
Development Review Committee  
Government Center Complex  
Conference Room, Building A  
Sept. 26, 2012 - 4 p.m.  
 
 
1. Roll Call  
2. Minutes Aug. 29, 2012  
3. DRC Discussion(s)  

A. C-0030-2012 Colonial Heritage Model Home Rental - Leanne Reidenbach  
B. C-0031-2012 White Hall Design Guidelines - Jose Ribeiro  
C. C-0032-2012 Villas at Five Forks Buildings 7 & 16 - Ellen Cook  

4. Adjournment  
 
 
 
  



Development Review Committee Report 
September 26, 2012 

 
 
 
 
C-0030-2012 Colonial Heritage Model Home Rental – Master Plan 

Consistency  
 
DRC Action: This case was before the DRC because it was seeking a master 

plan consistency review of rental of four model home units within 
a residentially-designated area. The DRC voted 4-0 to recommend 
master plan consistency subject to the conditions outlined in the 
restrictions and enforcement letter dated September 14, 2012, 
installation of fire suppression systems and provision of necessary 
agreements and pedestrian improvements for off-site parking.    

 
C-0031-2012 White Hall Design Guidelines 
 
DRC Action:          This case was before the DRC because it was seeking an 
 amendment to the White Hall design guidelines. The amendment 
 proposes an alternate type of privacy fencing and a reduction of 
 the height of the rear lot fencing for townhome lots. The DRC 
 voted 4-0 to approve the proposed amendments to the design 
 guidelines.  
 
C-0032-2012  Villas at Five Forks – Master Plan Consistency 
 
DRC Action: This case was before the DRC because it was seeking a master 

plan consistency review of using two single family detached units 
within a development otherwise specified for attached housing 
units.  The DRC voted 4-0 to recommend master plan consistency. 

 
. 
 



AGENDA

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE

James City County Government Complex

Building A Conference Room

1. Roll Call

2. Minutes - August 29, 2012

3. DRC Discussion

Leanne ReidenbachColonial Heritage Model Home RentalC-0030-2012A.

Jose RibeiroWhite Hall Design GuidelinesC-0031-2012B.

Ellen CookVillas at Five Forks Buildings #7 & #16C-0032-2012C.

4. Adjournment

September 26, 2012 
4:00 p.m.



SUMMARY FACTS

Applicant:

Land Owner:

Proposed Use:

Location:

Tax Map/Parcel No.:

InsidePrimary Service Area:

12.799 acres (collectively)Parcel Size:

Mixed Use with proffersZoning:

Low Density ResidentialComprehensive Plan:

Reason for DRC Review:

rezoning... 99

Staff Contact: Leanne Reidenbach Phone: 253-6685

The Colonial Heritage proffers state that “the Property shall be developed 
generally in accordance with an Amended Master Plan of Development 
pursuant to Section 24-515(b)... The Master Plan provides only for the 
general location of proposed streets, the general location of proposed areas 
of open space, buffer areas, recreation facilities, densities, and types of land 
use, and the general location of proposed areas for golf fairways, greens, 
drainage facilities, pedestrian connectivity, greenways and other amenities. 
Development plans may deviate from the Master Plan if the Planning 
Commission concludes after reviewing written comments from the Planning 
Director that the plan does not significantly alter the character of land uses or 
other features or conflict with any conditions placed on the approval of the

CONCEPTUAL PLAN-0030-2012. Colonial Heritage Model Home Rental - Master Plan 
Consistency Review
Staff Report for the September 26, 2012, Development Review Committee Meeting

Ms. Andrea Berenfeld, Regional Vice President - Sales and Marketing, 
Lennar Southeast

6501 Arthur Hills Drive (parking) and 7000, 7004, 7008 and 7012 Adams 
(model units)

Rental of existing model home units to prospective purchasers for up to two 
nights as part of a “Discovery Package” stay.

234060000IF, 2340600020, 2340600021, 2340600022 and 2340600023 
respectively.

Project History:
• Planning Commission: On November 1,2004, the Planning Commission recommended approval of Z- 

0003-2002 to the Board of Supervisors. The Board approved the application on December 14,2004.

