayson distributed proposed revision to the paragraph addressingstditi@ined
within the Building and Structures clause. She explained that the currerateempl
language does not allow for VOF to approve a utility crossing an easementypesger
in the event that there is no impact to the easement property. See attachegdangu
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(Attachment #1) suggested to be revised in template. The board agreed to review the
memo material and take action on the next day.

2.) Ms. Grayson noted that a number of easements on the agenda have language within the
riparian buffer paragraph that had been discussed and deleted from the template. She
noted that Dr. Cutler had questioned language that permits the removal of thaeshei
buffer “necessary to maintain an effective water-quality buffer”. Temguage has been
struck from the template and is only used in site specific cases. She alsatitedds a
hold over from the previous template and would be removed in all the deeds proposed on
this agenda.

3.) She also noted that all easements drafted by attorney Frank Thomas had included an
additional paragraph. She suggested that it be discussed on the first easement on this
agenda (#16) and the proposed edits, if accepted, would apply to all his easements.

4.) Finally she noted that easement #11 contained a change to the template resgaatling
scale commercial uses that would appear in several easements latagerttia. She
suggested that any action taken apply to other easements later in agenda&idssa.

Dr. Cutler said that he had a few suggestions for the new template. The ficstlbasith the
order of restrictions, in prior templates the riparian buffer language a#ter the forestry
management which seemed more logical than the new template order. did sececern was
with mowing being allowed in the riparian buffers. He said that mowing caroyessts, eggs,
adult birds, and fawns. Ground-nesting females that are incubating eggs@reebxreluctant
to leave their nests. He also pointed out that nests escaping damage by mowingsveae
often conspicuous and are quickly located by predators. He asked that staff thork wi
landowners to schedule mowing operations at times when it will be less haymwildlife. He
also asked that staff work on a definition of “clear cutting” explaining teattare several
different kinds of clear cutting such as regeneration cutting by shelterwoeddtree methods
and patch clearcuts.

Tamara Vance said that she wanted to address staff changes for the Buwandtroduced new
easement specialists Josh Gibson of the Blacksburg Office, Philip Reed afhiheoRd Office,
and Kiristin Ford of the Charlottesville Office. Ms. Vance also introducedsb&lCollier, new
Stewardship Manager of the Staunton Office. She also announced the departure of Doug
Wetmore, Stewardship Specialist in the Charlottesville Office, who is mavi@glbrado. Ms.
Vance also told the Board that VOF had recorded a little over 5,000 acres in 2007 exghaining
it is always slow at this time of year. She said that staff is working orouimgy the easement
process so the workload won't be so hectic at the end of the year. She reporteel hiaat s
canvassed the staff and it looked like we would have 123 projects to consider at thd&eptem
Board meeting and some offices are already working projects for the [devemeeting. She
reported that there are approximately 118 projects under 100 acres on a v&itiBhd pointed
out that there are 11 out of the 79 easements to be considered at this meetingrietesre s
than 100 acres. She explained that every Thursday the easement staff haveeacsooédrin
which easement specialist can bring to the attention of the Deputy Diredpestms under 100
acres for evaluation. Senior staff looks for multiple conservation valuesrand ptotections

in evaluating these properties. If they are exceptional and can be workdteimtorkload, staff

is given the go ahead. Ms. Vance expressed gratitude to our conservation pdrtniease
worked educating the public about our programs but pointed out that demand far exceeds
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capacity at this time. Ms. Vance concluded by saying that Marthe wittuld not have a report
at this meeting.

Mr. Hartz then called on Fred Fisher of the Attorney General’'s Offiexplain §10.1-1704
(1704) of the Code of Virginia. Mr. Fisher explained that 1704 is the heart of Virgimas-O
Space Land Act and that the Open-Space Land Act is the heart of Virdamd'protection
program which has received tremendous support through the tax credit and budgetradlocat
Mr. Fisher pointed out that Virginia’'s land protection program is a voluntary progoam
regulatory program. The landowner voluntarily gives up some of his property rights to the
Virginia Outdoors Foundation and VOF then holds and administers those rights undenghe te
of the Open-Space Land Act. The public body (VOF) may exercise its discietiecognizing
the other needs of the Commonwealth, the United States, and the interest ofgmaidg a
neighbor but only in compliance with the provisions of section 1704. Mr. Fisher distributed
copies of the Act and asked that the Board go to the third page. He also said that he was
distributing a copy of the decision of the Virginia Historic Landmarks Board in 199&fdhe
earliest decisions concerning the predecessor of §10.1-1704, which will be discusseddate
directed the Board to look at the actual language of 810.1-1704 pointing out that tisenecaaé
tests that must be met for a diversion or conversion. “No open-space land, . . ., shall be
converted or diverted from open-space land use unless (i) the conversion or diversion is
determined by the public body to be (a) essential to the orderly development atidafrthe
locality and (b) in accordance with the official comprehensive plan for thétlom effect at the
time of conversion or diversion”, that is the first test. The second condition that basnet is
“(ii) there is substituted other real property which is (a) of at least éguaharket value, (b) of
greater value as permanent open-space land than the converted or diverted aamlrfepdf/ as
feasible equivalent usefulness and location for use as permanent open-spaces [tredlasd
converted or diverted.” He explained that each parcel of real estatgu® @amd you have to get
as nearly as feasible usefulness and location. Mr. Fisher then discussed thenssgof the
diversion being “essential to the orderly development and growth of the localitsfking

about the handout of the Virginia Historic Landmarks Board Decision regardi@dhe

Mansion Property in Bowling Green, Carline County, Virginia. He explained thaDthacre

Old Mansion property had been placed under historic easement under the authority of both the
Open-Space Land Act and the Virginia Historic Landmarks Commissione Old Mansion
case came up in 1988 when the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDO Thoeterthere
was a need for a bypass around the Town of Bowling Green and developed five routes the
bypass could take. VDOT determined that the route going through the Old Mansiomyproper
was the most economical route and would impact the fewest other properties. Theasoute
supported by the local government and the Town asked the Virginia Historic Liksdaward

to allow the road to go through the Old Mansion property. The finding of the Board stéies, “T
Board took the position that a case could not be made that releasing a portion of the Old Mansion
property for the bypass was essential for the orderly development and gra@awlofg Green.
Furthermore, while VDOT’s studies demonstrated that a bypass waabtiesar the

community, the Board could not accept the violation of a historic property that itaaged

with the responsibility to preserve in perpetuity as long as there vasiblalternative routes,

in this case four. The Board did not question the need for the bypass and does not oppose it.”
That was as far as they went because the Board determined that it wasmiledde

continued to read the finding, “The Board recognized that while placing thesgpaugh the
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Old Mansion property may be less costly in terms of right-of-way acquisitisasinot
permitted to take economic factors into consideration. The Board also determined/¢ugd
be setting a dangerous precedent if properties held by the Commonwealthamseéevation
easement were ever to be regarded as the most expedient locations for piislisrajects
merely because they were open spaces. Releasing any portion of an easeménfqrspeh
projects as long as there were feasible alternatives, even though ghbg mare costly, would
be violating the Board’s mandate to protect irreplaceable historic res@ince such action, in
the Board’s opinion, would place all easement properties, present and future, at @sk.” H
explained that in the case of VOF, VOF is protecting open-space. He said thapaperands
do not earn a great deal of return, it is confronted by the forces of developmet, anafi
markets. VOF has a hard job in protecting open-space realizing that thimgs ast&tic and that
is why 1704 is in the Open-Space Act. If change is essential, 1704 provides theamayat c
accommodated if the value of the replacement land is of greater open-sp@ceMal Fisher
said that there is a problem in the statute in that it states “essentiabrol¢nly development
and growth of the locality”. He pointed out that VOF is dealing with interstatamegeind
transmission lines. The statute also requires that the diversion must beofiamoe with the
official comprehensive plan for the locality” and he doubted that local comprehensige pla
address interstate facilities. He offered that the language of the law de&hhpispeak to these
specific situations, but VOF can interpret what the legislature was tiyiagcomplish and
substitute “community” for “locality” depending on the situation. He asked thedBoadook at
810.1-1704 that states “Insofar as the provisions of this chapter are inconsistent with the
provisions of any other law, the provisions of this chapter shall be controlling. Thespower
conferred by this chapter shall be in addition and supplemental to the powers confemgd by
other law.” He said that he felt that section of the Act indicated the importtamtegislature
has given to its determination of how Virginia's open-space is to be protected.

Mr. Fisher told the Board that during discussions on the upcoming requests an idea was
presented that there was the easement and the underlying fee. The appliestedulgt they
could have a fee estate, though the easement states “no subdivision”. Becadskertbeyant

to acquire the entire property, the applicant proposed to condemn the fee and just thatla
they needed. Mr. Fisher said he did not think that would work because, in effect, that would
nullify the provision in the easement that says “no subdivision”.

Dr. Cutler asked about the final outcome of the Old Mansion decision. Mr. Fisher said tha
VDOT selected another route and built the bypass there so the Old Mansion easeragrdd
inviolate.

Mr. Hartz asked Martha Little to introduce the next three agenda itemsaighbesfirst request
came from the Chesapeake Airport Authority and introduced Mr. Bob Powell, attorney
representing the Authority. She explained that the Federal Aviation Adratiaat(FAA) has
informed them that they must acquire more property for a Runway Protection Zoneowel|
stated that he represented a small regional airport in Chesapeake thssompestly on grants
from the Virginia Department of Aviation, the City of Chesapeake, and, prinficoth the FAA.
He explained that due to changes in security requirements, the FAA has reugnngo acquire
property and an avigation easement at the end of their runway for a Runwesti®naZone.

He said that the Airport needs to cut trees within this zone which falls on thetpnopeer
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VOF easement. He said that he was requesting the Board to violate the €agamésion
against subdivision and the forestry restriction in order to allow the Aifpaicquire the land
and develop the Runway Protection Zone. He also stated that just recently thadrsiatbd
that they may not need fee simple ownership of the entire zone and that it is pbsyilteuld
accept another easement instead since the property would already biegratés Ward asked
if he had any documentation from the FAA showing that this property was estettial
operation of the airport. He replied that he did not have anything with him but the Kithata
if the airport could not acquire the land, the FAA grants would be cut off. Mr. Hartz asked M
Fisher if the Board would require FAA documentation to go forward with the request. M
Fisher said that the Board could determine what kind of evidence it would need to prove the
acquisition was essential. Mr. Powell argued that the airport’s request cidnstitute a
diversion since the area in question would still be in an open-space easement. Maslktattz
Mr. Fisher if it was his opinion that the division of the property for the acquisitiadheoairport
did, in fact, violate the easement. Mr. Fisher said that was, in fact, his opinion and that he
thought that the easement could be amended to satisfy the FAA requiremiatd wit
diversion. Mr. Powell gave the FAA language required for an avigation easementRishér
for his review. Mr. Hartz suggested that the FAA, the Chesapeake Airport Aythori
Conservation, Inc., and VOF get together to work out the details and come back mi&epte
with an easement proposal that the Board can then act on. Mr. Powell agreed. Mm&eilhei
moved to defer the issue until the September meeting of the Board of Trusteestlddr. C
seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Hartz called for the next item on the agenda. Martha Little introdulcsd EMoe” Mckee,
Business Manager for Marketing, with NiSource Gas Transmission and Stoagsent
Columbia Gas Transmission’s request for an additional 20 feet of right-ofex@gsavVOF
easements for Eastern Market Expansion. Mr. Mckee gave a brief histbeymbject and the
reasons for the request. He explained that Columbia Gas Transmissions mtasstate
provider for the transportation and temporary storage of natural gas. He dldwas8i8% of
this project will serve the state of Virginia, 2% will go to the Eastern Shdviapfland. He
then introduced Scott Burnsworth, environmental lead for Columbia Gas. Mr. Burnsworth
explained that they needed an additional 20 feet of right-of-way for seventmiteaintain
pressure for the delivery of gas to Northern Virginia. He explained the protssbmitting the
application to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). He explhate¢hey
chose the route with the existing pipelines to minimize environmental impadilantest the
needs of their customers. Mr. Hartz asked if there would be any above groundesruct
associated with the pipeline. Mr. Burnsworth said that there would be no more above ground
structures than currently exist which are mostly markers to show thaidlzepgpeline below
ground. Mr. Hartz asked Mr. Fisher if this was a conversion/diversion where Coluatia G
would have to replace the land as explained earlier. Mr. Fisher said that it wouldide a t
diversion/conversion because the easement(s) in place do not allow for timbexdmgnoercial
activities. Mr. Hartz asked if that was the only corridor that Columbia Gad neal Mr.
Burnsworth replied that FERC required them to use the route that has the peattamthe
environment and through the studies of the areas involved, FERC agreed that thisheas the
route to take. Ms. Ward said that, as before, she would require independent evidence that thi
market expansion was essential for the communities’ development and growtHarkar
thanked the Columbia Gas representatives for their time and presentation. higir skidl that
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Columbia Gas will need to return in September with specific proposal of whawviheged to
take and how they plan on replacing the affected acreage.

