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AGENDA
JAMES CITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
REGULAR MEETING
County Government Center Board Room
101 Mounts Bay Road, Williamsburg, VA 23185
May 12, 2020
5:00 PM

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

MOMENT OF SILENCE
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
PRESENTATIONS
PUBLIC COMMENT
CONSENT CALENDAR

1. Minutes Adoption
2. Resolution of Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance Violation at 2618 Chickahominy Road
3. Resolution of Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance Violation at 2640 Chickahominy Road

PUBLIC HEARING(S)

1. Z-20-0001. Norge Center Proffer Amendment
2. Z-19-0003. Fords Colony Proffer Amendment

BOARD CONSIDERATION(S)

1 Establishment of a Full-Time Building Security and Custodial Services Superintendent Position
2 Skimino Creek Watershed Management Plan - Board Adoption

3. Revisions to Chapter 5 of the James City County Personnel Policies and Procedures Manual
4

Authorization and Appropriation for the Contribution to the Greater Williamsburg Small
Business Relief Fund

5. COVID-19 Reopening Guidelines

BOARD REQUESTS AND DIRECTIVES
REPORTS OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR
CLOSED SESSION

1.  Appointments - Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee

2. Appointments - Historical Commission
ADJOURNMENT

1. Adjourn until 4 p.m. on May 26, 2020 for the Work Session



AGENDA ITEM NO. G.1.

ITEM SUMMARY
DATE: 5/12/2020
TO: The Board of Supervisors
FROM: Teresa J. Fellows, Deputy Clerk

SUBJECT: Minutes Adoption

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type

o 010220 Org Meeting Minutes

o 012520 Retreat Minutes

o 041420 Regular Meeting Minutes

o 042120 Budget Work Session Minutes
REVIEWERS:
Department Reviewer Action Date

Board Secretary Fellows, Teresa Approved 5/4/2020 - 1:56 PM



MINUTES
JAMES CITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
ORGANIZATIONAL MEETING
County Government Center Board Room
101 Mounts Bay Road, Williamsburg, VA 23185
January 2, 2020
4:00 PM

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

Michael J. Hipple, Vice Chairman, Powhatan District
Ruth M. Larson, Berkeley District

P. Sue Sadler, Stonehouse District

John J. McGlennon, Roberts District

James O. Icenhour, Jr., Chairman, Jamestown District

Scott A. Stevens, County Administrator
Adam R. Kinsman, County Attorney

ORGANIZATIONAL MEETING
Mr. Icenhour welcomed the Board.

1. Organizational Meeting
Mr. Icenhour asked for nominations for election of the Chairman.
Ms. Sadler nominated James Icenhour as Chairman.
Mr. McGlennon made the motion to close the nomination.

Mr. Icenhour closed the voting and asked if everyone was in favor of the
nomination.

On a voice vote, the motion result was Passed unanimously.

Mr. Icenhour asked for nominations for election of the Vice Chairman.
Ms. Larson nominated Michael Hipple as Vice Chairman.

Mr. McGlennon made the motion to close the nomination.

Mr. Icenhour closed the voting and asked if everyone was in favor of the
nomination.

On a voice vote, the motion result was Passed unanimously.

Mr. Icenhour addressed the next point, the Board’s meeting calendar. He noted the
addition of January 25 as the Board Retreat, 9 a.m.-12 noon.

Ms. Sadler asked the location.



Mr. Icenhour noted the finalization from Anheuser-Busch for the retreat location was
still pending. Mr. Icenhour next addressed the color coding on the Board calendar
for the Budget Work Sessions.

Mr. Stevens explained the distinction.

Discussion ensued around the calendar, particularly the Virginia Association of
Counties (VACo) Annual Conference, November 8-10.

Ms. Larson noted the Board returned early from the VACo Conference for the
November 10 Board meeting. She further noted missing some of the meetings and
seminars at the Conference during that time. Ms. Larson added the November 10
meeting was difficult and requested a different date. She further noted moving the
meeting earlier in the month conflicted with Election Day.

Mr. Stevens noted November 11 was the Veterans Day holiday.

Mr. Icenhour asked about November 12.

Mr. Hipple asked about November 17 and 24, which kept the meetings on
Tuesdays. He noted those were the days the general public was accustomed to
Board meetings.

General discussion ensued.

Mr. Icenhour noted the schedule change in November. He further noted the meeting
on the 10th would move to the 17th.

Mr. Stevens inquired about the August Board meeting.

Mr. Icenhour noted discussion on canceling the August meeting.

Mr. Hipple added if a meeting was needed, it could be added.

Mr. Icenhour asked if there was a consensus on the change to the August schedule.

Mr. McGlennon noted he felt it was a long time between meetings. He further noted
if others were in agreement, he would go with the schedule change.

General discussion ensued scheduling if a meeting was needed.

Mr. Stevens asked if this applied to the James City Service Authority (JCSA).
Mr. Kinsman confirmed yes to the JCSA schedule.

Mr. Icenhour asked if there were any additional questions on the calendar.

As there were none, he asked for a motion on the calendar approval.

Mr. Kinsman noted the motion could be made on the resolution in the Agenda
Packet. He further noted the resolution covered Roberts Rules of Order and

procedures and suggested moving the resolution with the amended calendar.

A motion to Adopt the Resolution with the Amended Calendar was made by



Michael Hipple, the motion result was Passed.
AYES: 5 NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0
Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr., Larson, McGlennon, Sadler

Supervisor Seats for Boards and Commissions

A motion to Approve was made by Michael Hipple, the motion result was Passed.
AYES: 5 NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0
Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon, Sadler

Mr. Icenhour noted one correction. He further noted the Board did not have
representation on the Greater Williamsburg Area Chamber and Tourism Alliance, but
added it did have representation on the Business Council and requested a title
change.

Discussion ensued on a name change to the Community Action Agency.

Mr. McGlennon noted the agency would be known as the new name, but officially
still working as the Community Action Agency.

Mr. Kinsman confirmed yes.

Mr. Icenhour noted he and Mr. Hipple would split the Hampton Roads committees
and made the changes below. He continued through the list and noted at the January
14, 2020 Board meeting, the reappointment of Ms. Barbara Watson to the
Community Services Coalition Board of Directors would be on the Agenda. He
asked Mr. McGlennon if the two Workforce groups were combining.

Mr. McGlennon noted yes, but he could remain the representative if the schedule
stayed as it had been. He further noted if the merge changed the schedule, he would
have a conflict with his teaching schedule.

Mr. Icenhour asked about representation for the Williamsburg Area Medical
Assistance Corporation.

Mr. McGlennon noted he had spoken with Ms. Sadler on that committee.
Ms. Sadler noted she would take that committee as the 2020 representative.
Mr. Icenhour asked if there were additional comments.

Mr. McGlennon noted he had referenced the memorandum on the name change for
Community Action Agency. He confirmed the Williamsburg-James City County
Community Action Agency, Inc. would still be the legal name of the organization, but
would do business as Advancing Community Excellence.

Board/Commission Committee Board Member 2020

¢ Community Action Agency Board of Directors: Charvalla West appointed to
serve in lieu of BOS Member - expires 9/25/2022

¢ Hampton Roads Military and Federal Facilities Alliance (HRMFFA): Jim
Icenhour

e Hampton Roads Planning District Commission (HRPDC): Jim Icenhour

e Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization (HRTPO): Michael



Hipple
¢ Hampton Roads Transportation Accountability Commission (HRTAC):
Michael Hipple
School Liaison: Ruth Larson and Jim Icenhour
Historic Triangle Collaborative: Jim Icenhour
Agricultural and Forestal District (AFD) Advisory Committee: Sue Sadler
Economic Development Authority: Sue Sadler
Williamsburg Tourism Council: Ruth Larson
Community Services Coalition Board of Directors Appointment to be made
at Jan. 14th meeting
Greater Peninsula Workforce Development Consortium: John McGlennon
Peninsula Council for Workforce Development: John McGlennon
Virginia Peninsula Regional Jail Authority: Ruth Larson
Historic Virginia Land Conservancy: John McGlennon
Greater Williamsburg Business Council: Jim Icenhour
High Growth Coalition: John McGlennon
Williamsburg Area Medical Assistance Corp (WAMAC): Sue Sadler

3. Seating Assignments
Each Board member randomly drew for his/her respective spot.
The seating assignments were:

Icenhour
Hipple
Larson
McGlennon
Sadler

AR T S

BOARD CONSIDERATION(S)
None
CLOSED SESSION
None
BOARD REQUESTS AND DIRECTIVES

Mr. McGlennon noted the passing of Mr. John Banach, long-time member of the
Historical Commission and his legacy to the County’s history.

ADJOURNMENT

1. Adjourn until January 6, 2020, to attend the Virginia Association of Counties
Finance Forum in Richmond

A motion to Adjourn was made by Michael Hipple, the motion result was Passed.
AYES: 5 NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0
Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon, Sadler

Mr. Stevens confirmed three members would be in attendance at the VACo
meeting,



At approximately 4:23 p.m., Mr. Icenhour adjourned the Board of Supervisors.



MINUTES
JAMES CITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
RETREAT
Visitor Meeting Room, Anheuser-Busch, Inc.
7801 Pocahontas Trail, Williamsburg, VA 23185
January 25, 2020
9:00 AM

A. CALL TO ORDER

B. ROLL CALL

Board of Supervisors

Michael J. Hipple, Vice Chairman, Powhatan District
Ruth M. Larson, Berkeley District

P. Sue Sadler, Stonehouse District

John J. McGlennon, Roberts District

James O. Icenhour, Jr., Chairman, Jamestown District

James City Service Authority Board of Directors
Michael J. Hipple, Powhatan District

Ruth M. Larson, Vice Chairman, Berkeley District
John J. McGlennon, Roberts District

James O. Icenhour, Jr., Jamestown District

P. Sue Sadler, Chairman, Stonehouse District

Scott A. Stevens, County Administrator
Adam R. Kinsman, County Attorney

M. Douglas Powell, General Manager
Jason Purse, Assistant County Administrator

Mr. Jack Green represented the press at the meeting.
Mr. Icenhour called the Board of Supervisors meeting to order.

Ms. Sadler called to order a special meeting of the James City Service Authority (JCSA)
Board of Directors.

A motion to Enter a Closed Session for the Board of Supervisors was made by Michael
Hipple, the motion result was Passed.

AYES: 5NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0

Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon, Sadler

A motion to Enter a Closed Session for the James City Service Authority Board of Directors
was made by Ruth Larson, the motion result was Passed.

AYES: 5NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0

Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon, Sadler

1. Discussion of the investment of public funds related to James City Service Authority’s long-
term water supply, including an agreement with the City of Newport News pursuant to Section
2.2-3711(A)(6) of the Code of Virginia



At approximately 9:10 a.m., the Board of Directors and the Board of Supervisors entered
Closed Session.

At approximately 9:48 a.m., the Board of Directors and the Board of Supervisors re-entered
Open Session.

A motion to Certify the Board of Supervisors spoke only about those items indicated that it
would speak about in Closed Session was made by John McGlennon, the motion result was
Passed.

AYES: 5NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0

Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon, Sadler

A motion to Certify the Board of Directors spoke only about those items indicated that it
would speak about in Closed Session was made by John McGlennon, the motion result was
Passed. AYES: 5 NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0

Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon, Sadler

A motion to Adjourn the Board of Directors meeting was made by Michael Hipple, the motion
result was Passed.

AYES: 5 NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0

Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon, Sadler

At approximately 9:48 a.m., Ms. Sadler adjourned the Board of Directors.

C. PRESENTATIONS
1. Service Awards Video

Mr. Stevens noted the recent Employee Service Awards ceremony. He further noted the
County’s Video Department had compiled a presentation from the event.

Board members expressed their appreciation of the video with applause.

2. Strategic Plan Reporting and Update

Mr. Purse addressed the Board regarding three main topics. He noted he and Mr. Stevens had
discussed these items with updates to the Board regarding the Strategic Plan and its
accomplishments over the past year. He noted the Board’s review of how the overall Strategic
Plan was going since it was started three years earlier. Mr. Purse further noted reviewing goals
and strategies and the effectiveness of the current goals including several upcoming community
meetings. Mr. Purse noted speaking with Mr. Kinsman and Community Development on the
possibility of reinstituting some proffer discussions on new applications and the methodology
involved in the process. He further noted the third item would be a Board-driven discussion of
transportation projects and other ‘big ticket items’ and priorities. Mr. Purse noted a review of
last year’s Capital Improvements Program projects. Mr. Purse asked Mr. Stevens if he had
any comments on the Service Awards.

Mr. Stevens noted employee pictures, names, and years of service would be displayed in
posters throughout the various County departments.

Mr. Purse noted various projects included debt service, technologies and software upgrades,
stormwater as well as community development. He further noted some Human Resources
(HR) initiative programs and engaging staff and citizens.



Ms. Larson asked if Mr. Purse would be addressing each item.

Mr. Purse replied yes and noted if the Board wanted additional items to be included that
would also be part of this process. He addressed technology with software replacement in
Parks and Recreation with online class signups, space needs assessment, and timelines.

Ms. Larson asked about the Courthouse work.

Mr. Purse noted that was part of today’s discussion and space needs. He highlighted the focus
on security and safe areas for County facilities with enhanced security features on doors,
restricted areas, and other implementations. Mr. Purse continued discussion with stormwater
projects and economic development projects with state endorsement of James City County as
a strong site for development.

Discussion ensued on economic development and future plans for attracting businesses, the
LaunchPad program, funding, and the Greater Williamsburg Partnership (GWP).

Mr. Stevens noted Ms. Von Gilbreath’s involvement with GWP and its impact on the County.
He further noted branding for the region.

Discussion ensued regarding benchmarks, return on investments, and economic development
expectations in relation to each locality involved in the GWP.

Mr. Stevens noted the GWP commitment for York County, the City of Williamsburg, and
James City County totaled $150,000 annually. He further noted a future evaluation on
commitment, funding, and criteria.

Discussion ensued on establishment of criteria and priorities for the County.

Ms. Sadler noted she wanted a chart of GWP, the Greater Williamsburg Chamber and
Tourism Alliance, and who reported to whom and each group’s responsibilities. She further
noted confusion around the groups.

Mr. Purse noted updates on the Shaping Our Shores program and grants to stabilize the
shorelines. He further noted bids on the Marina and the timeline. Mr. Purse continued noting
the Amblers House Phase 1 restoration project.

Discussion ensued on the cost and location of utilities for Amblers House as well as the
Shaping Our Shores program.

Ms. Larson questioned the Amblers House design and layout in terms of appeal as an event or
wedding venue. She noted its layout was choppy and less open as renovation concerns. Ms.
Larson further noted without interior renovations for a larger working kitchen and other
modifications, despite the beauty of the home, this would not be worth it.

Mr. Stevens concurred with that point. He noted exterior preservation with interior
modification was the plan. Mr. Stevens further noted a bid had been received for both exterior
and interior modifications, but the question of availability of water and sewer for a contractor
was still being evaluated. He noted the sharing of risk between the County and a potential
contractor on the project.

Discussion ensued on those points, possible design restrictions, and the Board’s vision on the
Amblers House.



Mr. Icenhour noted it was encouraging a contractor was interested.

Mr. Stevens agreed noting any proposal would be presented to the Board for its approval
including an exit plan.

Mr. Purse noted the two stormwater projects and efficient government. He further noted the
Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) and projects in Grove and Toano which were
slated to begin in the fall. Mr. Purse noted those projects would be in the Fiscal Year (FY)
2021 budget. He further noted the completion of the design but the project would not be
completed until the fall.

Discussion ensued on the Toano project.

Mr. Purse updated the Board with the recycling program statistics including citizen calls, cart
removals, and other factors.

Ms. Larson requested statistics based on if people were still including non-recyclable materials
in carts. She noted she wanted information on how James City County was doing with
recycling.

Mr. Stevens noted it was a five-year contract with Virginia Peninsulas Public Service Authority
(VPPSA). He further noted a monthly report was available, but was not sure about
contaminated trash. Mr. Stevens noted he would inquire on that point.

Discussion ensued on these points as well as citizen concerns over items being truly recycled,
where those items went, market trends, the VPPSA contract, and attitudes toward recycling.

Ms. Larson inquired if there were bills before the General Assembly this year addressing
recycling.

Mr. Kinsman noted there were a few bills regarding plastic bags and some localities’ abilities
to tax on them.

Ms. Larson asked Mr. Kinsman if he could check on that point. She noted sending
correspondence to legislators regarding recycling.

Discussion ensued on recycling and solid waste options, monitoring market changes, suitable
recyclable materials, vendors, and other factors.

Mr. Kinsman noted a resolution requesting the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) to
establish a task force to address open burning in assistance for localities.

Mr. Purse continued his presentation discussing scattered site project funding.

Ms. Larson noted some frustration from the Housing Task Force and receiving updates on
projects.

Discussion ensued on these points and work done by the Social Services Department.

Mr. Purse noted HR had launched an Employee Engagement Survey earlier in the year. He
further noted it aided in the areas of staff retention, qualified employee candidates, competitive
salaries and benefits, and other factors. Mr. Purse continued with additional staff programs
such as the Emerging Leaders Academy, a one-year joint program between James City
County, York County, and Virginia Tech.



Mr. Stevens noted 12 employees from James City County were involved in the program. He
further noted the potential of these individuals within the County organization as representatives
in the program.

Ms. Larson inquired about diversity in relation to hiring.
Mr. Stevens noted the awareness was always there.

Mr. Kinsman added that HR was aware of the diversity breakdown within the County, and
Mr. Patrick Teague, Director of Human Resources, would have that information.

Mr. Purse noted staff had received mandatory safety training, as well as Stop the Bleed
training. He further noted an increase of police presence within 10, not six County zones and
response time. Mr. Purse noted Colonial Community Corrections (CCC) had been
spearheading efforts regarding people being released from the Virginia Peninsula Regional Jail.
He further noted CCC had done a great job providing resources and information to those
individuals during the transition.

At approximately 10:37 a.m., the Board recessed for a short break.
At approximately 10:43 a.m., the Board reconvened.

Mr. Purse noted the fiber-optic network improvement and expansion that looped all the
County facilities had been completed and was part of this year’s CIP projects. He further
noted the expansion of communication opportunities and cited work with the School Board
Liasion Committee, the Long-Range Planning Committee, and the Strategic Planning
Committee. He noted potential school sites, the financial software upgrade and launch in the
fall, as well as work between Mr. Kinsman’s office and the Stormwater & Resource
Protection staff on bond liability. Mr. Purse noted a review of these items and getting them off
the books.

Discussion ensued on these points.

Mr. Purse noted Asset Management allowed for a better review of the upkeep of buildings.
He further noted the various transportation projects. Mr. Purse detailed the five-year secured
funding and communication with VDOT on those projects.

Discussion ensued regarding traffic lights in the Stonehouse District and Greensprings area,
financial responsibility for projects, safety concerns regarding signs and lights as a result of the

traffic studies, and VDOT response to these requests.

Ms. Larson and Ms. Sadler expressed concern over the growing traffic pressure in the
Stonehouse and Greensprings areas.

Discussion ensued on traffic issues and legislative input.

Mr. McGlennon asked about convenience fees and electronic fund transfers, noting JCSA was
moving to monthly billing,

Mr. Purse noted he would check with Ms. Jenni Tomes, County Treasurer.
Discussion ensued on this point regarding Bill Pay and various charges.

Ms. Larson asked about the redo of the web page and if the work would be handled in-house
or externally.



Discussion ensued on the design, accessibility, and transparency of the website.

D. BOARD DISCUSSIONS / GUIDANCE
1. Residential Proffer Impact Mitigation

Mr. Purse continued his presentation noting CIP projects would be addressed after this next
point. He addressed the proffer impact.

Mr. McGlennon asked about the consultants working on the Strategic Plan and if part of the
Comprehensive Plan was being incorporated into the Strategic Plan update.

Mr. Purse noted the Board could discuss that point with the consultants at the upcoming
January 28, 2020 work session.

Discussion ensued on these points.

Mr. Purse noted Virginia Code specifically tied any proffer project to the CIP plan. He further
noted the County had a five-year plan. He noted continual updates and changes to developers
and per unit cost, which was variable. Mr. Purse detailed the breakdown of costs per unit and
to whom. He noted the Board’s input on the methodology to apply if the courts should
challenge the County’s system.

Mr. Kinsman noted the Board did not need to make a decision today, but asked that this be
something it considers going forward. He further noted finding the proper number as well as
adherence and compliance to Virginia Code and addressed the breakdown in the PowerPoint

presentation.

Discussion ensued on application of impact fees, proffer laws, and the cost of expansion to
infrastructure due to new construction.

Mr. Purse noted staff would work with different numbers to present to the Board for
consideration.

Discussion ensued on legislative zoning bills and other factors.

2. Budgeting Priorities
Mr. Purse noted $140 million to be spent on CIP projects over the next five years. He further
noted the 1% sales tax, the annual breakdown, and other factors. Mr. Purse noted these
numbers reflected what was in the budget already.
Discussion ensued on the school project and its projected date.
Mr. Purse noted if money was moved around, specific funds needed to be considered. He
continued his presentation with upcoming projects and adding the redline indicated potential
projects that could be incorporated into the CIP.

Discussion ensued on the financial breakdown over the years.

Mr. Purse noted costs associated with the CAD system upgrade, the Marina, Amblers House,
and other projects. He asked the Board to list projects and priorities so he and Mr. Stevens



could review them before the budget meetings.

Discussion ensued on different projects, which included transportation issues regarding traffic
lights/road improvements, pre-Kindergarten (pre-K), solid waste and recycling, a centralized
County complex, Purchase of Development Rights (PDR) program, land banking, water
needs, bus shelters/benches, funding for community organizations, EDA shell building, fiber
optics for Economic Development, and affordable housing.

Mr. Purse noted prioritizing the discussion items into short-term and long-term projects.

Discussion ensued on the priorities, land preservation and staff resources, and the “tool box™.

Ms. Larson noted citizens had asked her about the County purchasing land around Monticello
Avenue to avoid similar situations.

Discussion ensued around potential partnership with Habitat for Humanity and land usage.
Ms. Sadler noted the County was not a real estate developer.

Discussion ensued on the County’s role in land preservation, its fit into the CIP project, the
Primary Service Area, as well as greenspace.

Mr. Icenhour noted establishing staff resources and guidelines to get a foot in the door so that
future plans for land preservation would be in place. He further noted preparation was needed
so development could be controlled responsibly.

Mr. Hipple noted the timeline need and funding.

Mr. Kinsman noted a bond issuance normally took six to eight months. He further noted bond
options with conditions.

Discussion ensued on these points, availability of property, long-term bonds, and borrowing.

Mr. Stevens discussed operational costs, school projects, and several long-term General
Service and JCSA site projects.

Ms. Larson asked about a third library.

Mr. Stevens noted a third library would be a space need. He further noted this was the
recommendation from Ms. Betsy Fowler, Director of the Williamsburg Regional Library.

Discussion ensued on these points.
Mr. Purse noted Ms. Fowler had requested funding from the County and the City of
Williamsburg for the expansion or a third library. He further noted Ms. Fowler was developing

plans to meet citizens’ needs.

Mr. Icenhour inquired if the Board members were to make lists to present to Mr. Stevens and
Mr. Purse.

Mr. Stevens confirmed yes and that would be reviewed at the January 28, 2020 meeting.

Mr. Kinsman noted a tour of the brewery would begin at noon for the Board members.



E. ADJOURNMENT
1. Adjourn until 4 p.m. on January 28, 2020, for the Work Session
A motion to Adjourn was made by Sue Sadler, the motion result was Passed.
AYES: 5 NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0
Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon, Sadler

At approximately 11:45 a.m., Mr. Icenhour adjourned the Board of Supervisors.



MINUTES
JAMES CITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
REGULAR MEETING
County Government Center Board Room
101 Mounts Bay Road, Williamsburg, VA 23185
April 14,2020
5:00 PM

A. CALL TO ORDER

B. ROLL CALL

P. Sue Sadler, Stonehouse District - via phone

John J. McGlennon, Roberts District

Ruth M. Larson, Berkeley District

Michael J. Hipple, Vice Chairman, Powhatan District
James O. Icenhour, Jr., Chairman, Jamestown District

Scott A. Stevens, County Administrator
Adam R. Kinsman, County Attorney

Mr. Icenhour asked for a motion to allow Ms. Sadler to participate in the meeting remotely,
due to a medical condition that prevented her attendance.

A motion to allow Ms. Sadler to participate remotely was made by John McGlennon, the
motion result was Passed.

AYES: 4 NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 1

Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon

Absent: Sadler

Mr. Icenhour welcomed Ms. Sadler to the meeting.
Ms. Sadler acknowledged her presence on the call.

Mr. Icenhour noted on Monday morning that staff became aware of an error in the public
notice for Agenda Item I. 2 Authorization to Request Establishment of a No Wake Zone on
Diascund Creek. He further noted no action would be taken this evening on this item. Mr.
Icenhour noted staff would readvertise the item and it would be brought before the Board at
the May 12, 2020 meeting.

C. MOMENT OF SILENCE

D. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

1.

Pledge Leader - Mr. Icenhour noted he had the pleasure of leading the Board and citizens in
the Pledge of Allegiance

E. PRESENTATIONS

None.

F. PUBLIC COMMENT



Mr. Icenhour noted there was one recorded comment.

1. Mr. John Delellis, 6732 Westbrook Drive, Colonial Heritage, addressed the Board and
thanked everyone’s efforts for keeping the County running. He noted several concerns. Mr.
Delellis further noted his street, which had been paved for over a year, was still not in Global
Positioning System (GPS) and this posed problems with deliveries such as InstaCart. He
requested assistance from the County’s mapping division. He noted this had been a minor
concern prior to the virus situation, but now that he and his wife were not going out, it would
be helpful for people to find their location, Mr. Delellis noted his second concern was the
reporting of the COVID-19 data for James City County. He further noted he had looked at
the Virginia Department of Health (VDH) map and press site. Mr. Delellis further noted the
site listed the number of cases, but did not provide a breakdown for the number of cases in
James City County for hospitalizations or deaths. He noted the information was available for
medical districts, but added it would be very useful to have a better idea of what was going on
in the County. Mr. Delellis noted it “would be nice not to be in a vacuum as far as that goes’.
He further noted his third point addressed adequate staffing capacity and preparedness of area
hospitals for handling the peak volume in terms of personal protection equipment (PPE),
ventilators, and other necessary equipment. He thanked the Board.

Ms. Larson noted she could hear the last concern, but asked about the second concern. She
asked if that was the VDH.

Mr. Icenhour confirmed it referenced the VDH and the COVID data.

Mr. McGlennon noted Mr. Delellis wanted the information broken down by jurisdiction for
hospitalizations and deaths as well as cases.

Ms. Larson thanked her fellow Board members. She noted she could not hear the name, just
the address, but she knew the information was recorded.

Mr. Stevens noted that information was available and he would share it.
Ms. Larson thanked Mr. Stevens.

Mr. Stevens noted most of the information requested from the speaker was state information
and that the County had been pushing to get that as well. He further noted those data points
were continually requested by the County.

Ms. Larson thanked Mr. Stevens.
Mr. McGlennon asked Mr. Stevens if that information was given to him.

Mr. Stevens noted they received the case count and the number of deaths for James City
County, but further noted names of hospitalized persons, recovered persons, or such
information was not available to the administration.

Ms. Larson asked if a County citizen traveled elsewhere, was hospitalized, or passed away,
would that information be available through a national network, if there was such a thing, to the
different health departments. She asked this in reference to someone who may have traveled
out of the local community for only three days.

Mr. Stevens noted he would ask as he did not have the answer to that question. He further
noted a case in the County initially had involved testing elsewhere, but added the County was
credited with the case. Mr. Stevens noted in the beginning that information seemed to be
available, but was unsure if someone passed away in another community if the information



stayed in the case count for that particular location.

Mr. Icenhour asked if the deaths were based on people who were hospitalized as opposed to
someone who self-quarantined, became ill, and died at home. He noted if there was no testing
or confirmation, how would the County know the death count.

Mr. Stevens noted he had heard different reports to that point. He further noted some testing
had been done after the deaths, some had not, and the variables involving different
jurisdictions, testing availability, and other medical factors. Mr. Stevens noted he would inquire
and get more clarity as some things may have changed as there was a lot of information.

Mr. Icenhour noted there would be further discussion on these points at the end of the
meeting.

G. CONSENT CALENDAR

A motion to Approve was made by Ruth Larson, the motion result was Passed.
AYES: 5 NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0
Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon, Sadler

1.  Minutes Adoption
The Minutes Approved for Adoption included the following meetings:

- March 10, 2020 Regular Meeting
- March 17, 2020 Special Meeting
- March 24, 2020 Work Session

2. Memorandum - The Department of Housing and Urban Development Housing Choice
Voucher Program

3. Grant Award - Virginia Housing Development Authority Community Impact Grant - $42,900

4.  Award - Virginia Homeless Solutions Program COVID-19 Emergency Shelter Operations
Funds - $37,373

H. PUBLIC HEARING(S)
1. Proposed Real Property Tax Increase

Ms. Sharon Day, Director of Financial Management and Services (FMS), addressed the
Board stating the purpose of the public hearing was to invite public comment on the increase
and property tax levies based on the recent real estate reassessments. She further noted the
value based on real property, excluding additional assessments due to new construction or
property improvements, exceeded last year’s total assessed value of real property by
approximately 1.81%. Ms. Day noted the tax rate, which would levy the same amount as last
year, when multiplied by the new total assessed value of real estate with the exceptions noted
above, would be .8248 per $100 of assessed value. She further noted this rate would be
known as the lowered tax rate. Ms. Day noted James City County proposed to adopt a tax
rate of $.84 per $100 of assessed value with the difference between the lowered tax rate and
the proposed tax rate equal to $.0152 per $100 or 1.81%. She further noted this difference
would be known as the effective tax rate. Ms. Day noted individual property taxes may
increase at a percentage rate greater or less than the above percentage. She noted no action



was required of the Board at this meeting. Ms. Day further noted the budget work sessions
were scheduled for Tuesday, April 21, 2020, at 4 p.m. and Tuesday, April 28, 2020, at 4 p.m.
She noted the Board was scheduled to adopt the budget as amended at its May 12, 2020
meeting.

Mr. Icenhour opened the Public Hearing.
As there were no speakers, Mr. Icenhour closed the Public Hearing.

Mr. Icenhour noted the James County Service Authority (JCSA) Board of Directors meeting
would begin with both meetings opening simultaneously.

At approximately 5:11 p.m., Ms. Larson opened the Board of Directors meeting.

Fiscal Year 2021-2022 County Biennial Budget

Mr. Icenhour noted Ms. Day would begin the presentation followed by Mr. Doug Powell,
General Manager of the JCSA.

Ms. Day addressed the Board noting the evening’s presentation would highlight the County
Administrator’s Fiscal Year (FY) 2021 proposed budget and the FY 2022 plan. She noted,
prior to the budget details, she wanted to discuss how the County had responded to the
COVID-19 pandemic from a fiscal standpoint. Ms. Day further noted on the revenue side that
the County anticipated a negative impact on revenue collection and cash flow. She noted in her
PowerPoint presentation revenue collection was a challenge to accurately predict at this time in
addition to the time lags which varied from one to two months and possibly over a quarter for
collections depending on the revenue source. Ms. Day highlighted some of the actions the
County was taking during this time rather than focusing only on the numbers. She noted, after
closing to the public, the immediate absorption of the credit card transaction fees which
allowed residents to pay more conveniently, safely, and timely. She further noted that real
estate and personal property taxes were the largest revenue sources. Ms. Day noted there
were no current plans to change the June 5 due date. She added that if the Board approved an
extension of that date, penalties and interest would apply. Ms. Day noted the most likely
revenue source to have an immediate impact would be the meals and occupancy tax revenue
which collectively comprised around $10.5 million. She further noted those taxes were paid in
arrears so March would be collected later this month. Ms. Day noted a significant increase in
non-filers and expected lower meal tax revenue due to the no-inside dining restriction. She
further noted on the tourism side there was an estimated 78% drop in travel spending in the
state for March. Ms. Day noted these factors as well as the $2 Historical Triangle additional
lodging tax to be significantly impacted. She continued her presentation noting sales tax lagged
by two months. Ms. Day noted March sales tax would not be received until late May so it
would a while before the impact was known, but she felt it would be significant due to store
closings. She further noted the 1% Historic Triangle tax and the sales tax for Education will
also be impacted. Ms. Day noted good news regarding the collection of sales tax on internet
sales. She further noted most of the Parks and Recreation programs had been canceled until
further notice, which saved on the expenditure side, but it also meant that revenue would not
come in. Ms. Day noted in Community Development, as a safeguard to citizens and staff,
inspections were limited. She further noted the overall significant decrease in charges for
service as County facilities remained closed and the stay-at-home order remained in place Ms.
Day noted the quick and immediate response on the expenditure side based on the efforts of
Emergency Management’s experience with natural disasters and FMS staying current on
FEMA guidance. She further noted due to these factors, federal guidelines were able to be
launched to departments almost immediately with the awareness of this issue. She noted this
allowed the tracking of emergency response costs from the beginning, which started on March



13. Ms. Day noted this would ultimately help the County recover costs through the various
state and federal relief programs. She further noted significant reduction in departmental
spending limits. Ms. Day noted additional layers for spending approval were in place with
purchases greater than $5,000 and $10,000 and included the Purchasing Director, the Finance
Director, and the County Administrator. She further noted local government was comprised of
people and infrastructure with the focus on personnel and Capital Projects. Ms. Day noted on
the personnel side that a hiring freeze was in place, furlough of part-time employees, as well as
monitoring the efficiency, effectiveness, and productivity of staff’s time under alternate means
of working. Ms. Day noted the suspension of several discretionary programs. She further
noted the focus was on preserving cash flow and providing essential services. Ms. Day noted
solicitation from departments to help delay or eliminate entirely non-essential, non-personnel
items as well as Capital Projects. She further noted closely working with partners, including
the school division as it comprised 52% of the County budget, and to ensure everyone was
doing their part. Ms. Day continued her presentation noting the proposed budget was
prepared prior to COVID-19. She noted $500,000 originally intended for employee
compensation had been moved to a contingency account. She further noted the change in
effective date to mid-year for several items. Ms. Day noted the move to January 1, 2021,
would allow sufficient time for reassessment of the County’s financial position and priorities.
She further noted more adjustments were expected as additional information became
available. Ms. Day noted in the presentation overview that the County had a two-year budget
cycle, which allowed the Board to adopt and appropriate for the first-year budget for
immediate implementation as well as provide a plan for the second year. She further noted the
second year allowed for changes to be made for new developments. Ms. Day noted the
evening’s focus was on FY 2021, the first year of the biennial budget, which begins on July 1,
2020 and ends on June 30, 2021. Ms. Day further noted the budget continued to incorporate
the County’s Strategic Plan goals and initiatives. She noted the County’s main operating fund,
the General Fund, allocated funding to several other funds and JCSA. Ms. Day noted the
other funds included a Capital Fund for County and school projects, a Debt Service Fund for
outstanding debt obligations, and several other funds to account for substantial federal and
state grants which the County used to provide services to residents including Social Service
programs, Housing and Neighborhood Development programs, Probation and Pre-Child
Services, and tourism, all of which were vital to the community. Ms. Day further noted the FY
2021 Proposed Budget was $261.9 million, which reflected a 6% increase over the current
budget. She noted FY 2022 plan was $265 million, which reflected a 1.2% increase over the
FY 2021 Proposed Budget. Ms. Day continued the presentation noting compensation
adjustments included a placeholder for potential mid-year salary increases, increased health
insurance (which is shared with employees), increased costs for employees’ retirement, and
worker’s compensation benefits. Ms. Day noted the General Fund had an FY 2021 Proposed
Budget of $216 million. She further noted the FY 2022 plan reflected a 1.6% increase over
the FY 2021 Proposed Budget, which included the addition of four positions effective January
1, 2021, as well as no change in the real estate tax rate. Ms. Day noted the estimated costs to
provide services greatly exceeded the revenue projection; the requests exceeded $11.8 million
and were not funded. She further noted personnel requests of over $2 million which were not
funded. She noted 24 positions were requested with four of those positions in the Proposed
Budget. Ms. Day further noted personnel requests were evaluated by Human Resources, and
while they were not without merit, were not funded due to funding constraints. She noted on
the non-personnel side, there was over $9.7 million in requests that were not funded. Ms. Day
added most of that was related to Capital Improvements Program (CIP) projects, about $7.1
million, and while not funded when requested, most of those projects did make it into the five-
year plan. She noted some of the non-personnel requests which were not funded were tied to
personnel requests. She cited the example of additional police personnel requests funding and
the corresponding police vehicle request funding. Ms. Day noted the majority of the County’s
revenue for the General Fund was derived from real estate and personal property taxes, which
accounted for 65% of the total budget. She further noted of the overall $4.2 million increase in
the General Fund revenue from FY 2020, the majority ($3.5 million) was from general



property taxes. Ms. Day noted the FY 2021 Proposed Budget included an increase of
$900,000 in public service tax revenue from the new Dominion Energy Skiffes Creek
connector. She further noted the Proposed Budget included no change in the real estate or
personal property taxes. She noted the Other category (as seen in the PowerPoint
presentation) included charges for services in the Proposed Budget for slight increases in Park
revenues and development revenues that were mainly surety and stormwater related. Ms. Day
further noted, if approved, those increases would be effective January 1, 2021. She noted with
FY 2021 as a reassessment year, the general reassessment resulted in a 1.8% overall increase
with residential assessments increasing on average 2%, and the overall commercial was slightly
less than 1%. Ms. Day noted other local taxes such as the Historic Triangle 1% sales tax,
which was estimated to increase by $50,000 in FY 2021. She further noted, as directed, that
entire revenue source had been designated for one-time spending specifically for CIP. Ms.
Day noted that due to General Assembly action addressing the equalization of taxing authority
for counties and effective July 1, 2021, James City County would be authorized to tax the sale
of cigarettes at a maximum of $0.40 per pack. She further noted, should the Board wish to do
so, the revenues were estimated to be $900,000 and the Proposed Budget has allocated that
funding entirely to CIP. Ms. Day noted other revenue highlights which included the Recycling
Program. She further noted the program had transitioned to a fee-based service in FY 2020
and addressed the revenue adjustment for FY 2021 based on the current level of participation.
Ms. Day further noted proposed fee increases, if approved, would be effective January 2021
for Parks and Recreation, Planning and Building Safety Permits, and Stormwater. She noted
the All Funds Summary increased in FY 2021 due to a planned $9 million JCSA bond
issuance, adding that the increase in FY 2022 was due primarily to Capital Projects. Ms. Day
noted the expenditure summary in the presentation. She further noted the County’s General
Fund was broken down into functions or departments with the school division receiving 52%
of that funding. She continued her presentation with a graphic depicting the financial
breakdown for every dollar collected. Ms. Day noted the County’s Strategic Plan addressed
seven goals and how the allocations from the Budget were tied to those specific goals. She
further noted $2.2 million was dedicated to stormwater and watershed management projects
throughout the County. Ms. Day noted $1.45 million was dedicated to transportation funding.
She further noted the economic development of Navien Inc. to the County in addition to
continued improvements to the County Marina (FY 2022), Ambler House (FY 2023), and
Jamestown Beach (FY 2024), Ms. Day noted four areas of public service were impacted:
replacement of Computer-aided Dispatch system; replacement of cardiac monitors;
construction of a sixth fire station, and replacement of the Records Management System for
mobile data reporting in the Police Department. She further noted the breakdown for school
projects. Ms. Day continued her presentation highlighting compensation adjustments and
employee benefits costs. Ms. Day noted one of the Strategic Planning Goals was for the
County to have a sustainable water supply. She introduced Mr. Powell to the Board for the
JCSA budget presentation.

