AGENDA
JAMES CITY COUNTY DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE
REGULAR MEETING
Building A Large Conference Room
101 Mounts Bay Road, Williamsburg, VA 23185
August 31, 2016
4:00 PM

A.

CALL TO ORDER

B.

ROLL CALL

C.

MINUTES
1.

D.

OLD BUSINESS
1.

E.

SP-0049-2015, The Promenade at John Tyler

NEW BUSINESS
1.
2.

F.

July 27, 2016 DRC Minutes

C-0065-2016, The Colonies at Williamsburg Swimming Pool Addition
Warhill Sports Complex Master Plan Amendment

ADJOURNMENT

AGENDA ITEM NO. C.1.
ITEM SUMMARY

DATE:

8/31/2016

TO:

The Development Review Committee

FROM:

Paul D. Holt, III, Secretary

SUBJECT:

Minutes Adoption - July 27, 2016 Regular Meeting

ATTACHMENTS:
Description
July 27, 2016 DRC Minutes

REVIEWERS:
Department
Development Review
Committee
Development Review
Committee
Publication Management
Development Review
Committee

Type
Minutes

Reviewer

Action

Date

Cook, Ellen

Approved

8/24/2016 - 11:31 AM

Secretary, DRC

Approved

8/24/2016 - 11:47 AM

Burcham, Nan

Approved

8/24/2016 - 11:49 AM

Secretary, DRC

Approved

8/24/2016 - 2:03 PM
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MINUTES
JAMES CITY COUNTY DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE
REGULAR MEETING
Building A Large Conference Room
101 Mounts Bay Road, Williamsburg, VA 23185
July 27, 2016
4:00 PM

A.

CALL TO ORDER
Mr. Tim O’Connor called the meeting to order at approximately 4:00 p.m.

B.

ROLL CALL
Present:
Mr. Rich Krapf
Mt. Tim O’Connor
Mr. Chris Basic
Absent:
Mr. Heath Richardson
Ms. Robin Bledsoe
Staff Present:
Ellen Cook, Principal Planner
Savannah Pietrowski, Planner I
Bryan Hill, County Administrator
Chris Johnson, Business Ombudsman
Alex Baruch, Planner I
Tori Haynes, Community Development Assistant

C.

MINUTES
1.

June 29, 2016 DRC Minutes
Mr. Chris Basic made a motion to approve the minutes. On a voice vote the motion
carried 3-0.

D.

OLD BUSINESS

E.

NEW BUSINESS
1.

The Promenade at John Tyler
Mr. Tim O’Connor stated that the applicant requested a deferral, and the case would be
placed on the August Development Review Committee (DRC) meeting agenda.

2.

Williamsburg Memorial Park Ossuary
Ms. Savannah Pietrowski presented the staff report stating that Mr. Ryan Stephenson of
AES Consulting Engineers submitted a site plan for an ossuary in the existing
Williamsburg Memorial Park. Ms. Pietrowski noted that the special use permit
conditions associated with the property require all site plans to be reviewed by the
DRC. Ms. Pietrowski noted that the staff had reviewed the site plan and determined that
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the proposal was consistent with adopted proffers and SUP conditions, and
recommended that the DRC recommend preliminary approval of the site plan.
Mr. Rich Krapf moved to recommend preliminary approval of the site plan. On a voice
vote the motion carried 3-0.
3.

C-0055-2016 Stonehouse Tract 3
Ms. Cook presented the staff report stating that this case was before the DRC due to
Proffer 12 which states that prior to submission of a development plan for all or any
portion of a tract, the owner shall submit a conceptual development plan for the
development of the entire tract for review and comment by the Director of Planning and
the Development Review Committee (DRC). Ms. Cook noted that this provides an
opportunity for the DRC to review a more detailed layout than what is shown on the
adopted master plan prior to the applicant preparing plans for submission.
Mr. Basic asked about Engineering and Resource Protection Division comment #2
regarding Richardson Mill Pond.
Mr. Mark Richardson, of Timmons, explained the status of Richardson Mill Pond, an
aging dam which has water currently migrating around it. Mr. Richardson noted that the
applicant will be handling water quantity and quality control on site. He stated that the
larger issue with the pond is being handled through further coordination with County
staff and the other entities involved.
Mr. Basic asked if there was a parallel with another situation in the past elsewhere in the
County, with uncertainty as to roles and responsibilities. He expressed concern that
actions to approve plans might exacerbate the situation.
Mr. Bryan Hill stated that the dam is in the VDOT right-of-way, is owned by VDOT,
and repairs need to be undertaken by VDOT. He stated that this should not affect
Stonehouse.
Mr. Krapf asked for clarification regarding the process if the applicant were to propose
additional units on the northern portion of the tract.
Ms. Cook stated that this would be handled as a master plan consistency determination
by the DRC.
Mr. O’Connor stated that he didn’t have any comments on the conceptual plan, noting
that he understood that the type and mix of units would be influenced by market
conditions.
The other DRC members concurred, and there were no further questions or comments.
The DRC thanked the applicant for attending.

