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SUBDIVISION S-105-05. Stonehouse Land Bay 31
Staff Report for the November 30, 2005, Development Review Committee Meeting

SUMMARY FACTS

Applicant:

Land Owner:
Proposed Use:
Location:

Tax Map/Parcel No.:
Primary Service Area:
Parcel Size:

Zoning:

Comprehensive Plan:

Mr. James Brawley, LandMark Design Group

Fairmont Investment, L.L.C. (Kenneth G. McDermott, Manager)
Single-Family Residential

9600 and 9750 Six Mount Zion Road, Stonehouse District

(6-3) (1-1) and (6-3) (1-3)

Inside

76.88 acres

A-1 (9600 Six Mount Zion Road), and
PUD-R, with Proffers, (9750 Six Mount Zion Road)

Low Density Residential

Reason for DRC Review: Section 19-52 of the Subdivision Ordinance states that “Cul-de-sac streets
shall not exceed 1,000 feet in length.” Applicant is seeking a waiver from
this requirement to accommodate a 2,130-foot-long cul-de-sac.
Additionally, pursuant to Section 24-487 of the Zoning Ordinance, the
applicant must demonstrate that this submission is consistent with the
established approved Master Plan.

Project History:

¢ Planning Commission: None
e Development Review
Committee: None
Staff Contact: David W. German Phone: (757) 253-6685
STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The applicant has requested that this case be deferred until the January 4,2006 DRC meeting, as there
are several outstanding issues that he would like to address in the interim. These issues include resolving
questions surrounding the Stormwater Master Plan for this development, and the current zoning district status
of the two parcels that are included in this project (9600 and 9750 Six Mount Zion Road).

Planning Staff recommends that the DRC defer this case to the January 4, 2006 DRC meeting, as

requested by the applicant.

David W. German, Planner

S-105-05: Stonehouse Land Bay 31
November 30, 2005
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SUBDIVISION 112-04. Wellington Sections 6 & 7
Staff Report for the November 30, 2005, Development Review Committee Meeting

SUMMARY FACTS

Applicant: Jason Grimes

Land Owner: Dick Ashe

Proposed Use: 95 lot Subdivision

Location: Off Rochambeau Drive; Stonehouse District

Tax Map/Parcel No.: (13-3)(1-12)

Primary Service Area: Inside

Project Area: + 69.1 acres

Zoning: R-1, Limited Residential, with proffers

Comprehensive Plan: Low Density Residential

Reason for DRC Review: Section 19-23 of the Subdivision Ordinance requires DRC review for all
major subdivisions with 50 or more lots.

Project History:

¢ Planning Commission: Originally rezoned as part of case Z-20-86.
e Development Review Committee: N/A.

Staff Contact: Ellen Cook Phone: 253-6685

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The plans for Sections 6 & 7 were originally submitted in December of 2004. Due to environmental issues as
well as issues surrounding a proposed land swap between the property owner and the County, the case has
previously not been brought forward to the DRC. Since the original submission, the applicant has resubmitted
the plans twice: the majority of environmental issues have now been addressed, and the proposed land swap is
no longer a part of these plans. Lot 323 on Fairmount Drive is still the subject of disagreement between staff
and the applicant regarding a suitable building envelope for this lot. Rather than delay the entire project while
the applicant and Environmental Division staff continue discussion of outstanding issues for this lot, staff
recommends that the DRC recommend preliminary approval for the project by excluding the selected lot from
consideration and allowing the applicant to resubmit plans which address all other agency comments. Staff
therefore recommends preliminary approval, save for lot 323, subject to agency comments,

Man Laphe

Ellen Cook
Attachments:
1. Plan (under separate cover)
2. Agency Comments

S-112-04. Wellington Sections 6 & 7
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AGENCY COMMENTS

Planning:

1. This project proposes more than 50 lots and requires Development Review Commiittee review.
Please recheck lots 115, 284, 297, and 351 for conformance with R-1 zoning ordinance
requirements. Please include a note in your response letter detailing any changes that are made.

3. Please verify that a distance arrow is provided for all lots that have a greater than 35” front setback
and revise as necessary.

County Engineer:

1. Approved as submitted.
Environmental:

1. Please see attached memorandum dated November 2, 2005.
JCSA:

1. Please see attached memorandum dated November 3, 2005.
VDOT:

1. Approved as submitted.

S-112-04. Wellington Sections 6 & 7
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General:

bo

James City County Environmental Division //c:‘o
Wellington, Section VI and VI1I ¥

County Plan No. S-112-04 Z
November 2. 2005 o & IDE—

Streetlights. The streetlight on the common property line of 350/351 should be revised to that of
349/350 to avoid conflict with the proposed manhole at that location.

Dam Safety. Response to previous comment #2 is noted; however. prior to the issuance of final
site plan approval, written verification of the Department of Conservation and Recreation

approval for the increase in drainage to Lake Nice must be submitted to the environmental

Legend. Provide a legend on all plan sheets for the various hatch patterns and shading.

Preliminary Plat:

4,

Legend. Provide a legend on the preliminary plat sheets to indicate the significance of the
various hatch patterns and shading.

Conservation Easements. Show iron pins at key conservation easement points with survey data
for recovery in the event the pins are disturbed.

Chesapeake Bay Preservation:

6.

Steep Slopes. Per the requests of various previous comments, provide conservation easements on
the various preliminary plat sheets to indicate areas of steep slopes contiguous with the RPA have
been contained in conservation easements to be dedicated to James City County.

RPA Buffer. The RPA line to the rear of Lot 311 must be shown on all plan sheets.

Lot 323. It needs to be demonstrated that lot 323 is buildable. The lot was adjusted from the
previous submission as a result of the revised RPA and conservation easement lines but it still
appears to be too small for the size of houses being built in the subdivision. Submit a site plan for
this lot complete with grading to show that a house of the type being built in the subdivision can
be built on this lot without impacting the RPA and conservation easements.

Wetlands. There is a bit of confusion as to the limits of wetlands disturbance associated with the
proposed improvements. There appears to be a delineation of the normal pool associated with
Lake Nice using the same line type to indicate the limits of non-tidal wetlands on plan shect 12.
Ensure that all areas of wetland encroachment have been accounted for and are reflected on the
Environmental Inventory plan sheet, more specifically for the areas associated with temporary
sediment traps and basins.

Erosion & Sediment Control Plan:

10.

Temporary Diversion Dikes. Temporary Diversion Dikes such as that leading to Temporary
Sediment Basin #1 must be shown to outfall at the front of the facility in order to obtain the



13.

maximum detention time through the facility. Revise the locations accordingly and provide
temporary slope drains as needed to safely convey the drainage to the bottom of the facility.

Soil Stabilization Matting. Provide for the installation of all slopes in excess of 3:1 with the
proper symbol as contained in the VESCH. This includes all interior slopes of the proposed
Temporary Sediment basins and Traps.