Mr. Icenhour opened the Public Hearing for the Board of Supervisors’ meeting.

Ms. Larson opened the Public Hearing on the Fiscal Year 2021-2022 James City Service
Authority Budget.

Mr. Icenhour noted there was one voicemail comment received.
Mr. Stevens confirmed that was so.

1. Mr. Jay Everson, 103 Branscome Boulevard, addressed the Board regarding the Budget,
specifically Item No. 2 on Page No. B-3 and revenue. He noted concerns regarding the
amount of revenue coming in from the Tommy Tax, the Hotel Tax, and the Meals Tax, which
combined was about $15 million. He further noted he felt that number should be significantly
reduced, which would impact the Sales Tax number. Mr. Everson noted with the closing of



businesses, the Default Tax needed to be reduced also. He further noted on Page No. B-8, a
number of entries for the Recreation Center regarding various fees and such would probably
be impacted with possible refunds or reduced revenue. Mr. Everson noted taking $15 million
off the top and then build the budget that way. He further noted if the money ‘came back’ then
it could be added later. He noted consideration of the budget from this viewpoint and since the
schools were approximately half of the County’s expenditures, he recommended they (the
schools) take half the hit to the local government. He thanked the Board for its time and
wished everyone well.

As there were no other speakers, Mr. Icenhour closed the Public Hearing for the Board of
Supervisors.

Ms. Larson closed the Public Hearing for the JCSA Board of Directors and the Board of
Directors meeting adjourned.

Mr. Icenhour noted the Board of Supervisors meeting would continue per the Agenda.
Discussion ensued regarding the budget.

Mr. McGlennon noted sending any budget questions to Ms. Day, Mr. Stevens, or both. He
further noted this was a particularly difficult budget process with so many unknowns.

Mr. Icenhour noted, in the event he forgot, that the Public Hearing was closed. He noted Mr.
McGlennon’s point that any budget questions prior to the April 21, 2020 Budget Work
Session be forwarded.

Ms. Larson noted she had a follow-up question. She asked if the school division had any
budget adjustments or what discussions had taken place with them. She noted her
understanding that Governor Northam was holding on raises and asked Ms. Day for
confirmation.

Ms. Day confirmed that was her understanding. She noted the school division had been having
conversations with the County, particularly the Purchasing Department. She further noted Mr.
Stevens had conversations with them as well as an upcoming phone call with them to address
more specifics for this year’s and next year’s budgets.

Ms. Larson thanked Ms. Day.

Mr. Hipple noted the Budget Work Session and discussion on tax collection as well as
potential revenue loss. He further noted various percentage losses and the length of time
before this situation was over. Mr. Hipple noted reviewing many things, including the school
division, to address those items and the need to work together.

Mr. McGlennon noted it would be interesting to see how this turned out as there were a lot of
moving parts at this time with no firm grasp on any of it. He further noted the approval of
approximately $3.3 billion to Virginia to be divided between the state and localities to replace
lost revenue as a result of this event. Mr. McGlennon noted the revenue big hits were not
across the board and possible deferment on real estate tax payments for some people. He
further noted rather it would be seen with hotel and motel taxes and understanding the different
levels and their impacts. Mr. McGlennon noted his understanding of a move toward another
recovery package that would include substantial money for state and local governments
regarding revenue losses.

Ms. Day noted some domino effects and watching events at the state level. She further noted if
no raises were provided to their employees for the constitutional officers then the County
would not provide those raises, but it would also not have the revenue. She added from a



budget standpoint they offset. Ms. Day noted revenue from the Lodging Tax, of which 60%
was mandated to be used for tourism-related activities, was used to fund several agencies. She
further noted if that revenue was not available that would be a discussion to have with the
Board and the County’s other partners. She noted some expenditures were directly tied to
revenue, while others were not. Ms. Day further noted the number of variables as well as the
length of time would impact the situation.

Mr. Hipple noted the citizens who were unemployed and the burden on them. He further noted
a fluctuation in the curve on incoming revenue and how to fill the gaps.

Ms. Larson asked if anyone had spoken with Busch Gardens as this was a big thing since it
was closed for Spring Break. She questioned the impact if Governor Northam’s Stay Home
Order lasted until June 10, 2020. Ms. Larson asked about the process for slowly reopening
and that impact on the revenue picture. She noted a second question involved getting updates
from Economic Development and conversations it is having with area businesses. Ms. Larson
also asked if the partners or agencies had reached out to see how the budget impacted them
moving forward.

Ms. Day noted she had not heard from most of the agencies for the FY 2020 impact. She
further noted most of that funding was done in a lump sum, depending on the dollar amount, so
most of the agencies had already received their FY 2020 funding. Ms. Day noted there were
very few agencies that received monthly or quarterly payments. She further noted receiving
some phone calls from the agencies regarding funding for next year. She noted conversations
with those agencies regarding their respective budgets and working together to communicate
with each other. Ms. Day further noted conversations center around timeline, budget impacts,
and such.

Mr. Stevens noted the County was monitoring the state’s directive on the reopening of
businesses. He noted the April 28 and June 10 timelines Governor Northam had implemented,
adding that the number of cases will increase when reopening happens and whether that date
was pushed out to July, August, or even September. He further noted the date was a state-
level decision, but he felt the business community would follow suit pretty quickly. Mr. Stevens
noted he had been on a call with Busch Gardens in which it was asked about reopening. He
further noted the response had been it depended on the Governor’s guidance to determine the
business model and the process for moving forward. Mr. Stevens noted it hinged on
information from the state level and its availability. He further noted an update at Governor
Northam’s 2 p.m. press conference on April 22. Mr. Stevens noted conversations with
Hampton Roads and the Peninsula area so that they all start re-opening together. He further
noted hesitation to open sooner in counter to the business community in terms of recreation
centers and libraries and not be a community source for problems, but added the localities
were talking on a very regular basis and discussing the process of reopening buildings to the
public.

Mr. Hipple noted a letter from the Board sent to Governor Northam which encouraged a soft
opening sooner than June 10 that could be done in a safe manner. He further noted the
numbers in the County slowing down and the possible opening in parts of the state versus a
statewide opening.

Ms. Larson expressed concern at Mr. Stevens’ reference to reopening in July or August. She
noted that would decimate the economy, but stressed safety was the first priority. She further
noted she was hopeful, at the state level, that they were being reactive to current events as well
as being proactive to future events and how to co-exist in the midst of an outbreak. Ms.
Larson noted the composition of the County’s community. She questioned the impact of a
standstill through July.



Mr. Stevens noted he did not mean the County would be shut down through July, but
referenced the numerous models available predicting the future when reopening occurred. He
further noted four scenarios based on an April 23 reopening date from a University of Virginia
model that had been shared by Governor Northam. Mr. Stevens noted, based on the model,
two around April 23, two around June 10, with three of those models having similar peaks
showing an increase of cases upon reopening. He further noted the expectation for an increase
in the case count, but with varying peak times. Mr. Stevens noted one peaked in July, one in
August, and another in September. He further noted it was a model and there were variances
in models based on assumptions. Mr. Stevens noted the models were consistent for the
expectation of a rise in the number of cases for whenever the economy started back up
anywhere in the country. He noted the flattening of the peak or lowering the total number
based on the actions that had been taken. Mr. Stevens further noted the past month’s actions
had allowed for PPE orders to be received for County Fire, EMS, and other personnel, where
that had not been the case three weeks earlier. He continued with an update on incoming
equipment and noted the timing had gotten better on shipments. Mr. Stevens noted a plan was
in place to convert the Hampton Convention Center to a hospital if needed, but at present that
was not the situation. He reiterated that upon reopening, expect the case count to rise across
the Commonwealth.

Mr. McGlennon noted these thoughts must be going through the state’s leaders’ minds as well
with regard to extended shutdowns in relation to public health. He further noted the area was a
tourist town and he felt it would take time for tourists to come to an area where physical
separation was more difficult. He cited Busch Gardens in relation to the practicality of
maintaining the 6-foot social distancing. Mr. McGlennon noted tourism would have a difficult
time in the immediate future even with sanctions lifted. He further noted he heard sectors
would be opened at a time and that those particular sectors allowed for distancing. He
expressed caution on a sense of filling hotels and restaurants sooner than what could be based
on people and what they would want to do.

Ms. Sadler noted tourism and the need to have communication with York County and the City
of Williamsburg on the Senate Bill 942 money allocation for advertisement. She further noted
keeping that money fully funded so when the area reopened for tourism, the advertisement
would be there to support it. She noted the school division and her hopes it was revising or
amending its budget. Ms. Sadler further noted she had not heard anything on that point as of
yet. She asked Mr. Stevens if he had any information to share it with the Board prior to the
Budget Work Session. Ms. Sadler noted she felt the school division should take its fair share
of the shortfall in terms of allocation and to be prepared for a budget revision on its part. She
thanked everyone for all they were doing during the constantly changing situation. Ms. Sadler
noted she had spoken with Mr. Icenhour regarding a letter to Governor Northam as Mr.
Hipple had suggested and including other localities in doing the same thing. She further noted
sending a unified message to Richmond.

Ms. Larson noted the difficulty of this situation regarding the value of economy over human
life, but the reality remained. She further noted constituent concerns that this was the flu, but
she added this was a severe respiratory attack that could require a ventilator. Ms. Larson
noted the need to get more information out regarding testing and vaccination.

Mr. Icenhour noted his desire to open the economy as soon as possible also, adding that when
that happens people needed to be aware a spike in the number of cases will occur. He further
noted, from a public safety aspect and something where the state may need to be involved,
was more better testing and tracking needed to be available. Mr. Icenhour noted once
reopening occurred, if things went wrong, it would be a worse situation. He further noted a
tracking mechanism for monitoring, but added he did not feel one was available right now.

Ms. Sadler noted that should be included in the letter to Richmond.



Mr. Icenhour echoed that statement.
Ms. Larson asked what was the latest information regarding testing.

Mr. Stevens noted there were ongoing conversations. He further noted communication with
hospitals regarding testing. He added the fairly long turn around time on the testing. Mr.
Stevens noted Sentara Hospital had tried to get internal testing for quicker turn time. He noted
testing was available, but timing was still an issue for drive-up or walk-in, adding the criteria
still needed to be met prior to testing. Mr. Stevens noted he felt the test timing would get
better, but it still had a long way to go.

Mr. Hipple noted the letter for a soft opening should include allowing a limited number of
attendees to Busch Gardens or restaurants. Mr. Hipple noted the American people were
getting restless as well as County residents. He further noted opening the economy up and
moving at incremental speeds until it was fully operational.

Discussion ensued on these points.

An Ordinance to Amend and Reordain the Code of James City County by Amending
Appendix A - Fee Schedule for Development Related Permits to Improve Formatting and
Readability; An Ordinance to Amend and Reordain James City County Code, Chapter 22,
Wetlands; An Ordinance to Amend and Reordain James City County Code, Chapter 23, the
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance

A motion to Approve was made by John McGlennon, the motion result was Passed.
AYES: 5 NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0
Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon, Sadler

Mr. Paul Holt, Director of Community Development, addressed the Board regarding the May
8, 2018, adoption of an Ordinance to Appendix A to allow for development-related fee
references to be consolidated into one table. He noted prior to the 2018 adoption, fee
references had been spread throughout the various chapters of the County Code. He further
noted the Ordinance in the Agenda Packet continued the consolidation by including Chapter
22, Wetlands and Chapter 23, the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance. Mr. Holt noted
the revisions improved formatting and readability with no fee changes or other substantive
changes. He further noted staff recommended approval of the fee Ordinance.

Mr. Icenhour opened the Public Hearing,
As there were no speakers, Mr. Icenhour closed the Public Hearing.

Mr. McGlennon asked if it was permissible to move all three Ordinance changes in one
motion.

Mr. Kinsman indicated yes.

An Ordinance to Amend and Reordain the Code of James City County by Amending
Appendix A - Fee Schedule for Development Related Permits to Increase Certain Fees to
Defray the Costs Incurred by the County and for Additional Resources to Administrate Each
Program

Mr. Holt addressed the Board noting several staff amendment proposals to Appendix A of the



County Code as part of the FY 2021-2022 budget process. He noted the amendments
addressed defrayment of costs for administration of various development-related programs.
He further noted the amendments fell into three categories: formatting for consistency, changes
to existing fees, and new fee proposals. Mr. Holt noted these categories were included in the
Agenda Packet. He further noted two of the more substantive ones included a fee structure for
the Stormwater Division, which involved land disturbance and construction and the wetlands
impact. Mr. Holt noted when these instances occurred, significant staff and resource time was
needed. He further noted additional fee structure for the Stormwater Division that would
proactively administer and manage the development surety process. Mr. Holt noted the
Division was managing 326 sureties to date, with a quarter of those 10 years old. He further
noted staff’s use of the additional resources on various items. Mr. Holt noted staff’s
recommendation to conduct a Public Hearing at the evening’s meeting. He further noted no
action was required of the Board at the evening’s meeting, but rather be reviewed at the May
meeting as part of the FY 2021-2022 budget process. He noted Mr. Tom Coghill, Director of
Building Safety and Permits, and Ms. Toni Small, Director of Stormwater Management, were
in attendance if the Board had any questions.

Mr. Icenhour asked the Board if it had any questions.
Mr. Hipple expressed his thanks to staff.

Ms. Larson noted her hope that some of the Stormwater implementation would assist citizens
with long-term concerns. She also expressed her thanks to staff.

Discussion ensued on this point.
Mr. Icenhour opened the Public Hearing.

As there were no speakers, Mr. Icenhour closed the Public Hearing. He noted no action was
required at this meeting, but it would be brought forward at the May meeting.

Amendment to Regjag/Gilley Deed of Easement

A motion to Approve was made by Michael Hipple, the motion result was Passed.
AYES: 5 NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0
Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon, Sadler

A motion to Approve with the Amendment stated by the County Attorney was made by
Michael Hipple, the motion result was Passed.

AYES: 5NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0

Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon, Sadler

Ms. Tammy Rosario, Assistant Director of Community Development, addressed the Board
regarding an existing conservation easement for the collectively known Regjag and Gilley
properties. She noted the details regarding the construction of an 8-foot wire mesh fence as
part of a reforestation and water quality project. Ms. Rosario further noted the amendment
would allow the County to consider and grant written permission for fencing not expressly
permitted. She noted the final amendment would move the fencing provisions into its own
section to further clarify that fencing was not considered an accessory structure. Ms. Rosario
noted staff’s recommendation that the Board adopt the attached resolution.

Mr. McGlennon asked if the intention was to retain the fencing permanently or would it be
removed after the reforestation was completed.



Ms. Rosario noted it would remain permanently. She further noted the property owner wanted
to protect the property from damage.

Mr. McGlennon asked about the possibility of any timbering.

Ms. Rosario noted the property owner indicated a hardwood mix would be planted with a 50-
to 60-year maturity growth. She further noted approximately 15-20 years into that time, some
thinning would occur to maintain a healthy forest. She noted it was not the property owner’s
intention, in his lifetime, to harvest the trees.

Mr. Hipple asked if this only applied to the property at 134 Smokehouse Lane. He asked if
the wording addressed the other three properties coming back before the Board if they
wanted to fence their properties.

Ms. Rosario noted the current posting applied to all of the other properties and would not
require them to come before the Board if they wanted the same type of fencing and met the
same criteria.

Mr. Hipple noted he would prefer the request coming back to the Board. He asked about the
dimensions for the fencing and referenced the diagram in the Agenda Packet.

Ms. Rosario noted reviewing the fencing layout.

Discussion ensued on the fencing dimensions of the Smokehouse property, residency,
neighbors, and concerns on other property owners fencing their respective properties.

Mr. Icenhour asked Mr. Kinsman about the change to restrict the fencing amendment to the
134 Smokehouse Lane property only and that surrounding property owners would need to
come before the Board separately if they wanted to add fencing.

Mr. Kinsman noted an amendment to the first “Now therefore it be resolved” section of the
resolution to only refer to 134 Smokehouse Lane could be made.

Mr. Hipple noted he found that mention in rereading the material and apologized to Ms.
Rosario for not getting that concern to her earlier.

Mr. Icenhour opened the Public Hearing.

As there were no speakers, Mr. Icenhour closed the Public Hearing and sought a motion.

Readoption of Continuity of Government Ordinance

A motion to Approve was made by Ruth Larson, the motion result was Passed.
AYES: 5 NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0
Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon, Sadler

Mr. Kinsman addressed the Board noting at its March 24, 2020 meeting the adoption of an
Emergency Continuity of Government Ordinance. He noted per the Virginia Code that the
Ordinance be properly advertised and re-adopted, which was currently before the Board. He
further noted on April 7, 2020, he was contacted by Counsel for the School Board and asked
that they be added to that Ordinance, which he did. Mr. Kinsman noted that was the only
change from the previously adopted Ordinance. He further noted recommendation to adopt
the Ordinance.



Mr. McGlennon asked if this could be done for the schools.
Mr. Kinsman noted per its attorney yes.

Mr. McGlennon noted he asked the question since the School Board was a joint School
Board with the City of Williamsburg,

Ms. Larson noted that was true and asked if the City was required to do the same.

Mr. Icenhour noted the School Board had reached out to him first and further noted the City
had no problem with it. He further noted that upon verification, the Board had proceeded.

Mr. Kinsman noted since both elected and appointed members comprised the School Board,
he had added them, but specifically excluded them from the Board of Supervisors’ restrictions
on subordinate boards and commissions so that the School Board and the City of
Williamsburg could apply their own procedures.

Mr. Icenhour opened the Public Hearing,

As there were no speakers, Mr. Icenhour closed the Public Hearing.

I.  BOARD CONSIDERATION(S)

1. Contract Award-Administration of Group Medical, Dental, Stop Loss, and Prescription Drug
Coverage

A motion to Approve was made by John McGlennon, the motion result was Passed.
AYES: 5 NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0
Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon, Sadler

Mr. Patrick Teague, Human Resources Director, addressed the Board noting a Request for
Proposal (RFP) had been solicited for comprehensive, full-service medical, dental,
prescription drug, and reinsurance to support the medical program on behalf of eligible
employees, pre-65 retirees, and dependents for the County. He noted 10 companies had
responded to the RFP with their experience and references. He further noted staff’s
recommendation to approve the contract award to OPTIMA Health and Delta Dental for a
one-year term.

Mr. Hipple asked about a comparison to what the County currently had and the quality of the
program.

Mr. Teague noted OPTIMA had a larger in-state network with more specialty coverage in
addition to approximately 99% of current providers were in the OPTIMA network compared
to Cigna. He further noted the big difference was the price and based on the budget
presentation and the anticipated increase in costs, OPTIMA’s 2-5% range was better than the
15% range with Cigna.

Mr. Hipple noted good job. He asked about Delta Dental, which in previous years was less
accepted at many dental offices, and if that had changed.

Mr. Teague noted Delta Dental had approximately 99% penetration in the Virginia markets.
He further noted good experience with the group over the past few years.

Mr. Hipple thanked Mr. Teague for all the hard work.



2. Authorization to Request Establishment of a No Wake Zone on Diascund Creek

No action taken on this item this evening, see Page 2 for details.
J. BOARD REQUESTS AND DIRECTIVES

Ms. Sadler noted she did not have much to report. She further noted replying to numerous
emails. Ms. Sadler noted the upcoming Food Drive on Saturday, April 18 at the Williamsburg
Community Chapel through the Community Faith Network with a list of needed items. She
encouraged others to send the list to their homeowner associations (HOAS).

Mr. McGlennon noted he had not attended many events for obvious reasons. He expressed
his appreciation for the people who were working to provide necessary services in grocery

stores, pharmacies, Emergency Management, and others. Mr. McGlennon noted loss in the
community, but also acknowledged the resiliency and efforts of the County’s citizens.

Ms. Larson noted her work on the Tourism Council was still ongoing. She further noted phone
meetings with the group and the upcoming open meeting for the budget. Ms. Larson noted if
any Board members were interested in listening to contact her for the phone information. She
further noted the bleak outlook, but added there was a carryover of funds. Ms. Larson noted
when the timing was appropriate, the Tourism Council would resume the media to promote
tourism for the area. She further noted the Council’s leadership was working with state tourism
and other leaders as well as advertising. Ms. Larson noted the Finance meetings were also
continuing with the next meeting in May. She further noted when the time was right, the area
would be ready to welcome tourists back. Ms. Larson echoed Mr. McGlennon’s comments
on the workers who were keeping the country going in grocery stores, first responders, and
other areas. She reminded people to have patience and understanding at this time. Ms. Larson
thanked the community for all that it was doing.

Mr. Hipple noted the various Transportation Boards were continuing to meet, though in
various formats. He further noted transportation being an economic driver for the state. Mr.
Hipple noted the work among localities for these projects and the funding aspect. He further
noted the Hampton Roads Military and Federal Facilities Alliance (HRMFFA) meeting. Mr.
Hipple noted as its Finance Chair, he hoped at the upcoming and last meeting to finalize the
budget with a zero balance. He further noted that meant not seeking funding from communities
or private citizens who had joined HRMFFA for a year. Mr. Hipple noted funding was
currently in place. He further noted the No Wake Zone discussion that had been postponed
until May and his discussion with citizens for the best option for everyone. Mr. Hipple thanked
the citizens and the employees who were working every day, whether at home or out in the
community. He further noted extending thanks to the staff for its ongoing work.

Mr. Icenhour noted he had two interviews conducted from home. He further noted one was
WHRO and the other with WMBG. Mr. Icenhour noted the radio interviews gave the Board
members the opportunity to let the public know what was going on. Mr. Icenhour echoed the
comments on how well County citizens were doing, though he noted there had been some golf
complaints. He noted the golf courses being crowded, but he added that only one golfer per
cart and social distancing were being practiced. He noted his neighborhood, Ford’s Colony,
had a walking path and it was being used regularly with residents being very respectful. Mr.
Icenhour noted the commitment of staff to the citizens. Mr. Icenhour further noted the passing
of Mr. Bob Stein, a former Ford’s Colony HOA president, and the personal loss to the
community. He extended thoughts and prayers to the Stein family. Mr. Icenhour noted
congratulations were in order for Mr. Stevens on his recent marriage.



K. REPORTS OF THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR

Mr. Stevens noted his thanks to Ms. Day and her staff for the budget work, particularly during
the technology challenges of the remote work environment. He further noted ongoing
discussion regarding revenue reduction forecast and expenditure. Mr. Stevens noted
contingency plans based on the COVID-19 situation. He further noted the Board’s Work
Sessions on April 21 and April 28, with a virtual Community Meeting on April 23 at 12:30.
Mr. Stevens noted though the County buildings were closed to the public, County staft was
working and available to answer questions, emails, and phone calls. He encouraged citizens to
contact the County with concerns. Mr. Stevens noted ongoing conversations with the VDH,
other localities, local hospitals, and that the measures taken were helping to ‘flatten the curve’.
He further noted the conversations also focused on reopening and the timeline. Mr. Stevens
noted the County had an adequate supply of PPE for first responders, which had not been the
case several weeks prior. He further noted with this week’s supplies there should be a
sufficient amount to last through the summer in terms of primary equipment such as surgical
masks, N95 masks, and gowns. Mr. Stevens noted masks for general workers, teleworking,
office cleaning, and other steps. He further noted the commitment of County workers. Mr.
Stevens noted the ongoing updates from the County and the state on social media to keep the
community informed. He further noted for citizens who were not on social media or have
website access, they could call 564-2140 for daily updates. Mr. Stevens reminded everyone
to stay home, and when out, practice social distancing, regular hand washing, and the use of
masks. He thanked the employees for their continuation to serve the community, the residents
for taking it seriously and being patient working with staff.

Ms. Larson noted she shared the daily social media updates every morning. She noted kudos
on the updates.

Mr. Stevens thanked her and noted he would pass that on.

Mr. McGlennon noted the same to the Social Services Department.

L. CLOSED SESSION

A motion to Enter a Closed Session was made by Michael Hipple, the motion result was
Passed.

AYES: 5 NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0

Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon, Sadler

At approximately 7:00 p.m., the Board entered Closed Session.
At approximately 7:13 p.m., the Board re-entered Open Session.

A motion to Certify the Board spoke only about those items indicated that it would speak
about in Closed Session was made by John McGlennon, the motion result was Passed.
AYES: 5NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0

Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon, Sadler

1. Chesapeake Bay/Wetlands Board Appointment

A motion to Elect Michael O’Brien to the Chesapeake Bay and Wetlands Board was made by
John McGlennon, the motion result was Passed.

AYES: 5NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0

Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon, Sadler



Mr. McGlennon noted the appointment of Mr. Michael O’Brien to the Chesapeake Bay and
Wetlands Board as an alternate for a term effective immediately and which would expire on
March 31, 2025.

2. Economic Development Authority Appointment
A motion to Elect Brandon Nice to the Economic Development Authority was made by John
McGlennon, the motion result was Passed.
AYES: 5NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0
Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon, Sadler

Mr. McGlennon noted the appointment of Mr. Brandon Nice to the Economic Development
Authority for a term that would expire on March 31, 2021.

M. ADJOURNMENT
1.  Adjourn until 4 p.m., on April 21, 2020, for the Budget Work Session
A motion to Adjourn was made by Sue Sadler, the motion result was Passed.
AYES: 5 NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0
Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon, Sadler

At approximately 7:14 p.m., Mr. Icenhour adjourned the Board of Supervisors.



MINUTES
JAMES CITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
BUDGET WORK SESSION
County Government Center Board Room
101 Mounts Bay Road, Williamsburg, VA 23185
April 21,2020
4:00 PM

A. CALL TO ORDER

B. ROLL CALL

Michael J. Hipple, Vice Chairman, Powhatan District
Ruth M. Larson, Berkeley District

P. Sue Sadler, Stonehouse District

John J. McGlennon, Roberts District

James O. Icenhour, Jr., Chairman, Jamestown District

Scott A. Stevens, County Administrator
Adam R. Kinsman, County Attorney

Mr. Icenhour requested a motion to allow Ms. Sadler to participate remotely for the Budget
Work Session, due to an illness which did not allow her attendance.

A motion to Allow Ms. Sadler to Participate Remotely for the Budget Work Session was
made by Michael Hipple, the motion result was Passed.

AYES:4 NAYS:0 ABSTAIN:0 ABSENT: 1

Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon Absent: Sadler

Mr. Icenhour welcomed Ms. Sadler to the meeting.

Ms. Sadler acknowledged her presence on the call.

C. BOARD DISCUSSIONS
1. Current Fiscal Year 2020 Budget Discussion

Mr. Stevens stated that per his request, some department heads were not present at the
meeting due to social distancing efforts in regard to COVID-19; however, they were available
by phone for any questions. He noted the discussion would be centered around the County’s
General Fund for Fiscal Year (FY) 2020 and for FY 2021 for the proposed budget. He
commented the County is in good financial shape due to the actions of staff and the Board. He
noted the intent was not to spend any County savings, which is in excess of $30 million, within
the General Fund and all efforts were geared toward maintaining those savings. He stated Ms.
Sharon Day, Director of Financial and Management Services (FMS), was prepared to give a
short overview of revenue and expense reductions for the current year and then proceed into
projections of three-, six-, or nine-month scenarios for the proposed year. He asked the
Board if there were any questions and mentioned documents prepared for the Board members
which included budget books, handouts (one being Ms. Day’s presentation), printed emails
concerning the FY 2020 revenue adjustments, expenditure reduction recommendations,
current year reduction amounts from the school system, FY 2021 revenue adjustments and
expenditure recommendations, and revenue reduction assumptions FMS used in making



recommendations in what might be collected relating to property taxes and sales taxes in both
years. He noted Board feedback regarding the recommendations would make a significant
difference in projections moving forward.

Ms. Day began her presentation with an overview of the COVID-19 pandemic timeline,
included in the Agenda Packet, when the County declared a Local State of Emergency on
March 13 through present day April 21. She discussed the COVID-19 FY 2020 impact in
relation to revenue and expenditures. She noted the focus was on preserving cash and
providing essential services and stated departments have been notified to delay and eliminate
non-essential and non-personnel items as well as capital projects. She further noted working
together in partnership with the Williamsburg-James City County School Division, which
comprised approximately 52% of the County budget, emphasizing many conversations had
taken place. She explained the focus of this meeting was on the General Fund, also known as
the operating fund, and reviewed the table reflecting the FY 2020 adopted budget as well as
FMS’s projection of actual revenues with the COVID-19 impact. She commented that most
revenues were paid in arrears; therefore, there will be some insight into March’s activity later
this month. She reviewed the general property taxes and noted the reduction of approximately
$565,000 as well as other local taxes with a reduction of approximately $2,995,000. She
briefly discussed property tax bills and the possible hardship for citizens to pay on time, and
noted convenience fees had been waived in an effort to assist citizens making payments online.
She further discussed the various other local taxes projections and assumptions, noting three
years’ worth of data was used as opposed to the typical use of one year. She emphasized that
the state has allowed remitters a one-month delay in making their payments, therefore what
was due to the state in March is now due in April. She noted working with the state to
determine if this was a filing requirement or a payment requirement.

Mr. McGlennon inquired if online sales were attracting the County, City of Williamsburg, and
York County effectively.

Ms. Day replied yes. She continued her overview and discussed meal and transient occupancy
taxes, also known as the lodging taxes.

Discussion ensued regarding meal taxes in regard to the COVID-19 pandemic.

Ms. Larson inquired if Mr. Chris Johnson, Director of Economic Development, could reach
out to local businesses and see how much business was down at particular restaurants.

Mr. Stevens suggested the Restaurant Association might have insight to that information.
Ms. Larson noted to include hotel and motel numbers.

Mr. Hipple included Busch Gardens in the discussion. He estimated business losses could be
much higher in terms of what was not going to be received as opposed to what had been
projected. He observed many restaurants offering take-out could be an effort to try and stay
open.

Ms. Day proceeded with her overview and discussed bank franchise, Deeds of Conveyance,
and recordation taxes. She spoke of business license permits and fees, commonwealth/state
taxes, charges for services, as well as miscellaneous monies referencing the PowerPoint
slideshow included in the Agenda Packet.

Ms. Larson referenced ambulance fees and inquired if they were taken to collections if unpaid.

Ms. Day replied no, they were part of a “soft billing policy.” She noted that in most cases
these charges were paid by Medicare, Medicaid, or insurances.



Mr. McGlennon inquired about why a reduction could be seen.

Ms. Day replied there were self-pay categories with approximately $2.7 million, with about
$600,000 of that being self-pay.

Mr. McGlennon inquired if the self-pays would be mostly tourists.

Ms. Day replied it would be people who are not eligible for Medicare, Medicaid, and do not
have insurance. She continued her presentation and gave an overview of miscellaneous, other
fees, and courthouse categories as seen on the PowerPoint slideshow included in the Agenda
Packet.

Mr. Hipple inquired if there had been any furloughs at the courthouse.
Ms. Day replied she was not aware of any furloughs.

Mr. Stevens replied staff at the courthouse was still working in terms of teleworking as well as
in the offices and commented there had not been any furloughs other than part-time staff within
the County structure.

Ms. Larson inquired if the Sheriff’s Department was continuing to pay staff whose primary job
responsibility is providing security in the courthouse. She asked what types of conversations
had occurred with the constitutional officers.

Mr. Stevens replied there were weekly conference calls with department heads and
constitutional officers with discussions occurring regarding revenues, employees, as well as
providing guidance. He discussed employee teleworking scenarios and maintaining the public’s
trust of working and being paid. He mentioned some departments had the ability to catch up
on backlog work and noted the courthouse is still open and security still has to be provided for
the building as well as limited court proceedings. He emphasized if an employee is being paid
to work they should be working and if the job is not there, we either find something else or
leave time/furlough should be used on a temporary basis.

Ms. Larson stated these are difficult conversations; however, moving forward we are looking
at a rough period of budgetary issues. She emphasized the need for everyone to be playing on
the same field by understanding what the Board’s outlook is and why it is asking if there are
efficiencies that can be realized and the opportunity taken to do so.

Discussion ensued regarding the Sheriff’s Department and this issue as well as various
department position vacancies not being filled at the present time.

Ms. Day continued her presentation and gave an overview of the COVID-19: FY 2020
Expenditure Reductions Summary available in the Agenda Packet. She discussed operations,
capital, and monetary transfers in regard to the County as well as the School Division side.

Ms. Larson inquired about monies on the operating side for the School Division.

Ms. Day replied that a memorandum had been provided that discussed things the School
Division was doing on the operating side, which were very similar to things the County had
done. She noted academic and athletic stipends had been deferred, delayed, or not paid at all
as well as less monies toward fuel, bus drivers, substitute teachers, and temporary help in
classrooms.

Mr. Hipple remarked “it’s a small number but a big number and with us funding 52% of their



budget shouldn’t the cut be 52% of savings.”

Ms. Day replied a fair way of looking at it would be to take the contribution to the School
Division and deduct the debt to service payment, since that portion of the 52% is mandated.

Mr. Hipple inquired about the figure of that amount or percentage.

Ms. Day responded the debt service the County pays the School Division is $14.8 million, so
approximately $95 million of it is operations and $14.8 million is for debt.

Discussion ensued regarding this topic.

Mr. Stevens referenced the school superintendent and finance officer stating they have been
team players and he and Ms. Day had shared good conversations with them. He noted the
figures would be closer to $1.2 million in operations, other items, and capital. He briefly
discussed he expected to exceed the numbers given, that these were just for the current year
and emphasized they do recognize the situation and where we are in terms of finances.

Mr. Hipple emphasized this Board does support the schools; however, in tough times what is
equal for everyone has to be considered and then moved forward.

Mr. McGlennon stated he would like to see what the impact was going to be before deciding
the right split figure. He commented we had funded at higher levels in the past, as a share of
the total budget over the last couple of decades.

Mr. Hipple agreed and commented if we do not give up together, then one gives up more than
the other. He noted that after schools, Police, EMS, and Fire are taken out of the equation,
there is very little left to operate the rest of the County and wanted to make sure we were
sharing in both sides equally or equally proportioned to what will be received.

Mr. Icenhour addressed the issue of capital and maintenance projects and referenced 2008
when maintenance was cut and things deteriorated over time. He emphasized there needed to
be some type of recognition, that capital and maintenance cannot arbitrarily be cut, and it
should be based on what needed to be done in order to maintain the capability going forward
from a safety and financial aspect. He stressed the importance of having conversations with the
School Board, noting there is a comfort level and we do not want to be not cutting them to the
point where it makes it more difficult to recover in the long run. He further noted this was more
important moving forward in FY 2021 than now, but still something that needed to be
considered.

Mr. Hipple recommended reviewing the budget and Capital Improvements Program (CIP) at
the next Board meeting and paying particular attention to three details: 1) asking our leaders
what is a necessity and what items can be pushed back a year or two; 2) a budget set up with
numbers that would be if there was enough revenue in the June or July 2021 timeframe; and 3)
the budget that was presented before COVID-19 occurred. He emphasized this would allow
the Board a better overview of different scenarios.