4.

C-0061-2016 4501 News Road Self Storage
Ms. Cook presented the staff report to the DRC to request DRC comments or
questions as they prepare to move forward with a potential rezoning application. Ms.
Cook stated that the applicant has submitted a conceptual plan for the construction of a
67,000 square foot single entrance interior storage facility with three stories. The
subject parcel is currently zoned R-4, Residential Planned Community, is designated for
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commercial or office on the Powhatan Secondary Master Plan, and is subject to traffic
generation limits and other proffers associated with case Z-0014-2003. Self-storage
buildings are not a permitted use in R-4.
Mr. Krapf asked if any concerns had been expressed by the adjacent property owners.
Ms. Cook stated that staff had not heard any concerns, but that there had not been any
notifications sent out at this stage due to the submission being a conceptual plan rather
than a rezoning or site plan.
Mr. Krapf asked staff to consider notification of adjacent property owners at the
conceptual plan stage so that their feedback could also be taken into account at any
early stage in the process. Further, Mr. Krapf stated that the proximity of this proposal
to the neighborhood could be problematic.
Mr. Steve Romeo and Mr. Myrl Hairfield provided information to the DRC on the
commercial uses that could be built on the parcel by-right under the existing master
plan. Mr. Hairfield stated that this building is not a typical storage building.
Mr. Romeo, Mr. Hairfield and the DRC members discussed the ability of the applicant
to put a landscape buffer next to the neighborhood and the status of the existing unused
roadway between this property and the neighborhood.
Mr. Larry Cook stated that he has informally talked with surrounding residents and they
have liked the concept.
Mr. Krapf asked about how customers would gain access to the facility.
Mr. Romeo stated that there would be a passcode at the entry door.
Mr. Krapf asked if the facility was accessible twenty-four hours a day and the applicant
answered in the affirmative. Mr. Hairfield stated that the proposed use is a low traffic
generator.
Mr. Basic asked whether the architecture is planned to look like the elevation that was
provided with the packet, with the addition of one story.
Mr. Cook confirmed that it would be the same general architecture, which is similar to
other regional examples of this type of self-storage facility.
Mr. Hairfield stated that it is their belief that there will be a good market for this type of
facility in this area of the County, and that they will need to have a good quality,
attractive building to serve that market.
Mr. Basic asked the applicant to be able to compare the height of this building with the
nearby Target and other buildings, should the application move forward. Further, Mr.
Basic asked the applicant to very carefully consider the proposed architecture now so
that the final design doesn’t differ from the version presented to the Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors, thereby avoiding the need for a future appeal
due to architectural inconsistencies.
The applicant stated that they understood both of these items.
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Mr. O’Connor asked about the site topography and expressed concern about the scale
of the proposed building next to a neighborhood.
Mr. Romeo indicated that the applicant will do a model to show how the building will
look from adjacent areas. Mr. Hairfield stated that he wants citizens and residents to
know what the building would look like.
Mr. Chris Johnson asked about the architecture of the building on the side and rear.
Mr. Cook stated that the building front and sides would have comparable architecture,
but he was not sure about the rear.
Mr. Cook and the DRC discussed the likely visibility of the proposed structure from
various surrounding roads and neighborhoods. The group also discussed the fact that
there would not be any outside storage.
Mr. O’Connor asked if there would be moving trucks or truck rental on site.
Mr. Hairfield stated that there was no plan to include truck rentals.
Mr. Krapf stated he was generally in support of the use.
Mr. Basic agreed, stating that a positive aspect is the low traffic generation. He stated
that for him, key considerations will be the scale and architecture of the proposal.
The applicant and DRC again discussed the existing unused road between this site and
the adjacent neighborhood, with the applicant noting that its status will be depend on the
adjacent neighborhood.
There being no further comments or questions, the DRC thanked the applicant for
attending the meeting.

F.

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Basic then motioned to adjourn the meeting, and the meeting was adjourned at
approximately 4:40 p.m.