Temporary Construction Entrance. As the note on plan sheet 8 provides that no construction
traffic is to enter onto Loch Haven Drive to Mirror Lakes Estate, remove the construction
entrance requirement in that location and provide for the installation of a traffic barricade meeting
the requirements of the Manual on Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). Provide similar notation
on plan sheet C9 and remove the construction entrance at the intersection of existing Fairmount
Drive and proposed Bridlington Way.

Temporary Sediment Traps and Basins. The following comments apply to the various traps and
basins as currently shown throughout the site:

a. Temporary Sediment Basin Sizing. To prevent the need for constant supervision of the
site and to lessen the cost of construction and conversion of the proposed temporary
sediment basins, the basins should be sized and initially installed based on the largest of
the anticipated drainage areas. Please provide only one (being that based on the larger of
the two drainage areas indicated in the drainage area maps) basin design in the plans.

b. Emergency Spillway. Provide all dimensions associated with the emergency spillways
on the plans for the appropriate temporary sediment basins.

c. The Minimum Control Section length requirement for the emergency spillways has not
been met for basin #4. Revise as needed.

d. Provide a complete set of computations for all proposed portions of the erosion and
sediment control plan and include stage-storage information for all basins and traps as
proposed, with discharge information included in the routings for the basins. Provide
with the next submittal.

e. The weir length used in the routing of temporary sediment basin #5 reflects that of a 36"
riser where a 42 is proposed. Revise plans and computations to agree and check others
for inconsistency throughout.

f. Ensure that the combination of the 2:1 interior basin slopes and the location of the riser
structure will not cause the anti-seep collar to interfere with the embankment as this
appears to be the case for several of the basins as currently proposed.

g The drainage area map that has been provided appears to indicate that the area draining to
temporary sediment basin #4 is not taking the area above the northwestern diversion into
consideration. This must be revised to include this area.

h. Temporary Sediment Trap #3. Previous comment has not been addressed. The design of
this basin is such that stormwater will be impounded on the southern edge of the basin.
While the proposed drain pipe upland of this measure will direct the majority of the
drainage area around the facility, the remainder of the drainage area below the pipe inlet
and the proposed diversions will not convey to the trap but pool in front. This may be



addressed by moving the trap more towards the proposed road. Revise as necessary to
alleviate the potential for standing water.

i Stilling Basins. Provide design information for all stilling basins as proposed at all pipe
outfalls. Computations shall be in accordance with established guidelines such as HEC-
14.

J Temporary Sediment Trap #8. Previous comment has not been adequately addressed.

1) Revise the clearing limits to reflect the installation of the temporary drain pipe.

i) Provide a detail for the filter around the inlet pipe within the trap. Include all dimensions
and elevations.

Stormwater Management / Drainage:

14.

15.

17.

18.

Drainage Coordination. Previous comment #12 has not been adequately addressed. Though the
existing trapezoidal swale through 293 and 294 my be proposed for demolition, the existing
concrete ditch on either side of the existing Fairmount Drive stub-out is not. Additionally, as
inlets and a new culvert are proposed for installation at this location, information pertaining to
this feature must be provided so that the designer and the reviewer may ensure positive drainage
can be achieved. Please provide the appropriate survey information with the next submittal.

BMP Design Features. Previous comment has not been adequately addressed. The following
comments pertain to the stilling basins as proposed throughout the site:

a. The stilling basins as proposed must be designed in accordance with some applicable
standard such as the HEC-14 computational method or equivalent.

b. Grading must reflect that the stilling basins will be placed with the required 0% slope.
Currently, proposed grades approach 20%.

Conservation Easement. On sheets 22 and 23, extend the conservation easement between lots
315 and 318 to the right-of-way of Fairmount Drive.

RPA/Conservation Easement Signage. Provide a plan for signage on sheets 22 and 23 to identify
the proposed easements and RPA.

Pond WSEL’s. 1t is unknown when the pond routings were performed and what information was
used in obtaining the WSEL’s for Lake Nice. This, on top of increased drainage and impervious
areas requires that updated routings be performed. Information must reflect the revisions to the
principal spillway and the drainage areas. Please provide with the next submittal.
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JAMES CITY SERVICE AUTHORITY

MEMORANDUM
Date: November 3, 2005
To: Ellen Cook, Senior Planner
From: Susan Mulholland, P.E. - Civil Engineer @/\/
Subject: S-112-04, Wellington, Sections 6 & 7 (Construction Plans)

James City Service Authority has reviewed these plans for general compliance with the JCSA
Standards and Specifications, Water Distribution and Sanitary Sewer Systems and have the
following comments for the above project you forwarded on October 18, 2005. Quality control
and back checking of the plans and calculations for discrepancies, errors, omissions, and
conflicts is the sole responsibility of the professional engineer and/or surveyor who has signed,
sealed, and dated the plans and calculations. It is the responsibility of the engineer or surveyor to
ensure the plans and calculations comply with all governing regulations, standards, and
specifications. Before the JCSA can approve these plans for general compliance with the JCSA
Standards and Specifications, the following comments must be addressed. We may have
additional comments when a revised plan incorporating these comments is submitted.

Sheet 16:
1. Verify and show that a minimum of 18 inches of clearance is maintained between
the laterals serving Lots 276, 277, and 278, and water line. Alternatively, specify
pressure pipe (C900) for these laterals OR lower the water line approximately 6
inches and provide a sand cushion between the water line and the storm sewer
crossing.

Water Data Sheet:

1. Section 6:
a. Verify the total length of 4-inch pipe (JCSA estimates 470 If). Revise
accordingly.

b. Include 6-inch DI pipe lengths for fire hydrants (JCSA estimates 140 If).

Sanitary Sewer Data Sheet:
1. Section 6: Pipe lengths shown for PVC and DI appear to contradict the profiled
lengths (JCSA estimates 2113 If PVC and 5776 DI). Verify and revise
accordingly.

Please call me at 253-6679 if you have any questions or require any additional information.

Page 1 of 1



SITE PLAN-60-05. Community Sports Facility
Staff Report for the November 30, 2005, Development Review Committee Meeting

SUMMARY FACTS

Applicant: Bernie Farmer, JCC General Services

Land Owner: James City County

Proposed Use: 3,000 seat public stadium

Location: 4725 Stadium Road, Warhill Sports Complex

Tax Map/Parcel No.: (32-1)(1-12)

Primary Service Area: Inside

Parcel Size: 21.2 acres

Zoning: R-8, Rural Residential

Comprehensive Plan: Park, Public or Semi-Public Open Space

Reason for DRC Review: 1) Section 15.2-2232 of the Virginia State Code requires Planning
Commission review of any public area, facility or use not shown on the
adopted Comprehensive Plan. This code states that no facility shall be
allowed unless the commission determines that the location, character and
extent of the facility is “substantially” in accord with the adopted
Comprehensive Plan.
2) A waiver to use “off-site” parking in accordance with 22-55(b) of the
James City County Zoning Ordinance is required.

Project History:

e Planning Commission: SUP-17-03/MP-5-03, Warhill Sports Complex was reviewed by the
Commission on June 17, 2004.