At approximately 4:39 p.m., the Board took a brief recess in order to deal with technical
issues Ms. Sadler was experiencing.

At approximately 4:42 p.m., the Board reconvened and Ms. Sadler’s technical problems were
resolved.

Ms. Sadler conveyed concerns regarding CIP projects and referenced past CIP payments
noting assets were viable at the time. She suggested possibly obtaining a small loan,



maintaining cash on hand, and when things return to normal to pay off the loans. She likened
this method to those frequently used in household budgets. She emphasized the importance of
having cash available during strenuous times. She inquired about FY 2020 meal and lodging
taxes as well as Business, Professional, and Occupational License tax decreases.

Brief discussion ensued regarding these topics.

Ms. Sadler referenced Williamsburg-James City County school funding and briefly discussed
that going forward we needed to be realistic in terms of what we are trying to accomplish with
getting the budget through.

Mr. McGlennon remarked historically funds remained from schools where determinations
were made in the fall, and asked if there was any reason to think that would not be true this
year.

Ms. Day briefly discussed that this part of the budget discussion included the schools
projections through June 30.

Mr. Stevens stated there was time to officially make the determination and he ‘planted the
seed’ with the superintendent that it may be a year where the Board might not have the
opportunity to prefund some of their capital items.

Mr. Icenhour inquired if there was a certain amount the schools were automatically allowed to
keep and anything above that amount came back to us.

General discussion ensued regarding this topic and the approval process.

Mr. Stevens emphasized the schools were working very well with the Board in terms of
sharing information and trying to do the same kinds of things the Board is doing.

Ms. Day stated there currently are shared services allowing visibility for major purchases. She
continued her presentation and discussed the School Division expenditure side impacts
referring to the PowerPoint slideshow included in the Agenda Packet.

Mr. Icenhour referenced going forward to the next budget work session and asked if there
was any other guidance from the Board to staff before going into the FY 2021 portion.

Ms. Larson referenced a proactive email that Mr. Stevens sent to “all staff” the previous day
and noted it was a well-crafted message in moving forward.

Mr. Stevens expressed his thanks and commented he had a lot of help.

M. Larson noted efficiencies were currently being looked at to navigate through the end of
this fiscal year and asked that the communications continue.

Mr. McGlennon stated he had some questions regarding the budget process for this year. He
further stated the General Assembly would be meeting April 22, 2020, to consider
amendments the Governor submitted to the budget. He noted the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and
Economic Security Act provides money for local government to recover pandemic related
expenses. He referenced the Advanced Life Support and Basic Life Support transport issue.
He pondered if that was potentially something that might be an impact of the COVID-19
situation, because it allows for the recovery of lost fees and sales taxes relating to the
pandemic. He referenced the National Association of Counties and stated James City County
would be eligible for approximately $6.7 million under the recently passed proposal and briefly
discussed qualifications and opportunities to draw federal funds. He asked if there had been



any guidance on transit.

Ms. Day replied guidance had been very general at this point. She stated the next work
session would provide an update opportunity to review various programs staff has researched
and feels would provide revenue relief. She noted researching loan programs that provide
cash, but are a loan, as well as some programs where localities greater than 500,000 in
population qualify for direct funding. She noted the County does not have that size population;
therefore, funding would come from the state. She stressed there are lots of programs with
many variables to consider in an effort to determine which provide the most benefit. She
mentioned working with Olde Towne Medical to see what programs it qualified for and noted
it recently applied for a loan which was approved.

Mr. Stevens stated Ms. Day was experienced with natural disasters in the area and tracking
costs. He noted the challenge was replacing some of the lost revenues.

Mr. McGlennon stated Ms. Sadler raised the question of borrowing versus pay as you go. He
noted information at the beginning of the presentation stating the intention was not to go into
the cash reserves at this time, but rather to operate within the broader perimeters of the budget
originally adopted.

Ms. Day replied yes.

Mr. Hipple stated it would be good to hold onto money put aside and try to tighten the budget.
He briefly discussed these are the times that set things up one behind the other and when we
get through this there will be funding to take care of an issue.

Ms. Larson remarked it was important to keep in mind the schools had not caught up from the
recession in 2009 and were still being funded at 2009 levels, noting that was on the
Commonwealth.

Mr. Icenhour asked Ms. Sadler if she had any further comments.

Ms. Sadler replied no.

Mr. Icenhour asked the Board be kept informed as the figures start to come in.

Mr. Hipple noted that in May the Board generally approved the budget; however, it did not
have to be approved until July 1.

Ms. Day commented June 30.

Mr. Icenhour suggested pushing the date back in to June if needed, but wanted to be aware of
not hindering the schools in its efforts to follow up on things that needed to be done.

Ms. Larson emphasized schools do not send contracts out until receiving the County’s budget.

Mr. Hipple emphasized the possibility of new information or funding coming in that the Board
was not aware of and perhaps may quickly change its course.

Mr. Stevens stated the Board may know a little more each month, but felt it did not necessarily

change a lot month to month. He noted the possibility of the Board amending the budget from
time to time throughout the year.

Proposed Fiscal Year 2021 Budget Discussion



Ms. Day continued her PowerPoint presentation included in the Agenda Packet and stated the
proposed budget was issued on April 2, 2020, but was prepared before the COVID-19
pandemic. She noted $500,000 that was originally earmarked for employee compensation
was moved to a contingency account. She commented further adjustments are expected as
more is learned about the situation and the potential impact on the County. She referenced and
briefly discussed revenue and expenditure tables in the slideshow which depicted three
different scenarios:

1. Assuming a three-month impact, meaning the impacts from COVID-19 would range
from July 1-September 30, 2020; and

2. Assuming a six-month impact meaning the impacts from COVID-19 would range from
July1l-December 31, 2020; and

3. Assuming a nine-month impact meaning the impacts from COVID-19 would range from
July 1-March 31, 2021.

Ms. Day asked the Board for guidance on which scenario it would like the focus or if it would
like a different direction taken.

Mr. Icenhour clarified with Ms. Day that it was his understanding she had details for the three-
month projection, but it would probably be the next meeting before there were specific details
for the six- and nine-month projections.

Ms. Day replied that was correct. She stated a lot of the assumptions made for the three-
month impact were very similar to the three months of this fiscal year and expects the impact
will be greater as time moves forward.

Mr. Stevens referenced a handout given to the Board showing what the dollar amounts per
category would be for reductions; however, did not give the detail the PowerPoint slides
contain. He asked the Board for guidance regarding which scenario it would like to explore,
stating the conversation today could be in regard to the three-month scenario. He commented
the upcoming work session could include discussion regarding the six- or nine-month
scenarios. He noted the budgets would be the best estimate to date and could be subject to
change moving forward through FY 2021.

Ms. Larson suggested reviewing the three- and six-month scenarios.

Mr. Icenhour inquired if the three-, six-, and nine-month projections were based on the
pandemic continuing that length of time and not necessarily including any recovery and briefly
discussed a projection example. He stated he would like to start with the three-month impact
and keep in mind that when we return to the budget work session next week we can begin
looking at some of these scenarios. He further stated it was his opinion the Board would pick
a number based on its best guess and then adjust to that number. He explained that a three-
month number could require tightening the belt; whereas, a six-month number may not. He
reiterated his choice of a three-month scenario and questioning the effects going forward.

Ms. Sadler stated rather than starting with the lower impacts and taking things away, she
preferred concentrating on the six- and nine-month scenarios and plan for a ‘hard hit.” She
noted at that point as things recovered items could be added back. She stated no one knew
what the full impact will be, but was optimistic there would be a great recovery. She shared
her grandmother’s old adage “you plan for the worst and hope for the best.” She commented
that as a citizen, planning for the worst scenario and then bringing things back on board, would
make her feel more confident that elected officials were taking a serious look at how tax



dollars were being spent.

Mr. Icenhour briefly discussed the importance of keeping perception in the back of one’s
mind.

Mr. Hipple stated it could take up to a year to get back into a rhythm, but things would get
back to where they were before this all started. He noted getting things up and running again
and stressed that he favored a safe, thought out, soft business opening approach to getting
things reopened. He discussed the possible economic impact of the pandemic, planning for
financial losses, and bringing things back online and moving forward in the community.

Ms. Larson inquired about a clarification of the definition of “‘impact.”

Discussion ensued regarding the definition of “impact” in various circumstances, percentages,
assumptions, and issues.

Ms. Larson briefly discussed restaurants, activity programs, as well as tourism and their
possible effects throughout the pandemic. She stressed the need for conversations and a plan
of reentry on the state level. She commented the impact is based on something much larger
than when the doors open, because we do not know what that will look like. She asked Ms.
Day her recommendation for which of the scenarios the Board should review.

Ms. Day replied her recommendation would be to go with the three-month impact and make
adjustments along the way, due to a current lack of information and discussed factors leading
to her choice of scenarios.

Mr. Stevens stated whichever budget the Board chose to adopt that he, Ms. Day, and staff
would be watching month to month and not approving large expenditures until revenue was
secure. He noted in terms of employees, salaries and benefits were fixed numbers every two
weeks. He referenced capital projects and stated we would not award any without the
Board’s involvement, except for the extremely critical ones, which would be very few. He
commented the bid process would not be started on any of those things without first speaking
with the Board. He noted sales and meal tax numbers delay; therefore, it could take a few
months into the New Year before there was an idea of those figures. He noted anything we do
we will use caution in terms of next year’s budget.

General discussion ensued regarding the three different timeline scenarios and/or percentages.

Mr. McGlennon suggested an alternate way of thinking about what was presented. He
explained, think about a situation with a cumulative effect over the course of a year where
revenue could be under 5%, 10%, or 15% compared to what we were anticipating. He noted
this scenario accomplished the same thing and allowed priorities to be set. He suggested
perhaps thinking of a scenario in terms of operations and transfers to other funds and outside
agencies. He explained we were discussing one level of reduction, but on the capital side we
were thinking about using more tendency to adjust our needs; explaining if we were thinking
about a 5% reduction generally, but maybe more toward the 10% reduction in capital projects
for the year. He emphasized that he was just suggesting there are different ways to think of this
matter of concern. He referenced the timeline we have been operating on and noted this
started in March and we are currently in April. He stated in looking at the three-month
projections we are really talking about a six-month period, the end of this fiscal year and the
first quarter of the next fiscal year. He recognized as of today the number of cases identified
went up, noting we have not hit the peak of the outbreak. He stated once we have hit the
peak, we are supposed to be on a downward slide for a couple of weeks before things open
up again. He further stated that everyone knows what will happen if we open up prematurely,
which is, we will get another outbreak and will have to close everything down again in order to



attempt to get it under control again. He noted Colonial Williamsburg (CW) announced today
that it will be closed until May 31, adding it is a clear sign that CW does not think we are
going to get that kind of level of all clear to start getting back to normal until that time. He
briefly discussed the dynamics that make up the community and suggested offering ourselves
as a community that wants to be on the frontline of the broadest testing possible, therefore
allowing for a level of confidence to build and sending a message that we take this situation
very seriously and are in control of the virus. He explained we have to push the state and
national governments to make sure those effective tests are out and we have a contact
program in place. He suggested perhaps spending money that had not been budgeted for
those purposes and recovering the funds if possible.

Mr. Hipple clarified some of the points he made on having a soft reopening with various
businesses and scenarios as well as noted concern for people dealing with health concerns
during the pandemic.

Discussion ensued regarding the local virus peak and testing.

Mr. Icenhour commented to his fellow Board members that in order to commit to a number,
figure, or percentage there needs to be the best possible information available from staff, which
it has provided. He stated he would like staff to have the opportunity to bring a full-blown
presentation at the upcoming April 28, 2020 budget work session, allowing Board members
more detailed information.

Discussion ensued on this topic.

Ms. Sadler stated she had not seen any guidelines from Richmond as to what the openings are
going to look like and asked how to take these different components and measure them in the
budget. She noted that at some point a number will just have to be picked.

Mr. Icenhour stated the projections for the percentage decreases for the tourism related taxes
are something that we can get a better feel for as more data becomes available over the next
month or so. He noted real estate taxes on houses, if paid by a mortgage company, should be
paid on time.

Ms. Larson inquired if a number was available regarding the percentage of local homes whose
taxes were paid by mortgage.

Ms. Day replied approximately 20%.

Ms. Larson reiterated the number of citizens financially struggling during this pandemic. She
stated she was fine with looking at three-, six-, and nine-month scenarios and having
discussion about other areas we are willing to look at and make some cuts.

At approximately 5:57 p.m., the Board took a short break.
At approximately 6:03 p.m., the Board reconvened.

Mr. Icenhour asked Mr. Stevens his recommendation for moving the next budget work session
and James City Service Authority (JCSA) Board of Directors meetings from April 28, 2020,
to May 5, 2020, in an effort to allow extra time for collecting more data and scenarios.

Mr. Stevens referenced the idea of adopting the budget at a later date and commented that
works well and allows time for more information. He further commented staff was prepared to
meet next week as originally scheduled, but if the budget adoption date was moving to May 5
there would be time for gathering more data for discussions. He noted also having the JCSA



meeting on May 5 as the JCSA budget would go along with the County budget and be
adopted at a later date. He commented staff would advertise the date revision of the two
Board meetings following this budget work session. He stated following today’s meeting staff
would be preparing for the May 5 meeting with three to four different scenarios showing the
differences between 10%, 15%, 20%, and 30% in terms of those 20% reductions. He
explained this would allow side-by-side scenario comparisons.

Ms. Larson stated staff should check with schools to see what impact pushing the budget date
back would have on contracts.

Mr. Hipple referenced the May 14, 2020, Board of Supervisors meeting where he spoke of
funding for the Hampton Roads Military and Federal Facilities Alliance (HRMFFA). He stated
he accidently missed its next meeting, which was a virtual meeting. He briefly discussed that
during the virtual meeting it was decided HRMFFA would ask for full funding even though it
currently had $1.3 million in reserves. He noted he was not happy with the decision and would
be reviewing tapes from that meeting. He further noted his recommendation was for zero
funding for HRMFFA this year and the following year discussion should take place regarding
full funding.

Ms. Larson explored different areas of cost savings and referenced the work force in regard
to seniority noting costs and benefits, and inquired about employee buyouts. She asked about
the possibility of temporarily closing recreational facilities on Sundays or changing the hours at
the facilities.

Mr. Stevens replied he would speak with Human Resources in regard to retirement issues and
noted no buyouts in recent years had been discussed. He recognized sometimes localities go
through such an evolution as a cost saving measure and would research that scenario. He
noted closing a building for one day does not generally save a lot on heating and cooling
expenses, instead savings are typically found on staffing costs and commented information
could easily be gathered.

Ms. Larson commented in a budget this size it may not be very ‘meaty,” but she was trying to
get answers to questions asked to her and would appreciate that information.

Mr. Icenhour referenced scenarios reviewed at the next meeting, and stated the details sought
would be significant differences between operations and capital as well as being able to track
how capital flows from one part to the other and ripples. Mr. Icenhour stated that moving the
April 28, 2020, Budget Work Session date to May 5, 2020, for the Board and the JCSA,
would allow for a decision to be made to delay the adoption of the budget or have different
options going forward.

Ms. Larson stated she would appreciate a conversation with the Hotel/Motel and Restaurant
Association to get some idea about what they were hearing.

Mr. Stevens replied absolutely.

Ms. Larson commented she would like to hear if Mr. Chris Johnson, Director of Economic
Development, had heard of any businesses that may not be returning after this pandemic.

Mr. Icenhour referenced a document included in the handouts Mr. Stevens provided the
Board that was from Economic Development and briefly discussed its content.

Mr. McGlennon expressed his surprise to read the newest manufacturing company in the
County is already on the ground and operating.



A motion to Amend the Calendar to Move the April 28, 2020, Budget Work Session Meeting
to May 5, 2020, for the Budget Work Session and have staff re-advertise for moving the
James City Service Authority Meeting to May 5, 2020, was made by Michael Hipple, the
motion result was Passed.

AYES:5 NAYS:0 ABSTAIN:0 ABSENT: 0

Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon, Sadler

Mr. Icenhour asked the Board if it had anything to mention in a Board Request and Directives
type of approach.

As there were no comments from his fellow Board members, Mr. Icenhour referenced a
previous discussion regarding composing a letter to the Governor. He noted there were
enough differences of opinion on issues that it was difficult to achieve true consensus and for
this reason did not feel comfortable sending out something without complete consensus of the
Board. He recommended not doing this together as a Board, but instead for each member to
individually express his/her thoughts to the Governor.

General discussion ensued regarding this topic.

Ms. Larson referenced a health team the Governor previously assembled and inquired about a
possible reopening team.

Mr. Stevens replied he did not mind asking, but noted obtaining responses to some questions
had been difficult. He commented he did not mind reaching out or pushing for an answer, but
anything the Board could do to push those things along would be helpful. He further
commented he had not heard enough of what the plan is or what all the teams are doing and
briefly discussed testing and typical timeframes for results.

Ms. Larson inquired if the turnaround time was still 14 days.

Mr. Stevens replied the state lab was still the faster lab, but its capacity was only so much and
hospitals were using independent labs that typically took approximately 6-10 days. He
commented testing availability seemed to have improved, but it still took a while to get the
results.

Discussion ensued regarding testing, frustration associated with turnaround times, testing
facilities, and DNA analysis database.

Ms. Larson inquired about deaths and presumptions of deaths related to the COVID-19
pandemic.

Mr. Stevens replied according to the State of Virginia a deceased person had to test positive
to be counted as a test positive. He stated that if a medical practitioner believed it was
COVID-19 related, it could be reported as a COVID-19 death which would increase some
of the counts.

Ms. Larson inquired about testing of a deceased person in case the death was not COVID-19
related.

Mr. Stevens replied that it was his understanding that currently in Virginia, if the medical
practitioner felt it was COVID-19 related based on symptoms, no testing was required.

Mr. McGlennon referenced the Virginia Department of Health website and stated today it
quoted approximately 330 deaths reported were directly related to COVID-19 with another
176 deaths presumed to be related to COVID-19.



Ms. Larson discussed possible symptom confusion.
Mr. Icenhour mentioned recent news where sailors aboard the USS Theodore Roosevelt

tested positive for COVID-19 and were contagious, yet never displayed any symptoms. He
noted these are the realities being faced in regard to this pandemic.

D. CLOSED SESSION
None
E. ADJOURNMENT
1. Adjourn until 4 p.m. on May 5, 2020, for the Budget Work Session
A motion to Adjourn was made by Michael Hipple, the motion result was Passed.
AYES: 5 NAYS: 0 ABSTAIN: 0 ABSENT: 0
Ayes: Hipple, Icenhour Jr, Larson, McGlennon, Sadler

At approximately 6:34 p.m., Mr. Icenhour adjourned the Board of Supervisors.



AGENDA ITEM NO. G.2.

ITEM SUMMARY
DATE: 5/12/2020
TO: The Board of Supervisors
FROM: Michael Woolson, Senior Watershed Planner
SUBJECT: Resolution of Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance Violation at 2618
Chickahominy Road
ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
o Memorandum Cover Memo
o Resolution Resolution
o Notice of Violation, August 30,2019 Backup Material
o Civil Charge Consent Backup Material
o Restoration Agreement Backup Material
o Civil Charge Policy Backup Material
o Civil Charge Matrix Backup Material
REVIEWERS:
Department Reviewer Action Date
Engineering & Resource .
Protection Cook, Darryl Approved 4/27/2020 - 8:03 AM
Development Management  Holt, Paul Approved 4/27/2020 - 9:12 AM
Publication Management Burcham, Nan Approved 4/27/2020 - 9:21 AM
Legal Review Kinsman, Adam Approved 4/27/2020 - 10:46 AM
Board Secretary Fellows, Teresa Approved 4/29/2020 - 1:58 PM
Board Secretary Purse, Jason Approved 5/5/2020 - 1:43 PM
Board Secretary Fellows, Teresa Approved 5/5/2020 - 2:01 PM



MEMORANDUM

DATE: May 12, 2020
TO: The Board of Supervisors
FROM: Michael D. Woolson, Senior Watershed Planner

Elizabeth Parman, Assistant County Attorney

SUBJECT: Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance Violation - Civil Charge Jonathan Powell, 2618
Chickahominy Road

Attached is a resolution for consideration by the Board of Supervisors involving a violation of the County’s
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance at 2618 Chickahominy Road, further identified as James City
County Real Estate Tax Parcel No. 2140100011. The case involved the clearing of vegetation and land
disturbance within a defined Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area on this parcel. This work was done without
obtaining an approved plan of development, erosion and sediment control plan, land disturbing permit,
building permit and/or Chesapeake Bay exception. Total disturbance within the Resource Protection Area was
approximately 0.1 acre.

On or about August 23, 2019, County staff received a report of unauthorized activity at the subject parcel.
County staff visited the site on August 23, 2019, and observed land disturbing and vegetation removal within
portions of the property. Following the site visit, staff performed research on the parcel using County records
and Geographic Information System (GIS) mapping. Subsequently, County staff sent a Notice of Violation
(NOV) to the parcel owners on August 30, 2019. Staff then met with the parcel owner at the County
Government Complex on August 25, 2019, to discuss the NOV.

In accordance with provisions of the Ordinance, the owner and County mutually came to terms to resolve and
settle the violation through the County’s civil charge process. The owner voluntarily signed a Consent
Agreement and entered into a Chesapeake Bay Restoration Agreement with the County on January 23,
2020, and prepared a Chesapeake Bay Restoration Plan to restore impacted property. The restoration plan was
submitted and approved on March 4, 2020. The restoration plan includes obtaining a building permit and
complete stabilization of all denuded areas on the property. As part of the Chesapeake Bay Restoration
Agreement, the owner is required to post a performance surety to guarantee implementation of the approved
restoration plan and work must be completed by July 1, 2020.

The resolution and attachments present additional specific details of the violation. Under the provisions of the
Ordinance, the Board may accept civil charges for each violation of up to $10,000. The owner has agreed to the
recommended civil charge of $500 for violation of Section 23-10 ofthe County’s Chesapeake Bay Preservation
Ordinance.

The Chesapeake Bay Ordinance Civil Penalty Procedures Policy, endorsed by the Board in August 1999, was
used by staffas guidance in determining the civil charge amount. The Policy considers the degree of water quality
impact and the degree of noncompliance involved in the case. In this particular case, the owner has been
cooperative with staff throughout the settlement process. The civil charge amount was based on using the civil
charge determination matrix.

Staff recommends adoption of the attached resolution, establishing the civil charges for the Chesapeake Bay
Ordinance violation presented.



Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance Violation - Civil Charge Jonathan Powell, 2618 Chickahominy
Road

May 12,2020

Page 2
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Attachments:

1. Resolution

2. Notice of Violation, PIN 2140100011
3. Location Map

4. Consent Agreement

5. Restoration Agreement

6. 1999 Civil Charge Policy
7. Civil Charge Matrix



RESOLUTION

CHESAPEAKE BAY PRESERVATION ORDINANCE VIOLATION - CIVIL CHARGE -

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

JONATHAN POWELL, 2618 CHICKAHOMINY ROAD

Jonathan Powell is the owner of a certain parcel of land commonly known as 2618
Chickahominy Road, Toano, Virginia, designated as Parcel No. 2140100011 within
James City County Real Estate Tax Map system (“Property”); and

on or about August 23, 2019, Jonathan Powell caused clearing within a defined
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area (CBPA) on the Property without prior approval ofa plan
of development, erosion and sediment control plan, land disturbing permit and/or
Chesapeake Bay exception; and caused impact to a CBPA; and

Jonathan Powell has executed a Consent Agreement and a Chesapeake Bay Restoration
Agreement with the County agreeing to implement, in a timely manner, stabilization
plantings in accordance with an approved Chesapeake Bay Restoration Plan in order to
remedy a violation of the County’s Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance. The owner has
posted sufficient surety guaranteeing plantings in accordance with the approved restoration
plan to restore CBPA on the Property; and

Jonathan Powell has agreed to pay a total of $500 to the County as a civil charge under the
County’s Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance; and

the James City County Board of Supervisors is willing to accept the restoration of the
impacted CBPA and the civil charge in full settlement of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation
Ordinance violation, in accordance with Section 23-18 of the Code of the County of James
City.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of James City County, Virginia,

hereby authorizes and directs the County Administrator to accept the $500 civil charge
from Jonathan Powell as full settlement of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance
violations at the Property.



James O. Icenhour, Jr.
Chairman, Board of Supervisors

VOTES
ATTEST: AYE NAY ABSTAIN
SADLER
MCGLENNON
LARSON
Teresa J. Fellows HIPPLE
Deputy Clerk to the Board ICENHOUR

Adopted by the Board of Supervisors of James City County, Virginia, this 12th day of
May, 2020.

CBPO-2618Chickhmy-res
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Notice of Violation

August 30, 2019

RVA Development, L.L.C.
Attention Mr. Jonathan Powell
6312 Cyrus St.

North Chesterfield, VA
232345891

Re: Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance Violation at 2618 Chickahominy Road, JCC PIN
2140100011

An inspection of the above referenced property on 8/23/19 revealed that land disturbing activities, to include
clearing and grubbing have been performed without an approved plan of development and without securing
the appropriate permits. The area in question is located at the parcel known as 2618 Chickahominy Road,
JCC Property Identification Number 2140100011.

The provisions of Section 23-9 (4) of the County’s Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance state that “Any
development and redevelopment exceeding 2,500 square feet of land disturbance shall be subject to a plan
of development review process conducted in accordance with Section 23-10 of this chapter.” At a
minimum, Section 23-10 of the County’s Chesapeake Bay Preservation ordinance requires the applicant to
submit the following information: environmental inventory, clearing plan, stormwater management plan,
and erosion and sediment control plan. Also, Section 23-10 (1) of the ordinance requires a determination
as to whether activities should comply with the provisions of Chapter 19 and/or Chapter 24 of the County
Code related to site and subdivision plans.

All land disturbing activities, not pertaining to installation of temporary erosion and sediment control
and stabilization measures, must cease until further notice.

The James City County Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance requires compliance with the above
referenced county codes. This violation of the ordinance may be subject to a civil penalty not to exceed
$5,000 for each day of violation.

Please contact representatives of the Stormwater and Resource Protection Division within thirty (30)
business days to discuss resolution of this matter. Failure to do so could result in our Division turning this
matter over to the County Attorney’s office for further action. A record of this violation notice will be
retained on file at the James City County Stormwater and Resource Protection Division. If you have any
questions feel free to contact me at the number listed below.



Sincerely,

Michael Woolson

Senior Watershed Planner

Stormwater and Resource Protection Division
(757) 253-6823

cc: Maxwell Hlavin, Assistant County Attorney
Paul Holt, Development Manager
Grace Boone, Director General Services



Chesapeake Bay Preservation Civil Charge Consent Agreement

.~ THIS AGREE )I', made on this 23 day of Jn_&u_géy , 2920, by and between
N Vit e /,("‘4’7 o , residing at
7520 N, Ul T Blea H%2) 17— (OWNER™ and the COUNTY OF
JAMES CITY, VIRGINIA, (“COUNTY™). 230 0

WHEREAS, the Owner of that certain parcel of land known and identified as;

M[& %LM(N: M 5 has
violated or has caused a violation of the James Citi: County Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance, Chapter 23 of the
County Code, by Mjﬁé /aud des i

ce
on that
aforementioned parcel.
NOW, THEREFORE, to resolve this violation the parties hereto agree as follows:
1. The Owner herby agrees to provide for the payment of a civil charge in the amount of
Son e , for the violation of the ordinance described above.

2. In consideration of the Owner’s payment of the civil charge, the County agrees to accept the civil charge as the
final resolution of this violation and in consideration of this executed agreement the County will not prosecute
the Owner under the civil penalty provision provided for within the ordinance.

Once the consent agreement is executed, the County will proceed with processing the givil charge in accordance with the
provisions of Section 23-18(b) of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation ordinance. ThiS inéludes scheduling the case on the
consent calendar at an upcoming Board of Supervisor regular meeting.

/ N——
COUNTY OF JAMES CITY. GINIA

By: l/(_,@«\Qé

Approved as to form:

County Attorney
Engineering and Resource Protection Division 101-E Mounts Bay Road. P.O. Box 8784 Williamsburg, VA 23185
P: 757-253-6670 F: 757-259-4032 jamescitycountyva.gov

resourceprotection@jamescitycounyva.gov



]amcs
‘totn'}g ,) Chesapeake Bay Restoration Agreement

jmusxoun

THIS AGRE%IEN(R and beten Jorodan QO\,( ) ,
residing at h \ (m a4 (A (the “Owner”),
and the County of James Clty, Vlrgmla a polltlcal ['subdivisiod of the Commonwealth of Virginia (the “County”).

WHE S, the Owner is (are) the owner(s) of a certain tract of land located at /\ (&
, (the “Property) located in the Coun\ti; and

WHEREAS, restoration of vegetation within portions of the Pr.
required by the County as shown on a plan designated as
20\6 %Mu\j R Res;
by
Professional Engineers,@r Designer; and

erty is the responsit@g of the Owner and

2020 , and prepared
, Li

icensed Land Surveyors,

WHEREAS, the Owner has posted sufficient etter of credit, certified or cashier’s check, or escrow fund
(collectively the “Security Instrument”), pursuant to existing ordinances, approved as to form by the County Attorney,

and with surety satisfactory to the County in the amount of
($ &i D00 .AD)

guaranteeing the installation of the aforementioned improvements before i | ZO_ZQ

NOW, THEREFORE, THIS AGREEMENT WITNESSETH that for and in consideration of the premises and the
covenants and agreements herein contained, the parties agree as follows:

he Owner does covenant a ut cost to the County on or before
—‘F me approvgl of the County all physical improvements as
required by the dihesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance of the County, or shown on the development plans approved by
the County. If, in the sole judgment of the County, circumstances beyond the control of the Owner prevent the Owner
from completing the improvements in the time set forth herein, then the County mayj, at its sole discretion, grant an
extension of time for completion of said improvements and in such instance the County shall require an amended

Security Instrument approved as to form by the County Attorney, and with surety satisfactory to the County in an amount
to guarantee the installation of the aforementioned improvements.

2 It is mutually understood and agreed that in the event the Owner fails to properly complete the physical
improvements provided hereinabove, the County may complete, or cause to have completed, the same and render a bill
therefore to the Owner who shall be liable to the County for all proper costs so incurred by the County, or the County
may draw the amount necessary from the surety to complete or cause to have completed the same. The Owner hereby
grants the County, its agents and contractor, access to the property to install any improvements required under this
Agreement.

3. In the event the County calls, collects, or otherwise draws on the Security Instrument pledged under this
Agreement, the Owner agrees to either pay, or have the County use the proceeds of the draw to pay a reasonable
administrative fee of $35.00, plus any costs actually incurred by the County in drawing on the Security Instrument. The
charge for an administrative fee plus costs shall apply regardless of whether the County later accepts a renewal or
amendment of the Security Instrument.

Engineering and Resource Protection Division 101-E Mounts Bay Road, P.O. Box 8784 Williamsburg, VA 23185
P: 757-253-6670 F: 757-259-4032 Jjamescitycountyva.gov
Resource.Protection@jamescitycountyva.gov Revised November 2015




Chesapeake Bay Restoration Agreement Page 2

4. It is mutually understood and agreed that this Agreement does not relieve the Owner of any
responsibilities or requirements placed upon them by the various ordinances of the County applicable to such
development of the property, and the development of the Property will be done in strict accordance with such ordinances

5. It is mutually understood and agreed that if the Owner shall faithfully execute each and all requirements
of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance and the provisions of this Agreement, and shall indemnify, protect, and

save harmless the County from all loss, damage, expense, or cost by reason of any claim, suit, or action instituted against
the County or its agents or employees thereof, on account of, or in consequence of any breach on the part of the Owner,

then the Security Instrument shall be released by the County to the Owner.

IN WITNESS WHEREQOF, the parties hereto, being first duly authorized, have affixed their signatures on the

=
Owner: %47/7‘7{470 _ﬁ“/é //

(Print Name & Title)

date first above written.

ATTEST:

By:

(Signature)

‘\mumu,,,,

e "e/r

S e, a ",
S o
S gotary  w %
s 7 pUBLIC L2
S { REG. 27824803 % < =
SOy COMMISSION | = 2
£ O EXPIRES ¢ =3
T2 osnees S UF
% %0 &S
A i &
«,l’:l/h/E A L \’\ (@) ‘\‘\‘
I’I"“luunn\“ v

COUNTY OF JAMES CITY, VIRGINIA

@ - Q—i—_’ By: W/&}é\—

County Attorney C'ounty Agent
DATE: 3/ ‘// 2s20
[ Y
Engineering and Resource Protection Division 101-E Mounts Bay Road, P.O. Box 8784 Williamsburg, VA 23185
P: 757-253-6670 F:757-259-4032 jamescitycountyva.gov
Revised November 2015

Resource.Protection(@jamescitycountyva.gov




Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance Civil Penalty Procedures
(As adopted by the Board of Supervisors - August 19, 1999)

Principle

All violations of the Ordinance will be prosecuted to obtain an acceptable remedy. All RPAs and
associated buffers that are disturbed without an exception or waiver granted in accordance with the
provisions of the Ordinance will be restored on a 2:1 replacement basis.

Process

The process will be to document the violation with a Notice Of Violation that states the conditions
necessary to bring their site into compliance with the Ordinance. [f there is a failure to follow the terms
stipulated in the Notice, the County will file suit to take the violator to court where civil penalties of up
to $5000 per day can be assessed. However, if the violator cooperates with all provisions of the Notice
and remedies the violation, we will not file suit. An exception would be if we can determine that the
violation was intentional as would be the case if we had prior contact with the violator regarding the
matter of the RPA restrictions.

Penalty

In order to serve as a deterrent, even in the event of a cooperative restoration settlement, civil charges
will be sought. Under current state law, the Board of Supervisors must approve all civil charges. The
amount of the civil charge recommended will be dependent on the violation’s impact on water quality
and the degree of non-compliance. Violations that are more severe and will take longer to be restored to
an acceptable condition will have larger charges recommended by staff. Violations comprising less than
100 square feet of disturbance or the removal of no more than three trees will not have a civil charge
recommended unless there have been prior violations by the violator. The maximum civil charge is
$10,000 per violation.

The following table presents a matrix that will guide staff recommendations on the establishment of a
civil charge for a specific violation. The amounts presented are not absolute and are intended to be a
guide. Each violation will have several unique characteristics that will require the exercise of judgment
in arriving at a civil charge. Charges in each case could vary by up to 100% depending on the specific
circumstances involved.

Cjvil Charge Determination

Significant $5000 £7500 $10,000
Water Quality
Impact Moderate $1500 $3000 $4500
Minor $500 $1000 $1500
Minor Moderate Major

Degree of Non-Compliance



Water Quality Impact
The impact of a given violation will be determined based on several factors. It involves more
than just the square footage of impact; it also addresses the relative environmental value of the
resource lost. Factors that will be considered as they relate to the violation’s impact on water
quality include the size of the violation, the number of trees and other vegetation removed, the
size and maturity of the vegetation removed, the amount of tree canopy removed, the amount of
ground disturbance involved, etc. Mitigating factors that will be considered are whether the
vegetation removed would have qualified for removal if a request was made in accordance with
the Ordinance. The Ordinance allows for the removal of vegetation weakened by age, storm, fire
or other natural causes or vegetation that is dead, diseased or dying. These factors will be used
to determine how much of the functional value of the buffer was lost and how long it will take
for the function to be recovered.

Degree of Non-compliance
This factor will be used to assess the motivation behind the violation. Factors that will be
considered in assessing the degree of non-compliance are degree of willfulness, history of non-
compliance, and cooperation. Unintentional violations that are cooperatively restored will not be
charged the same as intentional violations that are difficult to resolve.




Water Quality
Impact

Civil Charge Determination

Significant
Moderate
Minor

$5,000 $7,500 $10,000
$1,500 $3,000 S 4,500
$500 $1,000 S 1,500

Minor Moderate Major

Degree of Non-Compliance




AGENDA ITEM NO. G.3.

ITEM SUMMARY
DATE: 5/12/2020
TO: The Board of Supervisors
FROM: Michael Woolson, Senior Watershed Planner
SUBJECT: Resolution of Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance Violation at 2640
Chickahominy Road
ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
o Memorandum Cover Memo
o Resolution Resolution
o Notice of Violation, August 30,2019 Backup Material
o Civil Charge Consent Backup Material
o Restoration Agreement Backup Material
o Civil Charge Policy Backup Material
o Civil Charge Matrix Backup Material
REVIEWERS:
Department Reviewer Action Date
Engineering & Resource .
Protection Cook, Darryl Approved 4/27/2020 - 8:03 AM
Development Management  Holt, Paul Approved 4/27/2020 - 9:13 AM
Publication Management Burcham, Nan Approved 4/27/2020 - 9:22 AM
Legal Review Kinsman, Adam Approved 4/27/2020 - 10:46 AM
Board Secretary Fellows, Teresa Approved 4/29/2020 - 1:59 PM
Board Secretary Purse, Jason Approved 5/5/2020 - 1:44 PM
Board Secretary Fellows, Teresa Approved 5/5/2020 - 2:01 PM



MEMORANDUM

DATE: May 12, 2020
TO: The Board of Supervisors
FROM: Michael D. Woolson, Senior Watershed Planner

Elizabeth Parman, Assistant County Attorney

SUBJECT: Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance Violation - Civil Charge Jonathan Powell,
2640 Chickahominy Road

Attached is a resolution for consideration by the Board of Supervisors involving a violation of the County’s
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance at 2640 Chickahominy Road, further identified as James City
County Real Estate Tax Parcel No. 2140100014. The case involved the clearing of vegetation and land
disturbance within a defined Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area on this parcel. This work was done without
obtaining an approved plan of development, erosion and sediment control plan, land disturbing permit,
building permit, and/or Chesapeake Bay exception. Total disturbance within the resource protection area
was approximately 0.1 acre.