Colonial Heritage Homeowner’s Association and Colonial Heritage, 
L.L.C.

C-0030-2012. Colonial Heritage Model Unit Rentals - Master Plan Consistency
Page 1



1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Permanent residents that are the closest to the model homes that are proposed as rental units have received 
information about the proposal by Lennar. These residents have indicated their support for the proposal by 
signing the attached petition.

The proposed parking area is located on a different property than the model units and is under different 
ownership as well. In accordance with Section 24-5 5(b) of the Zoning Ordinance, the Planning Director may 
approve off-site parking if there are agreements in place guaranteeing availability of the parking spaces in 
perpetuity and if there are safe and adequate connections between the spaces and the intended use. Staff has 
calculated that under Lennar’s proposed parking regulations (two spaces per unit); no more than eight parking 
spaces would be occupied at a given time. This is more than the minimum parking required for a typical motel. 
Staff has confirmed that there is adequate parking in the Clubhouse parking area to accommodate the club, 
recreational uses and the rented model units.

Purchasers may only stay for a maximum of 2 nights;
No pets allowed;
No more than 2 vehicles may be parked per model at one time;
No purchaser may stay in a model on the package more than twice per year; and 
No more than 2 persons may stay in a model at one time.

The attached enforcement and regulations letter which outlines the criteria under which the model 
units may be rented, terms of the stay and enforcement mechanisms to ensure that these regulations are 
followed.
Request for off-site parking and provision of necessary agreements and pedestrian connections.

Should the DRC wish to find the proposal consistent with the master plan, staff recommends that the DRC 
recommend that the finding of consistency is contingent on the following items in order to make the use as 
compatible as possible with the single-family dwelling unit land use category on the Colonial Heritage master 
plan:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
As part of its marketing efforts, Lennar has proposed offering a “Discovery Package” to prospective residents 
who want to stay in Colonial Heritage prior to deciding to purchase a home in that neighborhood. The proposal 
includes the ability to rent four of the existing model homes for overnight stays up to two nights for a fee. 
Visitors would get to interact with existing residents, learn about Colonial Heritage, tour Williamsburg, use 
neighborhood amenities and either have dinner at the clubhouse or play a round of golf. Vehicle parking is 
proposed to be provided on the adjacent property in the parking lot for the Colonial Heritage clubhouse. 
Lennar has proposed the following restrictions on the packages:

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Master Plan Consistency:
The master plan for Colonial Heritage specifies general locations for roads and then designates uses permitted 
within identified “Areas” on the plan. The model units are located in Area III of the master plan, which is 
designated for residential uses A, B or D (single-family dwelling units, attached structures containing two to 
four dwelling units and attached structures of three or more stories and containing more than four dwelling 
units). This area is immediately adjacent to the Colonial Heritage Club and parking area and Lennar’s sales 
center (which includes other model units). The Zoning Administrator has determined that the proposed use 
classifies as a “motel” in the Zoning Ordinance, which is a commercial use. As a result of this determination, 
staff generally does not find that the Discovery Package use is consistent with the master plan as proposed. 
Furthermore, if the units are converted to allow temporary and transient occupancy, the applicant will have to 
install fire suppression to be in compliance with the Building Code.

C-0030-2012. Colonial Heritage Model Unit Rentals - Master Plan Consistency
Page 2



Installation of fire sprinklers in accordance with the Building Code.

Leanne Reidenbach

Attachments:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Location map
Master Plan
Resident petition
Enforcement and restrictions letter

C-0030-2012. Colonial Heritage Model Unit Rentals - Master Plan Consistency
Page 3
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c SUMMARY FACTS

Ms. Amanda JonasApplicant:

HHHunt CommunitiesLand Owner:

3400 & 3401 Rochambeau DriveLocation:

Tax Map/Parcel: 1220100014A,1220100014B,1220100018, 1220100019

InsidePrimary Service Area:

138.54 acresParcel Size:

R-2 Cluster, with ProffersZoning:

Low Density ResidentialComprehensive Plan:

Reason for DRC Review:

Project History:

C
O

O

O

O

O

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

O

Conceptual Plan No. C-0031-2012, White Hall Design Standards Amendment 
Staff Report for the September 26, 2012 Development Review Committee Meeting

Proffer # 13 states that the DRC must approve any proposed amendments to 
the White Hall Design Standards

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Proffer # 13 (attachment # 1) states that the White Hall Owner shall prepare and submit design standards to the 
Development Review Committee (DRC) for approval setting forth design and architectural standards for the 
development of the property, and further states that any proposed amendment to the standards shall be 
reviewed by the DRC. The Design Standards were approved by the Planning Commission on October 3,2007. 
At is meeting on November 30, 2011, the DRC approved an amendment to the design standards allowing the 
revision of language associated with rear yard and courtyard fences.