Staff Contact: Matthew Arcieri Phone: 253-6685

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Comprehensive Plan Consistency

The 2003 Comprehensive Plan designates this property as Park, Public or Semi-Public Open Space. The plan
suggests that the areas are owned by institutions or the public for recreation or open space. In addition, the
Warhill Sports Complex Master Plan designates this property as the “Stadium Complex”. Staff recommends
the Development Review Committee find this proposal substantially consistent with the 2003 Comprehensive
Plan.

Shared Parking
The applicant estimates that a 3,000 seat stadium would require 1,000 parking spaces (1 space per 3 seats).

However, only 703 parking spaces are proposed as part of this site plan, a shortage 0of 297 parking spaces. The

SP-60-05. Community Sports Complex
Page 1



applicant has proposed using parking at the ¢ High School and the Warhill Sports Complex to make up this
difference.

The 3" High School will have 753 spaces when completed. These facilities will be connected to the stadium
site via a six foot paved multi-use path running along side the stadium access road. Those attending stadium
events will have to walk approximately 1,500 to 2,000 feet to use these shared facilities.

Staff notes that there are opportunities for additional future shared parking with the Warhill Sports Complex.
However, pedestrian facilities connecting these lots to the stadium site do not exist at this time. Staff does note
the stadium parking lot creates an opportunity for future shared parking with the adjacent soccer fields and will
help prevent the County from having to construct additional parking for the expansion of these facilities.

Staff recommends approval of use of the 3 High School parking lots as off-site parking for this project.

atthew Aftcieri

Attachments:
1. Plan (under separate cover)
2. Minutes of the June 17, 2004 Planning Commission Meeting

SP-60-05. Community Sports Complex
Page 2



F. Case No. SUP-17-03/MP-05-03 Warhill Sports Complex

Mr. Chris Johnson presented the staff report. Mr. Needham Cheely, on behalf of James City County
Parks and Recreation, has applied for a special use permit amendment and master plan amendment to add
additional recreational facilities at the Warhill Sports Complex generally located north of Longhill Road, east
of Centerville Road and west of Route 199. The properties are located at 5700 Warhill Trail and are zoned
R-8, Rural Residential, and designated as Park, Public, or Semi-Public Open Space on the Comprehensive
Plan Land Use Map. The properties can be further identified as parcels (1-12) on the JCC Tax Map No. (32-
1). Staff recommended approval for the request.

Mr. McCleary clarified that BMX tracks would be for bicycles.
Mr. Johnson concurred.
Mr. Hunt questioned where the primary access for the site would be.

Mr. Johnson responded that the plan allowed for a secondary road connecting the park to Centerville
road that would be contingent on future talks between VDOT and the Parks and Recreation department.

Mr. Billups asked if the remaining parts of the complex could be completed without VDOT review of
a traffic study.

Mr. Johnson responded that, though VDOT has the power to require it, that they would not likely ask
for it in the near future.

Mr. Poole opened the public hearing.
Mr. Needham Cheely, Director of Parks and Recreation, made himself available for questions.
Mr. Kale asked if there was a plan in place for the future stadium site.

Mr. Cheely responded that the considerations for this site would be contingent upon funding
availability and public interest, which at current time would predict a possible start date after 2007.

Mr. Kale questioned how far along parking plans had been advanced for that site.

Mr. Cheely responded that, though no formal plan had been formulated, some sort of shared parking
agreement with other facilities would be pursued.

Mr. Kale expressed his concern for the parking around the E and F field sites, specifically to the
aesthetics of the park being too dominated by parking lots, and that the eventual demand for the facilities will
overrun the capacity of Longhill and Warhill roads. He proposed a design that included more shared parking.

Mr. Cheely stated that no facility will be built without VDOT review, and that VDOT has the ability
to call for a traffic study once it is deemed necessary. As to Centerville Road access, Mr. Cheely spoke to the
safety hazard posed by a full road, which could be used as a cut through, and stressed the intention that it
would be used in emergencies only. Given the expanding season length of youth athletic seasons, parking in
the park was meant to be convenient, but not dedicated, to a certain field and reassured that the parking plan
reflected in the application addressed that point.

Mr. Billups asked what percentage of the park acreage could be used for parking.

Mr. Cheely responded that certain areas had been treated, out of experience, to admit the overflow
parking that will inevitably be needed.

Mr. Billups asked if the plan would affect a specific subdivision or group of residents.



Mr. Cheely responded that Parks and Recreation had conducted regular meetings with the Mallard
Hill Subdivision and held discussions with the large-lot property owners adjacent to the park.

Mr. Fraley related to the Commission the current parking situation, characterized by frequent use of
unpaved overflow areas.

Mr. Kale stated his concern about the placement and location of parking lots, and that combined
parking would improve the overall convenience of parking at the complex.

Mr. Cheely restated the intention to maximize current and shared usages, and to balance individual
parking elements while placing them strategically in relation to the facilities.

Mr. Poole stated that, while it was difficult to expect people to walk the distance of the soccer field,
the parking plan in the application was satisfactory.

Mr. Kale spoke to the importance of the configurations, and that placing individual parking lots
specific to each facility in fact made access to the site less convenient.

Mr. Poole closed the public hearing.
Mr. McCleary expressed his support for recreational facilities and moved to approve the application.
Mr. Kale seconded the motion.

Mr. Poole expressed his support for the facility and credited staff for the high quality of the current
facility.

Mr. Sowers confirmed that the motion included the amended conditions.

In a roll call vote the application was approved 7:0; AYE: (7) McCleary, Fraley, Hunt, Kale, Billups,
Wildman; Poole NAY (0).



SITE PLAN SP-135-05. Materials Storage SP Amendment
Staff Report for the November 30, 2005, Development Review Committee Meeting

SUMMARY FACTS

Applicant: Mr. Chris Basic, AES Consulting Engineers

Land Owner: Gary Massie, Massie Corporation

Proposed Use: Material Storage

Location: 7722 Richmond Road

Tax Map/Parcel No.: (13-3)(1-1)

Primary Service Area: Inside

Parcel Size: 5.6 acres

Zoning: M-1

Comprehensive Plan: General Industry and Mixed Use

Reason for DRC Review: Section 24-147 of the Zoning Ordinance requires DRC review for all site
plans with two entrances on the same road.

Project History:

¢ Planning Commission: None
e Development Review Committee: None

Staff Contact: Jason Purse, Planner Phone: 253-6685

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The storage area on this site plan will be used to store construction equipment, as needed, between projects.
There will be an entrance on the east side that will serve traffic from the internal Massie site, while the entrance
on the western side of the property will mainly be used for traffic coming and going from Richmond Road.
This will be a limited use project site, that is only intended to serve the needs of the industrial park, so traffic
entering and leaving will not adversely effect traffic from the main road. None of the agency comments,
including VDOT and the Fire Department, reflect a negative impact from the\two proposed entrances. Staff
recommends preliminary approval subject to agency comments.

spn Purse, Planner

Attachments:

1. Site Plan (under separate cover)
2. Location Map

3. Agency Comments

SP-135-05. Material Storage SP Amendment
Page 1



JCC-SP-135-05
Materials Storage SP Amendment

w'_,_...——-—rf—""-

- e i

"
T

o A
e Ty

S e ——
M.

i

Project Site

licensed by.the Commg




JCC-SP-135-05
aterials Storage SP Amendment

Project Site




JCC-SP-135-05
Materials Storage SP Amendment

Project Site

v th

e D!