On or about August 23, 2019, County staff received a report of unauthorized activity at the subject parcel.
County staff visited the site on August 23, 2019, and observed land disturbing and vegetation removal
within portions of the property. Following the site visit, staff performed research on the parcel using County
records and Geographic Information System mapping. Subsequently, County staff sent a Notice of
Violation (NOV) to the parcel owners on August 30, 2019. Staff then met with the parcel owner at the
County Government Complex on August 25, 2019, to discuss the NOV.

In accordance with provisions of the Ordinance, the owner and County mutually came to terms to resolve
and settle the violation through the County’s civil charge process. The owner voluntarily signed a Consent
Agreement and entered into a Chesapeake Bay Restoration Agreement with the County on January 23,
2020, and prepared a Chesapeake Bay Restoration Plan to restore impacted property. The restoration plan
was submitted and approved on March 4, 2020. The restoration plan includes obtaining a building permit
and complete stabilization of all denuded areas on the property. As part of the Chesapeake Bay Restoration
Agreement, the owner is required to post a performance surety to guarantee implementation of the approved
restoration plan and work must be completed by July 1, 2020.

The resolution and attachments present additional specific details of the violation. Under the provisions of
the Ordinance, the Board may accept civil charges for each violation of up to $10,000. The Owner has
agreed to the recommended civil charge of $500 for violation of Section 23-10 of the County’s Chesapeake
Bay Preservation Ordinance.

The Chesapeake Bay Ordinance Civil Penalty Procedures Policy, endorsed by the Board in August 1999,
was used by staff as guidance in determining the civil charge amount. The Policy considers the degree of
water quality impact and the degree of noncompliance involved in the case. In this particular case, the
owner has been cooperative with staff throughout the settlement process. The civil charge amount was
based on using the civil charge determination matrix.

Staff recommends adoption of the attached resolution, establishing the civil charges for the Chesapeake
Bay Ordinance violation presented.
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RESOLUTION

CHESAPEAKE BAY PRESERVATION ORDINANCE VIOLATION - CIVIL CHARGE

JONATHAN POWELL, 2640 CHICKAHOMINY ROAD

WHEREAS, Jonathan Powell is the owner of a certain parcel of land commonly known as 2640
Chickahominy Road, Toano, Virginia, designated as Parcel No. 2140100014 within
James City County Real Estate Tax Map system (‘“Property”); and

WHEREAS, on or about August 23, 2019, Jonathan Powell caused clearing within a defined
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area (CBPA) on the Property without prior approval of a
plan of development, erosion and sediment control plan, land disturbing permit and/or
Chesapeake Bay exception; and caused impact to a CBPA; and

WHEREAS, Jonathan Powell has executed a Consent Agreement and a Chesapeake Bay Restoration
Agreement with the County agreeing to implement, in a timely manner, stabilization
plantings in accordance with an approved Chesapeake Bay Restoration Plan in order to
remedy a violation of the County’s Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance. The owner
has posted sufficient surety guaranteeing plantings in accordance with the approved
restoration plan to restore CBPA on the Property; and

WHEREAS, Jonathan Powell has agreed to pay a total of $500 to the County as a civil charge under
the County’s Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance; and

WHEREAS, the James City County Board of Supervisors is willing to accept the restoration of the
impacted CBPA and the civil charge in full settlement of the Chesapeake Bay
Preservation Ordinance violation, in accordance with Section 23-18 of the Code of the
County of James City.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of James City County,
Virginia, hereby authorizes and directs the County Administrator to accept the $500 civil
charge from Jonathan Powell as full settlement of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation
Ordinance violations at the Property.

James O. Icenhour, Jr.
Chairman, Board of Supervisors

VOTES
ATTEST: AYE NAY ABSTAIN
SADLER
MCGLENNON
LARSON
Teresa J. Fellows HIPPLE
Deputy Clerk to the Board ICENHOUR

Adopted by the Board of Supervisors of James City County, Virginia, this 12th day of
May, 2020.

CvlChge-2640ChickRd-res
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Notice of Violation

August 30, 2019

RVA Development, L.L.C.
Attention Mr. Jonathan Powell
16412 Pinecote Low Moor Ln.
Bevaerdam, VA 230151532

Re: Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance Violation at 2640 Chickahominy Road, JCC PIN
2140100014

An inspection of the above referenced property on 8/23/19 revealed that land disturbing activities, to include
clearing and grubbing have been performed without an approved plan of development and without securing
the appropriate permits. The area in question is located at the parcel known as 2640 Chickahominy Road,
JCC Property Identification Number 2140100014.

The provisions of Section 23-9 (4) of the County’s Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance state that “Any
development and redevelopment exceeding 2,500 square feet of land disturbance shall be subject to a plan
of development review process conducted in accordance with Section 23-10 of this chapter.” At a
minimum, Section 23-10 of the County’s Chesapeake Bay Preservation ordinance requires the applicant to
submit the following information: environmental inventory, clearing plan, stormwater management plan,
and erosion and sediment control plan. Also, Section 23-10 (1) of the ordinance requires a determination
as to whether activities should comply with the provisions of Chapter 19 and/or Chapter 24 of the County
Code related to site and subdivision plans.

All land disturbing activities, not pertaining to installation of temporary erosion and sediment control
and stabilization measures, must cease until further notice.

The James City County Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance requires compliance with the above
referenced county codes. This violation of the ordinance may be subject to a civil penalty not to exceed
$5,000 for each day of violation.

Please contact representatives of the Stormwater and Resource Protection Division within thirty (30)
business days to discuss resolution of this matter. Failure to do so could result in our Division turning this
matter over to the County Attorney’s office for further action. A record of this violation notice will be
retained on file at the James City County Stormwater and Resource Protection Division. If you have any
questions feel free to contact me at the number listed below.



Sincerely,

Michael Woolson

Senior Watershed Planner

Stormwater and Resource Protection Division
(757) 253-6823

cc: Maxwell Hlavin, Assistant County Attorney
Paul Holt, Development Manager
Grace Boone, Director General Services



Chesapeake Bay Preservation Civil Charge Consent Agreement

James
Ci
Coug,ty )

THIS AGREEMENT, made on this_ 22 day of MZO&Q , by and between
, residing at

, (“OWNER”) and the COUNTY OF

JAMES CITY, VIRGINIA, (“COUNTY™).

WHZREAS, the Owner of that &tain parcel of land known and identified as;
, has
violated or has caused a violation of the James City Counté Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance, Chapter 23 of the

County Code, by P A L
on that

aforementioned parcel.
NOW, THEREFORE, to resolve this violation the parties hereto agree as follows:

1. The Owny‘ her&yca/gre;gs)to provide for the payment of a civil charge in the amount of
: /il , for the violation of the ordinance described above.

2. In consideration of the Owner’s payment of the civil charge, the County agrees to accept the civil charge as the
final resolution of this violation and in consideration of this executed agreement the County will not prosecute
the Owner under the civil penalty provision provided for within the ordinance.

Once the consent agreement is executed, the County will proceed with processing the civil charge in accordance with the
provisions of Section 23-18(b) of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation ordinance. This jneludes scheduling the case on the
consent calendar at an upcoming Board of Supervisor regular meeting.

OWNER:

/
COUNTY OF JAMES CITY, VIRGINIA

Mj/t Z:/C/j“&\

Approved as to form:

gy S

County Attorney
Engineering and Resource Protection Division  101-E Mounts Bay Road, P.O. Box 8784 Williamsburg, VA 23185
P: 757-253-6670 F:757-259-4032 jamescitycountyva.gov

resourceprotection(@jamescitycounyva.gov
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s (,ounl))) Chesapeake Bay Restoration Agreement

Jamestown

THIS AGREE NT by .and between QQ{\ (X‘\’}ﬂ\/\ QOl 1LY ,
residing at ?)‘ )(\ /l(\jgv O \"Q*n L (the “Owner”),

and the County of J ames City, V1rg1n1a a pohtlcal subdivision of thqjtommonwealth of Virginia (the “County™).

ner(s) of a certain tract of land located at 2 (0 L“O
, (the “Property) located in tfl_e’County; and

WHEREAS, restoration of vegetation within portions of the Property is the responsihjlity of thnd
required by the County as shown on a plan designated as \g (\m%a M\ DAYt ¢

g Bd Roalprafion ,dated 1| 2212 02D ~ ., and prepared
by N ' J , Licensed Land Surveyors,
Professional Engineers, éwner)or Designer; and

, the Owner is (are) the

WHEREA

WHEREAS, the Owner has posted sufﬁcient@letter of credit, certified or cashier’s check, or escrow fund
(collectively the “Security Instrument”), pursuant to existing ordinances, approved as to form by the County Attorney,
and with surety satisfactory to the County in the amount of

(%

guaranteeing the installation of the aforementioned improvements before | | | , 20

NOW, THEREFORE, THIS AGREEMENT WITNESSETH that for and in consideration of the premises and the
covenants and agreements herein contained, the parties agree as follows:

The Owner does covenant and ezgm itwjl, without cost to the County on or before

’1 , 20 _ﬁ' struct to the proval of the County all physical improvements as
required by the thesapeake Bay Preservatlon Ordinance of the County, or shown on the development plans approved by
the County. If, in the sole judgment of the County, circumstances beyond the control of the Owner prevent the Owner
from completing the improvements in the time set forth herein, then the County may, at its sole discretion, grant an
extension of time for completion of said improvements and in such instance the County shall require an amended
Security Instrument approved as to form by the County Attorney, and with surety satisfactory to the County in an amount
to guarantee the installation of the aforementioned improvements.

2. It is mutually understood and agreed that in the event the Owner fails to properly complete the physical
improvements provided hereinabove, the County may complete, or cause to have completed, the same and render a bill
therefore to the Owner who shall be liable to the County for all proper costs so incurred by the County, or the County
may draw the amount necessary from the surety to complete or cause to have completed the same. The Owner hereby
grants the County, its agents and contractor, access to the property to install any improvements required under this
Agreement.

3. In the event the County calls, collects, or otherwise draws on the Security Instrument pledged under this
Agreement, the Owner agrees to either pay, or have the County use the proceeds of the draw to pay a reasonable
administrative fee of $35.00, plus any costs actually incurred by the County in drawing on the Security Instrument. The
charge for an administrative fee plus costs shall apply regardless of whether the County later accepts a renewal or
amendment of the Security Instrument.

Engineering and Resource Protection Division 101-E Mounts Bay Road, P.O. Box 8784 Williamsburg, VA 23185
P: 757-253-6670 F:757-259-4032 jamescitycountyva.gov
Resource.Protection(@jamescitycountyva.gov Revised November 2015




Chesapeake Bay Restoration Agreement Page 2

4. It is mutually understood and agreed that this Agreement does not relieve the Owner of any
responsibilities or requirements placed upon them by the various ordinances of the County applicable to such
development of the property, and the development of the Property will be done in strict accordance with such ordinances.

5. It is mutually understood and agreed that if the Owner shall faithfully execute each and all requirements
of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance and the provisions of this Agreement, and shall indemnify, protect, and
save harmless the County from all loss, damage, expense, or cost by reason of any claim, suit, or action instituted against
the County or its agents or employees thereof, on account of, or in consequence of any breach on the part of the Owner,
then the Security Instrument shall be released by the County to the Owner.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto, being first duly authorized, have af; their signatures on the

date first above written. /_

ATTEST:
By
(Signature) — (Signature)
WAy,

o 1‘35 B““e/é;"’u

\\\5\ ............ @
§ 5 NO"*R\E( % %
g sLIC T oa%
P e S ET
ot ORI PES
103 Gemes, (TS
1% §

1y, 0
Ky

Approved as to form: COUNTY OF JAMES CITY, VIRGINIA
i By: _}
County Attorney County Agent

DATE: ___ 3/d[ 2020

Engineering and Resource Protection Division 101-E Mounts Bay Road, P.O. Box 8784 Williamsburg, VA 23185

P: 757-253-6670 F:757-259-4032 jamescitycountyva.gov

Resource.Protection@jamescitycountyva.gov Revised November 2015




Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance Civil Penalty Procedures
(As adopted by the Board of Supervisors - August 19, 1999)

Principle

All violations of the Ordinance will be prosecuted to obtain an acceptable remedy. All RPAs and
associated buffers that are disturbed without an exception or waiver granted in accordance with the
provisions of the Ordinance will be restored on a 2:1 replacement basis.

Process

The process will be to document the violation with a Notice Of Violation that states the conditions
necessary to bring their site into compliance with the Ordinance. [f there is a failure to follow the terms
stipulated in the Notice, the County will file suit to take the violator to court where civil penalties of up
to $5000 per day can be assessed. However, if the violator cooperates with all provisions of the Notice
and remedies the violation, we will not file suit. An exception would be if we can determine that the
violation was intentional as would be the case if we had prior contact with the violator regarding the
matter of the RPA restrictions.

Penalty

In order to serve as a deterrent, even in the event of a cooperative restoration settlement, civil charges
will be sought. Under current state law, the Board of Supervisors must approve all civil charges. The
amount of the civil charge recommended will be dependent on the violation’s impact on water quality
and the degree of non-compliance. Violations that are more severe and will take longer to be restored to
an acceptable condition will have larger charges recommended by staff. Violations comprising less than
100 square feet of disturbance or the removal of no more than three trees will not have a civil charge
recommended unless there have been prior violations by the violator. The maximum civil charge is
$10,000 per violation.

The following table presents a matrix that will guide staff recommendations on the establishment of a
civil charge for a specific violation. The amounts presented are not absolute and are intended to be a
guide. Each violation will have several unique characteristics that will require the exercise of judgment
in arriving at a civil charge. Charges in each case could vary by up to 100% depending on the specific
circumstances involved.

Cjvil Charge Determination

Significant $5000 £7500 $10,000
Water Quality
Impact Moderate $1500 $3000 $4500
Minor $500 $1000 $1500
Minor Moderate Major

Degree of Non-Compliance



Water Quality Impact
The impact of a given violation will be determined based on several factors. It involves more
than just the square footage of impact; it also addresses the relative environmental value of the
resource lost. Factors that will be considered as they relate to the violation’s impact on water
quality include the size of the violation, the number of trees and other vegetation removed, the
size and maturity of the vegetation removed, the amount of tree canopy removed, the amount of
ground disturbance involved, etc. Mitigating factors that will be considered are whether the
vegetation removed would have qualified for removal if a request was made in accordance with
the Ordinance. The Ordinance allows for the removal of vegetation weakened by age, storm, fire
or other natural causes or vegetation that is dead, diseased or dying. These factors will be used
to determine how much of the functional value of the buffer was lost and how long it will take
for the function to be recovered.

Degree of Non-compliance
This factor will be used to assess the motivation behind the violation. Factors that will be
considered in assessing the degree of non-compliance are degree of willfulness, history of non-
compliance, and cooperation. Unintentional violations that are cooperatively restored will not be
charged the same as intentional violations that are difficult to resolve.




Water Quality
Impact

Civil Charge Determination

Significant
Moderate
Minor

$5,000 $7,500 $10,000
$1,500 $3,000 S 4,500
$500 $1,000 S 1,500

Minor Moderate Major

Degree of Non-Compliance




AGENDA ITEM NO. H.1.

ITEM SUMMARY
DATE: 5/12/2020
TO: The Board of Supervisors
FROM: Brett Meadows, Planner
SUBJECT: Z-20-0001. Norge Center Proffer Amendment
ATTACHMENTS:
Description
& ﬁttachment 0. Z-20-0001 Staff Cover Memo
eport
o Attachment 1. Ordinance Ordinance
& g(;t(;dlchment 2. Location Map_Z-20- Backup Material
Attachment 3. Signed Proposed .
o Proffer Agreement Z-20-0001 Backup Material
o 1A2ttz}c9}§n§ent 4. Proffers Z-11-88 June Backup Material
Attachment 5. Proffers Z-32-86 D .
o 23 311098%1611 TOHIErs . oee Backup Material
& OAjtachment 6. Conditions SUP-36- Backup Material
o 2A(‘;t_z:)c(§1(1)rient 7. Applicant Narrative Z- Backup Material
Attachment 8. Unapproved
o Minutes April 1 2020 Planning Backup Material
Commission Regular Meeting
Attachment 9. Public Comment .
o Letter Z-20-0001 Backup Material
REVIEWERS:
Department Reviewer Action Date
Planning Holt, Paul Approved 4/24/2020 - 2:01 PM
Development Management  Holt, Paul Approved 4/24/2020 - 2:02 PM
Publication Management Daniel, Martha Approved 4/24/2020 - 2:05 PM
Legal Review Kinsman, Adam Approved 4/24/2020 - 3:52 PM
Board Secretary Fellows, Teresa Approved 4/29/2020 - 2:00 PM
Board Secretary Purse, Jason Approved 5/5/2020 - 1:44 PM
Board Secretary Fellows, Teresa Approved 5/5/2020 - 2:02 PM



REZONING Z-20-001. Norge Center Proffer Amendment

Staff Report for the May 12, 2020, Board of Supervisors Public Hearing

SUMMARY FACTS

Mr. Vernon Geddy of Geddy, Harris, Franck,
& Hickman, LLP

Applicant:

Land Owner: Norge Plaza, Inc., c/o Pearson Properties

Proposal: To amend Condition No. 1 of the adopted
proffers to permit office uses on the property
Location: 115 Norge Lane

Tax Map/Parcel No.:  2320100071F
Project Acreage: 5.86 +/- acres

Zoning: B1, General Business with Proffers
Comprehensive Plan:  Community Commercial

Primary Service Area: Inside

Staff Contact: Brett A. Meadows, Planner
PUBLIC HEARING DATES

Planning Commission: April 1, 2020, 6:00 p.m.

Board of Supervisors: May 12, 2020, 5:00 p.m.

FACTORS FAVORABLE
1. The proposed use is consistent with the recommendation of the
2035 Comprehensive Plan for community-scale commercial,

professional, and office uses.

2.  There are no proposed changes to the existing scale of
development on the property.

3. Impacts: See Impact Analysis on Pages 3-4.
FACTORS UNFAVORABLE

1. Impacts: See Impact Analysis on Pages 3-4.
SUMMARY STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends approval of this application to the Board of
Supervisors.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

At the March 4, 2020 Planning Commission meeting, a motion to
recommend approval passed with a vote of 7-0.

UPDATES SINCE THE PLANNING COMMISSION

None.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Mr. Vernon Geddy of Geddy, Harris, Franck, & Hickman, LLP has

submitted a request on behalf of Norge Plaza, Inc. and Chesapeake
Bank to amend Condition No. 1 of the adopted Proffers, dated June 2,

This staff report is prepared by the James City County Planning Division to provide information to the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors to assist them in making a recommendation on this application. It may be useful to members of the general public interested in this
application.

Page 1 of 5



REZONING Z-20-001. Norge Center Proffer Amendment

Staff Report for the May 12, 2020, Board of Supervisors Public Hearing

1988 (Attachment No. 4). Per the applicant, Chesapeake Bank has
contracted with the landowner to purchase Parcel No. 2320100071F,
located at 115 Norge Lane, and plans to convert the former Farm Fresh
grocery store into office space. Business and professional offices are
permitted uses on property zoned B-1, General Business. However,
existing proffers on the parcel limit uses to a shopping center. The
proposed use does not fit within the definition of a shopping center,
and the proposed proffer amendment would allow for office use, in
addition to the shopping center use, still within the existing overall
square footage established for the Norge Center development.

According to information provided by the applicant, the office space
will have the following characteristics:

L.

2.

The location will not have retail banking.

The existing vacant building (former Farm Fresh) will be
repurposed, and no new development or construction is proposed
other than the renovation of the interior of the building. The
existing vacant building contains approximately 52,915 square
feet of floor area.

Chesapeake Bank plans to use the building for its Chesapeake
Payment Systems. Operations include phone support, electronic
communications, or on-site support at a customer’s place of
business.

Chesapeake Bank also plans to use the building to consolidate
and house call center and other support personnel who are
currently in multiple locations throughout James City County.
The applicant states that the use of the vacant building would
provide space, allow pooling resources, and allow for growth.

PLANNING AND ZONING HISTORY

1.

In 1986, the Board of Supervisors approved the rezoning of
approximately 37.13 acres of land bounded by Norge Lane,
Richmond Road, and Croaker Road from A-1 General
Agricultural to B-1, General Business, with Proffers.

In 1988, the Board of Supervisors approved amendments to the
existing Proffers. These amendments limited site development to
a shopping center as well as provided for a 30-foot buffer and
dedication of a 10-foot right-of-way along Norge Road.

In 2004, the Board of Supervisors approved a Special Use Permit
(SUP), Case No. SUP-0036-2004, to allow the construction and
use of gas pumps on the parcel. The SUP conditions included
lighting, stormwater, and landscaping conditions specific to a
master plan for the pump area.

SURROUNDING ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT

The area surrounding the parcel contains a mix of zoning designations.

1.

Parcels to the immediate southwest, northwest, and northeast are
zoned B-1, General Business and currently include retail shops,
retail banking, and undeveloped land. The immediate area is
approximately defined by Croaker Road, Richmond Road, Norge
Lane, and the CSX Railroad. This area is designated as
Community Commercial in the 2035 Comprehensive Plan.

The parcels directly across Norge Lane are zoned R-8, Rural
Residential (St. Olaf Catholic Church) and A-1, General
Agricultural (a mix of single-family and multifamily uses). These
parcels are designated as Low Density Residential in the 2035
Comprehensive Plan.

This staff report is prepared by the James City County Planning Division to provide information to the Planning Commission and Board of

Supervisors to assist them in making a recommendation on this application. It may be useful to members of the general public interested in this
application.

Page 2 of 5



REZONING Z-20-001. Norge Center Proffer Amendment

Staff Report for the May 12, 2020, Board of Supervisors Public Hearing

Impacts/Potentially (NoSAtl?t::;zstiOn Considerations/Proposed Mitigation of Potentially Unfavorable
Unfavorable Conditions Required/Mitigated/Not Conditions
Fully Mitigated)
Groundwater and Drinking Water No Mitigation - Project receives public water and sewer.
Resources Required - Staff finds this project does not generate impacts that require mitigation.
Watersheds, Streams, and Reservoirs | Mitigated - The project is located predominantly within the Skimino Creek watershed and
partially within the Yarmouth Creek watershed.
- The property currently has an existing stormwater management facility, YRO11.
This facility is an infiltration basin and was designed with the Norge Center
Farm Fresh site plan, circa 2008. During the 2019 stormwater facility inspection
cycle, this facility was noted as requiring general maintenance. The noted
maintenance, submitted by letter to the owner in December 2019, must be
completed prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.
Nearby and Surrounding Properties | No Mitigation - The parcel is surrounded by commercial and undeveloped parcels. Across Norge
Required Lane, the project is adjacent to residential and religious uses.
- The applicant has stated that no new development or construction is proposed
beyond interior renovations.
Community Character No Mitigation - The parcel is not located directly on a Community Character Corridor.
Required - The parcel is located within the Norge Community Character Area. The
Community Character Area encourages “mixed use development which
provides residential, commercial, and office uses in close proximity”.
- Previously adopted Proffers require a 30-foot buffer along Norge Lane.

This staff report is prepared by the James City County Planning Division to provide information to the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors to assist them in making a recommendation on this application. It may be useful to members of the general public interested in this
application.
Page 3 of 5



REZONING Z-20-001. Norge Center Proffer Amendment
Staff Report for the May 12, 2020, Board of Supervisors Public Hearing

Impacts/Potentially (NoSAtl?t::;zstiOn Considerations/Proposed Mitigation of Potentially Unfavorable
Unfavorable Conditions Required/Mitigated/Not Conditions
Fully Mitigated)
Cultural/Historic No Mitigation - No new land disturbance has been proposed.
Required
Public Transportation: Vehicular No Mitigation - Under general office building use, the Institute of Transportation Engineers
Required (ITE) estimates average of 75 weekday vehicle trips during PM peak hours.
- Under the prior use as a supermarket, there was an estimated average of 402
weekday vehicle trips during PM peak hours.
- The applicant expects an estimated number of 60 employees, with office hours
8:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. Monday-Friday. This amount of traffic would be less than
supermarket use and less or similar to the ITE estimate.
- The applicant states that most vehicles will be employees’ personal vehicles;
Chesapeake has several company logoed vehicles which may come and go
occasionally; and delivery vehicles will be normal UPS, FedEx, and similar
vehicles typically servicing an office facility.
- No changes to the right-of-way are proposed.
- Previously adopted Proffers provided a 10-foot right-of-way for Norge Lane.
Public  Transportation:  Bicycle/ | No Mitigation - No impacts anticipated
Pedestrian Required
Public Safety No Mitigation - Staff finds this project does not generate impacts that require mitigation to the
Required County’s Fire Department facilities or services.
Public Schools No Mitigation - N/A since no residential dwelling units are proposed.
Required
Public Parks and Recreation No Mitigation - N/A since no residential dwelling units are proposed.
Required
Public Libraries and Cultural Centers | No Mitigation - Staff finds this project does not generate impacts that require mitigation.
Required

This staff report is prepared by the James City County Planning Division to provide information to the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors to assist them in making a recommendation on this application. It may be useful to members of the general public interested in this
application.
Page 4 of 5



REZONING Z-20-001. Norge Center Proffer Amendment

Staff Report for the May 12, 2020, Board of Supervisors Public Hearing

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The property is designated Community Commercial as are
surrounding parcels between Norge Lane, Richmond Road, and
Croaker Road. The property is also located within the Norge
Community Character Area.

Community Commercial uses include community-scale commercial,
professional, and office uses such as office parks and service
establishments. Community Commercial has development standards
for use and character compatibility. Each Community Commercial
area should be clearly separated from other Community Commercial
areas to retain the small town and rural character of the County,
provide a sense of place, and promote transportation mobility.
Furthermore, potentially objectionable aspects of commercial uses
should be mitigated through an approach including performance
standards, buffering, and special setback regulations.

Community Commercial should protect environmentally sensitive
resources such as watersheds with watershed management plans and
designated Community Character Areas and other sensitive resources
by locating conflicting uses away from such resources and utilizing
design features, including building and site design, buffers, and
screening to adequately protect the resource.

Staff has determined that the proposed use fits the use of an office park
and the proposed use is consistent with the recommendations of the
adopted Comprehensive Plan. The proposed use is mitigated by
several factors: the project does not propose to change the scale of the
existing building and development; the project is located on a
secondary arterial road, and estimated vehicle traffic is lower than the
previous estimated vehicle traffic for a grocery store; the site of the
proposed use is already developed with buffering and setbacks to fit
with the rest of the existing commercial use as well as to provide
separation from adjacent residential areas.

PUBLIC IMPACTS

Staff does not anticipate additional impacts to be generated by this
Proffer amendment.

PROPOSED PROFFER AMENDMENT

The full text of the proposed proffer amendment is provided in
Attachment No. 3.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff finds that the proposal is compatible with surrounding zoning
and development and consistent with the 2035 Comprehensive Plan.

Staff recommends the Planning Commission recommend approval
subject to the attached proffer amendment.

BAM/nb

Z-20-01NorgeCtrPffrAmd

Attachments:

1. Ordinance

2. Location Map

3. Signed Proposed Proffer Amendment

4. Proffers, Z-11-88, dated June 12, 1988

5. Proffers, Z-32-86, dated December 23, 1986
6. Conditions for SUP-0036-2004

7. Applicant Narrative Statement

8. Approved Minutes, Planning Commission Meeting April 1, 2020
9. Public Comment Letter

This staff report is prepared by the James City County Planning Division to provide information to the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors to assist them in making a recommendation on this application. It may be useful to members of the general public interested in this
application.
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WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND EXISTING PROFFERS TO

ALLOW FOR OFFICE USES

CASE NO. Z-20-0001, NORGE CENTER PROFFER AMENDMENT

Norge Plaza, Inc., a South Carolina corporation (the “Owner”) is the owner of James
City County Tax Parcel No. 2320100071F located at 115 Norge Lane, James City
County, Virginia, hereto (the “Property”); and

Chesapeake Bank, a Virginia banking corporation (the “Bank”) is the contract purchaser
of the Property and proposes to put the Property to an office use; and

on January 5, 1987, the Board of Supervisors conditionally rezoned the Property from
General Agricultural, A-1 to General Business, B-1 as part of Case No. Z-32-86; and

the Property is now subject to proffered zoning conditions set forth in an Agreement
dated June 2, 1988 made by Norge Center, Inc. and recorded in the Clerk’s Office of the
Circuit Court for the City of Williamsburg and County of James City in Deed Book 393
at Page 826 (the “Existing Proffers”), which were approved by the Board of Supervisors
on June 6, 1988 as part of Case No. Z-11-88; and

the Existing Proffers limit the use of the Property to a “shopping center not to exceed
362,000 square feet of gross floor area;” and

the Owner and the Bank desire to amend the Existing Proffers to permit office uses on
the Property; and

the Board of Supervisors finds that the amended proffers proposed as part of Case No.
7-20-0001 promote the health, safety, convenience, and general welfare of the public
and further accomplish the objectives of zoning.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED that the Board of Supervisors of James City County,

Virginia, does hereby approve Case No. Z-20-0001 as described herein and accepts the
amended voluntary proffers.



James O. Icenhour, Jr.
Chairman, Board of Supervisors

VOTES
ATTEST: AYE NAY ABSTAIN
SADLER
MCGLENNON
LARSON
Teresa J. Fellows HIPPLE
Deputy Clerk to the Board ICENHOUR

Adopted by the Board of Supervisors of James City County, Virginia, this 12th day of
May, 2020.
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Tax Parcel: 2320100071 F

Prepared by: - Return to:

Vernon M. Geddy, 111, Esquire (VSB#21902) County Attorney

Geddy, Harris, Franck & Hickman, LLP 101-D Mounts Bay Road
1177 Jamestown Road Williamsburg, Virginia 23185
Williamsburg, VA 23185

FIRST AMENDMENT TO PROFFER AGREEMENT

This FIRST AMENDMENT TO PROFFER AGREEMENT is made this g2 3 day of
Mearc ,2020 by NORGE PLAZA, INC., a South Carolina corporation (the
“Owner”), and CHESAPEAKE BANK, a Virginia banking corporation (the “Bank™), each to be
indexed as Grantor, and JAMES CITY COUNTY, VI RGINIA, to be indexed as Grantee .

RECITALS

A. Owner is the owner of James City Tax Parcel # 2320100071F located at 115
Norge Lane, James City County, Virginia, being more particularly described on Schedule A
attached hereto (the “Property”).

B. The Bank is the contract purchaser of the Property and proposes to put the
Property to an office use.

C. The Property is now subject to proffered zoning conditions set forth in an
Agreement dated June 2, 1988 made by Norge Center, Inc. and recorded in the Clerk’s Office of
the Citcuit Court for the City of Williamsburg and County of James City in Deed Book 393 at
page 826 (the “Existing Proffers™). The Existing Proffers limit the use of the property subject
thereto, including the Property. to a “shopping center not to exceed 362,000 square feet of gross
floor area.”

D. The parties desire to amend the Existing Proffers to permit office uses on the
Property.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Existing Proffers are hereby amended as follows:

1. Condition 1 of the Existing Proffers is amended by the addition of the following
sentence:

“The foregoing limitation notwithstanding, the Property may be used for office
uses. Any such office use shall be included within the 362,000 square feet of
gross floor area limitation set forth in the preceding sentence.”

2 Except as specifically modified by this Amendment, the Existing Proffers remain
in full force and effect.

[signatures appear on following puges ]
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WITNESS the following signatures:

NORGE PLAZA, INC.

By:

1 /\
STATEOF  Mrrlin Capehine—

!
’”Fn

COUNTY/CITY OF __ (_ {f’l Stov) , to-wit:
[h; foregoing mblru ment was acknowledged before me in my aforgsaid jurisdiction this
dayof . MaurCin ,2020, by “Jereph YOG oN. . as
\ N iQM of Norge Plaza, [nc on buhalfof “the cor oration.
JEA&QO&‘”B m'
NOTAM PUBLIC N é_
= No, ®
My Commission \,\pms 5-30-9D £ g’ 4, 4 @
Notary ID# _ (UOD Zw, e
<, 0
X O3
”, O 6 \
“ ':}:ﬂw\\“\‘
CHESAPEAKE BANK
By:
Title:
STATE OF
COUNTY/CITY OF . to-wit:
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me in my aforesaid jurisdiction this
day of , 2020, by
as ~_of Chesapeake Bank, on behalf of the corporation.
(SEAL)
NOTARY PUBLIC

My Commission expires:
Notary ID #
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WITNESS the following signatures:

NORGE PLAZA, INC.
By:
Title:

STATE OF ~ _

COUNTY/CITY OF , to-wit:

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me in my aforesaid jurisdiction this
day of , 2020, by ,as
of Norge Plaza, Inc. on behalf of the corporation.

(SEAL)

NOTARY PUBLIC

My Commission expires:
Notary ID #

CHESAPEAKE BANK

<‘F

Wbt Hough bend
~ ]E,I‘L:;()’h \) "1E> .
STATEOF V| ra; jee.

COUNIY&I‘ﬁﬁFJL_L,{Zgggggéuj  to-wit:

The foregomg auumuu was acknowledged before me in my aforesal d jurisdic 1)1011 thig

7, r.la of / .;:zfc, , 2020, by A gu(n {fn_c/
as s 100 |2( ¢ Vraiolontos Chesapeakc Bank, on beh 0[ the corporatfon.

NOTARY PUBLIC ;

LTI

KM

My Commnsqmn uptr ??0"3/ il 30, (30,021 S V\EOKAM ’:"ﬂ"
£ S A NOTARY " Q. %
Notary ID # T séi“_.-‘ PUBLIC '.?n'-,
3O REGH3090 173
Z _ MY COMMISSION: __ 3
';% s, BPRES SSF

-..‘, , 400202 5 F

AT L Q- h‘.‘
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SCHEDULE A

ALL THAT CERTAIN PIECE OR PARCEL OF LAND, TOGETHER WITH ALL
IMPROVEMENTS THEREON, LYING AND BEING IN THE COUNTY OF JAMES CITY,
VIRGINIA, AND BEING DESIGNATED AS "PARCEL 7, 05,7978 AC.," ON THAT
CERTAIN PLAT DATED OCTOBER 6, 1994, MADE BY AES CONSULTI"NG ENGINEERS,
ENTITLED "ALTA/ACSM LAND TITLE SURVEY, PARCEL 7, NORGE PLAZA, INC.", A
COPY OF WHICH PLAT IS RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 60, PAGE 38.

BEING THE SAME REAL ESTATE CONVEYED TO NORGE PLAZA, INC., A SOUTH
CAROLINA CORPORATION BY DEED FROM NORGE CENTER, INC., A VIRGINIA
CORPORATION, DATED AUGUST 10, 1993 AND RECORDED AUGUST 10, 1993 IN THE

CLERK'S OFFICE OF THE CIRCUIT COURT OFJAMES CITY COUNTY, VIRGINIA IN
DEED BOOK 634, PAGE 480.
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Z-11-88. Norge Shopping Center

*These proffers are provided for reference purposes only and are not official documents. Please refer to
the Proffer Books in the Planning Division or Zoning Division for copies of officially recorded proffers.

AGREEMENT

WHEREAS, Norge Center, Inc., a Virginia corporation, (hereinafter called “the Owner”), owns
certain real property in James City County, Virginia (hereinafter called “the property”), and more
particularly described as follows:

All that certain lot, piece or parcel of land, situate, lying and being in Stonehouse District,
James City County, Virginia, fronting on U. S. #60, and shown on that certain plat of
survey under the legend of “Section No. 4 37.13 acres, Mrs. Ellen Taylor Howard,” which
plat is attached to that certain deed dated April 10, 1940, between R. Kember Taylor, et als
and Richard E. Taylor, et ux, of record in the Clerk’s Office of the Circuit Court of James
City County, Virginia, in Deed Book 32, page 93, and bounded and described on said plat
of survey as follows:

Beginning at a point on said highway, which point marks the line dividing the subject
property and the property partitioned to Kitty Taylor; thence along said line North 37
degrees and 39 minutes East 2305.0 feet to a point on the center line of the old York River
Road; thence along said center line North 89 degrees and 12 minutes East 159.0 feet, North
71 degrees and 33 minutes East 500.0 feet, North 65 degrees and 35 minutes East 135.0
feet to a point on the line dividing the subject property and the property of Our Savior
Lutheran Church; thence along said line North 81 degrees and 22 minutes East 231.0 feet to
a point on the line dividing the subject property and the property partitioned to Rufus
Taylor; thence along said line South 37 degrees and 39 minutes West 3132.0 feet to a point
on the East line of Highway #60, thence along said right-of-way or a 3 degree and 20
minute curve to the left 621.0 feet to the point of beginning; containing 37.13 acres, more
ore less; the lines included in the above description extend across the present right-of-way
of the Chesapeake and Ohio railway, but this is done for the purpose of settling reversion
rights in the event of abandonment of any portion of the present right-of-way of said
railway; in severalty and divided from the portions of R. Kemper Taylor, Rufus Taylor,
Kitty Taylor and Minnie Taylor Bentley.