After a short break, Mr. Hartz called for the next agenda item. Mr. Seéhegoused himself
from the Wakefield School matter due to having been once been a trustee amdysantie
original deed of easement affected by this request. Leslie Graydohuded a letter from the
County of Fauquier Administrator, Paul S. McCulla, stating the County understands this
diversion “is necessary to permit safety improvements to the access m#tkisthool and that
such improvements will facilitate easier and more timely access by zalbéity vehicles to the
school site.” Ms. Grayson then explained the location and topography of the areaioncareskst
that the diversion was requested due to the school’s growth and safety issuesteelais and
safety of internal vehicle traffic. Dr. Cutler moved to approve the diversioegassted and Mr.
Abel Smith seconded. Mr. Hartz asked if there was additional information from tineentp
prove the case of necessity. Dr. Cutler thought the case was made in the infopratided in
the Board book. Mr. Fisher said that he felt this was somewhat a case of geodjraeighbor
and somewhat a question of scale. The school needs a small piece of land to build a toad whic
would be a tremendous benefit to the safety of its operation. He also said thirtiatiad

would place huge scars on the landscape and attempt to build a road where therdimaofues
being able to construct the required grading for the road. He offered the opiniby tha
diverting 0.3981 acres, VOF would gain 4.4460 acres and thereby improve the value of the
easement. Ms. Georgia Herbert spoke representing The Plains RedevelGprperation

saying that the donor of the easement was concerned with the integrity of thepapen
easement program and had offered the strongest proposal they could and wouldhespect t
decision of the Board. Mr. Hartz asked that the engineer’s drawings to s\gtstdreiessential
need for the diversion be resubmitted with his stamp. Ms. Ward agreed thatehedbel
everyone when they said the diversion was necessary but felt a responsibilikyvictiel

statute and see the documentation in order to make an informed decision. She waorried tha
approving the diversion without complete and compelling evidence would set a badpteced
for the future. Mr. Hartz said that he would support the motion amended to require adstter f
the engineer quantifying the necessity of that piece of land. (See Agatkth) Dr. Cutler
agreed to the amendment. Ms. Herbert said that she had forwarded the drawihgd &dtdee
email from the engineer. Mr. Hartz said that if VOF has those drawiragidtto the permanent
record, he would be satisfied. Mr. Hartz asked Mr. Fisher if he thought VOF hauesffi
evidence to approve the diversion and Mr. Fisher said that he thought there was enargie evid
in the Board book to support the diversion. The amended motion passed with Ms. Ward voting
against the motion due to the precedent it set. Mr. Seilheimer returned to thegmeeti

Mr. Fisher asked that the Board return to the Columbia Gas request. He s@ddiga
Herbert had suggested that if additional land was not available to substitute in avEréibmli
would a strengthening of the easement be compensation enough for the divededvic
Fisher wanted the Board to know that idea had been offered.

Mr. Lee introduced the next agenda item, the Memorandum of Understanding (MOBgbetw
the Virginia Department of Forestry (DOF) and the Virginia Outdoors Faiomiaaying that

the two agencies had a longstanding working arrangement and MOU but it needed tddxe upda
to reflect new alignments of staff and organizational priorities. He lsaidioug Wetmore,
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VOF Stewardship Specialist, had been working with DOF staff for about aoyepdate the
existing MOU. Doug Wetmore introduced Brad Williams, Assistant Statesker for
Administration, and Mr. Williams introduced Dean Cumbia and Rob Ferrell of DOF. Doug
Wetmore explained the updates and changes in the proposed MOU. Mr. Wetmore said that the
new MOU updated all of the statistics, clarified confusing language dgfiforest Stewardship
Management Plans, added language defining how DOF uses funding to provide odviews
Forest Stewardship Plans for forest under 200 acres; added provision for the review of Pre
harvest Plans; and added language about the consistency of all of these plansnsetivatoon
goals for the properties. He also said that the new MOU strengthens theyladgtiaing the

role of DOF in developing appropriate language for VOF’s template easeiftennew MOU

also defines referral and data sharing capabilities for the two organgatie suggested that a
procedural flow chart be developed to define working processes. Dr. Cutler movesl for t
adoption of the resolution approving the MOU and thanked staff for their hard work. Mr. Abel
Smith seconded and the motion passed unanimously. (See Attachment #3.) DalStutler
asked Martha Little to take the lead in developing a consistent response to thanglidety

are the easement programs at VOF and DOF different?”

Mr. Hartz turned the meeting over to Brett Ellsworth, Assistant Attorneyr@enar a
discussion on title insurance for VOF conservation easements. She explainiethgt
discussion with VOF staff, the question of title insurance for VOF easelmahtsome up. She
presented the Attorney General’s Office opinion. She said that as VOF’s invehproperties
expands, the value represented by the properties associated tax credits (yasvals She said
that once the procedures are developed, title insurance would provide evidence diipwaers
good legal property description, and proper recording, all benefits that would savienstaf
The legal benefits of title insurance protects VOF’s claim to titles andiddave a company to
defend those rights. She concluded by saying that it was advisable for the Coeaitiotov
protect its investment. She recognized that there were practical catisigethat needed to be
worked out such as who pays and the timing of the insurance policies, ap@raisatduation
of the easements. Mr. Lee said that he had discussed the issue with Trusteebev ankdA
Molly Ward and they both agreed that title insurance lends added integrity to the
Commonwealth’s interest in the easements. Mr. Allen added that he had disbagsedé with
a colleague and the question came up of how the value of a gift of easement would be
determined. Jeremy Stone of the Department of Conservation and Recreation (f2€f)tbat
they had purchased title insurance on a tract of land that was a gift oleeasem™CR based on
the county assessment. Mr. Lee pointed out that once the Attorney Gendre#h@d
recommended the purchase of title insurance, if the organization does not follaghticat the
organization cannot rely on the Attorney General’'s Office to represehRtsMfiterests. Mr.
Hartz asked Bruce Stewart, Staff Counsel, to take staff lead on the isktgpart back to the
Board at the September meeting.

Mr. Hartz called on Anna Chisholm to present the proposed FY08 budget. Ms. Chisholm said
that the proposed budget increases full time staff by five and part tifhbystavo. The budget

also included equipment for new employees. It also includes a new office in Sdvitlgenia

and a solution to the overcrowding in the Warrenton Office. Mr. Lee added that he was looking
at the possibility of going to the community that supports VOF and asking for a viatéeiof
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Fauquier County. After discussion, Ms. Ward moved to approve the FY08 Budget asgukese
Dr. Cutler seconded, and the motion passed unanimously. (See Attachment #4.)

Ms. Chisholm presented a resolution to approve five full time staff positions for &rd’'80
consideration. Dr. Cutler moved to approve the addition of five additional full time staff
positions, Mr. Allen seconded, and the motion passed unanimously. (See Attachment #5.)

There was a brief discussion on the Preservation Trust Fund proposals to be considexrtd the ne
day.

Mr. Hartz adjourned the meeting at 4:45 p.m. to be reconvened at 9:00 a.m. the following
morning.
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MINUTES
VIRGINIA OUTDOORS FOUNDATION
QUARTELY MEETING OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES
VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY, ® FLOOR BOARD ROOM
CHARLOTTESVILLE, VIRGINIA
June 7, 2007 9:00 AM

Trustees present: Chairman, Mr. Frank M. Hartz, presiding; Mr. J. William Adogh S\VIr.
Mark S. Allen; Dr. M. Rupert Cutler; and Mr. Charles H. Seilheimer, Jr. VGfatanding: G.
Robert Lee, Executive Director; Ms. Tamara Vance, Deputy Director; &iel Grayson,
Deputy Director; Ms. Martha Little, Deputy Director for StewardsMg; Trisha Cleary,
Executive Assistant; Ms. Sherry Buttrick, Easement Manager; Ms. Hatimds, Easement
Specialist; Ms. Laura Thurman, Easement Manager; Ms. Ruth Babylon, EaSpeeiatlist;
Ms. Jennifer Perkins, Easement Specialist; Mr. Neal Kilgore, Easemamnal&peMs. Kristin
Ford, Easement Specialist; Mr. Philip Reed, Easement Specialist; MiGilzgin; Easement
Specialist; Ms. Anna Chisholm, Finance Manager; Ms. Sara Ensley, Human ¢eassiglanager;
Mr. Doug Wetmore, Stewardship Specialist; and Mr. Bruce Stewart, Siaffsgl. Also in
attendance were Mr. Frederick S. Fisher, Special Assistant Attorneyaemel Ms. Brett
Ellsworth, Assistant Attorney General.

Mr. Hartz called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. After introductions, Mtz ldanounced that
LTA Rally 2007 had been announced for October 3 through 6 in Denver, Colorado, and asked
Board members to make arrangements to attend. Mr. Hartz then asked the Boasitier the
proposed language change discussed by Leslie Grayson the day before. Dm&ugteto

adopt the language with a change in the language of the last sentence tatée@raes its

prior written approval” and make the amended language apply to all easements under
consideration at this meeting as well as available to the easements dgirpsier board

meetings but still not recorded. Mr. Allen seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Hartz asked if there was any public comment, there being none, he callpdrimra of the
order of business announcing that agenda items numbered 21 through 24, 63 through 66, 33, 41,
55, and 56 would be taken out of order to accommodate land owners and other interested parties.

Mr. Hartz then explained that if proposed easements had been ranked a categdmyill, staf
report that the easement meets guidelines, employs the new template vagrdaaysjuestions.
If the easement is a category 2, staff will explain the reason for exceptidraswer any
guestions. If the easement is a category 3, full discussion may be requinecBmatd.

Mr. Hartz asked Kristin Ford to begin with the Harris easements. Leaslys@ explained that
the Harris easements were written by Frank A. Thomas, Ill and preséetedtave language
for his paragraph 9. GENERAL. Bruce Stewart worked with Mr. Thomas on the alternat
language. The proposed change is in the second sentence of paragraph 9 and thaegds it
“This paragraph shall not be construed to prevent any matter permitted under tlotidtesset
forth in Paragraphs 1 through 8 of this Section Il, as the Grantee has determitieel that
Restrictions will limit use of the Property to those uses consistent with, and ntedygve
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affecting , the conservation values of the Property and the governmental coosgrokties
furthered by the Easement.”