JCC-SP-135-05
Materials Storage SP Amendment

5 Project Site




AGENCY COMMENTS

Planning:

1.

This plan proposes two entrances to the same site so therefore requires approval by the Development
Review Committee. The case will be heard at the November 30 2005 meeting, which starts at 4PM,

According to Section 24-41 of the zoning ordinance (for outdoor operations and storage) there must be
a set back line a minimum of 35 feet from the right-of-way of any street with a right-of-way 50 feet or
greater in width or 60 feet from the centerline of any street with a right-of-way less than 50 feet.
Please show the right-of-way and centerline for Massie Lane and the subsequent set back lines for the
property.

As set forth in Section 24-145 (15) please show computation notations including total site area and the
amount and percentage of the site covered by open space on the title page.

Are there any proposed lights for this project site? If so, please provide information about the lighting
plan and light fixture detail.

Are there any proposed dumpster pads for this site? If so, they will need to be noted on the plan and
properly screened according to County ordinance requirements.

Fire Department:

1.

Plan approved as submitted.

Environmental:

1.
JCSA:

1.

VDOT:

1.

2.

See attached screening form sheet and comments section.

Based on the site plan submitted, water and sanitary sewer is not proposed for this development.
Therefore, JCSA inspection fees will not be required for this project.

Ensure adequate sight distances at the entrances and that proposed landscaping does not impede sight
lines.

Provide stop signs (MUTCD R1-1, 30"x30") at the proposed entrances.

Landscaping;

1.

Staff and the Planning Director have considered the landscape modification request made by the

applicant and have concluded that a reduction of landscape area along Massie Lane is warranted.
However, a deletion of all plant materials along the north side of Massie Lane is not warranted.

SP-135-05. Material Storage SP Amendment
Page 2



Staff feels that there is a need to buffer this area from Massie Lane due to the nature of the
materials being stored, and the fact that the Concrete plant right across the street has to meet the
same requirements. Staff is willing to reduce the required landscape area down to 15 feet along
Massie Lane and the requirements for industrial sites allows for a reduction on perimeter plants up
to 50%. Please refer to ordinance 24-99 (c).

County Engineer

1. Plan approved as submitted.

SP-135-05. Material Storage SP Amendment
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Initial Plan of Development Screening for
DRC - Preliminary Approval Purposes

Environmental Division - Tel. No. 253-6670 Fax No. 259-4032

Project Name: Massie Material Storage Amendment (Amends SP-20-96)
County Plan No.: SP-135-05 Date of Review: 10/17/05
Not

OK

Completeness of application (checklist, plans, design report, etc.)
Consistency with previously approved Master Stormwater Management Plan
Impervious cover for site less than 60 percent

Environmental Inventory completeness

Impacts to RPA, RPA Buffer or Steep Slope areas

Perennial Stream Determination

Compliance with County 10-point BMP Criteria

Compliance with County’s Stream Channel Protection Criteria
Minimum Standard # 19 - Channel Adequacy

Erosion & Sediment Control Plan concept

Stormwater Management Plan concept

Drainage Plan concept

Lot-to-lot drainage

BMPs outlet into defined natural or man-made receiving channel.
Other, please describe.

Ny SRNNNENANEN R

EEEEEEEEEEEEE

The Environmental Division hereby: Recommends D Does not recommend
granting preliminary approval for this project for the November 30, 2005 Development Review Committee
(DRC) meeting.

If not OK, give specific reasons or examples:

Approval subject to agency comments is recommended. For this case, agency comments would include
comments associated with this plan of development (SP-135-05) and that associated with the master
stormwater management plan for the Massie Corporation Property (SWM-02-05) as submitted for review
with the Titan Concrete site (SP-122-05).

Name Scott J. Thomas Title Senior Engineer

Signature Date 11/18/2005

JRCScreening.pdf Rev. 09-05



ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION REVIEW COMMENTS
MASSIE MATERIAL STORAGE AMENDMENT (AMENDS SP-20-96)
COUNTY PLAN NO. SP-135-05
November 17, 2005

General:

1.

2.

A Land-Disturbing Permit and Siltation Agreement, with surety, are required for this project.

VSMP. It appears construction activity for the site will exceed 2,500 square feet. Therefore, it is
the owner’s responsibility to register for coverage under the General Permit for Discharge of
Stormwater from Construction Activities, in accordance with current requirements of the Virginia
Department of Conservation and Recreation and the Virginia Stormwater Management Program.
Visit http://www.dcr.virginia.gov/sw/vsmp.htm or contact the DCR Central Office at 804-371-
7330 for additional information.

VPDES. It is the owner’s responsibility to determine if the site use warrants the need for a
General Virginia Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (VPDES) Permit for Discharges of
Stormwater Associated with Industrial Activity. If so, it is the owner’s responsibility to register
and comply with the provisions of the general permit in accordance with current requirements of
the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality and 9 VAC 25-151-10 et seq. Contact the
Tidewater Regional Office of the DEQ at (757) 518-2000 or the Central Office at (804) 698-4000
for further information.

Site Tabulation. Provide proposed impervious cover and disturbed area estimates in the site
tabulation for the project.

Watershed. Provide a note on the cover sheet of the plans indicating which County watershed the
project is situated in.

Chesapeake Bay Preservation:

6.

Environmental Inventory. The following comments pertain to the environmental inventory as
presented on Sheet 2.

6a. The inventory table provided on Sheet 2 lists the appropriate components and impacts,
however, it is not apparent where the stated impacts to steep slopes occur (0.79 acres per
the inventory table).

6b. The plan sheet needs to show the limits of work (clearing and grading), including that
associated with utilities and installation of erosion and sediment controls, clearly
transposed onto the sheet to properly evaluate impacts of the development plan to
environmentally sensitive areas.

6¢. Label the existing BMP to the north of the site with County BMP ID Code identifier WC
016 on the environmental inventory and all other applicable plan sheets.


http://www.dcr.virginia.gov/sw/vsmp.btm

7.

Steep Slopes. In general, there is no distinction made between land-disturbing activities on a
natural or man-made slope of 25 percent or greater. If steep slopes are to be impacted for this
project, a waiver request is required, in writing, to the Environmental Division.

Erosion & Sediment Control Plan:

8.

10.

1.

12.

13.

14,

15.

Design Checklist. Please provide a completed standard James City County Erosion and Sediment
Control and Stormwater Management Design Plan Checklist, specific to this project. The intent
of the checklist is to ensure the plan preparer has provided all items necessary for a complete and
expeditious review.

Standard E&SC Notes. Add the standard James City County Erosion Control Notes dated
7/06/01 to the plan set. Contact the Environmental Division at 757-253-6639 if you need a hard
or electronic copy of the standard notes.

