Development Review Committee
Government Center Complex

Board Room, Building F
March 28, 2012 - 4 p.m.

A. Roll Call

B. Minutes February 29, 2012

C. DRC Discussion(s)
1. S-0059-2005. Peleg's Point - Sec. 6 - Jason Purse

B. S-0037-2007. Ford's Colony - Sec. 35 (Westport) - Jose Ribeiro

D. DRC Consideration
1. Z-0003-2012. New Town Sec. 12 - Leanne Reidenbach MP-0001-2012. (Board Work Session
Room)

E. Adjournment
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Development Review Committee Report
March 28, 2012

Peleg’s Point Sec. 6

This case was before the DRC because it proposed more than 50
lots. Following a motion by Mr. Maddocks, the DRC voted 4-0 to
grant preliminary approval subject to agency comments.

Ford’s Colony - Sec. 35 (Westport)

This case was before the DRC because it proposed more than 50
lots. Following a motion by Mr. Basic, the DRC voted 4-0 to grant
preliminary approval for the revised lay-out of Westport
Subdivision subject to agency comments.

New Town Sec. 12

No action was taken at this meeting. The DRC reviewed a master
plan and illustrative layout for a proposed 274 for-rent townhouse
unit development in Section 12 of New Town (off Windsormeade
Way). The rezoning and master plan application have been
submitted and are tentatively scheduled for the May 2 Planning
Commission meeting.
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B. S-0037-2007 Ford’s Colony - Sec. 35 (Westport) Jose Ribeiro
. DRC Consideration
A. Z-0003-2012/ New Town Sec. 12 Leanne Reidenbach
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SUBDIVISION-0059-2005. Peleg’s Point Section 6
Staff Report for the March 28, 2012, Development Review Committee Meeting

SUMMARY FACTS

Applicant: Eric DuBois, A.D. Potts & Associates
Land Owner: Hampton Roads Development
Proposed Use: Residential (78 single-family lots)
Location: Neck-O-Land Road

Tax Map/Parcel No.: 47-4) (1-42)

Primary Service Area: Inside

Parcel Size: 73.2 acres

Zoning: R-1, Limited Residential
Comprehensive Plan: Low Density Residential

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

¢ Planning Commission: This property was rezoned in 1986 and 1988.

e The Development Review Committee deferred this case at its May 31, 2006 and July 5, 2006 meetings
to allow the applicant the opportunity to address drainage comments from the Engineering and
Resource Protection Division.

Staff Contact: Jason Purse Phone: 253-6689

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Phase 6 is the final phase of the Peleg’s Point Master Plan, which was most recently approved in 1988 as a part
of the rezoning case Z-0006-1988. The maximum number of lots allowed under that rezoning was 199. Phase
6 proposes 78 lots, which will result in a total of 189 lots in Peleg’s Point.

The Development Review Committee (DRC) previously reviewed this application in July of 2006. At that
time the applicant was proposing 86 lots. Staff did not recommend preliminary approval of the plan at that
time due to concerns related to proper drainage and areas of inundation on lots. The DRC deferred the
application at the meeting, so the applicant would have the opportunity to reevaluate the design of the site in
order to address the concerns of the Engineering and Resource Protection Division and to comply with the
provisions of the Chesapeake Bay Ordinance.

In September of 2011 the applicant resubmitted the plan to the County for review. Revisions to the plan
included a reduction of 8 lots, enlarging the stormwater management facilities on the property, and included
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provisions to protect the wetland systems against post-development runoff. After additional discussions with
staff in October 2011, the applicant also produced calculations which further demonstrated the adequacy of the
drainage network to operate under design storm events up to, and including the 100-year intensity. County
staff contracted with a third party reviewer (Patton, Harris, Rust and Associates) to evaluate the current
drainage design for compliance with all current standards. The consultant completed their review in January
2012, and verified compliance of the drainage proposal with these standards. While it is known that there are
existing drainage issues during major storm events (mainly along Neck-O-Land road where two watersheds
meet), this new proposal will not detrimentally affect these existing conditions. Furthermore, the additional
entrance onto Neck-O-Land Road will provide a needed secondary point of ingress/egress in cases of flooding
or emergency.