On September 26, 2007, the DRC approved the White Hall Design Standards 
(SP-0143-2006);

On April 30, 2008, the DRC approved an amendment to the White Hall Design Standards 
(SP-0056-2007) adding language referencing the “Preservation Plan for the Clubhouse”;
On April 29, 2009, the DRC approved an amendment to the White Hall Design Standards 
(C-0017-2009) adding language referencing changes to the location of front walks; and 

On July 6, 2011, the DRC approved an amendment to the White Hall Design Standards 
(C-0023-2011) adding language referencing fences, mulch, landscape screening and solar 
panels.
On November 30, 2011, the DRC approved an amendment to the White Hall Design 
Standards (C-0041-2011) adding language referencing rear yard and courtyard fences.

• Board of Supervisors: On September 13,2005, the Board of Supervisors approved Z-011-2005/MP- 
008-2005/SUP-0018-2005, Villages at White Hall.

• Development Review Committee:

C-0031-2012, White Hall Design Standards Amendment
Page 1
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In addition to the request to allow board-on-board privacy fencing, the applicant has indicated that there have 
been requests from townhome owners to reduce the fencing height along rear property lines from 6-to 4-feet in 
order to preserve the view of natural areas near their units. The WHDC would like to amend the standards to 
allow this option to townhomes residents. Figure 3.0 below shows an existing (but unapproved) board-on­
board rear yard fence with a lower height of 4-feet.

This application proposes to amend the design standards by allowing an alternate fence type for townhomes. 
Currently, the only type of fencing that is permitted in townhomes is a 6-feet high solid board privacy fence 
(Figure 1.0). According to the applicant, the builder for the townhomes has been installing HVAC screening 
between units using a 6-feet high board-on-board privacy fencing (Figure 2.0). As a result, townhomes lots are 
being fenced with two types of fencing material. In order to maintain the aesthetic integrity of their homes, 
townhomes residents have been requesting the White Hall Design Committee (WHDC) to fence their entire 
yard with the board-on-board privacy fencing.
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The proposed changes to the White Hall Design Standards are as follows:

68)5)
Jose-Ricardo L. Ribeiro

Current and Revised Exhibit 1-13.

Staff finds that the revisions proposed to the standards are in accordance with the approved proffers and 
recommends that the DRC approve the proposed amendments of the White Hall Design Standards.

Treated wood vertical board privacy fences are permitted in rear years only (see Appendix 1-1 for 
permitted fence styles). Fences constructed along side property lines shall be 6’-0 high to the top of 
the board pickets. Fences constructed along rear property lines may be either 6 ’0 " or 4 ’0 ” in height. 
PVC and metal fences are not permitted. For Solid Board Privacy Fences,Tthe vertical fence boards 
shall face out from the lot being fences. Fences shall be constructed from the rear corners of the house 
back to the rear lot line or rear fence setback line (see lot types in Appendix C). Where an existing 
fence is already constructed on a property line, the new fence may be extended up to it. Only one fence 
shall be constructed at the same location on any property line. On corner lots or end lots, fences may 
continue up to open side lot line and up to a point even with the house rear corner, and then back to the 
house. All fences shall be unfinished. Front yard fences are not permitted on Townhouses lots. All 
fencing must be submitted to the Designated Committee for review & approval prior to installation.

1. Change to Section 3.9.2-Townhouse Lots (see attachment #2)
This section is being amended to include reference to Appendix 1-1 for different townhome fencing 
styles and to provide for a 4-feet high fencing along rear property lines (proposed new language in 
italics/grey):

2. Change to Appendix 1-1 (see attachment #3)
Revised drawings depict the proposed 6-feet and 4-feet high board-on-board privacy fencing and the 
4- feet high solid board fencing for rear property line only.