E&SC Narrative. The erosion and sediment control narrative as provided on Sheet 3 should be
combined with narrative information on Sheet 2 to make a complete narrative. Ensure the
narrative meets VESCH requirements and indicates important site, adjacent parcel, soil and
development (intended use) information. Also, E&SC narrative Note # 1 on Sheet 3 references
“Harrington Commons” which does not apply to this plan.

Temporary Stockpile Areas. Show any temporary soil stockpile, staging and equipment storage
areas (with required erosion and sediment controls) or indicate on the plans that none are
anticipated for the project site.

E&SC Plan. It was our understanding that the existing basin to the north of this site would be
modified to a temporary sediment basin for the Titan plan of development (SP-122-05) and sized
accordingly to handle disturbance associated with this site. There is no indication on this plan
that this basin will be used as a temporary sediment basin feature. Also, as Sheet 3 shows a
detailed sequence and a temporary sediment trap, it would appear that the erosion and sediment
control plan as shown on Sheet 3 is for all phases of construction, not just Phase I.

Diversions. It is unclear why most of the temporary diversions used on the erosion and sediment
control plan are right-of-way diversions (RWD) rather than standard diversion dikes (DD).

Rock Construction Entrance. It would appear that the construction entrance for the Phase 1
portion of the site would be better suited at the east end of the site at the location of the existing
commercial entrance. Also, it would also appear that new construction entrances must be
specified for subsequent phases (ie. Phase 2, Phase 3, etc.) so as not to impact stabilization of the
previous phase.

Temporary Sediment Traps. Temporary sediment traps shall be designed and constructed based
upon the total drainage area to be served by the facility. Based on Minimum Standard # 6 of the
Virginia Erosion & Sediment Control regulations and Minimum Standard & Spec. 3.13 of the
VESCH, the minimum storage capacity of a sediment trap is based on 134 cubic yards per acre of
drainage area and the trap shall control drainage from areas 3 acres or less. Provide supporting
calculations that the sediment basin is sized correctly for the critical drainage area shown.



16.

17.

18.

19.

Rock Check Dams. Provide rock check dams at sufficient foot intervals within existing/proposed
roadside drainage channels to the east of the proposed construction entrance. Although erosive
flows and sediment carried to this ditch are apparently limited by the Right-of-Way Diversion 1,
the ditch is shown within the limits of disturbance and in the vicinity of the construction entrance
and commercial entrance construction.

Slope Stabilization. Provide stabilization or a safe conveyance where runoff from temporary
diversions enter the temporary sediment basin.

Inlet Protections. All storm sewer inlets installed during construction shall be protected so that
sediment-laden runoff cannot enter the conveyance system without filtering or treatment.
Although Note 8 of the E&SC Narrative properly indicates that additional inlet protections may
be necessary, it is evident that inlet protections will be required for the four existing inlets shown
near the proposed construction entrance on Massie Lane. Provide storm drain inlet protections in
accordance with Minimum Standard & Spec. 3.07 of the VESCH for these inlets.

Downstream BMP Protection. If the downstream stormwater basin (ie. WC 016) is not to be
utilized for sediment trapping purposes, include provisions on the E&SC plan for this site to
monitor the existing offsite BMP for signs of sedimentation, specifically during or as a result of
construction on this site. As the facility will not be used for sediment control, the contractor
should be aware that additional onsite or offsite controls may be necessary to protect the BMP
from degradation. This may include additional E&SC measures, cleaning and sediment removal
within the basin or connecting pipe systems and coordination with the owner, engineer or the
County.

Stormwater Management / Drainage:

20

21.

22,

Stormwater Management. The reference note on Sheet 5 appears to have an incorrect site plan
designation as the Titan plan of development is County Plan No. SP-122-05, not SP-122-17. The
note should also reference the Master Stormwater Management Plan for the Massie Corporation
Property (Division Plan No. SWM-02-05)

Wet Pond BMP. The development of this site is ultimately dependent on use of an existing
stormwater basin (County BMP ID Code WC 016) to comply with stormwater requirements.

This is being accomplished by use of the master stormwater management plan for the Massie
Corporation site tract. Therefore, before this plan can be approved, the stormwater management
plan is subject to the provisions of Section 23-9(b)(8) of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation
ordinance. It must be demonstrated that the existing BMP is in good working order and
performing at the design level of service. This is especially important as it pertains to the existing
outfall pipe system from the BMP to the receiving natural channel. Even though the basin will be
utilized for final BMP purposes, the outfall system must be structurally sound and operational.

Drainage Design Guidelines. The storm drainage system for this project is not in conformance
with several items of the James City County, Environmental Division, Stormwater Drainage
Conveyance Systems (Non-BMP related), General Design and Construction Guidelines. The
items are as follows:

22a.  Hydraulic Grade Line - Section 4.0 Storm Drain and Inlet Design states in /tem 4.2.
Storm drains shall generally be designed as gravity flow, non-pressurized systems such
that flow depth is less than the height of the conduit. Pressure flow systems, where

3



23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

pressure head is above the top of the conduit but less than inlet rim (top) elevations, are
generally acceptable. Pressure flow systems, which may surcharge above inlet rim (top)
elevations are generally not acceptable; however, may be allowed on a case-by-case
basis depending on intended uses at the site and with proper coordination with the
Environmental Division. Line 3 to Line 2 and Line 4 to Line 3 have HGL elevations
greater than the ground/rim elevations.

22b.  Reductions in Pipe Size. Section 4.0 Storm Drain and Inlet Design states in ltem 4.14.
No reductions in pipe size are allowed in the downstream direction of flow. According to
the calculations presented, the storm drainage piping system begins upstream with an
inlet and 30-inch diameter pipe which passes through a 24-inch diameter pipe which
leads to a 42-inch diameter pipe which ultimately discharges through a 24-inch diameter
pipe to the BMP outfall.

Runoff Coefficients. The runoff coefficients for the storage yard, as shown in the design report,
are mostly comprised of C values of 0.85 for “cement treated aggregate” areas. These areas need
to be considered as impervious per Section 23-3 of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation ordinance
(impervious cover definition). The Virginia Stormwater Management Handbook recommends a
value of at least 0.9 for paved areas (Table 4-5a page 4-21). As use of lower values will tend to
underestimate flows in a system which is already shown as having surcharge.

Drainage Map. Provide a drainage map showing proposed drainage sub areas with divides for all

stormwater drainage pipes and channels, BMPs and special points of analyses. Include the size of
each drainage area as well as applicable runoff coefficients, times of concentration and applicable
offsite service area. Include contributing areas from the east of the proposed site so the adequacy

of the complete system may be evaluated.

Inlet/Storm Drain Computations. Design computations were provided to show capacity and
velocities of pipes for only a small portion of the overall the storm drainage piping system.
Please provide additional inlet computations and hydraulic grade line computations as applicable
for the entire system leading to the 24-inch pipe which outfalls into BMP WC016. Ensure depths
of flow at the inlets or inlet surcharging due to hydraulic grade or inlet weir/orifice control will
not create an undesirable condition for intended uses at the site.

Stormwater Conveyance Channel Computations. Provide calculations to support the design of all
stormwater conveyance channels and swales. Computations shall show adequacy for erosion
resistance for the 2-year storm event and capacity for the 10-year storm event.