Along with the consultant, and for the purposes of providing a positive recommendation of preliminary
approval, staff finds that this proposal has met all of the major issues identified during previous reviews of the
plan and satisfies the requirements of the Zoning and Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinances. Staff
recommends that this case for preliminary approval, subject to agency comments.

enior Planner 11

Attachments:
1. Subdivision Plan
2 Agency Comments
AGENCY COMMENTS
Planning:
1. This case will need to be reviewed by the Development Review Committee. Meetings are held the last

Wednesday of the month at 4 p.m. in the Building A Conference Room. The next scheduled meeting
is March 28, 2012.

2: Typically, preliminary plat pages are included with construction drawings. These sheets show only the
lot layouts as they are to be recorded at the courthouse. The construction plan submitted with this
application includes the lot layouts on the same page as the utility infrastructure, road way plans,
drainage infrastructure, etc. This approach, while valid for in-the-field construction ease, may lead to
additional comments at the plat review stage when a clearer layout plan is presented. Please keep in
mind, that in addition to the lot setbacks listed on page two, all lots must conform to the minimum lot
width and corner lot provisions listed under section 24-237 and 24-239 respectively.

3. For lots not being cleared during initial construction the limits of clearing are shown only on the
outside the buildable area of the lot (the trees are being shown as being left in a natural state inside the
setback zone). However, there will obviously be clearing of these areas for house sites. Please make a
note on these areas that individual grading plans will be submitted for each lot that will indicate, with
more specificity, where trees will ultimately be preserved.

3. Please note that prior to final plat approval Community Association documents must be submitted for
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review and approval by the County Attorney. These documents are not needed for the approval of
these plans.

VDOT, JCSA, Patton Harris Rust and Associates (consultant): Comments have been attached for your
reference.

Engineering and Resource Protection: Comments have been attached for your reference.
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MEMORANDUM

Date: March 23, 2011
From: William A. Cain, P.E., Chief Engineer
Subject: Preliminary Approval for Peleg’s Point, Section 6 (County Plan No. S-59-05)

Since submitting the application for the above referenced project in 2005, the items of concern surrounding the
Division’s reluctance to provide a positive recommendation for Preliminary Approval to the Development
Review Committee centered on the grading and drainage concept. This concern was not only associated with the
newly proposed Section 6 development, but the potential impact on the surrounding areas as well. Complaints
associated with standing water, frequent inundation during design events, and location of building sites within the
limits of the neighboring flood plain were the primary factors. Since the last formal submittal in 2008,
engineering staff with the Engineering and Resource Protection Division has been working with the applicants’
design engineer in order to obtain the breadth of information necessary to clarify that the proposal would function
in accordance with the established standards and regulations, would not contribute in any way to off-site flooding
concerns during design events, and would not pose a threat to the health, safety, and welfare of either the current
or future homeowners.

Over the past several years, multiple iterations of plans and computations were provided for review and
comment. Under the auspices of focusing every available resource to overcome the issues, all efforts have been
focused primarily on addressing only the items necessary to obtain preliminary approval. Over the past 4 years,
the design has progressed with the following being provided:

s  Proposed contours have been provided and show that grading can be accomplished within the
intended area and to establish the intended drainage patterns.

e  Design considers tidal elevations expected during the design storm events and computations
show that tidal influence will not affect drainage during design events.

e Stormwater Management BMP has been substantially enlarged to provide the required
attenuation and water quality treatment.

¢  Analytical modeling shows no contribution of stormwater off-site during design events.

e  Spot grade elevations have been provided for all building pads to show these areas are at or
above elevation 9.50.

Information provided as recently as December 6, 2011 demonstrates that the grading can be
accomplished in a manner to effectively convey stormwater during the design events to the respective stormwater
treatment device, and the under these events the site will function in a manner that is consistent with the local,
State, and Federal regulations as they pertain to site development. While this information imparts staff with the
confidence to provide a positive recommendation for Preliminary Approval the Development Review Committee
with at this time, a complete review of the recent submittal has not been accomplished as of yet and, therefore,
comments from this submittal are not currently available. As the plans have changed substantially, some of the
previous comments may no longer apply; however, staff is confident that with the main issues resolved, the
remaining revisions necessary to obtain final approval will be minor in comparison, and that the feasibility of the
project to obtain overall compliance has been reasonably demonstrated.

Engineering and Resource Protection is recommending that preliminary approval be granted subject to

the applicant providing revised plans in accordance with the latest drainage design that satisfactorily address
county and state ordinance requirements.
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January 17, 2012

Mr. William Cain, PE

Chief Civil Engineer

Engineering and Resource Protection
101E Mounts Bays Road
Williamsburg, Virginia 23187

Re: Peleg’s Point Section 6 Review of PCSWMM Study

Dear Mr. Cain,

We reviewed the PCSWMM study for Peleg’s Point and provide the following commnets.