_____________________________
Mr. Tim O'Connor

________________________________
Mr. Paul Holt, Secretary

AGENDA ITEM NO. D.1.
ITEM SUMMARY

DATE:

8/31/2016

TO:

The Development Review Committee

FROM:

Savannah Pietrowski, Planner

SUBJECT:

SP-0049-2015, The Promenade at John Tyler

ATTACHMENTS:
Description
Type
Staff Report
Staff Report
Elevations provided in the Rezoning
Community Impact Statement,
Backup Material
annotated by staff
Proposed Elevations
Backup Material

REVIEWERS:
Department
Development Review
Committee
Development Review
Committee
Publication Management
Development Review
Committee

Reviewer

Action

Date

Cook, Ellen

Approved

8/25/2016 - 4:41 PM

Secretary, DRC

Approved

8/25/2016 - 4:47 PM

Burcham, Nan

Approved

8/25/2016 - 4:49 PM

Secretary, DRC

Approved

8/25/2016 - 4:50 PM

SITE PLAN-0049-2015. The Promenade at John Tyler
Staff Report for the August 31, 2016, Development Review Committee
SUMMARY FACTS

FACTORS FAVORABLE

Applicant:

Mr. Graham Corson, AES Consulting
Engineers

1. Proposed elevations B and D are relatively consistent with the
CIS.

Land Owner:

Franciscus at Promenade, LLC

FACTORS UNFAVORABLE

Proposal:

To build up to 204 condominium units

1. Removing several distinct architectural features from the
elevations alters the character of the development, as presented
during the rezoning process and reduces the cohesiveness of the
buildings within the development.
2. Proposed elevations A and C are generally inconsistent with the
CIS.

Development Review
Committee (DRC)
Review:

Appeal the decision of the Director of
Planning that the proposed architectural
elevations are not consistent with the
elevations provided in the Rezoning
Community Impact Statement (CIS).

Locations:

5294, 5299, 5303, 5304, 5307 and 5311
John Tyler Highway

Tax Map/Parcel Nos.:

4812200020, 4812200025, 4812200026,
4812200029, 4812200027 and 4812200028,
respectively

Project Acreage:

+/- 24.54 acres

Zoning:

MU, Mixed Use, with proffers

Comprehensive Plan:

Mixed Use

Primary Service Area: Inside
Staff Contact:

Savannah Pietrowski, Planner

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Development Review Committee (DRC)
find the proposed architectural elevations to be inconsistent with the
elevations included in the CIS provided with the Application for
Rezoning for the development.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The Promenade at John Tyler was approved by the Board of
Supervisors in 2014 for up to 204 condominium units. The applicant
has submitted architectural elevations for the future duplex and
multiplex buildings within the development.
Upon review of the submitted architectural elevations, the Planning
Director has determined that they are not consistent with the
elevations included in the CIS submitted with the Application for
Rezoning. Therefore, the applicant has appealed this decision to the
DRC.

This staff report is prepared by the James City County Planning Division to provide information to the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors to assist them in making a recommendation on this application. It may be useful to members of the general public interested in this
application.
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SITE PLAN-0049-2015. The Promenade at John Tyler
Staff Report for the August 31, 2016, Development Review Committee
Condition No. 7 of the adopted proffers states: “Prior to final
approval of a site plan for development of the Property, Owner shall
prepare and submit design guidelines to the Director of Planning for
review and approval setting forth design and architectural standards
for the development of the Property generally consistent with the
typical architectural elevations included in the Community Impact
Statement submitted with the Application for Rezoning and
addressing items such as architectural features, color scheme, roof
lines, building materials, streetscape improvements and landscaping
(the “Guidelines”) and requiring architectural consistency between
the residential and commercial buildings developed on the
Property…”
In addition, Section 24-516 of the Zoning Ordinance states that “All
development plans shall be consistent with the master plan.
Development plans may deviate from the master plan if the Planning
Director concludes 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 rezoning.”
Staff and the Planning Director identified the following
inconsistencies between the two sets of elevations (also highlighted
by letter in Attachment No. 1):
Duplexes:
a. Side and rear elevations should be provided, consistent with
those on the CIS elevations. The covered patio and upper level
porch are important features that should be retained in the rear
elevations. In addition, special care should be taken to ensure
that end units most closely match the CIS side and rear views.
b. At least three of the six elevations should contain a pitched roof
over the front door.

c.

d.

e.
f.