Storm Drainage Structures. Label all proposed storm drainage structures and pipe segments on
Sheets 2, 3 and 4 as applicable. Except for the DI-7 and 30-inch pipe as indicated on Sheet 4,
nothing else is labeled.

RCP Pipe. Show class required for all proposed onsite reinforced concrete pipe storm drains and
culverts. Consider dead and live loads and cover depths during and following construction.

IS-1 Shaping. Inlet shaping is recommended for all storm drain structures, especially those which
are making the 90 degree turns.



BUILDING SETBACK MODIFICATION SP-145-05. Langley Federal Credit Union
Staff Report for the November 30, 2005, Development Review Committee Meeting

SUMMARY FACTS

Applicant: Nicholas Botta, AES Consulting Engineers

Land Owner: Thomas Hornor, Langley Federal Credit Union

Proposed Use: A 16,000 square-foot, two-story bank and office building
Location: 5220 Monticello Ave

Tax Map/Parcel No.: (38-4) (1-55)

Primary Service Area: Inside

Parcel Size: 2.0 acres

Existing Zoning: MU, Mixed Use, with Proffers

Comprehensive Plan: Mixed Use

Reason for DRC Review: To grant a modification to Section 24-527: Setback Requirements

Project History:
e Planning Commission: Rezoning denied August 1, 2005, but approved by BOS August 9, 2005
e Development Review Committee: None

Staff Contact: Jason Purse, Planner Phone: 253-6685

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Section 24-527(a) of the Zoning Ordinance states that structures shall be located 50 feet or more from any
existing or planned public road right-of-way which is 50 feet or greater in width. The design of blocks in New
Town (buildings around the perimeter of central parking lots) requires each building to encroach into this 50
foot setback. Section 24-527(c) states that the DRC may grant a reduction upon finding the proposed setback
is for the purpose of integrating proposed mixed use development with adjacent development.

esign Guidelines and compatibility
n New Town Avenue satisfies the
. Staff recommends approval of the

Due to the master plan’s conformance with the approved New Tow
with the surrounding development, staff believes the reduced setbac
intent of the ordinance and will have no adverse or detrimental impac
setback modification.

Attachments:

1. Site Plan (under separate cover)

2. Planning Commission Minutes

3. Setback Modification Request Letter

SP-145-05. Langley Federal Credit Union
Page 1



Mr. Geddy noted that there have been no changes in the way the company or the borrow
pits have been operated locally.

Mr. Greg Davis, Kaufman and Canoles, represented adjacent property owner, Greenmount
Associates. Mr. Davis stated that his client did not oppose the application. He urged retention
of the five year renewal required.

Hearing no other requests to speak, the public hearing was closed.

Mr. Kennedy motioned to approve the applications with a five year expiration.

Ms. Jones seconded the motion.

Mr. Billups stated his concerns about the safety and health conditions that currently exist.
He said there were no steps being taken to correct or lessen the impact of dust, debris, etc. to

residents.

Mr. Sowers said that public notice was given and that no residents came forward. He also
said there were conversations with neighbors during the previous renewal request.

Mr. Billups said there was an obligation to ensure the health and safety of residents even if
they do not appear.

Ms. Jones stated that the staff report indicated that those conditions will be properly
regulated.

Mr. Billups said marine life is another concern.

Mr. Geddy stated that creation of the tidal wetlands is a proposed benefit and will require
exhaustive permitting.

Mr. Kale confirmed that proper experts will be consulted such as the Virginia Marine
Resources Commission. He also stated his concern that the road be kept free of debris.

The Commission and the applicant discussed the improvements to Blow Flats Road.

In unanimous roll call votes both applications were recommended for approval (7-0).
AYE: Billups, Kale, Fraley, Blanton, Jones, Kennedy, Hunt; NAY: (0).

The Commission adjourned for five minutes.

% M. Z-4-05/SUP-7-05 Langley Federal Credit Union at New Town

Ms. Tamara Rosario presented the staff report. Mr. Tom Horner of Langley Federal Credit
Union has applied for a setback modification, special use permit, and rezoning of approximately 2



acres from M-1, Limited Business/Industrial, to MU, Mixed Use, with proffers. The applicant
seeks to construct a two-story, 16,000 square-foot bank and office building on the northeast corner
of Monticello Avenue and New Town Avenue in the New Town area. The case was deferred at the
July 11" Planning Commission meeting. At that time the Planning Commission recommended that
the applicant revisit the issues of the number of drive-through lanes, address the proffer
deficiencies and explore shared parking. In response the applicant reduced the number of drive-
through lanes requested from seven to five (four teller lanes and one ATM lane for immediate use)
plus two teller lanes reserved for future use. The remaining two lanes would require DRC
approval. The applicant submitted proffers which address the deficiencies previously noted,
including participation in the New Town Commercial Property Owner’s Association. The
applicant also expressed a willingness to work with adjoining landowners on shared parking when
the adjoining parcels are developed.

Staff found the proposed use consistent with the surrounding development, the New Town
Design Guidelines, and the Comprehensive Plan and recommended approval of the application and
attached conditions.

Mr. Hunt opened the public hearing.

Mr. Ray Suttle, Jr., of Jones, Blechman, Woltz, and Kelly, represented the applicant and
introduced Tom Tingle, the architect.

Mr. Tom Tingle, Guernsey-Tingle, made a presentation outlining the project and
identifying the changes made as a result of staff’s, the Design Review Board’s and the Planning
Commission’s requests.

Mr. Fraley applauded Mr. Tingle on the design.

Mr. Kale agreed with Mr. Fraley on the design. He disagreed with the number of drive-
through lanes. He said that some New Town Design Review Board (DRB) members had
expressed their support for a reduction to him.

Mr. Kale and Mr. Tingle discussed how the drive-through reduction could be achieved
architecturally. Mr. Kale also stated his desire for any requests for expansion to be made before
the full Planning Commission.

Ms. Blanton thought the applicant had done an admirable job responding to the New Town
Design Guidelines. However; she felt the New Town principles favored pedestrians and that three
drive-through tellers and one ATM lane was sufficient. Ms. Blanton was not comfortable with
allowing the possibility of future expansions.

Mr. Fraley agreed with Mr. Kale that future expansion requests come before the full
Commission. He said he had also had discussions with DRB members concerning their desire for
fewer lanes. Mr. Fraley noted that the current James City County branch does not have a drive-



through and does not seem to experience traffic back-ups. He questioned whether this project was
a fit for New Town.

Mr. Kennedy commended the applicant and felt the changes reflected their desire to be in
New Town. He did not think New Town would be a walking community and this is on the
outskirts of New Town. He asked if the applicant would look to move elsewhere if the additional
lane was not approved.

Mr. Tom Horner, the applicant, discussed how this location was chosen. He stated that
their consultant had originally recommended that they locate in the Richmond Road/Lightfoot
Road area based on their customers’ demographics, but they preferred a New Town location. He
insisted that the project required four drive-up tellers lanes and that three would not work. He
explained that one teller works two lanes so that an odd number of lanes would mean one person
would be working at 50%. Mr. Horner also said he was responding to their members who have
said they do not do business at the Colony Square branch because it does not have a drive-through
and because they cannot cross the road safely.