1.

2.

10.

The materials presented in the study appear to present a fair and proper hydraulic model of
the existing and proposed drainage systems.

The depths of rainfall were checked and are well within acceptable ranges. As an example,
the study uses 5.8 inches for the 24 hour 10 year storm. Our query of the NOAA data base
suggests 5.49 inches of rain.

The proposed impervious area of 3,000 square feet for the residential lots is very close to
research we have done for previous studies.

We independently checked several hydrographs and obtained results comparable to those
reported within the study.

We validated Table 2 within the first section of the study and found that the maximum
elevations were as reported within the PCSWMM output.

We checked the discharge rates through outfall conduits/links 1101, 2001 and 3101 and
found that the post development rates are less than the existing flow rates for all modeled
rain events.

We were not able to locate input or output data that clearly showed the parameters for the
two bled-down orifices. They are referenced as links 1361 and 3501. Please provide that
data.

Within Section 4 at page 24 of the 1 year storm the Table “Storage Unit” reports the
maximum outflows rates of 0.66 and 3.76 cfs. Table “Link Flow” reports 0.23 cfs for link
1361 and 0.26 cfs for link 3501. The Link table reports no flow for weirs. Please clarify the
1 year flow rate form the ponds.

The existing and proposed analysis use the same natural channels outfall systems. These
channels represent a fair estimation of the difference between the existing and proposed
condition for the synthetic Type II rain storms used in the analysis.

The consultant used a very conservative approach on simulating tail water conditions. He
used a high constant tail water throughout the model storm period. It also appears that the
elevation used is based upon the 29/72 adjustment and not NAVD’88. 29/72 is about 0.9
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feet higher. The 2007 FEMA maps for the area(two FIRMettes are attached), which are
based upon NAVD 88 report that the 100 year storm yields elevation 7.5. The study used
8.5 for the 100 year tail water elevation throughout the 24 hours modeled in the analysis.
The tail water elevations used are the reported elevations for the Norfolk Harbor listed in
the VDOT Drainage Manual in chapter 6. It is customary to associate the 10 year rainfall
with a tail water elevation similar to a lunar high tide. This association is shown in the
VDOT Drainage Manual at Appendix 6I-1 a copy of which is provided in the report.
Likewise the consultant used the 100 year tide and the 100 year rain event together which is
beyond the directives in the VDOT Manual. The tide information provided in the manual
was developed by the Corps of Engineers (COE) for the Norfolk Harbor area. We suggest
that the COE data was gathered over a long period of time and includes many variables.

We ask that the consultant provide the several items for clarification. Should you or the consultant
have a question of us, please feel free to contact us.

Respectfully Submitted,
Patton Harris Rust & Associates
A Pennoni Company

G

C. Gregory Johnson, PE

P:\Project\JCCO1201\Review letter.docx
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JAMES CITY SERVICE AUTHORITY

MEMORANDUM

Date: December 20, 2011

To: Jason Purse, Senior Planner

From: Craig Pittman, P.E. — Senior Civil Engineer

Subject: S-0059-2005 Peleg's Point Sec 6 (Revised layout) (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 has the
following comments for the above project you forwarded on December 9, 2011. 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.

Preliminary approval is recommended
General Comments:

1. The Design Engineer shall provide a response letter indicating actions taken
and/or additional changes made with resubmittal of this project.

2. Water and sanitary sewer inspection fees are required for this project and shall be
paid in full to JCSA prior to issuance of a Certificate to Construct Utilities.

3. A private perpetual maintenance agreement shall be submitted for JCSA approval
and recorded for the proposed private sewer.

4. Clearly label the waterline bends in plan and profile view that are graphically
depicted.
5. Sheet 4: Locate the water meters for Lots 148 and 149 at the property lines at the

top of the bank of the drainage channel.

Sheet 3:
8 The invert information provided for the Existing MH is not consistent with the
information provided on the record drawings for section 5. Please verify.



4,

Show the sewer service from the existing MH to Lot 101.

Add a note requiring the existing MH to be Vacuum tested after the tie-in. The
test shall be witnessed by the JCSA Inspector.

Clearly label the waterline bends graphically depicted.