WHEREAS, the Owner acquired the said real estate from Ellen Taylor Howard after the property
was rezoned from General Agricultural District, A-1, to the General Business District, B-1; and

WHEREAS, the property was subjected to certain conditions for its development as set forth in an
agreement with Ellen Taylor Howard and James City County executed December 23, 1986; and

WHEREAS, the Owner desires to alter the development plans and, therefore has requested of
James City County that condition number 1. of the aforesaid agreement be amended.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the County of James City amending condition number 1,
the Owner agrees that in addition to the regulations provided for in the General Business District, B-1, but
subject to the limitations set forth in the aforesaid Codes, they will meet and comply with all of the
following conditions for he development of the property:

1. Site development, excluding outparcels, will be for a shopping center not to exceed 362,000
square feet of gross floor area.
PR-024-B
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2. Owner agrees to impose a 100 foot structural setback from the right-of-way of Richmond Road.
In addition, the Owner agrees to impose a 50 foot buffer strip along the entire Richmond road frontage
and a 30 foot buffer zone along Norge Lane, the C&O Railroad, and also that portion of the property
fronting on Croaker Road. The buffer zones will exclude parking and be broken only by necessary access
roads, project signage and utilities. A landscaping plan will be submitted for approval by the James City
County Staff and the Site Plan Review Committee for these buffer zones concurrent with the first site
plan submitted on the subject property. The Owner agrees to implement the approved Landscaping Plan
for this Buffer Zone concurrent with the site development of the first parcel.

This agreement specifically excludes the adjoining parcels which are rezoned General Business
District, B-1.

3. The Owner agrees to limit the number of access points along the perimeter of the subject
property to one on Richmond Road, four on Norge lane and one on Croaker Road (Route 607).

4. The Owner agrees to exclude the following uses permitted in the General Business , B-1,
zoning district:

a. Funeral Homes
b. Cemetaries

5. The Owner agrees to design, furnish the equipment, and install a traffic signal at Norge Lane
and Richmond Road concurrent with development of any portion of the property, excluding outparcels as
depicted on the preliminary site plan as submitted.

6. The Owner agrees to install all left and right turn lanes as approved by the Site Plan Review
Committee, concurrent with the development of the appropriate phase of site construction.

7. The Owner will subdivide the property into no more than fourteen (14) parcels.

8. The Owner will dedicate a ten (10) foot right-of-way strip along the northeast border of the
property fronting on Norge Lane for widening and improving of the existing road. In addition, the Owner
agrees to improve Norge Lane concurrent with the appropriate phase of site construction in accordance
with current VDOT requirements for the level of traffic envisioned by the preliminary site plan, said
improvements to be approved by VDOT, and the appropriate planning commission review committee.

PR-024-B
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Z-32-86. Norge Shopping Center

*These proffers are provided for reference purposes only and are not official documents. Please refer to
the Proffer Books in the Planning Division or Zoning Division for copies of officially recorded proffers.

AGREEMENT

WHEREAS, Ellen Taylor Howard, (hereinafter called "the Owner"), owns certain real property in
James City County, Virginia, (hereinafter called *“the property”), and more particularly described as
follows:

All that certain lot, piece or parcel of land, situate, lying and being in Stonehouse District, James
City County, Virginia, fronting on U.S. #60, and shown on that certain plat of survey under the
legend of "Section No. 4. 37.13 acres, Mrs. Ellen Taylor Howard," which plat is attached to that
certain deed dated April 10, 1940, between R. Kember Taylor, et als and Richard E. Taylor, et ux,
of record in the Clerk's Office of the Circuit Court of James City County, Virginia, in Deed Book
32, page 93, and bounded and described on said plat of survey as follows:

Beginning at a point on said highway, which point marks the line dividing the subject property and
the property partitioned to Kitty Taylor; thence along said line North 37° and 39” East 2305.0 feet
to a point on the center line of the old York River Road; thence along said center line North 89°
and 12" East 159.0 feet, North 71° and 33” East 500.0 feet, North 65° and 35" East 135.0 feet to a
point on the line dividing the subject property and the property of Our Savior Lutheran Church;
thence along said line North 81° and 22" East 231.0 feet to a point on the line dividing the subject
property and the property partitioned to Rufus Taylor; thence along said line South 37° and 39"
West 3132.0 feet to a point on the East line of Highway #60, thence along said right-of-way on a
3° and 20" curve to the left 621.0 feet to the point of beginning; containing 37.13 acres, more or
less; the lines included in the above description extend across the present right-of-way of the
Chesapeake and Ohio Railway, but this is done for the purpose of settling reversion rights in the
event of abandonment of any portion of the present right-of-way of said railway; in severalty and
divided from the portions of R. Kemper Taylor, Rufus Taylor, Kitty Taylor and Minnie Taylor
Bentley.

WHEREAS, the Owner has entered into a contract for the sale of said real property and the
purchasers thereof have applied for rezoning of the Property from the General Agricultural District A-1,
to the General Business District, B-1; and

WHEREAS, the County of James City may be unwilling to rezone the Property from the General
Agricultural District, A-1, to the General Business District, B-1, because the General Business District, B-
1, zoning regulations may be deemed inadequate for the orderly development of the Property, because
competing and incompatible uses may conflict; and

WHEREAS, more flexible and adaptable zoning methods are deemed advisable to permit the use
of the Property; and

WHEREAS, the Owner, at purchasers' request, is desirous of offering certain conditions for the
protection of the community that are not applicable to land similarly zoned in addition to the regulations
provided for in the General Business District, B-1.

NOW, THEREFORE, THIS AGREEMENT WITNESSETH:

PR-024-A
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That for and in consideration of the County of James City rezoning the Property from the General
Agricultural District, A-1, to the General Business District, B-1, and pursuant to Section 15.1-491.1, et
seq of the Code of Virginia, 1950, as amended, and Section 20-14.2, et seq of Chapter 20 of the Code of
James City County, Virginia, the Owner agrees that in addition to the regulations provided for in the
General Business District, B-1, but subject to the limitations set forth in the aforesaid Codes, she will
meet and comply with all of the following conditions for the development of the Property.

CONDITIONS

1. Site development will be in substantial accordance with the conceptual plan, together with a
traffic study prepared by Wilbur Smith and Associates of Richmond, Virginia, as submitted. The Owner
agrees that “Substantial Accordance” will be as determined by the James City County Staff and the Site
Plan Review Committee.

2. Owner agrees to impose a 100 foot structural setback from the right-of-way of Richmond
Road. In addition, the Owner agrees to impose a 50 foot buffer strip along her entire Richmond Road
frontage and a 30 foot buffer zone along Norge Lane, the C & O Railroad, and also that portion of the
property fronting on Croaker Road. The buffer zones will exclude parking and be broken only by
necessary access roads, project signage and utilities. A landscaping plan will be submitted for approval
by the James City County Staff and the Site Plan Review Committee for these buffer zones concurrent
with the first site plan submitted on the subject property. The Owner agrees to implement the approved
Landscaping Plan for this Buffer Zone concurrent with the site development of the first parcel.

This agreement specifically excludes Parcels 6 and 7 as shown on the submitted plans which are
already zoned General Business District, B-1.

3. The Owner agrees to limit the number of access points along the perimeter of the subject
property to one on Richmond Road, four on Norge lane and one on Croaker Road (Route 607).

4. The Owner agrees to exclude the following uses permitted in the General Business, B-1,
zoning district:

a. Funeral Homes
b. Cemetaries.

5. The Owner agrees to purchase the equipment for a traffic signal at Richmond Road and
Croaker Road (Route 607).

6. The Owner agrees to design, furnish the equipment, and install a traffic signal at Norge Lane
and Richmond Road concurrent with development of any portion of the largest parcel as depicted on the
preliminary plan as submitted.

7. The Owner agrees to install all left and right turn lanes as approved by the Site Plan Review
Committee, concurrent with the development of the appropriate phase of site construction.

8. The Owner will subdivide the property into no more than fourteen (14) parcels, with twelve
C12) being depicted on the submitted plans.

9. The Owner will dedicate a ten (10) foot right-of-way, strip along the northeast border of
the property fronting on Norge Lane for widening and improving of the existing road. In addition; the
Owner agrees to improve Norge Lane concurrent with the appropriate phase of site construction in
accordance with current VDH&T requirements for the level of traffic envisioned by the preliminary plan,

PR-024-A
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said improvements to be approved by VDH&T, the County Staff, and the appropriate planning
commission review committee.
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RESOLUTION

CASE NO. SUP-36-04. FARM FRESH GAS PUMPS

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors of James City County has adopted by ordinance, specific land uses
that shall be subjected to a special use permit process; and

WHEREAS, the applicant has requested a special use permit to allow four gasoline pumps and a canopy
in a B-1, General Business District, with proffers, located at 115 Norge Lane, further
identified as a Parcel No. (1-71F) on James City County Real Estate Tax Map No. (23-2).

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of James City County, Virginia,

does hereby approve the issuance of Special Use Permit No. 36-04 as described herein with
the following conditions:

1.

The architecture of the canopy shall be generally compatible with that of the Farm
Fresh Store and contain architectural features, colors, and materials that reflect the
surrounding character of the Norge community as determined by the Planning
Director. The architectural design, color, and materials for the canopy shall be
approved by the Planning Director prior to final site plan approval.

There shall be no more that four gas pumps (a total of eight vehicle fueling stations)
permitted on the property. The pumps shall be arranged in a configuration generally
consistent with the attached conceptual site layout titled “Exhibit for Special Use

Permit”, prepared by MSA, P.C. and dated 03/24/2005, herein after referred to as
the “master plan™.

A minimum horizontal separation of 100 feet shall be maintained between all water
and sewer piping, the underground storage tanks, and all associated petroleum
piping. Water lines and fire hydrants shall be relocated by the applicant at no cost to
the James City Service Authority or the County as shown on the attached master
plan prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. The applicant shall
dedicate new utility easements for the relocated lines to the James City Service
Authority prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. A Certificate to
Construct Water and Sewer Facilities shall be obtained prior to construction of the
relocated utilities once final site plan approval has been granted.

No more than two signs shall be allowed on the canopy unless otherwise mentioned
herein. Gas pricing signs may be allowed on a monument type sign in the parking

area or the columns of the canopy. Signage shall be consistent with current zoning
and sign regulations.

An enhanced landscaping plan shall be provided for the landscaped area along
Norge Lane. Unless reduced or waived by the Planning Director, the enhanced
landscaping to be included with the site plan shall include a quantity of planting
materials that is a minimum of 133 percent of the minimum ordinance requirements.

A minimum of 50 percent of all trees and 50 percent of all shrubs shall be
evergreen.

These documents were printed from the official JCC Records Management imaging site




10.

1.

12.

ATTEST:

-2-

 The lighting for the site, to include canopy lighting, shall be reviewed and approved

by the Planning Director prior to final site plan approval. There shall be no glare
outside the boundaries of the additional parking area and fueling facility. All lights,

including any canopy lighting, shall have recessed fixtures with no bulb, lens, or
globe extending below the casing or canopy ceiling.

No outside display, sale, or storage of merchandise shall be permitted at the fueling
facility. As used for this condition, the term “merchandise” shall include but not be
limited to ice, soda, candy, and/or snack machines.

Intercom and other speaker systems shall operate in such a manner that they shall
not be audible from adjacent properties.

The area beneath the fuel area canopy shall not drain directly into the existing
infiltration BMPs for the shopping center. An alternate BMP or a separation system
to accept drainage from this project shall be shown on the site plan and shall be
approved by the Environmental Division prior to final site plan approval.

If construction has not begun on the project within thirty-six months of the issuance
of the special use permit, it shall become void. Construction shall be defined as

obtaining permits for building construction and footings and/or foundation has
passed required inspections,

The applicant shall design access ways, drive aisles, curbing, pavement markings
and landscape islands in such a way as to provide for the safe flow of traffic in and
around the fueling facility as determined by the Planning Director.

This special use permit is not severable. Invalidation of any word, phrase, clause,
sentence, or paragraph shall invalidate the remainder.

%MJ%

Michael C. Brown
Chairman, Board of Superv1sors

SUPERVISOR VOTE
HARRISON AYE

, GOODSON ABSENT
S]B\ L MCGLENNON AYE
: BRADSHAW AYE
BROWN AYE

Sanford B. Wanner
Clerk to the Board

2005.

SUP-36-04.res

Adopted by the Board of Supervisors of James City County, Virginia, this 14th day of June,

These documents were printed from the official JCC Records Management imaging site




APPLICANT’S NARRATIVE

Chesapeake Bank is the contract purchaser of Parcel 2320100071F located at 115 Norge Lane. The
property is 5.86 acres, is zoned B-1 with proffers and has a vacant building containing approximately
52,915 square feet that was formerly occupied by the Farm Fresh grocery store. Chesapeake plans to
convert the space into office space to house Chesapeake Payment Systems and other Bank back office
functions. This location will not have retail banking. No new development or construction is proposed
other than the renovation of the interior of the building.

Chesapeake Payment Systems, a division of Chesapeake Bank provides merchant card processing
services. Itis an office environment that has very little customer foot traffic. The majority of the
operations involves support via phone, electronic communications or onsite support at the customer’s
place of business.

The division has been operating in a 4,500 square foot commercial unit on the ground floor of
Foundation Square in New Town since 2013. In 2018 the division expanded operations into an
additional 1,400 square feet of leased space in an adjacent unit to accommodate the department
growth. As the department continues to grow it has been determined that a different facility will be
necessary to house the department under one roof.

The Bank also has a call center and support personnel that are currently housed in multiple locations
throughout the Williamsburg area. The former Farm Fresh Norge building would provide current office
space needs, efficiencies through pooled resources, shared meeting spaces and onsite support staff in
addition to future bank growth.

The existing proffers applicable to the Norge Center shopping center limit development to “a shopping
center not to exceed 362,000 square feet of gross floor area.” Staff has determined that the proposed
office use of this building would not fall with the definition of a shopping center. Accordingly, the
applicant is applying to amend the existing proffers applicable to this Parcel to also allow office use.
Office use is generally permitted by right in the B-1 zoning district.



Unapproved Minutes of the April 1, 2020
Planning Commission Regular Meeting

7Z-20-0001. Norge Center Proffer Amendment

Mr. Paul Holt stated that in order to minimize the number of people in attendance, he would present
this case. Mr. Holt stated that Mr. Vernon Geddy of Geddy, Harris, Franck, & Hickman, LLP, on
behalf of Norge Plaza, Inc. and Chesapeake Bank, has applied to amend the previously approved
proffers to allow office use on the property. Mr. Holt stated that professional offices are permitted
uses in the B-1 Zoning District; however, the existing proffers limit uses to a shopping center. Mr.
Holt stated that the proposed use does not fit within the definition of a shopping center, and the
proposed proffer amendment would allow for office use, in addition to the shopping center use.

Mr. Holt stated that the existing 52,915 square foot building previously served as a grocery store.
Mr. Holt Chesapeake Bank plans to use the building for its Chesapeake Payment Systems. Mr.
Holt stated that those operations include phone support, electronic communications, or onsite
support at a customer’s place of business. Mr. Holt further stated that Chesapeake Bank also plans
to use the building to consolidate the call center and other support personnel that are currently in
multiple locations throughout James City County. Mr. Holt noted that stated that according to
information provided by the applicant, the location will not have retail banking. Mr. Holt stated
that the existing vacant building will be repurposed, and no new development or construction is
proposed other than the renovation of the interior of the building.

Mr. Holt stated that staff finds that the proposed use is compatible with the B-1, General Business
Zoning District, surrounding zoning, and the adopted Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Holt stated that
staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend approval of this proffer amendment.
Ms. Null inquired if the fuel station would be removed.

Mr. Holt stated that the fuel station had demolished within the past several weeks.

Ms. Leverenz inquired about the number of employees to be transferred to that location.

Mr. Holt stated that, according to the applicant it would be 60.

M.s Leverenz stated that her question related to traffic impacts.

Mr. Holt stated that the traffic impacts would be greatly improved; reducing from 402 peak hour
trips to 75.

Mr. Krapf called for disclosures from the Commission.
Mr. Krapf stated that he spoke with Mr. Geddy and with one of the property owners.

Mr. Haldeman stated that he also spoke with one of the property owners.



Mr. Holt noted that after the agenda materials were published, staff received a letter of support
from the property owners. Mr. Holt further noted that this information was provided to the
Commissioners by email.

There were no further disclosures.
Mr. Krapf opened the Public Hearing.

Mr. Vernon Geddy, I1I, Geddy Harris Franck & Hickman, LLP, 1177 Jamestown Road, addressed
the Commission in support of the application.

Mr. Krapf noted that there is a tremendous amount of impervious cover on the site and inquired if
the applicant would be amenable to converting some of that to pervious cover and adding
greenspace.

Mr. Geddy stated that this is something that is being considered.

As no one further wished to speak, Mr. Krapf closed the Public Hearing.

Mr. ‘Connor stated that he commends the applicant for seeking to repurpose an existing structure.
Mr. O’Connor stated that he would support the application.

Mr. Krapf stated that, since there had not been any interest from another grocery store for the
property, this is an excellent reuse of the structure. Mr. Krapf stated that he will support the
application.

Ms. Null stated that she supports the application. Ms. Null stated that it is important to ensure that
buildings do not remain dormant and deteriorate.

Mr. Polster stated that this is the first project he has seen that falls under the category of infill
development. Mr. Polster stated that repurposing a structure for economic development that will
bring jobs to that area is a positive factor. Mr. Polster further stated that in light of what the County
is doing to widen Croaker Road and improve access to the interstate, this makes good sense in
terms of economic development.

Mr. Haldeman made a motion to recommend approval of the application.

On a roll call vote, the Commission voted to approve Z-20-0001. Norge Center Proffer
Amendment. (7-0)



[External] Support for Z-20-0001
Gary Massie

To: Brett Meadows
CC: 'Steve Massie'; Faith; Bobby Singley; jpearson@pearsonproperties.net; vgeddy@ghfhlaw.com
Sent: 3/30/2020 3:27 PM

Mr. Meadows
Please review our attached letter of support for the above referenced rezoning request.

Due to Covid-19 considerations we do not intend to address the Planning Commission in person. Were it
not for that we would appear at the meeting and speak at the public hearing in support of this
application.

We request that the attached letter of support be forwarded to the Planning Commission and our letter
of support be made a part of the Public Hearing record.

Gary M. Massie
President

J.S.G. Corporation

5701 Centerville Road
Williamsburg, VA 23188

Office: 757 645-4870
Mobile: 757 880-7923
E-mail: gary.massie@jsgcorp.com
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Norge Center, Inc.
5701 Centerville Road
Williamsburg, Va. 23188
“Developer Norge Crossing

March 30, 2020

James City County Planning Commission
C/O Brett Meadows, Planner

James City County

Department of Community Development
101 Mounts Bay Road, Building A
Williamsburg, VA 23185

Re: James City County Zoning Case Z-20-0001 - 115 Norge Lane
Dear Mr. Meadows:

In regards to the above referenced zoning case Norge Center Inc. is an
adjacent property owner. We support the application and urge approval.

Our family developed this property and were a part of the applicants for the
rezoning in 1986 and subsequent SUP for a “Shopping Center” on this
parcel. Since then several changes have occurred that support the Z-20-0001
rezoning request:

1) Food Lion and CVS have opened facilities in Norge.

2) Harris Teeter has opened a facility in Lightfoot.

3) Farm Fresh our original grocer has vacated the grocery business

4) Internet ordering and Amazon delivery has changed the point of sale

for groceries from a “store” to your front door.

As the original applicants, who commenced the start of Norge Crossing we
are pleased to have this opportunity to welcome Chesapeake Bank’s
Payment Systems to 115 Norge Lane. They will be a welcome addition to
the commercial property. They are a great use for this parcel.

We request that the Planning Commission support Z-20-0001. Please share
this support letter with the Planning Commission.



Norge Center, Inc.
Sincerely,

e

Gary M Massie President
757 645-4870 Ext 202

757 880-7923
Gary.massie@jsgcorp.com

CC: Via e-mail
Steve Massie
Faith Willin

Bobby Singley
Joe Pearson

S:\Gary Shared\Norge Center Inc\Parcel 6 Chesapeake Bank\2010-03-30 - Support Z-20-0001.doc
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AGENDA ITEM NO. H.2.

ITEM SUMMARY
DATE: 5/12/2020
TO: The Board of Supervisors
FROM: Alex Baruch, Acting Principal Planner
SUBJECT: Z-19-0003. Fords Colony Proffer Amendment
ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Attachment 0. Staff Report Staff Report
o Attachment 1. Ordinance Ordinance
Attachment 2. Location Map Backup Material
Attachment 3. Location Map w_Unit .
o Distribution Backup Material
o Attachment 4. Proffers 03132020 Backup Material
Attachment 5. Fords_Colony Traffic .
o Tmpact Study 01152020 w appendix 3ackup Material
Attachment 6. Fords Colony Traffic .
o Agreement Exhibit A (October 1987) Backup Material
o Attachment 7. Z_0004 1998 Proffers Backup Material
Attachment 8. Ford's Colony 1998 .
o Master Plan Backup Material
Attachment 9. Unapproved Minutes
o Z-19-0003 Fords Colony Proffer Backup Material
Amendment
REVIEWERS:
Department Reviewer Action Date
Development Management  Holt, Paul Approved 4/24/2020 - 2:30 PM
Publication Management Burcham, Nan Approved 4/24/2020 - 2:38 PM
Legal Review Kinsman, Adam Approved 4/24/2020 - 3:51 PM
Board Secretary Fellows, Teresa Approved 4/29/2020 - 1:59 PM
Board Secretary Purse, Jason Approved 5/5/2020 - 1:44 PM
Board Secretary Fellows, Teresa Approved 5/5/2020 - 2:02 PM



REZONING-19-0003. Ford’s Colony Proffer Amendment

Staff Report for the May 12, 2020, Board of Supervisors Public Hearing

SUMMARY FACTS

Applicants:

Land Owners:

Proposal:

Locations:

Tax Map/Parcel Nos.:

Project Acreage:

Zoning:

Comprehensive Plan:

Susan Tarley, Tarley Robinson, PLC

Drew Mulhare, Ford’s Colony Homeowners
Association (HOA)
William  Apollony,
Equites, LLC

Brian Ford, Dorothea Ford, Trustee

Ryan Sansavera, c/o Wells Fargo and Redus

Windsor Healthcare

Ford’s Colony HOA, Windsor, Ford, and
Redus

A request to amend previously approved
proffers for Ford’s Colony to address traffic
improvements and outstanding proffers

100 Manchester

245 Ford’s Colony Drive
1000 Eaglescliffe

185 Ford’s Colony Drive
1051 St. Andrews Drive

3620300291
3130100053A
3131700001
3130100058
3130100053B

+/- 20.18 acres (only acreage of parcels listed
above, Ford’s Colony totals 2,962 acres)

R-4, Residential Planned Community

Low Density Residential

Primary Service Area: Inside

Staff Contact: Alex Baruch, Senior Planner

PUBLIC HEARING DATES

Planning Commission: April 1, 2020, 6:00 p.m.

Board of Supervisors: May 12, 2020, 5:00 p.m.

FACTORS FAVORABLE

1. There are no proposed changes to gross density.

2. The proposed Proffer amendment addresses the outstanding un-
built improvements accounted for at full build-out of Ford’s

Colony.

3. The proposal is consistent with the recommendations of the
adopted Comprehensive Plan.

4. See Impact Analysis on Pages 4-5.

FACTORS UNFAVORABLE

1. Staff finds no unfavorable factors.

2. See Impact Analysis on Pages 4-5.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

At its April 1, 2020 meeting, the Planning Commission recommended

approval of this application and acceptance of the amended proffers
by a vote of 7-0.

This staff report is prepared by the James City County Planning Division to provide information to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors to assist
them in making a recommendation on this application. It may be useful to members of the general public interested in this application.

Page 1 of 6



REZONING-19-0003. Ford’s Colony Proffer Amendment

Staff Report for the May 12, 2020, Board of Supervisors Public Hearing

PROPOSED CHANGES MADE SINCE THE PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING

None.

SUMMARY STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends approval and acceptance of the amended proffers.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Ms. Susan Tarley of Tarley Robinson, PLC has submitted a request on
behalf of Ford’s Colony HOA, Windsor, Ford, and Redus to amend
Condition Nos. 1 and 3 of the adopted Proffers, dated March 11, 1987
and attached as Exhibit A to the restated proffers dated October 1,
1987 along with Condition No. 5 of the amended and restated proffers
dated January 24, 1999, related to traffic, road improvements, and bike
lanes associated with the build-out of Ford’s Colony.

The Ford’s Colony development is nearing build-out. The Master Plan
(not including the Continuing Care Retirement Communities on the
south side of News Road) allows for up to 3,250 dwelling units.
Approximately 2,857 units have been constructed to date and other
lots have been platted but are not yet improved. The subject properties
listed on the application include those properties where new
development is still planned.

Specifically, staff and the applicants are in agreement there are 104
dwelling units that remain to be constructed on four parcels that have
a residential designation on the Master Plan. The overall purpose and
intent of this proffer amendment is as follows:

- Clarify that up to 30 of the remaining residential units will be
constructed on the Windsor parcel;

- Clarify that up to 60 of the remaining residential units will be
constructed on the two Redus parcels;

- Clarify that up to 14 of the remaining residential units will be
constructed on the Ford parcel; and

- The proffer amendment will also clarify and specify remaining
traffic improvements that need to be constructed as part of the
buildout of Ford’s Colony with the remaining 104 units and
eliminate traffic related improvements which were listed in the
original proffers, but which are no longer necessary.

The proffer amendment to clarify and specify remaining traffic
improvements that are needed for build-out and the elimination of
originally envisioned improvements, but which are no longer
necessary is more fully described as follows:

Currently, Condition No. 1, executed through Exhibit A, lists various
traffic improvements that were required to be assessed at different
stages of development (Attachment No. 6). Table 10 in the attached
Traffic Impact Study (TIS) (Attachment No. 5, Page 37) shows a
breakdown of these improvements and whether they have already
been constructed or are required at full build-out of Ford’s Colony.
New Proffer B-1 requires improvements related to the full build-out
of Ford’s Colony as stated in the TIS: these remaining improvements
are a turn lane and re-striping at the intersection of Ford’s Colony
Drive/Longhill Road, as further detailed in the Impact Analysis table
on Page 4.

Condition No. 3 and Exhibit A state that a traffic study is required
every five years. The last traffic study was conducted in 2008 and only
consisted of the improvements related to the Continuing Care
Retirement Community, not the entirety of Ford’s Colony. New
Proffer B-2 requests that the attached TIS be the last traffic study that
Ford’s Colony would need to complete as they relate to the original
agreement. As such the traffic study put forth by Kimley-Horn and
Associates analyzes all of the required traffic improvements as
required by Exhibit A. The Virginia Department of Transportation
(VDOT) has also reviewed the TIS and concurred with the findings

This staff report is prepared by the James City County Planning Division to provide information to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors to assist
them in making a recommendation on this application. It may be useful to members of the general public interested in this application.

Page 2 of 6



REZONING-19-0003. Ford’s Colony Proffer Amendment

Staff Report for the May 12, 2020, Board of Supervisors Public Hearing

generally, but believe a signal is warranted at the intersection of Ford’s
Colony Drive and Longhill Road. Staff does not find that this
improvement is needed due to the Longhill Road Corridor Study
which did not identify a signal as necessary at that intersection and
looked beyond the build-out of Ford’s Colony to make that
assessment.

Lastly, Condition No. 5 (Attachment No. 7) states that a bike lane
would need to be installed and 10 feet of property dedicated along
Longhill Road using property associated with Case No. Z-0004-
1998/MP-0003-1998. In the Longhill Road Corridor Study concept
design, a multiuse path is proposed for the north side of Longhill Road,
not a bike lane adjacent to Ford’s Colony as originally anticipated with
Case No. Z-0004-1998/MP-0003-1998. This proffer amendment
would eliminate the requirements in Condition No. 5.

PLANNING AND ZONING HISTORY

e Ford’s Colony: The existing Ford’s Colony subdivision was
originally rezoned with proffers to R-4, Residential Planned
Community in the late 1980s. Its Master Plan currently allows for
3,250 units with a mix of single-family units and multifamily
units. The Ford’s Colony development currently has an
outstanding proffer obligation, which requires a traffic study to be
completed every five years in order to assess the need for several
traffic improvements along Centerville Road, Longhill Road, and
News Road. If warranted, the proffers commit the development to
construct the improvements. Traffic studies were most recently
completed and provided to the County in 2004 and 2008; however,
the 2008 traffic study was not a complete traffic study of the entire
development. Between 2008 and 2020, staff performed the
Longhill Road Corridor Study with VDOT and successfully
received funding for Phase I of the Longhill Road Corridor
improvements. Many of these improvements were originally
proffered as improvements that Ford’s Colony was responsible for
in Exhibit A (Attachment No. 6) and detailed in the TIS in Table

10 (Attachment No. 5, Page 37). The TIS associated with this
proffer amendment includes a complete analysis of the
development at full build-out and fulfills the traffic study
requirement for a five year period.

SURROUNDING ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT

The subject properties are internal to the Ford’s Colony subdivision
which is zoned R-4, Residential Planned Community. Ford’s Colony
is bound by Longhill Road to the north, Centerville Road to the west,
News Road to the south, and Route 199 to the east.

This staff report is prepared by the James City County Planning Division to provide information to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors to assist
them in making a recommendation on this application. It may be useful to members of the general public interested in this application.

Page 3 of 6



REZONING-19-0003. Ford’s Colony Proffer Amendment

Staff Report for the May 12, 2020, Board of Supervisors Public Hearing

Status
Impacts/Potentially (No Mitigation . . epe . "
Unfavorable Conditions Required/Mitigated/Not Considerations/Proposed Mitigation of Potentially Unfavorable Conditions
Fully Mitigated)
Groundwater and No Mitigation Project Receives Public Water and Sewer
Drinking Water Resources | Required Staff finds this project does not generate impacts that require mitigation.
Watersheds, Streams, and | No Mitigation The project is located predominantly within the Powhatan Creek watershed.
Reservoirs Required The property currently has an existing stormwater management facilities in place.
Nearby and Surrounding No Mitigation The parcel is surrounded by residential subdivisions, commercial, and undeveloped
Properties Required parcels.
Community Character No Mitigation Ford’s Colony fronts on the Longhill Road, Centerville Road, and News Road
Required Community Character Corridors.

Previously adopted Proffers require a various buffering around the perimeter of
Ford’s Colony.

Cultural/Historic No Mitigation Any new land disturbance associated with proposed development will be reviewed by
Required the appropriate agencies at the development stage.

Public Mitigated Due to traffic movement concerns leaving Ford’s Colony Drive to Longhill Road

Transportation: identified in the TIS, Proffer B-1-a states that the Association will update the striping

Vehicular including the stop bar and striping for the left and right-turn lanes on the earlier of:

three years from Proffer Amendment approval or first Certificate of Occupancy for
the new condominium units.

The installation of a right-turn lane on Longhill Road onto Ford’s Colony Drive is
required at full build-out of Ford’s Colony. Proffer B-1-b requires this improvement
on the earlier of: three years from Proffer Amendment approval or first Certificate of
Occupancy for the new condominium units.

Instead of providing a bike lane along Longhill Road in a location that is not in line
with the recommendations of the Longhill Road Corridor Study, the Association will
dedicate Association owned property, upon request, to implement the Phase III,
Longhill Road Corridor Plan (Proffer B-1-c).

All traffic improvements previously constructed as a result of proffers shall remain in
place as a part of Proffer B-1-d.

The applicants are proposing in Proffer B-2 that a traffic study would no longer be
required every five years since full build-out has been assessed with this application
and all improvements required at full build-out are addressed.

This staff report is prepared by the James City County Planning Division to provide information to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors to assist
them in making a recommendation on this application. It may be useful to members of the general public interested in this application.

Page 4 of 6



REZONING-19-0003. Ford’s Colony Proffer Amendment
Staff Report for the May 12, 2020, Board of Supervisors Public Hearing

Status
Impacts/Potentially (No Mitigation . . P . "
Unfavorable Conditions Required/Mitigated/Not Considerations/Proposed Mitigation of Potentially Unfavorable Conditions
Fully Mitigated)
Public Transportation: No Mitigation - Requirement for a bike facility along Longhill Road would no longer be required due
Bicycle/ Pedestrian Required to a different alignment shown in the Longhill Road Corridor Study.
Public Safety No Mitigation - Staff finds this project does not generate impacts that require mitigation to the
Required County’s Fire Department facilities or services.
Public Schools No Mitigation - N/A since no new residential dwelling units are proposed.
Required
Public Parks and No Mitigation - N/A since no new residential dwelling units are proposed.
Recreation Required
Public Libraries and No Mitigation - Staff finds this project does not generate impacts that require mitigation.
Cultural Centers Required

This staff report is prepared by the James City County Planning Division to provide information to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors to assist
them in making a recommendation on this application. It may be useful to members of the general public interested in this application.
Page 5 of 6



REZONING-19-0003. Ford’s Colony Proffer Amendment

Staff Report for the May 12, 2020, Board of Supervisors Public Hearing

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The property is designated Low Density Residential on the
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map. Recommended uses include
single-family homes, multifamily units, accessory units, cluster
housing, and recreation areas. Staff finds the proposed Proffer
amendment to be consistent with the adopted Comprehensive Plan.

The Comprehensive Plan encourages development to mitigate its
impacts, including traffic. As detailed above, the analysis provided
indicates that with the improvements to the Ford’s Colony
Drive/Longhill Road intersection and right-of-way dedication
commitment included in the proposed proffers, the road improvements
previously completed by Ford’s Colony during the course of its
development, and the Phase I Longhill Road improvements, full build-
out of Ford’s Colony can be achieved while maintaining adequate
levels of service.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff finds the proposal to be compatible with surrounding
development and consistent with the adopted Comprehensive Plan and
Zoning Ordinance. Staff recommends that the Board of Supervisors
approves this application and acceptance of the amended Proffers.

AB/md

RZ19-3FrdsColPrfAmd

Attachments:

1. Ordinance

2. Location Map

3. Location Map with Unit Distribution
4. Proposed Proffers

5. Traffic Impact Study

*

Traffic Phasing Agreement, Exhibit A, and October 1, 1987

Proffers

Z-0004-1998/MP-0003-1998 Proffers
Z-0004-1998/MP-0003-1998 Master Plan

Unapproved Minutes
Commission meeting

from the April

1,

2020 Planning

This staff report is prepared by the James City County Planning Division to provide information to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors to assist
them in making a recommendation on this application. It may be useful to members of the general public interested in this application.
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ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND EXISTING PROFFERS TO CLARIFY THE DISTRIBUTION OF

REMAINING UNITS, ADDRESS TRAFFIC IMPROVEMENTS, AND REMAINING

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

OUTSTANDING PROFFERS

CASE NO. Z-19-0003. FORD’S COLONY PROFFER AMENDMENT

on March 12, 1973, by the approval of Case No. Z-1-73, the Board of Supervisors
rezoned certain property from A-1, General Agricultural District to R-4, Residential
Planned Community District, which development was to be known as “Middle
Plantation;” and

over the following decade, Middle Plantation transitioned into the development known
as “Ford’s Colony;” and

on March 16, 1987, the Board of Supervisors approved Case No. MP-0004-1986, which
added 750 acres zoned R-2, General Residential to the existing R-4, Residential Planned
Community District, with restated proffers (the “Original Proffers”); and

the Original Proffers have been amended and restated many times over the years,
including by Amended and Restated Ford’s Colony Proffers approved by the Board of
Supervisors dated October 1, 1987, August 26, 1993, September 29, 1995, January 24,
1999, September 20, 2002, and January 6, 2005 which added properties, proffers related
to impacts from those additions, and retained other proffers contained in the Original
Proffers (all together the “Existing Proffers”); and

owners of the remaining developable tracts in Ford’s Colony have requested to amend
certain conditions of the Existing Proffers related to traffic, road improvements, and bike
lanes associated with the build-out of Ford’s Colony and to clarify the distribution of
remaining approved units within Ford’s Colony; and

the properties subject to the application are located at 100 Manchester Drive, 245 Ford’s
Colony Drive, 1000 Eaglescliffe, 185 Ford’s Colony Drive and 1051 St. Andrews Drive
and can be further identified as James City County Real Estate Tax Map Parcels Nos.
3620300291, 3130100053A, 3131700001, 3130100058, and 3130100053B,
respectively; and

the Planning Commission of James City County, following its consideration on April 1,
2020, recommended approval of Case No. Z-19-0003, by a vote of 7-0; and

the Board of Supervisors of James City County, Virginia, finds Case No. Z-19-0003 to
be required by public necessity, convenience, general welfare, and good zoning practice.