C-0031-2012, White Hall Design Standards Amendment
Page 3

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Proffer # 13 (Z-0011-2005/MP-0008-2005/SUP-0018-2005)
2. Revised Section 3.9.2, Townhouse Lots
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Resource Management: Reports and theArch aeologicalPreparing

Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines to

Archaeological Documentation, as applicable, and shall be

conducted under the supervision of a qualified archaeologist, who

meets the qualifications set forth in the ecretary of the

Interior' S Professional Qualification Standards. All approved

i
treatment plans shall be incorporated into the plan of

development for the Property and the clearing, grading or

construction activities thereon.

13 . Design Guidelines and Review. Owner shall prepare and

submit design revi

Committee netting forth design and architectural standards for

the development of the Property attempting to capture the

architectural character of the Toano area and generally

consistent with the architectural styles embodied in "Villages

at Whitehall, upplemental Community Information" prepared by

application and incorporating appropriate and suitable

sustainable building practices as recommended in the Sustainable

Building Sourcebook of the City of Austin for the approval < j f'

the Development Review Committee prior to the County being

obligated to grant final approval to any development plans for

the Property (the " Gu idle, i nes") The Guideline sha 1.1

20 g.M| / ■

Lew guidelines to the [Development Review

z-11-05/MP-8-05/SUP-18-05
PR-097 Villages at Whitehall 
Hickory, Neck, Rochambearu &Task
Proffers ' Page 20 of 31

AES Consulting Engineers submitted as a part of the rezoning
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any dwelling units facing Rochambeau Roadthe rear elevation of

or School. Lane in Taskinas Village. Once approved, the

Guidelines may not be amended without the approval of the

Development Review Committee. Owner shall establish a Design

Review Board to review all building plans and building

elevations for conformity with the Guidelines and to approve or

deny such plans.

14. Hickory Neck Church. Owner shall design the

stormwater BMPs and system on the Property to serve the proposed

expansion of Hickory Neck Church and shall grant the Church the

to drain into suchnecessary easements Owner shallsystem.

preserve and enhance the existing hedgerow located along the

common property line between the Property and Hickory Neck

Church in the vicinity of the road connection to the Hickory

I Neck Church site shown on the Master Plan and/or plantas a
i

hedgerow extending along the property line generally shown onas

all in accordance with a plan approved by thethe Master Plan,

Development Review Committee. The hedgerow shall be planted in

accordance with the approved landscape plan or the planting

bonded prior to the County being obligated to issue certificates

of occupancy for dwelling units in Hickory Neck Village.

C/ Z-11-05/MP-8-05/SUP-18-05
/ 3/21 Villages at WhitehallPR-097

Hickory, Neck, Rochambearu & Task
Proffers Page 21 of 31

■specifically address appropriate architectural treatments for



FENCES3.9

3.9.2 TOWNHOUSE LOTS: Treated wood vertical board privacy fences are permitted in rear yards only (see Appendix 1-1 
for permilted fence styles). Fences constructed along side property lines shall be 6-0" high to the top of the board pickets. 
Fences constructed along rear property lines may be either 6’0” or 4’0” in height. PVC and metal fences are not permitted. 
For Solid Board Privacy Fences, the vertical fence boards shall face out from the lot being fenced. Fences shall be 
constructed from the rear comers of the house back to the rear lot line or rear fence setback line (see lot types in Appendix 
C). Where an existing fence is already constructed on a property line, the new fence may extend up to it. Only one fence 
shall be constructed at the same location on any property line. On corner lots or end lots, fences may continue up to the open 
side lot line and up to a point even with the house rear corner, and then back to the house. All fences shall be unfinished. 
Front yard fences are not permitted on Townhouse lots. All fencing must be submitted to the Designated Committee for 
review' & approval prior to installation.
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Revis xhibit 1-1
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SUMMARY FACTS

Mr. Barry Borden, Villas at Five Forks, LLCApplicant:

Villas at Five Forks, LLCLand Owner:

Proposed Use:

4355 and 4345 Creek View WestLocation:

4622000002,4620100015Tax Map/Parcel No.:

Primary Service Area: Inside

Parcel Size: 2.38

R-2, General Residential with Cluster OverlayZoning:

Low Density ResidentialComprehensive Plan:

Reason for DRC Review:

Phone: 253-6685Staff Contact: Ellen Cook

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Proffer #1 associated with the Villas at Five Forks rezoning states that the property shall be developed 
generally in accordance with the master plan, with only minor changes thereto that the development review 
committee determines do not change the basic concept or character of the development. The rezoning staff 
report noted that development would consist of attached residential units, and this is also reflected on the 
master plan, which shows quadriplex units. After a number of years, the applicant has found that the type of 
units in two of the proposed quadriplex buildings (buildings numbered 7 and 16 on the site plan) have not sold, 
and has asked for permission to change the type of unit to a slightly larger type, which would no longer fit in 
the space available as a quadriplex. Therefore, the applicant proposes a “triplex” structure which would 
consist of two units that share a common wall, attached to another unit that would be connected through a 
roofline or breezeway connection. Under zoning definitions, the unit that is connected only through a 
breezeway connection is not considered an attached structure, but as a single family detached unit, hence 
prompting staff to consult the DRC regarding the consistency of this unit type with the master plan. Although 
oriented differently than other structures on the site, the building elevations would be the same as other 
structures on the property. The applicant has worked to tie the proposed driveways into the adjacent units to 
reduce their visual predominance while still providing adequate parking and maneuvering ability. Staff

CONCEPTUAL PLAN 0032-2012. Villas at Five Forks Buildings
Staff Report for the September 26, 2012, Development Review Committee Meeting

Modified type of housing unit as part of the Villas at Five Forks residential 
development

DRC input and feedback on a master plan consistency determination that 
will need to be made by the DRC in accordance with proffer #1.

Project History:
• Planning Commission: Recommended approval of the rezoning and SUP at the 6/28/2005 meeting.
• Development Review Committee: Recommended preliminary approval of the site plan at the 

3/29/2006 meeting.

C-0085-2012. Villas at Five Forks Buildings 7 & 16
Page 1
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Ellen Cook

recommends that the DRC find the proposed unit type does not alter the basic concept or character of the 
development and find it consist with the master plan.

Attachments:
1. Master Plan
2. Applicant’s package (letter and elevations)

C-0085-2012. Villas at Five Forks Buildings 7 & 16
Page 2



C OO
$QTGENERAL NOTES

n
I

/
2

EJL7 A3. TOTAL AREA: 30.6 ACRES

.Rt640—

) 1 .
}f

g/DEVELOPMENT NOTES:
—7 23. TOTAL UNITS: 92

4. OVERALL DENSITY: 3.0 DWELLING UNITS PER ACRE ’ 10
1k "DISTNc.I

I60

9. DEVELOPABLE AREA: 22 ACRES .. '10.40% OPEN SPACE REQUIRED: 9.7 ACRES 44.1% PROVIDED /// 40
20-7

-INGRAM ROAD MPROVEMENTS:—ssson"""' $5.

OPEN SPACE CALCULATIONS

TO BE CONNECTED
NET DEVELOPABLE = 22.0 AC —=Tr XC y. CREDMWAYTRAL on

ADJACENT PROPERTY t

C== ol100 SDEWALK— \o—PPABUF" XN (l $8i |-WAL. 4 SIDEWALK

f N —
(KLEGEND

%/O)Tilll.iiiil 1 VSOFT TRAL CONNECTOR 35/o SHADE TREE

haUD (LOW MPACT DEVELOPMENT) AREAS 783@5. □Z)A PITJ E y

AT

<1
rom 2

Z 3
\WX $dsr/ I1/

. 'X i ia .
/r.U

X oz
3 Q1 .--t UJ Q.C

t

1/ I Ico
23

s N

AA
GRAPHIC SCALEH1. -—200100* O’J=r ( 

— 1 - - —
SCALE: 1" = 100‘

===lomTer -owey=Rt5 - AES

! 1"=100

VILLAS AT

1. BOUNDARY SHOWN HEREON FROM A BOUNDARY SURVEY BY AES
2. TOPOGRAPHY MITH 5 CONTOUR INTERVAL SHOWN HEREON FROM JAMES CITY COUNTY MAPPING

/THIS PLAN HAS NOT RECEIVED 

FINAL APPROVAL, AND IS NOT 
APPROVED FOR CONSTRUCTION.