Sheet 21 and 22:

1.

2.

Clearly label the waterline bends graphically depicted.

Revise the note near 7+75 to read: "96’ of DIP required from station 7+30 to
Station 8+26".

Revise the vertical offsets at station 18+00 and 21+80 to clearly use four bend
fittings.

Revise the EW-1 reference list to require Type 3 for DIP and Type 4 for PVC
pipe.

Sewer and Water Data Sheets:

1.

2.

3.

Revise the Design Population section of each Data Sheet to use 310 gpd/unit.
Revise the source of water to be JCSA Central System

Revise the Sanitary Sewer System to be JCSA LS 8-3.

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



COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1700 North Main Street
SUFFOLK. VIRGINIA 23434

Gregory A. Whirley
Commissioner

January 9, 2012

Jason Purse, Senior Planner
James City County Planning
101-A Mounts Bay Road
Post Office Box 8784
Williamsburg, Virginia 23187

RE: Peleg's Point Section 6
Neck-O-Land Road (Route 682)
County Plan No. S-059-05
James City County

The District has completed its review of the subject development plan dated (seal) 12/02/11 and
received by the VDOT Land Development Office on 12/07/11. We offer the following comments:

GENERAL INFORMATION

1) The information required in the VDOT Standard Notes added to Sheet 2 of 32 shall be filled out
by the applicant’s agent. Please note that these plans were reviewed in accordance with SSR.

2) The Curb and Gutter Detail provided on Sheet 27 of 34 shall be updated with the latest VDOT
Standard CG-6 Detail. VDOT Standard Details are available on the Department’s website.

DRAINAGE & EROSION CONTROL

3) In response to the 10/07/11 VDOT Review Letter Comment #11, the limits of clearing and
disturbance have been revised. However, the limits of construction are not shown. Clearly
delineate the limits of construction within and immediately adjacent to all State maintained right
of way.

4) The proposed silt fence along Neck-O-Land Road shall be relocated outside of the proposed
ditch limits.

VirginiaDOT.org
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January 9, 2012

5) In accordance with Appendix B of the Road Design Manual, the minimum right of way should
be 40’ or the width necessary to accommodate all roadway elements, including pedestrian
facilities and clear zone, and extend 3 feet behind any feature intended to be maintained by
VDOT as part of the roadway. In no case shall the right of way extend less than one foot behind
any feature to be maintained by VDOT.

The following proposed and/or relocated ditches are shown extending beyond the limits of the
right of way and/or drainage easements and shall be revised:

a) Sheet 3 of 34 Peleg’s Way
b) Sheet 7 of 34 Neck-O-Land Road
¢) Sheet 8 of 34 Neck-O-Land Road

6) The Typical Road Sections shown on Sheet 27 of 34 shall be revised to show the distance from
the ditch top of bank to the right of way line. If variable, provide minimum and maximum
distances.

7) The Typical Road Sections shown on Sheet 27 of 34 shall be revised to show proposed concrete
ditch, grass ditch, or both as applicable.

8) The District recommends providing a consistent ditch section for each roadway in lieu of
transitioning back and forth between grass and concrete ditch sections to limit potential areas of
maintenance issues unless adequate justification is provided.

9) The concrete ditch sections shall extend under the proposed box culvert rip rap.

10) The concrete ditch section at the downstream end of the subdivision entrance culvert off of
Neck-O-Land Road at Peleg’s Way shall extend under the 15” FES and through the radius to the
return as shown on the opposite side of the entrance.

11) Clarify the intent of the “V” section of concrete ditch on Sheet 12 of 34. Additional detail shall
be provided.

12) On Sheet 8 of 24, clarify the intent of the 20’ JCC Drainage Easement overlapping the 20’
Drainage Easement.

13) The 15” culvert under Moonlight Point at the Peleg’s Way intersection shall be labelled as
existing.

14) Additional information shall be provided on Profile Sheets 21 of 34 and 24 of 34, identifying the
bottom elevation, top elevation, and invert of the proposed box culvert designs. Verify that the
proposed pavement design is not in conflict.

VirginiaDOT.org
WE KEEP VIRGINIA MOVING

2


VirginiaDOT.org

Peleg’s Point Section 6 | 3
January 9, 2012

15) As the current plans do not indicate the locations of the proposed driveways and the Drainage
Report indicates that the proposed driveway culverts will be 15 or 14”x23”, a schedule shall be
provided specifying each lot number and associated driveway culvert size and material.