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Board of Supervisors of James City County, Virginia,
that Case No. Z-19-0003 is hereby approved as described herein and the amended
voluntary proffers are accepted.

BE IT FURTHER ORDAINED that, because the amended proffers accepted herein remove the
requirement for a transportation improvement phasing plan, the Board of Supervisors
considers the agreement dated June 20, 1988, made between James City County and
Realtec, Inc. to be moot and the County Administrator is authorized to sign those
documents, if any, necessary to terminate such agreement.

BE IT FURTHER ORDAINED that the conditions of the Existing Proffers amended herein by approval
of Case No. Z-19-0003 shall be deemed satisfied for those properties subject to the

Existing Proffers.
James O. Icenhour, Jr.
Chairman, Board of Supervisors
VOTES
ATTEST: AYE NAY ABSTAIN
HIPPLE
LARSON
SADLER
Teresa J. Fellows MCGLENNON
Deputy Clerk to the Board ICENHOUR

Adopted by the Board of Supervisors of James City County, Virginia, this 12th day of
May, 2020.

RZ19-3FrdsColPrfAmd-res
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Tax Map Nos. 31301000534, 3131700001, 3130100058, 3130100053B

Prepared by:

Susan B. Tarley, Esquire

VSB 28896

Tarley Robinson, PLC

4808 Courthouse Street, Suite 102
Williamsburg, VA 23188

AMENDMENT TO FORD’S COLONY PROFFERS

THIS AMENDMENT TO FORD’S COLONY PROFFERS is made this Mday of
ME}\/ , 2020 by FORD’S COLONY AT WILLIAMSBURG HOMEOWNERS
ASSOCIATION, a Virginia nonstock corporation (the “Association”), REDUS VA
HOUSING, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company (“Redus”), WINDSOR
HEALTHCARE EQUITIES, LLC, a Maryland limited liability company (“Windsor”), and the
DOROTHEA M. FORD REVOCABLE DECLARATION OF TRUST, (“Ford”),
collectively referred to as the “Parties” and to be indexed as “Grantors” and JAMES CITY
COUNTY, VIRGINIA, a political subdivision of the Commonwealth of Virginia, to be indexed

as “Grantee.”

RECITALS:
A. Realtec, Incorporated, a North Carolina corporation (“Realtec”) was the owner and
developer of the Ford’s Colony at Williamsburg development which contains approximately
2,962 acres and which is zoned R-4, Residential Planned Community, with proffers, and subject
to a Master Plan previously approved by James City County.
B. Realtec developed Ford’s Colony in phases over a period of 30 years, with each phase
subjected to the Ford’s Colony Declaration of Protective Covenants, and each lot owner required
to be a member in the Association.
C. Realtec’s authorization to do business in the Commonwealth of Virginia was revoked by
the Virginia State Corporation Commission on or about April 30, 2015, and Realtec is no longer
involved in the development of Ford’s Colony at Williamsburg.
D. The original proffers for Ford’s Colony were made on March 11, 1987 and have been
amended and restated many times over the years, including by Amended and Restated Ford’s
Colony Proffers (1) dated October 1, 1987 and recorded in the Clerk’s Office of the Circuit
Court for the City of Williamsburg and County of James City (the “Clerk’s Office”) in Deed

Return to:

James City County Attorney
101-C Mounts Bay Road
Williamsburg, VA 23185



Book 366 at page 512; (2) dated August 26, 1993 and recorded in the Clerk’s Office in Deed
Book 678 at page; (3) made by Richard J. Ford and dated as of September 29, 1995 and recorded
in the Clerk’s Office in Deed Book 757 at page 529 (the property subjected to these proffers
became owned by Realtec); (4) dated September 29, 1995 and recorded in the Clerk’s Office in
Deed Book 757 at page 526; (5) dated January 24, 1999 and recorded in the Clerk’s Office as
Instrument No. 990002925; (6) dated September 20, 2002 and recorded in the Clerk’s Office as
Instrument No. 020024840; (7) dated as of January 6, 2005 and recorded in the Clerk’s Office as
Instrument No. 050001465; all of which incorporated the previously adopted proffers (together,
the “Existing Proffers™).

E. Certain Existing Proffers made by Realtec for Ford’s Colony at Williamsburg have not
been completed and are considered not warranted or necessary by development build-out.

F. The Existing Proffers run with the land and are binding on Realtec’s successors.

G. The Association is the homeowners association for Ford’s Colony representing the

residential owners.

H. Redus is the owner of certain property located at 245 Ford’s Colony Drive,
Williamsburg, Virginia 23188, further identified as Parcel ID 3130100053A, and 1000
Eaglescliffe, Williamsburg, Virginia 23188, further identified as Parcel ID 3131700001, upon
which a multifamily housing project consisting of sixty (60) residential condominium units is
planned.

L. Windsor is the owner of that certain property located at 185 Ford’s Colony Drive,
Williamsburg, Virginia 23188, further identified as Parcel ID 3130100058, upon which a
multifamily housing project consisting of thirty (30) residential condominium units is planned.

J. Ford is the owner of a certain property located at 1051 St. Andrews Drive, Williamsburg,
Virginia 23188, further identified as Parcel ID 3130100053B, upon which up to fourteen (14)
residential condominium units are planned.

K. The Redus, Windsor, and Ford condominium units referenced above shall be
cumulatively referred to, for the purposes of these Amended Proffers only, as the New
Condominium Units.

L. The Association and the governing documents for Ford’s Colony provide consistency for

the continued development of Ford’s Colony as originally intended.



M. Ford’s Colony has grown from its original proposal as a 1410 acre neighborhood with
1976 residential dwellings and golf courses offering 45 holes of golf to 2962 acres with 3250
residential units, golf courses offering 54 holes of golf with an additional 660 residential units on
140 acres.

N. The Parties propose amending the existing proffers that have not been completed by
Realtec. This amendment request does not include any modification or amendment to the Master
Plan layout, density, open space or unit count.

0. There are three remaining areas shown as residential on the Master Plan along Ford’s
Colony Drive which have been made subject to the Ford’s Colony Declaration. Mandatory
membership in the Association will ensure that those residents on the remaining residential
parcels have access to the Association’s amenities as well as the rights, privileges, and
responsibilities of ownership in Ford’s Colony. Mandatory membership in the Association is
consistent with the development intent and Master Plan.

P. The Association owns and maintains all the roads and common areas in Ford’s Colony,
and all residential properties contribute to annual and long-term maintenance through
assessments billed equally to all members.

Q. The commercial properties within Ford’s Colony include properties owned by ClubCorp
NV XV, LLC, Manor Club at Ford’s Colony and FRH, LLC. These owners are not members of
the Association and their properties are not subject to the Ford’s Colony Declaration, however,
they are parties to a Shared Maintenance Agreement with the Association in which they
contribute to the maintenance of Ford’s Colony Drive, and any further commercial development
on Ford’s Colony Drive will have a responsibility to contribute to the road maintenance.

NOW, THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the approval by the Board of
Supervisors of the County of James City, Virginia (the “Board”), of the applied for rezoning and
acceptance of these Amended Proffers and pursuant to Section 15.2-2302 and Section 15.2-2303
of the Code of Virginia, 1950, as amended, the Parties agree that they shall meet and comply
with all of the following conditions in developing Property:

A. Existing Proffers Retained. Except as amended herein, the Existing Proffers shall
remain in full force and effect and are incorporated into these Amended Proffers by reference.

B. Amendments. The Existing Proffers are amended as follows:



1. TERMINATION OF CERTAIN ROAD IMPROVEMENT PROFFERS. Condition 1 of
the Ford’s Colony Proffers dated March 11, 1987 and attached as Exhibit A to the Restated
Ford’s Colony Proffers dated October 1, 1987 in James City County Case MP-2-97 and recorded
in Deed Book 366, page 512, et. seq. shall be replaced and superseded by the following:

(a) The Association will upgrade the main entrance to Ford’s Colony at Ford’s
Colony Drive by extending the stop bar, and striping for a left and right turn lane on the
outbound side of Ford’s Colony Drive as required by the Traffic Impact Study Update, Ford’s
Colony Master Plan — Phased Development, James City County, Virginia, prepared by Kimley-
Horn and Associates, Inc. dated January 2020 (the “2020 Traffic Impact Study”) on the earlier of
three (3) years from the approval of these Amended Proffers, or the award of the first certificate
of occupancy for the New Condominium Units.

(b)  The Association will install a right turn lane from Longhill Road onto Ford’s
Colony Drive as required by the 2020 Traffic Impact Study on the earlier of three (3) years from
the approval of these Amended Proffers, or the award of the first certificate of occupancy for the
New Condominium Units.

(c) The Association will dedicate right-of-way as necessary, upon request, to
implement the Phase 111, Longhill Road Corridor Plan, to the extent the Association is the owner
of any property necessary for the right-of-way. The Association shall not be required to purchase
any land or acquire any right-of-way across private property nor shall it be required to construct
new or remove existing improvements.

(d)  Allroad improvements proffered in the Existing Proffers and constructed as of the
date of these Amended Proffers shall remain in place.

2. TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY. Condition Number 3 of the Ford’s Colony Proffers dated
March 11, 1987 and attached as Exhibit A to the Restated Ford’s Colony Proffers dated October
1, 1987 in James City County Case MP-2-97 and recorded in Deed Book 366, page 512, er.
seq.in the Clerk’s Office of the Circuit Court of James City County, is deleted in its entirety.

3. BIKE LANE. Condition Number 5 of the Amended and Restated Ford’s Colony Proffers
dated January 24, 1999 and recorded as Instrument No. 990002925 in the Clerks Office of the
Circuit Court of James City County is deleted in its entirety.

C. Supplemental Conditions. In addition to the Existing Proffers, as amended above, the

Parties proffer the following conditions:



1. MEMBERSHIP IN HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION. Contingent on plan approval by
James City County, all new residential development on the Property shall be subject to
mandatory membership in the Association by a Supplemental Declaration of Protective
Covenants approved by the Association.

2. UNIT DENSITY; TYPES OF UNITS. The parcel owned by Windsor, Parcel No.
3130100058 is to have up to thirty (30) residential condominium units. The two parcels owned
by REDUS VA HOUSING LLC, Parcel Nos. 3130100053A and 3131700001 are to have up to
sixty (60) residential condominium units. The parcel owned by Ford, Parcel Number

3130100053B is to have up to fourteen (14) residential condominium units.
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The undersigned has executed this Amendment to Ford’s Colony Proffers this day
of , 2020.

WINDSOR HEALTHCARE EQUITIES, LLC

nzed Me

William Apollony, Autl .@
STATE OF MARYLAND
CITY/COUNTY OF ANNE ARUNDEL, to-wit:

I, lﬂmmél /7(7«64‘:"/// » @ Notary Public in and for the jurisdiction aforesaid, so

cegtify that the foregoing Amended Proffers were executed and acknowledged before me on this

day of Mf;OZO by William N. Apollony authorized signatory for Windsor Healthcare
Equities, LLC, a Maryland limited liability company on behalf of the company.

%ﬁfﬂ%/@“

My Commission Expires: 4 el W /3, 202/
Registration No. /

TAMMY R. BENNETT
Notary Public-Maryland
Anne Arunde! County
My Commission Expires
Au ugu ust 13, 2021




The undersigned has executed this Amendment to Ford’s Colony Proffers this Zo?. day
of MrRCH 2020 |

REDUS VA HOUSING, LLC
BY: LEDUS  PLoFEETIES, INC, /75 SOLE MEMEER

By: ~# A Ovoaciee—
LYAN SHW SAVERA, Antisse:

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
CITY/COUNTY OF MECKLENBURG, to-wit:

I, 745’75@7/5 /‘é Z&f@/@/)é/@ﬂ , a Notary Public in and for the jurisdiction aforesaid, so
certify that the foregoing Amended Proffers were executed and acknowledged before me on this
é day of 423 > 2020 by Ryan Sansavera, authorized signatory for Redus Va Housing, LLC, a

Delaware limited liability company on behalf of the compan
M////

My Commission Expires: ﬂé/ ’ﬂﬁ‘ﬂ 042
Registration No.  /)/X /.50 30004~
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The undersigned has executed this Amendment to Ford’s Colony Proffers this // day
of_Mafcd 2020

FORD’S COLONY AT WILLIAMSBURG
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

, President

STATE OF VIRGINIA
COUNTY OF JAMES CITY, to-wit:

I M@M%, a Notary Public in and for the jurisdiction aforesaid, so
certify that the foregoing Amende ffers were executed and acknowledged before me on this
1" day of MTH 2020 by 4 (NOlA , Authorized signatory for

Ford’s Colony at Williamsburg Homeowners Association, a Virginia nonstock corporation on

behalf of the Corporation. / )

Notary Public

My Commission Expires:

Registration No. Ta& 79Y o

AMANDA PEARL BUCKLEY
NOTARY PUBLIC
REGISTRATION # 7227942
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES
NOVEMBER 30, 2021

N————




; The u&dersigned has executed this Amendment to Ford’s Colony Proffers this / day
of _Ydtecth  202.

DOROTHEA M. FORP REVQCABLE
r CLARATAON RUST

/

By:
Brian Ford, Attorney-in-fact
for Dorothea M. Ford, Trustee
STATE OF VIRGINIA
COUNTY OF JAMES CITY, to-wit:
I, ﬂ »{5 ' M { ”W , a Notary Public in and for the jurisdiction aforesaid, so

certify that the foregoing Amended Proffers were executed and acknowledged before me on this
_11 day of UgmeA2020 by Brian Ford, Attorney-in-fact for Dorothea M. Ford, Trustee of the
Dorothea M. Ford Revocable Declaration of Trust, on behalf of the Trust.

\v

“Notary Public
My Commission Expires: ABM
Registration No. . Now'ynl;%%i
ommonweal rginia
183383
My Commission Expires Nov 30, 2021
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Ford’s Colony Homeowners Association (FCHOA), with support of REDUS VA Housing, LLC (REDUS) is
pursuing a Master Plan and Proffer Amendment which includes proposing the construction of 60
residential condominium/townhouse units (Eaglescliff) within the Ford’s Colony development (i.e., Ford’s
Colony) in James City County, Virginia. Ford’s Colony is a master planned community bounded by
Longhill Road (State Route 612) to the north, Centerville Road (State Route 614) to the west, News Road
(State Route 613) to the south, and a combination of retail/commercial land uses, residential areas, and
Humelsine Parkway (State Route 199) to the east.

Through conversations with FCHOA, REDUS, and James City County staff as well as our review of the
Ford’'s Colony Proffers (MP-2-87) dated June 20, 1988 and the Amended and Restated Ford’s Colony
Proffers (Z-04-98/MP-3-98) dated January 24, 1999, it was determined that a traffic impact study (TIS)
must be prepared every five (5) years and/or prior to any proposed expansion or development within the
Ford’'s Colony Master Planned residential development. The previous update was the Ford’s Colony
Traffic Impact Study 2003-2004 Update, completed in February 2004.

The purpose of this report is to satisfy the TIS requirement of the aforementioned proffers by summarizing
existing and projected future traffic volumes as well as the associated operational conditions to determine
if any of the identified off-site roadway, intersection, or traffic control (i.e., intersection signalization)
improvements have been triggered for construction and/or may require accelerated implementation. In
addition to the 60 residential condominium/townhouse units, the following units were included in this TIS
as part of the background traffic to represent the totality of the Ford's Colony Master Plan.

m 295 platted, unbuilt lots

= 30 un-platted Windsor development lots

®m 14 un-platted Brian Ford’s property lots

This study will identify the potential impacts to the intersections and roadway network as a result of the
proposed development.

Based on the analysis of the existing traffic volumes and operation findings provided in this traffic study,
the following recommendations were identified and are summarized below for the Existing conditions:
® Longhill Road at Williamsburg W. Drive/Lane Place Drive
o Maintain the existing geometric configuration and traffic control measures

o Continue to monitor and implement new timing and coordination plans as part of regular
VDOT operations and maintenance

o ltis noted that the Longhill Road Phase 1 Widening Project (VDOT UPC — 100921)
includes improvements that will enhance the capacity at this intersection, is fully funded,
and currently under construction

®  Longhill Road at Fords Colony Drive

o Relocate and restripe the northbound approach STOP bar so driver sight distance is not
impeded by the Ford’s Colony monument sign and/or vegetation located in the median

o Restripe the 24-foot wide northbound approach to consist of a 12-foot shared
through/left-turn lane and a 12-foot exclusive right-turn lane with 150 feet of storage

1 Ford’s Colony TIS Update
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o Continue to monitor traffic volumes to identify when/if the full turn-lane warrant for the
eastbound right-turn movement is satisfied

o Existing traffic volumes and the associated operational conditions (i.e., level of service
(LOS)/side street delay) do not warrant or justify the installation of the traffic signal at this
time.

o Although the installation of a traffic signal is specifically referenced in the Ford’s Colony
proffers, per VDOT policy and roadway design manual guidelines, should volumes
warrant the consideration of a traffic signal the intersection will also need to be analyzed
for the consideration of a roundabout.

m  Centerville Road at Manchester Drive
o Maintain the existing geometric configuration and traffic control measures
= News Road at Firestone Drive

o Maintain the existing geometric configuration and traffic control measures

From the analysis of the Build conditions which included the background traffic growth and approved
developments, the following recommendations were identified and are summarized below for the Build
conditions:

= Longhill Road at Williamsburg W. Drive/Lane Place Drive

o Continue to monitor and implement new timing and coordination plans as part of regular
VDOT operations and maintenance

o The Longhill Road Phase 1 Widening Project (UPC — 100921) is currently under
construction. The widening project includes the following improvements to this
intersection:

»  Widen Longhill Road to a four-lane divided typical section

» Upgrade the traffic signal equipment to accommodate the additional through
lanes

= Pedestrian accommodations such as crosswalks, ADA ramps, and pedestrian
signal displays for the crossing of select legs of the intersection

Eastbound Longhill Road

o Widen and construct an additional approach and receiving through lane
Westbound Longhill Road

o Widen and construct an additional approach and receiving through lane

o Improvements associated with Longhill Road Phase 1 Widening Project (UPC — 100921)
address several of the proffered improvements associated with the Ford’s Colony Master
Plan. Proffers should be updated/modified to account for/recognize these changes in
responsibility.

= Longhill Road at Fords Colony Drive

o Based on future traffic volume projections, construct a full width right-turn lane consisting
of 200-feet of storage and a 200-foot taper for the eastbound approach.
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o Future traffic volumes and the associated future operational conditions (i.e., level of
service (LOS)/side street delay) continue to reflect that a traffic signal is not warranted
and do not justify the installation of a traffic signal at this intersection.

o ltis noted that the installation of a traffic signal is specifically referenced in the Ford’s
Colony proffers. However, per VDOT policy and roadway design manual guidelines, if
volumes warrant the consideration of a traffic signal then the intersection will also need to
be analyzed for the consideration of a roundabout.

o Additionally, it is noted that the Longhill Road Corridor Study, completed in October 2014,
did not recommended the installation of a traffic signal at this intersection as part of the
long term (horizon year 2034) improvements. Therefore, it is recommended that a traffic
signal should no longer be proffered as a means of traffic control for this intersection.

m  Centerville Road at Manchester Drive
o Maintain the existing geometric configuration and traffic control measures.
= News Road at Firestone Drive
o Maintain the existing geometric configuration and traffic control measures.
Given the minimal residual development potential in Ford’s Colony, no additional or proffered

improvements are triggered beyond those that were identified under the Existing or Build operational
conditions.

This space intentionally left blank.
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2 INTRODUCTION

Ford’s Colony Homeowners Association (FCHOA), with support of REDUS VA Housing, LLC (REDUS) is
pursuing a Master Plan and Proffer Amendment which includes proposing the construction of 60
residential condominium/townhouse units within the Ford’s Colony development (i.e., Ford’s Colony) in
James City County, Virginia. Ford’s Colony is a master planned community bounded by Longhill Road
(State Route 612) to the north, Centerville Road (State Route 614) to the west, News Road (State Route
613) to the south, and a combination of retail/commercial land uses, residential areas, and Humelsine
Parkway (State Route 199) to the east.

Through conversations with FCHOA, REDUS, and James City County staff as well as our review of the
Ford’'s Colony Proffers (MP-2-87) dated June 20, 1988 and the Amended and Restated Ford’s Colony
Proffers (Z-04-98/MP-3-98) dated January 24, 1999, it was determined that a traffic impact study (TIS)
must be prepared every five (5) years and/or prior to any proposed expansion or development within the
Ford’'s Colony Master Planned residential development. The previous update was the Ford’s Colony
Traffic Impact Study 2003-2004 Update, completed in February 2004.

The purpose of this report is to satisfy the TIS requirement of the aforementioned proffers by summarizing
existing and projected future traffic volumes as well as the associated operational conditions to determine
if any of the identified off-site roadway, intersection, or traffic control (i.e., intersection signalization)
improvements have been triggered for construction and/or may require acceleration. In addition, this
study will identify the impacts to the intersections and roadway network due to the proposed
development.

The proposed development will be located south of the roundabout intersection of Fords Colony Drive at
St. Andrews Drive and is bounded by Eaglescliffe Condominiums to the west, single family units to the
south, and the Marriott Manor Club at Ford’s Colony to the east. Figure 1 illustrates the proposed
development’s location. It is anticipated that the construction of the 60 residential
condominium/townhouse units will be completed and operational for business by 2021. In addition to the
60 residential condominium/townhouse units, the following units were included in this TIS as part of the
background traffic to represent the totality of the Ford’s Colony Master Plan.

m 295 platted, unbuilt lots
m 30 un-platted Windsor development lots

®m 14 un-platted Ford’s property lots

Kimley-Horn has been retained to prepare a report that meets the requirements of updating the Ford’s
Colony TIS per the proffers as well as provides an assessment of the traffic impacts associated with the
proposed development of the site. This report has been prepared for submittal to James City County and
the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) to evaluate existing conditions as well as future traffic
conditions that include development related traffic volumes. Assumptions regarding the study area,
access, and trip distribution were discussed with and approved by James City County staff prior to the
completion of this analysis. The assumptions document is provided in Appendix A.
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3 PROJECT BACKGROUND

3.1

STUDY AREA

Consistent with the previously completed TIS, the study area for this analysis, as illustrated in Figure 1,
includes the following intersections:

Intersections

Longhill Road at Williamsburg W. Drive/Lane Place Drive (signalized)
Longhill Road at Fords Colony Drive (unsignalized)

Centerville Road at Manchester Drive (unsignalized)

News Road at Firestone Drive (unsignalized)

This space intentionally left blank.
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3.2 PREVIOUS STUDIES

As mentioned in Chapter 2, the previous Ford’s Colony Traffic Impact Study 2003-2004 Update, was
completed in February 2004. This study was conducted pursuant to the proffer requirements and included
a schedule of roadway improvements at the four (4) intersections that provide access to/from the Ford’s
Colony development, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Ford’s Colony Traffic Impact Study 2003-2004 Update Recommendations

Proffered Improvement Description Recommended Action

(a) Installation of Traffic Signals

Monitor traffic volumes in future to
(i) Longhill Road at Williamsburg W. Drive determine signal warrant
justification

(i) News Road at Firestone Drive Not warranted
(i) Longhill Road at Fords Colony Drive Not warranted
(d) Construction of Longhill Road at Williamsburg W. Drive Intersection

Operational analysis determined
improvement was not required
Operational analysis determined
improvement was not required
Operational analysis determined
improvement was not required
Continue to monitor traffic

(i) Add two through lanes on Longhill Road

(iii) Add second westbound left-turn lane on Longhill Road

(iv) Add second northbound right-turn lane on Williamsburg W. Drive

Construct eastbound right-turn lane on Longhill road at Fords

(e) . volumes in future to determine
Colony Drive s e
turn lane warrant justification.
) Dedication of a 15-foot strip of land and construction of four Operational analysis determined
lanes on Longhill Road from Williamsburg W. to Route 199 improvement was not required

3.3 EXISTING ZONING

The project site for the proposed development is located within the Ford’s Colony Master Planned
development. This parcel is currently unoccupied and is zoned as Residential Planned Community (R4).
Figure 2 illustrates the existing zoning adjacent to the site.

Zoning in this area primarily consists of the following districts: General Residential (R2), Residential
Planned Community (R4), Rural Residential (R8), and General Agriculture (A1). The Marriott's Manor
Club at Ford’s Colony is located to the east of the proposed site and the Ford’s Colony Country Club is
located to the north of the proposed site, which contains hotel accommodations, restaurants, services,
and various recreational golf uses. To the south and west of the proposed residential
condominium/townhouse site are additional residential areas.
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3.4 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Longhill Road, Centerville Road, and News Road are the primary thoroughfares within the study area that
provide connections to Williamsburg W. Drive, Ford’s Colony Drive, Manchester Drive, and Firestone
Drive, which provide access to/from the Ford’s Colony community. Figure 3 depicts existing roadway
geometry, lane assignments, and conditions for study area roadways and intersections. The following
provides a brief description of existing roadway characteristics for each facility:

Longhill Road (State Route 612) is a two-lane, undivided minor arterial that runs in an approximate
east/west direction between Centerville Road to the west and the Humelsine Parkway (Route 199)
interchange to the east. Traffic counts collected by VDOT in 2018 indicate that Longhill Road carried
approximately 7,600 vehicles per day (vpd) between Centerville Road and Season’s Trace and
approximately 16,000 vpd between Season’s Trace and Humelsine Parkway. The posted speed limit
along this segment of roadway within the study area is 45 miles per hour (mph).

Centerville Road (State Route 614) is a two-lane, undivided minor arterial in James City County.
Centerville Road runs in an approximate north/south direction in the study area between Longhill Road to
the north and News Road to the south. Traffic counts collected by VDOT in 2018 indicate that Centerville
Road carried approximately 4,900 vpd between News Road and Jolly Pond Road. The posted speed limit
along this segment of Centerville Road is 45 mph.

News Road (State Route 613) is a two-lane, undivided major collector road that runs in an approximate
east/west direction that extends from Centerville Road in the west to Ironbound Road in the east. Traffic
counts collected by VDOT in 2018 indicate that News Road carried approximately 3,900 vpd within the
study area. The posted speed limit is 45 mph.

This space intentionally left blank.
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3.5 EXISTING PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE ACCOMMODATIONS

Pedestrian accommodations (i.e., crosswalks, pedestrian signal heads) are not provided at any of the
study intersections. However, sidewalk is provided on the north side of Longhill Road from Williamsburg
W. Drive/Lane Place Drive to Warhill Trail. Portions of sidewalk are located along Centerville Road but
lack connectivity throughout the study area.

In addition, paved shoulders allow for bicycle traffic on Longhill Road from Williamsburg W. Drive to Old
Towne Road. Dedicated bike lane pavement markings traversing through the intersections are provided
at major intersections along Longhill Road to enhance the visibility and safety of the bicyclists. A
dedicated bike lane is provided along southbound Centerville Road from Longhill Road to just north of
Mallory Place. Paved shoulders allow for bicyclist traffic on Centerville Road, south of Mallory Place.
Pedestrian and bicycle accommodations are not provided along either side of News Road.

3.6 EXISTING TRAFFIC

Consistent with the previously completed TIS, AM and PM peak conditions were analyzed to evaluate
potential impacts of the proposed development. To coincide with these times, turning movement counts
(TMC) which included vehicular, truck, and pedestrian traffic were collected at the following study area
intersections on June 8, 2017:

m  Longhill Road at Williamsburg W. Drive/Lane Place Drive

m  Longhill Road at Fords Colony Drive

m  Centerville Road at Manchester Drive

= News Road at Firestone Drive
The uniform peak hours for these intersections were found to be 7:30 AM to 8:30 AM and 4:45 PM to 5:45
PM for the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. It should be noted that peak hour volumes were not

adjusted and/or balanced, due to the location and number of access driveways between study area
intersections.

Each movement of the 2017 TMCs were grown using annualized growth rates detailed in Section 6.1 to
calculate the 2019 volumes for each intersection. The AM and PM peak hour turning movement volumes
from the abovementioned data sources are shown in Figure 4. Detailed count data is also provided in
Appendix B.
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4 TRIP GENERATION

To determine the anticipated number of trips generated by the proposed residential
condominium/townhouse development, the Trip Generation Manual, published by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers [ITE], 10" Edition, 2017 was used to estimate the new traffic on the adjacent
roadway network.

The proposed development will consist of 60 residential condominium/townhouse units. Based on this
land use type and intensity, trip generation estimates were calculated as shown in Table 2.

Table 2: ITE Trip Generation Summary (10" Edition)

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
ITE Description Density Daily Enter | Exit Enter Exit
Total Total
(23%) | (77%) (63%) (37%)
220 | Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise)| ©° B‘:\’:;"”g 413 | 7 | 22 | 29 | 23 | 14 | 37

Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10" Edition

The total amount of traffic generated by the proposed development is anticipated to consisted of 413 daily
trips, of which 29 trips will occur during the AM peak and 37 trips will occur during the PM peak hour,
respectively. No pass-by or internal capture rate reductions were included as part of this analysis.
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5 TRAFFIC DISTRIBUTION AND ASSIGNMENT

The directional distribution and assignment of trips generated by the proposed redevelopment was based
on a review of existing traffic volumes, site access, the Ford’s Colony Traffic Impact Study 2003-2004
Update, and an understanding of travel patterns within the study area. From this review and
conversations with VDOT, the following traffic distributions were derived for the analysis of the study area:

=AM Peak Hour
o 80% of the trips generated will travel to/from the north on Ford’s Colony Drive
=  60% to/from the east on Longhill Road
= 20% to/from the west on Longhill Road
o 20% of the trips generated will travel to/from the west on Manchester Drive

= PM Peak Hour
o 70% of the trips generated will travel to/from the north on Ford’s Colony Drive
=  55% to/from the east on Longhill Road
=  15% to/from the west on Longhill Road
o 30% of the trips generated will travel to/from the west on Manchester Drive

Based on conversations with VDOT, this TIS assumes site trips will not utilize the Williamsburg W. Drive
or Firestone Drive access points due to the distance to/from the proposed development site.

As shown previously in and consistent with the previous TIS, the proposed development site will not
introduce any new access points to existing/adjacent study area roadways.

Detailed AM and PM peak hour trip distribution and trip assignment is shown in Figure 5 and Figure 6,
respectively.
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6 PROJECTED TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Based on discussions with James City County, the following existing and horizon year scenarios were
agreed to and analyzed to determine future impacts of the proposed development based on the
anticipated schedule for construction and opening:

m  Scenario 1 — 2019 Existing traffic conditions

m  Scenario 2 — 2021 Opening Year No-Build conditions — Build-out year traffic conditions with only
background development trips applied (i.e., approved adjacent development traffic)

m  Scenario 3 — 2021 Opening Year Build conditions — Build-out year traffic conditions with
background development trips applied plus traffic volumes generated by the proposed
development

m  Scenario 4 — 2027 Opening Year +6 years No-Build conditions — Build-out year traffic conditions
with only background development trips applied (i.e., approved adjacent development traffic)

m  Scenario 5 — 2027 Opening Year +6 years Build conditions — Build-out year traffic conditions with
background development trips applied plus traffic volumes generated by the proposed
development

6.1 BACKGROUND TRAFFIC GROWTH

Background traffic growth rates were determined by using rates developed as part of the Longhill Road
Corridor Study, completed and adopted in October 2014, and historical traffic volume trends over the
previous six (6) years (i.e., 2011 to 2016) from VDOT data.

m  Longhill Road — 2.0% per year (consistent with Longhill Road Corridor Study)

m  Centerville Road — 2.5% per year

®  News Road — 2.0% per year

Since November 2019, approximately 2,851 of 3,250 total units have been built within Ford’s Colony with
a remainder of 399 unbuilt units, as shown in Figure 7. The 399 unbuilt units are as follows:

m 295 platted, unbuilt lots

m 60 un-platted Eaglescliff development lots

m 30 un-platted Windsor development lots

m 14 un-platted Ford’s property lots
With the addition of 90 units, Ford’s Colony has a remainder of 309 units available. The additional 90
units consist of 60 units in the Eaglescliff development (described in Chapter 4) and 30 units in the
Windsor development (described in Section 6.1.1.). The aforementioned traffic growth rates were applied

to all intersection movements to account for the trip generation potential of the remaining 309 units; thus,
accounting for the full build-out of Ford’s Colony.
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6.1.1

OTHER DEVELOPMENT TRAFFIC

Since the 2004 study was completed, there has been minimal to no residential development/expansion
occurring within the Ford’s Colony Master Plan development. However, three additional developments
adjacent to Ford’s Colony were provided by James City County for inclusion in the analysis of future traffic
operational conditions: The Villages at Ford’s Colony (The Villages), Westport Subdivision at Ford’s

Colony (Westport), and Windsor Property (Windsor).

Per the News Road Corridor Traffic Forecast and Analysis, completed in April 2008, the Villages at Ford’s
Colony has a proposed entrance on the northbound approach of the News Road at Firestone Drive
intersection. The Westport development’s entrance is currently located on the eastbound approach (west

leg) of the Manchester Drive at Centerville Road intersection.

In addition, the Windsor development is anticipated to be located along Ford’s Colony Drive across from
N. Knob Hill. Future traffic volumes associated with these other approved developments were accounted

for and calculated using the most recent version of the ITE Trip Generation Manual.

Trip generation densities as well as the trip distribution and assignment percentages for The Villages and

Westport developments will remain consistent with the News Road Corridor Traffic Forecast and Analysis.
The trip distribution and assignment for the Windsor property will be consistent with the proposed
redevelopment as detailed in Chapter 5.

The Villages development will consist of attached and detached senior adult housing, congregate care
housing, assisted living, and a nursing home, for a total of 739 units. The trip generation was calculated,
and the results are shown in Table 3. The total amount of traffic generated by The Villages development
consisted of 2,078 daily trips, of which 101 and 161 trips will occur during the AM and PM peak hours,
respectively.

Table 3: ITE Trip Generation Summary for The Villages at Ford’s Colony Development

ITE .. . . . AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
ITE Description Density Unit Daly ——m— 7 7 ——
Code Enter Exit Total Enter  Exit Total
Senior Adult Dwelling
251 Housing - Detached 38 Units 240 / 13 20 14 9 23
Senior Adult Dwelling
252 Housing - Attached 168 Units 650 12 21 33 24 19 43
Congregate Care Dwelling
253 Housing 390 Units 788 13 9 22 32 28 60
254 Assisted Living 83 Beds/Rooms | 216 10 6 16 8 14 22
620 Nursing Home 60 Beds/Rooms | 184 7 3 10 4 9 13
Total 739 2,078 | 49 52 101 82 79 161

Note: It is assumed that there is one bed per room, and therefore each bed is considered one dwelling unit.

The Westport development will consist of 43 units of single-family detached housing. The trip generation
estimates for the proposed Westport development are shown in Table 4. The total amount of traffic
generated by the Westport development consisted of 478 daily trips, of which 35 will occur during the AM

peak hour and 45 will occur during the PM peak hour, respectively.

Ford's Colony TIS Update

January 2020




Table 4: ITE Trip Generation Summary for Westport Subdivision at Ford’s Colony Development

ITE .. . . . AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
ITE Description Density Unit Daily T T
Co Enter Exit Total Enter  Exit Total
Single-Family Dwelling
210 Detached Housing 43 Units 478 9 26 35 28 17 45

The Windsor development will consist of 30 units of multifamily attached housing. The trip generation
estimates for the proposed Windsor development are shown in Table 5. The total amount of traffic
generated by the Windsor development consisted of 186 daily trips, of which 15 will occur during the AM
peak hour and 20 will occur during the PM peak hour, respectively. Figure 8 through Figure 13 illustrate
the approved development site trip distributions and assignments.

Table 5: ITE Trip Generation Summary for Windsor Development

ITE .. . . . AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
ITE Description Density Unit Daily

Code

Enter‘ Exit ‘Total‘ Enter Exit Total

Multifamily Housing 30 Dwelling 186 3 12 15 13 7 20

220 (Low-Rise) Units

6.2 TOTAL TRAFFIC

Traffic associated with the proposed residential condominium/townhouse development was added to the
future background traffic volumes as well as the approved development traffic volumes to develop the
total traffic volumes for 2021 and 2027 future Build conditions. Figure 14 through Figure 17 illustrate the
peak hour traffic volumes used in the analysis of future conditions (i.e., No-Build and Build). Worksheets
detailing the volumes for the study area intersections are provided in Appendix C.
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7 TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

The traffic analysis for the proposed condominium/townhouse development as well as the improvements
outlined in the proffers consisted of right-turn lane warrants, traffic signal warrants, and intersection
operations. Analyses of study area intersections for AM and PM peak hours were performed for the
following scenarios:

2019 Existing
2021 No-Build (background traffic only)
2021 Build (background traffic with proposed development trips)

2027 No-Build (background traffic only) — Includes planned Longhill Road widening and
intersection improvements currently under construction

2027 Build (background traffic with proposed development trips) — Includes planned Longhill
Road widening and intersection improvements currently under construction

The planned Longhill Road widening and intersection improvements currently under construction included
in the study area are shown in Figure 18.

Figure 18: Longhill Road Widening and Intersection Improvements

£

-

This space intentionally left blank.