The CIS elevation shows the bottom right windows to be
grouped, creating a box window with arched detailing. This
feature should be included in at least three of the elevations.
The CIS elevations show a semicircle window at the top right of
the duplexes. This feature should be incorporated into the
elevations.
The standing seam on the lower roof lines shown on the CIS
elevations should be included on all buildings.
White trim should be provided on top of the dormer window on
Duplex 3, as shown on the other buildings.

Multiplexes:
a. Buildings B and D appear to be relatively consistent with CIS
elevations 2 and 4, respectively. However, Buildings A and C
appear to be overall inconsistent with the CIS elevations.
b. The CIS elevations show two cupolas on each building, which
are not included in the draft elevations.
c. The small circular windows in CIS elevations 1 and 3 are
features that should be included.
d. The standing seam on the lower roof lines shown on the CIS
elevations should be included on all buildings.
e. The CIS elevations show a second level porch on two of the
units. This feature is currently shown in one elevation, but
should be added to at least one more. These are shown above a
first level porch on the CIS elevations. Preferably, this layout
would be carried through in at least one of the two elevations
showing a second level porch.
f. The rooflines in proposed Elevations A and C are very different
than those shown on the CIS elevations.
g. The CIS elevations show a small window in the roofline of
Elevations 2 and 4 with siding is continued into this area.
h. White trim on top of the dormer windows of Elevation B, as
shown on the other buildings.

This staff report is prepared by the James City County Planning Division to provide information to the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors to assist them in making a recommendation on this application. It may be useful to members of the general public interested in this
application.
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SITE PLAN-0049-2015. The Promenade at John Tyler
Staff Report for the August 31, 2016, Development Review Committee

RECOMMENDATION
Given the above inconsistencies, the Planning Director has
determined that the proposed elevations are not consistent with the
elevations included in the application for rezoning, and would alter
the character of the development as originally proposed during the
legislative process. Staff recommends that the DRC find the proposal
to be inconsistent with the master plan.

SP/nb
SP49PromenadeJT
Attachments:
1. Elevations provided in the Rezoning Community Impact
Statement, annotated by staff
2. Proposed elevations

This staff report is prepared by the James City County Planning Division to provide information to the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors to assist them in making a recommendation on this application. It may be useful to members of the general public interested in this
application.
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AGENDA ITEM NO. E.1.
ITEM SUMMARY

DATE:

8/31/2016

TO:

The Development Review Committee

FROM:

Alex Baruch, Planner

SUBJECT:

C-0065-2016, The Colonies at Williamsburg Swimming Pool Addition

ATTACHMENTS:
Description
Staff Report
Location Map
SUP-0021-2005 Conditions
Master Plan Adopted 11/08/2005
Conceptual Plan

REVIEWERS:
Department
Development Review
Committee
Development Review
Committee
Publication Management
Development Review
Committee

Type
Staff Report
Exhibit
Exhibit
Exhibit
Exhibit

Reviewer

Action

Date

Cook, Ellen

Approved

8/24/2016 - 11:35 AM

Secretary, DRC

Approved

8/24/2016 - 11:48 AM

Boles, Amy

Approved

8/24/2016 - 11:50 AM

Holt, Paul

Approved

8/24/2016 - 1:56 PM

CONCEPTUAL PLAN-0065-2016. The Colonies at Williamsburg Pool Addition
Staff Report for the August 31, 2016, Development Review Committee
SUMMARY FACTS

FACTORS FAVORABLE

Applicant:

Mr. William Felts, Landtech Resources, Inc.

Land Owner:

Williamsburg Plantation, Inc.

Proposal:

Construction of a swimming pool where the
approved master plan shows timeshare units.

1. The proposal continues to be compatible with surrounding
zoning and development.
2. The proposal does not change the basic concept or character of
the adopted master plan.
FACTORS UNFAVORABLE

Development Review
Committee (DRC)
Review:

None.
Conditions associated with SUP-21-05/MP09-05, Olde Towne Timeshares, state that
development of the site shall be generally in
accordance with the master plan, with such
minor changes as the Development Review
Committee (DRC) determines does not
change the basic concept or character of the
development.