#21 — Pauline and Samuel Harris of 44.81 acres in Spotsylvania County — Ms. Ford explained
that the Harris family owns approximately 1,100 acres in Spotsylvania andeCraumgties and
they are bringing a total of eight easement proposals to the BoardtanhthisShe said that the
first proposal is on Lake Anna with no division but requesting one primary dwelling and one
secondary dwelling. The easement provides a 100 foot no-plow buffer on Lake Anna. The
proposal does not meet guidelines for dwelling and Ms. Ford recommended approval of the
easement with a smaller secondary. This property could be divided into 10 lots. Mr. Hart
invited the landowners to address the request for a secondary. Mrs. Ellen ¥{#Aairseel that
they would like to have a secondary dwelling to retire to when they give the ptionamg of

their children. Ms. Ford reviewed the dwellings being requested on all eight pidds
primary dwellings and 10 secondary dwellings. After discussion, Dr. Cutlerdno\approve

the easement allowing one secondary of 2,000 square feet within 200 feet of the primary
dwelling and the deletion of the language “or removal of trees necessagyrttain an effective
water quality buffer” and removal of DOF approval in the Riparian Buffersela Mr.

Seilheimer seconded and the motion passed unanimously. (This easement viillthenta
revised GENERAL paragraph.)

#22 — Ellen and Samuel Harris of 30.8 acres in Spotsylvania County — This property bmrders t
property considered in #21 and is essentially the same proposal. Dr. Cutler moved to approve
the easement allowing one primary dwelling and one secondary dwelling of 2,008 fegaar
within 200 feet of the primary dwelling. Mr. Seilheimer seconded and the motiordpasse
unanimously. (This easement will contain the revised GENERAL paragraph.)

#23 — W. D. and Samuel Harris of 117 acres in Spotsylvania County — This property is also
located on Lake Anna and the proposed easement allows no division, one primarygdwellin
under 4,500 square feet, a secondary dwelling of under 2,000 square feet (no restriction on
location), and a 100 foot no-plow buffer on Lake Anna. Dr. Cutler moved to approve the
easement as presented, Mr. Abel Smith seconded, and the motion passed unanimously. (This
easement will contain the revised GENERAL paragraph.)

#24 —WDH, LLC and W. D. Harris of 146.94 acres in Spotsylvania County — This easement
proposal allows for no subdivision, one primary dwelling, one secondary dwelling (nctiest

on location), and a 100 foot no-plow buffer on Lake Anna. These four easements represent
339.55 acres on Lake Anna that will be protected from development and provide open-space
values for the boating and driving public. Dr. Cutler moved to approve the easement as
presented, Mr. Seilheimer seconded, and the motion passed unanimously. (This ealement
contain the revised GENERAL paragraph.)

#63 — AG LAND LLC of 299 acres in Orange County — Ms. Ford explained to the Board that
this property does not have perennial streams so the riparian buffer langlidbgedeleted from
the easement. The proposed easement allows three parcels with a primagoaddry

dwelling each. Protecting this property will preserve productive agriclléumé and provide
open-space scenic views for the driving public on Monrovia Road. (This easerthenhvain
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the revised GENERAL paragraph.) The easement will be co-held the Orangg Soil and
Water Conservation District. The PTF Committee recommended approving $8,750 in
reimbursement for costs. Mr. Seilheimer moved to approve the easement as amnended
$8,750 in PTF funds, Dr. Cutler seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

Dr. Cutler asked that the Riparian Buffer language be placed directlyredtbtanagement of
Forest language in all easements and suggested that if properties had nalpstreams, leave
the title of “5. Riparian Buffer” and note that it is “not applicable”.

#64 — W. D. and Samuel Harris of 54.28 acres in Orange County — The easement allows no
division, one primary dwelling and one secondary dwelling. Protection of this propkrty w
preserve productive agricultural land and provide open-space scenic views favitigeprblic

on Ellisville Road. Ms. Ford explained that the request of the landowner for a sgconda
dwelling on this property is for farm worker housing and would be best located awayh&om t
main dwelling. (This easement will contain the revised GENERAL paragrapis)edsement
will also be co-held by the Orange County Soil and Water Conservation DigthetPTF
Committee recommended awarding $8,750 for costs. Mr. Hartz suggested thetdhiasy
should be no larger than 1,500 square feet. Dr. Cutler moved to approve the easement with a
secondary dwelling of no larger than 1,500 square feet and $8,750 in PTF funds. Mr. Allen
seconded and the easement was approved unanimously as amended.

#65 — W. D. and Samuel Harris of 176.79 acres in Spotsylvania County — This property contains
productive pastureland and open-space views from Route 653. The easement allows no division,
one primary dwelling, one secondary dwelling, and 4,500 square foot farm building with VOF
review. Ms. Ford explained that there is no good survey on this property and may require a
boundary line adjustment to create a contiguous property. (This easement \aih toat

revised GENERAL paragraph.) Tri-County Soil and Water Conservation Distlico-hold.

The PTF Committee recommended awarding $8,750 for costs. Mr. Seilheimer moved to

approve the easement as amended and $8,750 in PTF funds, Dr. Cutler seconded, and the
easement was approved unanimously as amended.

#66 — W. D. Harris of 227.15 acres in Spotsylvania County — An easement on this property wil
protect rolling crop land, wooded areas, and Beverly Run with a 100 foot no-plow buffer. (This
easement will contain the revised GENERAL paragraph.) The easemers atialivision, one

primary dwelling, one secondary dwelling, and 4,500 square foot farm building with VOF

review. Ms. Ford explained that the Riparian Buffer language will be eldaagyapproved by

the Board and with the forest stewardship management plan approved by the Grhaistee. T
easement will be co-held by the Tri County Soil and Water Conservation Didthe PTF

Committee recommended awarding $8,750 for costs. Dr. Cutler moved to approve treneasem

as amended and $8,750 in PTF funds, Mr. Abel Smith seconded, and the easement was approved
unanimously as amended.

#33 — Litchfield of 123.2 acres in King and Queen County — Estie Thomas presented the
easement proposal saying that it meets guidelines and follows the VOFteempia easement
will protect “Oakland”, an 18 century house, with no willful demolition language. The
easement also protects the open-space values of the property with no divisied altav
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wetlands on the property will be protected with 100 foot riparian buffers on MarketGwer.
Seilheimer moved to approve the easement as submitted, Mr. Abel Smith seconded, and the
motion passed unanimously.

#41 — Parker/Enfield of 838.8 acres in King William County — Estie Thomas presented the
easement explaining that it exceeds guidelines for divisions and numberliaigiswend follows
the VOF template. Ms. Thomas recommended 10,000 square feet for agriculidragbulue

to the property being used as a working farm. The easement provides for division into four
parcels with a primary and a secondary dwelling each and protects the MaRajwrwith 100
foot riparian buffers that exclude livestock. Mr. Seilheimer moved to approve theesdse
amended to allow 10,000 square feet for agricultural buildings, Dr. Cutler seconded, and the
easement was approved unanimously as amended.

#55 — Watkins Farm of 385 acres in King William County — Estie Thomas presented the
proposal on a property that contains farmland operated as a family-run dairgasgmeent will
contribute to the water quality of the Pamunkey River and the ChesapeaketiBapvioot
riparian buffer on Monquin Creek that excludes livestock. The easement allows fals parc
with a primary dwelling and a secondary dwelling each. She explained tipabgusal exceeds
guidelines for divisions and number of dwellings allowed but recommended approval of the
easement with the addition of VOF siting approval on all new dwellings. As angdedm, the
landowners need housing for their farm workers. Mr. Seilheimer moved to approvecineas
with the addition of VOF siting approval of dwellings, Mr. Allen seconded, and the eatseme
was approved unanimously as amended.

#56 — Woolford/Cownes of 452 acres in King William County — Estie Thomas presented the
proposals saying that the easement meets the guidelines as to the nymabezlsf dwellings,
and dwelling sizes. The easement allows four parcels with a primary acohaaey dwelling

on each. The easement will contribute to the water quality of the MattaponiaRov¢he
Chesapeake Bay with a 100 foot riparian buffer that excludes livestock. MreiS8el moved

for approval as submitted, Dr. Cutler seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#1 — David and Teresa B. Aker of 70.79 acres in Wythe County — Ruth Babylon presented the
proposal explaining that agenda items 1 through 4 are owned by the same family anawd.,, #3,

#4 are contiguous for a total of 585 acres known as Wolfpen Farm. The easement on this portion
of the property allows no division with one primary dwelling and one secondary dyvelllms

is a working dairy farm. Protection of these properties will contribute to thesysee and

rural agricultural character of the county. Dr. Cutler moved to approve theerdsssn

presented, Mr. Abel Smith seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#2 — Thomas M, Teresa A, David, and Teresa B. Aker “Cripple Creek” of 152.7 acresha Wyt
County — This property contains the cow and calf operation of the dairy farm as \welpéand.
The property lies on Cripple Creek, a stocked trout stream, which will be prbbgc# foot
fenced riparian buffers on both sides of the creek that exclude livestock. M#Bakpglained
that the easement allows two parcels, two single family dwellinpsanard cap of 3,500

square feet, no secondary dwellings, and no buildings visible from Virginia Sceniy By&a
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Mr. Seilheimer moved to approve the easement as presented, Mr. Abel Smith secondhed, and t
motion passed unanimously.

#3 - Thomas M, Teresa A, David, and Teresa B. Aker of 158.11 acres in Wythe County — Ms.
Babylon presented the easement saying it allows for two parcels, twofsimghedwellings

with a hard cap of 3,500 square feet each, and no secondary dwellings. Mr. Seilheintetomove
approve the easement as presented, Mr. Allen seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#4 — Helen Aker “Wolfpen Farm” of 356.89 acres in Wythe County — Ms. Babylon presented the
proposal explaining that this property is the main portion of the family dairy féthrpastures

and cropland. The easement allows three parcels, three single familywgsvelith a hard cap

of 3,500 square feet each, and no secondary dwellings. Mr. Seilheimer moved to approve the
easement as presented, Dr. Cutler seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#5 — Bibb/Komarnitzki of 204.325 acres in Amherst County — Sherry Buttrick presented the
proposal saying that the easement allows two parcels, two primary dwetliregsecondary
dwelling, outbuildings less than 2,500 square feet per dwelling, farm buildings atdrgrean

4,500 square feet, no building above the 1,240 foot contour elevation, and a 50 foot no-plow/no
timbering riparian buffer on both banks of Miller Creek. Mr. Seilheimer moved to approve the
easement as presented, Mr. Abel Smith seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#6 — Carithers of 72.61 acres in Shenandoah County — Laura Thurman presented the proposed
easement saying it would allow no division, one single family dwelling @oinio 3,500 square

feet), no secondary dwelling, farm buildings with VOF review if over 4,500 squdrariée
cumulative cap of 15,000 square feet, 100 foot vegetated riparian buffer on one seasonal stream
and 50 foot buffer on the other, and a no-plow buffer on the spring and pond. Protection of this
property will contribute to the rural character of the area and provide scengfoiethe driving
public along Alonazville Road. The riparian buffers help protect the headwaterghsf Run, a
major tributary of the North Fork of the Shenandoah River. Ms. Thurman also told the Board
that the owners have restored a former hay field to a Shenandoah Valley MMairgeilheimer
moved to approve the easement as presented, Dr. Cutler seconded, and the motion passed
unanimously.

#7 — Chalk Mountain Farm, LLC of 293 acres in Albemarle County — Sherry Buttricknpedse

the proposal stating that the landowners wanted three parcels, three priméingsweth no

size limitations, three secondary dwellings not to exceed 2,000 square feet edi@drnone
apartment, and a 100 foot no-plow riparian buffer on the perennial streams. Sincetherga
does not meet guidelines, Ms. Buttrick recommended either a size limit onrttagypdwellings

or a provision that no dwelling should be visible from the road that exceeds 5,000 square feet
without prior written approval, the secondary dwellings be reduced to 1,600 to 1,800 square fee
and/or the size of the cottage located within the 600 foot setback from the road be reduced to
1,500 square feet, and add a maximum size of 1,000 square feet to the barn apartment. Ms.
Buttrick said that template language requiring notification of anystalearing over 10 acres
would be restored to the easement. Mr. Hartz said that he had multiple concerns with the
easement and could not support the easement as written. After discussion|hdimgei

moved the easement be approved with the following amendments: secondary dwellingsrno lar
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that 2,000 square feet with only one secondary dwelling, no larger than 1,600 square feet,
allowed in the 600 foot setback from Route697, no dwellings visible from the road exceeding
5,000 square feet without VOF approval, and language requiring notice if clearing ovezsl0 ac
of forest. Dr. Cutler seconded the motion. The easement was approved as amended with M
Abel Smith abstaining from voting and Mr. Hartz voted against.