Mr. Fraley asked the applicant to explain how he would lose money with three lanes when
nearby institutions only have three.

Mr. Horner explained that other institutions have one teller working three lanes and he felt
he could better serve his members with one teller working two lanes.

Mr. Kennedy disagreed with the other Commissioners and stated his support of the
proposal.

Hearing no other requests to speak, Mr. Hunt closed the public hearing.

Mr. Hunt said that after listening to the applicant he understood his argument that the
additional drive-through was a matter of efficiency.

Ms. Blanton stated her understanding that when visiting New Town one would park or
walk over and do a number of errands at once. She felt the notion of zipping through in a car and
going elsewhere is counter to what New Town is trying to accomplish.

Mr. Billups said he did not think that one additional drive-through warranted denial of the
application.

Mr. Kennedy asked if anyone was present from the DRB. He stated his opinion that it was
grossly unfair that DRB members would call some individual members of the Commission without
calling all of them in order to express their concerns after having made a decision that indicated
that they were in support of the plan. He thought they should have appeared before the Planning
Commission and made their statements available to everyone.



Mr. Fraley again complimented the applicant on the proposal and their responsiveness in
incorporating changes from last month’s meeting. He also said he was not persuaded and would
not support the request.

Ms. Jones agreed that the facility is one of the gateways to New Town and should comply
with the pedestrian friendly spirit of the community. She said she would not support three drive-
through tellers and one ATM.

Mr. Kale motioned to approve and amend the application allowing no more than four drive-
through lanes including the ATM and requiring any requests for expansion to be presented to the
full Commission.

Mr. Fraley seconded the motion.

Mr. Kinsmen confirmed that both the rezoning and special use permit applications would
be voted on together.

Mr. Kennedy suggested entering a substitute motion to approve the application as
presented.

Ms. Blanton confirmed with Mr. Kale the effect of passage of his motion. She did not
support allowing the possibility of future expansion.

Mr. Fraley agreed with Ms. Blanton on the issue of expansion.

Mr. Kennedy stated that the applicant may prefer a vote on Mr. Kale’s motion.

Mr. Tingle stated the applicant’s preference for a vote on the application as presented.
Mr. Kale withdrew his motion.

Mr. Kennedy motioned to approve the application as presented.

Mr. Fraley seconded the motion.

The motion to recommend approval of the application failed (3:4). AYE: Billups,
Kennedy, Hunt (3); NAY: Kale, Blanton, Fraley, Jones (4).

N. Z-10-05/SUP-17-05/MP-7-05 The Villages at Whitehall (LaGrange)
0. Z-11-05/SUP-18-05/MP-8-05 The Villages at Whitehall (Task, Neck, Rochambeau)

Mr. Matthew Smolnik presented the staff report. Mr. Vernon Geddy has applied on behalf
of Rauch Development to rezone approximately 22.81 acres of land currently zoned A-1, General
Agriculture to R-2 Cluster, General Residential with special use permit for a residential cluster
overlay to construct a maximum of 79 residential dwelling units with an overall density cap of 3.46
dwelling units per acre. The Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map designates these properties as
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Members, Design Review Committee of James City County il 2005
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Williamsburg, Virginia 23187-8784 = VED
"=, POANNING DEPARTMENT
RE:  Request for Modification, Langley Federal Credit Union at New Towf% \S
AES Pro_|ect No. 9529 _ ;'.;/ T Ao

Design Committee Members:

AES, on behalf of our client, Langley Federal Credit Union, is requesting a modification to the
buiiding setback requiremenis as specified by the James City County Ordinance Section 24-327
paragraph (a). Langley is proposing to develop the property commercially as a drive-thru bank and office
building at the corner of Monticello Avenue and New Town Avenue. The site has been rezoned from M-1
to Mixed Use with a special use permit

Section 24-527 (a) states that structures shall be located 50 feet or more from any existing
planned or public right of way which is 50 feet or greater. The Langley Federal Credit Union building is
sited with the main body of the building structure 50’ from the Monticello Avenue ROW. This placement
mirrors the location of the Towne Bank building on the opposite corner of New Town and Monticello
Avenues. The Credit Union building is sited as close as functionally possible to New Town Avenue
averaging between 40’ an 50” from the main body to the ROW and a minimum of 25’ at a covered entry
connection. It is important to note that New Town guidelines call for setbacks ranging from 0 to 25°.
These setbacks are again consistent with those approved for Towne Bank and serve to further reinforce
the symmetry at this important gateway into New Town.

This site shall be treated as part of one of the main entrances to New Town and will be
representative of this significant urban development. The yards and setbacks for Langley Federal Credit
Union should mirror those that are being applied to the New Town community. Per Section 24-527 (¢ )
(1), the above referenced request for modification is “for the purposes of integrating the proposed mixed
use development with adjacent development.” Further, this project will be subject to review by the New
Town Design Review Board and architecture, site planning and landscaping will adhere to the intent of
the New Town Design Guidelines.

In closing we feel that Langley Federal Credit Union is building an exemplary office and bank
facility that will help to form an important gateway to New Town and we thank you for your
consideration of this Request for Modification.

Sincerely,
AES Consulting Engfneers
James S. Peters L.A.

Landscape Architect/Land Planner

cc: Mr. Tom Hornor
S:\Jobs\9529\00-LangleyFedCU SUP\Wordproc\Document\9529-0L LAmod.twd.doc
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SUBDIVISION-91-04. Marywood
Staff Report for the November 30, 2005, Development Review Committee Meeting

SUMMARY FACTS

Applicant: Jason Grimes, AES Consulting Engineers
Land Owner: Centex Homes

Proposed Use: Approval of 114 single-family lots

Location: Property adjacent Kingswood and Druid Hills neighborhoods
Tax Map/Parcel No.: 47-2)(1-47)

Primary Service Area: Inside

Parcel Size: 115.27 acres

Zoning;: R-1, Limited Residential

Comprehensive Plan: Low Density Residential

Reason for DRC Review: The development proposes more than 50 lots
Project History:

e Development Review Committee: Following the recommendation of the DRC at its July 6, 2005
meeting, on July 11, 2005, the Planning Commission denied the case.

e Board of Supervisors: On September 27, 2005 the Board referred the appeal of the Planning
Commission decision back to the Commission with instructions to clearly identify deficiencies in the
plan which cause the disapproval by reference to specific duly adopted ordinances, regulations or
policies and to identify modifications or corrections that will permit approval of the plan. On October
3, 3005 the Commission referred this matter back to the DRC.

Staff Contact: Matthew Arcieri Phone: 253-6685

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
On November 10, 2005, the applicant resubmitted this subdivision plan with the following changes:

o Number of Lots: The total number of lots has been reduced from 114 to 100. All of the fourteen
lots removed used Spring Road as their primary access.

o Flag Lots: All flag lots have been eliminated.