16) The following erroneous culvert data shall be addressed:

a) Sheet G13 of 19 Moonlight Point Sta. 07+18.74, Inv In = 7.50 Rt, Inv Out = 8.00 Lt

b) Sheet G13 of 19 Moonlight Point Sta. 10+18.74, Inv = 8.06 Lt, Ditch Bottom 9.0 Contour
c) Sheet G16 of 19 Moonlight Point Sta. 10+18.74, Inv In = 7.56 Rt, Inv Out = 8.06 Lt

d) Sheet G17 of 19 Moonlight Point Sta. 15+25.01, Inv = 7.60 Rt, Inv Channel = 10.91

e) Sheet G18 of 19 Moonlight Point Sta. 17+86.04, Inv = 7.77 Lt, Inv Channel = 9.0

MATERIALS

17) Final pavement design is pending Geotechnical Report results. VDOT shall review and approve
and Geotechnical Report and Final Pavement Design prior to final plan approval.

18) The connection of the proposed mulch soft surface trail to the Peleg’s Way roadway within the
State maintained right of way may present maintainability issues for the Department. The
connection shall be revised. Non-compliant sidewalks that are not built in accordance with
standards may be allowed by permit. However, the State will not accept responsibility for the
sidewalk. The permit applicant shall be a county, incorporated town, or other entity, which has
perpetual maintenance capability.

RIGHT OF WAY & GEOMETRICS
19) The proposed 10’ right of way along Neck-O-Land Road shall be dedicated for public use.
20) Identify the area of right of way dedication in square feet and acres.

21) The CG-6 at the subdivision entrance off of Neck-O-Land Road shall be revised so the face of
curb lines up with the edge of pavement for the proposed Peleg’s Way roadway.

22) In response to the 10/07/11 VDOT Review Letter Comment #18, a statement has been made that
the County does not have any concerns relative to the use of 30’R cul-de-sacs and to contact the
County with any questions. Written approval, in the form of an official letter, from the locality
stating that no school buses will utilize the cul-de-sacs and emergency services has been
consulted and approves the use of 30’R cul-de-sacs shall be provided to the District in order for
the 30°R to be considered.

23) In response to the 10/07/11 VDOT Review Letter Comment #20, a statement has been made that
the locality has granted a sidewalk waiver. A copy of the waiver shall be provided for District
record.

VirginiaDOT.org
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24)In response to the 10/07/11 VDOT Review Letter Comment #21, sight distances have been
provided on Sheet 34 of 34. The SDR for Moonlight Point at Peleg’s Way is shown at 265’.

The minimum SDR for a 2 lane roadway at 25 mph is 280°’. Revise accordingly. The metes and
bounds and area of the sight distance easement(s) required to achieve the 280’ SDR shall be
provided. If the minimum intersection sight distance values shown in Table 2-7 in Appendix F
of the Road Design Manual can not be met, a Design Waiver shall be requested in accordance
with [IM-227.

In addition, sight distances shall be provided for the proposed stub street at Moonlight Point in
order to verify if sight distance easements will be required with this plan.

25) Label Neck-O-Land Road, Route 682 on Striping Plan Sheet 33 of 34.
TRAFFIC

26) The following note shall be added to Sheet 33 of 34: “All pavement marking materials shall meet
or exceed current VDOT standards and specifications.”

UTILITIES

27) On Sheet 3 of 34 Sta. 7+15, relocate the proposed water meter outside of the limits of the ditch
and extend to the right of way line.

28) The proposed 2’ sanitary sewer stub for the future 50’ right of way stub off of Moonlight Point
shall at a minimum extend beyond the limits of the ditch section, preferably to the right of way
line.

29) The District recommends increasing the width of the shoulder to relocate the proposed fire
hydrants just outside of the clear zone on the road side of the ditch or the proposed water lines
servicing the proposed fire hydrants shall be revised to show the 36” minimum depth from the
proposed water line to the bottom of the ditch. Revise Profile Sheets 21 — 24 of 34 accordingly.
Regardless of the placement of a utility within the limits of a State maintained ditch, the 36”
minimum depth is measured from the bottom of the ditch. Verify that all of the 8 of 15” RCP
sections are required (18” or greater ditch depth), if not, remove and replace with ditch section.