#8 — Clark of 202.436 acres in Orange County — Sherry Buttrick presented the easement that
allows for no division, one primary dwelling not visible from Route 636, three secondary
dwellings of no larger than 2,400 square feet each (also not visible from Route 636), farm
buildings of no more than 10,000 square feet, and a 35 foot and 13 foot vegetated riparian buffer
on Downey’s Mill Run. Mr. Seilheimer moved to approve the easement as presentedeMr. Al
seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#9 — Collins “Merriewood Farm” of 332.99 acres in Orange County — Sherry Buttrie&resl

the proposed easement that allows three parcels, three primary dweitings wize limits (two
primary dwellings exist), four secondary dwellings of no larger than 2,000 sgeareaich, an

indoor riding ring no larger than 20,000 square feet without prior approval (and not visible from
the road), 200 foot setback from Route 644 for two of the parcels and a 500 foot setback for the
third, and a 50 foot forested riparian buffer on Marsh Run that excludes livestock. MskButtri
added that the bank wanted to add to the sub-ordination clause, “for so long as the Bank retains
its lien on any portion of the Property, division or subdivision of the Property as pdrmittes
Easement may only be made with the approval in writing of the Bank.” Ms. Buttrick
recommended that the fourth secondary be located in a farm building or gdchgegravision

that the buffer that is forested along the road be maintained in forest, andStevestdship
Management Plan approved by Grantee. Mr. Seilheimer moved to approve theneaseme
amended as recommended, Dr. Cutler seconded, and the easement was approved unasimously
amended.

#10 — Cox of 85 acres in King William County — Estie Thomas presented the easement which
allows for no division, one single family dwelling no larger than 4,500 square feet, farm
buildings of 4,500 square feet, no timbering except for domestic consumption, and 100 foot
riparian buffer on Aquinton Creek with livestock excluded. Protection of this propetty wil
contribute to open-space values and the water quality of the Pamunkey River and #pe&itees
Bay. Mr. Allen moved to approve the easement as presented, Mr. Abel Smith secondeel, and t
motion passed unanimously.

#11 — Crowe of 154 acres in Greene County — Sherry Buttrick presented the Crowe proposal
which allows for no division, one primary dwelling of no larger than 6,500 square feet, two
secondary dwellings of no larger than 2,000 square feet, farm buildings of ret ¢jnaa 7,500
square feet total, 200 foot setbacks from the roads, and a 35 foot no-plow buffer on the
intermittent stream with mowing and livestock allowed. Ms. Buttrick renended approval

due to the restrictions placed on the Farmstead area and size of the existigigugecottage.

She added that template language governing Industrial or Commerciatiéstivould be added

to the easement. After discussion, Mr. Abel Smith moved to approve the easemerdrasgres
with the template Industrial or Commercial Activities language and contiogetiear title, Mr.
Seilheimer seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.
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#12 — Cushman of 160 acres in Augusta County — Laura Thurman presented the easement that
allows one division right reserved for the current owner only, a right of wayatadddcked

parcel co-owned by the donor, two single family dwellings (the primagllihg is limited to

4,500 square fee and the other can be no larger than 2,500 square feet), one secondary dwelling
no larger than 1,000 square feet, no willful demolition of the existing historic dwehimg

building review, and a 50 foot no-plow buffer on Otts Creek that allows mowing andgrazi

Dr. Cutler objected to the mowing and grazing allowed in the riparian buffer ghgnigoth are
harmful to water quality. Mr. Hartz agreed. Ms. Thurman explained that thediais this

property just meets guidelines but is mitigated by the smaller size divilengs and the

restriction that single family dwelling be built out of sight of Route 726. 8tedathat the

heavily timbered portion of the property would be protected by a no commerciatitigpmbe
provision. After discussion, Ms. Thurman said she would have the owner include best
management practices language to the Management of Forest provision. Mr. Allenanoved t
approve the easement with the amended Forestry language, Mr. Seilheonelese and the
easement was approved unanimously as amended.

#13 — Donald W. Firebaugh Living Trust of 81.92 acres in Rockbridge County — Ms. Thurman
presented the easement that allows no division, an existing single familjngwedich cannot

be enlarged to greater than 1,000 square feet, an additional single family dwellingrgfemo |
than 3,500 square feet located out of sight of Route 623 within one of the designated building
envelops, 4,500 square foot farm building review, a 50 foot vegetated riparian buffer on Ford
Run, and a restriction on conversion of forest to farm land above a designated line (shown on
map included in the BDR). Mr. Lee pointed out that he did not see a provision for the second
dwelling. It was discovered that the section (ii) allowing a 3,500 square fobindvweas

missing in the easement submitted for review. Ms. Thurman said it would be abbefuse
recordation. Mr. Allen moved to approve the easement as corrected, Mr. Seileetunded,

and the easement was approved unanimously as amended.

#14 — Dunnottar Farm Incorporated of 449.6539 acres in Fauquier County — Leslie Grayson
presented the proposal explaining that while the easement does not technicafjyidedmes

for secondary dwellings, three of the secondary dwellings exist and are tiesirtcurrent

locations clustered around one of the existing primary dwellings. She saitl tiidha new
dwellings are sited at pre-determined locations to keep the visible operepastuclear.

Protection of this property will provide open-space and scenic views frompilibée roads

very close to Warrenton and protect the forested ridgeline of Viewtree anoastwell as
contribute to the Rappahannock watershed with a 50 foot buffer on Great Run. MsnAithel
moved to approve the easement as presented, Mr. Seilheimer seconded, and the madion pass
unanimously.

#15 — Eagle Hill Investment, LLC of 202.4 acres in Albemarle County — SherrycButtr
presented the easement proposal which has existing VOF easements on.twhasidasement
allows one existing primary dwelling, two existing secondary dwellings ajpartments to be
located in barn structures, 4,500 square foot farm building review, 5,700 square foot indoor
riding ring, a 600 foot building setback from Route 601, and riparian buffers of 100 feet in the
forested areas and 35 feet of no-plow in the open areas of the property. Ms. Buttrick
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recommended approve the easement as presented because all parties had kydrkedl toe
balance the protection of open-space values and the needs of a young famManbésasked
if the donor would take “recreation” out of the WHEREAS clause listing the purpasiee fo
easement. Mr. Seilheimer moved to approve the easement with “recreatimvece Mr. Abel
Smith seconded, and the easement was approved unanimously as amended.

Ms. Vance asked if the Board could give staff leeway to develop consistenM@aragement

Plan language for the VOF template. She was concerned that there wepkemeisions in the
day’s easement proposals and wanted to insure consistency. Mr. Hartz agreeath dred w
consensus of the other Board members present, that staff should develop language drd bring
the Board for approval.

#16 — Edgerton “Timbercreek Farm” of 128.45 acres in Albemarle County — SherrylButtric
presented this proposal with no division, one primary dwelling with no limit on size asslding a
stays “in the same approximate location on the Property” (this is a changejecondary

dwelling of no larger than 2,000 square feet, non-residential outbuildings of no more than 2,500
square feet per dwelling, 4,500 square feet in farm buildings, scenic protectiak sftbZ200

feet from Route 614, and a 50 foot no-plow buffer on the intermittent stream. Ms.Buttric
recommended approval with the revised GENERAL paragraph and the change fondrg pr
dwelling. Mr. Abel Smith moved to approve the easement with the recommended changes, Mr
Seilheimer seconded, and the easement was approved unanimously as amended.

#17 — Eggleston of 205.2366 acres in Highland County — Laura Thurman presented the easement
that provides for two parcels, two primary dwellings that will not collectivetged 7,000

square feet, one secondary dwelling no larger than 2,000 square feet, farm buildingfevie
3,500 square feet with aggregate cap on farm buildings of 20,000 square feet, building setback
from Route 250, and 100 foot no-plow riparian buffer on the seasonal streams. The proposed
easement will preserve the scenic views from the McDowell Battledfied U.S. Route 250 with
designated building envelopes above the 2,600 foot contour line or VOF siting review. Ms.
Thurman recommended approving the easement as presented as it exceeds guoitikhes

area for the primary dwellings, only one secondary dwelling, and smalebialding review.

Mr. Seilheimer moved to approve the easement as presented, Mr. Abel Smith secondhed, and t
motion passed unanimously.

#18 — Thomas M. Fulcher Trust of 800.433 acres in Amherst County — Sherry Buttrick presented
the easement that allows three parcels, six single family dwellingsger than 4,500 square

feet (of which four exist), three secondary dwellings no larger than 2,000 squar®feeilding

above the 1'600 foot contour line, and 35 foot no-plow riparian buffer on Indian Creek. Ms.
Buttrick told the Board that the landowner was requesting the inclusion of the dtamamill
language and an increase in the airplane hanger to 4,500 square feet. Ms. Butimnokeneded
approval as the easement meets or is better than VOF guidelines and provetd®prot

locally important scenic vistas. Mr. Seilheimer moved to approval with the requdsinges,

Mr. Abel Smith seconded, and the easement was approved unanimously as amended.

#19 — Griffin of 100.556 acres in King George County — Estie Thomas presented the proposal
which would allow no division of the property, two single family dwellings (one no larger than
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4,500 square feet and the other no larger than 2,000 square feet), the permitted dwellibgs mus
within 300 feet of each other, one repair shop no larger than 2,500 square feet, farm swiéicture
4,500 square feet, and 120 foot no-plow riparian buffer on the Potomac River that excludes
livestock. Protection of this property will contribute to the water quality of tles@peake Bay

and preserve open-space views for the driving and boating public. Ms. Thomas recethmend
approval of the easement with a limitation on the repair shop of 1,000 square feet or VOF
approval if larger. Mr. Seilheimer moved to approve the easement with the amendesh@pai
language, Dr. Cutler seconded, and the easement was approved unanimously as amended.

#20 — Grills “Rapidan River Farm” of 380.82 acres in Culpeper County — SherrycButtri
presented the easement that will protect extensive shoreline on the north sher@agitlan

River and the perennial stream with 50 foot riparian buffers. The scenic views froem@23ut

will be protected by a 200 foot building setback. The easement allows four pansets (

which cannot have any buildings and no clear cutting of timber to protect unique habitat and
potential rare species), three primary dwellings, three secondaryndwehon-residential
outbuildings of no more than 2,500 square feet, and farm buildings of 4,500 square feet. Ms.
Buttrick recommended approval as presented. Mr. Seilheimer moved to approve itienéase
submitted, Dr. Cutler seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#25 — Hat Creek Farm, LLC of 200 acres in Nelson County — Sherry Buttrick mes$keat

easement proposal for a property that is in the immediate vicinity of othee¥§dments. The
easement allows two parcels, two primary dwellings of 4,500 square feet @ftapproval for

larger, two secondary dwellings no larger than 2,000 square feet, 4,500 square feet in farm
buildings, 300 foot building setback from Route 151, a no build zone above 2,000 feet elevation,
and 100 foot riparian buffer on Hat Creek that excludes livestock. Ms. Buttrick recalmdhe
approval as presented. Mr. Seilheimer moved for approval, Mr. Allen seconded, and the motion
passed unanimously.