31 Ford's Colony TIS Update
January 2020



7.1 RIGHT-TURN LANE WARRANT

A right-turn lane warrant analysis was performed for the eastbound approach of Longhill Road at the
Fords Colony Drive intersection to assess the need for a full-width exclusive right-turn treatment, as
outlined by the proffers. This was conducted in accordance with VDOT right turn-lane warrant analysis
guidelines per Appendix F Access Management Design Standards for Entrances and Intersections.
Detailed data sheets for the turn lane warrant under each scenario are provided in Appendix D. Based
on these guidelines, Table 6 illustrates that a full-width, right-turn lane and taper is warranted for the PM
peak hour under 2021 Build, 2027 No Build, and 2027 Build scenarios.. Based on these turn-lane
warrant analysis findings, it is recommended that a full width right-turn lane be constructed for the
eastbound approach Longhill Road at Fords Colony Drive.

Table 6: Summary of Right-Turn Lane Warrant Analysis for Fords Colony Drive at Longhill Road

Warrants Analysis

Scenario Right-Turn Lane Warrant
| PM
v v’
Existi 201
xisting (2019) (taper required) (taper required)
Dz v’
No Build (2021
o Build (2021) (taper required) (taper required)
P v

Build (2021) (full-width turn lane

(taper required) and taper required)

v’

No Build (2027) (taper required)

(full-width turn lane
and taper required)
v’

v’

Build (2027) (taper required)

(full-width turn lane
and taper required)

Notes: * - Warrant not met
v’- Warrant met

7.2 TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS

Traffic signal warrant analyses were performed for the unsignalized intersection of Longhill Road at Fords
Colony Drive and the unsignalized intersection of News Road at Firestone Drive, consistent with the
methodologies provided in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), to evaluate the need
for traffic signalization under existing and future traffic conditions. These warrants are based on mainline
and minor street traffic volumes, the number of travel lanes, approach turn-lanes, and mainline posted
speed limit. According to the MUTCD, a traffic control signal should not be installed unless one or more of
the signal warrants are met. The warrants used in this analysis are as follows:

= Warrant 1 (Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume) - is satisfied if ONE of the following conditions exists
for any eight hours of an average day:
o Condition A (Minimum Vehicular Volume) - volumes meet or exceed the necessary hourly
thresholds for any eight hours of an average day. Thresholds may be modified based on
vehicle speeds and population of the local community.
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o Condition B (Interruption of Continuous Traffic) - volumes meet or exceed the necessary
hourly thresholds for any eight hours of an average day. Thresholds may be modified based
on vehicle speeds and population of the local community.

o Combination of Condition A and B - intended to be used where Conditions A and B are not
individually met and where volume thresholds may be reduced based on anticipated traffic
delay at the intersection.

m  Warrant 2 (Four-Hour Vehicular Volume) - volumes meet or exceed the necessary hourly
thresholds for any four hours of an average day. Thresholds are typically higher than those for
Warrant 1 and may be applicable when high traffic volumes are concentrated over a shorter time
period (less than eight hours). The thresholds may also be modified based on vehicle speeds and
population of the local community

= Warrant 3 (Peak Hour Volume) - volumes meet or exceed the necessary hourly thresholds for
any one hour of an average day. This warrant should only be applied in unusual cases where an
area is expected to discharge a large volume of traffic over a short period of time. Thresholds
may be modified based on vehicle speeds and population of the local community.

Under each warrant analysis, existing turning movement volumes were used to determine if the volume
thresholds provided in the MUTCD were met. This provides a baseline to establish the potential for
needing a signal under current traffic loads. For future No-Build and Build conditions, the signal warrant
analysis was performed accounting for future growth in traffic associated with and without the proposed
development traffic. For the Longhill Road at Fords Colony Drive intersection, the westbound right-turn
volumes were not accounted for as part of this analysis under the existing and future conditions since an
exclusive right-turn lane is provided to accommodate this movement. In addition, the northbound right-
turn lane volumes on Fords Colony Drive were not included in the signal warrant analysis as drivers are
utilizing the 24-foot pavement width to turn right as other vehicles are stopped for the through or left-turn
movements. For the News Road at Firestone Drive intersection, the southbound and westbound right-turn
vehicles were not accounted for as part of this analysis under the existing conditions. In addition, the
northbound right-turn vehicles were not included as part of this analysis for the Villages driveway under
the future conditions.

To assign the hourly site traffic for the future warrant analysis, all assumptions and methods (i.e., trip
generation, pass-by reduction, distribution, background traffic growth, other development traffic) were
followed, with an additional step of applying hourly variations to the daily trip generation total. The hourly
variation breakdown for Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise) (220), as provided in the ITE Trip Generation
Manual, were used for this purpose, as shown in Table 7.
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Table 7: Hourly Variations in Residential Traffic

Average Weekday \
Percent of 24-Hour | Percent of 24-Hour
Entering Traffic Exiting Traffic
6 am—7 am 1.6% 5.7%
7 am — 8 am 2.5% 9.0%
8am—9am 3.7% 9.1%
9am—10am 3.7% 6.5%
10 am — 11 am 4.1% 5.5%
11 am —12 pm 4.5% 5.7%
12 pm — 1 pm 5.3% 5.3%
1 pm—2pm 5.4% 5.7%
2 pm -3 pm 6.5% 5.9%
3 pm —4 pm 8.1% 6.3%
4 pm-5pm 9.8% 6.3%
5 pm — 6 pm 10.8% 6.5%

Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10" Edition

The results of the signal warrant analyses are provided in Table 8 and Table 9, with complete tables
outlining the traffic volumes used, in Appendix D.

Table 8: Summary of Warrant Analysis for Longhill Road at Fords Colony Drive

Warrants Analysis

Scenario Warrant 1 (8 Hour)

‘ Warrant 2 Warrant 3

s s Combination 4 Hour 1 Hour
Condition A | Condition B (A& B) ( ) ( )

Existing (2019) x x x X X
(0 out of 8) (4 out of 8) (0 out of 8)

No Build (2021) x x x x x
(0 out of 8) (6 out of 8) (0 out of 8)

Build (2021) x v x x x
(0 out of 8) (1 out of 8)

No Build (2027) x v x v x
(0 out of 8) (1 out of 8)

Build (2027) x v x v x
(0 out of 8) (3 out of 8)

Notes: % - Warrant not met
v’ - Warrant met
(# out of 8) — Number of hours that could meet the 8-hour warrant requirement

The warrant analysis for the Longhill Road at Fords Colony Drive intersection indicate that under the
Existing and No Build future scenarios, Condition A, Condition B, and the Combination (A & B) Condition
were not met except for the 2021 Build, 2027 No Build, and Build models, where Condition B was met.
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Warrant 2 (4-hour volume) was not met under Existing and 2021 future scenarios for the Longhill Road at
Fords Colony Drive intersection but was met for 2027 No Build and Build scenarios. From the warrant
analysis, the traffic volumes on Longhill Road did not meet the minimum thresholds under Condition A
and a maximum of 3 out of 8 volumes were met for the Combination Warrant. Since the intersection does
not meet both Warrant 1 Condition A and Condition B or the Combination as well as low demand on
Longhill Road, the traffic signal is not warranted and not recommended for further consideration as a part
of the Fords Colony Master Plan.

Table 9: Summary of Warrant Analysis for News Road at Firestone Drive

Warrants Analysis

Scenario O ) (o Hour)c binati ‘ Warrant2  Warrant 3
o o ompbination 4 Hour 1 Hour
Condition A | Condition B (A & B)* ( ) ( )
Existing (2019) x x x X X
(0 out of 8) (0 out of 8) (0 out of 8)
No Build (2021) x x x x x
(1 out of 8) (0 out of 8) (3 out of 8)
Build (2021) x x x x x
(1 out of 8) (0 out of 8) (3 out of 8)
No Build (2027) x x x x x
(6 out of 8) (3 out of 8) (6 out of 8)
Build (2027) x x x x x
(6 out of 8) (3 out of 8) (7 out of 8)

Notes: % - Warrant not met
v’ - Warrant met
(# out of 8) — Number of hours that could meet the 8-hour warrant requirements

The warrant analysis for the News Road at Firestone Drive indicated that under existing, No Build future,
and Build future scenarios, conditions for Warrant 1 were not met. Under these scenarios, traffic
generated by the current developments in Ford’s Colony and approved developments were not high
enough to meet the volume thresholds. Additionally, the 4-hour volume warrant was not met under
existing conditions the News Road at Firestone Drive intersection. When taking into consideration the
future site traffic generated by the background development and proposed residential
condominium/townhouse development, a traffic signal is not warranted at the intersection for News Road
at Firestone Drive.

7.3 PROFFER SCHEDULE OF IMPROVEMENTS

In addition to the turn lane and signal warrant analyses, the proffers identified the schedule of
improvements based on the number of residential building permits when the hotel was or was not built.
Since the hotel has not been constructed, the number of remaining undeveloped parcels was identified as
399 undeveloped within Ford’'s Colony out of the total 3,250 parcels identified from the previously
completed TIS. The 399 undeveloped units consist of the following:

m 295 platted, unbuilt lots
m 60 un-platted Eaglescliff development lots
m 30 un-platted Windsor development lots
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® 14 un-platted Brian Ford’s property lots

Therefore, 2,841 parcels have been developed to date. Table 10 illustrates the schedule of
improvements, satisfaction of schedule, and construction of improvements.

Under Proffer Item A, the Longhill Road at Fords Colony Drive intersection satisfies the number of units,
but the intersection of News Road at Firestone Drive does not satisfy the number of units. The Proffer
Item E improvement is satisfied by the number of units constructed. Although several of the schedule of
improvements are satisfied by the number of units, traffic operations and warrant analyses results

proceed this schedule of improvements as the traffic operations are acceptable and warrants are not met
for signalization.
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Table 10: Proffered Improvements Triggered by Ford’s Colony Permits

Improvement for
Full Build Out
(3,250 Units)

Residential Number of Number
Building Permits Units of Units
if Hotel Not Built Constructed Satisfied

Improvement

Proffer Item Constructed

Proffer Improvement

A. Installation of Traffic Signals

i Longhill Road at Williamsburg W. Drive 2,236 2,851 v v -
ii News Road at Firestone Drive 3,250 2,851 X X X
iii Longhill Road at Fords Colony Drive 947 2,851 4 X X
B. Installation of Left and Right-Turn Lanes
) News Road at Firestone Drive (Left-Turn) 2,851 v v -
I ; - - 2,603
News Road at Firestone Drive (Right-Turn) 2,851 v v -
. Centerville Road at Manchester Drive (Left-Turn) 947 2,851 v v -
ii
Centerville Road at Manchester Drive (Right-Turn) 2,851 v v -
C. Construct Williamsburg W. Drive
i Establish right-of-way for four-lane road to Longhill Road 1,545 2,851 v v -
i Constr.uct two-lane private road Williamsburg W. Drive to 1545 2,851 v v i
Longhill Road
If VDOT does not permit construction of an intersection
iii. with Route 199 as set forth in paragraph below, widen the 2,928 2,851 X X X
initial two-lane road to a four-lane road
D. Longhill Road at Williamsburg W. Drive Intersection Improvements
Construct intersection of Williamsburg W. Drive and
Longhill Road with: Right-turn lane on Williamsburg W.
i Drive onto Longhill Road; Right turn-lane on Longhill Road 1,545 2,851 v v -
onto Williamsburg W. Drive; and left-turn lane on Longhill
Road onto Williamsburg W. Drive
" . Under
v -
ii. Add two through lanes on Longhill Road 2,603 2,851 construction
Add lane for dual left-turn lanes on westbound Longhill
v
- Road onto Williamsburg W. Drive 2,928 2,851 X X
v Add Ia.ne for dual right-turn on Williamsburg W. Drive onto 3,250 2,851 X X X
Longhill Road
E. Installation of right-turn lane on Longhill Road onto Ford’s Colony 947 2,851 v X v

Drive
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7.4 INTERSECTION OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS

Operational analyses were conducted for the study area intersections for the AM and PM peak hours
under the existing and future scenarios. The existing signal timings, including cycle lengths, clearance
intervals, and splits, were provided by VDOT. Under 2019 No Build and Build conditions, all signal
timings, coordination offsets, and phasing were optimized. Additionally, splits were generally kept similar
between scenario as well, with only minor changes made to compensate for additional site traffic.

In addition, the peak hour factor (PHF) used for the existing (2019) conditions represents the actual PHF
based on recent traffic count data. Per VDOT’s Traffic Operations and Safety Analysis Manual (TOSAM)
guidance, PHFs less than 0.92 should be adjusted up to 0.92 for all future analyses. Therefore, under
future conditions, the intersections with PHFs less than 0.92 were adjusted up to 0.92 for this purpose of
this study.

Analyses were completed to determine the operating characteristics of the study area intersections using
Synchro Professional 10.0 modeling software, which uses methodologies contained in the 2010 Highway
Capacity Manual (HCM) [TRB Special Report 209, 2000]. The intersection operational analysis inputs and
analysis methodologies were consistent with VDOT’s TOSAM. Intersection turning movement counts
were used with information about the number of lanes, current traffic control, and signal timings to
determine the operational conditions of each study area intersection. Level of service (LOS) is reported
for each of the study area intersections.

LOS describes the amount of traffic congestion at an intersection or on a roadway and ranges from A to F
(A indicating a condition of little to no congestion and F a condition with severe congestion, unstable
traffic flow, and stop-and-go conditions). LOS is based on the average delay experienced by all traffic
using the intersection during the busiest (peak) 15-minute period. Generally, LOS A through LOS D are
considered acceptable. Delay and associated LOS for both signalized and unsignalized intersections are
reported from the Synchro analysis. In the LOS/delay tables for each of the study area intersections,
values highlighted in “bold” represent movements operating at LOS E or worse. Table 11 shows the
corresponding thresholds in delay for unsignalized and signalized intersections.

The queuing results represent the maximum simulated queues for each movement as they compare to
the effective storage lengths. Effective storage lengths represent the amount of distance available to
vehicles to queue without generally impacting the adjacent lanes and consist of the full width storage,
plus half of the taper distance. By using the effective storage, vehicles that can use a portion of the taper
length as additional room for storage can be accounted for. All traffic models were developed and
analyzed with the effective storage lengths coded into the network. Values highlighted as “bold” represent
queue lengths that exceed the available storage lengths/spill back to an upstream intersection. As part of
the queuing analysis, “percent blocking” was noted in instances where queues impact adjacent turn-
and/or through-lanes. This percentage represents the approximate amount of time during the peak hour
when a lane was observed to be blocked (e.g., “10% blocking” indicates that during the peak hour, the
turn-lane storage was exceeded and impacted 10 percent of the adjacent lane volume). The results are
presented in the following summaries and supporting calculations are presented in Appendix E.
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Table 11: LOS Control Delay Thresholds

Signalized Unsignalized
Intersections Intersections
Control Delay Per Vehicle Average Control Delay
[sec/veh] [sec/veh] Relative Delay
<10 <10
A Free-flow traffic operations at average travel speeds.

Vehicles completely unimpeded in ability to maneuver.
Minimal delay at signalized intersections.

> 10 — 20 | >10 - 15
B Reasonably unimpeded traffic operations at average travel
speeds. Vehicle maneuverability slightly restricted. Low
traffic delays.

>20-35 | >15-25
C Stable traffic operations. Lane changes becoming more

restricted. Travel speeds reduced to half of average free
flow travel speeds. Longer intersection delays.

Short Delays

>35 — 55 | > 2535
D Small increases in traffic flow can cause increased delays.
Delays likely attributable to increase traffic, reduced signal
progression and adverse timing. Moderate Delays
>55 — 80 | > 35 — 50
E Significant delays. Travel speeds reduced to one third of
average free flow travel speed.
> 80 | > 50
F Extremely low speeds. Intersection congestion. Long Long Delays

delays. Extensive traffic queues at intersections.
Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Washington, D.C., 2010

The following sections summarizes each study area intersection’s operations as it relates to vehicle traffic
demand for the analysis scenarios. Results are presented in Table 12 through Table 19 and Figure 19
through Figure 28.
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7.4.1 LONGHILL ROAD AT WILLIAMSBURG W. DRIVE/LANE PLACE DRIVE

Results of the capacity and queuing analysis for this signalized intersection are shown in Table 12 and
Table 13. Under existing and future conditions, the AM and PM peak hours are anticipated to experience
an overall intersection LOS D or better with individual movements also expected to operate at LOS D or
better. The overall intersection LOS improves to LOS C or better under 2027 No-Build and Build
conditions due to the Longhill Road widening improvements.

Queuing results indicate that the intersection does not currently, nor is it projected to experience
significant queuing or blocking. Table 13 does show that the westbound left-turn and right-turn lanes have
the potential to periodically meet or exceed its available storage length during the PM peak hour under
2019 Existing, 2021 No Build, and 2021 Build conditions. However, this is attributed to the adjacent
through-lane stacking up and blocking access to this turn lane, and not due to the capacity of the turn
lane. It has been observed with the SimTraffic software, that maximum queues can be recorded when
vehicles are blocked from being able to enter a turn lane, because as soon as a vehicle is able to enter
the turn lane, it meets the speed thresholds that the software uses to record maximum queue, which
always happens at the back of the turn lane (i.e., 250 feet in this case).

Table 12: Longhill Road at Williamsburg W. Drive/Lane Place Drive Intersection Level of Service

Level of Service per Movement by Approach (Delay in sec/veh)

Overall
LOS Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
TH RT
AM Peak Hour

Scenario

2019 C

et a5 (9.8) (337) | (209) | (17.9) | (145) (94) (39.7) (38.5) (44.0)
xisting | (28.5) C(330) B (14.6) D (38.7) D (44.0)
2021 c A ¢ " e ; y . ; \

Nobuild | (278) (9.3) (33.0) (10.1) (17.2) (14.1) (9.0) (38.0) (37.5) (44.8)

C(32.3) B (14.1) D (37.6) D (44.8)

2021 c A D B B B A D D D
k (9.4) (35.2) (10.1) (17.7) (14.1) (9.0) (38.0) (37.6) (44.8)

Build (28.9)

C(34.5) B (14.2) D (37.7) D (44.8)

2027 c 8 s y iy ’ : 5 ; .
NoBuild | (220) (10.8) (19.1) (13.0) (12.7) (13.8) (11.2) (325) (35.2) (47.2)
B (18.9) B (13.6) D (34.7) D (47.2)

B B B B B B C D D
2027 ¢ (108) | (19.2) | (129) | (12.8) | (138 [ (11.2) (32.6) (35.5) (47.5)
Build (21.1) B (19.0) B (13.6) D (35.0) D (47.5)

Ele(s’iig (352) (2046) | (260) | (08) | 257 | (361 (7.9) (40.9) (39.0) (42.9)
: C(25.2) € (33.5) D (39.5) D (42.9)

2021 b C C B D D A D D D
) (223) | (20.2) | (109) | (486) | (51.4) (7.6) (42.4) (40.1) (44.4)
NoBuild | - (41.2) C(283) D (49.5) D (40.7) D (44.4)
C C B D D A D D D

;3.2.3 (43'30) 224) | (206) | (109) | 524) | (542) (7.5) (42.6) (40.2) (44.6)
: C(28.7) D (52.4) D (40.9) D (44.6)

A B B B B A D D D

Njgi?m (133) 00 | w7y | w2e | wag | wss | 1) (39.3) (37.3) (42.7)
: B (17.3) B (13.4) D (37.8) D (42.7)

A B B B B A D D D

;SIZIZ (133) 01 | a7y | w2e | was | 1z | @1 (39.4) (37.4) (42.8)
: B (17.3) B (13.5) D (38.0) D (42.8)
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Table 13: Longhill Road at Williamsburg W. Drive/Lane Place Drive Maximum Queuing

Maximum Queue Length by Movement (feet)
Scenario Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Effective Storage Length

AM Peak Hour

2019 Existing 69 479 164 81 230 41 92 120 112
2021 No Build 46 563 205 67 206 51 93 133 115
2021 Build 66 561 187 65 217 49 92 141 124
2027 No Build 27 233 67 78 157 55 94 168 132
2027 Build 49 264 29 67 166 44 98 167 124
PM Peak Hour
2019 Existing 148 519 206 250 763 690 97 109 81
2021 No Build 167 562 224 250 772 777 115 83 88
2021 Build 209 553 204 250 784 777 140 87 83
2027 No Build 59 238 33 211 251 73 109 110 90
2027 Build 69 262 53 215 244 115 128 103 88

Notes: Results displayed are the average results across 10 microsimulation runs
*denotes the No Build and Build effective storage length associated with the Longhill Road widening
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7.4.2 LONGHILL ROAD AT FORDS COLONY DRIVE

Results of the capacity and queuing analysis for this unsignalized intersection are shown in Table 14 and
Table 15. Under existing and future conditions, the AM and PM peak hours are anticipated to experience
an overall intersection LOS B or better with all movements at LOS D or better with the exception of the

following movements/approaches:

=AM Peak Hour
o 2019 Existing — Northbound Approach (LOS E)
o 2027 No Build - Northbound Approach (LOS F)

= PM Peak Hour
o 2021 No Build — Northbound Approach (LOS E)
o 2027 No Build — Northbound Approach (LOS F)/Southbound Approach (LOS E)
o 2027 Build — Northbound Approach (LOS E)/Southbound Approach (LOS E)

Restriping the northbound approach noticeably improves operations under the future 2027 No Build
conditions from LOS F during the AM and PM peak hours to LOS D and LOS E respectively, under the
2027 Build conditions. Queuing results also indicate that the intersection is not projected to experience
significant queuing or blocking issues. Based on these operational conditions (i.e., existing and future) the
existing two-way STOP configuration provides sufficient traffic control for this intersection.
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Table 14: Longhill Road at Fords Colony Drive Intersection Level of Service

Overall

Scenario LOS

Eastbound

Level of Service per Movement by Approach (Delay in sec/veh)

Westbound

TH RT
AM Peak Hour

Northbound
TH

Southbound
TH

] jgtig (8’_\9) 7.9) (0.0) (8.6) (0.0) (0.0) (35.5) (22.2)
A(0.1) A(2.4) E(35.5) c(22.2)
2021 A A A A A A D C
Nouild | (78) (7.9) (0.0) 8.5) (0.0) (0.0) (30.1) (21.0)
A(0.1) A(2.4) D(30.1) C(21.0)
A A A A A A C A C
;Sﬁ (5A6) (7.9) (0.0) (0.0) (8.5) (00) (0.0) (19.2) (0.0) (21.3)
: A(0.1) A(25) C(19.2) C(21.3)
2027 B (sAo) (vo) (8A7) (vo) (vo) (55F 5) (z4c 4)
NoBuild | (13.5) A(0.1) A(25) F(55.5) C(24.4)
2027 A A A A A A A D A C
Build 7.1) (8.0) (0.0) (0.0) (8.7) (0.0) (0.0) (25.9) (0.0) (24.8)
A(0.1) A(2.5) D (25.9) C(24.8)
2019 A (vo) (vo) (8A9) (vo) (vo) (st 8) (z4c 5)
Existing | (6.5) A(0.0) A(3.6) D (28.8) C(24.5)
2021 B A A A A A E D
NoBuild | (8.) (0.0) (0.0) 9.2) (0.0) (0.0) (39.7) (28.3)
A(0.0) A(3.7) E(39.7) D (28.3)
A A A A A A C A D
;Sﬁ (6A1) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (9.3) (00) (0.0) (24.7) (0.0) (27.3)
: A(0.0) A(3.9) C(24.7) D (27.3)
2027 B (vo) (vo) (9Ae) (vo) (vo) (92F 0) (3: 8)
No Build | (17.0) A(0.0) A(39) F(92.0) E(39.8)
2027 A A A A A A A E A E
il ©6) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) 9.7) (0.0) (0.0) (38.8) (0.0) (31.7)
. A(0.0) A(4.0) E(38.8) E(37.7)

Scenario

Table 15: Longhill Road at Fords Colony Drive Maximum Queuing

Eastbound

Maximum Queue Length by Movement (feet)
Northbound

Westbound

Southbound

LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Effective Storage Length

AM Peak Hour

2019 Existing 14 10 70 0 0 192 6
2021 No Build 5 22 77 0 0 209 14
2021 Build s | o 103 0 0 115 [ o3 14
2027 No Build 19 84 0 0 291 5
2027 Build 16 4 8 87 0 0 196 132 9
PM Peak Hour
2019 Existing 0 21 88 4 0 156 17
2021 No Build 0 33 105 0 0 246 22
2021 Build 0 2 | 17 125 0 0 155 [ 106 26
2027 No Build 0 32 138 0 0 500 26
2027 Build 0 5 | 19 134 0 0 357 | 156 24
Notes: Results displayed are the average results across 10 microsimulation runs
*denotes the Build effective storage length associated with the Fords Colony Drive widening
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7.4.3 CENTERVILLE ROAD AT MANCHESTER DRIVE

Results of the capacity and queuing analysis for this unsignalized intersection are shown in Table 16 and
Table 17. Under existing and future conditions, the AM and PM peak hours are anticipated to experience

movements with LOS C or better. Queuing results also indicate that the intersection is not projected to
experience significant queuing or blocking issues.

Table 16: Centerville Road at Manchester Drive Intersection Level of Service

Scenario Oversll
LOS

2019 A

Eastbound
TH

Westbound
TH RT
AM Peak Hour

Northbound

Level of Service per Movement by Approach (Delay in sec/veh)

Southbound

basting | (2.8) (16.0) (19.7) (11.0) (7.7) (0.0) (0.0) (8.6) (0.0) (0.0)
€(16.0) €(15.7) A(0.0) A(1.6)
2021 A C C B A A A A A A
Nobuild | (3.5) (18.7) (22.2) (11.2) (7.8) (0.0) (0.0) (8.7) (0.0) (0.0)
c(18.7) c(17.2) A(0.1) A(1.6)
C C B A A A A A A
;Sﬁ; (3“6) (18.7) (22.6) (11.2) (7.8) (0.0) (0.0) 8.7) (0.0) (0.0)
c(18.7) c(17.5) A(0.1) A(1.6)
C D B A A A A A A
szi?m (4“1) (22.6) (29.4) (11.9) (7.9) (0.0) (0.0) (9.0) (0.0) (0.0)
C(22.6) c(21.3) A(0.1) A(1.7)
C D B A A A A A A
;SIZIZ (4A2) (22.7) (29.9) (11.9) (7.9) (0.0) (0.0) (9.0) (0.0) (0.0)
’ C(22.7) C(21.7) A(0.1) A(1.7)
B C B A A A A A A
Ezi’;‘:g (1A9) (13.5) (15.9) (10.3) (7.7) (0.0) (0.0) (8.1) (0.0) (0.0)
: B (13.5) B (13.8) A(0.0) A(0.7)
2021 A C C B A A A A A A
No Build (2.4) (15.6) (18.2) (10.5) (7.9) (0.0) (0.0) (8.5) (0.0) (0.0)
C(15.6) €(15.5) A(0.2) A(0.7)
C C B A A A A A A
;Sﬁi (2A4) (15.6) (18.4) (10.5) (7.9) (0.0) (0.0) (8.5) (0.0) (0.0)
! C(15.6) C(15.7) A(0.2) A(0.7)
C C B A A A A A A
szi?m (2A6) (17.9) (22.0) (10.9) (8.0) (0.0) (0.0) 8.7) (0.0) (0.0)
€(17.9) c(18.1) A(0.2) A(0.7)
2027 A C C B A A A A A A
Build 2.7) (17.9) (22.5) (10.9) (8.0) (0.0) (0.0) (8.7) (0.0) (0.0)
C(17.9) C(18.5) A(0.2) A(0.7)
This space intentionally left blank.
44 Ford's Colony TIS Update

January 2020



Table 17: Centerville Road at Manchester Drive Maximum Queuing

Maximum Queue Length by Movement (feet)
Scenario Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

LT TH RT ) TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Effective Storage Length

AM Peak Hour

2019 Existing 30 60 54 0 0 64 0 0
2021 No Build 45 72 52 0 0 60 0 0
2021 Build 47 68 55 2 0 64 0 0
2027 No Build 47 69 58 10 2 5 72 0 0
2027 Build 51 77 56 8 2 4 69 0 0
2019 Existing 28 42 46 4 0 0 30 0 0
2021 No Build 40 56 46 16 0 0 50 0 0
2021 Build 39 58 47 16 0 0 53 0 0
2027 No Build 38 70 46 14 0 0 54 0 0
2027 Build 42 63 49 19 0 0 49 0 2
Notes:  Results displayed are the average results across 10 microsimulation runs
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7.4.4 NEWS ROAD AT FIRESTONE DRIVE

Results of the capacity and queuing analysis for this unsignalized intersection are shown in Table 18 and
Table 19. Under existing and future conditions, the AM and PM peak hours are anticipated to experience
movements with LOS C or better. Queuing results also indicate that the intersection is not projected to

experience significant queuing or blocking issues.

Level of Service per Movement by Approach (Delay in sec/veh) AM Peak Hour

Table 18: News Road at Firestone Drive Intersection Level of Service

Scenario Overall
LOS Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
TH RT TH TH
AM Peak Hour
2019 A (7A8) (vo) (vo) (vo) (1;3 2) (vo)
Existing 2.6) A(0.4) A(0.0) B(11.2)
2021 A A A A A B A B A
No Build .0) (7.8) (0.0) (7.8) (0.0) (10.5) (0.0) (14.2) (0.0)
’ A(0.3) A(1.1) B (10.5) B (14.2)
A A A A B A B A
;Sﬁi (4A0) (7.8) (0.0) (7.8) (0.0) (10.6) (0.0) (14.2) (0.0)
’ A(0.3) A(1.1) B (10.6) B (14.2)
2027 A A A A A B A c A
No Build 1) (7.9) (0.0) (7.9) (0.0) (10.8) (0.0) (15.5) (0.0)
' A(0.4) A(1.0) B (10.8) C(15.5)
2027 A A A A A B A c A
Build @.1) (7.9) (0.0) (7.9) (0.0) (10.9) (0.0) (15.6) (0.0)

B (10.9)

C(15.6)

2019 A (8A1) (vo) (vo) (vo) (12B 0) (vo)
Existing (1.6) A(0.4) A(0.0) B (12.0)
2021 A A A A A B A C A
NoBuild | (3.5) (8.4) (0.0) (7.7) (0.0) (11.1) (0.0) (18.6) (0.0)
A(0.3) A(1.0) B(11.1) C(18.6)
A A A A B A C A
;Sﬁz (3A5) (8.5) (0.0) (7.7) (0.0) (112) (0.0) (18.9) (0.0)
: A(0.3) A(1.0) B(11.2) C(18.9)
2027 A A A A A B A C A
No Build (3.7) (8.6) (0.0) (7.8) (0.0) (11.5) (0.0) (21.0) (0.0)
’ A(0.3) A(0.9) B(11.5) C(21.0)
2027 A A A A A B A C A
Build 37) (8.6) (0.0) (7.8) (0.0) (115) (0.0) (21.4) (0.0)
’ A(0.3) A(0.9) B (11.5) C(214)
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Table 19: News Road at Firestone Drive Maximum Queuing

Maximum Queue Length by Movement (feet)

Scenario Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

LT TH RT ) TH RT LT TH RT LT TH RT
Effective Storage Length

AM Peak Hour

2019 Existing 40 0 - - 4 0 - - 69 - 31
2021 No Build 28 0 31 0 40 54 82 33
2021 Build 30 0 28 0 40 54 71 33
2027 No Build 28 0 26 0 38 54 79 33
2027 Build 37 0 26 0 36 52 82 37
PM Peak Hour
2019 Existing 27 0 - - 0 5 - - 71 - 31
2021 No Build 35 1 34 4 57 68 76 33
2021 Build 33 1 34 0 49 59 87 32
2027 No Build 37 0 32 0 52 67 99 33
2027 Build 44 0 37 6 54 54 94 33

Notes: Results displayed are the average results across 10 microsimulation runs

This space intentionally left blank.

47 Ford's Colony TIS Update
January 2020



Legend

ﬁ Signalized Intersection
O Unsignalized Intersection
— Existing Lane Assignment
X AM Peak Hour Level of Service
(X)  PM Peak Hour Level of Service

AM | PM

CD LOSAorB
® LOSCorD
‘ LOSEorF

BOLDindicates a
movement with

Dominion

Lane Place
Drive

D (D)

LOSE or F — < 0 e
oa
wa—" e on—" \J -
A) A (ae
é’ ; w (B) B ~ aya
2|3 S @ya)
3l o >
L -
&) Qlo &
O] alo
L 2|& 2|2
~ _g % ()] )
I == olE
222 = 9|2
<< < T
l \ PN % T
Westport AN\ Manchester
4 Drive
g w
h S o
< < B, =
<< e [s)
£
~~ g@
<
JUL
— A(A
) () News Road
wa—"
(A) A—>
NOT TO
SCALE
: Ford's Colony TIS Update 2019 Existing Conditions FIGURE
)
Klmley »Horn Level of Service 19

James City County, VA

THIS DOCUMENT, TOGETHER WITH THE CONCEPTS AND DESIGNS PRESENTED HEREIN, AS AN INSTRUMENT OF SERVICE, IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE SPECIFIC PURPOSE AND CLIENT FOR WHICH IT WAS PREPARED. REUSE OF AND IMPROPER RELIANCE ON THIS
DOCUMENT WITHOUT WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION AND ADAPTION BY KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC. SHALL BE WITHOUT LIABILITY TO KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC.




Legend

G Signalized Intersection
O Unsignalized Intersection
—

Existing Lane Assignment

###  AM Peak Hour Maximum Queue Length (feet)

(###) PM Peak Hour Maximum Queue Length (feet)

BOLD indicates a queue
length exceeding the
modeled storage.

The results shown are the
average results across 10

n

Lane Place
Drive

\ 47 (690

S
£
&
[e)
. ()]
~
o
microsimulation runs. ‘%‘ /_ 70’ (88
) ) B ' )) ‘} )
o S N ‘Y Road N U
(0) 14’ V (148") 69’
219 10’ﬁ" (519" 479" —*
%’ N (206') 164 \ NS
ol'g = —~=
9l o > © 59
C m C = =
@ S
o ol o 9
O 2 > [0}
wnl| < Kol B
~ - ()] [7)] =
P~ 'E E D
— (@] ® (] -
S w == Sl
88@/ = w ;
g g 55 ; GEJ <
<—>L 54' (46" 5 é_ﬁ
/— 60’ (42" T
Westport AN Manchester
N Drive
(28" 30'%» ‘\ I (‘ )
5 o
0oo 5. =
=) _g ()
L
— ~c
S
— O
o™ O
\ 0 (5)
A) \ «— 4(0)
) N\ News Road
L N\

3
%A «— 230' (763"
. 81’ !
Longhill y o orEn
S

NOT TO
SCALE

N
N

Kimley»Horn

Ford’s Colony TIS Update
James City County, VA

2019 Existing Conditions
Maximum Queue Length

FIGURE
20

THIS DOCUMENT, TOGETHER WITH THE CONCEPTS AND DESIGNS PRESENTED HEREIN, AS AN INSTRUMENT OF SERVICE, IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE SPECIFIC PURPOSE AND CLIENT FOR WHICH IT WAS PREPARED. REUSE OF AND IMPROPER RELIANCE ON THIS
DOCUMENT WITHOUT WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION AND ADAPTION BY KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC. SHALL BE WITHOUT LIABILITY TO KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC.




Legend
ﬁ Signalized Intersection

O Unsignalized Intersection

— Existing Lane Assignment

X AM Peak Hour Level of Service

(X)  PM Peak Hour Level of Service

AM | PM

CD LOSAorB
® LOSCorD
‘ LOSEorF

BOLDindicates a
movement with
LOSEorF

Dominion

Lane Place
Drive

D (D)
>
z

Centerville
Road

>

C

ke

@)

@)

T _\(D

P~ 'E

(@)

L
<<<
<< <

l PN (B)
Westport Al Manchester
Drive

Firestone
Drive

Williamsburg
W Drive

News Road

P~
Pt

Humelsine
Parkway

NOT TO
5 28 SCALE
% 8|8
L5 N
£fe N
= E—
Kimlev»Horn Ford’s Colony TIS Update 2021 No Build Conditions FIGURE
y James City County, VA Level of Service 21

THIS DOCUMENT, TOGETHER WITH THE CONCEPTS AND DESIGNS PRESENTED HEREIN, AS AN INSTRUMENT OF SERVICE, IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE SPECIFIC PURPOSE AND CLIENT FOR WHICH IT WAS PREPARED. REUSE OF AND IMPROPER RELIANCE ON THIS
DOCUMENT WITHOUT WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION AND ADAPTION BY KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC. SHALL BE WITHOUT LIABILITY TO KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC.




Legend
& Signalized Intersection

O Unsignalized Intersection
— Existing Lane Assighment

HHH

(#H#)

BOLDindicates a queue
length exceeding the
modeled storage.

The results shown are the
average results across 10
microsimulation runs.