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS
30) An engineer’s cost estimate for all work within the right of way shall be provided.
31) A detailed narrative which addresses each comment listed above must accompany your re-

submittal package. Any revisions beyond those necessary to address the review comments listed
above must be identified separately in the re-submittal narrative.

VirginiaDOT.org
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32) Please provide one (1) folded copy of the revised plans and one (1) copy of the detailed narrative
with your re-submittal package.
ADVISORY
a) Upon final plan approval, a Land Use Permit will be required prior to construction of any work
in the right-of-way. Additional information about Land Use Permitting as well as the required

forms can be found on the VDOT website at:

http://www.virginiadot.org/business/bu-landUsePermits.asp

b) An electronic file of the approved plan in PDF format shall be provided for VDOT use.

c) A copy of all proposed easements recordation information will be required prior to the issuance
of the VDOT Land Use Permit(s).

If you have any questions, please contact me at (757) 925-1594 or holly.cook@vdot.virginia.gov.

Sincerely,

#@Zx’z/ﬁ)améj

Holly Cook, P.E.

Area Land Use Engineer

Virginia Department of Transportation
Hampton Roads District

VirginiaDOT.org
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SUBDIVISION 0037-2007. Ford’s Colony at Williamsburg, Section 35,
Staff Report for the March 28, 2012, Development Review Committee Meeting

SUMMARY FACTS
Applicant:

Land Owner(s):

Proposed Use:

Location:

Tax Map/Parcel No.:

Primary Service Area:

Parcel Size:

Zoning:

Comprehensive Plan:

Reason for DRC Review:

Project History:

Mr. Jason A. Grimes, P.E., AES Consulting Engineers

Realtec, Incorporated
Mr. Alfred Knox

Mr. William Wilder
Ms. Margaret Thursland
Mr. Herbert Goff

Mr. George Kurian

Mr. Walter Morrison
Mr. Joseph Wesolwski
Mr. Mitchell Farkas
Mr. Joseph Lario

87 Lot Single-Family Detached Residential Subdivision
Section A =42 lots
Section B =45 lots

South of the southern intersection of Jolly Pond Road and Centerville Road,
across from Section 3 within Ford’s Colony, southwest of the James River
Baptist Church

3040100007, 3620500005 through 3620500015, 3610200016 through
3610200022, 3620500001A, 3610100015, 3610200025 through
3610200038, 3620500039 through 3620500047.

Predominantly Outside. Portions of four lots are inside the PSA
Approximately 389 Acres

A-1, (General Residential)

Rural Land, Conservation Area, and Low Density Residential

On September 10, 2007, the DRC granted preliminary approval (with
conditions) to develop a 102-lot single-family subdivision. The DRC also
granted cul-de-sac waivers for five streets and approved the reduction of the
Community Character Corridor (CCC) Buffer along Centerville Road from
150’ to 100°. Since preliminary approval was granted, the layout of the
subdivision has changed (refer to Staff Recommendation Section). Due to
these changes, staff recommends that the DRC reconsider this application in
light of the proposed revisions and grant preliminary approval for the revised
layout.

* Planning Commission: None
* Development Review Committee: This project was previously submitted to and approved by the DRC as

S-0037-2007: Ford’s Colony Section 35
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Subdivision S-0101-2003 on February 2, 2004. It was brought before the DRC a second time on May
30, 2007, for a determination of consistency with the previously approved version of the plan. At that
DRC hearing, the new version of the plan was found to be inconsistent with the original version of the
plan, thus necessitating a new DRC review for purposes of Preliminary Approval. On April 2007, this
project was submitted as Subdivision S-0037-2007 for County review; preliminary approval was granted
by the DRC on September 2007.

Staff Contact: Jose R. L. Ribeiro Phone: 253-6685

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

In 2010, the property owner for Westport, Realtec, Inc, defaulted on loans to Meridian Construction Capital
(the lending institution financing the development) and was unable to continue to develop the property. Twelve
lots within Section A of the subdivision have been sold to date but owners of these lots have not being able to
obtain building permits because of the lack of infrastructure such as water and sewer, utilities, roads, etc. In
order to give continuity to the development, owners have requested that the County collect the $2.4 million
construction bond held on the development. On March of 2012, the Board of Supervisors approved a
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the County, Realtec, and Meridian Land Company, to call the
bond and install the necessary infrastructure in the Westport Subdivision within the constraints of the MOA.
The original plan which received preliminary approval from the DRC in 2007 was comprised of 102 single-
family lots divided into two sections, Sections A and B. The revised plan shows a different lot count and some
other modifications to the overall layout of the subdivision. The major components and differenced between
the two proposals are shown below:

Original plan:
o 102 lots (Section A =42 lots and Section B = 60 lots);

Approximately 457 acres;

Primarily outside the PSA (roughly 20% inside);
One entrance to Centerville Road; and

A central well facility.