#26 — High Meadow Land Co. of 200.02 acres in Rockbridge County — Laura Thurman
presented the easement saying that the property contains three sigsifikholes and lies

within the drainage area of four known caves. The easement allows for two,darcglamary
dwellings no larger than 4,500 square feet, two secondary dwellings no larger than 2,000 square
feet, 4,500 farm building review, 300 foot building setback from Bethany Road, and 100 foot no
build buffer around the sinkholes. Ms. Thurman said that the Grading, Blasting, Mining
restriction should be changed to read, “Grading, blasting or earth removal shalteralipa

alter the topography of the Property except for (i) dam construction te eads, (i) wetlands

or stream bank restoration pursuant to a government permit, (iii) erosion andrsectmirol
pursuant to a government-required erosion and sediment control plan, or (iv) as reqineed i
construction of permitted buildings, structures, roads, and utili@eading or blasting activities

shall not damage the sinkholes on the Property. . ..” Mr. Allen moved to approve the easement
with the amended language, Dr. Cutler seconded, and the easement was approveaisiyanim

as amended.

#27 — Hyatt of 330.13 acres in Albemarle County — Sherry Buttrick presented the proposed

easement that allows the existing 10 buildings in three building envelopes: imgpp@idielope
#1 there is a farm manager’s house; in building envelope #2 there is the main resittence
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garage and storage building, a carriage house with residential apartmemstaryniog house,

and a stable, an equipment storage and maintenance building, and a greenhouse jusittko the
(but not in building envelope #2); in building envelope #3 contains a guest house. In addition,
the easement allows one additional secondary dwelling no larger than 2,500 segt)arinér
non-residential outbuildings appropriate to the dwellings, and farm buildings no langer tha
4,500 square feet without VOF approval. The easement will contribute to the waitgrajual

the Chesapeake Bay with 35 foot riparian buffers on both sides of any perennialnoitterer
streams on the property with no grazing of livestock but mowing allowed. Ms. Buttrick
recommended approval as presented due to only one primary dwelling, stricbisgaupndary
dwellings, and no subdivision allowed. Mr. Seilheimer moved to approve as presented, Mr. Abe
Smith seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#28 — Irvine and Irvine, LLC of 977.281 acres in Rockbridge County — Laura Thurman presented
the easement which allows four parcels. Scenic views will be protected byd@@uiiding

setback from Route 646 and a no build zone above the 2,300 foot elevation. The existing
primary dwelling is larger than VOF guidelines permit but is mitigadedtion and no

secondary allowed on the parcel containing the dwelling. This property is adaeangxisting
easement on House Mountain. Ms. Thurman recommended approval as presented. Mr.
Seilheimer moved for approval, Mr. Allen seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#29 — Francis Irvine et al. of 236 acres in Rockbridge County — Laura Thurman prelsented t
proposal for this property that is adjacent to another VOF easement donated hy theriars.

This proposed easement would allow for no division, four dwellings of no larger than 2,500
square feet, farm building review at 4,500 square feet, 450 foot no build setback from the Geor
Washington and Jefferson National Forests, and 50 foot riparian buffers on eadf #ulg
intermittent streams on the property. Ms. Thurman recommended approval asepresémt
Seilheimer moved for approval, Dr. Cutler seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#30 — James of 402.55 acres in Culpeper and Madison Counties — Jennifer Perkins presented the
James proposal which allows no division, one single family dwelling no larger than 4,500 square
feet, farm building review at 5,000 square feet, and 100 foot no-plow riparian buffers on all
perennial streams. Protection of this property will preserve over 11,000 feattaige along

three public roads and contribute to the water quality of Devil’'s Run. (This easwaill have

the revised GENERAL language.) Ms. Perkins recommended approval with the updéied Ut

and General language. Mr. Seilheimer moved to approve the easement with theelededm
changes, Mr. Abel Smith seconded, and the easement was approved unanimously ak amende

#31 — Johnson of 79.149 acres in Albemarle County — Sherry Buttrick presented the easement
allowing no division, an 1885 single family dwelling protected with “no willful denuditi

language, one secondary dwelling of no larger than 1,200 square feet with VOF afggroval
larger, 400 foot building setback from Route 250 and 1-64, and 50 foot riparian buffers on
perennial and intermittent streams. The property has an existing cell baweiilt be removed
when lease expires in 2018. Ms. Buttrick recommended approval as presented. Mm&eilhe
moved for approval, Mr. Allen seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.
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#32 — Lightsey of 100.767 acres in the City of Staunton, Augusta County — Laura Thurman
presented the proposed easement that allows for no division, one single familyglofetio

larger than 3,000 square feet, no secondary dwelling, farm building review at 4,500f@sguare
with an aggregate cap of 7,000 square feet, and a 300 foot building setback from Route 262
which will preserve the scenic views of the driving public. The easemdraisalprotect a

large open space in the City of Staunton. Ms. Thurman recommended approval as presented.
Mr. Abel Smith moved for approval, Dr. Cutler seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#34 — Mack of 189.44 acres in Orange County — Sherry Buttrick presented the easement which
allows two parcels, two primary dwellings of no larger than 4,500 square feet,cwalaey

dwellings of no larger than 2,000 square feet, specific restrictions on thetscatidwellings

to protect the scenic views from Route 615 and Route 600, and a 35 foot no-plow riparian buffer
on the perennial stream. The views of the driving public are protected by a 500 ldiogbui

setback on Route 615 and a 200 foot building setback on Route 600. Ms. Buttrick recommended
approval as presented. Mr. Seilheimer moved for approval, Dr. Cutler seconded, and the motion
passed unanimously.

#35 —Mclintosh of 103.445 acres in Albemarle County — Sherry Buttrick presented theypropert
reporting that the easement had been completely rewritten over the pasivdalsrtz

suggested that, since the Board did not have an opportunity to review the revisecheaseme
consideration of this proposal be deferred to the September Board meeting. &rnmOwed to
defer, Mr. Allen seconded, and the motion to defer consideration of this easement to the
September Board meeting passed unanimously.

#36 — Merrill of 108 acres in Greene County — Sherry Buttrick presented the easdricant w
allows no division, one primary dwelling and one secondary dwelling that togedlyeroh

exceed 7,500 square feet, farm building review at 4,500 square feet, 200 foot building setback
from Route 638, and 35 foot no-plow riparian buffer on the stream. Ms. Buttrick reported that
the donor has agreed to include VOF template language governing small scaleagamme
activities. She also said that the easement would have to be approved contingenttithe.clear
Mr. Hartz asked that the number of square feet comprising 1% of the total proparbea

defined in the Buildings and Structures restriction. Dr. Cutler moved to approwastraaent

with the inclusion of VOF approval of small scale commercial activity languagenumber of
square feet comprising 1%, the determination of the type of stream on the prapérsuybject

to clear title. Mr. Seilheimer seconded and the easement was approved unarn@mously
amended.

#37 — Merrill “Teel Mountain Farm” of 307 acres in Greene County — Sherry Buptrgsented

the easement which allows three parcels of: 1) 100 acres with one pringlingland one
secondary dwelling not to exceed 7,500 square feet together unless approved Ry YIOF;

acres with two secondary dwellings, one reproduction farm house, and a stone house that
together cannot be greater than 10,000 square feet; and 3) 32.67 acres with one prirfiagy dwel
that cannot exceed 5,000 square feet without VOF written approval. The easemaiib\ats

farm building review at 4,500 square feet, no-build zone above the 960 foot elevation, and 100
foot riparian buffers along each bank of the perennial stream. Ms. Buttrickmesatad

approval of the easement with the inclusion of the small scale commerciadgnasi above and
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subject to clear title. Mr. Seilheimer moved to approve the easement widttimemended
changes, Dr. Cutler seconded, and the easement was approved unanimously as amended.

#38 — Middlebrook Farms, LLC of 577.423 acres in Augusta County — Laura Thurman presented
the easement that allows for five parcels, five primary dwellings of ger#nan 4,500 square

feet, five secondary dwellings of no larger than 2,000 square feet located within 300efeet of
primary, and VOF siting review for all new dwelling. The easement als@ins language

protecting the 1855 dwelling and will preserve the scenic views for the driving puithi 500

foot building setbacks on all public roads. Ms. Thurman recommended approval as presented.
Mr. Abel Smith moved to approve, Mr. Allen seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#39 — Moore of 894 acres in Botetourt County — Ruth Babylon presented the easement with one
correction. She explained that the summary sheet states that livestockexitllged from

Catawba Creek but the language was not in the deed. The language had been taken out in error.
Ms. Babylon recommended approving the easement with the livestock excludedjéangua

restored. The easement allows for four parcels, four primary dwellings gioamdary

dwellings, no new dwellings visible from Poor Farm Road, and a 100 foot riparian buffer along
Catawba Creek. This easement fully meets VOF guidelines. Dr. Cutler moveddoeesibyar

easement with the restoration of the livestock excluded from the creek languageiliinter
seconded, and the easement was approved unanimously as amended.

#40 — Nuckolls “Foggy Bottom Farm” of 461.74 acres in Grayson County — Ruth Babylon
presented the proposed easement allowing five parcels, five primaryndyselb larger than

4,500 square feet, five secondary dwellings no larger than 1,200 square feet, with the provision
that no new dwellings be constructed with 500 feet of the New River. The easesuent al
provides a 100 foot riparian buffer on the New River except for a section that drops to 35 feet
due to existing house, guest house, and barn. The riparian buffer excludes livestock from
grazing and will help protect several rare aquatics identified by DORision of Natural

Heritage. Two of the aquatics are ranked S1 - “extremely rareticaltyiimperiled”.. A

provision in the Building and Structures restriction prohibits cutting trees of gteateeight

inches in diameter at chest high between new dwellings and the river. This prepeljacent

to another parcel owned by the donor of 438 acres that has been approved for the Fangst Lega
Program and cannot be divided. Ms. Babylon recommended approval as presented. Mr.
Seilheimer moved for approval, Dr. Cutler seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#42 — Rose Hill Farm Limited Partnership of 321.39 acres in Loudoun and Fauquier Counties —
Jennifer Perkins presented the easement that provides for four parcels witmgred st 50

acres surrounding the historic Rose Hill house and associated outbuildings.ofjtsapallows

for more parcels or house density than the guidelines but staff believes thestecyive

provisions for siting of all new dwellings adequately protect the signifiseenic and historic

values of the property. The easement also provides 50 foot forested riparianthatfexslude
livestock on Pantherskin Creek and Plum Run, both of which are major tributaries to Goose
Creek. Rose Hill is surrounded on three sides with existing easements aadesiid) an

historic public access site. Ms. Perkins recommended approval of the easepneséated.

Mr. Seilheimer moved for approval, Mr. Abel Smith, and the motion passed unanimously.
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Mr. Hartz broke for lunch and reconvened the meeting at 12:35 p.m.

#43 — Shifflett of 116.907 acres in Augusta County — Laura Thurman presented the proposal tha
allows no division, one existing single family dwelling that can be enlarged to naimaore

4,500 square feet, one secondary dwelling no larger than 2,000 square feet, farm building review
at 4,500 square feet, a 50 to 35 foot riparian no-plow buffer on the South River that excludes
livestock, and a 50 foot no-plow buffer on Laurel Run. Ms. Thurman recommended approval as
the easement meets VOF guidelines. Mr. Allen moved for approval, Dr. Cutler séctbrede

motion passed unanimously.