AM Peak Hour Maximum Queue Length (feet)

PM Peak Hour Maximum Queue Length (feet)

Dominion

(22

«— 0 (0)

/— 77 (105
N

i

Lane Place
Drive

4%—115’ (88"

\ 51 (777)

«— 206' (772"

) 67" (250’
N p y_Longhill < e
N Road N W
05 _/ K‘V (167') 46’ S \J
(33) 22 ﬁ—' (562') 563" ——* (v
() . fpe L
% = % (224" 205 \ Eg
g 3 > o L&
I= [n'e c N = ©
o) ol ©
o ol o 9
@) é Slo
ol e =
P~ © E
— o @ Qo )
-3 L == olE
=S5 = EE
S 52 us) § T
l e 72' (56" I
Westport AN Manchester
N Drive
(40') 45’ %» ‘\ I (’ o
S Q
o0 5. =
©od el [a
= iC
s Mo
o=
g
A) l\ X ow
31 34
) J\ ¥ News Road
( W/
(35 28’—/ '\I
(1) 0’
; ox NOT TO
SCALE

Proposed
Entrance to

The Village

N
N

Kimley»Hor

n

Ford’s Colony TIS Update

James City County, VA

Maximum Queue

2021 No Build Conditions

FIGURE
22

THIS DOCUMENT, TOGETHER WITH THE CONCEPTS AND DESIGNS PRESENTED HEREIN, AS AN INSTRUMENT OF SERVICE, IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE SPECIFIC PURPOSE AND CLIENT FOR WHICH IT WAS PREPARED. REUSE OF AND IMPROPER RELIANCE ON THIS

DOCUMENT WITHOUT WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION AND ADAPTION BY KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC. SHALL BE WITHOUT LIABILITY TO KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC.




Legend
ﬁ Signalized Intersection

O Unsignalized Intersection
— Existing Lane Assignment

X AM Peak Hour Level of Service

)
O
(X)  PM Peak Hour Level of Service D_“_s <]>.>
AM | PM S0 o 5
£l ©
CD LOSAorB El= -
ol >
® LOSCorD ()]
o o
@ oscor- S \A(A) 5 \A(A)
BOLDindicates a ‘%‘ — AN +«——— B (D)
movement with AA) . B (D
LOSEorF N C\’/_ N Longhill &f ) -
4 Road .
MJA—/f ‘q (’ OA— ‘J (x
e —_—
é’ Eﬁ; ﬁ\ U< (CB)E \ [aYa
Slo o< aya)
1k == =e
=] O éﬁ
&~ S
&) 8 o 9
| o= g8
P~ 'g % 5 o
N L == SlE
<<< = =12
<< < qg) =
<—>L B (B) S 6_6
l C(Q) I
Westport AP\ Manchester
N4 Drive
<Nlr :
5 o
<< < 5. =
<<< S [a)
i
<0
<
Jl =
A (A)
R () News Road
2
(A) A
> NOT TO
eld ~ SCALE
2 o|®
8 55 AN
g8 N
=

- Ford's Colony TIS Update | 2021 Build Conditions Level FIGURE
)
Klmley »Horn James City County, VA of Service 23

THIS DOCUMENT, TOGETHER WITH THE CONCEPTS AND DESIGNS PRESENTED HEREIN, AS AN INSTRUMENT OF SERVICE, IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE SPECIFIC PURPOSE AND CLIENT FOR WHICH IT WAS PREPARED. REUSE OF AND IMPROPER RELIANCE ON THIS
DOCUMENT WITHOUT WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION AND ADAPTION BY KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC. SHALL BE WITHOUT LIABILITY TO KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC.




Legend

& Signalized Intersection
O Unsignalized Intersection
—_—

Existing Lane Assignment

###  AM Peak Hour Maximum Queue Length (feet) 8
©
(###) PM Peak Hour Maximum Queue Length (feet) o <]>'>
c 2
Sl o ol fa
BOLD indicates a queue c % @
length exceeding the El= -
modeled storage. 8 > .
— I
N ©
The results shown are the = N
average results across 10 3 \ 0" (0) & \ : .
e 49' (777)
microsimulation runs. «— 0 (0) ‘%\A «— 217 (784)
/— 103" (125") 65' (250
- A yy Longhill . ‘s s
(( \ﬂ 1T Road N ((
09 —/ K’ (209" 66’ —/
o ()8 — (553") 561 — (v
= (a7 0 \ i g (204") 187 \ N
= = oY
- ) Sc
_.(]__') o > n S o’\o
c m cC N T —
o S
O o|lo I
O = ale
L 210 2| Z
P 'E E a
= o Ju OC) >
oo —
5o 3 = of 2
¢:>~—55w47 = I
/r—68(58 L
Westport AN Manchester
N Drive
@9yﬂ'-<€+ ‘\ I (’ ©
S o
~ & D 5. =
588 il
- [
T 35
N =
™M ~
A) l\ LN
28' (34)
)) J\ ¥ News Road
(( /
@33ay—// ‘{
o
N o3 NOT TO
- 2|8 55 SCALE
O old ——
3 gI=
55 AN
—
© slo Rg
cC
O 5=

Kimley»Horn

Ford’s Colony TIS Update

James City County, VA

2021 Build Conditions
Maximum Queue

FIGURE
24

THIS DOCUMENT, TOGETHER WITH THE CONCEPTS AND DESIGNS PRESENTED HEREIN, AS AN INSTRUMENT OF SERVICE, IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE SPECIFIC PURPOSE AND CLIENT FOR WHICH IT WAS PREPARED. REUSE OF AND IMPROPER RELIANCE ON THIS

DOCUMENT WITHOUT WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION AND ADAPTION BY KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC. SHALL BE WITHOUT LIABILITY TO KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC.




Legend

X AM Peak Hour Level of Service

(X)  PM Peak Hour Level of Service

BOLDindicates a
movement with
LOSEorF

)
(&)
O o
o .=
O)L
CD
®
—

a

(@)

o W W

Centerville
Road

))
(

— 2 Longhill q\
Road
(A A —
() A

/l K‘ <>—c (E)
Ford’s Colony AN Dominion

Manchester

Drive

Firestone
Drive

BB

O
PPN 8

(A) B ('
e
()
o

Williamsburg
W Drive

Humelsine
Parkway

2 \\> News Road

(A) A—/ ‘\I

T NOT TO
5 2§ SCALE
» 3|18
~

Kimlev»Horn Ford’s Colony TIS Update 2027 No Build Conditions FIGURE
y James City County, VA Level of Service 25

THIS DOCUMENT, TOGETHER WITH THE CONCEPTS AND DESIGNS PRESENTED HEREIN, AS AN INSTRUMENT OF SERVICE, IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE SPECIFIC PURPOSE AND CLIENT FOR WHICH IT WAS PREPARED. REUSE OF AND IMPROPER RELIANCE ON THIS
DOCUMENT WITHOUT WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION AND ADAPTION BY KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC. SHALL BE WITHOUT LIABILITY TO KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC.




Legend

$
O

Signalized Intersection

Unsignalized Intersection

— Existing Lane Assighment
###  AM Peak Hour Maximum Queue Length (feet) 8
©
(###) PM Peak Hour Maximum Queue Length (feet) o <]>'>
c ‘=
9|2 glo
BOLD indicates a queue c % ]
length exceeding the & E -
o
modeled storage. =) ~
9 )
The results shown are the o N
average results across 10 0 \ 0'(0) < \ 55" (73)
microsimulation runs. «— 0O 157" (257
o 84(138) _ R (éﬂ’))
W A yy Longhill N
(( ~ \r (" Road \D (
)7 ‘V (59" 27' e (’
o (32) 19’? (238) 233" ——»
= = (33) 67 X @
Slo i} N\ S
93 > & 38
clr c R —c
[} ol -
O o| o 9
Ol.z 3o
s i [ =
— ° el
= (]
— o Ju o
= L == Ll
[SnEani¥s) — w
SRS < <l S
>o N OE) =
+:¥~—58%46) = I
600 T
Westport N Manchester
N Drive
B8)47—<€+ ‘\ I (’ )
c
o9
o & in 5. =
5 il
L
M o
™M~
Jh 2
26' (32)
N N\ »/— News Road
( \/
a7y 28— ‘{
oo A
\ % NOT TO
- 8§ ok SCALE
L ol —
S E
55 A
—
o slo éN]
c C
Q5= —~

Kimley»Horn

Ford’s Colony TIS Update
James City County, VA

2027 No Build Conditions
Maximum Queue Length

FIGURE
26

THIS DOCUMENT, TOGETHER WITH THE CONCEPTS AND DESIGNS PRESENTED HEREIN, AS AN INSTRUMENT OF SERVICE, IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE SPECIFIC PURPOSE AND CLIENT FOR WHICH IT WAS PREPARED. REUSE OF AND IMPROPER RELIANCE ON THIS
DOCUMENT WITHOUT WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION AND ADAPTION BY KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC. SHALL BE WITHOUT LIABILITY TO KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC.




Legend

X AM Peak Hour Level of Service

(X)  PM Peak Hour Level of Service

AM | PM
@ LOS Aor B §
8o
CD LOSCorD c a .=
o| o ol 5
@ woscorr <lo =
BOLDindicates a o|ls
movement with o
LOSEorF @ @
A =4
AA) . B (B)
)y Lonahi o
oa
o (A) A ' BB (,
=< WA o= ®) B 22
23 DS N\ 838
9l o >
o~ :
@) olo o)
@) = Slo
—~ w 5 % é
P 'g % a o
_ L == £lg
<<< = =12
<< < GEJ <
<—>L B (B) =) é_u
/f—[)m) I
Westport any Manchester
¢ Drive
o=<-INlr
<< < 3.2
<<< ola
i
<< L
Jh =
A (A)
)) ap ¥ News Road
[ 4 \\/
M)A—// ‘{
A) A
TN == NOT TO
- 8|y = SCALE
ol®
n Ol=
8§55 A
Klmley »Horn Ford’s Colony TIS Update 2027 Build Conditions FIGURE
James City County, VA Level of Service 27

THIS DOCUMENT, TOGETHER WITH THE CONCEPTS AND DESIGNS PRESENTED HEREIN, AS AN INSTRUMENT OF SERVICE, IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE SPECIFIC PURPOSE AND CLIENT FOR WHICH IT WAS PREPARED. REUSE OF AND IMPROPER RELIANCE ON THIS
DOCUMENT WITHOUT WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION AND ADAPTION BY KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC. SHALL BE WITHOUT LIABILITY TO KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC.



Legend

$
O

Signalized Intersection

Unsignalized Intersection

— Existing Lane Assighment
###  AM Peak Hour Maximum Queue Length (feet) 8
©
(###) PM Peak Hour Maximum Queue Length (feet) o <]>'>
[ =
Sl o g|a
BOLD indicates a queue c % ]
length exceeding the € E -
o
modeled storage. =) o~
< «©
The results shown are the o o
average results across 10 o "~ 0" (0) = " 44" (115"
microsimulation runs. «— 0 (0) * 166' (244")
/— 87" (134") L hill 67' (215"
) a ))=ongn @ ))
|48 _/ \_/ (4§ Road N\ ((
(0916 ‘q (’ (69749 — (,
o 54— I (262") 264" ——»
= 19') 8’ QO Al 53 29’ % A~
o| © Lo © &
cly c (Wi e
[} o
O o| o 9
O 2 3lo
~ S [a) ] E
P 'E E Q
- L = ; =|®©
8es ol z
oo = o) &
56 49 S| L
K/»—77(63 I
Westport N Manchester
N Drive
mz>5r-<€+ ‘\ I (’ )
S o
GRS 5. =
5685 85
- L
R~ oy
m o0
A) l\ SN
26" (37"
) ¥ News Road
( \/
) 37— ‘4
)0 A
\ 7y NOT TO
- 8lg &% SCALE
Qols ——
o 2|= 2N\
S sl5
—
° slo éNZ
c C
O 5= -

Kimley»Horn

Ford’s Colony TIS Update
James City County, VA

2027 Build Conditions
Maximum Queue Length

FIGURE
28

THIS DOCUMENT, TOGETHER WITH THE CONCEPTS AND DESIGNS PRESENTED HEREIN, AS AN INSTRUMENT OF SERVICE, IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE SPECIFIC PURPOSE AND CLIENT FOR WHICH IT WAS PREPARED. REUSE OF AND IMPROPER RELIANCE ON THIS
DOCUMENT WITHOUT WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION AND ADAPTION BY KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC. SHALL BE WITHOUT LIABILITY TO KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC.




8 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This traffic study examined the existing operational characteristics of the Ford’s Colony study area
intersections as well as the anticipated impacts associated with the proposed residential
condominium/townhouse development located in Ford’s Colony in James City County, Virginia.
Additionally, this study was completed to meet the requirements of the original proffers (i.e., FCHOA to
prepare and submit an updated Traffic Impact Study every five (5)), as well as determine if any of the
identified proffered off-site roadway, intersection, or traffic control improvements have been triggered for
construction and/or may require accelerated implementation. Based on the results of the No Build and
Build traffic analysis, the future impacts of vehicular traffic associated with the background traffic and the
proposed development are anticipated to be minimal, with conditions at the study area intersections
expected to be maintained at levels comparable to that under existing conditions. Based on the analysis
of the existing traffic volumes and operation findings provided in this traffic study, the following
recommendations were identified and are summarized below for the Existing conditions:

= Longhill Road at Williamsburg W. Drive/Lane Place Drive
o Maintain the existing geometric configuration and traffic control measures

o Continue to monitor and implement new timing and coordination plans as part of regular
VDOT operations and maintenance

o ltis noted that the Longhill Road Phase 1 Widening Project (VDOT UPC — 100921)
includes improvements that will enhance the capacity at this intersection, is fully funded,
and currently under construction

= Longhill Road at Fords Colony Drive

o Relocate and restripe the northbound approach STOP bar so driver sight distance is not
impeded by the Ford’s Colony monument sign and/or vegetation located in the median

o Restripe the 24-foot wide northbound approach to consist of a 12-foot shared
through/left-turn lane and a 12-foot exclusive right-turn lane with 150 feet of storage

o Continue to monitor traffic volumes to identify when/if the full turn-lane warrant for the
eastbound right-turn movement is satisfied

o Existing traffic volumes and the associated operational conditions (i.e., level of service
(LOS)/side street delay) do not warrant or justify the installation of the traffic signal at this
time.

o Although the installation of a traffic signal is specifically referenced in the Ford’s Colony
proffers, per VDOT policy and roadway design manual guidelines, should volumes
warrant the consideration of a traffic signal the intersection will also need to be analyzed
for the consideration of a roundabout.

m  Centerville Road at Manchester Drive
o Maintain the existing geometric configuration and traffic control measures

= News Road at Firestone Drive

o Maintain the existing geometric configuration and traffic control measures
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From the analysis of the Build conditions which included the background traffic growth and approved
developments, the following recommendations were identified and are summarized below for the Build
conditions:

= Longhill Road at Williamsburg W. Drive/Lane Place Drive

o Continue to monitor and implement new timing and coordination plans as part of regular
VDOT operations and maintenance

o The Longhill Road Phase 1 Widening Project (UPC — 100921) is currently construction.
The widening project includes the following improvements to this intersection:

= Widen Longhill Road to a four-lane divided typical section

= Upgrade the traffic signal equipment to accommodate the additional through
lanes

= Pedestrian accommodations such as crosswalks, ADA ramps, and pedestrian
signal displays for the crossing of select legs of the intersection

Eastbound Longhill Road

o Widen and construct an additional approach and receiving through lane
Westbound Longhill Road

e Widen and construct an additional approach and receiving through lane

o Improvements associated with Longhill Road Phase 1 Widening Project (UPC — 100921)
address several of the proffered improvements associated with the Ford’s Colony Master
Plan. Proffers should be updated/modified to account for/recognize these changes in
responsibility.
= Longhill Road at Fords Colony Drive
o Based on future traffic volume projections, construct a full width right-turn lane consisting
of 200-feet of storage and 200-foot taper for the eastbound approach.

o Future traffic volumes and the associated future operational conditions (i.e., level of
service (LOS)/side street delay) continue to reflect that a traffic signal is not warranted
and do not justify the installation of a traffic signal at this intersection.

o Itis noted that the installation of a traffic signal is specifically referenced in the Ford’s
Colony proffers. However, per VDOT policy and roadway design manual guidelines, if
volumes warrant the consideration of a traffic signal then the intersection will also need to
be analyzed for the consideration of a roundabout.

o Additionally, it is noted that the Longhill Road Corridor Study, completed in October 2014,
did not recommended the installation of a traffic signal at this intersection as part of the
long term (horizon year 2034) improvements. Therefore, it is recommended that a traffic
signal should no longer be proffered as a means of traffic control for this intersection.

m  Centerville Road at Manchester Drive
o Maintain the existing geometric configuration and traffic control measures

= News Road at Firestone Drive

o Maintain the existing geometric configuration and traffic control measures
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Given the minimal residual development potential in Ford’s Colony, no additional or proffered
improvements are triggered beyond those that were identified under the Existing or Build operational
conditions.
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Traffic Impact Study (TIS) Assumptions August 11, 2017
Ford’'s Colony TIS Update

The following documentation outlines our proposed traffic impact study (TIS) assumptions for the
Ford’s Colony Master Plan development, located in James City County and bounded by Longhill
Road (State Route 612) to the north, Centerville Road (State Route 614) to the west, News Road
(State Route 613) to the south, and a combination of retail/commercial land uses, residential land
uses, and Route 199 to the east. As part of this analysis, existing traffic data will be collected and
future traffic volumes developed to identify if any of the proffered but unbuilt roadway, intersection,
or traffic control improvements at the four (4) access points/study area intersections are
experiencing or will experience traffic conditions that are or will trigger the need for construction.
Proffered improvements are those described in the Ford’s Colony original proffers dated March
11, 1987 and the associated Ford’s Colony Phasing Plan for Roadway Improvements agreement
approved by the County on June 20, 1988. This includes traffic signal and turn-lane warrant
analyses that will be conducted at the defined study area intersections. Recommendations and
opinions of probable cost for relevant improvements associated with the potential development
will be described in the DRAFT and FINAL report.

Study Area

The study area for the TIS update and the associated proposed development site includes the
following signalized and unsignalized intersections:

e County Club Drive/Williamsburg W. Drive at Longhill Road (signalized)
e Ford’s Colony Drive at Longhill Road (unsignalized)
e Manchester Drive at Centerville Road (unsignalized)

o Firestone Drive at News Road (unsignalized)

Data Collection

Turning movement counts (TMC) were collected at the study area intersections on Thursday,
June 8, 2017 which included vehicular, truck, and pedestrian volumes. Four-hour TMCs were
conducted during the AM and PM peak periods (6:30 AM to 8:30 AM and 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM) at
the following intersections:

e Manchester Drive at Centerville Road

e Country Club Drive/Williamsburg W. Drive at Longhill Road
In preparation for potential signal warrant analysis, 12-hour TMCs (i.e., 6:00 AM to 6:00 PM) were
performed at the following intersections:

e Ford’s Colony Drive at Longhill Road

e Firestone Drive at News Road

Future Traffic

The proposed development will have an opening year of 2019. Future analyses will coincide with
this year. Growth rates will be determined by using rates developed as part of the Longhill Road
Corridor Study, completed and adopted in October 2014, and historical traffic volume trends over
the previous six (6) years (i.e., 2011 to 2016) from the Virginia Department of Transportation
(VDOT) data.

1



Traffic Impact Study (TIS) Assumptions
Ford’'s Colony TIS Update

August 11, 2017

e Longhill Road — 2.0% per year (consistent with Longhill Road Corridor Study)

o Centerville Road — 2.5% per year

e News Road — 2.0% per year

Two additional developments adjacent to Ford’s Colony have been approved for development
and were provided by James City County: The Village’s at Ford’s Colony and Westport
Subdivision at Ford’s Colony. These two developments will be included in the background traffic
projections in addition to the general traffic growth. For the Villages at Ford’s Colony, Kimley-
Horn will use ITE Trip Generation 9" Edition (2012) Trip Generation Rates and Land Use Code
251: Senior Adult Housing-Detached, Code 252: Senior Adult Housing-Attached, Code 253:
Congregate Care Housing, Code 254: Assisted Living, and Code 620: Nursing Home. For the
Westport Subdivision at Ford’s Colony, Kimley-Horn will use Code 210: Single-Family
Detached-Housing. This is consistent with the land use provided in the Ford’s Colony Traffic
Impact Study 2003-2004 Update. The trip distribution and assignment for these approved
developments will be based on the previous study’s trip distribution percentages. Trip
generation calculations for the approved developments are shown in Table 1 and Table 2.

Table 1: Trip Generation for The Villages at Ford’s Colony Development

ITE L ; , : AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
ITE Description | Densit Unit Dail
Code Pt "y ! "' n T out | Total In Out | Total
Senior Adult Dwellin
251 Housing - 38 'ing 200 13 23 36 13 9 22
Units
Detached
Senior Adult Dwellin
252 Housing - 168 'ing 522 11 22 33 23 19 42
Units
Attached
53 | Congregate Care | 44, Dwelling | 2g8 | 14 | o | 23 | 36 | 30 | 66
Housing Units
254 Assisted Living 83 Beds/Rooms | 256 8 4 12 8 10 18
620 Nursing Home 60 Beds/Rooms | 120 7 3 10 4 9 13
Total 739 1,886 | 53 61 114 84 77 161

Note: It is assumed that there is one bed per room, and therefore each bed is considered one dwelling unit.

Table 2: Trip Generation for Westport Subdivision at Ford’s Colony Development

ITE L ; , : AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Code ITE Description | Density Unit Daily n out | Total n out | Total
Single-Family .
210 Detached 43 DVL‘J"?]!'t'Qg 483 | 10 | 30 | 40 | 31 | 18 49
Housing




Traffic Impact Study (TIS) Assumptions
Ford’'s Colony TIS Update

August 11, 2017

Proposed Land Use

Kimley-Horn will use ITE Trip Generation 9" Edition (2012) Trip Generation Rates and Land Use
Code 230: Residential Condominium/Townhouse. This is consistent with the land use provided
in the Ford’s Colony Traffic Impact Study 2003-2004 Update. Trip generation calculations for the
proposed development are shown in Table 3. No pass-by or internal capture rate reductions will
be included as part of this analysis.

Table 3: Trip Generation for Residential Development

Dwelling | Weekda AM PM
Land Use (ITE Code) Unitsg Total y Total Enter | Exit Total Enter | Exit
(17%) | (83%) (67%) | (33%)
Residential :
Condominium/Townhouse (230) 60 units 412 34 6 28 40 21 13

To assign the hourly site traffic for the future traffic signal warrant analysis, hourly variations will
be used for Residential Uses Combined — Excluding Senior-Oriented Facilities as provided in the
Hourly Variation in Trip Generation for Office and Residential Land Uses article published in the
ITE Journal January 2015, as shown in Table 4 below. It is noted that the hourly trip generation
variation for residential land uses is proposed since it is a similar land use and ITE does not
provide an applicable hourly variation breakdown for Residential Condominium/Townhouse (230).

Table 4: Hourly Trip Generation Variations for Residential Land Uses

Average Weekday
Time Percent of ?4- Percent <.)f. 24-
Hour Entering Hour Exiting
Traffic Traffic
6 AM -7 AM 1.6 5.7
7 AM — 8 AM 2.5 9.0
8 AM -9 AM 3.7 9.1
9 AM-10 AM 3.7 6.5
10 AM-11 AM 4.1 5.5
11 AM-12 PM 4.5 5.7
12PM-1PM 5.3 5.3
1PM-2PM 5.4 5.7
2PM-3PM 6.5 5.9
3PM—-4PM 8.1 6.3
4 PM -5 PM 9.8 6.3
5PM-6PM 10.8 6.5




Traffic Impact Study (TIS) Assumptions August 11, 2017
Ford’'s Colony TIS Update

Site traffic distributions will be determined from existing travel patterns, site location within
Ford’'s Colony, access to/from the external adjacent street network, and employment/activity
center destinations in the surrounding area. Based on this, we are assuming that the following
distributions will be used for the proposed development:

e 65% of the trips generated will travel to/from the north on Ford’s Colony Drive
e 20% of the trips generated will travel to/from the west on Manchester Drive

e 10% of the trips generated will travel to/from the east on Williamsburg W. Drive
e 5% of the trips generated will travel to/from the south on Firestone Drive

Analysis Years

The proposed development is anticipated to be completed in 2019. Therefore, the following
analysis scenarios for the AM and PM peak hours will be studied as part of this TIS update.

e Scenario 1 — Existing (2017) traffic conditions

e Scenario 2 — Opening Year (2019) No-Build conditions — Build-out year traffic conditions
with only background development trips applied (i.e., approved adjacent development
traffic)

e Scenario 3 — Opening Year (2019) Build-out conditions — Build-out year traffic conditions
with background development trips applied plus traffic volumes generated by the
proposed development

e Scenario 4 — Opening Year +6 years (2025) No-Build conditions — Build-out year traffic
conditions with only background development trips applied (i.e., approved adjacent
development traffic)

e Scenario 5 — Opening Year +6 years (2025) Build-out conditions — Build-out year traffic
conditions with background development trips applied plus traffic volumes generated by
the proposed development

Traffic Operations Analysis

Proposed inputs and analysis methodologies will be consistent with VDOT’s Traffic Operations
and Safety Analysis Manual (TOSAM). Operational analyses for the study area intersections will
be conducted using traffic analysis tools (e.g., Synchro 9.1 Professional, SimTraffic 9.1) and
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodologies.

The following warrants will be analyzed for the study area intersections for future no-build and
build conditions: Warrant 1 — Eight Hour and Warrant 2 — Four Hour. Kimley-Horn will conduct a
traffic signal warrant analysis using the standards provided in the Manual of Uniform Traffic
Control Devices (MUTCD). The traffic signal warrant analysis will be performed for the following
intersections:

e Ford’s Colony Drive at Longhill Road
e Firestone Drive at News Road
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Turn-lane warrant analyses will be prepared and evaluated for the intersection of Ford’s Colony
Drive at Longhill Road. The turn-lane warrant analysis will be consistent with methodologies
shown in Appendix C of the VDOT Road Design Manual as well as guidelines provided in
Appendix F of the VDOT Access Management Design Standards for Entrances and
Intersections. Should a turn-lane be warranted, recommendations for storage length and taper
length will be provided.

The future conditions analyses will confirm the need and define the geometric configurations
necessary for the proposed roadway and intersection capacity improvements. Measures of
effectiveness that will be reported for each scenario will consist of delay per vehicle, level of
service (LOS), and maximum queue lengths. These measures of effectiveness will be presented
in tabular format. Vehicle delay and LOS will be summarized by movement, approach, and
overall intersection, while maximum queue lengths will be summarized for each movement.

Reporting

A TIS report with an accompanying appendix (including all analysis files) will be prepared that
summarizes the analysis methodology and results. The report and associated analysis files will
be provided in electronic format as a part of the FINAL traffic analysis submittal.
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Data Collection Group
LSmith@DataCollectionGroup.net

File Name : Longhill and Country Club

Site Code :
Start Date : 6/8/2017
Page No :1
Groups Printed- Passenger Veh - Trucks
LanePlace Longhill Country Club L onghill
From North From East From South From West
Start Time | Right| Thru| Left| Peds | app.7ow | Right | Thru| Left| Peds | App.To | Right | Thru| Left| Peds | App.Tow | Right | Thru| Left| Peds | App.Toa | Int Tota
06:30 AM 4 0 4 0 8 2 71 1 0 74 26 0 5 0 31 1 84 0 0 85 198
06:45 AM 3 0 9 0 12 3 123 4 0 130 35 1 11 0 47 1 107 0 0 108 297
Total 7 0 13 0 20 5 194 5 0 204 61 1 16 0 78 2 191 0 0 193 495
07:00 AM 1 1 12 0 14 2 147 6 0 155 57 0 15 0 72 4 164 0 0 168 409
07:15 AM 3 0 8 0 11 4 100 7 0 111 52 0 6 0 58 4 158 1 0 163 343
07:30 AM 4 0 17 0 21 5 92 10 0 107 53 1 15 0 69 3 168 1 0 172 369
07:45 AM 9 0 19 0 28 7 121 9 0 137 77 2 10 0 89 9 200 1 0 210 464
Total 17 1 56 0 74 18 460 32 0 510 239 3 46 0 288 20 690 3 0 713 1585
08:00 AM 5 1 11 0 17 4 125 10 0 139 50 0 11 0 61 4 182 1 0 187 404
08:15 AM 0 0 9 0 9 2 129 14 0 145 44 0 6 0 50 5 192 0 0 197 401
Total | 5 1 20 0 26 | 6 254 24 0 284 | 94 0 17 0 111 | 9 374 1 0 384 | 805
04:00 PM 2 0 6 0 8 11 192 45 0 248 33 0 7 0 40 10 155 6 0 171 467
04:15 PM 2 0 4 0 6 7 227 61 0 295 33 0 9 0 42 13 174 4 0 191 534
04:30 PM 8 0 6 0 14 11 211 50 0 272 27 1 5 0 33 11 180 3 0 194 513
04:45 PM 4 0 7 0 11 6 239 61 0 306 33 0 12 0 45 10 181 3 0 194 556
Total 16 0 23 0 39 35 869 217 0 1121 126 1 33 0 160 44 690 16 0 750 2070
05:00 PM 2 0 4 0 6 10 237 49 0 296 34 0 10 0 44 8 198 9 0 215 561
05:15 PM 4 0 6 0 10 16 266 60 0 342 29 0 14 0 43 8 182 2 0 192 587
05:30 PM 4 0 6 0 10 6 235 36 0 277 40 0 14 0 54 9 174 3 0 186 527
05:45 PM 5 0 1 0 6 11 244 44 0 299 32 0 10 0 42 8 172 5 0 185 532
Total 15 0 17 0 32 43 982 189 0 1214 135 0 48 0 183 33 726 19 0 778 2207
Grand Total 60 2 129 0 191 107 2759 467 0 3333 655 5 160 0 820 108 2671 39 0 2818 7162
Apprch% | 314 1 675 0 32 828 14 0 79.9 06 195 0 38 948 14 0
Total % 0.8 0 1.8 0 2.7 1.5 385 6.5 0 465 9.1 0.1 2.2 0 114 15 373 05 0 39.3
Passenger Veh 55 2 126 0 183 103 2688 464 0 3255 650 2 154 0 806 107 2602 37 0 2746 6990
% Passenger Ven 917 100 977 0 958 | 963 974 994 0 97.7 | 99.2 40 9.2 0 983 | 991 974 949 0 97.4 97.6
Trucks 5 0 3 0 8 4 71 3 0 78 5 3 6 0 14 1 69 2 0 72 172
% Trucks 8.3 0 2.3 0 42 37 2.6 0.6 0 2.3 0.8 60 38 0 17 0.9 26 51 0 2.6 2.4




Data Collection Group
LSmith@DataCollectionGroup.net

File Name : Longhill and Country Club

Site Code :
Start Date : 6/8/2017
PageNo :2
Lane Place Longhill Country Club L onghill
From North From East From South From West
Start Time Right Thru Left| Peds | App. Tota Right Thru Left | Peds | App. Tota Right Thru Left | Peds | App. Total Right Thru Left | Peds | App.Tota | Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 06:30 AM to 11:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:30 AM
07:30 AM 4 0 17 0 21 5 92 10 0 107 53 1 15 0 69 3 168 1 0 172 369
07:45 AM 9 0 19 0 28 7 121 9 0 137 7 2 10 0 89 9 200 1 0 210 464
08:00 AM 5 1 11 0 17 4 125 10 0 139 50 0 11 0 61 4 182 1 0 187 404
08:15 AM 0 0 9 0 9 2 129 14 0 145 44 0 6 0 50 5 192 0 0 197 401
Total Volume 18 1 56 0 75 18 467 43 0 528 224 3 42 0 269 21 742 3 0 766 1638
% App. Total 24 13 74.7 0 34 88.4 8.1 0 83.3 11 156 0 2.7 96.9 0.4 0
PHF .500 .250 737 .000 .670 .643 .905 .768 .000 .910 127 .375 .700 .000 .756 .583 .928 .750 000 912 .883
Passenger Veh 16 1 54 0 71 15 449 41 0 505 223 2 39 0 264 21 727 3 0 751 1591
% Passenger Veh 88.9 100 96.4 0 94.7 83.3 96.1 95.3 0 95.6 99.6 66.7 92.9 0 98.1 100 98.0 100 0 98.0 97.1
Trucks 2 0 2 0 4 3 18 2 0 23 1 1 3 0 5 0 15 0 0 15 47
% Trucks 111 0 3.6 0 53 16.7 39 47 0 44 04 33.3 7.1 0 19 0 2.0 0 0 20 29



Data Collection Group
LSmith@DataCollectionGroup.net

File Name : Longhill and Country Club

Site Code :
Start Date : 6/8/2017
Page No :3
Lane Place
Out In Total
20 71 91
4 4 8
24 75 99
16 1 54 0
2 0 2 0
18 1 56 0
?l?ht Thru Left Peds
Peak Hour Data
—| LD M oM O M) P
g cﬁ & § EJ T *2 . ol e
= Z oo |w & N [ Ss
NERE North 4 N B
— c—> +—= > I
I%,E 5 4 § =NE Peak Hour Begins at 07:30 AM| RS : §
5 A O | = o S12 =1
= N NE Passenger Veh - @0 e Z|
& 1 iy YIN
[ ool o Trucks Sl B
E B N5 o olo » o =loelg
=l ©® al al=
[} I=% s O
o 7 lolo o O = ©
Left Thru Right Peds
39 2 223 0
3 1 1 0
42 3 224 0
63 264 327
2 5 7
65 269 334
Out In Total
Country Club




Data Collection Group
LSmith@DataCollectionGroup.net

File Name : Longhill and Country Club

Site Code :
Start Date : 6/8/2017
Page No :4
Lane Place Longhill Country Club L onghill
From North From East From South From West
Start Time | Right| Thu| Leit| Peds | AppTow | Right | Thru| Left| Peds | app.7o | Right | Thru| Left| Peds | App7ow | Right| Thru| Left| Peds | App.Tow | Int Tota
Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:45 PM
04:45 PM 4 0 7 0 1 6 239 61 0 306 33 0 12 0 45 10 181 3 0 194 556
05:00 PM 2 0 4 0 6 10 237 49 0 296 34 0 10 0 44 8 198 9 0 215 561
05:15 PM 4 0 6 0 10 16 266 60 0 342 29 0 14 0 43 8 182 2 0 192 587
05:30 PM 4 0 6 0 10 6 235 36 0 277 40 0 14 0 54 9 174 3 0 186 527
Total Volume 14 0 23 0 37 38 977 206 0 1221 136 0 50 0 186 35 735 17 0 787 2231
% App. Total 37.8 0 622 0 3.1 80 16.9 0 73.1 0 269 0 44 93.4 2.2 0
PHE 875 .000 821 000 841 594 .918 .844 .000 .893 .850 .000 .893 .000 .861 875 .928 472 000 .915 .950
Passenger Veh 13 0 23 0 36 38 967 206 0 1211 132 0 49 0 181 35 716 17 0 768 2196
% Passenger Veh 92.9 0 100 0 97.3 100 99.0 100 0 99.2 97.1 0 98.0 0 97.3 100 97.4 100 0 97.6 98.4
Trucks 1 0 0 0 1 0 10 0 0 10 4 0 1 0 5 0 19 0 0 19 35
% Trucks 7.1 0 0 0 2.7 0 1.0 0 0 0.8 29 0 20 0 2.7 0 2.6 0 0 24 16




Data Collection Group
LSmith@DataCollectionGroup.net

File Name : Longhill and Country Club

Site Code :
Start Date : 6/8/2017
Page No :5
Lane Place
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49 0 132 0
1 0 4 0
50 0 136 0
241 181 422
0 5 5
241 186 427
Out In Total
Country Club




Data Collection Group
LSmith@DataCollectionGroup.net
File Name : Longhill and Fords Colony

Site Code : 13333333
Start Date : 6/8/2017

PageNo :1
Groups Printed- Passenger Veh - Trucks
Entrance Longhill Fords Colony Longhill
From North From East From South From West

Start Time | Right| Thru Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left | Peds | App.Total | Right ‘ Thru ‘ Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Right ‘ Thru Left ‘ Peds ‘ App. Total | Int. Total
06:00 AM 0 0 0 0 1 10 3 0 14 8 0 4 0 12 3 16 0 0 19 45
06:15 AM 1 0 1 0 2 1 13 1 0 15 6 0 2 0 8 2 21 1 0 24 49
06:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 19 7 0 27 7 0 2 0 9 0 26 0 0 26 62
06:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 36 9 0 46 25 0 6 0 31 2 55 1 0 58 135
Total 1 0 1 0 2 4 78 20 0 102 46 0 14 0 60 7 118 2 0 127 291
07:00 AM 0 0 1 0 1 1 46 11 0 58 39 1 3 0 43 2 51 0 0 53 155
07:15 AM 1 0 0 0 1 0 55 20 0 75 26 0 16 0 42 8 64 0 0 72 190
07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 68 19 0 87 28 0 15 0 43 4 56 0 0 60 190
07:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 55 30 0 85 37 0 15 0 52 7 84 1 0 92 229
Total 1 0 1 0 2 1 224 80 0 305 130 1 49 0 180 21 255 1 0 277 764
08:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 53 28 0 82 36 0 15 0 51 10 69 2 0 81 214
08:15 AM 0 1 0 0 1 0 90 29 0 119 29 1 25 0 55 15 84 0 0 99 274
08:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 63 39 0 102 42 0 10 0 52 14 80 0 0 94 248
08:45 AM 0 0 1 0 1 1 52 45 0 98 32 0 10 0 42 12 56 0 0 68 209
Total 0 1 1 0 2 2 258 141 0 401 139 1 60 0 200 51 289 2 0 3