Location:

5380 Olde Towne Road

Tax Map/Parcel No.:

3240100026A

Project Acreage:

+/- 111.76 acres

Zoning:

R-2, General Residential with Cluster
Overlay

Comprehensive Plan:

Low Density Residential

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the DRC find the replacement of 18 timeshare
units with a pool consistent with the Olde Towne Timeshares Master
Plan (now known as The Colonies at Williamsburg).
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The applicant has submitted a conceptual plan proposing a
swimming pool where 18 timeshare units were shown on the master
plan and subsequently approved with SP-0110-2009. Per the
applicant, this request is to meet the desires of the timeshare owners
for a quieter pool area. The proposed pool would be located across
from other recreation facilities on the site, there would be limited
visibility offsite from Olde Towne Road/Route 199 and the area
disturbed would be approximately the same footprint as the
timeshare buildings would have been. Staff has also determined that
the proposed pool does not conflict with the adopted Special Use
Permit conditions.

Primary Service Area: Inside
Staff Contact:

Alex Baruch, Planner

The applicant has stated that the property owner intends to transfer
the density of the 18 timeshare units by adding a third floor to

This staff report is prepared by the James City County Planning Division to provide information to the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors to assist them in making a recommendation on this application. It may be useful to members of the general public interested in this
application.
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CONCEPTUAL PLAN-0065-2016. The Colonies at Williamsburg Pool Addition
Staff Report for the August 31, 2016, Development Review Committee
buildings shown on the previously approved site plan. A proposal for
this change has not been submitted to the Planning Division as of
this time. The applicant understands that they will need to come back
to the DRC for another master plan consistency determination once
more specific plans are known to be able to achieve the transfer in
units and the subsequent increase in building height.
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the DRC find the replacement of 18 timeshare
units with a pool consistent with the Olde Towne Timeshares Master
Plan.

AB/ab
C-65-16ColoniesPool
Attachments:
1. Location Map
2. SUP-0021-2005 Conditions
3. Master Plan adopted November 8, 2005
4. Conceptual Plan

This staff report is prepared by the James City County Planning Division to provide information to the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors to assist them in making a recommendation on this application. It may be useful to members of the general public interested in this
application.
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AGENDA ITEM NO. E.2.
ITEM SUMMARY

DATE:

8/31/2016

TO:

The Development Review Committee

FROM:

Jose Ribeiro, Senior Planner II

SUBJECT:

Proposed changes to the adopted Master Plan for the Warhill Sports Complex

ATTACHMENTS:
Description
Staff Report
Proposed master plan
Adopted master plan

REVIEWERS:
Department
Development Review
Committee
Development Review
Committee
Publication Management
Development Review
Committee

Type
Staff Report
Exhibit
Exhibit

Reviewer

Action

Date

Cook, Ellen

Approved

8/25/2016 - 4:20 PM

Secretary, DRC

Approved

8/25/2016 - 4:48 PM

Burcham, Nan

Approved

8/25/2016 - 4:50 PM

Secretary, DRC

Approved

8/25/2016 - 4:50 PM

MEMORANDUM

DATE:

August 31, 2016

TO:

The Development Review Committee

FROM:

Jose Ribeiro, Senior Planner II

SUBJECT:

Warhill Sports Complex Master Plan Amendment

The Department of Parks and Recreation has submitted an exhibit (Attachment No. 1) proposing certain
changes to the Master Plan for Warhill Sports Complex, located at 5700 Warhill Trail. Of specific note, the
update includes:
•

The addition of a running center (labeled as “P” on the exhibit) consisting of a multi-purpose room, office
space, restrooms and a multi-sports field;

•

The relocation of the indoor sports facility (labeled as “G2” on the exhibit and on the adopted 2004 Master
Plan) closer to the football stadium and the parking in that area. The indoor sports facility is envisioned as
a multipurpose facility with emphasis on volleyball and basketball practices and tournaments; and

•

Other changes which include the removal of the paved multi-use trail and shared parking from a power
line easement, removal of picnic areas and removal of the greenway access to Centerville Road (labeled as
“N1,” “H,” “I” and “K2” respectively on the adopted Master Plan).

The current Master Plan for the Warhill Complex was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on July 13, 2004.
On February 24, 2016, the Development Review Committee (DRC) reviewed and recommended approval of a
request to find the addition of a swimming pool at the Williamsburg Sport Indoor Center consistent with the
2004 Warhill Sports Complex Master Plan. In preparation for submission of a Special Use Permit/Master Plan
amendment to address the items above, the applicant has requested that this item be placed on the DRC agenda
in order to discuss the project and obtain input from the DRC members prior to consideration by the Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors.

JR/ab
WSCMstrPlanAmend-mem
Attachments:
1. Exhibit showing proposed changes to the Warhill Sports Complex Master Plan
2. Adopted Warhill Sports Complex Master Plan

_____

2016 Warhill Sports Complex
Master Plan
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