Revised plan:
o 86 lots (Section A = 42 lots and Section B = 45 lots);

Approximately 389 acres;

Primarily outside the PSA (roughly 5% inside);

A second entrance to Centerville Road (connecting Section B directly to Centerville Road); and
A revised location for the central well facility.

Fifteen lots within Section B have been removed from the overall plan since the underlying property where
these lots would be subdivided from is not owned by Realtec/Meridian. The location of the well facility was
revised in order to be placed inside property owned by Realtec/Meridian. The southern segment of Forest of
Ardon Street, originally designed to provide internal connection between Sections A and B has been deleted
from the plans. The revised proposal now offers Section B its own access to Centerville Road. The remaining
street layout has not changed.

Preliminary approval of the original plan was granted by the DRC contingent on the following conditions: (1)
The applicant will agree to post bond for the proposed stream channel monitoring/restoration, (2) The applicant
will agree to post bond for the proposed on-lot roof capture systems; (3) a water withdrawal permit (issued by
the Department of Environmental Quality) must be approved prior to issuance of a Land-Disturbing Permit, (4)
The applicant will modify the Ford’s Colony Environmental Control Committee design guidelines to
incorporate the proposed LID and JCC Better Site Design elements. The Committee also approved the cul-de-
sac length waivers and the reduction of the CCC along Centerville Road from the required 150 feet to 100 feet
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provided that a landscape plan is submitted to the Planning Director for review and approval prior to the
granting of final approval for the project. This landscaping plan my propose decorative walls, enhanced
landscaping, and berms, as suggested by the applicant, but must also provide for adequate screening of the well
facility and the cell tower site as viewed from Centerville Road. Staff recommends that the DRC recommend
preliminary approval for this revised layout, subject to the applicant satisfactorily addressing all of the original
conditions.

oxd /o

P

Jose Ribeiro

ATTACHEMNTS
1. Exhibit showing original and revised plans
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MEMORANDUM
DATE: March 28, 2012
TO: Development Review Committee
FROM: Leanne Reidenbach, Senior Planner I1

SUBJECT: Z-0003-2012/MP-0001-2012 New Town Section 12

Proposal:

Greg Davis of Kaufman and Canoles has submitted a rezoning and master plan for up to 274 for-rent
townhouse-style units in Section 12 of New Town. Section 12 is located on Windsormeade Way in
between the Windsormeade Marketplace (Belk, PetSmart, Longhorn) and the Windsormeade retirement
community. The parcel is located at 3950 Windsormeade Way and is 34.2 acres. The rezoning
application is tentatively scheduled for a Planning Commission public hearing on May 2, 2012.

Reason for DRC Consideration:

This plan is before the DRC as a preview of this rezoning to get early feedback, discussion, and
identification of concerns for the benefit of the applicant. Staff and reviewing agencies have just begun
the formal review of this application. Comments generated during the formal review will be presented
in the Planning Commission staff report. This advance review can be an opportunity for the DRC to
answer any applicant questions and vice versa to help facilitate a smooth and timely legislative review of
the application.

Summary:

Staff, the applicant, and the New Town Design Review Board (DRB) have been reviewing concept
plans and supporting documents and meeting off and on since 2008 in preparation for development of
this parcel. The most updated New Town master plan includes a cap of 209 units in this section. The
applicant has demonstrated that there is some additional density from the east side of Route 199. Staff
concurs with the method used to determine additional available density and recognizes that the 65 units
are available to transfer. There have been previous density transfers between sections, but this would be
the first transfer across Route 199. Staff and VDOT have also reviewed preliminary traffic studies and
evaluated some aspects of cash proffers, specifically that the proposed unit type is considered single-
family attached for the purposes of the Cash Proffer Policy for Schools. The DRB reviewed and
approved the master plan by a vote of 3-1. They have not reviewed the proposed design guidelines yet.

Lg;/u_c@;d_._

nne Reidenbach

Attachments:
1. Master plan
2. Tllustrative layout
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