¢ Lot Widths: Lots adjacent the existing neighborhoods have had their lot widths increased from
100 feet to between 112-115 feet.

e Perimeter Buffer: The perimeter buffer between Marywood and the existing neighborhoods has
been increased from 35 feet to 50 feet.

S-91-04. Marywood
Page 1



e RPA Setbacks: All lots are now setback fifteen feet from any RPA.

e Clearing and Grading Limitation: The plan contains notation that the applicant shall submit for
approval as part of the building permit process grading plans for no more than ten lots at a time.

e Spring Road: In addition to the road improvements previously proposed, an additional 225 feet of
Spring Road to its intersection of Holly Road will be repaved.

e Recreation: Additional walking trails, two scenic overlooks with park benches and a 400 square
foot picnic pavilion with picnic tables and cook-out facilities have been added.

Atits July 11 meeting, the Planning Commission voted to deny approval based on its opinion that the previous
proposal did not properly minimize environmental impacts and created traffic conditions on the internal streets
(Spring Road and Oxford Road) and at the intersections of Spring Road and Oxford Road with Jamestown
Road, which would be harmful to the safety, health, and general welfare of the public.

Should the DRC determine that the changes contained within the resubmitted subdivision plan satisfy the
Commission’s stated reasons for disapproval of the previously submitted subdivision plan, then staff
recommends the DRC make this finding and grant preliminary approval subject to agency comments.

I

atthew Arcieri

Attachments:
1. Plan (under separate cover)
2. Agency Comments

$-91-04. Marywood
Page 2



AGENCY COMMENTS

Planning:

1. This plan proposes more than 50 lots and will be reviewed by the Development Review Committee on
November 30, 2005 at 4PM.

2. Per the letter from Greg Davis dated November 10, 2005, please revise the plans as necessary to
eliminate lots 65, 66 and 69

3. On Sheet 2, please review and update the open space calculations.

4. Passive Recreation Trail Plan. Please make the following corrections:

a. Provide the cross-section/construction detail for the trail using the detail shown on Sheet 31 of the
development plans. Staff has determined after consulting the Greenway Master Plan that it prefers
this trail design over that proposed in the November 10, 2005 letter from Greg Davis.

b. Provide a typical layout for the scenic overlooks that incorporates a seating area (2 benches).

¢. Provide a note on the plan that the trails are to be field-located in consultation with County
Planning and Environmental staff.

d. Provide signage at the entrance to the trails. A preferred sign detail is attached.

5. There is an existing trail running through the fifty foot buffer adjacent lot 1 which connects to the
Kingswood pool. Please revise the trail plan and development plan to incorporate this trail into the
system.

6. Please revise Sheet L1 to replace the gazebo with a 400 square foot covered pavilion, picnic tables and
cookout facility. Provide appropriate details.

7. Comments from Environmental, JCSA and VDOT are being provided separately.

S-91-04. Marywood
Page 3



JE&OA

JAMES CITY SERVICE AUTHORITY MEMORANDUM
Date: November 22, 2005
To: Matthew Arcieri, Senior Planner
From: Timothy O. Fortune, P.E%ivil Engineer
Subject: S-091-04, Marywood Subdivision (Construction Plans)

JCSA recommends Preliminary Approval of this plan. This is based on my preliminary review
of the plans you forwarded on November 9, 2005, of which the general layout has remained the
same, and the Applicant’s response letter provided. JCSA will provide a detailed review of this plan
submittal in the near future.

Please call me at 253-6836 if you have any questions or require any additional information.

Page 1 of 1



MEMORANDUM

DATE: November 29, 2005
TO: The Development Review Committee
FROM: Matthew Arcieri, Senior Planner

SUBJECT: S-91-04, Marywood — Agency Recommendations

Attached are the preliminary approval recommendations from the Environmental Division, VDOT and JCSA.



Initial Plan of Development Screening for
DRC - Preliminary Approval Purposes

Environmental Division - Tel. No. 253-6670 Fax No. 259-4032

Project Name: Marywood Subdivision
County Plan No.: S-091-04 Date of Review: 11/21/05
Not

OK

Completeness of application (checklist, plans, design report, etc.)
Consistency with previously approved Master Stormwater Management Plan
Impervious cover for site less than 60 percent

Environmental Inventory completeness

Impacts to RPA, RPA Buffer or Steep Slope areas

Perennial Stream Determination

Compliance with County 10-point BMP Criteria

Compliance with County’s Stream Channel Protection Criteria

Minimum Standard # 19 - Channel Adequacy

Erosion & Sediment Control Plan concept

Stormwater Management Plan concept

Drainage Plan concept

Lot-to-lot drainage

BMPs outlet into defined natural or man-made receiving channel.

Other, please describe.

NRNRNNRRRNRRNRERE B

EEEEEEEEEEER RN

The Environmental Division hereby: Recommends D Does not recommend
granting preliminary approval for this project for the November 30, 2005 Development Review Committee
(DRC) meeting.

If not OK, give specific reasons or examples:

Our Division recommends granting preliminary approval subject to agency comments. (Note: This is our
Division's fourth review of the plan. The plan was revised considerably following DRC denial on July 6,
2005. Our Division had previously recommended preliminary approval for the July 6th DRC and our current
position is consistent with the previous recommendation. Remaining Division comments will need to be
adequately resolved before a land-disturbing permit and final subdivision plan approval can be granted.
Also, the project is subject to administrative and Chesapeake Bay Board review for impacts to RPA and
RPA buffer, which also includes a public hearing for Chesapeake Bay Board items.)

Name Scott J. Thomas / Title Senior Engineer

Signature . Date 11/28/2005

DRCScreening.pdf Rev. 09-05



S-091-04 - Marywood Subdivision Page 1 of 1

Matthew Arcieri

»m: Weidenhammer, Bradley A. [Bradley. Weidenhammer@VDOT.Virginia.gov]
nt: Wednesday, November 23, 2005 12:30 PM

To: Matthew Arcieri

Subject: S-091-04 - Marywood Subdivision

Matt:

We are unable to provide full agency comments at this time. However, following a cursory review of the plans, we offer
preliminary approval subject to forthcoming VDOT comments. These comments will be provided as soon as they are
available. Please contact me if you would like to discuss this matter further.

Bradley A. Weidenhammer, EIT
Transportation Engineer

VDOT - Williamsburg Residency
4451 ironbound Road
Wiltiamsburg, VA 23188

(757) 253-4832

11/28/2005


mailto:Bradley.Weidenhammer@VDOT.Virginia.gov

JEOA

JAMES CITY SERVICE AUTHORITY MEMORANDUM

Date: November 22, 2005

To: Matthew Arcieri, Senior Planner

From: Timothy O. Fortune, P.E%ivil Engineer

Subject: S-091-04, Marywood Subdivision (Construction Plans)

JCSA recommends Preliminary Approval of this plan. This is based on my preliminary review
of the plans you forwarded on November 9, 2005, of which the general layout has remained the
same, and the Applicant’s response letter provided. JCSA will provide a detailed review of this plan

submittal in the near future.

Please call me at 253-6836 if you have any questions or require any additional information.
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