TOTAL ACREAGE
NON DEVELOPABLE

. PROPOSED
I BENCH

f 
I
5
5

JCC GREENWAY j 
TRAIL EASBMWENT

1 -7
0)
Lil

(CONCEPTUAL LOCATIONS)

•35‘ EASEMENT FOR JCC TRALL

|
I

SEWER AND GAS 
UTUTY EASEMENT

1. PROPOSED ZONING: R-2 CLUSTER
2. TOTAL ACREAGE: 30.6± AC

5. 35 BUFFER ALONG ADJACENT PROPERTIES
6. 35 BUFFER ALONG INGRAM ROAD RIGHT OF WAY (CUL-DE-SAC)
7. 35 BUILDING SETBACK FROM INTERNAL EDGE OF BUFFER
8. NON-DEVELOPABLE AREA: 8.6± ACRES

SEWER AND GAS 
UTUTY EASEMENT

-PROPOSED
1300 FEET TRAIL

W 
X 
Q
O

=30.6 AC
= 8.6 AC

C 
Q 
LB

— AIL STREEIS SHAIL CONFORM TO VDOT 
CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS AND SHAIL 
BE CERTIFIED TO THE SATISFACTION OF 
THE COUNTY ENGINEER IN ACCORDANCE 
WTH SECTION 19—49(B) OF THE COUNTY 
CODE.

PROPOSED 
TAPER

4 (

1

J 
.1

JCC i 
IRALL

ADDRESS
248 INGRAM RD
238 INGRAM RD
230 INGRAM RD
226 INGRAM RD

V 1 \ 1
7

2

/ 7x7 ENTRANCE 
FEATURE

Project MO 
9444-00

3 OF 3

11. CLUBHOUSE PARKING PER ITE LAND USE CODE 495
12. REPAIR HEAD CUT IN DEGRADED NATURAL CHANNEL ALONG NORTHWEST 

PROPERTY UNE
13. STORMWATER FACIUTES SHOWN HEREON ARE PRELMNNARY ANO MAY VARY 

N SZE, TYPE, AND LOCATION AT STE PLAN

PROPERTY:
TAX PARCEL ID 
4620100015 
4620100011 
4620100010 
4710100019

4. NO TITLE REPORT FURNISHED
5. EXISTING ZONING: R8
6. ACCORDING TO FIRM MAP PANEL 510182 0045 DATED DECEMBER 16, 1988

THERE IS 100-YEAR FLOOD PLAIN ON THIS SITE
7. WETLANDS AND PERENNIAL STREAM ANALYSIS SHOWN HEREON DONE BY ESG AND CONFIRMED BY THE U.S. 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS
8. ACCORDING TO JAMES CITY COUNTY GIS MAPPING THERE ISRPAON THIS SITE, HOWEVER THE CODE 

NOW EXTENDS RPA ON STREAMS DETERMINED PERENNIAL THROUGH FIELD INVESTIGATION
-

h
—

STARI INTERMITTENT 
STREAM

AREA 
24.5± 

4.3± 
0.9± 
0.9± 

30.6±

0 
Z

GRR 

12/17/04

| | f]

— — Q CLu 
J — 5 <

. id; /76 ! I

REQUIRED OPEN SPACE = 8 8 AC (40% OF NET DEVELOPABLE AREA)
PROVIDED OPEN SPACE (NON BUFFER) = 7.58 AC

(BUFFER) = 2.08 AC (35% OF REQUIRED OPEN SPACE)
TOTAL OPEN SPACE = 9.7 AC (44.1% OF NET DEVELOPABLE AREA)
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OWNER
SPENCER BROTHER BUIDERS, INC.
SPENCER BROTHER BUILDERS, INC.

VLLA DEVELOPMENT, LLC
GEORGE W. PATTERSON & RICKY A. 
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