#44 — Robert and Garnett Smith of 418.94 acres in Hanover County — Estie Thomas presented
the proposal for this property that is listed on the Virginia Landmarks Regrslehe National
Register of Historic Places. The property is home to “Springfield” which bwilt in 1820 for

Lucy Grimes Nelson, the widow of Thomas Nelson, a Signer of the Declaratiorepelmtence

and 4" Governor of the Commonwealth of Virginia. The easement allows one division into two
parcels, existing single family dwelling “Springfield” which may nowalfully demolished,

three secondary dwellings no larger than 2,000 square feet each, agricultural beitaingof

10,000 square feet due to the active operation, and 100 foot riparian buffer on New Found River
excluding livestock. Ms. Thomas recommended approving the easement as presented. Dr
Cutler moved for approval, Mr. Allen seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#45 — Walter and Alexis Smith of 199.5 acres in Orange County — Sherry Buttrick prebente
proposal which allows no division, one primary dwelling no larger than 4,500 square feet
without VOF approval, one secondary dwelling no larger than 2,000 square feet, 200 foot
building setback, and 100 foot no-plow riparian buffer on Pamunkey Creek. (This easdient wi
have the revised GENERAL paragraph.) Ms. Buttrick recommended approval agqueddr.
Seilheimer moved for approval, Mr. Abel Smith seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#46 — Southern Pines Investment, LLC of 603.1 acres in Fluvanna County — Sherry Buttrick
presented the proposal for this property. The easement would allow three pareelgritnary
dwellings no larger than 4,500 square feet, three secondary dwellings of no langg00ta

square feet, farm building review at 4,500 square feet, building setback of 300 feeafilom
shoulder of Route 630, and 100 foot riparian buffer on Phils Creek. Ms. Buttrick recommended
approval as presented. Mr. Seilheimer moved for approval, Dr. Cutler seconded, and the motion
passed unanimously.

#47 — Reid and Betty M. Swisher of 187.8 acres in Rockbridge County — Laura Thurman
presented the easement that allows for two parcels, two primary dwellinggeothan 4,500
square feet, one secondary dwelling no larger than 2,000 square feet, farm buildingtevie
4,500 square feet, 100 foot buffers for the sinkholes, and 35 foot riparian buffers for the
unnamed intermittent stream. Ms. Thurman reported a change to the Grading, Bléisiimg
restriction as in agenda item #26. Mr. Seilheimer moved to approve the easetméimée wi
Grading, Blasting, Mining change, Mr. Allen seconded, and the easemenppraged
unanimously as amended.
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#48 — Betty and Reid Swisher of 196.922 acres in Rockbridge County — Laura Thurman
presented this easement with the same change in the Grading restrieftmves The easement

will allow two parcels, two primary dwellings no larger than 4,500 square Weetdcondary
dwellings no larger than 2,000 square feet, farm building review at 4,500 square featgbuildi
setback of 300 feet from public roads, 100 foot buffer for sinkholes, and 35 foot no-plow buffers
for the ponds on the property. Ms. Thurman recommended approval as amended. Dr. Cutler
moved to approve the easement with the amended Grading language, Mr. Abel Sinitledec

and the easement was approved unanimously as amended.

#49 — Keith and Frances Swisher of 203.852 acres in Rockbridge County — Laura Thurman
presented the proposal that allows two parcels, two primary dwellings aigeo than 4,500

square feet (one exists), two secondary dwellings no larger than 2,000 squdmeailtiag

setback of 200 feet from the public roads, 100 foot buffers for sinkholes, 35 foot no-plow buffer
for the seasonal stream. This easement will also contain the amended Guaglirge as

above. This farm is currently managed by a NRCS Conservation Plan. Mr. Seilh&ed to
approve the easement as amended, Dr. Cutler seconded, and the easement was approved
unanimously as amended.

#50 — Thompson of 358.867 acres in Henry and Franklin Counties — Tamara Vance presented the
proposed easement that allows three parcels, three primary dwellings (orgenthian 5,500

square feet and two no larger than 4,500 square feet), three secondary dwellings tiwalarge

2,000 square feet, and 100 foot no-plow riparian buffer on the tributary to Reed Creek. The
easement contains specific restrictions on the siting of new dwellings de&sigm®tect the

scenic views of the driving public. Ms. Vance recommended approval with a sligigectta
Residential Buildzone A. Dr. Cutler moved to approve with the recommended change, Mr. Abel
Smith seconded, and the easement was approved unanimously as amended.

#51 — Tucker “Four Locust Farm” of 264.67 acres in Charlotte County — SherricButt

presented the easement explaining that the landowner wanted three primangsh(ene

existing) for his children. The existing primary is 5,000 square feet and the twoadibuld

only have an aggregate total of 7,500 square feet and cannot be located in view of Route 15. The
property already has three small secondary dwellings for farm workerseasament also

provides for no demolition or enlargement of historically significant structtaea building

review at 4,500 square feet, and 100 foot riparian buffers with fences at 35 fe#tdrstream

to exclude livestock from the streams. Mr. Abel Smith moved to approve the easement as
presented, Mr. Seilheimer seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#52 — Urla Row Trust of 304.99 acres in Spotsylvania County — Estie Thomas presented the
proposal clarifying that the total acres covered by the easement would be 30dsS@nacmeets
VOF guidelines with three parcels, three primary dwellings not to ex¢b8éa dquare feet, three
secondary dwellings not to exceed 2,000 square feet, farm building review at 4,5@0setar
and 100 foot riparian buffers that exclude livestock. She recommended approval with the
inclusion of VOF siting approval of new structures because the property bdrelers t
Chancellorsville Battlefield. Dr. Cutler moved to approve the easement atdn@sde
recommended, Mr. Seilheimer seconded, and the easement was approved unanintotsdy wit
inclusion of VOF siting approval.
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#53 —Voss/Milan of 105 acres in Rockbridge County — Laura Thurman presented the easement
that allows no division, one primary dwelling no larger than 4,500 square feet, one secondary
garage or barn apartment no larger than 1,000 square feet, farm building review afjdab60 s
feet with one 40,000 agricultural building with VOF siting approval and screening jois/isi

200 foot building setback from public roads, and a 50 foot no-plow riparian buffer on Harrison
Run and a seasonal tributary. The easement will protect the scenic vigeslaling public,
water quality of Harrison Run and the Maury River, and help maintain the rural quahty o
locality. Ms Thurman also told the Board that the billboard currently on the progéihew
removed at the end of the current lease. She recommended approval as presented. After
discussion, Dr. Cutler moved to approve the easement with a change in the sceaguagd to
ten feet apart on center in the Buildings and Structures restriction. Mr. Atemded and the
easement was approved unanimously as amended.

#54 — Ware Farm, LLC of 408.343 acres (corrected) in Essex County — Estie Thoreatepres
the easement with a new data sheet distributed to the Board. She reported theashanges
follows: 408.343 acres, no division, three single family dwellings not to exceed 6,500 square
feet, one secondary dwelling not to exceed 2,500 square feet, defined building envelope for
dwellings, 1,000 foot setback from the Rappahannock River, 100 foot riparian buffers that
excludes livestock on Belleview and Tuscarora Creeks, and farm building reviesd@tsquare
feet. These changes bring the easement into compliance with VOF guidelihexzommended
approval with the restoration of VOF template enforcement and inspection dnguia.
Seilheimer moved to approve the easement as amended, Mr. Abel Smith seconded, and the
easement was approved unanimously as amended.

#57 — Yawars of 173.77 acres in Rockbridge County — Laura Thurman presented the proposal
that allows for two parcels, two primary dwelling one of no larger than 5,500 sgaaentkethe

other no larger than 4,500 square feet, two secondary dwellings of no larger than 2,000 square
feet, no build buffer along Route 612, and a forested riparian buffer along North Buialo C

and a 50 foot riparian buffer along the unnamed seasonal stream. Ms. Thurman recommended
approval as presented. Mr. Seilheimer moved for approval, Mr. Allen seconded, and the motion
passed unanimously.

#79 — Biophilia Foundation of 1,477 acres in Wythe County - Mr. Hartz announced that the
Board would consider agenda item #79 next. Neal Kilgore presented the easdmant wi
division, one primary dwelling no larger than 5,500 square feet to be located in a building
envelope of four acres, two secondary dwellings no larger than 1,500 square feettedoiwi
own building envelope, at least 100 foot riparian buffers on all perennial streamsilgdreK
recommended approval as presented due to strict siting criteria fdoakdldwellings. He
pointed out that of the 1,477 acres only six will be developed. Dr. Cutler moved for approval,
Mr. Abel Smith seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Hartz called for consideration of the Preservation Trust Fund proposals.

#58 — Bolgiano of 100.375 acres in Rockingham County requesting $6,000 for costs — Laura
Thurman presented the proposal with several changes. The easement had beerashang
follows: on page 3 — the addition of whereas clause, “WHEREAS, the Grantor andeSrant
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recognize that the Property is almost entirely forested and is not compatibmmercial
agricultural uses; and”; on page 5, Section | — Purpose to read, “ . . The conservagerofal

the Property are its open-space, scenic, natural values and its values asskamvegfer open-
space and rural uses including small-scale [removed “agricultural andsirfjofeAlso on page

5, in the Section Il — Restrictions, 1. Division, (i) remove “or VCC” and (ii) remawel ‘the

Board of Directors of VCC”. On page 6 in 2. Buildings and Structures, change thedaiiceree

of outbuildings and structures to 2,500 square feet and add, “(iii) farm buildings or stsuctur
except that a farm building or farm structure exceeding 500 square feetimdgarea may not

be constructed on the Property unless prior written approval for the building or stalGlire

have bee obtained from Grantee, which approval shall be limited to consideratiomubaice

of the size, height and siting of the proposed structure on the conservation values of ttig. Prope
The aggregate footprint of all farm buildings shall not exceed 1,500 square deatiiml area.

For purposes of this subparagraph, a farm building or structure shall mean a buildingtorestr
originally constructed and used for the activities specified in paragraph ®)page 7, in
paragraph 3. Industrial or Commercial Activities, (i) changed to read, tiprsd related small-
scale incidental commercial operations that VOF approves . . . “ and change seatste to
read, “Notwithstanding any other provision of this easement, no other commerdiexcesget

for de minimis recreational or agricultural uses) shall be allowed on the Property.” aSbenent
allows no division, one single family dwelling, farm buildings as amended, and 100 fot¢diores
riparian buffer on both seasonal streams. Ms. Thurman recommended approval as amended.
Mr. Seilheimer reported that the PTF Committee recommended rewarding $6,0@utIBxr

moved to approve the easement as amended and the $6,000 for costs. Mr. Allen seconded and
the easement and funding was approved unanimously.

#59 — Clemmer of 145 acres in Augusta County requesting $18,500 for costs— Laura Thurman
presented the proposal for two parcels, two single family dwellings of no thegeB8,000

square feet, farm building review, and a building setback of 200 feet from Route 602.t She fel

the restrictions on dwelling size and location would protect the open-space andlugalof

the property. Ms. Thurman recommended approval as presented. Dr. Cutler repothed that

PTF Committee recommended an award of $14,000. Dr. Cutler moved to approve the easement
and $14,000 PTF funds, Mr. Seilheimer seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#60 — Davis of 143 acres in Clarke and Frederick Counties requesting $7,500 for costs— Kristi
Ford presented the easement that allows no division, one primary dwelling no langeb0ta

square feet, one secondary dwelling no larger than 2,000 square feet, a definedalesident
building area, and 50 foot riparian buffer with livestock excluded. Ms. Ford said that the
landowners have included no willful demolition language that will need to be revisedro say
demolition of theoriginal house as they plan to remove and rebuild a 1930’s addition. She
recommended approval with the change. Dr. Cutler reported that the PTF Cemmitte
recommended awarding the requested $7,500. Mr. Able Smith moved to approve the easement
as amended and the $7,500 of PTF funds, Mr. Allen seconded, and the motion passed
unanimously.

#61 — Dowell/Coleman “Strawberry Hill” of 329.92 acres in Albemarle Countyestqg

$567,145 for partial purchase and costs — Sherry Buttrick presented the easement paiposal t
had been approved by the Board in November 2006 for no funding. In order to obtain substantial
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funding, the landowner had revised the easement to allow only two parcels wittasy@and
secondary each instead of the approved three parcels with primary and seeanbariylr.

Seilheimer reported that the PTF Committee recommended funding of $565,645 faspurch

and $1,500 for costs for a total of $567,145. Mr. Seilheimer moved for approval of the amended
easement and an award of $567,145, Dr. Cutler seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#62 — Faulconer of 303 acres in Orange County requesting $277,900 for partial purchase and
costs — Sherry Buttrick presented the easement that allows for three piduresl primary

dwellings of no larger than 4,500 square feet, three secondary dwellings of naHarg2y000

square feet, building setback from Route 522, and 100 foot no-plow riparian buffer on the
unnamed tributary of Mountain Run. She also said that the landowners have agreed to add siting
language for all new dwellings to minimize impact on the open-space valuespobplesty.

She recommended approval with the siting amendment. Mr. Seilheimer repottibe tAAF
Committee recommended awarding $277,900. Mr. Seilheimer then moved to approve the
easement with VOF siting approval for new dwellings and the requested $277,900 in PTF funds
Dr. Cutler seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

#67 — Heyl “Ridge Haven Farm” of 139 acres in Madison County requesting $6,800 for costs —
Sherry Buttrick presented the easement that will allow no division, one primatlyradw(exists)

with no willful demolition and enlarged to no greater than 4,500 square feet, one secondary
dwelling no larger than 2,000 square feet, farm building review at 4,500 square feetgbuildi
setback from Route 615 and no-build zone above 1,300 foot contour elevation, and 100 foot no-
plow buffer on Kinsey Run that excludes livestock. Ms. Buttrick explained that tieisheat

will have the approved Utilities language and revised General language.c8imenended

approval of the easement as presented. Mr. Seilheimer reported that the PFEt€oOmM
recommended awarding $6,800. Dr. Cutler moved to approve the easement as amended and
$6,800 PTF funds, Mr. Abel Smith seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#68 — Hundley of 855 acres in Botetourt County requesting $358,000 in purchase and costs —
Laura Thurman presented the proposal that would allow five parcels, five pdmalyngs of

no larger than 4,500 square feet, three secondary dwellings of no larger than 2,000 sgjuare fe
two cabins or one lodge that may be constructed in the eastern half of the prapartyyifding
review at 4,500 square feet on parcels greater than 50 acres and at 2,500 squarerfsds on pa
under 50 acres, 50 foot riparian buffer for the section of Sinking Creek not covereddny curr
riparian easement held by the Mountain Castles Soil and Water Conservatrar. Dishking
Creek is a designated trout stream by the Department of Game and lislaeies. Mr.

Seilheimer reported that the PTF Committee recommended awarding $358,000. Ihdireei
moved to approve the easement as presented and the PTF funds as requested. Dr. Cutler
seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

#69 — Martin (Brian and Barbara) of 25 acres in Washington County requesting $5,000 i costs
Neal Kilgore presented the easement that allows no division, one primagnasino larger

than 4,000 square feet (two dwellings exist and the existing mobile home musobeddnom

the property within 48 months of easement recordation), one new barn of no larger than 2,500
square feet, and a 100 foot riparian buffer with livestock fenced out at a minimum of 25 fee
from the Holston River. He said that he would work with the landowner to work in language t
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scheduling mowing to minimize impact on wildlife. Mr. Kilgore explained thatdurrent

landowner granted the previous owner a life estate allowing him to live in the ypdmaling

for life. The previous owner passed recently and the Martins plan on renovatingrtagypri

dwelling before moving into it. Mr. Martin also serves in the Air Force Resarnss

scheduled to be deployed to Iraq in September 2008, his third overseas tour, which sothe rea
for the 48 month grace period for the removal of the mobile home. Mr. Kilgore recommended
approval as presented. Mr. Seilheimer reported that the PTF Committee rewtedrawarding
$5,000 for costs. Mr. Seilheimer moved to approve the easement as presented and $5,000 PTF
funds, Dr. Cutler seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#70 — Martin (Walter L.) of 220 acres (corrected) in Rockbridge County requesting $356,500 fo
purchase and costs — Laura Thurman presented the proposed easement that praaides for
division, one primary dwelling of no larger than 4,500 square feet, one secondary of no larger
than 2,000 square feet, farm building review at 4,500 square feet, and a 35 foot vegetated no-
plow buffer on the unnamed perennial stream with exclusion of livestock. The propeaynsont
soils classified as prime or of statewide importance by the County arl #iesarea threatened

by development. Ms. Thurman recommended approval as presented. Mr. Seilheimed report
that the PTF Committee recommended awarding $300,000 toward the purchase and $6,500
toward costs for a total of $306,500 which represents 46% of the value of the most recent
appraisal. Mr. Seilheimer moved for approval of the easement as presented and $306,600 in PT
funds. Dr. Cutler seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

#71 — Milton of 263.15 acres in Montgomery County requesting $13,500 for costs (includes
costs for survey)— Tamara Vance distributed special condition maps for both Miltortipgoper
Ms. Vance explained that the County had requested that a nine acre portion of thigy pepert
excluded from the easement for town access and the landowner agreed. Shexjpidirezd

that the landowner had agreed to establish no-build zones for the open fields and “Baok Hill
protect the scenic views for the public. Ms. Vance said that the easement altopes ¢els,

two primary dwellings of no larger than 4,500 square feet, two secondary dwellingsaojem |
than 2,000 square feet, and a 100 foot vegetated buffer on Brake Branch. Dr. Cutled report
that the PTF Committee recommended full funding. Dr. Cutler moved to approve therdaseme
with the recommended no-build zones and the $13,500 in PTF funds. Mr. Abel Smith seconded
and the motion passed unanimously.

#72 — Milton of 375.593 acres in Montgomery County requesting $13, 500 for costs (includes
costs for survey) — Tamara Vance presented the proposed easement askingésantleat be
approved contingent on the earlier distributed special conditions map. The no-build area
contains a special ecological site identified by DCR’s Division of NbBkedtage and is near
Den Hill Woodlands, a Nature Conservancy preserve. The easement allows thete thaee
primary dwellings of no larger than 4,500 square feet, and three secondary dnadliraglarger
than 2,000 square feet. Ms. Vance said that the owner would like to include right of way
language for an access road for a neighbor with VOF approval and located t@mimgpact

on the special ecological site. She recommended approval as amended. Mm&eitimied
to approve the easement with the no-build zones recommended by staff and the raghtavfav
private road to serve the neighbor and the $13,500 in PTF funds as requested. Dr. Cutler
seconded and the motion passed unanimously.
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#73 — Norton Family, LLC “Norfields Farm” of 274.84 acres in Louisa County reaqugesti

$9,000 for costs — Sherry Buttrick presented the easement that allows two paccphnary
dwellings of no larger than 4,500 square feet, one secondary dwelling of no larg2/0b@

square feet, building setback of 500 feet from Route 15, and 100 foot riparian buffer on the
South Anna River that excludes livestock. Ms. Buttrick recommended approval asqatesent

Dr. Cutler moved for approval of the easement as presented and an award of $9,000 PTF funds,
Mr. Abel Smith seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#74 — Snapp of 151 acres in Frederick County requesting $155,750 for partial purchase and costs
— Kristin Ford presented the easement on a working farm that allows no divisionjsiimg ex

primary dwelling, one secondary dwelling of no larger than 2,600 square feet, onegecasiin

of 600 square feet, farm building review at 4,500 square feet, and 100 foot ripariarobuffer

Cedar Creek with livestock excluded. The riparian buffer will also protectrggpat feeds

Cedar Creek. Ms. Ford recommended approval as presented. Mr. Seilheimer rbpotied t

PTF Committee recommended awarding the requested amount because it eprégdi®% of

the value of the appraised value. Mr. Seilheimer moved to approve the easememasdres

and the $155,750 in PTF funds, Dr. Cutler seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#75 — Denhoff of 90.702 acres in Botetourt County requesting an additional $2,608 for costs
(previously awarded $4,000) — Laura Thurman explained that costs had come in higher tha
expected and the landowner is requesting additional funds. Mr. Seilheimer repairtbe ATF
Committee recommended approval of the request and so moved. Dr. Cutler seconded and the
motion passed unanimously.

Two additional items were reported out of the PTF Committee and recommended émaappr
Hodges, approved at the September 2006 meeting, requesting an additional $4,354.53; and
Copeland, approved at the March 2007 meeting, requesting an additional $82,000.

Ms. Vance explained that there was real financial need in the HodgestreBueCutler moved
to approve the $4,354.53 for Hodges, Mr. Seilheimer seconded, and the motion passed
unanimously.

Estie Thomas explained that the Copeland purchase had been approved in March 2007 for 50%
and awarded $200,000. Ms. Thomas said that the Copelands did not receive the full amount
requested from the Virginia Land Conservation Fund and, therefore, were negaelstitional

PTF funds to make up 50% purchase and the landowners will donate the other 50%. Mr.
Seilheimer moved to approve the additional $82,000, Dr. Cutler seconded, and the motion passed
unanimously.

#76 — Reconsideration of Chilton Trust of 7.451 acres in Lancaster County — Estie Thomas
presented the request for reconsideration of the property which is in thetea@ast House
Historic District and the muster site of the Virginia Colonial MilitiBhe property is also the site
of the town’s 18 century gallows and shoreline and wetlands of the Corrotoman River. Ms.
Thomas explained that this easement had been previously approved by the Board biit before
could be recorded, the owner, Mrs. Chilton, died. Her estate would like to see her wishes
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fulfilled and are amending the easement to include her house. Dr. Cutler moved to dpprove t
amended easement, Mr. Abel Smith seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

#77 — Reconsideration of the Fulton, Higgins, Switzer, and Huff property of 197.76 acres in
Cumberland County — Sherry Buttrick said that this easement had been approved alyeatsw
ago and since that time the ownership of the property had been slightly recahfigite

current proposal provides for two parcels, two primary dwellings of no larger than 2,566 squa
feet, no secondary dwellings, farm buildings of 2,500 square acres, forestrgdarngotecting

the oak trees on the property, and 100 foot riparian buffers on all streams exchestack.

Ms. Buttrick explained that the language regarding Bay Act regulatiohbeviemoved. Mr.
Seilheimer moved to approve the easement with the removal of the Chesapeake Bay
language removed, Mr. Allen seconded, and the easement was approved unanimously as
amended.

#78 — Reconsideration of Woodriff of 80.4 acres in Orange County — Sherry Buttrick edplaine
that the landowner has divided a parcel for a son and is presenting the easement witie80.4 a
with no division, one primary dwelling of no larger than 4,500 square feet without VOF review
one secondary dwelling of no larger than 2,000 square feet, farm building review at 4 &@0 squ
feet, and 35 foot no-plow riparian buffers on Hen and Bacon Run. Dr. Cutler moved to approve
the easement as presented, Mr. Hartz seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

There being no further business before the Board, Mr. Hartz adjourneddtiegret 2:47 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Patricia A. Cleary
Executive Assistant
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Attachment #1
Building and Structures Utilities Language

6/4/07

Proposed change to VOF easement template document.

Language occurs in clause 2. Buildings and Structures and selitbg construction of
roads and utilities on the property. The current language only pertitities that serve
the easement property itself. This proposed language change aowdfor VOF to
approve an above ground or underground utility to cross the easement prosentye
an adjacent property if there was no impact to the conservation \@aiug® easement

property.

CURRENT LANGUAGE:

Private roads and utilities to serve permitted buildings or sirest {f applicable:
private roads and utilities to parcels created by permittegdidns of the Property) and
roads with permeable surfaces for other permitted uses, suahmasd or forestry, may

be constructed and maintained. Underground public and private utilitiese whos
construction and maintenance will not significantly impair the Ptgjseconservation
values may be constructed and maintained if Grantee, in itsrablabsolute discretion,
should give its prior written approval.

PROPOSED LANGUAGE (showing changes):

Private roads and utilities to serve permitted buildings or strest (f applicable:
private roads and utilities to parcels created by permittegidng of the Property) and
roads with permeable surfaces for other permitted uses, suahrasd or forestry, may
be constructed and maintained—YndergroBnblic-asml or private utilities crossing the
Property, whose construction and maintenance Grantee determinestvalgnificantly
impair the Property's conservation values may be constructed anthimed if Grantee,
in-its-sole-and-abselute-diseretiamould give its prior written approval.

PROPOSED LANGUAGE (clean):

Private roads and utilities to serve permitted buildings or sirest {f applicable:
private roads and utilities to parcels created by permittegdidns of the Property) and
roads with permeable surfaces for other permitted uses, suahhasd or forestry, may
be constructed and maintained. Public or private utilities crosBed¢toperty, whose
construction and maintenance Grantee determines will not impairPtbperty's
conservation values may be constructed and maintained if Granteg @eplaces
“should give”) its prior written approval.
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Attachment #2

i) Bury +Partners

ENGINEERING SOLUTIONS

June 12, 2007

Ms. Leslie H. Grayson
Deputy Director

Virginia Qutdoors Foundation
324 Waterloo Street
Warrenton, VA 20186

RE:  VOF Easement Transfer
The Plains Redevelopment Corporation
Wakefield School Eastern Access Road

Dear Ms. Grayson:

This letter is in support of discussions regarding the VOF Board consideration of the requested
modification and exchange to the VOF easement on the property of The Plains Redevelopment
Corporation. The purpose of this request is to deal with safety problems currently experienced with
the access to the facilities on the upper end of the school. The existing access provides only one means
to get to these upper facilities and channels buses and other vehicles right through the middle of
student access ways from the academic buildings to the gymnasium which has created several close
calls. There is also no secondary means 1o access the upper portions of the site for emergency
vehicles. To create a safe environment for a segment of our community’s children a new site access
plan is necessary that will provide better separation of students conducting school activities from
vehicular traffic and also provide a secondary access to the upper facilities.

Alternate points of access are proposed to address these safety concems that include replacing the
existing internal access route with an eastern and western alignment which will ultimately provide a
perimeter loop access road around the carapus for fire and emergency services vehicles and normal
vehicular traffic.

The design of the western alignment was able to be routed with a suitable length that would fall within
state and local standards for maximum siopes. However, in designing the eastern access road, it was
found that the vertical elevation differences could not be accommodated within the on-site property
limits. Section 5 of the Fauquier County Standards for Streets, General Standards of Design: 5-6
stipulates the maximurn grade is limited to 10%. Grades in excess of 8% should be avoided.

In the design of the Eastside Assess Road, several alternatives were explored. All of these prior to
having to resort to the idea of going off property onto The Plains Redevelopment Corporation
property.  These included extending the road through the guest parking area straight up the hill
directly adjacent to the administration building and through the children’s play area including several
significant wall structures toward the existing round-a-bout. This option was not feasible because of
BURY+PARTMERSVIRGINIA, INC.
4154 Weeks Drive
Warrenton, Virginia 200187
12 [540) 3497730
v (540 3497731

Austin » Dollos « Houston » Son Antonio « Temple, Texas
Foirfax » Warrenion « Williamshurg, Virginia weww blrypariners.com
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P)u r Pd 1‘1 HO F Ms. Leslie H. Grayson

June 12, 2007
Page 2 of 2

the 40-ft change in vertical elevation over a distance of 382-ft. Taking into account vertical curve
transitions at each landing the grades would exceed 12%.

Each subsequent trial lead to slopes, landings and turning radii that was unacceptable.

The fourth and final trial added some curves in the road and extended it through a small portion of the
adjacent property. Only through this were acceptable resultant slopes achieved.

It is my professional opinion that the design standards of Fauquier County and the Commonwealth of
Virginia regarding maximum road slopes can not be met without extending the eastern access
alignment off the existing property as shown in the attached exhibit,

Attached are exhibits that further help to illustrate this situation. They show the proposed eastern
access road alignment and the profile of that alignment that illustrates the slope transitions. I hope
these help. If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Smcerely,

B}JR / Cﬁé RS, Inc.

Pdul A. Bernard, P.E.
Principal

Attachments: 2 - Exhibit Sheets
Cc: I Randolph Parks, Esq.

The Plains Redevelopment Corporation
Peter Quinn, Headmaster, Wakefield School
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122059 - Wakefield School0003 - Phase 5B - Road Improvements\Base Files\Road Profile\22059- East Side Road.dwg, Model, 5/2
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VIRGINIA OUTDOORS FOUNDATION

RESOLUTION

A RESOLUTION TO APPROVE AN UPDATE TO THE MEMORANDUM OF
UNDERSTANDING WITH THE VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY

WHEREAS, the mission of VOF is to “use private philanthropy and public support to
conserve and protect Virginia’s scenic, natural, historic, recreational, and open-space

areas for the benefit of the public;”

WHEREAS, VOF owns forested lands in fee for the purpose of preserving open space;

WHEREAS, VOF holds open-space easements in gross which include provisions for

Attachment #3

management of timber and forest resources and require submittal of a Forest Stewardship

Management Plan (Stewardship Plan) by the Grantor of the easement to VOF;

WHEREAS, the mission of the Virginia Department of Forestry is to protect the
Commonwealth’s forest 1and from fire, insects and disease; to manage State Forests and
other state lands for timber, recreation, watey, research, wildlife and biodiversity; and to
assist non-industrial private forest landowners through professional forestry advice and

technical management programs;

WHEREAS, well-managed forests provide clean air and water, wildlife habitat,

recreation, wood products and scenic beauty;

In view of these mutual objectives, VOF and the Virginia Department of Forestry desire
to maintain an enduring basis for cooperation and assistance; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED by the Virginia Outdoors Foundation Board of Trustees, this 6™ day of June

2007, That the revised Memorandum of Understanding between VOF and the Virginia

Department of Forestry be approved.

ADOPTED by a vote of 6 in favor and 0 against.

ATTEST:
(3. Robert Lee, Executive Director
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Attachment #4

RESOLUTION

A RESOLUTION TO ADOPT THE FISCAL YEAR (FY) 2008 VIRGINIA
OUTDOORS FOUNDATION BUDGET

WHEREAS, the fiscal year for the Virginia Outdoors Foundation (VOF) is 1 July
through 30 June; and

WHEREAS, a fiscal year Budget is developed and adopted to provide planning and
program guidance to the YOF Board of Trustees and the VOF Management Team; and

WHEREAS, Budget calculations are developed from the best available information
before the commencement of a new fiscal year; and

WHEREAS, line items in the budget are for planning and program allocation purposes
and actual expenditures may vary from adopted Budget projections as long as total
expenses do not exceed available funds; and

WHEREAS, the Executive Director, in consultation with other members of the VOF
Management Team and the Aundit and Personnel Committee, has prepared and submitted
a Proposed Budget for Fiscal Year 2008; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED by the Virginia Outdoors Foundation Board of Trustees this 6th day of June
2007, That the VOF Budget for Fiscal Year 2008 be, and is hereby, adopted as follows:

ADOPTED by a vote of 6 in favor and 0 against.

1 % oy
ATTEST: = = A
G. Robert Lee, Executive Director

Page 36 of 40



Virginia Qutdoors Foundation

Proposed FY08 Budget B
\ ! | 'Budgetto|
i : i Actual
“ i i Variance |
| Approved FYO7' FYOT7 3rd Qir | Estimateto | . Votal(by . PROPOSED
. Budget . Towls | Endof FY0T7 | Year) | FYos
Income ) b ’ !

40000 Land Conservation Program (LCP} | ; i : ]
40010 Contrib & Grants ; 65,000, 25860 33,000 4923% 50,000
40020 Restricted Grants i 20,000} 14,850; 14,850} -25.75% 0

40040 Recordation Fees : 900,000 625,760, 826,790 -7.80%| 750,000
40051 LGIP - VOF 100,000’ 108,930, 142,930 130,000
40052 LGIP-PTF 100.800/ 100,000} 100,000 100,600

__Total 40050 Interest income E 200,000 206,930, 242,830 | 2047%; 230,000

40080 General Fund Appropriati : 1,300,000 675,000 1,300,000 DO0%:
40150 Rental Income - Cabins | 12.000! 7,500 10,250 -14.58% 5000
40110 Miscel! i : : 1,180 1,500 1,500
Total 40000 Land Conservation Program (LCP} : 2,497,000 1,860,910 2,432,320 3,290,500
Total income = 2,497,000 1,860,910, 2,432,320 -2.59% 3,290,500

5106 P 1 Services i 1,914,100 1272025 1,820,820/ -4.40%! 2,577,000

5300 Pr i Services B 159,000 16,220, 1312200 0 -1747% | 283,000

5400 IT Gogds and Services 339,900, 57,600, 154,800, | -54.52% 373,000}

5500 Program Exp 9 | — [
5610 Utilities 85000 6010 BS00L . 3077% ~16,000]
5612 Postage & Delivery ; 12,800 7,570; 12,800, | 0.00% 15,000
5520 Telephone : 31,1,00}%‘_ 26,180 36,1000 | 16.08%] 44,000
5530 Insurance ; 1,200, 320 8000, ! | 10,600
5540 Rent ! 85,200, 49,240 650000 | -031% 123000

5550 Trave! Exp 75.000 40,630 85,000« -13.33% 82,000
5560 Staff T 18,200 12,470} 15,000 1768% 22,000
5565 Monttoring Services B ~, i 30,000

5570 Publicat 13,000) o) 5,500 -57.68%' 27,000
5580 Miscell 23,000 21.760! 25,000/ B.70% 35,000

Total 5500 Program Expe [ 245,000 164,160, 238,800 3% 404,000

5600 Materials & Suppli i 65,000 42,190 59,000 9% 94,000
5610 Tracked Smi Equip i 5,000 10,840, 13,000) 160% 0

Total 5600 Materlals & Suppl » 78,000, 53,0300 72,000 2%, 94,000

8000 Restricted Grant Exp i N i I
8010 VEE Grant ; 20,000, 28,534 28,026 4% 0
8020 NRTGF 10,8041 10,894, 0,894/ 0% [

Totat 6000 Restricted Grant Expense 30,894 39427, 38,920 8% g

Total Exper ‘ 2,758,884, 1,602,462 2,465,460 1% 3,711,000
Net Operating | RN 262,894 258,448/ 8%, 420,500
Other Exp i |

_ 9800 Fixed asset purchases

8840 Capitat purchases - vebicles . . 9285 L
9830 Capitaf Purchases- Equig 40,000 | 38,000 | -10% o
Total 9800 Fixed asset pusth 5,000 19,245 55,265 -15% 83,000
Totai Other Exp | 6,000 19,285, 56,265 © -15% 43,000
Total Exp i 2,824,894 1,621,727 2,520,725 1%, 3,799,000
[Prev. Yr Oper. Reserve Applied to Current FY | 586,068 586,068 586,088, 0%, 508,500
|Restricted Fund Disbursed (NRTCF) { 10,894 10,894 [
|Net Operating Surp 258,174 525,251, 508,500 | 97% 0
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Attachment #5

RESOLUTION

A RESOLUTION TO AUTHORIZE NEW FULL TIME EASEMENT AND
STEWARDSHIP POSITIONS FOR THE VIRGINIA OUTDOORS FOUNDATION

WHEREAS, the Virginia Outdoors Foundation (VOF) holds more conservation
easements than any public land trust in the United States; and

WHEREAS, the FY08 Budget for VOF including an increased General Fund
Appropriation will allow VOF to hire additional staff for at lease one year; and

WHEREAS, it is vital to the progress of VOF and to the efficiency of programs to have
adequate staff to handle the workloads; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED by the Virginia Outdoors Foundation Board of Trustees, this 6™ day of

June, 2007, That five additional full time positions are hereby authorized.

ADOPTED by a vote of 6 in favor and 0 against.

; m™ Vo
P S A
‘,. ey P L]/'\/\:&\A /’{/L\__ .
ATTEST: -

G. Robert Lee, Executive Director
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